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Bevised  Statutes,  1874. 

Chap.  24,662.    Control  of  streets 327 

100, 6  &    Platted  streets 827 

Bevised  Statutes,  1889. 

Chap.  20,  68  2, 8.   Execution  of  decedent's  con- 
tract to  sell 4ft7 

41, 6 10.    Depriving  widow  of  dower 4Sfl 

45,842.   Writ  of  possession •» 

8 10.    Pleading  and  practice  tn  eject- 
ment   82 

84.   Judgment  in  ejectment 81 


Citations. 


Chap.  46.    Moottons 128 

47,69.  View  by  Jury «7 

«,  f  107.   Receiver  of  Insolvent  Insur- 
ance company 881 

1 108L   Paymentlof  debts  of  insolvent 

Insurance  company 886 

18, I 106.   Restraining  insolvent  insur- 
ance oompanies 881 

17.   Enforcing  deerees 82 

8MSL    landlord's  lien 606 

120,14.   Valuation  of  property  for  taxa- 
tion   247 

IS.   Free  schools 127 

Starr  4  Curtis  Statutes. 

VoLl,  p,  566.    Execution  of  decedent's  con- 
tract to  sell 487 

Indiana. 

Constitution,  1816. 

Art.  0.11.    Encouragement  of  improvements   666 

Constitution. 

Art.  2,11a.    Elections  by  ballot 286 

6,18.    Election  of  officers 287 

Statutes, 

1806.  Vinoennes'  University 666 

1807.  Vinoennes1  University  ...r 686 

1851,  Feb.  14.    For  encouragement  of  agricul- 
ture.   664 

1877.   Loan  to  state  board  of  agriculture 667 

1881,  March  4.    Board  of  agriculture 664 

Transportation  of  natural  gas.    668 

Revised  Statutes,  1876. 
Vol.  M 10.    Corporate  stock,  personal  prop- 

fi  4152.    Corporate  stocky  personaVprop^ 

erty 600 

M  48.    Belling  decedent's  property ...    600 

•  60.   Selling  decedent's  property 600 

Revised  Statutes,  1881. 

41557-660.    Corporate  stock,  personal  property  600 

2275-2280.    Belling  decedent's  property 600 

8  4248.    Plans  for  public  buildings 608 

4736.    Election,  tie  vote 286 

Iowa. 

Constitution. 

ArtML   Property  rights 488 

•  9.    Due  process  of  law 488 

117.    Excessive  fines 440 

6,  tt  6.    Unlawful  deprivation  of  property  .  440 

Statutes. 

1874.    Compensation  to  riparian  owners  for 

cutting  off  access  to  water 641 

22d  Gen.  Assem.,  chap.  22.    Freight  oharges...  484 

23d  Gen.  Assenu,  chap.  17.   Ballroad  rates 410 

Code. 

1 458.    Power  of  municipality  over   markets, 

weights,  and  measures..... 116 

524.   Duty  to  keep  street  free  from  obstruc- 
tion   116 

2082.    Negotiable  notes 484 

2066.    Negotiable  notes 484 

2406.    Special  proceedings 443 

2648.    Demurrer 686 


Louisiana* 

Revised  Statutes. 

Passing  of  property  to  succession.. .  806 

Passing  of  property  to  succession  . .  805 

Transferor  credits 804 

Notice  to  oomplete  transfer  of  credit  804 


•  11*L 

Art,  STL 

12648. 


Revised  Civil  Cods. 
Art  2448.    Giving  In  payment.......... 


804 

Giving  inpayment 804 

Deli  very  to  effect  gift 804 

Master's  babiJity  for  acts  of  servant  — 
~~~    '  "  rht  of  succession  to  set  aside 


08.   High 
transfer 


806 
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Maine. 

Revised  Statutes. 

Chap.  82, 6  83.    Damages  for  breach  of  cove- 
nant      91 

Maryland* 

Statutes. 

1746.    Riparian  rights 6*0 

1886,  chap.  480.    Gift  enterprise 80, 426 

1880,  chap.  688.    Ballots 686 

Code,  Puttie  General  Laws. 

Art.  27, 1 186.  Gift  enterprise 90, 426 

88,1128.  Ballots 686 

4129.  Nomination  of  candidates 687 

1180.  Certification  and  nomination...    687 

I18L  Independent  nominations 687 

Massachusetts. 

Province  Statutes. 
168&-94,  chap.  22.    Repairing  bridge 420 

Province  Laws  (State  Ed.) 

VoL  1,  p.  136.    Burden  of  local  improvements.    421 

p.  158.    Repairing  bridge 420 

p.  288.    Repairing  bridge;  burden  of  lo- 
cal Improvements 420,421 

p.  405.    Burden  of  local  improvements.    421 
.  p.  419.   Burden  of  local  Improvements.    421 

1  p.  606.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 

tion the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments; basis  of  assessment  for 

422,424 

2,  p.  44.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments; assessment  for 422, 424 

p.  796.'  Burden  of  local  improvements.    421 
8,  p.  606.    Appropriations  for  relief  fund.    421 

4,  p.  286.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 

tion the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments     422 

p.  440.    Appropriations  for  relief  fund.    421 
p.  740.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments: assessment  for 422, 424 

.  p.  1023.  Assessment  for  local  improve- 
ment  422,  404 

5,  p.  188.    Burden  of  local  Improvements.   421 

Statutes. 

1782,  May  7.  Borden  of  local  Improvements; 
delegation  of  power  to  apportion  the 

cost  of  local  improvements 421, 422 

1798,  March  16.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
1796,  Feb.  10.    Burden  of  local  Improvements. .    421 

1806,  chap.  18.    Wharf  rights 618 

1820,  chap.  69.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  ot  local  Improvements; 
assessment  for 422,424 

1881,  chap.  4L    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 

1882,  chap.  116.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
1884,  chap.  16.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improvements; 
assessing  cost  of,  upon  county 422,424 

1886,  chap.  83.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
1835,  chap.  56.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  Improvements; 

assessing  costs  of,  upon  county 422, 424 

1886,  chap.  131.   Aid  to  railroad 420 

1888,  chap.  169.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 

1840,  chap.  62.    Burden  of  local  improvements    421 

1841,  chap.  108.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 

tion the  cost  of  local  improvements. .  422 
I860,  chap.  216.    Burden  of  local  improvements  421 
Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  Improvements  422 
1864,  chap.  183.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements. .  422 

chap.  226.    Aid  to  railroad 420 

283.    Burden  of  local  Improvement.  421 
406,11.    Giving  widow  life  estate...  725 
I860,  chap.  96.    Varying  burdeu  of  local  im- 
provements    421 

chap.  140.    Burden  of  local  improvements  421 
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1962,  chap.  65.    Borden  of  local  improvements   421 
chap.  177.   Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  Improvements.    422 

177.  Providing  for  making-  a  turn- 
pike and  bridges  a  highway;  assess- 
ment for  local  improvement 424 

1863,  chap.  88.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements: 

assessment  for 422,424 

chap.  107.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improvements  428, 424 
107.    Authorizing   municipality   to 

construct  drains 425 

191.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion cost  of  local  improvements;  as- 
sessment for 422,424 

1884,  chap.  188.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improvements.    422 
I860,  chap.  88.    Assessment  for  local  improve- 
ment      424 

chap.  160.    Assessing  expense  of  widening1 

street -7....!7. ._7.    424 

1888,  chap.  142.    Aid  to  railroad 420 

chap.  149.    Jurisdiction  of  harbor  com- 
missioners      618 

266.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements; 

assessment  for 428, 424 

1887,  chap.  286.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oosCof  local  im  pro  vements  422, 424 

chap.  aZL*  Aid  to  railroad 420 

1268,  chap.  80.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements: 

assessment  for 422,424 

chap.  294.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
809.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements: 

assessment  for ,.422,424 

818.    Aid  to  railroad 420 

822.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion tbe  oost  of  local  improvements; 

assessment  for 822,424 

1289,  ohap.  142.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improvements; 

basis  of  assessment  for 422,424 

tp.  161.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements: 

assessment  for 422, 424 

244.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements  422, 424 

266.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements  422, 424 

868.  Assessment  for  local  improve- 
ments      424 

,    872.   Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements. .    422 

878.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor-' 
tlon  the  oost  of  local  improvements; 
assessment  for  local  improvement. 428, 424 

878.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements.    422 

406.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements.    422 
1170,  ohap.  182.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  Improvements; 

assessment  for 422,424 

chap.  219.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improvements  422, 424 
281.    Bnrden  of  local  improvements   421 
287.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  Improvements; 

assessment  for 422, 424 

266.  Varying  burden  of  local  Im- 
provements     422 

266.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  Improvements; 

assessment  for 422, 424 

802. 308.  Delegation  of  power  to  ap- 
portion the  oost  of  local  improve- 
ments  422,424 

1271,  ohap.  88.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements : 

assessment  for 422,424 

tp.  177.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  Improvements  422, 424 

199.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements  422, 424 
276.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
1872,  ohaps.  129,  ISO,  181.    Delegation  of  power 
to  apportion  the  oost  of  local  im- 
provements: assessment  for 422, 424 

ohap.  295.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  publlo  Improvements 

422,424 

1878,  chap".  200." "Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost  of  local  improvements. 422. 424 
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1874,  chap.  189.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
ohap.  24a    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 

259.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 
266.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  cost   of  local  im- 
provements: assessment  f or42z,  424 
289.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  im- 
provements  412,424 

825.   Rebuilding  roads  and  bridges..    421 
Delegation  of  power  to  apportion  the 
oost  of  local  improvements 422 

1875,  ohap.  176.    Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 

tion the  oost  of  local  improvements: 

assessment  for 422,424 

Ohap.  198.    Burden  of  local  improvement*   421 
Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improve- 
ments: assessment  for 422, 494 

200.  Delegation  of  power  to  appor- 
tion the  oost  of  local  improve- 
ments   422,424 

1078,  chap.  51.    Burden  of  local  improvements  421 

1878,  ohap.  110.    Assessment  for  local  improve- 

ment      424 

1880,  ohap.  169.    Burden  of  local  improvements   421 

ohap.  21L   Giving  widow  fee 72* 

286.  Varying  burden  of  local  im- 
provements; delegation  of 
power  to  apportion  the  oost 

of. .„. 422 

1882,  chap.  86.   Notice  of  accident 251 

1887,  ohap.  270,  •  2.   Employer's  Liability  Act.    568 

18.    Amount  of  compensation.    569 

1888,  ohap.  114.    Notice  of  accident 251 

1889,  ohap.  489.    Disposal  of  sewage 480 

General  Statute. 

Chap.  66, 1823.    Creditor's  Hen 748 

81,1  16.    Creditor's  lien 742 

90,1  15.   Giving  widow  lite  estate 725 

Public  Statute*. 

Chap.  88, 1 19.  Notice  of  accident 251 

78,1  L  Statute  of  Frauds _  861 

124,1  1.  Curtesy 725 

I  8.  Widow  as  heir 724 

•  10.  Widow  contrasted  with  heirs.  1* 
0)7.1  9.  Extradition 262 

Michigan. 

BoweW*  Statutes. 
11808.   Private  roads 602 

Minnesota*. 

Statute*. 

1858,  chap.  60.   Bedemption 744 

1862,  chap.  19.    Bedemption 744 

15.   Proof  required  f  rem  redemptioner.  744 

1877,  ohap.  128, 1 2.    Exemption  of  benefit  fund 

from  execution 274 

1885,  chap.  184,  If  5, 6.    Regulation  of  life  insur- 
ance companies 874 

Revieed  Statute*,  1851. 

Chap.  71,  M 112-117.    Creditor's  exemption 744 

85,  I  11.    Mortgage  sale 744 

118.   Sale  to  mortgagees 744 

Compiled  Statute*,  1858. 
P.  648.   Bedemption 744 

General  Statute*,  1878. 

Tit  8,  ohap.  84.    Corporations 874 

•  868.   Mutual  life  Insurance  company 874 

Chap.  46,  M 12. 88.    Classification  of  bankrupts* 

estates 742" 

68,  •  277.   Judgment  lien...... 743 

•  828.    Bedemption 744 

81,1  16.    Bedemption 744 

Missouri. 

Statute*. 

1879,  •  8117.    Enacting  the  common  law 188 

Revised  Statute*. 

1 183.    Classification  of  demands  against  dece- 
dent's estate 285- 

209.    Classification  of  demands  against  dece- 
dent's estate 255 

2884.    Joint  contracts 254- 
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Hobraokit. 

Statutes. 
Disabilities  of  foreign  corporation 

How  Jersey. 

2\*Nfc  lotos. 
Mortgages... ...••....  .•••••••. 

Revision. 
Conveyances 


Hew  York, 

ISA  ohap.  268.  Taxation  of  corporations . . . . 
1896,  chap.  264.  Assessment  of  corporations.. 
IMQl   Interference  with  riparian  rights 


IMBi,  1 17.    Right  to  vote  stock 

1*7.   Tax  assessment 

1860,  chap.  246.   Divorce,  rights  of  wife  in  hus- 

band's estate 

1861,  chap.  SOT.   Taxation  of  telegraph  compa- 

nies  

ohap.  851.   Taxation  of  corporations 

1884,  chap.  888.  Preference  of  employe's  wages 
1883,  chap.  488.  Collateral  inheritance  tax... 
1888,  chap.  888.   Preference      of      employe's 


Taxation  of  telegraph  compa- 
nies  

1887,  ohap.  MB.    Assignment  Act 

chap.  712.   Collateral  Inheritance  tax 

Jones  &  Varices  Laws. 

Vol.  2,  p.  214.   Marriage    after  absence   of 
spouse  for  five  years 

Revised  Laws,  1801. 

VeL  1,  p.  1x8.    Marriage    after    absence 
spouse  for  five  years , 


888 


766 
766 
643 
786 

764 

861 

860 

252 
811 
408 

811 


861 


861 


Revised  Laws,  1813. 

YoL  1.   Marriage  after  absence  of  spouse  for 

live  years 861 

Revised  Statutes. 

Chap.  8,  art.  2,  part  2.    Annulment  of  mar- 
riage for  incapacity 888 

Arts.  8, 4.    Annullment  of  marriage  for  fault 

•  of  parties 862 

YoLl,p.3B6.    Assessment  of  real  estate 262 

p.  741, 6  8.   Divorce   catting  off  dower 

right 861 

788.   Paper  payable  to  fictitious  per- 
son      797 

2,  p.  188, 1  &.   Second  marriage  during  life 

of  former  spouse 861 

p.  142, 6  20.   Declaring  nullity  of  mar- 
riage     861 

628.   LegitFmaoy'of  children....    861 
p.  144, 6  87.   Judgment  annulling  mar- 
riage     882 

146,648.    Divorce,  rights  of  wife  in 

husband's  estate 861 

687.    Marriage  after  absence  of  spouse 

for  five  years 861 

Cods  Civil  Procedure. 

Ttt.  1,  ohap.  1&   Annullment  of  marriage 862 

I  888.    Bvidenoe  of  transactions  with  deceased   888 
M22.    Finding  of  facts,  and  conclusions  of  law   812 

1*80.    Action  against  foreign  corporation 

1764.    Dower   upon    divorce  for  husband's 

fault 

1780.    Divorce,  rights  of  wife  In  husband's 


2666.    Ancillary  administration ._ 

662100,2701.    Distribution  of  foreign  estate... 
6  2302.    Powers  of  ancillary  administrator 

Penal  Oode. 

66  888.282.    Marriage  after  absence  of  spouse 
for  live  years 

North  Carolinaw 

Code. 

•  1261.    Bvidenoe  of  deed 

1864.    Instruments  to  be  in  writing 

1883.    Running  cf  railroad  trains 
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861 


North  Daitotsw 

Compiled  Laws. 

18016.  Transfer  of  corporate  stock.. 

2824.  Term  of  office  of  director .. 

8886.  Election  of  directors 

2826.  Qua  liflcatlon  of  director ...... 

S88L  Stockholder's  right  to  vote.... 

2Q68.  Rights  of  pledgee  of  stock.... 

8788.  Master  and  servant 

4878.  Interest  as  damages 


787 
7»1 
781 
788 
782 
766 
108 
106 


Ohio. 

Constitution. 

Art.  1, 6  2.    Control  over  corporate  franchises 
18,62.   Repeal  or  alteration  of  laws 

Statutes. 

1880,  Feb.  26.    Defenses  to  suit  on  note 

1862,  May  I.  Creation  and  regulation  of  corpo- 
rations  847, 

1887,  April  16b   Impleading  watercourse 

1867,  April  18L  Creation  and  regulation  of  cor- 
porations  

1874,  April  20.  Creation  and  regulation  of  cor- 
porations  

1876,  March  87.  Fouling  waters 

April  1L   Creation  and  regulatlonof  cor- 
porations  

1877,  March  12.  Creation  and  regulation  of  cor- 

porations  

March  90.  Street  railways 

1878,  March  28.  Creation  and  regulation  of  cor. 

poratlons 


861 


207 
207 
118 


642 


682 

847 


847 
682 


847 
688 

847 


Laws. 

VoL  78,  p.  87.    Fouling  water. . . 
74,  p.  264.    Fouling  water. 


682 
682 


Revised  Statutes. 

6  8171.    Suit  on  note —... ... 

8178.   Suit  by  indorsee  of  note 

8806.    Extension  of  street  railways —. 

3464.   Telegraph  companies 

8471.   Telephone  companies 

4908.  Actions  to  be  prosecuted  by  real  par- 
ty in  interest 

4804.   Plaintiff  in  suit 

4886.    Plaintiff  In  suit 

6886.   Fouling  water .• 

Swan  6  OritchfleUTs  Revised  Statutes. 

Yol.  1,  p.  868.    Defenses  to  suit  on  note 

p.  880.   Obstructing  watercourse 


46 
44 


44 
44 
44 
662 


Oregon* 

Hitfs  Code. 

I  846.   Preponderance  of  evidence 

Pennsylvstnia. 

Constitution. 

Art  14, 6  6.   Compensation  of  county  officers. 
16,17.   Issuance  of  corporate  stock 


Statutes. 

1884,  Feb.  8.   Tax  lien 

1886,  July  16. 1 72.    Fieri  facias 

178.   Sequestration 

1846.    Tax  lien 

1848.    Sale  of  land  subject  to  judgment  lien . . . 

1848.  Acts  necessary  to  vest  title  to  roadway 
in  corporation 

1866,  April  26.    Rights  of  foreign  corporation. 

1866.    Tax  sales 

1870,  April  7.  Sale  of  corporate  property  upon 
fieri  facias 

1772.    Date  of  judgment 

1874,  April  18.  Authorization  of  corporate  In- 
debtedness  

April  28.    Incorporation  A  ot 

1876,  March  81.  Compensation  of  county  au- 
ditors  

1887,  May  12.    Compensation  of  county  au- 

ditors  

Public  Laws. 

1870,  p.  68.    Sale  of  corporate  property  on  fieri 
facias 


886 

896 

782 

66 

281 
681 

618 


171 

826 

182 
182 
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1874.  p.  98.   Incorporation  Act 

1870,  p.  1&   Compensation  of  county  auditors 
1887,  p.  86.   Compensation  of  county  auditors. 

Rhode  Island. 

Public  Statutes. 
Chap.  182, 1 14.    Bights  of  heir  of  deceased  leg- 
atee  

South  Carolina. 

Statute. 
1786.   Recording  marriage  contracts 774 

South  Dakota. 

Statute*. 

1800,  chap.  84,128.    Election  contests 706 

•  1404.    Canvassing  votes 707 

147L    Election  contests 707 

Compiled  Laics. 

1148ft.    Election  contests;  notice 706 

1491.    Right  to  contest  election 712 


Itevtoed  Statutes,  1879. 
Art  666,  subd.  27.   Creation  of  corporation . . .. 

Utah. 

Cods. 
I  4810.   Punishment  for  illegal  liquor  selling. . 
4648.   Bale  of  liquors  to  minors 


Tennessee. 

Constitution. 


Art.  1,1  8. 
180. 


Property  rights.. 
— -^"--y  no 


m.    ,      „    74 

Hereditary  honors 78 

-   Privileges  and  immunities 77 

11.    Homestead  exemption 617 


Statutes. 


1827.   Judicial  sale 77 

I860.   Title  to  slave 77 

1870.    Homestead  exemption 617,  519 

1879.    Homestead  Law 618,619 

1886,  chap.  88.    Descent  of  lunatic's  property.     72 
Telegraph  companies 644 

1887,  March  21.    Incorporation  Laws 644 

1889,  Feb.  28.    Electrical  street  railways 644 

Code,  1868. 

N  2420-2480.    Descent  and  distribution 72,79 

Code. 

1 1166.   Precautions  in  moving  trains 186 

Milliken  db  Vertrees*  Code. 


11536.   Telegraph  companies 644 

2836.    Exemption  of  homestead 616 

2986.    Election  of  homestead  right 615 

M  2987, 2988.   To  what  property  homestead  at- 
taches   615 

2940,2941,2944.    Homestead 523 

2940.   Disposition  of  homestead  on  divorce.  515 

8278.    Statute  of  Distribution 72 

8993.    Partition 623 

4024.    Partition 523 

Texas. 

Constitution,  1869. 
Art.8,114.    Eligibility  to  office 866 

Constitution,  1876. 
Art.  12, 1 L   Creation  of  corporation 868 

Statutes. 

1886,  p.  69,   Creation  of  corporations 868 

1887,  p.  116.   Permits  required  of  foreign  cor- 

porations    808 
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Vermont. 

Statutes. 
1884,  No.  140.   Married  women's  contracts.. 

Virginia. 

Code,  1860. 

Chap.  109,  f  1.   Prohibited  marriage 

I  4   Right  to  decree  of  nullity , 

H0.7.    Divorce  from  bed  and  board.. 
VL   Alimony 


484 
434 


001 


51 
51 
51 
51 


Washington* 

Constitution. 

Art  15.   Harbor  lines 

17.11.    Ownership  of  navigable  waters . . 
12.    Invalidity  of  Act  granting   shore 

rights. 

27,12.   Continuing  laws  in  foroe 


638 


63S 

648 


Statutes. 


Granting,  riparian  rights. 


1877,    Nov.  9i  f 4.    Recording  Act  ~ 
1800,    March  26.    Riparian  rights.. 

Session  Laws. 
1869,  pp.  818,  814,  816. 


048 

891 
042 


Registration  of  instru- 
ments  

Code. 

I  82TL    Granting  riparian  rights 

64L    Improvements  on  land  held  adversely. 

West  Virginia. 

Code,  1868. 

Chap.  04,  •  L    Void  marriages 

•  4.   Suit  to  annul  marriage 

115,6.   Suits  for  divorce 

1 12.   Maintenance 

106,  H  U  &   Repeal  of  laws. 

Code. 

Chap.  83, 1 18,  p.  237.   Intoxicating  liquors 

89,  •  25,  p.  286.    Power  of  county  court 

to  abate  nuisance 

44,  p.  860.   Dams 

47, 1  28,  p.  415.   Powers  of  municipality 
to  abate  nuisance... 
06.   Married  Women's  Act. 


116, 1 80,  p.  760.    View  by  Jury. 
"~  -  20e.  p.  910.   Power  of  Ju 
the  peace. 


150,  «20o.  p.  910.    Power  of  justices  of 


048 


62 


64 

64 

64 

779 

66 


1881,  chap.  193. 


Wisconsin. 

Statutes. 
Fencing  railroads., 
Revised  Statutes. 
Fencing  railroads • , 


•  1810. 

1818.   Farm  crossings. 


188 


181 
183 


Lawyers'  Reports, 

ANNOTATED. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


BOHN  MANUFACTURING  CO.  et 
al.9  AppU., 
e. 
Herman  KOUNTZE  et  al. 

(....Heib..—) 

•  In  a contract  for  the  sal*  of  land,  it  was 
stipulated  that  ttoe  ^purchaser  should  erect  a 
dwellinar  upon.tbe  premises  within  a  stated  time. 
The  building  was  erected,  but  the  labor  performed 
and  material  furnished  were  not  fully  paid  for. 
Held,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  the  mechanics* 
lien.  *****  the  liens  of  the  mechanic  and  material- 
man have  priority  over  the  Ilea  of  the  vendor  for 
unpaid  purchase  money. 

(November  U,  1800.) 

'Head  note  byNOBVAi„J. 


Not*.— Mechanics'  UenKjpriorUy  over  subsequent 

The  Hen  of  a  mechanic  or  materialman  begins 
with  the  commencement  of  the  work  or  furnishing 
of  material  under  hie  express  or  implied  con- 
tract, and  attaches  upon  whatever  estate  the  em- 
ployer may  have  at  that  time.  Triton  v.Norton,  10 
Colo.  837. 

A  prior  ben  is  entitled  to  prior  satisfaction  out  of 
the  thing  it  binds,  unless  the  lien  be  intrinsically 
defective,  or  is  displaced  by  some  act  of  the  party 
holding  it  Rankin  v.  Scott,  25  U.  a  12  Wheat. 
177,61*  ed.«B. 

A  person  who  has  contracted  to  sell  lands  must  be 
deemed  the  owner  for  all  purposes  contemplated 
by  the  Statute  in  regard  to  the  protection  of  me- 
chanics and  others  for  labor  and  materials,  where 
the  title  to  the  property  has  not  passed.  Bchmalz 
v.  Mead,  34  N.  Y.  8.  R.  779. 

I  Rule  in  various  States. 
California. 

A  contractor  cannot  object  to  the  legality  of  any 
Incumbrance  created  prior  to  his  lien,  by  the  per- 
son with  whom,  as  owner,  he  contracts.  Ferguson 
v.Miller,  5  CaL  404. 

But  those  who  purchase  after  the  lien  attaches 
take  subject  to  the  lien.  McGreary  v.  Osborne,  9 
CaL  121:  Crowell  v.  Gilmore,  18  Gal.  56;  Soule  v. 
Dawes,  7  CaL  676,  U  CaL  248. 

The  lien  is  deemed  to  have  accrued  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  work  or  furnishing  of  the 
materials.  McCrea  v.  Craig,  28  Gal.  526;  Tuttle  v. 
Montford,  7  Gal.  858;  Soule  v.  Dawes,  Id.  675;  GroweU 
v.  Gilmore,  18  GaL  64;  Germania  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso. 
v.  Wagner,  81  Cal.  849.  And  see  Barbor  v.  Reynolds, 
44  Gal.  620. 

To  protect  a  materialman  against  a  prior 
mortgage,  the  want  of  notice  must  be  expressly 
found.  Boot  v.  Bryant,  67  Cal.  48. 
12  L.  R-  A. 


APPEAL  by  materialmen  from  a  decree  of 
the  District  Court  for  Douglas  County 
C polling  their  liens  for  materials  and  labor 
tiflhed  in  erecting  a  building  upon  land 
held  under  a  contract  of  purchase  to  the  ven- 
dor's lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money.  Reverted, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  B.  G.  Burbank  and  A.  C.  Troup, 
for  appellants : 

In  the  contract  between  Kountze  and  Berlin, 
Kountze  authorized  Berlin  to  contract  for  the 
erection  of  a  dwelling-house  upon  the  lot.  This 
is  sufficient  to  subject  the  interest  of  Kountze 
to  the  liens  of  the  mechanic,  materialman 
and  laborer,  and  entitle  them  topriority. 

Henderson  v.  Connelly,  11  West.  Rep.  729, 
128  HL  98,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  490;  HiU  v.  QiU, 
40  Minn.  441;  Hilton  v.  Merrill,  106  Mass.  528; 
Paulsen  v.  Manske,  126  I1L  72;  Savoy  v.  Jones, 

Ooiorado.% 

A  mechanics'  lien  is  superior  to  all  after-created ' 
liens  and  any  prior  liens  or  incumbrances  of  which 
the  mechanic  or  materialman  had  no  actual  or  con- 
structive notice  when  he  began  to  work  or  to  fur- 
nish materials.   Triton  v.  Norton,  10  Colo.  887. 

Iowa. 

A  mortgage  taken  for  a  valid  consideration,  more 
than  ninety  days  after  the  last  item  in  an  account 
for  a  mechanics'  lien,  and  before  the  statement  for 
the  lien  is  filed,  is  an  incumbrance  in  good  faith, 
without  notice,  and  is  superior  to  the  lien.  Gilbert 
v.  Tharp,  72  Iowa,  714. 

A  mortgage  on  a  farm  on  which  a  stone  dwelling- 
house  is  securely  built  after  the  mortgage  is  given 
and  recorded  is  a  first  lien  on  the  whole  property, 
and  cannot  be  defeated  by  a  mechanics*  Hen  on  the 
house.  Miller  v.  Seal.  71  Iowa,  882,  citing  Bank  v. 
Boholth.  G9  Iowa,  816,  and  Curtis  v.  Broadweli  66 
Iowa.  662. 

Where,  upon  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of 
premises  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  therefor, 
the  purchaser  executed  a  mortgage  of  said  prem- 
ises, which  was  duly  recorded,  the  mortgagee 
having  no  notice  of  a  prior  contract  for  lumber 
with  which  to  repair,  the  mortgage  takes  pre- 
cedence of  the  mechanics'  lien.  Ryder  v.  Cobb,  68 
Iowa,  286. 

A  materialman  furnishing  materials  to  the  gran- 
tee for  the  erection  of  a  house  upon  the  land  has 
no  mechanics*  lien  superior  to  an  unrecorded 
mortgage  given  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  deed. 
Moody  v.  Dryden,  72  Iowa,  46L 

Where  all  the  lumber  for  a  building  was  furnished 
under  oneoontraot,  and  a  statement  for  a  mechanics* 
lien  was  filed  within  ninety  days  from  the  furnish- 
ing of  the  last  item,  a  mortgage  upon  the  property, 
made  after  that  date,  was  Inferior  to  the  mechanics* 
3  38 
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Nebraska  Stjfhbme  Coukt. 


Not,. 


S  Rawle,  848;  Bickel  v.  James,  7  Watte,  9; 
Woodward  v.  Leiby,  86  Pa.  487;  Bollin  v.  Grow, 
46  N.  Y.  770;  Haekett  v.  Ak2mw,  68  N.  T.  476; 

An  equitable  estate  or  interest  in  premises  is 
also  subject  to  a  mechanic,  and  the  uen  follows 
it  into  whatsoever  hands  it  may  pass.  This 
holds  Berlin's  interest,  and  also  that  of  Kountze. 

Clark  v.  Parker,  58  Iowa,  509 ;  Keder  y. 
Dentnead,  68  Pa.  449;  Botsford  v.  New  Haven, 
M.  &  W.  B.  Co.  41  Conn.  464;  SeiU  v.  Union 
Foe.  R  Co.  16  Kan.  188;  Atkins  v.  Little,  17 
Minn.  842. 

Meters.  Conftdon,  Clsurkson  A  Hunt, 
for  appellee,  Kountze : 

A  vendor's  lien  takes  precedence  as  against 
lien  claimants  with  actual  or  constructive  notice 
of  lien. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  2d  ed.  §  248;  Neil 
v.  Kinney,  11  Ohio  St.  58;  Logan  v.  Taylor, 
20  Iowa,  297;  Cochran  v.  Wimberly,  44  Miss. 
508;  Zeiglefs  App.  69  Pa.  471;  Hiekox  v.  Green- 
wood, 94  111.  266;  Mills  v.  Matthews,  7M&  817; 
Kline  v.  Lewis,  1  Ashm.  81;  Brooke  v.  Lester, 
86  Md.  65;  Walker  v.  Burt,  57  Ga.  20;  Holmes 
v.  Ferguson,  1  Or.  280;  OiUeepie  v.  Bradford. 
7  Yerg.  168;  &»&*  v.  Grt/ffn,  2  Doug.  (Mich.) 
54 ;  Burbridge  v.  Marty,  54  How.  Pr.  446 ; 
JTnaro  v.  ^wa,  45  N.  Y.  207. 

It  Is  a  mechanic's  duty  to  know  of  prior 
liens. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  §  244;  Oliver  v. 
Daw,  84  Minn.  292. 

His  lien  extends  only  to  the  interest  of  the 
one  contracting  for  the  improvement,  and  a 
mechanic  can  occupy  no  better  position  than 
his  employer. 


Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  §  244;  Orr  v. 
Battereon,  14  B.  Mon.  81:  Millard  v.  West,  50* 
Iowa,  616;  Thaxter  v.  WUUame,  14  Pick.  58; 
Bees  v.  Ludingtan,  18  Wis.  276;  Jessup  y.  Stone, 
Id.  466. 

Without  contract  of  purchase  and  sale,  Ber- 
lin could  never  have  had  auy  interest  in  the- 
premises,  to  which  lien  could  attach,  and  his- 
creditors  have  no  right  to  be  placed  in  a  better 
position  than  he  was. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  §  246,  p.  415; 
Perkins  v.  Davie,  120  Mass.  408;  Wood  v.  Baw- 
ling*, 76  IU.  206. 

That  Kountze  had  knowledge  of  improve- 
ments and  contracted  that  they  should  be  made,, 
and  advanced  money  for  the  making  of  them, 
is  immaterial. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  §  78,  p.  181;  Mc- 
Oinnis  v.  Purrington,  48  Conn.  148;  Scales  v. 
Oriffln,  Holmes  v.  Ferguson,  Mills  v.  Matthews- 
and  Kline  v.  Lewis,  supra;  Calloway  v.  Free- 
man, 29  Ga.  403;  Burbridge  v.  Marey  and 
Knapp  v.  Brown,  supra;  SeiU  v.  Union  fiae.  R, 
Co.  16  Ean.  188;  Trustees  of  CaldtoeU  InsL  v. 
Young,  2  Duvall,  582. 

In  the  absence  of  statute  a  vendee  under  & 
land  contract  can  certainly  neither  incumber 
nor  sell  a  greater  interest  than  he  possesses. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  §  71,  p.  1*6:  far- 
bridge  v.  Marey,  MeOinnis  v.  Purrington^ 
Scales  v.  Oriffln  and  Walker  y.  Burt,  supra. 

Kountze's  consent  to  liens  cannot  be  implied 
against  the  express  terms  of  contract 

McClintock  v.  OrieweU,  67  Pa.  188;  Hervey~v. 
Gay. 42 N.J.  L.  168. 

His  agreement  to  advance  money  toward  the- 


lien,  though  fued  before  the  statement  for  the  lien. 
Iowa  Mortg.  Oo.  v.  Shanquest,  70  Iowa,  124. 

CWnota. 

Where  the  lien  for  work  and  machinery  in  a  mill 
attached  June  80, 1888,— the  time  of  making  the  con- 
tract,—it  bad  priority  over  a  trust  deed  executed 
by  the  defendants  July  2, 1868,  and  recorded  July  7, 
1888.  Paddock  v.  Stout,  11  West  Rep.  66,  Ml  JJL 
871;  Clark  v.  Moore,  64  HI.  278;  Thllman  v.  Oarr,  76 
BL  886. 

Kansas. 

The  provisions  of  Comp.  Laws  1879,  art.  27,  ohap. 
80,  that  the  lien  of  a  mechanic  shall  have  preference 
over  all  other  liens  and  incumbrances,  includes 
conveyances  as  to  the  doctrine  of  notice.  Warden 
v.  Sablns,  86  Kan.  166,  citing  Austin  v.  Wohler,  6 I1L 
App.  800;  Gault  v.  Deming,  8  Phlla.  887;  Halm's 
App.  88  Pa.  400. 

Minnesota. 

Where,  subsequent  to  the  contract  tor  materials 
to  be  furnished,  the  vendee  received  a  deed  and 
executed  a  purchase-money  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gage was  superior  to  such  lien  for  materials,  not- 
withstanding the  failure  of  vendee  to  record  it  un- 
til the  deed  was  recorded,  the  materialman  having 
notice  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  but  not  of  the 
mortgage.    Oliver  v.  Davy,  84  Minn.  288. 

A  Statute  giving  a  mechanics*  Uen  precedence 
over  all  other  incumbrances  created  before  or 
after  such  Uen  is  unconstitutional  as  taking  a  man's 
property  away  without  his  consent  and  without 
process  of  law.  Meyer  v.  Berlandi,  1LB.  A.  777, 
80  Minn.  488. 

Mississippi. 

It  Is  oo  defense  to  a  suit  to  enforce  a  mechanics1 
lien  for  materials  and  work,  that  defendant  has  ac- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


quired  title  under  a  deed  of  trust  executed  since 
the  institution  of  the  suit.  Buntyn  v.  Snippets 
Compress  Oo.  68  Miss.  94. 

The  lien  may  be  enf  oroed  by  sale  subject  to  a 
paramount  Uen.    Ibid. 

Missouri. 

The  liens  of  mechanics  and  materialmen,  whether 
as  contractors  or  sub-contractors,  take  priority 
over  other  incumbrances  placed  upon  the  real' 
estate  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  tfce- 
bulldlng.  Mo.  Be*.  Stat  1879, 1 8178;  Douglas  v.  8C 
Louis  Zinc  Oo.  66  Mo.  888;  Allen  v.  Frumet  Mln.  at 
8.  Co.  78  Mo.  688;  M'Kim  v.  Mason,  8  Md.  Ch.  Me: 
Reading  v.  flopeon,  90  Pa,  404;  Brooks  v.  Burling- 
ton &  S.  W.  B.  Co.  101 U.  8.  448, 26  L.  ed.  1067:  Da  v* 
r.  Bil8land,85tr.ai8WalL6fi9,21  L.  ed.  069;  Taylor 
v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  6  M.  R.  Co.  4  DHL  670;  NeUaoo* 
v.  Iowa  Eastern  R.  Oo.  44  Iowa,  71;  Manhattan  L. 
Ins.  Oo.  v.  Paullson,  28  N.  J.  Bq.  804;  Hydraulic  P. 
B.  Oo.  v.  Bormans,  2  West.  Bep.  485, 19  Mo.  App.  064; 
Great  West  P.  M.  Oo.  v.  Bormans,  2  West.  Bep.  486, 
19  Mo.  App.  671;  Beilly  v.  Hudson,  68  Ma  888;  Welch 
v.  Porter,  68  Ala.  288. 

The  Uen  of  the  sub-contractor  relates  back  to- 
the  date  of  commencement  of  the  work.  Hydrau- 
llo  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Bormans,  supra. 

Whoever  takes  a  mortgage  upon  a  building  In  the 
course  of  erection  should  assume  that  the  me- 
chanics' work  is  to  go  forward,  and  is  charged 
with  notice  that  there  may  be  a  lien.  Brooks  v. 
Burlington  &  8.  W.  R,  Oo.  101 U.  &  448,  26  L.  ed. 
1067;  Hydraulic  P.  B.  Oo.  v.  Bormans  and  Welch- 
v.  Porter,  supra. 

Montana. 

By  tho  Law  of  Montana,  hens  secured  to  me- 
chanics and  materialmen  have  precedence  over  al* 
other  Incumbrances  put  upon  the  property  after 
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erection  of  the  building  does  not  amount  to 
consent  to  attaching  of  lien. 

Phillips,  Mechanics'  Liens,  pp.  130, 131;  Mo- 
Qinnis  v.  Purrington,  43  Conn.  148;  Bur- 
bridge  v.  Marty  y  54  How.  Pr.  446;  Craig  v. 
Swinertan,  8  Hun.  144;  National  Bank  of  Me- 
tropolis v.  Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  18;  Stuyve- 
sant  v.  Browning,  1  Jones  &  8.  308;  Wilkerson 
v.  Rust,  57  Ind.  172;  Hertey  v.  Gay,  42  N.  J.  L. 
168;  Qay  v.  Hervey,  41  N.  J.  L.  89;  Muldoon 
v.  iWf,  54  N.  Y.  260;  Trustees  of  Caldwell  Inst. 
v.  Young  and  Seits  v.  Union  Pae.  B.  Co.  supra. 

lonal,  •/".,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Bonn  Manufacturing  Company  brought 
suit  in  the  District  Court  of  Douglas  County  to 
foreclose  a  mechanics'  lien  upon  certain  prem- 
ises in  the  City  of  Omaha.  Herman  Kountze, 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  Z.  B.  Berlin,  the  equita- 
ble owner  in  possession,  under  a  contract  of 
purchase  with  Kountze,  and  various  mechanic 
nenbokiers  were  made  defendants.  After- 
wards, Robert  Q.  King  was  made  a  party  de- 
fendant On  the  7th  day  of  September,  1887, 
the  defendant  Herman  Kountze,  being  the  own- 
er of  lot  4,  block  15,  Kountze  place,  City  of 
Omaha,  contracted  in  writing  to  convey,  by 
warranty  deed,  said  lot  to  the  defendant  Z.  B. 
Berlin,  in  case  Berlin  should  perform  his  part 
of  the  contract.  The  contract  price  was  $2,500; 
the  purchaser  paid  $100  cash  down,  and  agreed 
to  pay  $100  January  7,  1888;  $50  September 
7, 1889;  and  $50  on  the  1st  day  of  each  month 
thereafter,  until  the  whole  sum  was  paid.  All 
deferred  payments  were  to  bear  8  per  cent  in- 


terest from  date  of  sale.  The  contract  con- 
tained, among  others,  this  provision:  "And  it 
is  hereby  expressly  understood  and  agreed,  and 
is  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  sale  of  said 
lot  to  Z.  B.  Berlin,  that  the  said  Z.B.  Berlin 
agrees  and  binds  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  or 
assigns,  to  build,  or  cause  to  be  built,  on  said  lot 
a  good,  substantial  new  dwelling-house  cost- 
ing not  less  than  $2,500,  and,  if  more  than  one 
dwelling  is  erected  on  said  lot,  then  each  such 
dwelling  shall  cost  not  less  than  $2,500,  exclu- 
sive of  ail  the  other  improvements  that  may  be 
put  on  said  lot,  such  house  or  houses  to  be  built 
on  good,  substantial  brick  or  stone  foundations. 
The  said  dwelling  shall  be  commenced  within 
eight  months  from  the  date  hereof,  and  be 
fully  completed  within  twelve  months  from  the 
date  hereof,  time  being  of  the  essence  of  this 
contract,  and  the  improvements  provided  for 
being  part  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid  for 
said  lot  Therefore,  should  said  Z.  B.  Berlin 
for  any  reason  fail  or  neglect  to  build  inch 
building  as  herein  provided  for,  an<J  within  the 
time  specified,  then,  at  the  option  of  said  first 
party,  and  for  the  reason  that  said  improve- 
ments have  not  been  made  as  stipulated,  this 
contract  may  be  declared  forfeited  by  said  first 
party,  with  all  the  penalties  herein  provided 
for.*  The  contract  also  contained  this  stipu- 
lation: "And  said  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
have  the  right,  immediately  upon  the  failure 
on  the  part  of  the  second  party  to  comply  with 
the  stipulations  of  the  contract,  or  any  part 
thereof,  to  enter  upon  the  land  aforesaid,  and 
take  immediate  possession  thereof,  without 
process  of  law,  together  with  the  improve- 


the  commencement  of  the  building.    Davis  v.  BUs- 
lmd.S5U.ai8Wftn.6W,  21L.ed.9S9. 

A  mortgage  filed  after  commencement  of  work 
by  the  contractor  issubsequent  to  the  lien  of  a  sub- 
contractor although  the  latter  did  not  com- 
mence work  until  after  the  filing  of  the  mortgage. 
Kerrigan  v.  English,  5  L.  B.  A.  887, 9  Mont.  118. 

Pennsyteania. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  priority  of  a 
mechanics1  lien,  the  commencement  of  a  building 
is  the  first  labor  done  on  the  ground  whloh  Is  made 
the  foundation  or  the  building.  Oriel's  App.  (Pa.) 
8  Cent.  Sep.  889. 

All  mechanics'  liens  take  effect  from  the  date  of 
commencement  of  the  work.  DenkeTS  Estate,  1 
Pearson,  fl*. 

But  where  work  upon  a  building  had  been  aban- 
doned and  not  resumed  for  six  months,  and  then 
under  a  new  contract,  it  broke  the  continuity  so  as 
to  prevent  the  lien  for  the  original  work  from  tak- 
ing priority  over  a  mortgage  subsequently  record- 
ed. Kelly's  App,  (Pa.)  8  Gent.  Bep.  78;  Pordham's 
App.98Pa.UQ. 

A  mechanics'  Men  superior  to  a  mortgage,  but 
Inferior  to  a  widow's  exemption  claim,  will  be  pre- 
ferred to  both.  In  the  distribution  of  proceeds  of  a 
decedent's  real  property,  where  the  mortgage  Is  su- 
perior to  the  exemption.  Miller's  App.  128  Pa.  981; 
Thomas's  App.  89  Pa.  180. 

By  the  Joint  Resolution  of  January  81,  1848,  the 
Legislature  of  Pennsylvania  Intended  to  give  to  an 
unpaid  contractor  a  priority  of  lien  on  the  property 
of  a  railroad  company  over  a  mortgage  made  after 
the  debt  to  the  contractor  was  Incurred.  Fox  v. 
Seal,  89  U.  &  22  WalL  434, 22  L.  ed.  774. 

An  unrecorded  mortgage  is  good  and  effectual  as 
a  Uen  against  a  subsequent  lien  creditor  who  had 
actual  notlee  of  the  true  state  of  the  case.  Manu- 
«  L.  R  A. 


faoturers  6  M.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Pennsylvania,  7 
Watts  &  8.  885;  Britten's  App.  46  Pa.  178;  Kelly's 
App.  supra;  Nixon  v.  Coffin,  8  W.  N.  a  489;  Molo- 
ney's App.  24  Pa.  872;  Stoner  v.  Keff,  50  Pa.  868,  And 
see  Jaques  v.  Weeks,  7  Watts,  881;  Park  v.  Neeley, 
90  Pa.  52;  Butcher  v.  Tocum,  81  Pa.  188;  Mulllken  v. 
Graham,  78  Pa.  484;  Appeal  of  Philllpaburgh  8av. 
Bank,  10  W.  N.  a  285;  Steckel  v.  Dean,  2  Pennyp. 
808. 

The  lien  of  a  mortgage  is  not  devested  by  a  sale 
under  subsequent  mechanics'  Hens.  GUI  v.  Weston, 
1  Cent  Bep.  870, 110  Pa.  812. 

Tennessee. 
Where  the  vendor  or  mortgagee  Is  not  made  a 
party  to  the  suit  to  enforce  the  mechanics'  lien  the 
rights  enforced  will  be  In  subordination  to  their 
liens.  Case  Mfg.  Go.  v.Smlth,5L.  B.  A.28U40Fed, 
Bep.  889.  See  Gillespie  v.  Bradford,  7  Terg.  188; 
Bhea  v.  Allison.  8  Head,  180. 

Wisconsin. 

A  mortgage  to  secure  future  advances  to  pay  for 
labor  and  materials  on  a  building,  recorded  before 
the  commencement  of  the  building,  although  the 
advances  are  not  made  until  after  the  building  Is 
commenced,  has  priority  over  a  mechanics'  Hen. 
Wisconsin  P.  Mill  Co.  v.  Sohuda,  72  Wis.  277,  citing 
Moroney's  App.  24  Pa.  872;  Piatt  v.  Griffith,  27  N.  J. 
Bq.  207. 

This  rule  accords  with  the  rule  of  the  civil  law. 
See  Domat,  pt  1,  book  8,  title  1, 1 5,  art.  9. 1 1744,  p. 
884. 

8o  the  privilege  was  extended  to  him  who  lends 
money  to  the  undertaker  of  a  work.  Id.  1 1745. 

The  rule  is  not  so  extended  in  Maine.  See  Pear- 
son v.  Tinoker,  88  Me.  884. 

See  notes  to  Ballew  v.  Boler  (Ind.)  9  L.  B.  A.  481; 
Sohroeder  v.  Gauand  (Pa.)  7  L.  B.  A.  711. 


Nebraska  Sufbbmb  Court. 


Dm., 


meats  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging." 
Upon  the  back  of  the  contract  was  indorsed 
this  memorandum,  which  was  duly  signed  and 
witnessed:  "It  is  hereby  understood  and 
agreed  that,  if  so  requested  by  the  within- 
named  Z.  B.  Berlin,  the  within-named  H. 
Eountze  shall  advance  to  the  within-named  Z. 
B.  Berlin  any  sum  of  money  desired,  not  ex- 
.  ceeding  $2,200,  said  money  so  advanced  to  be 
used  in  paying  for  workmanship  and  mate- 
rial for  building  the  house  within  required 
to  be  built  Said  money  so  to  be  advanced 
shall  be  placed  in  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Omaha,  subject  to  check,  at  the  date  when 
said  Eountze  is  notified  that  work  will  com- 
mence on  said  building.  But  nothing  herein 
shall  be  construed  to  mean  that  Any  money 
shall  be  advanced,  unless  work  is  commenced 
on  said  building  within  the  time  fixed  by  the 
within  agreement  for  the  commencement  of 
work  on  said  building.  And  the  money  so 
deposited  shall  be  paid  on  checks  of  said  2.  B. 
Berlin,  accompanied  by  the  estimates  of  the 
architect  actually  in  charge  of  said  building; 
and  not  to  exceed  80  per  cent  of  the  amount 
due  for  work  done,  and  material  actually  fur- 
nished, shall  be  paid  on  any  estimate,  and  the 
remaining  20  per  cent  shall  not  be  paid  until 
the  building  is  fully  completed,  and  not  then 
until  ninety  days  have  first  elapsed,  and  proper 
proof  is  furnished  that  the  building  is  clear  of 
mechanic  and  other  liens.  All  checks  for  the 
payment  of  money  must  bear  the  countersign 
of  Herman  Eountze  before  the  same  shall  be 
paid  by  said  bank,  and  duplicates  of  all  con- 
tracts, bonds  and  vouchers  shall  be  filed  with 
the  said  Herman  Eountze.  No  contract  for 
work  shall  be  let  to  irresponsible  parties,  and 
all  contractors  shall  furnish  good  and  sufficient 
security,  in  adequate  amounts,  for  the  faithful 
performance  of  their  contracts;  and  that  no 
mechanic  or  other  liens  will  be  allowed  to  go 
on  said  property;  and  that  said  property  shall 
be  clear  of  all  liens  or  claims  by  reason  of  im- 
provements put  upon  the  same.  At  the  option 
of  said  Eountze,  party  of  the  first  part,  this 
contract  shall  be  surrendered  to  him  when  the 
money  for  the  building  is  advanced,  and  a 
new  contract  entered  into,  and  the  considera- 
tion therein  named  to  be  the  amount  of  money 
advanced  by  him,  and  the  balance  then  un- 
paid on  the  lot  herein  referred  to;  and,  if  no 
new  contract  is  executed,  then  all  money  ad- 
vanced by  said  Eountze  on  this  contract,  to 
be  used  in  building,  shall  be  considered  as  part 
of  the  purchase  money  for  said  property." 

On  April  24, 1888,  Eountze  placed  with  the 
First  National  Bank  of  Omaha,  to  the  credit 
of  Berlin,  $2,200,  to  be  used  in  building  the 
house  provided  for  in  the  contract;  and  on 
June  7,  1888,  for  a  like  purpose,  the  further 
turn  of  $225  was  deposited  by  him  in  said  bank. 
Peterson  &  Co.  contracted  with  Berlin  to  put 
up  the  building  for  $2,944.  The  house  was 
erected,  the  extras  on  the  Job  amounting  to 
$249.  The  other  lienholders  were  sub-con- 
tractors. The  moneys  placed  in  the  bank  were 
paid  out  for  labor  and  materials  on  the  archi- 
tect's estimates,  by  the  checks  of  Berlin,  coun- 
tersigned by  Eountze.  The  decree  of  the  dis- 
trict court  gave  Eountze  a  first  lien  for 
$6,009.72,  the  same  being  the  unpaid  purchase 
price,  and  the  $2,200  first  advanced  for  the 
12  L.  R.  A. 


construction  of  the  house,  with  interest  on  the 
amounts.  The  mechanic  lienholders  were 
given  liens  for  the  amounts  due  them  respec- 
tively, but  Junior  to  the  above  lien  of  Eountze 
for  $5,009.72.  Eountze  was  also  given  a  lien 
for  the  amount  of  his  second  advancement, 
which  was  made  Junior  to  all  other  liens.  The 
case  is  here  on  appeal  from  that  part  of  the  de- 
cree giving  Eountze  the  prior  lien. 

Section  1  of  the  Mechanics'  Lien  Law  pro- 
vides that  "any  person  who  shall  perform  any 
labor,  or  furnish  any  material  or  machinery 
or  fixtures,  for  the  erection,  preparation  or 
removal  of  any  house,  mill,  manufactory  or 
building,  or  appurtenances,  by  virtue  of  a 
contract  or  agreement  expressed  or  implied 
with  the  owner  thereof,  or  bis  agents,  shall 
have  a  lien  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same 
upon  such  house,  mill,  manufactory,  building 
or  appurtenance,  and  the  lot  of  land  upon 
which  the  same  shall  stand."  The  word 
"owner"  as  used  in  this  section  is  not  limited 
in  its  meaning  to  the  one  who  holds  the  legal 
title,  but  embraces  the  equitable  owner  as  well. 
Ordinarily,  the  lien  of  the  mechanic  attaches 
only  to  the  interest  of  the  one  who  causes  the 
improvement  to  be  made.  The  correct  rule 
doubtless  is  where  one  holding  land  under  a 
contract  of  purchase  causes  a  building  to  be 
erected  thereon,  and  the  contract  of  sale  con- 
tains no  provision  for  the  erection  of  a  build- 
ing, that  the  mechanics'  lien  is  confined  to  the 
interest  of  the  purchaser  in  the  premises,  and 
is  subordinate  to  that  of  the  vendor  of  the  land, 
for  unpaid  purchase  money.  It  is  insisted  by 
the  appellants  that,  when  the  contract  of  sale 
of  real  estate  stipulates  that  the  purchaser  shall 
erect  on  the  land  a  building  within  a  specified 
time,  the  mechanic  who  performs  the  labor,  or. 
furnishes  the  material,  for  the  making  of  the 
improvement,  is  entitled  to  a  lien  against  the 
interest  of  the  vendor  in  the  premises,  as  well 
as  that  of  the  vendee.  The  contract  of  sale 
in  the  case  at  bar  not  only  authorized,  but  made 
it  obligatory  upon,  the  purchaser  to  erect  a 
dwelling  on  the  premises,  of  a  certain  value, 
within  a  fixed  time.  Further  than  that, 
Eountze  stipulated  to  furnish  not  to  exceed 
$2,200  towards  the  erection  of  the  building. 
The  proof  shows  that  Eountze  advanced  thai 
amount,  and  more,  and  that  he  approved  the 
expenditure  of  the  money.  This  is  additional 
proof  of  the  authority  of  the  vendee  to  con- 
tract for  the  erection  of  the  house,  Eountze 
having,  in  the  contract  of  sale,  authorized 
his  vendee  to  make  the  improvements;  and,  in 
pursuance  of  that  authority,  Berlin  procured 
the  labor  to  be  performed,  and  the  materials*  to 
be  furnished,  the  vendor  thereby  subjecting 
his  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  to  the 
liens  that  might  be  acquired  bv  the  laborer 
and  materialman  for  making  the  improvement. 
Where  a  vendee,  owning  the  equitable  title, 
contracts  for  the  erection  of  a  building,  upon 
the  express  authority  of  the  owner  of  the  legal 
title,  it  is  but  just  that  the  lien  of  the  mechanic 
should  attach  to  the  interest  of  both  vendor 
and  vendee  in  the  premises,  and  be  paramount 
to  the  lien  of  the  vendor;  and  this  rule  does 
not  in  any  manner  contravene  any  statutory 
provision.  If  any  authority  is  necessary  to 
support  this  construction  it  is  not  wanting. 
The  case  of  Bmdenon  v.  Connelly,  123  III.  98. 


1890. 


Bull  v.  Kentucky  National  Bank. 
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11  West.  Rep.  729,  is  similar  in  its  facts  to  tbe 
one  at  bar.  G.  M.  and  W.  S.  Henderson  sold 
certain  real  estate  to  one  Sharp  for  $2,160. 
Part  of  tbe  consideration  was  paid  down,  and 
the  balance  was  to  be  paid  in  monthly  pay- 
ments. Tbe  contract  of  sale  contained  this 
clause:  "And  said  Hendersons  agree  that, 
when  said  Sharp  shall  have  expended  $825  in 
the  erection  of  a  suitable  dwelling-house  upon 
said  premises,  tbey  will  advance  him,  as  the 
progress  of  the  building  justifies,  in  their 
opinion,  the  further  sum  of  $875,  to  aid  in  the 
completion  thereof."  J.  G.  Sharp,  the  vendee, 
subsequently  employed  Connelly  to  do  tbe  ex- 
cavating, stone  and  brick  work,  and  plastering 
for  a  house  he  proposed  to  erect  on  the  prem- 
ises. Connelly  performed  the  labor,  and  fur- 
nished the  material,  according  to  his  contract, 
amounting  to  $405.58,  and  filed  bis  lien  for 
the  same.  The  Hendersons,  during  the  prog- 
ress of  tbe  work,  advanced  Sharp  $700.  Sharp 
having  failed  to  make  his  payments  to  tbe  Hen- 
dersons, the  latter  took  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  completed  tbe  house.  Connelly 
brought  suit  to  enforce  a  lien  for  labor  and  ma- 
terials furnished  under  the  contract  with 
Sharp.  Mr.  Justice  Craig,  in  delivering  tbe 
opinion  of  the  court,  savs:  "The  only  reason- 
able and  fair  construction  to  be  placed  on  this 
clause  of  the  contract  is  that  the  purchaser  was 
authorized  and  empowered  by  the  vendors  to 
eater  into  contracts  with  the  builders  to  fur- 
nish material,  and  erect  a  building  on  tbe  prem- 
ises to  which  they  hold  tbe  legal  title.  If, 
therefore,  the  Hendersons  authorized  and  em- 
powered Sharp,  the  purchaser,  to  cause  a  build- 
ing to  be  erected  on  the  property  where  the 
legal  title  was  in  them,  upon  what  ground  can 


they  now,  after  the  labor  has  been  expended, 
and  materials  furnished,  claim  that  tbe  me- 
chanic who  furnished  the  labor  and  materials 
which  they,  by  contract,  authorized,  shall  look 
alone  to  the  title  held  by  tbe  purchaser?  Cer- 
tainly no  principle  of  equity  or  fair  dealing 
would  sanction  a  precedent  of  that  character. 
.  .  .  The  vendors,  by  their  contract,  have 
subjected  their  title  to  the  property  to  tbe  lien 
of  the  petitioner,  and  the  decree  properly,  in 
our  opinion,  authorized  a  sale  of  the  legal  title, 
and  a  priority  of  payment  to  the  petitioner." 
This  case  was  afterwards  approved  by  the 
same  court  in  Paulsen  v.  Manske,  120  Hi.  72. 

In  May,  1889,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Min- 
nesota, in  Hilly.  Gill,  40  Minn.  441,  upon  sim- 
ilar facts,  held  that  the  lien  of  the  mechanic 
attached  to  the  interest  of  the  vendor.  The 
statutory  provisions  in  Illinois  and  Minnesota 
relating  to  mechanics'  liens  are  substantially 
the  same  as  those  in  this  State,  and  the  decisions 
from  those  States  are  entitled  to  much  weight. 
There  are  cases  holding  a  contrary  doctrine, 
some  of  which  are  cited  in  the  brief  of  appel- 
lees; but,  as  they  are  contrary  to  the  libera] 
rule  of  construction  that  has  always  prevailed 
in  this  State  in  construing  the  Mechanics'  Lien 
Law,  we  do  not  follow  them.  The  rule  we 
adopt  is  the  most  just  and  equitable. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court,  in  so  far  as 
it  awarded  the  appellee  Kountze  the  paramount 
Hen  on  the  premises,  is  reversed,  and  the  decree 
will  be  modified  in  this  court  making  his  lien 
junior  to  that  of  tbe  mechanic  lienholders.  In 
all  other  respects  the  decree  is  affirmed.  De- 
cree accordingly. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Edward  BULL  et  al.t  Appte., 

v. 

KENTUCKY  NATIONAL  BANK. 


(..-Ky.. 


»  statute  providing  for  the  eub- 
of  beneficial  Interests  to  the 
pegrment  of  the  beneficiary's  debts*  if  a 

rand  is  devised  to  trustees  witb  directions  to  pay 
the  Income  to  testator's  son  during  bis  life,  free 
from  the  claims  of  creditors,  and  with  further  di- 
rections that  if  a  court  of  last  resort  shall  at  an  y 
time  determine  that  the  income  Is  liable  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  payment  of  the  son's  debts,  then  the 
trustees  shall  pay  it  to  the  son's  wife  for  her  sep- 
arate nsejnoome  which  accrues  prior  to  a  decision 
by  a  court  of  last  resort  authorizing  the  applica- 
tion is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  son's 
debts,  but  not  that  which  accrues  after  such  de- 

<  December  18, 1800.)* 

•A  decision  was  reached  and  an  opinion  handed 
down  in  this  caseon  September  80, 1890.  A  petition 
for  rehearing;  was  subsequently  Hied,  in  response  to 
which  tbe  court  extended  the  original  opinion,  so 
that  the  final  opinion  is  as  Riven  herewith,   [fiep.] 


NooL-Spendthrlft  trusts.    8ee  Billings  v.  Marsh 
(Mass.)  10  L.  B.  A.  764;  Hayoraft  v.  Bland  (Ky.)  9  L. 
H.  A.  8»i  flattery  v.  Wason,  7  L.B.  A.  808,  and 
note.  151  Mats.  ML 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Louisville  Chancery  Court  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  certain  promissory 
notes.    Reversed  in  part. 

December  17, 1887,  appellee  held  a  number 
of  promissory  notes  signed  by  Edward  and 
Robert  F.  Bull.  On  that  day  the  notes  were 
divided  up  and  three  separate  suits  in  as  many 
courts  were  instituted  on  them.  The  suits, 
were  subsequently  all  transferred  to  the  Louis- 
ville Chancery  Court,  where,  on  March  8, 1889, 
they  were  consolidated  and  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  plaintiff  on  the  notes  to  the- 
payment  of  which  the  court  subjected  the  in- 
come of  a  certain  fund  held  in  trust  for  de- 
fendants under  the  will  of  their  father. 

Further  facts  tppear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Caryft  Spindle*  Richavrda  * 
Harris  and  John  C.  Russell*  for  appel- 
lants: 

The  creator  of  an  estate  may,  by  a  condition 
or  limitation,  take  it  away  from  the  donee  in 
the  event  of  alienation  or  subjection  to  debts, 
and  give  it  to  somebody  else. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  9th  ed.  §974;  Lewin,  Tr. 
chap.  7,  §2.  p.  190,  ed.  1888:  Jarman,  Wills, 
ed.  1868,  *185;  Perry,  Tr.  §  888;  White  v. 
Thomas,  8  Bush,  661;  Marshall  v.  Rash,  87 
Ky.  119. 
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Inasmuch  as  it  could  not  benefit  the  creditor  I 
to  put  in  operation  a  limitation  over  to  another 
person,  the  only  proper  decree  was  to  dismiss 
the  petition. 

BramhaU  v.  Ferris,  14  N.  Y.  41. 

Where  property  is  limited  over  in  the  event 
of  voluntary  alienation  or  bankruptcy,  any  at- 
tempt at  alienation  or  assignment  in  bank- 
ruptcy is  held  to  take  the  property  out  of  the 
debtor  and  vest  the  title  in  the  remainderman. 

Oldham  v.  Oldham,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  Cas.  404; 
BiUson  v.  Grafts,  L.  R.  15  Eq.  Cas.  814;  Nix- 
on v.  Verry,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  196. 

Upon  an  attempted  alienation  where  there  is 
a  clause  of  cesser,  the  estate  will  terminate  in 
the  donee,  even  though  there  be  no  limitation 
over,  or  it  be  not  ready  to  vest 

Hunt  v.  Hurst,  L.  R.  21  Ch.  Div.  278. 

Mr.  H.  L.  Stone,  with  Messrs.  Hargis  * 
Eastin  and  P.  B.  Muir,  for  appellee: 

A.  testator  cannot,  nor  can  anyone,  accord- 
ing to  our  laws,  vest  property  or  funds  in  trus- 
tees for  the  use  of  another,  without  subjecting 
it  to  the  debts  of  the  cestui  que  trust. 

Marshall  v.  Rash,  87  Ky.  119;  Samuel  ▼. 
Ellis,  12  B.  Mon.  479. 

A  provision  in  a  will  purporting  to  prevent 
alienation,  incumbrance  or  assignment,  or  the 
subjection  by  his  creditors  of  a  beneficiary's 
life  estate,  is  of  no  force  whatever;  and  such 
restrictions  do  not  limit  the  power  of  aliena- 
tion or  destroy  the  incidents  which  belong  to 
the  ownership  of  property. 

Shaw  v.  Ford,  L  K.  7  Ch.  Div.  669;  Roch- 
ford  v.  Hackman,  9  Pare,  475;  Hardenburgh 
v.  Blair,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  48;  Samuel  v.  Ellis, 
supra;  1  Jarman,  Wills,  p.  684;  Brandon  v. 
Robinson,  18  Ves.  Jr.  429;  Perry,  Tr.  §886; 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  974a/  8  Wms.  Exrs.  1874; 
Mandlebaumv.  McDonnell,  29  Mich.  78;  Wil- 
kinson v.  Wilkinson,  8  Swanst.  515,  Coop.  259. 

Until  the  alleged  subsequent  condition  shall 
happen,  and  until  the  wives  shall  claim  that  the 
condition  is  broken  and  show  the  same  to  be 
true  in  law,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the 
continuation  of  the  life  estate  of  Robert  and 
Edward  Bull. 

2  BL  Com.  p.  156;  4  Kent,  Com.  p.  128;  Ken- 
ner  V.  American  Contract  Co.  9  Bush,  202. 

If  the  condition  subsequent  be  possible  at  the 
time  of  making,  and  becomes  impossible  to  be 
complied  with,  either  by  the  act  of  God  or  of 
the  law  or  of  the  grantor;  or  if  it  be  impossible 
at  the  time  of  making  it,  or  against  law,  the 
estate  of  the  grantee,  being  once  vested,  is  not 
thereby  devested,  but  becomes  absolute. 

4  Kent,  Com.  p.  180;  Mitehel  v.  Reynolds,  1 
P.  Wms.  189;  Gary  v.  Bertie,  2  Vern.  889; 
Taylor  v.  Sutton,  15  Ga.  103;  Martin  v.  Ballou, 
13  Barb.  119;  Merrifleld  v.  Cobleigh,  4  Cush. 
178;  (Jadberry  v.  Sheppard,  27  Miss.  208. 

If  the  prohibition  against  alienation  does  not 
include  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate  as  its  conse- 
quence, the  cestui  que  trust  may  assign  his  in- 
terest. 

Dick  v.  Pitchford,  1  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  480; 
Palmer  v.  Stevens,  15  Gray,  848;  Mandlebaum 
v.  McDonneU,  29  Mich.  78;  Hardenburgh  v. 
Blair,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  48. 

A  condition,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  defeat  or 
determine  an  estate  to  which  it  is  annexed,  must 
defeat  the  whole  of  such  estate,  not  determine 
it  in  part  only,  leaving  it  good  for  the  residue. 
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Jermin  v.  Arscot,  Rot.  1578,  cited  in  Corbet's 
Case,  1  Coke,  85;  2  Sharswood,  Bl.  Com.  p.  152, 
and  note  by  Mr.  Chitty. 

The  absolute  power  of  disposition  of  the 
whole  of  the  life  estate  of  Edward  and  Robert 
F.  Bull  is  reposed  in  them  by  the  will 

The  testator,  it  is  true,  does  say  in  the  will 
that  they  shall  not  alienate,  incumber  or 
charge  the  estate,  but  he  fails  to  provide  that 
if  they  do  so  the  estate  shall  go  to  someone 
else,  or  they  shall  forfeit  their  interest,  and 
therefore  the  power  of  alienation  stands  unre- 
strained, and  they  can  alienate  as  they  choose, 
without  danger  of  forfeiting  their  estate  or  of 
someone  else  taking  it  under  the  will,  because 
the  inhibition  against  alienation  is  void,  being 
contrary  to  public  policy. 

1  Perry,  Tr.  §$  886,  886a;  Jones  v.  Bacon.  68 
Me.  84;  McKenzie's  App.  41  Conn.  607;  Bona 
v.  Meier,  47  Iowa,  607;  KeUey  v.  Meins,  185 
Mass.  281;  Howard  v.  Oarust,  109  U.  B.  735, 
27  L.  ed.  1069;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Hall,  Fitzg.  814; 
Roesv.  Ross,  1  Jac.  &  W.  154;  Jackson  v.  Bull, 
10  Johns.  18;  Nelson  v.  Cooper,  4  Leigh,  406; 
Oxford  v.  Choate,  100  Mass.  843,  468;  RamsdeU 
v.  RamsdeU,  21  Me.  288. 

Pryor,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

These  consolidated  actions  were  heard  to- 
gether, and  a  judgment  rendered  for  the  Bank. 

The  defense  relied  on  by  the  appellants  is, 
that  the  Bank  (appellee)  agreed  that  new  notes 
should  be  executed  for  the  old  notes  then  ow- 
ing, and  that  William  Cromey's  name  as  an 
individual  indorser  should  be  substituted  in 
lieu  of  his  name  as  executor  and  trustee  of 
Bull's  estate, thereby  releasing  the  estate  of  Bull 
from  any  and  all  responsibility  upon  the  paper. 

This  new  P&per  was  executed  in  January, 
of  the  year  1886,  and  was  given,  as  defendants 
allege,  for  the  purpose  of  releasing  the  liability 
of  the  trust  property,  and  making  Cromey  in- 
dividually liable,  when  in  fact  the  defendants 
say  the  Bank,  in  violation  of  its  agreement,  en- 
tered into  an  arrangement  with  the  trustee,  un- 
known to  them,  by  which  his  liability  as  such 
was  still  continued  regardless  of  the  arrange- 
ment under  which  the  new  notes  were  executed, 
— the  same  now  in  controversy;  they  therefore 
deny  the  right  of  recovery. 

The  agreement  or  consideration  for  the  re- 
newal of  these  notes  is  established  by  Mrs. 
Bull  and  her  sons,  but  denied  by  both  Fetter, 
the  president  of  the  Bank,  and  by  Cromey,  the 
trustee,  who  in  substance  say  that  the  entire 
arrangement,  including  that  fixing  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  trustee,  was  made  at  the  instance  of 
the  appellants.  The  appellants  were  the  prin- 
cipal obligors  in  the  greater  part  of  this  large 
indebtedness,  and  it  is  unreasonable  to  believe 
that  the  Bank  would  release  solvent  parties,  to 
obtain,  as  an  indorser  or  security,  one  who  was 
insolvent.  The  evidence,  however,  is  conflict- 
ing; and  the  chancellor  in  our  opinion  ruled 
properly  on  this  branch  of  the  case.  The  tes- 
timony shows  that  the  notes  originally  dis- 
counted by  the  Bank  were  for  the  benefit  of  one 
or  the  other  of  the  parties  to  them.  The  Bank 
parted  with  its  money  in  good  faith,  and  to  those 
who  are  now  parties  to  the  renewal  paper. 

The  loans  may  have  been  large  and  unusual, 
but,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  bad  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  appellee,  the  liability  of  the 
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parties  to  the  paper  cannot  be  questioned,  and 
the  right  of  the  appellee  to  come  into  a  court  of 
-equity,  after  exhausting  the  remedy  at  law  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief,  is  equally  plain. 

The  important  question,  and  the  only  one 
necessary  to  be  considered,  arises  from  the 
will  of  John  Bull,  in  that  part  of  the  devise  to 
•each  of  his  sons  by  which  it  is  provided  that 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  devised  shall 
not  be  subject  to  the  claims  of  any  creditor. 

Under  our  Statute  construed  by  repeated  de- 
cisions of  this  court,  it  has  been  held  that  where 
there  is  a  beneficial  interest  in  property, 
that  interest  may  be  subjected  to  the  payment 
•of  the  debts  of  the  beneficiary.  In  the  recent 
<ase  of  Bland's  Admr.  v.  E,  W.  Bland,  de- 
cided at  the  present  term  [Haycroft  v.  Bland, 
$  L.  R.  A.  6991,  the  interest  of  the  devisee  was 
held  to  be  liable  upon  the  ground  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will  attempted  to  exempt  the  es- 
tate, or  its  rents  and  profits,  from  being  sub- 
jected to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  devi- 
see, and  at  the  same  time  vesting  in  the  devi- 
see the  absolute  power  of  disposing  of  the 
whole  estate  as  he  might  deem  proper.  That 
was  a  case  in  which  the  benefits  of  the  rents 
■and  issues  were  taken  from  the  devisee  and 
added  to  the  principal  with  the  power  given  to 
the  devisee  to  dispose  of  it  by  will  as  he  pleased. 

It  is  said  in  the  opinion  in  that  case  that  the 
profits  or  income  of  the  estate  were  not  in  fact 
forfeited  by  reason  of  the  attempt  by  the  cred- 
itor to  subject  it,  but  only  added  to  the  prin- 
cipal, thus  enlarging  the  estate  the  disposition 
of  which  was  left  alone  to  the  beneficiary,  if 
he  saw  proper  to  devise  it  That  being  invest- 
ed with  such  a  title  to  hold  that  the  devisee  has 
no  interest,  is  contrary  to  the  plain  provisions 
of  the  will.  In  the  case  before  us  the  testator 
devised  certain  specified  property  to  his  two 
sons,  to  be  held  in  trust  by  his  executor,  and 
to  be  controlled  by  him,  during  the  lifetime  of 
Edward  and  Robert  (the  sons),  the  executor  to 
pay,  in  quarterly  payments,  the  net  proceeds  of 
the  rents  and  profits  to  the  beneficiary.  Fol- 
lowing this  devise  to  Edward,  and  a  like  de- 
vise to  Robert,  is  this  provision:  "The  said 
property  shall  not  be  in  any  manner  incum- 
bered by,  nor  shall  it,  or  its  rents  or  profits,  be 
in  any  way  anticipated  by,  or  in  any  way  sub- 
jected to,  the  debts  of  my  son  Edward,  either 
by  process  of  law,  or  by  any  order,  assignment 
or  contract  be  may  make;  and  should  it  at  any 
time  be  held  by  a  court  of  last  resort  that  said 
rents  and  profits  are  liable  to  be  subjected  to 
the  debts  of  Edward,  or  liable  to  be  anticipated 
or  incumbered  by  him,  then,  in  that  event,  I 
direct  that  my  executor  shall  thenceforth  pay 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  property  to  the 
wife  of  said  Edward,  for  separate  use,  free 
from  the  debts  or  control  of  her  said  husband." 

The  feature  distinguishing  this  case  from 
that  of  Bland's  Admr.  v.  Bland  is  that  in  the 
case  of  Bland  the  devisee  was  never  devested 
of  his  interest,  or  deprived  of  his  title,  but  was 
in  fact  given  such  an  absolute  estate  as  to  ex- 
clude the  idea  that  he  was  not  in  any  sense  a 
beneficiary. 

Here  the  use,  and,  we  might  say,  the  life  es 
tate,  ceases  in  Edward  and  becomes  vested  in 
his  wife,  so  there  is  no  estate  in  Edward  for 
either  himself  or  his  creditors,  and  as  the  dev- 
isor (his  father)  had  the  power  to  make  such 
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a  limitation,  or  create  the  defeasance,  when 
disposing  of  his  own  estate,  neither  Edward 
nor  his  creditor  can  complain. 

Equitable  life  estates,  or  a  beneficial  interest 
in  the  debtor,  cannot  escape  subjection  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  but  here  he  has  no  estate 
because  the  devise  becomes  diverted  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  will,  that  neither  misleads 
nor  deceives  the  creditor,  who  is  trusting  the 
beneficiary  in  the  business  transaction.  It  it 
said,  however,  the  corpus  of  the  estate  is  in  Ed- 
ward, and  the  rents  or  profits  vested  in  his 
wife. 

The  estate  is  in  the  trustee  with  the  right  of 
Edward  to  the  rents,  to  be  paid  him  by  the 
trustee  as  they  become  due  and  upon  the  con- 
dition expressed  in  the  will  of  his  father. 

When  you  take  from  the  principal  devisee 
the  use  or  enjoyment  of  the  income,  and  this 
is  all  he  is  entitled  to,  nothing  remains  of  the 
estate  for  him.  There  is  no  estate  left  in  Ed- 
ward that  a  chancellor  can  reach,  or  to  which 
Edward  could  assert  any  right,  after  the  hap- 
pening of  the  event  by  which  be  is  devested  of 
title;  and  his  wife  becomes  entitled  to  the  rents 
and  profits. 

It  is  argued  that  this  is  a  mere  evasion  of  the 
Statute  by  which  it  is  provided  that  "estates 
of  every  kind,  held  or  possessed  in  trust,  shall 
be  subject  to  the  debts  and  charges  of  the  per- 
sons to  whose  use,  or  for  whose  benefit,  they 
shall  be  respectively  held  or  possessed,  etc. — 
and  that  no  such  devise  should  receive  the 
sanction  of  this  court.  That  it  was  the  purpose 
of  the  testator  that  his  sons  should  use  and  enjoy 
the  property  devised  to  them  unmolested  by 
any  creditor  is  apparent,  but  this  affords  no 
reason  for  disturbing  the  provisions  of  his 
will  on  this  subject  if  by  its  terms  their  equi- 
table interest  was  passed  to  others.  It  is  a  mis- 
taken idea  to  say  that  the  devise  gave  to  the 
sons  an  equitable  life  estate  in  this  property  or 
in  the  rents  and  profits,  as  by  the  provisions  of 
the  will  under  which  this  title  is  passed  to  the 
sons  they  are  to  become  devested  of  the  title 
upon  a  certain  contingency.  The  testator  was 
not  required  to  anticipate  the  extravagance  of 
the  beneficiaries  of  his  bounty  so  as  to  provide 
for  those  who  might  thereafter  become  their 
creditors,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  property 
devised  belonging  to  him,  he  had  the  right, 
and  it  was  his  duty,  to  secure  the  sons,  and  par- 
ticularly their  families,  against  such  a  reckless 
use  of  their  property  as  might  reduce  them  to 
want  There  is  nothing  in  such  a  provision  as 
affects  a  sound  public  policy,  or  makes  this  de- 
vise of  the  testator  superior  to  the  law  of  the 
land.  The  testator  might  as  readily  have  devised 
the  estate  in  the  first  place  to  the  wives  of  his 
two  sons  or  any  they  might  thereafter  have,  in 
order  to  preserve  it  for  their  families,  and  the 
argument  would  then  be  used  that  this  was  done 
merely  to  enable  the  wives  to  hold  the  prop- 
erty that  the  sons  might  enjoy  it  and  still  the 
devise  would  be  upheld. 

Counsel  seem  to  have  overlooked  the  fact 
that  this  was  the  testator's  own  property  he 
was  disposing  of,  and  not  his  sons',  and  argue 
as  if  ilie  testator  had  no  power  to  annex  a  con- 
dition to  the  devise  that  mijrht  terminate  at 
once  all  interest  the  sons  had  in  the  property. 
It  is  said  that  there  is  no  authority  or  prece- 
dent to  be  followed  in  this  case,  but  after  a 
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careful  examination  of  a  number  of  cases  we 
find  the  right  of  a  testator  to  make  such  a  dis- 
position or  his  estate  fully  sustained,  and  have 
failed  by  reference  to  the  authorities  referred 
to  by  counsel  for  the  appellees  to  And  any  sin- 
gle case  in  which  their  view  of  this  question 
is  maintained.  Some  of  the  authorities  go  to 
the  extent  of  holding  that  the  interest  and  divi- 
dends of  real  or  personal  property  held  in  trust 
may  be  enjoyed  by  the  beneficiary  without 
liability  for  his  debts.  NichoU  v.  Baton,  91  U. 
B.  710,  23  L.  ed.  254. 

This  court  has  held  the  contrary  doctrine, 
but  has  never  gone  so  far  as  to  adjudge  that 
the  beneficiary  might  not  lose  his  estate  upon 
the  happening  of  a  contingency  provided  by 
the  terms  of  the  trust.  A  testator  cannot  vest 
the  title  in  a  trustee  for  the  use  of  another,  and 
permit  its  enjoyment  by  the  cestui  que  trust, 
without  subjecting  it  to  the  debts  of  the  latter. 
Thus  is  the  rule  in  this  State,  and  the  doctrine 
recognized  in  this  case  is  not  inconsistent  with  it 

While  the  trustee  holds  the  property  for  the 
use  of  the  debtor  he  holds  it  subject  to  the 
claims  of  his  creditors,  but  when  the  property 
or  its  profits  is  to  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the 
beneficiary  (the  debtor)  for  a  limited  period,  or 
until  the  happening  of  a  certain  event,  when 
the  title  or  the  entire  profit  is  to  vest  in  an- 
other, then  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  subject 
it  for  the  debt  of  the  first  taker  is  gone.  The 
testator  provides  "that  if  at  any  time  it  should 
be  held  by  a  court  of  last  resort  that  said  rents 
and  profits  are  liable  to  be  subjected  to  the 
debts  of  Edward,  or  liable  to  be  anticipated  or 
incumbered  by  him,  then  and  in  that  event  I 
direct  my  executor  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits 
of  said  property  to  the  wife  of  Edward  for 
her  separate  use  free  from  the  debts  or  control 
of  her  husband."  Why  should  the  executor 
hold  the  rents  and  profits  any  longer  than  the 
event  contemplated  by  the  testator?  The  will 
provides  that  he  shall  not,  and  the  credit  given 
the  devisee  is  based  on  the  title  acquired  under 
the  will  of  his  father.  If  he  had  a  life  estate, 
or  was  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  for  life 
without  any  condition  or  limitation  as  to  his 
right,  the  property  could  be  subjected  and  the 
claim  of  the  creditor  enforced;  or  if  any  in- 
come was  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee  that  the 
beneficiary  eould  demand  paid  over  to  him  as 
a  matter  of  right,  to  that  extent  the  creditors 
would  obtain  relief,  as  in  this  case  the  income 
and  profits  were  due  and  payable  to  the  appel- 
lant up  to  the  time  he  was  devested  of  title, 
and  the  chancellor  could  subject  it.  It  may  be 
proper  to  consider  the  authorities,  English  and 
American,  on  this  subject  In  Lewes  v.  Lewes, 
6  Sim.  804,  the  testator  devised  certain  lands  to 
trustees  to  receive  rents  and  to  Day  a  certain 
sum  for  the  benefit  of  his  son's  family  and  the 
residue  for  the  use  of  his  son  with  no  power 
on  the  part  of  his  son  to  change  or  alienate  it, 
and  lhat  it  should  not  be  subject  to  the  claims 
of  creditors.  The  will  also  provided  that  if 
the  sod  violated  the  provisions  of  the  trust,  the 
residue  should  not  be  paid  to  him,  but  should 
be  accumulated.    The  trustee  conveyed  the 

Sroperty  for  creditors  and  it  was  held  that  his 
iferest  in  the  residue  ceased. 
In  Brandon  v.  Bobinson,  18  Yes.  Jr.   429, 
LordEldon  said:    "There  is  no  doubt  that 
property  may  be  given  to  a  man  until  he  shall 
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become  bankrupt.  It  is  equally  clear,  generally 
speaking,  that  if  property  is  given  to  a  man 
for  his  life,  the  donor  cannot  take  away  the 
incidents  of  a  life  estate.  If  a  condition  is  so 
expressed  as  to  amount  to  a  limitation  reducing 
the  interest  short  of  a  life  estate,  neither  the 
man  nor  his  assignees  can  have  it  beyond  the 
period  limited."  This  statement  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  embraces  the  whole  law  in  this  class 
of  cases. 

In  the  case  of  Oldham  v.  Oldham,  reported 
in  L.  R.  3Eq.  Cas.  404,  before  the  master  of 
the  rolls,  the  question  was  whether  Oldham 
had  been  devested  of  his  life  interest  in  an  an- 
nuity by  entering  into  a  composition  with 
creditors,  the  annuity  to  pass  to  the  wife  ia 
the  event  he  should  anticipate  or  dispose  of  toe 
fund  or  should  have  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  duly 
issued  against  him.  He  pledged  this  future 
income,  and  in  a  contest  between  the  creditor* 
of  Oldham  and  the  trustees  it  was  adjudged 
that  the  stipulations  of  the  trust  should  be 
executed  and  that  his  life  interest  was  gone. 

In  the  case  of  8hee  v.  Hale,  13  Yes.  Jr.  404, 
John  Morthan  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  his  son, 
through  trustees,  an  annuity  of  £200  during 
his  life  with  the  condition  that  it  was  to  fall 
into  the  residuum  of  the  estate  in  the  event  his 
son  should  sell,  assign  or  part  with  the  same  as 
a  security  for  money  to  be  advanced,  or  should 
anticipate  the  same  by  pledging,  etc,  except 
only  as  to  the  then  next  annual  quarterly  pay- 
ment The  son  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insol- 
vent Act,  and,  his  assignees  claiming  the  an- 
nuity, it  was  held  that  the  assignees  could  not 
take  the  fund  but  that  it  passed  as  directed  by 
the  will. 

The  doctrine  of  the  English  courts  is  well 
settled  on  the  point  involved,  and  the  courts 
of  this  country  have  followed  it,  and  in  Nichols 
v.  Eaton,  91  U.  8.  710,  28  L.  ed.  254,  were  not 
disposed  to  accept  the  doctrine  in  so  far  as  it 
restricted  the  power  of  testamentary  disposition 
so  as  to  prevent  the  beneficiary  from  using  and 
enjoying  the  benefits  of  the  devise  against  the 
claims  of  creditors.  In  that  case  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  devisee  was  by  the  will  to  termi- 
nate all  his  interest  in  the  estate,  and  his 
creditors  were  denied  the  right  to  the  estate  or 
its  profits  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  Where 
the  debtor  who  is  the  beneficiary  has  any  sub- 
stantial right  in  the  property  that  a  chancellor 
can  enforce,  then,  so  long  as  that  right  con- 
tinues, his  interest  is  liable  for  his  debts,  but 
no  longer.  The  event  happening  upon  which 
the  interest  passes  to  another,  the  creditor  is 
without  remedy. 

Nor  are  we  without  precedent  establishing 
the  doctrine  that  the  event  upon  which  the 
beneficiary  may  be  devested  of  title  may  be  the 
decision  of  a  chancellor  subjecting  the  interest 
or  income  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
cestui  que  trust. 

Joshua  Ferris  died  in  1848,  leaving  this  codicil 
to  his  will:  "I  hereby  declare  in  making  pro- 
vision in  my  will  that  the  income  of  one  third 
of  my  estate  upon  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies  should  be  paid  to  my  son  Myron  H. 
Ferris  it  was  my  design  to  make  provision  for 
the  support  of  himself  and  family  which  could 
not  be  taken  from  them  by  his  creditors,  and, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  myself  more  plainly 
understood  on  this  point  and  to  carry  out  said 
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desks,  it  Is  my  wDl  that  in  case  creditors'  bill 
•baa  be  Hied  or  any  proceedings  instituted 
against  my  son  Myron  for  the  purpose  of 
reaching  the  interest  or  income  so  provided  for 
aim  and  diverting  it  from  the  object  intended 
by  me,  and  a  decree  or  Judgment  obtained  for 
that  purpose,  that  then,  from  that  period,  the 
raid  interest  or  income  shall  cease;  and  I  direct 
my  executors  from  thenceforth  to  expend  the 
said  interest  or  income  for  the  support  of  the 
family  of  the  said  Myron  H.  Ferris,  either  by 
paying  the  same  to  his  wife,  or  in  any  other 
practicable  way  in  their  discretion." 

The  controversy  was  in  that  case  between 
the  creditors  of  the  son  and  the  devisees  over 
or  the  executors.  The  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals  was  then  presided  over  by  Denio  as 
chief  justice  with  three  associates,  and  the 
supreme  court  judges,  five  in  number,  ex  officio 
members  of  the  court  of  appeals  at  the  time 
that  case  was  decided.  Separate  opinions  were 
delivered  from  each  court  holding  without 
distent  the  provision  of  the  will  of  Ferris  that 
the  interest  of  the  devisee  should  cease  on  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment  by  creditors  was  valid. 

In  the  case  of  WhiUv.  Thomas,  8  Bush,  661, 
the  will  provided  that  the  right  of  another  to 
use  the  property  devised  should  not  be  subject 


to  alienation  or  sale,  and  that  the  right  to  the 
use  should  terminate  upon  an  attempt  to  do  so 
by  the  beneficiary  or  his  creditors.  Tbispro- 
vision  was  upheld  on  the  ground  that  Mr.  Whit© 
had  no  interest  in  the  property. 

These  cases,  it  seems  to  us,  should  be  con- 
clusive of  the  question  raised,  and  in  no  wise 
subvert  the  rule  of  law  that  one  vested  with 
an  interest  in  property  cannot  use  or  enjoy 
it  to  the  exclusion  of  creditors.  Nor  can  the 
devisor,  who  has  attempted  to  secure  an  estate 
for  the  benefit  of  those  who  are  to  take  under 
him,  be  charged  with  fraud  in  endeavoring  to 
anticipate  the  wants  of  his  sons  or  their 
families,  or  liable  to  the  charge  of  contriving, 
in  violation  of  law,  to  place  the  estate  devised 
beyond  the  reach  of  his  son's  creditors.  It 
was  his  estate.  He  had  the  right  to  place  the 
limitation  upon  its  duration,  and  the  creditor 
dealing  with  the  son  knew  the  nature  of  his 
title. 

A  judgment  subjecting  the  income  due  at 
the  date  this  opinion  was  delivered  should  be 
entered  and  then  all  the  interest  of  the  sons 
ceases  in  the  profits  and  income  of  the  property. 
Judgment  below  is  reversed  that  such  a  judg- 
ment may  be  entered;  in  all  other  respects  it  u 
affirmed. 
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Robert  KERNOHAN,  Plff.  in  Err., 
v. 
Warren  DURHAM  etal. 

(48  Onto  St..-) 

•!•  Where  there  Is)  aw  equity  directly 
attaching  to  the  Mil  or  note  itself,  in  tbe 
nature  of  a  olahn  of  right  or  title  to  the  instru- 
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ment,  such  equity  may  be  assarted  by  a  third 
party,  not  a  party  to  the  instrument,  against  an 
indorsee  after  maturity. 

8.  The  payee  of  av  note  secured  hjr  mart- 

gage,belnff  Indebted  to  K.,  as  collateral  security, 
assigned  and  transferred  to  him,  before  the  ma- 
turity of  the  note,  the  mortgage  and  what  pur- 
ported to  be  the  note,  but  whioh  proved  to  be  a 
forgery  of  the  note.  The  note  was  indorsed  by 
the  payee  in  blank,  and  the  assignment  on  the 
mortgage  was  as  follows:    "For  value  received,  I 


Nora.— Constructive  notice*  when  conclusive. 
When  a  person  has  information  or  knowledge  of 
certain  extraneous  fects  sufficient  to  put  a  reason- 
ably prudent  person  on  inquiry,  and  the  circum- 
stances are  such  that  inquiry,  if  pursued  with  rea- 
sonable care  and  diligence,  would  lead  to  a  dis- 
covery of  the  truth,  the  party  will  be  absolutely 
charged  with  suoh  constructive  notice  as  will 
raise  a  conclusive  presumption  of  knowledge. 
Chicago,  B.  I A  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  TO  Hi.  860 ; 
Paul  v.  OonnersviUe  6  N.  J.  B.  Co.  61  Ind.  687 ; 
Longhrldge  v.  Bowland.  82  Miss.  646 ;  Barltan  W. 
P.  Go.  ▼.  Veghte,  21  N.  J.  Bq.  468;  Hoy  v.  Bram- 
hau,  1»N.  J.  Bq.  668;  Maul  v.  Rider,  60  Pa.  167;  Mul- 
Uson*sBstata,68Pa.  212;Bandall  v.  8ilverthorn,4Pa. 
178;  Helms  v.  Ghadbourne,  45  Wis.  60 ;  Kennedy  v. 
Green,  8  MyL  ft  K.  689;  Hervey  v.  Smith,  22  Beav.  289. 
Davies  v.  Sear,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  427 ;  Morland  v.  Cook,  L; 
B.  6  Bq.  288;  Starry  v.  Arden,  Uohns.  Oh.  261, 1 L. 
ed.188. 

Bute  applied  to  commercial  paper  taken  overdue. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  commercial  law 
that  negotiable  paper  overdue  carries  with  it,  on  its 
very  face,  notice  of  defective  title  sufficient  to  put 
transferee  on  inquiry.  Hinckley  v.  Union  Pac.  R. 
Go.  128  Mass.  60;  Fisher  v.  Leland,  4  Gush.  466;  Gold 
v.  Eddy,  1  Mass.  1;  Barker  v.  Valentine,  10  Gray, 
841;  Flint  v.  Flint,  6  Alien,  84;  Williamson  v.  Doby, 
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86  Ark.  689;  Simpson  v.  Hall,  47  Conn.  418 ;  Thomas 
v.  Kinney,  8  Ga.  421;  Scott  v.  Kokomo  First  Nat. 
Bank,  71  Ind.  446 ;  Henderson  v.  Case,  81  La.  Ann. 
216;  Clarke  v.  Dederlok,  81  Md.  148:  Brainard  v. 
Beavls,  2  Mo.  App.  490;  Livermore  v.  Blood,  40  Mo. 
48;  Kellogg  v.  Sobnaake,  66  Mo.  187  ;  Kittle  v.  De- 
Lamater,  8  Neb.  826;  Merriok  v.  Butler,  2  Lans.  108 ; 
Marsh  v.  Marshall,  68  Pa.  896;  Fields  v.  Stunston,  1 
Goldw.  'Jh  Diamond  v.  Harris,  88  Tex.  684;  Goodson 
v.  Johnson,  86  Tex.  622;  Murray  v.  Lardner,  69  TJ.  8. 2 
Wall.  130,  17  L.  ed.  867;  Foley  v.  Smith,  78  U.  8.  6 
WalL  492, 18  L.  ed.  961 ;  Texas  v.  Hardenberg,  77  IT. 
S.  10  Wall.  68, 19  L.  ed.  889;  Darling  v.  Osborne.  61 
YL 160;  Davis  v.  Miller,  14  Gratt  1;  Areata  v.  Com. 
18Gratt.760. 

The  transferee  takes  suoh  paper  subject  to  the 
defense,  among  others,  that  there  had  been  a  pay- 
ment made  on  the  paper.  Gordon  v.  Wansey,  21 
Gal.  77;  Elgin  v.  Hill,  27  Cal.  872 ;  Bryan  v.  Prlmm, 
1  HI.  88;  Stafford  v.  Fargo,  86  HI.  481;  Sawyer  v. 
Hoovey,  6  La.  Ann.  168;  Whitwell  v.  Crehore,  8  La. 
640;  Butler  v.  Murison,  18  La.  Ann.  863;  Davis  v. 
Bradley,  26  La.  Ann.  566;  Shlpp  v.  Stacker,  8  Mo.  145; 
Kellogg  v.  Schnaake,  66  Mo.  186;  Diamond  v.  Harris, 
88  Tex.  684;  Taylor  v.  Mather,  8  T.  B.  88,  note; 
Boehm  v.  Sterling,  7T.  B.  428:  Brown  v.  Turner,  Id. 
680;  Lazarus  v.  Cowie,  9  Q.  B.  469 ;  Tiedeman,  Com. 
Paper,  6  295 
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assign  and  transfer  the  within  mortgage  and  the 
note  aeoured  thereby  to  K^  his  representatives 
and  assigns,"  Afterwards,  the  payee,  being  In- 
debted to  0.  also,  as  collateral  security  indorsed 
and  delivered  to  him  the  genuine  note,  after  ma- 
turity, promising  to  deliver  to  him  the  mortgage. 
O.  received  the  note,  relying  upon  such  promise, 
without  any  knowledge  or  information  at  the 
time  as  to  the  previous  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage to  K.  HcWL.  (1)  that  C.  as  a  transferee  of  the 
genuine  note  after  maturity,  took  no  better  right 
or  title  to  it  than  the  payee  had,  from  whom  he 
received  it;  (2;  that  In  a  proceeding  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage  the  lien  of  K.  was  paramount  to 
that  of  0.,  and  that  K.  was  entitled  to  be  paid  be- 
fore a  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises;  (8)  that  K.  was  entitled  to  the 
genuine  note,  and  to  hold  it  free  from  the  deduc- 
tion of  any  payments  thereon  made  by  the  maker, 
who  neglected  to  have  the  amounts  so  paid  by 
him  noted  or  indorsed  on  the  instrument. 

(January  18, 1891.)   ' 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hamilton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  reversing  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  al- 
lowing, in  an  action  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage,  the  claim  set  up  in  a  cross-petition 
to  the  effect  that  the  cross  petitioner  was  the 
rightful  owner  of  the  first  Hen  on  the  mort- 
gaged property,  and  that  the  whole  of  his 
claim  was  due  and  unpaid.    Reverted. 

Statement  by  Pickmsvn,  J.: 

The  original  action  was  brought  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Hamilton  County, 
by  Joseph  N.  Kinney  against  Warren  Durham, 
defendant  in  error,  and  his  wife,  and  Robert 
Kernohan,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  on  27f  acres  of  land  in  Anderson 
Township,  Hamilton  County,  executed  No- 
vember 9,  1868,  by  Durham  and  his  wife  to 
William  R  McGill,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
two  certain  promissory  notes  of  that  date  for 
$1,000  each,  signed  by  Durham,  and  made 
payable  respectively  to  McGill  or  order  in  one 
and  two  years  after  date,  Kinney  claiming  to 
hold  and  own  the  notes  and  mortgage,  through 
indorsement  and  assignment  by  McGill,  the 
payee  and  mortgagee.  Stephen  Coddington, 
defendant  in  error,  who  was  made  a  party  de- 
fendant, and  Robert  Kernohan,  each  filed  an 
answer  and  cross-petition,  setting  up  his  in- 
terest in  the  real  estate  described  in  the  petition, 
and  denying  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  lien  on 
said  real  estate  by  mortgage  or  otherwise. 
Answers  of  Durham  and  his  wife  and  other 
pleadings  were  filed,  and  the  action  was  tried 
to  the  court  upon  the  following  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts: 

"The  parties  to  this  action  agree  that  the  fol- 
lowing are  all  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  all  the 
evidence  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  viz. 
Warren  Durham  was  indebted  to  W.  R.  Mc 
Gill  on  notes  and  mortgage  executed  Novem- 
ber 9  1868,  for  $2,000,  payable  one  and  two 
years  after  date,  respectively.  In  November, 
1879,  Durham  had  a  settlement  with  McGill  of 
said  mortgage  debt  then  amounting  to  $8,250, 
and  on  the  26th  day  of  November,  1879,  Dur- 
ham gave  to  McGill  a  new  note  for  that  amount, 
payable  one  year  'after  date,  and  to  secure  the 
payment  of  said  last  note  of  $3,250  Durham  at 
the  same  time  executed  and  delivered  his  mort- 
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gage  deed  of  the  real  estate  described  in  the 
petition  to  said  McGill.  The  old  notes  and 
mortgage  paid  by  the  execution  of  the  new 
were  not  present  at  the  place  of  settlement, 
but  were  to  be  returned  by  McGill  to  Durham 
as  soon  as  be,  McGill,  returned  to  his  home  in 
Newton,  the  new  note  and  mortgage  being 
made  in  Cincinnati.  In  1884  McGill  gave  to  the 
plaintiff,  Kinney,  the  paid  notes  and  mortgage 
(never  having  returned  them  to  Durham)  as  col- 
lateral security  for  a  loan  then  made  from  Kin- 
ney, and  they  were  so  received  by  said  Kinney, 
who  was  ignorant  of  the  transactions  between 
Durham  and  McGill.  The  said  McGill  being 
also  indebted  to  the  defendant  Kernohan,  as  a 
collateral,  he,  McGill,  assigned  and  transferred 
to  Kernohan  before  the  maturity  of  the  $8,350 
note  the  mortgage  given  to  secure  said  note, 
and  also  a  note  for  $8,250,  or  what  purported 
to  be  Durham's  note.  The  assignment  on  the 
mortgage  is: 

"  'For  value  received,  I  assign  and  transfer 
the  within  mortgage  and  the  note  secured 
thereby  to  Robert  Kernohan,  his  representa- 
tives and  assigns. 

"  'July  21, 1880.  Wm.  R.  McGilL 

'  *  *Entered  April  5, 1884.  George  W.  Raben- 
stein,  Recorder.' 

"Afterwards,  on  the  22d  of  February,  1881, 
McGill  being  also  indebted  to  the  defendant 
Coddington  in  the  sum  of  $1,250  and  interest, 
as  a  collateral,  indorsed  and  delivered  to  Cod- 
dington the  genuine  note  for  $8,250  aforesaid, 
secured  by  the  mortgage  aforesaid  for  that 
amount.  Coddington  received  said  note,  and 
relied  upon  McGiU's  promise  to  deliver  the 
mortgage  in  good  faith  and  for  value,  and 
without  any  knowledge  or  information  as  to 
the  previous  assignment  of  the  mortgage  until 
proved  on  the  trial.  It  is  agreed  the  note  given 
to  Kernohan  of  $8,250  is  a  forgery,  and  that 
the  mortgage  given  to  him  was  the  genuine 
mortgage,  and  that  the  note  held  by  Codding- 
ton is  the  genuine  note  for  $8,250,  secured  by 
the  mortgage.  McGill  promised  Coddington 
to  deliver  him  the  mortgage  also,  which  he 
never  did  do,  but  that  Kernohan  received  said 
note  and  mortgage  and  contract  of  assignment 
thereof  in  good  faith  and  for  value,  and  with- 
out any  knowledge  or  information  as  to  said 
forgery  until  proven  on  said  trial.  Durham, 
the  maker  of  the  note,  had  no  knowledge  of 
these  transactions  by  McGill,  and  afterwards 
McGill  called  upon  him  from  time  to  time  for 
payments  on  his  note,  stating  to  Durham  he 
would  credit  the  payments  upon  his  note  when 
he  went  to  the  safe  deposit  where  the  note  was 
kept  for  safety.  These  payments  made  in  good 
faith  were  as. follows:  March  1,  1880,  $200; 
October  2, 1880,  $200;  December  27, 1881,  $165; 
October  10,  1882.  $150;  December  25,  18S2, 
$50;  in  all,  $765." 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  court  found  for 
the  defendants  as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  ordered 
that  the  plaintiff's  petition  be  dismissed,  and, 
as  to  him,  that  the  defendants  go  hence  without 
day,  and  that  the  mortgage  sued  on  by  the 
plaintiff  be  canceled;  and  as  to  Coddington  the 
court  found  for  the  defendants  as  to  his  cross- 
petition,  and  ordered  that  his  cross  petition  be 
dismissed,  and  that  the  defendants  thereto  go 
hence  without  day;  and  as  to  Kernohan  the 
court  found  for  him,  and  that  the  allegations 


lm. 


Eernohan  v.  Dubham. 


4n  his  crow-petition  were  true;  that  the  equity 
of  the  case  was  with  him;  that  by  assignment 
he  became  entitled  to,  and  the  owner  before 
maturity  and  in  good  faith  and  for  value  of, 
the  promissory  note  for  $8,250,  described  in 
his  cross-petition,  and  the  mortgage  given 
November  26,  1879,  to  secure  payment  of  the 
same;  that  said  mortgage  was  duly  recorded, 
and  was  the  first  ana  best  lien  on  the  real  es- 
tate described  in  the  plaintiff's  petition  and  in 
the  cross-petition  of  Eernoban;  that  Durham 
was  not,  as  against  Eernohan,  entitled  to 
•credits  for  the  sums  paid  by  him  to  McGill; 
and  that  there  was  due  to  Eernohan  from  War- 
ren Durham  on  the  note  for  $8,250  and  the 
mortgage  to  secure  payment  of  the  same,  with 
Uper  cent  interest  from  November  26,  1879, 
the  sum  of  $4,741.75.  Judgment  was  entered 
for  Eernohan  in  accordance  with  the  above 
findings,  to  which  Warren  Durham  and 
Stephen  Coddington  duly  excepted.  On  peti- 
tion in  error  by  Durham  and  Coddington  the 
circuit  court  held  that  the  court  of  common 
pleas  erred  in  finding  that  Durham  was  not  en- 
titled to  credit  for  the  payments  made  by  him 
upon  the  mortgage  note;' that  said  court  erred 
in  finding  that  the  lien  of  Coddington  was  a 
junior  lien  to  that  of  Robert  Eernoban;  and 
that  said  court  erred  in  finding  that  Eernoban 
was  entitled  to  be  first  paid  his  claim  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  mortgaged  premises.  It  was 
therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  find 
ings,  judgment  and  decree,  and  orders  of  the 
court  of  common  pleas,  be  set  aside,  reversed 
and  held  for  naught;  that  the  cause  be  remand- 
ed to  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  a  new 
trial,  with  instructions  to  said  court  to  allow 
to  Durham,  upon  such  new  trial,  a  credit  for 
all  the  payments  upon  the  note  and  mortgage 
made  to  McGill;  and  that  the  liens,  as  between 
Coddington  and  Eernohan,  upon  the  mort- 
gaged premises  be  found  as  follows,  viz.: 
Coddington's  debt  to  be  a  valid  lien,  and  the 
first  lien  thereon,  and  Eernohan's  debt  to  be  a 
valid  lien,  and  the  second  lien  thereon.  To 
which  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  Eerno- 
han excepted,  and  asks  this  court  to  reverse 
the  same. 

Messrs.  Wulsin  *  Perkins  and  Frank 
O.  Suire,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Coddington  never  became  the  owner  of  the 
debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  nor  of  the  note 
-evidencing  such  debt.  It  is  the  debt  as  such, 
and  not  the  note  as  such,  which  is  secured  by 
the  mortgage. 

JKslurv.  Mossman,  11  Ohio  St  42;  Nesbiti. 
Worts,  87  Ohio  St.  878;  Kuhns  v.  McGeah,  88 
Ohio  St.  46a 

By  the  transfer  of  the  securities  Eernohan 
became  the  owner  of  the  note,  and  had  he 
known  the  fraud  he  could  have  compelled  its 
•delivery. 

After  this  transaction,  McGill  no  longer  had 
any  interest  in  either  note,  mortgage  or  debt. 

Daniel,  Keg.  Inst  §§  748,  748a/  Jones, 
Moit  §g  805,  834. 

The  holder  of  a  promissory  note,  who  took 
H  after  maturity,  holds  it  subject  to  every  ob- 
jection, including  equitable  set-off,  to  which  it 
was  subject  in  the  hands  of  his  assignor. 

Baker  v.  Kinsey,  41  Ohio  St.  404. 

Coddington  took  the  note  for  Eernohan,  and 
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Eernohan  is  entitled  to  it  from  him.  There  is 
no  estoppel,  no  equity  in  Coddington 's  favor. 

Be  European  Bank,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  App.  850 ; 
Osborn  v.  McClelland,  1  West.  Rep.  221,  48 
Ohio  St.  384;  GreenweUv.  Ha  yd  on,  78  Ey.  882, 
cited  in  48  Ohio  St.  804;  Timberman  v.  Bawley,  3 
Circuit  Ct  Rep.  87;  Bush  v.  Lathrop,  22  N.  T. 
585 ;  Trustees  of  Union  OoUege  v.  Wheeler,  61 
N.  T.  121 ;  Greene  v.  Warnick,  64  N.  Y.  220 ; 
Bchafer  v.  Reilly,  50  N.  T.  67. 

Durham  is  not  entitled  to  payments  made  to 
McGill. 

Daniel,  Neg.  Inst.  §§  725,  748, 748a,  1238, 
1288a;  1  Chitty,  Bills  and  Notes,  10th  ed.  167; 
Smith  v.  Pickering,  Peake,  N.  P.  50 ;  Arden 
v.  Watkins,  8  East,  817;  Ex  parte  Greening,  18 
Ves.  Jr.  206;  Ex  parte  Mowbray,  1  Jac  &  W. 
428;  Ex  parte  Ball,  1  Rose,  14;  Anonymous,  1 
Campb.  492,  note;  Watkins  v.  Maule,  2  Jac.  & 
W.  287;  Baggarly  v.  Gaither,  2  Jones,  Eq.  80; 
Osborn  v.  McCleUand.  Timberman  v.  Bdwley, 
Bush  v.  Lathrop,  Trustees  of  Union  College  v. 
Wheeler,  Schafer  v.  BeiUy  and  Greene  v.  War- 
nick,  supra. 

A  note  can  be  paid  before  it  is  due  only  at 
the  peril  of  the  party  paying  it. 

2  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  214;  DeSilva  v. 
Fuller,  cited  in  Chitty,  Bills,  chap.  6,  p.  586  ; 
Story,  Prom.  Notes,  §  884;  Coffman  v.  Bank 

ff  Kentucky,  41  Miss.  212;  Brayley  v.  Ellis,  71 
owa,  155 ;  Jones,  Mort.  §  956 ;  Wheeler  v. 
Guild,  20  Pick.  545;  Clark  v.  lgelstrom,  51 
How.  Pr.  407;  Brown  v.  Blydenburgh,  7  N.  T. 
142 ;  EoUiger  v.  Bates,  1  West.  Rep.  516,  48 
Ohio  St.  487. 

Messrs.  S.B.  Deal  and  Mallon  *  Coffee 
for  defendants  in  error. 

Dickmavn,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  petition  of  Einney,  the  plaintiff  in  the 
original  action,  having  been  dismissed,  and 
judgment  rendered  against  him,  to  which  he 
took  no  exception,  and  instituted  no  proceed- 
ing in  error,  the  only  questions  which  we  need 
consider  are:  (1)  Whethej  Eernohan,  as 
agaiust  Coddington,  is  entitled  to  be  first  paid 
his  lien  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises;  and  (2)  whether  Durham 
is  entitled  to  credit  for  his  payments,  or  any 
portion  thereof,  upon  the  note  of  $8,250,  ex- 
ecuted by  bim  to  McGill  or  order,  on  Novem- 
ber 26,  1879,  made  payable  one  year  after  date, 
and  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  estate. 

1.  As  conceded  in  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  McGill,  being  indebted  to  Eernohan, 
assigned  and  transferred  to  him,  as  collateral 
security,  before  the  maturity  of  Durham's  note 
for  the  above-named  amount,  the  mortgage 
executed  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same 
and  what  purported  to  be  the  genuine  note 
itself,  but  which  proved  to  be  a  forgery  of  the 
note.  The  assignment  on  the  mortgage  reads 
as  follows:  "  For  value  received  I  assign  and 
transfer  the  within  mortgage  and  the  note 
secured  thereby  to  Robert  Eernohan,  his  rep- 
resentatives and  assigns.  July  21, 1880.  Wm. 
R.  McGill." 

After  the  maturity  of  the  note,  to  wit,  on 
February  22, 1881,  McGill,  being  also  indebted 
to  Coddington,  indorsed  and.  delivered  to  him 
as  collateral  security  the  genuine  note.  Cod- 
dington, relying  upon  the  promise  of  McGill 
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to  deliver  to  him  the  mortgage, — which  he 
never  did  deliver, — received  the  note  in  good 
faith  and  for  value,  and  without  any  knowl- 
edge or  information  as  to  the  previous  assign- 
ment of  tbe  mortgage  to  Kernohan,  until 
proved  on  the  trial;  and  Kernohan  received  the 
forged  note  and  mortgage  and  contract  of 
assignment  thereof  in  good  faith,  and  for  value, 
and  without  any  knowledge  or  information  as 
to  tbe  forgery,  until  the  forgery  was  proven  on 
the  trial.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  in  an  action  at  law  by  the 
indorsee  and  holder  of  a  promissory  note,  pay- 
able to  any  person  or  oTder,  against  the  maker, 
the  maker  could  not,  when  he  did  not  deny 
the  signature  and  indorsement,  defend  against 
the  indorsee  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  the 
owner  of  the  paper;  nor  could  a  third  party, 
except  in  equity,  intervene  and  claim  the  note. 
Sections  1,  2,  Act  Feb.  25, 1820  (1  Swan  &  C. 
862);  sections  8171,  8172,  Rev.  Stat.;  Way  v. 
Richardson,  8  Gray,  412.  Section  8172  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  provides  that  an  indorsee,  to 
whom  such  note  is  made  payable  by  indorse- 
ment, may  in  bis  own  name  institute  and 
maintain  an  action  thereon  against  the  maker. 
But  by  section  4993  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(formerly  sections  25  and  26  of  the  Code)  all 
actions  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
real  party  in  interest,  except  as  provided  in 
sections  4994  and  4995.  This  provision  of  the 
Code  applies  to  negotiable  paper.  If,  there- 
fore, tbe  note  is  not  transferred  to  tbe  indorsee 
in  good  faith  and  upon  good  consideration, 
before  maturity,  it  is  a  good  defense  for  the 
maker  to  show  that  the  indorsee  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest,  unless  be  is  authorized  to  sue 
under  section  4994  or  4995;  and  the  real  owner 
may  intervene  and  by  cross-petition  obtain  tbe 
relief  to  which  he  is  entitled  as  against  the 
indorsee  or  bolder,  who  is  the  apparent  owner. 
Kernohan  accordingly,  in  his  cross  petition, 
claims  that  the  note  for  $8,250  was  never  law- 
fully assigned  to  or  held  by  Coddington;  that 
the  mortgage  security  was  never  owned  or  held 
by  Coddington,  and  "that  he  has  no  lien  on  or 
interest  in  tbe  mortgaged  premises;  and  that 
he,  Kernohan,  is  the  owner  of  the  note  and 
mortgage,  and  has  the  first  and  best  lien  on  the 
real  estate  in  the  mortgage  described.  An  issue 
of  ownership  is  thus  presented  between  the 
two  claimants  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  both 
claiming  to  derive  a  good  title  from  McGill, 
the  payee.  As  between  Kernohan  and  McGill, 
the  ownership  beyond  dispute  passed  from  the 
payee  to  Kernohan.  Before  the  maturity  of  the 
note  the  payee,  for  value,  assigned  and  trans- 
ferred to  Kernohan,  in  writing,  the  mortgage 
and  the  note  thereby  secured.  The  mortgage 
was  delivered  at  the  time  of  the  assignment, 
and  by  the  simultaneous  indorsement  and  de- 
livery of  the  forged  note,  as  evidence  of  the 
debt  secured,  Kernohan  became  the  holder  and 
owner  of  the  equitable  title  to  tbe  genuine  note. 
It  was  negotiable  paper,  to  which  he  acquired 
title  before  it  fell  due,  for  a  good  considera- 
tion, and  without  notice  of  any  defect  in  the 
instrument  that  was  delivered.  While  McGill, 
by  retaining  the  genuine  note,  may  have  been 
its  apparent  owner,  be  was  as  to  Kernohan  a 
fraudulent  holder,  and  the  latter,  bad  he  dis- 
covered tbe  fraud,  might  have  compelled  Mc- 
Gill to  deliver  to  him  the  genuine  paper.  As 
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to  legal  obligation,  the  position  of  McGill ' 
not  very  different  from  what  it  would  have 
been  had  he  delivered  the  genuine  note  to 
Kernohan  and  afterwards  stolen  it  from  him. 
McGill,  after  the  transfer,  had  no  longer  any 
interest  in  the  note  or  mortgage,  and  at  moat 
was  only  a  trustee  for  Kernohan. 

What  now  are  the  rights  of  Coddington? 
The  genuine  note,  indorsed  by  the  payee  in 
blank,  was  indorsed  and  delivered  to  him  when 
overdue.  It  came  to  him  dishonored,  for  the 
fact  that  it  was  unpaid  after  maturity  was  a 
circumstance  of  suspicion.  Such  a  note,  part 
due,  no  longer  represented  a  distinct  and  defi- 
nite credit,  or  money  to  be  paid  at  a  certain 
period.  Coddington,  in  taking  tbe  paper,  was 
thus  put  upon  Inquiry.  He  knew  that  the 
note  was  secured  by  mortgage,  and  was  put 
upon  his  guard  when  the  mortgage,  his  main 
security,  was  not  produced  at  the  time  the  note 
was  indorsed  and  delivered.  McGill  at  the 
time  promised  to  deliver  to  him  the  mortgage, 
but  he  never  did  deliver  it  Coddington  relied 
upon  tbe  promise,  and  took  the  risk.  Had  be 
exercised  the  requisite  care  and  diligence,  he 
might  have  found  that  the  mortgage  was  no 
longer  in  the  possession  of  McGill,  but  had. 
seven  months  before,  been  assigned  and  trans- 
ferred to  Kernohan.  Coddington,  we  think, 
should  be  held  as  bavins  constructive  notice 
of  the  rights  of  Kernohan  in  the  note  and 
mortgage.  In  Sterry  v.  Arden,  1  Johns.  Gh. 
261,  1  L.  ed.  188,  Chancellor  Kent  uses  the 
language:  "I  hold  him  chargeable  with  con- 
structive notice,  or  notice  in  law-,  because 
be  had  information  sufficient  to  put  him  upon 
inquiry."  Whenever  a  party  has  information 
or  knowledge  of  certain  extraneous  facts,  which 
of  themselves  do  not  amount  to  nor  tend  to 
show  an  actual  notice,  but  which  are  sufficient 
to  put  a  reasonably  prudent  man  upon  inquiry 
respecting  a  conflicting  interest,  claim  or  rift ht, 
ana  the  circumstances  are  such  that  the  inquiry, 
if  made  and  followed  up  with  reasonable  care 
and  diligence,  would  lead  to  a  discovery  of  the 
truth, — to  a  knowledge  of  the  interest,  claim 
or  right  which  really  exists, — the  party  is  abso- 
lutely charged  with  a  constructive  notice  of 
such  interest,  claim  or  right.  The  presump- 
tion of  knowledge  is  then  conclusive.  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §  608.  Coming  into  possession  of  the 
note  as  he  did,  Coddington  should  be  in  no- 
better  position  than  McGill,  so  far  as  Kerno- 
han is  concerned,  and  should  stand  in  the 
relation  of  a  trustee  for  Kernohan.    Negotiable 

Saner,  not  paid  at  maturity,  being  regarded  a* 
ishonored,  that  fact  is  equivalent  to  notice 
that  there  is  something  wrong  with  it;  and  he 
who  purchases  it  when  so  overdue  obtains  only- 
such  title  and  rights  as  were  had  by  his  vendor. 
1  Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes,  §  517,  and  cases 
cited. 

In  Orossley  v.  Ham,  18  East,  408,  the  rale  ia 
laid  down  that  one  who  acquires  tbe  bili  or 
note  after  maturity  is  chargeable  with  con- 
structive notice  of  any  flaw  in  the  right  or  title 
of  his  transferrer.  And  in  Angle  v.  North- 
western Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  92  U.  S.  841, 28  L.  ed. 
660,  it  is  held  that  a  person  who  takes  a  bill 
which,  upon  the  face  of  it,  was  dishonored, 
cannot  be  allowed  to  claim  the  privileges  which 
belong  to  a  bona  fide  bolder.  If  he  chooses  U> 
receive  it  under  the  circumstances,  he  takes  it 
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with  all  the  infirmities  belonging  to  it,  and  is 
in  do  better  condition  than  the  person  from 
whom  he  received  it.  The  authorities  are 
numerous  to  the  effect  that  the  purchaser  of  an 
overdue  or  dishonored  bill,  who  buys  it  from 
one  who  is  not  the  owner,  and  who  is  not 
authorized  to  sell,  acquires  no  title  as  against 
the  true  owner. 

Spencer,  •/".,  in  Henderxm  v.  Case,  81  La. 
Ann.  215,  applying  to  negotiable  instruments 
the  general  principle  thai  governs  the  transfer 
of  personal  property,  says  that  after  dishonor 
the  bill  or  note  falls  under  the  dominion  of  that 
fundamental  rule  of  property  that  "  the  sale  of 
the  thing  of  another  is  void.*  u  Purchasers  of 
notes  or  bonds  past  due  take  nothing  but  the 
actual  right  and  title  of  the  vendors.'  Chase. 
(JKJ.M  Texas  y.  White,14TJ.  8.  7  Wall.  786, 
19L.ed.840. 

This  species  of  property,  when  purchased 
overdue  from  one  who  is  not  the  real  owner 
and  has  no  authority  to  sell,  is  thus  placed  in 
the  same  class  with  other  goods  and  made 
subject  to  the  well-recognized  rule  that  if  the 
teller  was  not  the  owner,  and  had  no  authority 
from  the  owner  to  sell,  the  buyer  will  have  no 
title  whatever  to  the  property  he  has  bought  as 
against  the  true  owner,  although  purchased 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade.  Roland  v. 
0v«fc,  5  Ohio,  m 

Bvyrag  the  paper  after  it  is  dishonored,  the 
purchaser  who,  when  put  on  his  guard,  does 
not  seek  the  knowledge  which  be  might  obtain 
by  using  reasonable  diligence,  cannot  complain 
if  the  law  charges  him  with  constructive  notice 
of  such  infirmity  of  title  as  attaches  to  the 
instrument  In  the  hands  of  him  from  whom  be 
acquired  it,  and  permits  him  only  to  stand  in 
the  shoes  of  his  vendor  or  indorser.  Nor  is 
the  indorsee  or  purchaser  after  maturity  placed 
in  such  situation  only  as  regards  equities  that 
nay  exist  between  the  maker  of  the  note  and 
the  payee,  who  indorsed  or  transferred  the 
instrument. 

It  is  held  in  England  that,  if  there  be  an 
equity  attaching  directly  to  the  bill  or  note  it- 
self, it  may  be  asserted  against  an  indorsee 
after  maturity  by  a  third  party  who  claims  the 
right  to  follow  the  bill.  .  And  Mr.  Daniel,  in 
lus  work  on  Negotiable  Instruments,  says :  "If 
the  equity  be  a  claim  of  some  right  to  the  in- 
strument directly  attached  to  it,  we  perceive 
no  good  reason  why  it  may  not  be  asserted 
against  an  indorsee  after  maturity  by  any  party 
wbatsover."    Section  7266. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  outstanding  equitable 
title  in  Eernohan  to  the  note  in  question  was 
an  equity  attaching  to  the  instrument  itself, 
which  he  might  assert  against  Coddington,  the 
indorsee,  after  maturity. 

This  doctrine  is  well  illustrated  in  the  case 
Be  European  Bank,  L.  R.  5  Ob.  App.  858,  where 
bills  transferred  after  maturity  were  purchased 
with  money  stolen  from  one  who  claimed  the 
bills  as  owner.  Demetrio  Papa,  the  manager 
of  the  Oriental  Bank,  abstracted  moneys  of  that 
bank,  and  with  them  bought  certain  overdue 
hills  of  exchange.  In  April,  1867,  the  East- 
ern Bank,  promoted  by  Papa,  was  registered, 
of  which,  until  the  following  July,  Papa  was 
tbe  sole  director.  These  bills  Papa  sola  to  the 
Eastern  Bank,  and  paid  himself  for  tbem  out 
of  its  f  upds.  Tbe  Eastern  Bank,  as  the  holder, 
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having  proved  the  bills  against  tbe  company 
on  which  they  were  drawn  and  accepted,  to 
wit,  the  European  Bank,  it  was  held  that  the 
claim  of  tbe  Oriental  Bank  to  the  bills,  as  hav- 
ing been  purchased  with  its  money,  was  an 
equity  attaching  to  the  bills ;  that  the  Eastern 
Bank,  having  purchased  them  overdue,  took 
subject  to  this  equity.  "The  bills,"  said  Sir 
G.  M.  Giffard,  L.  J.,  "were  overdue  when  the 
Eastern  Bank  took  them.  There  were  equities 
affecting  tbe  bills ;  and  the  Eastern  Bank  has 
no  better  title,  either  legal  or  equitable,  than 
Demetrio  Papa."  In  this  case  the  court  fol- 
lowed the  rights  of  third  parties,  although 
their  connection  with  the  bills  or  title  to  the 
same  was  only  an  equitable  one  founded  upon 
the  doctrine  of  resulting  or  presumptive  trusts. 
That  Coddington,  as  indorsee  of  the  note  after 
maturity,  acquired  no  better  title  to  it  than 
McGill  had  as  against  Kernohan,  finds  ample 
support  in  the  case  of  Osborn  v.  McClelland,  43 
Ohio  St.  284, 1  West.  Rep.  221.  Mrs.  Osborn, 
for  value  received,  made  and  delivered  to  Mrs. 
Faxon  ber  negotiable  note,  payable  to  the  order 
of  Mrs.  Faxon  in  five  years,  secured  by  mort- 
gage. Two  years  before  the  same  became  due, 
Mrs.  Faxon,  without  consideration,  and  solely 
for  the  accommodation  of  BarUit  &  Smith, bank- 
ers, loaned  the  same  temporarily  to  them,  to 
enable' them  to  use  tbe  same  as  collaterals  for 
a  loan  to  meet  a  present  emergency,  Bartlit  & 
Smith  promising  to  safely  keep  and  return 
them.  Bartlit  &  Smith  did  not  use  them,  but 
they  were  suffered  to  remain  in  their  custody 
until  after  the  note  became  due,  when  Smith, 
the  survivor  of  Bartlit  &  Smith,  without  the 
knowledge  of  Mrs.  Faxon,  or  without  author- 
ity from  her,  hypothecated  them  to  McClelland 
by  delivery,  merely  saying  the  note  would  be 
paid .  McClelland  took  the  same  in  good  faith , 
and  for  full  value,  but  without  inquiry,  guar- 
anty or  indorsement  by  Smith,  relying  solely 
on  his  possession  and  the  blank  indorsement 
of  Mrs.  Faxon  that  Smith  was  the  owner.  It 
was  held  that  McClelland,  having  acquired  the 
note  after  due,  and  without  inquiry,  acquired 
no  better  title  than  Smith  had  ;  and,  as  Smith 
had  neither  title  nor  interest  which  was  good 
against  Mrs.  Faxon,  he  transferred  none  to 
McClelland  that  in  equity  gave  him  the  right 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage  as  against  the  real 
owner.  Smith  was,  in  fact,  a  mere  bailee  or 
custodian,  with  no  interest  in  the  note.  He 
was,  however,  lawfully  in  possession  of  it  as 
legal  holder,  which,  with  the  indorsement  in 
blank  by  Mrs.  Faxon,  were  badges  of  owner- 
ship. The  mortgage  was  hypothecated,  and 
delivered,  with  the  note,  to  McClelland,  and 
its  absence,  therefore,  could  not,  as  in  tbe  case 
at  bar,  excite  suspicion,  and  prompt  inquiry. 
But,  the  note  being  past  due  and  discredited 
when  transferred  to  McClelland,  he  was  not 
permitted  to  devest  Mrs.  Faxon  of  the  true 
ownership.  If  Smith,  into  whose  custody  the 
note  had  lawfully  come,  could  confer  upon  his 
transferee  no  better  right  or  title  than  he  him- 
self had,  still  less  could  McGill,  who  held  the 
genuine  note  through  gross  fraud  practiced  up- 
on Kernohan,  give  a  better  right  or  title  to  it 
than  he  himself  had. 

In  the  case  of  QremioeU  v.  Haydon,  78  Ky. 
882,  there  was  a  contention  between  the  ap- 
pellant and  appellee  as  to  the  ownership  of  a 
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coupon  bond.  Cofer,  J.9  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said  :  "There  is  another 
class  of  cases  in  which  the  title  to  the  obliga- 
tion was  involved.  The  case  at  bar  belongs  to 
that  class.  There  is  no  question  here  between 
the  holder  and  the  maker.  It  is  a  question  as 
to  the  right  to  receive  whatever  sum  the  maker 
may  owe,  and  not  as  to  whether  the  maker 
shall  pay  bis  obligation  in  whole  or  in  part. 
This  distinction  seems  not  to  have  been  always 
kept  in  view,  and,  as  a  natural  result,  the 
authorities  are  in  some  confusion,  decisions  in 
one  class  of  cases  being  often  quoted  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  cases  belonging  to  another  class." 
But  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  opinion  was 
that  whoever  takes  a  bill  or  negotiable  note  af- 
ter maturity  takes  it,  so  far  as  the  title  to  and 
integrity  of  the  paper  is  concerned,  upon  the 
credit  of  the  person  from  whom  he  receives  it. 
He  gets  whatever  right  and  title  that  person 
had,  and  no  more. 

2.  Is  Durham,  the  maker,  entitled  to  credit, 
as  against  Kernohan,  for  the  several  sums  paid 
by  .him  to  McGill  on  the  note?  Those  pay- 
ments were  made  in  part  before  the  transfer  of 
the  note  and  mortgage  to  Kernohan ,  and  before 
the  maturity  of  the  note,  and  partly  after  the 
indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  genuine  note 
to  Coddington,  to  wit,  after  its  maturity.  But 
when  Durham  made  payments  on  his  note 
from  time  to  time  to  McGill  the  note  was  not 
produced,  and  no  receipt  or  memorandum  of 
payment  was  ever  noted  on  the  instrument  ex- 
cept one  indorsement  of  interest  on  the  day  of 
maturity,  McGill  stating  to  Durham  that  he 
would  credit  the  payments  upon  his  note  when 
he  went  to  the  safe  deposit,  where  the  note  was 
kept  for  safety,  and  Durham  relying  upon  the 
statement,  without  seeing  that  the  credit  was 
actually  given.  The  rule  is  well  established 
that  part  payment  made  on  a  negotiable  in- 
strument should  be  minuted  or  entered  on  the 
paper  itself;  and  when  the  instrument  comes 
into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value 
before  maturity,  with  no  memorandum  or 
other  notice  of  part  payment  thereon,  it  can- 
not be  set  up  as  a  defense  against  him.  8 
Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  1414. 

In  Brayley  v.  Ellis,  71  Iowa,  155,  it  is  said 
that  ordinarily  the  maker  of  a  note,  when  he 
makes  a  partial  payment  thereon,  sees  that  it  is 
properly  indorsed  on  the  note.  In  that  case, 
where  the  mortgagee  of  land  sold  and  assigned 
the  secured  notes  before  maturity,  and  after- 
wards fraudulently,  and  without  the  knowledge 
of  his  assignee,  received  from  the  mortgagor, 
who  was  led  to  believe  that  he  still  owned  the 
notes,  a  partial  payment  thereon,  taking  only 
a  receipt  therefor,  and  the  mortgagor  after- 
wards sold  the  land  to  another,  it  was  held,  in 
an  action  by  the  assignee   to   foreclose   the  • 


mortgage,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  as 
against  the  mortgagor  and  the  land,  the  whole 
amount  of  the  notes,  regard  less  of  the  partial 
payment  so  negligently  made  by  the  mortgagor. 
See  also  Clark  v.  Igeletrom,  51  How.  Pr.  407; 
Ghitty,  Bills,  428;  Cooper  v.  Danes,  1  Eep.  403 ; 
2  Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes,  §  788;  Brown 
v.  Btodenburgh,  7  N.  T.  141 ;  1  Jones,  Mort. 

Five  several  payments  were  made,  m  good 
faith,  by  Durham  to  the  payee,  of  which  there- 
was  no  memorandum  on  the  note.  The  non- 
production  of  the  paper  at  the  time  was  suffi- 
cient to  awaken  inquiry,  and  did  draw  from 
the  payee  a  promise  that  he  would  give  the 
proper  credits.  Had  the  genuine,  instead  of 
the  spurious,  note  been  transferred  to  Kerno- 
han, unquestionably  he  would  have  held  it  free 
from  any  deduction  of  payments  by  Durham 
that  were  not  apparent  on  the  paper  itself.  He 
would  not  have  been  subject  to  other  equities 
between  the  maker  and  payee.  It  is  true,  Mc- 
Gill did  not  transfer  to  Kernohan  thegenuine 
note,  but  a  forged  note  in  its  stead.  Yet  Dur- 
ham permitted  the  genuine  note,  notwithstand- 
ing his  payments,  to  continue  in  all  respects  as 
when  it  first  left  his  hands,  with  no  mark  or 
acknowledgment  upon  it  of  the  payment  of 
the  several  sums  he  paid  from  time  to  time ; 
and  when  McGill  transferred  the  forged  in- 
strument to  Kernohan  it  was  the  counterfeit 
presentment  of  the  note  as  Durham  had  negli- 
gently suffered  it  to  remain,  with  nothing  there- 
on to  indicate  a  reduction  of  the  amount  called 
for  on  its  face.  If  Durham  had  demanded 
that  the  note  and  mortgage  be  exhibited  in 
order  that  his  payments  might  be  indorsed  on 
the  note,  he  would  have  discovered  that  on 
July  21, 1880,  the  mortgage  was  transferred  to 
Kernohan,  and  might  also  have  discovered  by 
due  investigation  the  fraud  of  McGill,  and  the 
situation  and  true  ownership  of  the  note.  Un- 
der the  circumstances  we  think  that  Durham 
failed  to  exercise  the  ordinary  care  in  having 
the  amounts  paid  by  bim  properly  credited  on 
his  note ;  and,  as  against  Kernohan,  no  allow- 
ance should  be  made  to  him  for  any  portion  of 
those  amounts  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises.  As  to  Codding- 
ton,  an  indorsee  after  maturity,  he  took  the 
note  subject  to  all  payments  that  had  been 
made  by  Durham  at  the  time  he  received  the 
instrument,  but  free  from  any  of  the  payments 
made  by  Durham  to  McGill  after  he  received 
the  note. 

From  the  foregoing  considerations  our  con- 
clusion is  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  should  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  affirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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County,  in  favor  of  plain  tiff 8  in  an  action 
brought  to  quiet  title  to  certain  real  estate. 


Afirtned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Met 
lants. 


Mem*.  Chapman  *  H< 


te  opinion* 
endriek 


forappel- 


Mem*.  E.  Ednr  Galbreth  and  Ander- 
son, Fltagersvld  *  Anderson  for  re- 
spondents. 

The  case  was  originally  heard  in  Depart- 
ment 1,  where  on  January  25,  1890,  Hayne, 
C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 

Suit  to  quiet  title.  Judgment  for  plaintiffs. 
Defendants  appeal  In  1880  the  owner  of  the 
property  died  leaving  a  will  by  which  the 
whole  property  was  devised  to  the  widow,  who 
was  made  sole  executrix  without  bonds,  and 
it  was  provided  that  "she  have  absolute  power 
to  sell  any  or  all  of  said  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty at  public  or  private  sale,  with  or  without 
advertisement,  and  without  application  to  any 
court,  and  without  approval  or  authority  of 
any  court  whatever."  The.  will  was  admitted 
to  probate,  and  letters  testamentary  were  is- 
sued to  the  widow.  Acting  under  the  power 
contained  in  the  will,  she  sold  the  property  to 
the  defendant  Eliza  J.  Olmstead  without  ob- 
taining an  order  of  sale  from  the  probate  court 
She  reported  her  proceedings  to  the  court,  how- 
ever, and  an  order  confirming  the  sale  was 
made,  and  a  conveyance  executed.  The  plain- 
tiffs are  the  four  minor  children  of  the  testator. 
They  were  not  mentioned  or  in  any  way  re- 
ferred to  in  the  will,  and  claim  as  pretermitted 
heirs.  The  main  question  argued  is  whether 
the  power  of  sale  given  by  the  will  authorized 
a  sate  of  the  children's  interests  without  the  pre- 
vious sanction  of  the  probate  court  required  by 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  ordinary  cases. 
This  seems  to  us  to  be  a  question  of  construc- 
tion. The  provision  of  the  Civil  Code  in  rela- 
tion to  a  child  of  whom  no  mention  is  made  in 
a  will  is  that  he  "must  have  the  same  share  in 
the  estate  of  the  testator  as  if  he  had  died  in- 
testate, and  succeeds  thereto  as  provided  in  the 
preceding  section."  Civil  Code,  $  1807.  The 
"preceding  section"  is  in  relation  to  children 
born  after  the  making  of  the  will,  either  dur- 
ing the  lifetime  of  the  testator  or  after  his 
death,  and  provides  that  such  a  child  "suc- 
ceeds to  the  same  portion  of  the  testator's  real 
and  personal  property  that  he  would  have  suc- 
ceeded to  if  the  testator  bad  died  intestate." 
So  far  as  the  question  in  hand  is  concerned 
these  provisions  are  in  substance  the  same  as 
those  of  the  Statute  of  Wills  previously  in 
force.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  in  relation  to  powers  of  sale  is  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  section  178  of  the  old  Pro- 
bate Act,  as  amended  in  1861,  and  is  as  fol- 
lows: "Sec.  1661.  When  property  is  directed 
by  the  will  to  be  sold,  or  authority  is  given  in 
the  will  to  sell  property,  the  executor  may  sell 
any  property  of  the  estate  without  order  of  the 
court,  and  at  either  public  or  private  sale,  and 
with  or  without  notice,  as  the  executor  may 
determine,  but  the  executor  must  make  return 
of  such  sales  as  in  other  cases;  and  if  directions 
are  given  in  the  will  as  to  the  mode  of  selling, 
or  the  particular  property  to  be  sold,  such  di- 
rections must  be  observed.  In  either  case,  no 
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title  passes  unless  the  sale  be  confirmed  by  the- 
court." 

We  do  not  find  that  the  cases  in  this  State- 
cited  by  counsel  determine  the  question  pre- 
sented. 

In  Delanetfs  Estate,  48  CaL  76,  it  was  held 
that  where  the  legal  title  is  devised  to  the  ex- 
ecutor the  provisions  requiring  order  of  sale,, 
confirmation,  etc.,  do  not  apply. 

In  Durham's  Estate,  Id.  495,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  legal  title  is  not  devised  to  the  ex- 
ecutor, and  he  has  a  naked  power  of  sale,  the- 
provision  requiring  a  confirmation  applies,  and 
that  such  confirmation  must  be  according  to 
prescribed  formalities.  The  latter  decision  is. 
not  in  point,  because  here  there  was  a  confir- 
mation, to  which  no  objection  is  taken.  And 
the  former  decision  is  not  in  point,  because  it 
is  settled  that  the  legal  title  descends  to  and 
vests  in  the  pretermitted  heir,  who  becomes  a. 
tenant  in  common  with  the  devisees,  if  there- 
are  any  valid  devises.  Pearson  v.  Pearson 
46  Cal.  627.  This  latter  case,  however,  white 
it  shows  that  the  rule  laid  .down  in  Delaney** 
Estate  has  no  application,  does  not  deter- 
mine the  question  involved  here,  which  is. 
whether  the  omitted  child  takes  the  title  sub- 
ject to  the  power  of  sale  or  not. 

In  Oregon  it  has  been  held  that  a  power  of 
sale  in  a  will  does  not  cover  the  interest  of  a 
posthumous  child  not  mentioned  in  the  will. 
Northrop  v.  Marquam,  16  Or.  178.  In  that 
State,  however,  the  Statute  provided  that  so- 
far  as  such  child  was  concerned  the  testator 
"shall  be  deemed  to  die  intestate,"  which  is. 
somewhat  broader  language  than  that  of  our 
Statute. 

In  New  York  the  Statute  is  substantially  the- 
same  as  ours.  And  in  that  State  it  is  held  that 
the  share  of  a  child  born  between  the  making 
of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
not  mentioned  in  the  will,  is  not  affected  by  a. 
power  of  sale  contained  in  the  will.  Smith  v. 
Robertson,  89 N.  Y.  568. 

The  argument  in  favor  of  the  omitted  child 
seems  to  be  that  if  the  testator  had  died  intes- 
tate the  interest  of  such  child  could  only  be- 
sold  in  certain  cases,  and  after  certain  formali- 
ties, and  that  the  Statute  provides,  in  sob- 
stance,  that  the  omitted  child  shall  inherit, 
from  the  testator  "as  if  he  had  died  intestate*" 
The  argument,  on  the  other  side,  is  that  the- 
Statute  only  provides  that  the  omitted  child 
shall  inherit  "the  same  share"  as  if  the  testator 
had  died  intestate,  and  that  while  such  share- 
goes  to  the  child  it  is  subject  to  the  other  pro- 
visions of  the  will.  Each  of  these  arguments, 
seems  to  us  to  assume  the  real  question  in  dis- 
pute. And  the  case  is  such  that  no  satisfac- 
tory conclusion  can  be  reached  from  a  consid- 
eration of  the  mere  language  of  the  Statute. 
But  we  think  that  a  due  regard  for  the  inter- 
ests of  pretermitted  heirs  requires  that  the  safe- 
guards provided  by  law  against  improper  sales, 
of  their  property  should  only  be  dispensed 
within  a  clear  case;  that  this  cannot  be  said  to 
be  a  clear  case,  because  the  law  presumes  that 
the  omission  of  all  mention  of  a  child  was. 
from  accident,  misapprehension  or  forgetful- 
ness,  and  it  cannot  be  concluded  with  any  de- 
gree of  certainty  that  the  testator  would  nave- 
given  a  power  of  sale  of  the  child's  interest  ii 
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the  fact  that  it  would  have  an  interest  had 
been  present  to  bis  mind.  If,  for  example,  a 
testator  supposes  tbat  his  child  1s  dead,  and 
under  that  belief  devises  his  whole  property  to 
one  not  of  his  blood,  it  is  very  natural  that  he 
should  make  such  devisee  sole  executor,  and 
give  him  unrestricted  power  of  sale.  But 
would  he  have  given  such  power  to  the  devisee 
if  he  had  known  that  his  child  was  alive,  and 
would  inherit  the  whole  estate?  Upon  the 
whole,  though  the  matter  is  not  free  from 
doubt,  we  think  it  better  that  the  rule  laid  down 
by  the  New  York  case  should  be  followed,  viz. : 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  devise  of  the  child's  in- 
terest is  inoperative,  the  power  of  sale  of  his 
interest  should  be  construed  not  to  apply  to  it. 
The  order  of  confirmation  was  not  conclusive 
of  the  legality  of  the  sale.  We  therefore  ad- 
vise tbat  the  Judgment  appealed  from  be  af- 
firmed. 
We  concur:    Belcher,  0.  C;  Gibson,  0. 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion the  Judgment  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

A  rehearing  TO8  subsequently  granted  and  on 
April  3,  1881,  DeHaven,  /.,  delivered  the 
•opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining conflicting  claims  to  real  property. 
The  record  shows  that  one  Z.  B.  Smith,  now 
deceased,  in  his  lifetime  made  his  last  will,  by 
which,  after  directing  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
he  in  terms  gave  to  his  wife  all  of  his  property, 
with  "absolute  power  to  sell  any  or  all  of 
maid  real  and  personal  property,  at  public  or 
private  sale  with  or  without  advertisement, 
and  without  any  application  to  any  court,  and 
without  approval  or  authority  of  any  court 
whatever.  In  a  subsequent  clause  the  wife 
was  also  named  as  executrix  of  the  will.  She 
duly  qualified  as  such,  and  sold  to  the  defend- 
ants the  property  described  in  the  complaint. 
Such  sale  was  made  without  any  previous  or- 
der therefor,  but  was  afterwards  confirmed  by 
the  court  in  which  the  administration  of  her 
deceased  husband's  estate  was  pending.  The 
land  was  community  property.  The  record 
does  not  show  that  the  sale  was  necessary  for 
any  of  the  reasons  stated  in  section  1586  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  that  is,  in  order  "to 
pay  the  allowance  of  the  family,  or  the  debts 
outstanding  against  the  decedent,  or  the  debts, 
expenses  or  charges  of  administration,  or  leg- 
acies." The  plain  tiff  8  are  minor  children  of 
the  said  Z.  B.  Smith,  deceased,  and  are  not 
provided  for  in  said  will;  nor  does  the  will 
show  that  the  omission  to  provide  for  them 
was  intentional.  There  has  never  been  any 
distribution  of  this  property,  and  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate  of  said  Smith  is  still  pend- 
ing. The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendants  appeal. 
This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  Department  1 
•of  this  court,  on  January  25,  1890,  but  a  re- 
hearing was  granted,  and  the  case  is  now  be- 
fore the  court  in  bank  for  determination. 

The  question  for  decision  is  whether,  upon 
the  facts  as  here  stated,  the  power  of  sale  con- 
tained in  the  will  is  so  far  operative  against  the 
plaintiffs  that  a  sale  made  under  it,  and  con- 
firmed by  the  court,  transferred  to  the  defend- 1 
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ants  the  title  to  the  land  in  controversy.  To 
determine  this,  a  brief  reference  to  the  plain 
language  of  the  law,  relating  to  wills,  ana  the 
right  to  succession  of  property  of  a  decedent 
in  the  absence  of  a  will  disposing  of  it,  is  neces- 
sary. By  section  1907  of  the  Civil  Code  it  is 
provided  that  where  a  testator  omits  to  pro- 
vide in  his  will  for  any  of  his  children,  unless 
it  appears  that  such  omission  was  intentional, 
such  child  "  must  have  the  same  share  in  the 
estate  of  the  testator  as  if  he  had  died  intes- 
tate, and  succeeds  thereto,  as  provided  in  the 
preceding  section."  That  is,  "the  child  suc- 
ceeds to  the  same  portion  of  the  testator's  real 
and  personal  property  that  he  would  have  suc- 
ceeded to  if  the  testator  had  died  intestate." 
Civil  Code,  §  1806. 

We  are  unable  to  construe  these  sections 
otherwise  than  as  declaring  tbat  the  pretermitted 
child  succeeds  immediately,  by  operation  of 
law,  to  the  same  portion  of  the  testator's  real 
property  as  if  no  will  bad  been  made ;  that  as 
to  such  portion  the  testator  is  to  be  regarded  as 
dying  intestate,  and  its  succession  is  directed 
by  law,  and  not  by  the  will.  And,  as  a  neces- 
sary legal  consequence  of  tfafoconstruction,  it 
would  follow  that  every  provfston  in  the  will, 
directly  or  indirectly  attempting  to  dispose  of 
such  portion  of  the  estate,  except  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  decedent's  debts,  or  other  charge* 
accruing  in  due  course  of  administration,  is  in- 
operative as  against  such  child.  As  to  the 
rights  of  a  pretermitted  child,  under  these  sec- 
tions, this  court  has  heretofore  held :  •  'In  other 
words,  the  child  succeeds  to  the  same  portion 
of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  property  that 
he  would  have  succeeded  to  if  the  testator  had 
died  intestate."  WardeWs  Eetate.  57  Cal.  489. 
Sections  16  and  17  of  the  Act  concerning  wills, 
(Hit.  Gen.  Laws,  p.  1086),  and  section  1  of  the 
Statute  of  Descents  and  Distributions  ( Id.  p. 
828),  are  substantially  the  same  as  the  provis- 
ions of  our  Civil  Code  relating  to  the  same  sub- 
jects; and  this  court  in  Feareon  v.  Peareon,  46 
Cal.  600,  basing  its  decision  on  these  Statutes, 
held,  explicitly,  that  the  pretermitted  child  takes 
the  same  share  in  the  estate,  and  holds  by  the 
same  title,  as  though  the  testator  bad  died  in- 
testate. 

Now,  in  the  case  of  a  person  dying  intestate, 
his  estate  descends  and  vests  immediately  in 
his  heirs,  subject  only  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  decedent,  the  expenses  of  administra- 
tion and  the  family  allowance.  This  is  not 
only  clear  from  sections  1888,  1884,  1886  and 
1402  of  the  Civil  Code,  but  was  so  expressly 
held  by  this  court  in  Brenham  v.  Story,  88  Cal. 
188,  under  statutes  substantially  the  same,  the 
court  saving:  "Upon  the  death  of  the  ances- 
tor, the  heir  becomes  vested  at  once  with  the 
full  property,  subject  to  the  liens  we  have  men- 
tioned ;  and,  subject  to  these  liens  and  the 
temporary  right  of  possession  of  the  adminis- 
trator, be  may  at  once  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
property,  and  has  the  same  right  to  Judge  for 
himself  of  the  relative  advantages  of  selling  or 
holding  that  any  other  owner  has."  The  re- 
spondents in  this  case  were,  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  their  father,  clothed  by  operation 
of  law  with  such  a  title  to  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, and.  this  being  its  nature  and  extent, 
it  is  clear  tbat  such  title  was  not  devested  by 
the  sale  made  by  the  executrix  of  their  fathers 


1801. 


Smith  v.  Olmstead. 


wiD,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the 
record  in  this  case.  A  title  to  property,  which 
»  so  full  and  complete  that  ^possessor  baa 
"the  same  right  to  Judge  for  himself  of  the 
relative  advantages  of  selling  or  holding  that 
any  other  owner  has/'  cannot  co-exist  with  the 
right  of  another  to  transfer  such  property  at 
discretion,  and  the  power  exercised  by  the  ex- 
ecutrix in  this  case,  being  inconsistent  with  the 
title  which  the  law  vested  in  the  respondents 
upon  the  death  of  the  father,  cannot  be  up- 
held. These  views  are  in  harmony  with  the 
decisions  of  other  States  where  statutes  relating 
to  wills  and  right  of  succession  are  similar  to 
our  own.  See  Northrop  v.  Marquam,  16  Or. 
173;  Smith  v.  Robertson,  89  N.  Y.  558. 

But  it  Is  urged  by  appellant  that  these  cases 
ire  not  in  point,  because  in  neither  of  the 
8tates  in  which  the  decisions  were  made  was 
there  a  Statute  similar  to  section  1561  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  provides  that 
when  •'authority  is  given  in  the  will  to  sell 
property,  the  executor  may  sell  any  property 
of  the  estate  without  order  of  the  court,  and  at 
either  public  or  private  sale,  and  with  or  with- 
out notice,  as  the  executor  may  determine," 
but  that  "no  title  passes  unless  the  sale  be  con- 
firmed by  the  court."  And  It  is  claimed  that 
the  sale  here,  having  been  confirmed  by  the 
court,  is  valid  under  that  section.  But  we 
think  it  is  manifest  that  in  determining  the 
question  whether,  in  judgment  of  law,  author- 
ity to  sell  has  in  fact  been  given  to  an  executor, 
the  section  can  have  no  application.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  the  authority  to  sell  therein 
referred  to  must  be  held  to  include  only  such  a 
one  as  is  operative  and  binding  upon  the  per- 
son against  whom  it  is  asserted;  and  unless 
such  an  authority  can  be  found  in  the  will, 
when  such  will  is  read  and  construed  with  ref- 
erence to  the  law  which  determines  its  mean- 
ing and  legal  effect,  it  must  be  held  that  it  does 
not  exist;  and  in  that  case  there  is  nothing  up- 
on which  this  section  of  the  Code  can  act. 

The  case  of  Coates  v.  Hughes,  8  Binn.  498, 
cited  and  relied  on  by  appellants,  is  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  views  we  have  announced.  The 
power  under  consideration  there  was  confined 
to  a  sale  for  the  payment  of  the  debt*  of  the 
testator,  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  a  ne- 
cessity for  the  sale  for  such  purpose,  and  the 
court  held,  and  we  think  rightly,  that  such  a 
power  was  operative.  The  reason  why,  in 
such  a  case,  the  power  of  sale  would  be  opera- 
tive, is  apparent.  The  child  who  succeeds  to 
the  estate  of  his  ancestor  by  inheritance  takes 
it  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such 
ancestor,  and  his  right  of  succession  is  in  no 
wise  affected  by  a  provision  in  a  will  which 
goes  no  further  than  to  authorize  what  the  law 
would  in  any  event  direct  to  be  done,  if  neces- 
sary to  discharge  such  lien.  In  such  a  case  the 
executor  is  only  clothed  with  the  ordinary 
powers  incident  to  the  administration  of  the 
estate,  in  fact,  the  precise  power  which  the  law 
gives  an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  an  in- 
testate. The  order  of  confirmation  imparted 
no  validity  to  the  sale  in  this  case;  it  only  ad- 
judicates that  the  power  contained  in  the  will 
had  been  followed,  and  that  the  sale  was 
for  a  fair  price.  We  are  satisfied  with  the  con- 
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elusion  reached  in  Department  1.    Judgment 
affirmed. 

We  concur :  Gavroutte,  J. ;  McFsvrlavnd, 
J.;  Shavrpstein,  /.;  Pater  son*  J. 

Havrriaon,  J.: 

I  concur  in  the  order  affirming  the  judgment, 
both  for  the  reasons  expressed  in  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  De  Haven,  and  also  upon  the  fol- 
lowing considerations :  Section  1402  of  the 
Civil  Code  provides  that  "upon  the  death  of 
the  husband  one  half  of  the  community  prop- 
erty goes  to  the  surviving  wife,  and  the  other 
half  .  .  .  goes  to  his  descendants,  .  .  .  sub- 
ject to  his  debts,  the  family  allowance  and  ex- 
penses of  administration."  These  are  the  '  'pur- 
poses of  administration"  referred  to  in  section 
1884,  Civil  Code,  and  are  also  the  objects  for 
which  the  court  is  authorized  under  section 
1586,  Code  Civil  Proa,  to  direct  a  sale  of  the 
property  of  the  decedent.  The  right  of  the 
children  and  the  right  of  the  surviving  wife  to 
the  community  property  exist  by  virtue  of  the 
same  section  of  the  Code,  and  are  declared  in 
identical  words,  and.  inasmuch  as  it  is  the 
settled  rule  that  the  right  of  the  surviving  wife 
to  her  half  of  the  community  property  vests  in 
her  immediately  upon  the  death  or  the  hus- 
band ( Susy's  'Estate,  42  Cal.  210 ),  it  must 
also  be  held  that  the  right  of  the  children  to 
their  half  of  the  same  property  vests  in  them 
at  the  same  time. 

In  King  v.  Lagrange,  50  Cal.  828,  it  was 
held  that  a  power  of  sale  in  the  will  did  not 
authorize  a  conveyance  by  the  executor  of  the 
wife's  share  of  the  community  property,  and 
that  a  conveyance  by  the  executor,  under  such 
power,  of  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased,  did 
not  have  the  effect  to  transfer  the  interest  of 
the  wife  as  the  survivor  of  the  community.  It 
is  true  that  the  conveyance  in  that  case  was 
only  of  the  "right,  title  and  interest"  of  the  de- 
cedent in  the  property,  but  the  decision  in  the 
case  does  not  turn  upon  this  distinction,  and  in 
reality  such  a  distinction  does  not  exist.  At  the 
date  of  the  conveyance,  the  testator,  being  dead, 
had,  of  course,  no  "  right,  title  or  interest "  in 
the  property;  and  the  conveyance  by  the  exec- 
utor under  the  power  contained  in  the  will,  be- 
ing like  a  conveyance  under  any  other  power 
of  attorney  (Lara?  v.  Casaneuam,  80  Cal.  6ttl), 
would  necessarily  be  limited  to  such  right,  title 
and  interest  as  existed  in  bis  constituent  at  the 
date  of  his  death,  the  point  of  time  when  the 
authority  of  the  executor  came  into  existence. 
If  a  conveyance  under  a  power  of  sale  given  in 
the  will  is  inoperative  to  transfer  the  interest  of 
the  wife,  it  must  be  equally  inoperative  to 
transfer  the  interest  of  the  children.  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  principles  established  by  the 
decision  in  King  v.  Lagrange,  it  is  the  usual,  if 
not  the  invariable,  custom  of  conveyancers  in 
this  State,  when  community  property  of  a  de- 
cedent is  sold  by  the  executor  under  a  power 
given  by  the  will,  to  require  a  release  or  con- 
veyance of  the  same  property  from  the  surviv- 
ing wife.  This  rule  or  custom  was  followed  in 
the  present  case,  since  it  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord that  the  purchaser  took  a  deed  of  the  land 
in  question  from  the  surviving  wife  individu- 
ally as  well  as  in  her  representative  capacity. 
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WEST  VIRGINIA  SUPREME  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


William  N.  STEWART,  Appt.. 

c. 
Rebecca  J.  VANDERVORT. 

(....W.Va.....) 

•1.  A  sMrriAffeoeearrlnff  while  section 
1,  chap.  100,  Vm»  Code  1800.  was  In 
force*  between  persons,  one  of  whom  bad  a  hus- 
band then  hying,  is  absolutely  void,  without  de- 
cree. It  conferred  no  right  to  alimony.  Though 
the  parties  cohabited  since  the  Code  of  1866  took 
effect,  and  though  a  suit  to  declare  the  nullity  of 
such  marriage  was  brought  under  the  Code  of 
1868,  no  alimony  can  be  decreed  therein  to  the 
woman. 

8*  Such  gtmrriagftt  mm  to  the  question  of 
its  validity  or  legal  character,  and  on  the 
question  of  alimony.  Is  to  be  tested  by  the  law  In 
force  when  it  was  celebrated. 

8*  A  cardinal  role  In  interpreting  stat- 
utes la  to  construe  tbem  as  prospective  In  opera- 
tion in  every  Instance,  except  where  the  intent 
that  they  aha))  act  retrospectively  is  expressed  in 
clear  and  unambiguous  terms,  or  such  intent  is 
necessarily  Implied  from  the  language  of  the 
statute,  which  would  be  inoperative  otherwise 
than  retrospectively.     In  doubt,  It  should  be 
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resolved  against  rather  than  In  favor  of  its  retro- 
active operation. 

(December  18, 1880.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  so  much  of  a 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mononga- 
lia County,  annulling  a  marriage,  as  directed 
him  to  pay  alimony  to  defendant.    Becened, 
Mr.  P.  H.  Keck  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Berkshire  «s  Stnrsrlss  for   ap- 
pellee. 

Brannon,  «£,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  May  4,  1848,  Asbury  Vandervort  and  Re- 
becca Jane  McClastey  were  married  in  Monon- 
galia County,  and  in  1866  removed  to  the  then 
far  west,  to  Iowa,  there  living  together  until 
1860,  when  one  moraine  before  day-break,  he 
arose  from  his  bed,  and  abandoning  his  wife 
and  only  child,  a  daughter  then  about  eight 
years  of  age,  without  intimation  to  either  of 
them  of  any  intention  to  desert  them,  went  to 
Illinois,  where  he  remained,  moving  to  several 
different  points,  until  September,  1888,  when 
he  returned  to  Monongalia  County,  in  this 
State.  In  all  the  twenty-eight  years  from  bis 
desertion  to  August,  1888,  there  was  no  com 


Nora.— Second  marriage,  when  void,  ab  Initio. 

A  marriage  by  a  person  whose  former  spouse  is 
living  avoid.  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86;  Janes 
v.  Janes,  *  Blackf.  141;  Drummond  v.  Irish,  52 
Iowavtfi  Summerlln  v.  Livingston,  15  La.  Ann.  519; 
Harrison  v.  Lincoln,  48  Me.  £06;  Henton  v.  Reed,  4 
Johns.  52:  Appleton  v.  Warner,  51  Barb.  270;  O'Dea 
v.  O'Dea,  1  Cent  Bep.  786, 101 N.  Y.  40;  Heffner  v. 
Heffner,  28  Pa.  104:  Sellers  v.  Davis,  4  Terg.  608. 

In  North  Carolina  the  Statute  expressly  makes  it 
a  felony  for  the  offending  party  to  marry  after  a 
divorce  granted,  in  such  cases,  and  makes  the  sec- 
ond marriage  void.  Calloway  v.  Bryan,  6  Jones,  L. 
089. 

In  Massachusetts  such  marriages  are  Invalid 
unless  leave  of  court  has  been  obtained.  White  v. 
White,  106  Mass.  826;  Com.  v.  Lane,  118  Mass.  458; 
West  Cambridge  v.  Lexington,  1  Pick.  608;  Putnam 
v.  Putnam,  8  Pick.  4i& 

In  New  York  suoh  marriages  are  prohibited. 
VanVoorhis  v.  Brintnall,  88  N.  Y.  18;  Smith  v.  Wood- 
worth,  44  Barb.  196. 

Statute  are  prospective  in  operation. 

Statutes  are  to  be  considered  as  prospective  only 
in  their  operation,  unless  they  are  expressly  made 
retroactive,  or  unless  It  is  necessary  to  construe 
them  as  retroactive  in  order  to  give  effect  to  their 
provisions.  North  Bridgewater  Bank  v.  Copeland, 
7  Allen,  189;  Abington  v.  Duxbury.  106  Mass.  287; 
Shallow  v.  Salem,  186  Mass.  188;  Com.  v.  Hayes,  149 
Mass.  84;  Somerset  v.  Dighton,  12  Mass.  888;  Phillips 
v.  New  Buffalo  (Mich.)  12  West.  Bep.  566;  Hunt  v. 
State,  7  Cent.  Rep.  114,  48  N.  J.  L.  818;  Osborne  v. 
Detroit,  82  Fed.  Bep.  86;  Russell  6  A.  Drainage  Diet, 
v.  Benson.  126  111  490;  Deake's  App.  5  New  Bng. 
Rep.  8T0, 80  Me.  61;  Beed  v.  His  Creditors,  89  La, 
Ann.  115;  Maxwell  v.  Fulton  County,  119  Ind.  28; 
McMilUn  v.  McCormick,  4  West  Rep.  212, 117  III.  79; 
Englehardt  v.  State,  88  Ala.  100;  Nlklaus  v.  Oonk- 
llng,  118  Ind.  289;  Twenty  Per  Cent  Cases,  87  U.  S. 
20  Wall.  187,  22  L.  ed.  841. 

This  rule  is  very  general.  Parsons  v.  Paine,  26 
Ark.  124;  Thames  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lathrop,7  Conn.  660; 
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Perkins  v.  Perkins.  Id.  568;  Goshen  v.  Stonlng-ton, 
4  Conn.  209;  State  v.  Bradford,  86  Ga.  422;  Garrett  v. 
Wiggins,  2111.  886;  Be  TuUer,  79  111.  99;  Aurora  A  L. 
Turnp.  Co.  v.  Holthouse,  7  Ind.  69:  Lucas  v.  Tucker. 
17  Ind.  41;  Hopkins  v.  Jones,  22  Ind.  310;  Knoulton 
v.  Bedenbaugh,  40  Iowa,  114;  Bartruff  v.  Remey, 
15  Iowa,  267;  State  v.  Crawford,  U  Kan.  82;  Eusrenie 
v.  Preval.  2  La.  Ann.  181;  Sogers  v.  Greenbush,  58 
Me.  895;  State  v.  Bermudes,  12  La.  882;  Torrey  v. 
Corliss,  88  Me.  838;  Preston  v.  Brew,  Id.  566;  State  v. 
Norwood.  12  Md.  196;  Wllliar  v.  Baltimore  B.  I*.  & 
A.  Aaso.  46  Md.  548;  Baugher  v.  Nelson,  9  GQX,  296; 
Clark  v.  Baltimore,  29  Md.  288;  Davis  v.  dabauch, 
80  Md.  608;  8tate  v.  Thompson,  41  Mo.  26;  Herbert  v. 
Gray,  88  Md.  629;  Williams  v.  Johnson,  80  Md.  500; 
Blizabeth  v.  Hill,  80  N.  J.  L.  666;  Williamson  v. 
New  Jersey  8.  B.  Co.  29  N.  J.  Eq.  811;  Amsbrv 
v.  Hinds,  48  N.  Y.  67;  Johnson  v.  Burrell,  2  Hill,  238; 
Fairbanks  v.  Wood,  17  Wend.  829;  Wood  v.  Oakley. 
11  Paige,  400, 5  L.ed.  176;Qulnn  v.  New  Yorlc.  6a 
Barb.  606;  Wilson  v.  Baptist  Education  8oc.  10  Barb. 
806;  Quaokenbusb  v.  Danks,  1  N.  Y.  129;  Re  Prot- 
estant Epis.  School,  68  Barb.  161;  Price  v.  Mott,  5£ 
Pa.816;£lletv.Pax8on.2WattB  &  S.  418;  State  v. 
Roosa,  11  Ohio  St  18;  Taylor  v.  Mitchell,  57  Pa.  209: 
Dewart  v.  Purdy,  29  Pa.  118;  Jordan  v.  Gower,  1 
Baxt.  108;  Collins  v.  East  Tennessee  &  V.  B,  Co.  » 
Heisk.  841:  Orr  v.  Rhine,  45  Tex.  8(5;  Finney  v. 
Aokerman,  21  Wis.  269;  Seamans  v.  Carter,  15  Wis. 
548,  cited  In  Wade,  Retroactive  Laws.  1 84. 

Courts  uniformly  refuse  to  give  to  statutes  a  re- 
trospective operation,  whereby  rights  previously 
vested  are  injuriously  affected,  unless  compelled 
to  do  so  by  language  so  clear  and  positive  as  to 
leave  no  room  to  doubt  that  suoh  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature.  Chew  Heong  v.  United 
States.  112 U.S.  586, 28  L.  ed.770;  United  States  v. 
Hetb,  7  U.  8. 8  Cranch,  869, 2  L.  ed.  479;  Murray  v. 
Gibson,  58  U.  S.  15  How.  421, 14  L.  ed.  756;  McEwen 
v.  Den.  66  U.  8. 24  How.  242, 16  L.  ed.  672;  Harvey  v. 
Tyler,  66  F.  S.  2  WalL  828, 17  L.  ed.  871;  8ohn  v.  Wat- 
erson,  84  U.  8.  17  WalL  596, 21  L.  ed.  787;  Twenty 
Per  Cent  Cases,  87  U.S.  20  Wall.  179,  22  L.  ed.  330; 
I  Auffm'ordt  v.  Basin,  102  U.  S.  620, 26  L.  ed.  262. 
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munication  between  him  and  his  wife  and 
child;  no  tidings  whatever  came  to  him  of  them, 
nor  to  them  of  him;  their  existence  was  as  if 
blotted  oat  to  him,  and  his  to  them.  His 
family,  as  his  brother  says,  regarded  him  dead. 
She  states  that  he  bad  been  sick  for  two  years, 
had  not  worked  any  for  two  months,  had  taken 
a  great  deal  of  quinine  for  ague,  and  his  mind 
was  weak,  but  he  was  not  a  maniac;  that  the 
same  week  he  left  she  beard  he  had  gone  to- 
wards the  Mississippi  River;  that  she  wrote  to 
Virginia  to  know  if  he  had  come  here,  but  his 
friends  had  heard  nothing  of  him;  that  she  ad- 
vertised for  him  in  two  or  three  papers.  In 
1864  the  wife  and  child  returned  from  Iowa  to 
Monongalia  County,  and  on  October  1,  1867, 
after  a  few  months  courtship,  she  and  William 
N.  Stewart  were  married  in  Monongalia 
County.  Stewart  and  she  cohabited  as  man 
and  wife  until  August,  1888.  While  she  was 
absent' visiting  in  a  neighboring  county  a  letter 
came  from  the  first  husband  to  Monongalia 
County  to  his  brother,  informing  the  latter  that 
be  would  scon  visit  him;  and  when  she  reached 
the  depot  at  Morgantown,  on  her  return  home, 
she  was  informed  reliably  of  this  fact,  and  ad- 
vised not  to  return  to  Stewart's  house;  and  she 
and  Stewart  never  aftewards  lived  together. 
Early  in  September,  1888.  the  first  husband  ap- 
peared in  Monongalia.  It  clearly  appears  that 
Stewart  believed  the  first  husband,  Vander- 
vort,  dead  when  he  married  Mrs.  Vandervort. 
He  says  that  he  stated  to  her  before  the  mar- 
riage that  he  had  heard  some  doubts  expressed 
whether  Yandervort  was  dead,  and  she  replied 
that  he  was  dead,  and  that  he  had  taken 
quinine  and  lost  his  reason,  had  wandered 
away  and  was  found  dead  on  the  prairie  thirty 
or  thirty-five  miles  away;  that  the  body  was 
badly  decayed;  that  she  did  not  go  to  see  him, 
but  the  evidence  from  the  hair  and  clothing 
was  that  of  her  husband;  and  that  this  state- 
ment allayed  his  fear.  She  says  that  she  got 
a  lady  friend  to  tell  him  about  her  husband's 
death;  that  before  the  marriage  he  said  to  her 
that  his  brother  bad  said  there  was  a  probabil- 
ity that  her  first  husband  might  be  living,  and 
she  then  asked  him  if  this  lady  had  not  told 
him  the  circumstance,  and  he  said  she  had  told 
him  about  the  disappearance,  and  some  clothes 
being  found;  and  that  she  herself  then  told  him 
that  the  clothes  were  found,  and  a  man  an- 
swering his  description  found  dead  in  a  corn- 
field twenty  miles  from  where  they  lived;  and 
that,  still  later,  Stewart  still  mentioning  the 
subject,  she  said  to  him,  "Mr.  Stewart,  I  nave 
told  you  all  I  know  about  him,  and  if  you  are 
not  satisfied,  it  is  all  right;"  and  he  never  men- 
tioned it  afterwards.  It  may  be  said  that  she 
might  have  had  more  definite  information  by 
tracing  her  husband  up,  or  at  least  going  to 
the  place  where  the  dead  man  spoken  of  by 
hearsay  was.  But  he  had  been  long  gone 
without  a  syllable  from  him,  and  she  living 
close  to  his  kindred,  and  hearing  nothing,  it  is 
probable  that  she  believed  him  dead,  and,  act- 
ing on  the  legal  presumption  of  death,  from 
seven  years'  absence  without  information  of 
his  continued  life,  she  married  the  second  time 
under  honest  conviction  of  his  death.  When 
she  married  Stewart  he  had  seven  children 
aged  from  two  months  to  thirteen  years.  She 
says  she  took  charge  of  his  household  affaire 
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and  children,  and  discharged  her  duties  faith- 
fully as  a  wife  for  Stewart.  She  says:  "I 
worked,  I  washed,  churned,  milked  and 
cooked  through  the  day.  At  night  I  would  sit 
and  sew,  patch  and  darn  till  12,  1  and  2 
o'clock."  Having  doubt  about  his  legal 
status,  especially  in  view  of  the  change  in  the 
law  below  spoken  of,  Stewart  brought  this 
suit  to  have  a  Judicial  sentence  of  the  nullity 
of  the  second  marriage,  and  a  decree  was  ren- 
dered declaring  its  nullity,  but  requiring  him 
to  pay  her  $500  alimony;  and  to  get  relief  from 
this  alimony  he  appeals  to  this  court. 

To  constitute  a  valid  marriage,  the  parties 
must  not  only  be  willing  to  marry,  but  they 
must  not  labor  under  any  legal  disability. 
Prior  marriage  was  not,  at  common  law,  a 
canonical  disability  rendering  the  contract 
merely  voidable,  but  it  was  a  civil  or  legal  dis- 
ability, rendering  the  second  marriage  void  ab- 
solutely to  all  intents  and  purposes,  oeing  con- 
demned by  the  New  Testament  (Matt.  zix.  4-9; 
1  Cor.  vii.  4)  and  by  the  laws  of  most  States. 
1  Tucker,  Bl.  Com.  98;  1  Minor/  Inst.  287;  1 
Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  §  800.  By  the  Statute 
Law  in  force  when  this  second  marriage  was 
solemnized  (Va.  Code,  ed.  1860,  chap.  109, 
§  1),  it  was  absolutely  void,  for  it  provided 
that  all  marriages  prohibited  by  law  on  ac- 
count of  either  of  the  parties  having  a  former 
wife  or  husband  then  living  should  "be 
absolutely  void,  without  any  decree  of  divorce 
or  other  legal  process."  rJut  though  such  a 
marriage  is  void  without  Judicial  sentence  of 
its  nullity,  for  obvious  reasons  such  sentence 
is  prudent  and  advisable,  and  the  same  Statute 
in  section  4  gave  either  party  right  to  sue  to 
obtain  such  a  decree.  Then  the  question  arises 
whether,  in  granting  a  decree  of  the  nullity  of 
such  a  marriage,  alimony  could  be  given  the 
woman.  Here  it  is  very  clear  that,  without 
authority  of  statute,  alimony  could  not  be  de- 
creed, for  it  never  was  a  marriage, — the  woman 
never  was  a  wife.  2  Bishop.  Mar.  and  Div. 
§  376;  Schouler,  Husb.  and  W.  §  553. 

Then  is  there  any  statute  conferring  power 
on  a  court  to  give  alimony  In  such  case?  Sup- 
pose the  suit  brought' before  our  Code  of  1868. 
Section  12,  chap.  109,  Code  1860,  provides  that 
upon  decreeing  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage, 
and  also  upon  decreeing  a  divorce,  whether 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  or  from  bed  and 
board,  the  court  shall  make  such  further  decree- 
as  it  shall  deem  expedient  concerning  the  es- 
tate and  maintenance  of  the  parties  or  either 
of  them.  Now,  this  is  not  a  suit  for  divorce- 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  or  from  bed  and 
board,  under  sections  6  and  7,  for  causes  there- 
in specified,  but  it  is  a  suit  to  declare  the- 
nullity  of  the  marriage  under  section  4;  and 
therefore  this  case  could  not  fall  under  those 
words  of  section  12,  "and  also  upon  decreeing 
a  divorce,  whether  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony or  from  bed  and  board;"  and,  if  it  falls 
under  that  section  at  all,  it  must  be  under  the 
words,  "upon  decreeing  the  dissolution  of  a 
marriage." 

Here  we  must  recall  the  fact  that  this  is  no 
marriage.  Literally,  the  expression,  "upon 
decreeing  the  dissolution  of  marriage,"  would 
call  for  a  marriage,  not  a  nullity ;  for  it  is 
a  contradiction  in  terms  to  talk  about  decree- 
ing the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  when  that 
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with  which  we  are  dealing  is  not  the  shadow  of 
a  marriage.  But  though,  strictly  speaking, 
this  is  so,  the  question  occurred  to  me  whether, 
for  the  purposes  or  within  the  meaning  of  the 
language,  "upon  decreeing  the  dissolution  of  a 
marriage/'  such  a  marriage  could  be  regarded 
a  marriage  in  the  eye  cf  this  Code  chapter,  es- 
pecially as  it  gives  a  suit  to  declare  the  nullity 
of  a  marriage,  and  then  provides  what  may  be 
done  upon  decree;  in  other  words,  would  sec- 
tion 12,  providing  what  courts  might  do  as  to 
maintenance  upon  decreeing,  apply  to  all  mar- 
riages as  to  which  preceding  sections  allowed 
suit  to  be  brought?  What  marriages  do  these 
words,  "upon  decreeing  the  dissolution  of  a 
marriage,  relate  to?  Turning  back  to  section 
1,  chap.  100,  Code  1860,  we  find  it  providing 
for  divers  kinds  of  defective  marriages,  stamp- 
ing some  as  void  absolutely,  others  as  void 
only  from  decree.  It  reads:  "All  marriages 
between  a  white  person  and  a  negro,  and  all 
marriages  which  are  prohibited  by  law  on  ac- 
count of  either  of  the  parties  having  a  former 
wife  or  husband  then  living,  shall  be  absolute- 
ly void,  without  any  decree  of  divorce  or  other 
legal  process.  All  marriages  which  are  pro- 
hibited by  law  on  account  of  consauguinity  or 
affinity  between  the  parties,  all  marriages 
solemnized  when  either  of  the  parties  was  in- 
sane, or  incapable  from  physical  causes  of  en- 
tering into  the  marriage  state,  shall,  if  solem- 
nized within  this  State,  be  void  from  the  time 
they  shall  be  so  declared  by  a  decree  of  divorce 
or  nullity,  or  from  the  time  of  the  conviction 
of  the  parties  under  the  third  section  of  the 
196th  chapter"  (that  is,  for  marrying  relatives). 
Now,  as  this  covers  two  classes  of  defective 
marriages,  that  is,  those  void  and  those  void- 
able only  by  judicial  sentence,  I  would  apply 
the  words,  "upon  decreeing  the  dissolution  of 
a  marriage  ...  the  court  may  make  such  fur- 
ther decree  as  shall  seem  expedient  concerning 
the  estate  and  maintenance  of  the  parties,"  not 
to  the  marriages  declared  by  the  first  section 
absolutely  void  without  decree,  which  never 
for  a  moment  were  marriages,  but  to  those  de- 
clared void  from  the  time  of  decree,  which  un- 
til such  decree  are  valid.  Under  this  section  1 
are  marriages  defective  because  of  what  at 
common  law  were  regarded  as  canonical  disa- 
bilities, which  both  at  common  law  and  under 
this  section  would  be  voidable  only,  and  also 
marriages  void  both  at  common  law  and  under 
the  section  because  of  legal  disabilities;  and, 
though  we  may  say  the  Statute  makes  all  the 
impediments  now  legal,  yet  it  preserves  the 
distinction  aforetime  prevailing  between  the 
effect  of  canonical  and  legal  disabilities, — that 
is,  between  marriages  void  and  voidable;  and  I 
do  not  think  the  Code  of  1860  intended  to  con- 
fer on  courts  power  to  allow  alimony  where 
the  marriage  was  absolutely  void.  Thus  tested 
by  the  Code  of  I860  in  force  when  this  second 
marriage  occurred,  I  conclude  that  no  alimony 
could  be  given  her. 

But  some  complication  is  infused  into  the 
case  by  the  change  of  the  Statute  made  by  the 
West  Virginia  Code  of  1868,  for  its  section  1, 
chap.  64,  makes  none  of  these  marriages  abso- 
lutely void  without  decree,  but  makes  all  void 
only  from  decree.  It  reads  as  follows:  "All 
marriages  between  a  white  person  and  a  negro; 
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all  marriages  which  are  prohibited  by  law  on 
account  of  either  of  the  parties  having  a  former 
wife  or  husband  then  living;  all  marriagei 
which  are  prohibited  bylaw  on  account  of  con- 
sanguinity or  affinity  between  the  parties;  all 
marriages  solemnized  when  either  of  the  par- 
ties was  insane,  or  incapable  from  physical 
causes  of  entering  into  the  marriage  state,  or 
under  the  age  of  consent, — shall,  if  solem- 
nized in  this  State,  be  void  from  the  time  they 
are  so  declared  by  a  decree  of  divorce  or  nul- 
lity." 

In  the  Code  of  1868,  section  4  gives  a  suit 
for  annulling  a  marriage,  sections  5  and  6  suits 
for  the  two  Kinds  of  divorce  and  section  11  is 
Just  the  same  as  section  13  in  the  Code  of  1860 
relative  to  decreeing  maintenance;  so  that, 
though  the  first  section  of  this  chapter  in  the 
Code  of  1868  makes  all  marriages  void  only 
from  decree,  it  leaves  the  provision  as  to  de- 
creeing maintenance  the  same.  It  may  thus 
be,  though  we  are  not  called  on  to  say,  that  on 
decreeing  the  nullity  of  such  a  marriage  as 
this,  solemnized  since  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1869,  when  the  Code  of  1868  took  effect,  ali- 
mony might  be  decreed,  as  it  might  be  said 
that  under  the  Code  of  1868  such  a  marriage 
is  not  a  vanity,  but  a  marriage,  untfl  a  decree 
of  dissolution.  But  suppose  this  were  so,  does 
this  marriage,  dating  before  this  great  change 
in  the  law,  fall  under  the  new  law?  Can  this 
amendment  have  the  effect  to  convert  a  mar- 
riage void  under  the  law  in  force  when  it  occur- 
red into  a  legal  marriage,  and  impart  to  it  the 
right  of  alimony  which  it  did  not  then  possess? 
Can  the  amendment  retroact  and  bind  the  man 
by  an  obligation,  a  proprietary  obligation,  not 
imposed  on  him  by  the  law  then  in  force. — that 
is,  to  give  alimony?  This  is  a  proprietary  ob- 
ligation, for  it  would  lay  upon  his  property  the 
burden  of  alimony.  In  the  first  place,  one  of 
the  cardinal  rules  by  which  courts  are  governed 
in  interpreting  statutes  is  that  they  must  be 
construed  as  prospective  in  every  instance,  ex- 
cept where  the  intent  that  they  shall  act  retro- 
spectively is  expressed  in  clear  and  unambigu- 
ous terms,  or  such  intent  is  necessarily  implied 
from  the  language  of  the  Act,  which  would  be 
inoperative  otherwise  than  retrospectively.  It 
is  not  enough  that  the  language  is  general 
enough  to  cover  past  transactions  to  Justify  a 
retroactive  construction.  Every  reasonable 
doubt  is  resolved  against  a  retroactive  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute.  Wade,  Retroactive  Laws, 
£§  84,  85;  Duval  ▼.  Malone,  14  Gratt  24;  1 
Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  §§  98-108;  Bishop, 
Stat  Cr.  §  82. 

"Words  in  a  statute  ought  not  to  have  a  retro- 
spective operation  unless  they  are  so  clear, 
strong  and  imperative  that  no  other  meaning 
can  be  annexed  to  them,  or  unless  the  inten 
tion  of  the  Legislature  cannot  be  otherwise 
satisfied;  and  such  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  the 
court," — is  the  language  used  twice,  at  least,  by 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  as  its  rule  in 
this  matter.  United  States  v.  Heth,  7  U.  8.  3 
Cranch,  413,  2  L.  ed.  483;  Chew  Heong  v. 
United  States,  112  TJ.  S.  559,  28  L.  ed.  778. 

This  is  a  fundamental  and  salutary  principle 
in  the  construction  of  statutes,  and  dates  back 
to  an  ancient  date  in  the  English  law,  expressed 
in  the  rule  and  law  of  Parliament  that  nora 
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constitute  futnris  formam  importer*  debet  non 
presteritis.  6  Bacon,  Abr.  270;  Bracton,  lib.  4, 
fol.  2;  2  Minor,  Inst  292. 

f/>rd  Coke  lays  down  the  role,  and  I  think 
his  rule  is  applicable  in  this  case,  that  Acts  of 
Parliament  are  to  be  so  construed  as  that  no 
man  sh?11  by  literal  interpretation  be  punished 
or  endamaged.    2  Co.  Litt.  800a. 

Btackstone,  in  1  Com.  46,  says,  that  all  laws 
are  to  commence  in  futuro.  and  operate  pros- 
pectively. A  notable  early  instance  of  this 
rule  of  construction  was  under  the  Statute 
which  broadly  declared  that,  "from  and  after 
the  twenty-fourth  of  June,  1677,  no  action 
should  be  brought  to  charge  any  person  upon 
any  agreement  made  in  consideration  of  mar- 
riage, .  .  .  unless  such  agreement  be  in  writ- 
ing';" and  it  was  held  in  the  court  of  king's 
bench  not  to  apply  to  promises  before  the  Act 
Helmore  v.  Shuter,  2  Show.  17  [OiUmore  ▼. 
Shooter},  2  Mod.  810,  2  Ley.  227,  1  T.  Jones, 
108.  As  Kent,  Ch.  J.,  says,  when  we  consider 
that  this  decision  was  as  early  as  the  reign  of 
Charles  II.,  we  are  impressed  with  the  spirit  of 
equity  and  independence  of  the  English  courts. 
This  principle  was  taken  from  the  civil  law. 
See  case  of  Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,  7  Johns.  477, 
and  note,  where  full  discussion  of  this  doctrine 
will  be  found. 

In  Be  TuUer,  79111. 99,  it  is  held  that  ^gener- 
ally all  laws  are  to  be  construed  as  prospective, 
and  not  to  prejudice  or  affect  past  transactions 
of  the  citizen."  A  statute  declared  that  a  mar- 
riage shall  be  deemed  a  revocation  of  a  prior 
wiu,  and  it  was  argued  that  as  the  will  did 
not  take  effect,  and  no  rights  vested  under  it, 
until  testatrix's  death,  its  validity  depended 
on  the  statute  as  it  was  at  her  death;  but  the 
court  said  not.  In  Richmond  v.  Benry  County 
Supra.,  83  Va.  204,  it  is  held  that  this  rule  ap- 
plies to  remedial  statutes;  and  the  quotation  is 
made  from  Potter's Dwar.  Stat,  164,  note,  that 
"even  remedial  statutes  are  to  be  deemed  pros- 
pective in  operation,  and  not  to  be  applied  to 
proceedings  pending  at  the  time  of  their  enact- 
ment, unless  a  contrary  intent  appears." 

In  addition  to  this  rule  forbidding  a  retroact- 
ive operation  to  statutes  by  mere  construction, 
it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Code  of  1868  itself, 
which  changed  the  law  as  above  stated,  in 
chapter  166,  §§1,2,  provides  that  its  adoption 
shall  repeal  all  statutes  of  a  general  nature, 
but  that  their  repeal  shall  not  affect  any  act 
done,  or  any  right  established  or  accrued,  bo- 
fore  its  adoption,  save  that  proceedings  there- 
after had  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  practi- 
cable to  tbe  Code.  I  do  not  sav  that  statutes 
merely  regulating  the  conduct  ox  legal  proceed- 
ings in  courts  do  not  apply  to  past  transactions, 
but  when  they  touch  tbe  essential  right  of  a 
party  they  cease  to  have  that  character.  Here 
it  is  not  a  matter  relating  only  to  the  remedy; 
it  affects  tbe  right  of  the  partv  essentially. 
See  Potter's  Dwar.  Stat.  162,  and  note  9.  Sure- 
ly, under  this  rnle,  there  is  no  call  upon  us  to 
say  that  tbe  new  Statute  makes  that  a  marriage 
which  till  then  was  not,  and  imposes  a  pecuni- 
ary burden  on  the  man  charging  his  property 
not  Imposed  on  him  by  the  law  testing  the 
transaction  when  it  occurred.     Were  we,  by 

{>lain  language  importing  a  retroactive  intent 
n  the  Legislature,  called  on  to  give  tbe  Code 
of  1868  such  effect,  I  should  say  that  there  was 
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no  power  in  the  Legislature  to  enact  such  a 
statute  affecting  the  personal  rights  of  the  citi- 
zen so  seriously  and  gravely,  by  converting  a 
union  not  matrimonial  in  legal  aspect  into  a 
matrimonial  relation,  and  imposing  the  burden 
of  alimony  where  none  was  before,  because  it 
would  in  effect  take  one  man's  property,  and 
give  it  to  another,  and  violate  that  feature  of 
our  constitutional  law  which  says  that  the  citi- 
zen shall  not  be  deprived  of  bis  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.  Statutes  cannot  vali- 
date deeds,  wills  and  Judicial  proceedings,  and 
thus  devest  Tested  rights  of  property  from  one 
aud  confer  the  same  on  another.  Neither  can 
they  validate  a  marriage  void  in  toto  at  the  time 
when  made,  and  thus  impose  the  burden  of  ali- 
mony,— the  burden  of  maintenance  of  a  person 
as  a  wife  who  in  law  is  no  wife.  See  Wade, 
Retroactive  Laws,  §156  etaeg.  "Every  stat- 
ute which  takes  away  or  impairs  a  vested  right 
acquired  under  existing  laws,  or  creates  a  new 
obligation,  imposes  a  new  duty,  or  attaches  a 
new  disability  in  respect  of  transactions  or 
considerations  already  past,  must  be  deemed 
retrospective  in  operation,  and  opposed  to  those 
principles  of  jurisprudence  which  hnve  been 
universally  recognized  as  sound."  Broom,  Le- 
gal Maxims,  68. 

Hard  as  may  be  the  fate  of  the  defendant, 
after  living  and  laboring  with  the  plaintiff 
twenty-one  years,  to  be  turned  out  upon  the 
world  penniless,  in  old  age,  the  plaintiff  objects 
to  paying  this  alimony,  and  this  court  has  but 
to  apply  tbe  law  as  it  sees  it,  and  reverse  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  requires  the  jolaintiff  to 
pay  the  defendant  $500,  and  in  all  other  re- 
spects affirm  it. 

Locsvs,  P.,  and  English,  J.,  concur; 
Holt,  J„  absent. 


Barna  POWELL 

v. 

BENTLEY  &  GERWIG  FURNITURE  CO.. 

Appt. 

(....W.Va.....) 

♦1.  The  noise  of  a  Jfcetory,  which  material- 
ly Interferes  with  and  impairs  the  ordinary 
physical  comfort  of  human  existence,  may  be 
treated  as  a  nuisance.   But  tbe  standard  as  to  the 

♦Head  notes  by  Hour,  J. 


Nose.— Nuisance;  annoyance  by  noise. 

A  man  is  entitled  to  the  comfort  and  enjoyment 
of  bis  dwelling-house,  and  If  his  neighbor  makes 
such  a  noise  in  even  the  reasonable  use  of  his  prop- 
erty, in  the  pursuit  of  his  trade  or  occupation,  as  to 
cause  serious  annoyance  and  disturbance,  he  may- 
be restrained.  Broder  v.  Safflard,  I*  R.  2  Ch.  Div. 
002. 

If  houses  adjoining  each  other  are  so  built  that  it 
is  manifest  that  it  was  the  Intent  that  eaoh  adjoin- 
ing inhabitant  should  enjoy  his  property  for  the 
ordinary  purposes  for  whloh  it  was  constructed,  so 
long  as  it  is  so  used,  nothing  can  be  so  regarded  in 
law  as  a  nuisance;  but  if  either  party  uses  his 
house  for  an  unusual  purpose  to  the  Injury  of  bis 
neighbor,  it  is  not  a  reasonable  use  and  his  neigh- 
bor is  entitled  to  protection.  Ball  v.  Ray,  L.  B.  8 
Ch.  App.  471;  Smith  v.  Phillips,  8  Phila.  11;  Sparhawk 
v.  Union  Pass.  R.  Co.  54  Pa.  410. 
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effect  must  be  the  man  of  normal  nervous 
sensibility  and  ordinary  mode  of  living. 
8.  But 'such  caaes  depend  in  a  peculiar 
degree  upon  their  own  facts  and  sur- 
rounding circumstances;  so  that  courts  of  equity 
should  proceed  with  great  caution  In  abating  or 
restraining'  such  factory  by  Injunction,  and  not 
enjoin  unless  the  fact  of  nuisance  is  made  in  some 
way  to  appear  dearly  beyond  all  ground  of  fair 
questioning. 

(March  7,  MM.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  decrees  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Wood  County  enjoining 
it  from  running  its  factory  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  produce  loud  and  injurious  noises,  inter- 
fering with  plaintiff's  physical  comfort  and  the 
enjoyment  by  him  of  his  house,  lot  and  prem- 
ises.   Reverted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Maen.  Van  Winkle  U  Ambler  and  J. 
A*  Hutchinaon  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Okey  Johnson  for  appellee. 

Holt,*/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
In  the  year  1888,  Barna  Powell,  plaintiff  be- 
low, brought  his  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Wood  County  against  Bentley  &  Gerwig  Furni- 
ture Company,  a  partnership,  defendants  below 
and  appellants,  to  perpetually  enjoin  and  re- 
strain said  Company  from  the' use  of  their  furni- 
ture factory  as  a  nuisance  to  plaintiff  in  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  his  lot  and  dwelling- 
house  thereon.  Defendants  filed  a  demurrer, 
which  was  overruled;  then  answered,  to  which 
plaintiff  replied  generally.  The  depositions  of 
thirty-eight  witnesses  were  taken  to  be  read  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  twenty-seven  wit- 
nesses to  be  read  on  behalf  of  defendants.  On 
the  12th  of  August,  1890,  the  cause  came  on  to 
be  heard,  when  the  circuit  court  pronounced 
a  final  decree,  by  which  defendants  were  per- 
petually enjoined  and  restrained  from  so  op- 
erating" their  furniture  factory,  machines, 
engines,  etc.,  as  to  produce  loud,  disagreeable, 
annoying  and  in  jurious  noises,  interfering  with 
the  ordinary  use,  physical  comfort  and  enjoy- 
ment by  plaintiff,  his  family,  and  other  oc- 
cupants of  his  house,  lot  and  premises;  from 
which  decree  defendants  have  appealed.  The 
proof  shows  that  on  the  6th  of  June,  1889, 
plaintiff  brought  against  defendants  an  action 
of  trespass  on  the  cape  for  damages  for  the 
nuisance  asked  to  be  enjoined,  which  action  at 


law  was  pending  in  the  same  court,  on  the  law 
side,  when  the  decree  complained  of  was  pro- 
nounced. 

History  of  common  -law  nuisance :  The  com- 
mon-law doctrine  of  nuisance  is  as  old  as  the 
common  law  itself.  Our  oldest  law-writers 
treat  of  the  subject.  See  citations  from  Glan- 
vill  and  Bracton  in  Bigelow,  Lead.  Cas.  Torts, 
462. 

Its  foundation:  It  is  founded  on  what  we 
call  the  absolute  rights  of  liberty  and  prop- 
erty. Each  man  has  the  right  to  that  which 
he  has  made  his  own,  and  without  control  or 
diminution,  save  by  the  laws  of  the  land.  If 
each  has  it,  all  have  it;  so  that  it  follows  from 
this  that  each  one  must  so  use  his  property 
and  rights  as  not  to  injure  those  of  others.  Each 
has  bis  right  for  himself,  and  owes  a  correa 
ponding  duty  to  the  other. 

Definition:  Some  definitions  are  too  broad  to 
be  useful;  some  too  narrow  to  be  true.  The 
violation  of  this  duty  is  the  best  general  descrip- 
tion of  a  nuisance. 

Common  nuisance:  A  common  nuisance  af 
fects  the  people  at  large,  and  is  an  offense 
against  the  State,  but  an  action  may  be 
brought  in  his  own  name  by  anyone  who  suf- 
fers damage  peculiar  In  kind  or  degree  beyond 
what  is  common  to  him  and  to  others. 

Private  nuisance:  A.  private  nuisance  affects 
one  or  more  as  private  citizens,  and  not  as  a 
part  of  the  public,  and  is  ground  for  a  civil 
suit  only. 

Subject  matter:  Generally  it  affects  the  use 
or  enjoyment  of  real  property,  and,  as  we  see 
by  the  old  definitions,  was  confined  to  this;  but 
modern  law  takes  a  wider  range.  It  is  closely 
related  to  the  law  of  servitudes. 

Statute  law:  Our  statute  law  upon  the  sub- 
ject relates  to  public  nuisances,  such  as  dams 
obstructing  ordinary  navigation  or  the  passage 
of  fish,  etc.  (W.  Va.  Code,  chap.  44,  p.  850); 


of  intoxicating  liquors  (Id.  §  18,  chap.  32. 
p.  287);  power  of  county  court  to  abate  nui- 
sances (Id.  §  25,  chap.  89,  p.  285);  power  of 
cities,  towns  and  villages  to  abate  (Id.  §  28,  chap. 
47,  p.  415);  power  of  justices  of  the  peace  (Id. 
§  2<k,  chap.  150,  p.  916). 

Virginia  and  West  Virginia  cases  on  the  sub- 
ject:   Our  own  cases  on  the  subject  are  very 

In  Wingfield  v.  Orenthaw,  4  Hen.  &  M.  474 
{Chancellor  Taylor),  it  was  held  that  a  court  of 
equity  ought  not  to  interpose  in  the  case  of  a 


Whatever  annoys  such  part  of  the  public  as  | 
necessarily  oomes  in  contact  with  it  is  a  nuisance. 
Hackney  v.  State,  8  Ind.  494. 

Noises  produced  In  Instruction  in  metal  chasing 
by  a  school  of  decorative  art  in  a  neighborhood  of 
closely  built  houses,  affecting'  the  comfort  of  the 
occupants,  will  be  restrained  as  a  nuisance,  Ladies 
Dec  Art  Club-e  A  pp.  (Pa.)  12  Gent.  Rep.  877. 

Where  noise  of  music  and  shouting:  in  a  circus 
erected  near  a  dwelling-house  could  be  heard 
above  the  conversation  in  the  dwelling-house, 
though  windows  and  shutters  were  closed,  it  was 
held  a  nuisance  which  equity  will  restrain.  Inch- 
bald  v.  Robinson,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  388,20  L.T.  N.  8. 280. 

The  noise  of  a  steam  engine  may  become,  under 
some  circumstances,  a  private  nuisance.  Davidson 
v.  Isbam,  9  N.  J.  Rq.  186.  Compare  Saltonstall  v. 
Banker.  8  Gray,  196. 

A  nuisanoe  may  consist  in  attaching  steam  power 
12  L.  K.  A. 


to  works  already  on  the  premises,  causing  such 
vibration  and  noise  as  to  depreciate  the  value  of 
adjoining  premises.    McKeon  v.  See,  4  Root.  449. 

The  fact  that  noise  and  vibration  from  machin- 
ery have  never  been  complained  of  for  more  than 
twenty  years  does  not  deprive  a  neighbor  of  hi* 
right  to  protection  from  increased  noise.  Heather 
v.  Pardon,  87  L.  T.  N.  8. 898, 

No  one  can  defend  upon  the  ground  that  com- 
plainant's rightful  alteration  of  his  own  property, 
or  of  its  use,  has  made  that  a  nuisance  which  was 
not  before  a  nuisance.  Sturges  v.  Brldgman,  L.  R. 
11  Ch.  Div.  862. 

The  amount  of  annoyance  which  will  constitute 
a  nuisance,  being  a  question  of  degree,  depends 
upon  the  varying  circumstances  of  each  case. 
Columbus  Gas  Co.  v.  Ereeland,  12  Ohio  St.  80S. 
Bee  note  to  Bohan  v.  Port  Jervis  Gas  Light  Co. 
<N.Y.)9L.R.A.711. 
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nuisance,  except  where  the  law  would  not  af- 
ford an  immediate  nor  an  adequate  remedy 
until  irreparable  injury  might  be  done. 

In  Miller  v.  Trveheart,  4  Leigh,  569,  plaintiff 
had  secured  judgment  at  law  against  owner  of 
mill-dam  which  had  been  washed  away,  and 
which  he  was  about  to  rebuild.  It  was  held 
that  the  injunction  should  be  granted  un- 
less it  appears  from  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  on 
an  issue  for  that  purpose,  that  the  proposed 
expedient  (to  avoid  the  nuisance)  would  be 
effectual. 

Amiek  v.  Tharp,  18  Gratt.  564,  relates  to 
flooding  back-water. 

In  /Snyder  v.  Cabell,  29  W.  Va.  48,  a  skating- 
rink  was  restrained  as  a  nuisance.  This  case 
is  much  relied  on  by  plaintiff. 

Medford  v.  Tjgoy,  81  W.  Va.  649,  holds  that 
annoyances  that  in  themselves  would  not 
amount  to  a  private  nuisance  may  become 
nuisances  when  done  wantonly  and  maliciously; 
and  I  suppose  the  natural  and  ordinary  use  of 
property  In  so  negligent  a  manner  as  to  cause 
unnecessary  barm  and  annoyance,  not  being 
reasonable,  would  be  deemed  a  nuisance. 

The  old  common-law  remedies  by  action: 
These  were  two:  (1)  Quod  permittat  prosier- 
iter*.  This  was  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  right, 
and  therefore  subject  to  great  delays.  It 
commanded  the  defendant  to  permit  the  plain- 
tiff to  abate  the  nuisance,  or  show  cause  against 
the  same;  and  plaintiff  could  have  judgment 
to  abate  the  nuisance,  and  for  damages  against 
the  defendant.  (2)  An  assize  of  nuisance,  in 
which  the  sheriff  was  commanded  to  summon 
a  jury  to  view  the  premises,  and,  if  they  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  he  had  judgment  to  have  the 
nuisance  abated,  and  for  damages.  It  is  to  be 
noticed  that  the  jury  were  to  view  the  premises. 
Both  had  long  been  ont  of  use  in  Blackstone's 
day;  with  us  they  were  never  in  use,  as  far  as 
I  know.  The  assize  of  nuisance  lay  only 
against  the  wrong-doer  himself,  but  not  against 
the  alienee  of  the  tenement  wherein  the  nui- 
sance was  situated.  This  was  the  immediate 
reason  for  making  that  equitable  provision  in 
St.  Westm.  2,  18  Edw  I.  chap.  24.  This  was 
in  the  year  1285  (8  Bl.  Com.  pp.  216.  222),  and 
has  been  the  occasion  of  our  modern  changes 
in  common-law  pleading.  We  see  that  in  the 
assize  of  nuisance  the  jury  were  to  view  the 
premises;  this  may  be  done  now  in  the  case  at 
law,  at  the  request  of  either  party.  W.  Va. 
Code,  g  30,  chap.  116,  p.  760. 

Modern  remedies.  The  right  to  abate:  This 
is  treated  of  by  Bracton,  who  wrote  628  years 
ago,  and  the  remedy  survives  to  the  present 
time;  but  a  party  should  not  be  advised  to  take 
the  law  into  his  own  hands  except  in  a  case  of 
great  urgency,  for  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk, 
and  at  great  hazard,  should  he  be  in  the  wrong, 
or  go  too  far. 

Things  to  be  considered  in  determining  what 
is  a  nuisance:  Every  man,  as  we  have  seen, 
has  the  exclusive  dominion  and  the  right  to 
the  full  and  exclusive  enjoyment  of  his  own 
property,  to  do  with  it  as  he  pleases.  His 
neighbor  has  the  same  right  over  his  own  prop- 
erty. Hence  it  follows,  as  the  duty  of  each,  to 
so  use  his  own  as  not  to  injure  that  of  the 
other,  each  one's  duty  qualifies  his  own  right, 
and  creates  a  corresponding  right  in  the  other. 

Harm  without  legal  injury:  But  this  duty 
12L.R.A. 


must  be  taken  with  qualifications,  for,  in  tfea 
nature  of  things  and  of  society,  it  is  not  rea- 
sonable that  every  annoyance  should  constitute 
an  injury  such  as  the  law  will  remedy  or  pre- 
vent. One  may  therefore  make  a  reasonable 
use  of  his  right,  though  it  may  create  some  an- 
noyance or  inconvenience  to  his  neighbor. 
But,  even  in  such  case,  an  annoyance  lawful 
in  itself  may  become  unlawful  when  done  ma- 
liciously. 

Useful  or  necessary  trades:  So,  also,  pub- 
lic policy  and  general  convenience  require  that 
on  this  head  something  more  shall  be  conced- 
ed to  useful  and  beneficial  work  than  to  useless 
and  idle  amusements,  but  where  this  line  of 
difference  is  to  be  drawn  can  only  be  deter- 
mined by  the  facts  of  each  particular  case. 

Homes  and  factories:  According  to  our 
settled  notions  and  habits,  there  are  convenient 
places,— one  for  the  home,  one  for  the  factory; 
but,  as  often  happens,  the  two  must  be  so  near 
each  other  as  to  cause  some  inconvenience. 
The  law  cannot  take  notice  of  such  inconveni- 
ence, if  slight  or  reasonable,  all  things  consid- 
ered, but  applies  the  common-sense  doctrine 
that  the  parties  must  give  and  take,  Hve  and 
let  live;  for  here  extreme  rights  are  not  en- 
forceable rights,  — at  any  rate,  not  by  injunc- 
tion. See  Bishop,  Non-Cont.  Law,  §  418,  and 
cases  cited. 

Convenient  place:  But  the  term  "conveni- 
ent place"  does  not  mean  the  one  best  for  the 
profit  and  convenience  of  the  owner  of  the  of- 
fensive factory,  but  the  one  where  it  shall 
cause  no  actionable  injury  to  others.  One 
nuisance  does  not  justify  another;  still  it  may 
be  taken  as  one  of  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances to  be  considered  in  determining  whether 
or  not  the  other  be  a  nuisance. 

Idiosyncracies  of  the  person  annoyed:  In 
fixing  the  standard  by  which  to  measure  what 
shall  be  deemed  a  nuisance  in  the  given  case, 
the  nature  of  the  man  offended,  as  well  as  the 
nature  of  the  thing  offending,  must  be  consid- 
ered. Daniel  Boone,  Kentucky's  famous  pio- 
neer, represented  the  County  of  Kanawha  in 
the  Virginia  Legislature  about  100  years  ago, 
and  soon  after  left  the  county,  in  part,  it  is  said, 
because  the  throng  of  incomers  had  become 
annoying.  Some  families,  it  is  said,  think  of 
re-establishing  their  old  homes  on  lower  Broad- 
way. Leaving  these  matters  for  local  history, 
past  and  to  come,  to  look  after,  we  know  that 
our  people,  in  a  steadily  increasing  ratio,  are 
crowding  into  the  centers  of  population,  seek- 
ing the  conveniences,  comforts  and  amenities 
of  town  life,  netwithstanding  Its  noise  and 
bustle  and  other  annoyances.  For  such  stand- 
ard it  will  not  do  to  take  the  man,  who,  by 
reason  of  his  sensitive  nature,  inborn  or  ac- 
quired, or  by  reason  of  his  habits  or  mode  of 
living,  is  supersensitive  to  the  annoyance  com- 
plained of;  nor,  on  tbe  other  hand,  are  we  to 
take  one  who,  by  nature  or  habit,  is  abnor- 
mally insensible  to  such  things.  The  idiosyn- 
cracies or  peculiar  habits  or  modes  of  living  of 
neither  class  furnish  the  proper  test:  and  this, 
not  because  the  over-sensitive  man  or  man  in  ill 
health  has  less  right,  but  because  it  is  impossi- 
ble in  practice  for  tbe  law  to  extend  to  him  ex- 
ceptional immunity  or  pretention.  Therefore 
we  must  take  as  our  standard  the  normal  man*, 
the  one  of  ordinary  sensibility;  of  ordinary 
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habits  of  living;  the  plain,  well-to-do  people, 
who  make  up  toe  great  maw  of  our  busy  world. 
If  this  should  lead  to  hardship  in  particular 
cases,  such  as  sickness,  practical  convenience 
makes  it  impossible  to  have  any  other  criterion. 
In  such  cases  we  must  appeal  to  the  humanity 
and  good  will  of  our  neighbor,  rather  than  to 
any  supposed  enforceable  right  of  our  own. 

So  far  the  subject  has  Been  discussed  on 
grounds  common  to  a  suit  at  law  for  damages, 
and  a  suit  in  equity  to  forbid,  abate  or  restrain. 
But  these  remedies  differ  not  less  in  the  mode 
of  relief  than  in  effectiveness  and  in  other  im- 

Sortant  particulars.  In  the  suit  at  law  for 
amages,  if  the  case  is  made  out,  damages,  ac- 
cording to  the  injury  proven,  are  awarded  as 
matter  of  right,  and  not  of  discretion.  But 
often  this  is  only  a  half-way  remedy,  leading 
sometimes  to  endless  litigation  and  to  irrepar- 
able mischief.  80  that  the  remedy  by  injunc- 
tion is  sometimes  the  only  one  at  all  effective 
or  complete,  forbidding,  preventing,  stopping, 
abating  the  nuisance,  exercising  such  restraint, 
and  no  more,  as  the  exigencies  of  the  particu- 
lar case  demand.  And  now,  since  the  powers 
of  man  over  the  elements  and  forces  of  nature 
have  become  and  are  becoming  so  great  and  so 
far-reaching,  this  remedy  grows  in  frequency 
and  indispensability.  Yet  by  reason  in  part  of 
its  very  completeness  and  effectiveness,  it  is  ex- 
ercised, especially  in  cases  like  this,  with  great 
caution,  and  only  after  the  fact  of  nuisance 
has  been  put  beyond  all  ground  for  fair  ques- 
tioning. For  although  a  court  of  equity  in 
such  cases  follows  precedent,  and  goes  by  rule, 
as  far  as  it  can,  yet  it  follows  its  own  rules,— 
and  among  them  is  the  one  that  to  abate  or  re- 
strain in  case  of  nuisance  is  not  a  matter  of 
strict  right,  but  of  orderly  and  reasonable  dis- 
cretion, according  to  the  right  of  the  particular 
case, — and  hence  will  refuse  relief,  and  send 
the  party  to  a  court  of  law,  when  damages 
would  be  a  fairer  approximation  to  common 
justice,  because  to  silence  a  useful  and  costly 
factory  is  often  a  matter  of  serious  moment  to 
the  State  and  town,  as  well  as  to  the  owner. 
The  matter  here  complained  of  as  a  nuisance  is 
the  noise  of  a  furniture  factory  at  the  corner  of 
Sixth  and  Ann  Streets,  causing  personal  annoy- 
ance to  plaintiff  and  his  family  at  bis  home  op- 
posite, across  Ann  Street,  80  feet  from  the  fac- 
tory, and  thus  indirectly  impairing  the  value  of 
his  property.  In  such  cases  the  question  is,  in  its 
very  nature,  one  of  decree,  and  the  evidence  by 
which  to  determine  it  is  matter  of  opinion,  based 
on  experience  and  observation  of  the  thing  it- 
self. The  rule  to  guide  us  in  such  cases  is  that 
the  noise  must  be  such  as  materially  to  interfere 
with  and  impair  the  ordinary  comfort  of  exist- 
ence on  the  part  of  ordinary  people.  Snyder 
v.  Cabell,  29  W.  Va.  48;  Baltimore  <fe  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Fifth  Baptist  Church.  108  U.  S.  817,  27  L. 
ed.  739.  See  also  St.  Helens  Smelting  Co. 
v.  Tipping,  11  H.  L.  Cas.  642;  Walter  v. 
Selfe,  4  De  Gex  &  S.  815;  Crump  v.  Lam- 
bert, L.  R.  8  Eq.  409;  Gaunt  v.  Fynney, 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  8;  and  the  recent  cases,  Bohan  v. 
Port  Jervis  Gas  Light  Co.  122  N.  Y.  18,  9  L. 
R.  A.  711;  and,  on  public  nuisance.  People  v. 
Detroit  White  Lead  Works  (Mich.)  46  N.  W. 
Rep.  785;  Wiley  v.  Elwood  (HU  25  N.  E.  Rep. 
570;  and  notes  in  Bohan  v.  Fort  Jervis  Gas 
Light  Co.  supra. 

Facts  of  the  case:  Six  hundred  pages  of  this 
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record  are  taken  up  with  the  testimouy  of 
sixty-five  witnesses— thirty-eight  for  plaintiff, 
twenty-seven  for  defendants— on  the  question 
of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance,  with  about  8,400 
questions  asked  and  answered.  It  is  not  un- 
usual to  observe  or  to  fix  some  limit  in  the 
number  of  witnesses  to  be  examined  on  such 
questions.  In  the  view  we  take  of  this  case  it 
would  answer  no  useful  purpose  to  go  into  the 
evidence  in  detail.  We  can  best  express  our 
view  by  comparing  the  facts  of  this  case  with 
the  facts  in  the  case  of  Snyder  v.  Cabell,  29  W. 
Va.  48,  as  that  case  is  relied  on  and  made  the 
subject  of  extended  comment  by  both  sides. 
In  that  case  the  thing  complained  of  as  a  nui- 
sance was  in  the  main  noise,  as  it  is  here.  There 
it  was  the  noise  of  a  skating  rink,  an  unneces- 
sary amusement;  here  the  noise  of  a  furniture 
factory,  a  trade  of  public  utility,  as  well  as  of 
private  benefit,  costing  more  than  $80,000,  and 
employing  more  than  sixty  people.  That  was 
located  in  a  part  of  the  town  theretofore  de- 
voted for  the  most  part  to  residences;  here  it 
was  on  a  street  occupied  overhead  by  the  ap- 
proach of  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railway  to  its 
bridge  across  the  Ohio  at  Parkersburg,  devoted 
to  the  noises  of  running  trains,  already  paid 
for  to  be  used  for  that  purpose,  and  for  that 
reason  not  generally  highly  valued  as  a  place 
for  homes.  The  factory  was  well  equipped 
and  well  conducted,  with  as  little  of  the  noise 
and  hum  of  machinery  as  could  be  had  in  such 
a  work,  the  noise  stopping  at  six  in  the  even- 
ing and  not  starting  again  until  seven  in  the 
morniug.  In  the  rink  the  noise  disturbed  rest 
and  sleep,  continuing  far  into  the  night.  The 
three  families  complaining  of  the  noise  of  the 
rink,  we  may  infer,  were  people  of  normal 
nervous  sensibility  to  noise.  Here  the  plain  tiff 
and  his  principal  witnesses,  living  near  the  fac- 
tory, seem  to  be,  by  reason  of  ill  health  or  by 
nature,  rather  supersensitive  to  such  things. 
On  the  question  of  nuisance,  the  evidence  fa 
conflicting;  at  any  rate  the  plaintiff  does  not 
put  his  case  high  and  dry,  above  all  ground  of 
fair  questioning.  There  is  enough,  perhaps, 
for  the  chancellor  to  have  directed  an  issue. 
But  this  issue,  the  plaintiff  by  his  suit  at  law 
has  already  brought  on  and  made  up.  Under 
such  a  conflict  of  evidence,  the  suit  at  law 
should  have  been  tried  first.  The  find- 
ing on  such  a  question  of  fact  of  twelve 
good  and  lawful  men,  who,  if  deemed  proper, 
may  see  and  hear  the  thine  for  themselves,  is 
still  greatly  relied  on  by  the  court.  By  such 
course  we  would  avoid  the  possibility  or  like- 
lihood of  the  awkward  predicament  that  now 
confronts  us,  of  a  court  of  equity  having  si- 
lenced as  a  nuisance  a  factory  of  great  cost  and 
of  general  utility,  which  the  jury  in  the  suit  at 
law  should  afterwards  find  to  be,  all  things 
considered,  no  nuisance  at  all.  Besides,  if  the 
jury  should  find  it  to  be  a  nuisance  by  giving 
substantial  damages,  the  chancellor  would  then 
have  safer  ground  for  bis  decree. 

The  decrees  of  the  l£th  and  14th  Avyust, 
1890,  must  therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  the  further  hearing  to  abide  the  de- 
termination of  the  issue  of  nuisance  or  no  nuis- 
ance in  the  suit  at  law,  or  to  be  demurred  to 
by  plaintiff,  according  as  he  may  be  advised. 

Lucm,  P.,  and  English  and  Brannoa* 
JJ.,  concur. 
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Benlamin  H.  CHILD,  Chief  of  Police, 

v. 

Frederick  BEMTJ8. 


(- 


.R.  L. 


.) 


1.  Conferring  upon  the  mayor  power  to 
revoke  havekmen's  licenece  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  authority  given  to  a  city  council  "to 
make  lam,  ordinances  and  regulations  relative  to 
hackney  carriages." 

2.  Aveetedri^htcannotbeaeqiilredliia 
ncense  granted  under  an  ordinanoe  that  gives  or 
reserves  the  power  to  revoke  It 

8.  The  power  to  revoke  licences  in  his  dis- 
cretion, oonf  erred  on  the  mayor  by  the  common 
council  of  a  city,  is  not  unreasonable  or  oppres- 
sive though  it  may  be  exercised  without  his  giv- 
injr  notice  to  the  licensee. 

(February  7,  lflflL) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Providence 
County  made  during  the  trial  of  a  proceeding 
against  defendant  for  driving  a  hackney  car- 
riage without  a  license,  which  resulted  in  a 
conviction  and  sentence  imposing  a  fine.  Over- 
ruled. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chavrlea  E.  Gorman  for  defendant. 

Messrs.  Nicholas  Van  Slyek,  City  Solic- 
itor, and  Cyras  M.  Van  Slyck,  Asst.  Oity 
Solicitor,  for  plaintiff: 

Dnrfee,  Oh.  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  complaint  against  the  defendant  for 
driving  a  hackney  carriage  without  a  license, 
in  violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  City  of 
Providence.  On  trial  thereof  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas,  on  appeal  from  the  police  court, 
it  appeared  that  July.  A.  D.  1890,  a  license  was 
granted  to  the  defendant  for  one  year,  and  that 
September  16,  A.  D.  1890.  it  was  revoked  by 
the  mayor  on  recommendation  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  hacks,  representing  that  the  defend- 
ant had  refused  to  remove  his  carriage  at  the 
Boston  depot  when  told  to  do  so  by  the  officer 
there.  It  was  revoked  without  notice  or  hear- 
ing. The  evidence  in  support  of  the  complaint 
showed  that  the  defendant  was  driving  for  hire 
September  22,  A*  D.  1890.  The  defense  was 
that  the  revocation  was  void.  The  jury,  under 
rulings  by  the  court  sustaining  its  validity, 
found  the  defendant  guilty.  The  cause  is  be- 
fore us  on  exceptions  to  said  rulings.  Power 
is  given  to  the  city  council  of  the  City  of 
Providence  by  the  city  charter  "to  make 
laws,  ordinances  and  regulations  relative 
to  .  .  .  hackney  carriages,  trucks,  carts  and 
other  vehicles,  and  licensing  and  regulat- 
ing the  same."  Under  this  provision  the 
city  council  passed  an  ordinance,  forbid- 
ding any  person  to  drive  a  hackney  carriage  in 
the  city  without  license  from  the  mayor  and 
board  of  aldermen  under  penalty  of  a  fine  of 

Nora.— Municipal  corporation:  license.  See  notes 
to  Magenan  v.  "Fteemont  (Neb.)  9  L.  B.  A.  787;  State 
v.  Robinson  (Minn.)  6  L.  R.  A.  889. 
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not  less  than  $10  nor  more  than  $20.  making 
the  licenses  grantable  by  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men, in  their  discretion,  and  giving  the  mayor 
power  to  revoke  any  license  so  granted. 

The  defendant's  first  point  is  that  the  city 
council,  in  con f erring  upon  the  mayor  power 
to  revoke,  exceeded  their  authority  under  the 
charter.  The  authority  given  by  the  charter 
is  expressed  in  broad  terms.  It  is  to  make  laws, 
ordinances  and  regulations  relative  to  hackney 
carriages  and  licensing  them.  The  language 
seems  to  us  to  be  broad  enough  to  authorize, 
not  only  the  granting  of  licenses,  but  also  the 
granting  of  them  subject  to  a  power  of  revo- 
cation; and  we  see  no  reason  why  such  power 
may  not  be  vested  by  ordinance  in  the  mayor. 
It  is  argued  that  the  licensee  has  a  vested  right 
in  his  license  beyond  the  city  council's  power 
to  forfeit.  Assuming  that  this  would  be  so  if 
the  power  to  revoke  were  not  reserved,  it  seems 
to  us  that  when,  as  here,  the  license  is  granted 
under  an  ordinance  that  gives  or  reserves  the 
power,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  subject  to  the 
power,  and  terminable  by  its  exercise.  The  li- 
cense is  in  the  nature  of  a  privilege  to  perform 
a  public  service  or  function,  for  reward,  which 
service  or  function,  for  the  public  good,  and  to 
secure  its  orderly  and  efficient  performance, 
must  be  subjected  to  certain  regulations.  These 
regulations  must  be  obeyed;  and  therefore  the 
power  to  revoke  the  license  is  highly  import- 
ant, since  the  licensee  may  be  not  only  diso- 
bedient, but  obd  urat e  or  i ncorrigible.  The  cases 
cited  for  the  defendant  to  show  that  a  town 
or  city  cannot  enforce  its  by-laws  or  ordinances 
by  forfeitures  of  property  where  it  is  empow- 
ered to  enforce  them  by  fines,  do  not  seem  to 
us  to  be  in  point. 

In  State  v.  Town  Council  of  Columbia,  6  Rich. 
L.  404,  which  at  first  view  appears  as  if  it  might 
be  so,  it  was  decided  that  the  town  council  had 
no  power  to  subject  a  liquor  license,  granted  by 
them,  to  forfeiture  for  breach  thereof;  but 
there  the  license  was  granted  by  the  town  coun- 
cil, acting  under  a  statute  of  the  State  prescrib- 
ing conditions  and  restrictions,  and  the  court 
held  that,  the  Legislature  having  prescribed 
them,  the  town  council  could  not  add  to  them. 
The  case  differs  from  this,  for  here  the  whole 
matter  of  licensing  is  left  unrestrictedly  to  the 
city  council. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  city  council, 
if  it  was  authorized  to  confer  the  power,  was 
not  authorized  to  confer  it  to  be  exercised 
without  first  giving  notice  to  the  licensee,  and 
allowing  him  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  We 
are  free  to  say  that  an  exercise  after  notice 
and  hearing  would  better  suit  our  notions  of 
proper  procedure  than  an  exercise  without 
them.  The  ordinance  prescribes  no  procedure, 
but  leaves  the  matter  wholly  to  the  mayor's 
discretion.  Is  the  ordinance,  on  this  account, 
so  unreasonable  or  oppressive  that  it  is  void? 
The  complainant  cites  Com.  v.  Kinsley,  138 
Mass.  578.  In  that  case  it  was  decided  that  a 
Statute  authoriziug  the  selectmen  in  towns  to 

?;rant  licenses  to  keep  tables  for  playing  pool 
or  hire,  and  providing  that  "such  licenses  may 
be  revoked  at  the  pleasure  of  the  authority 
granting  it,"  is  constitutional.  The  license  was 


♦See  al«o  46  L.  R.  A.  437. 
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revoked  there  without  notice.  "A  licensee." 
say  the  courts,  "takes  his  license  subject  to 
such  conditions  as  the  Legislature  sees  fit  to  im- 
pose; and  one  of  the  statutory  conditions  of 
this  license  was  that  it  might  be  revoked  by  the 
selectmen  at  their  pleasure."  The  question  of 
reasonableness  did  not  arise,  since  a  statute,  if 
constitutional,  is  valid,  whether  reasonable  or 
not.  The  reasonableness  of  an  ordinance,  even, 
it  has  been  held,  cannot  be  inquired  into  by  the 
court  if  specifically  authorized  by  the  Legisla- 
ture. In  the  case  at  bar  we  may  inquire,  the 
authority  being  general.  But  such  an  inquiry 
is  a  nice  one,  especially  if  it  regards  policy, 
rather  than  principle;  and  it  seems  to  us  that 
the  court  in  making  it  should  take  care  not  to 
be  influenced  too  much  by  its  own  Judicial 
usages  or  predilections.  Here  especially  it  is 
to  be  remembered  that  the  power  was  given  for 
administrative,  not  judicial,  purposes.  While 
the  mayor  may  revoke  a  license  under  the 
power,  if  it  be  valid,  without  notifying  or  hear- 
ing the  licensee,  there  is,on  the  other  hand,noth- 


ing  to  prevent  his  giving  a  hearing  first,  if  he 
sees  fit;  and  the  question  is  whether  it  is  re* 
eonable  for  him  to  be  intrusted  with  such  a 
discretion. 

It  appears  from  Com.  v.  Kinsley,  supra,  that 
the  Legislature  of  Massachusetts  considered 
the  conferring  of  such  a  power  not  unreason 
able;  for  otherwise,  presumably,  they  would 
not  have  conferred  it.  The  matter  there  was  of 
no  more  urgency  than  the  matter  here.  Tbe 
reasons  would  be  stronger  here  against  the 
power  if  the  licensee  were  required  to  pay 
heavily  for  his  license,  but  he  has  to  pay  only 
a  dollar's  fee  for  it;  and,  if  a  license  has  been 
revoked  unduly,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  board  of  aldermen  from  righting  the  wrong 
by  granting  a  new  one.  We  have  come  to  the 
conclusion,  after  much  consideration,  that  it  is 
not  sufficiently  plain  that  the  power,  or  the 
clause  of  the  ordinance  that  grants  the  power, 
is  unreasonable  or  oppressive,  to  make  it  our 
duty  to  declare  it  void. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  CROUSE  et  al. 

t>. 

Daniel  MURPHY  and  Charles  Roggen- 
moser.  Terre-tenant  and  Appt. 

(....Pa.....) 

The  record  of  a  judgment  stgainftt  Dan- 
iel Murphy  is  not  notice  of  the  judgment  to 
one  who  takes  a  conveyance  of  lands  from  the 
Judgment  debtor  whose  name  appeared  in  tbe 
title  deeds  as  Daniel  J.  Murphy. 

(March  2, 1801.) 

APPEAL  by  Rogsenmoser  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  2, 
for  Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs 
in  a  scire  facias  proceeding  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment against  Murphy  so  as  to  make  it  a  Hen 
on  property  which  had  been  conveyed  by  Mur- 
phy to  appellant.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  J.  B.  Colahan,  Jr.,  ana  John  H. 
Johnson  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Henry  T.  Dechert  and  Henry 
If.  Dechert  for  appellees. 

Williams*  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  intention  to  protect  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser agaiust  secret  liens  and  conveyances 
manifested  itself  very  early  in  this  State.  An 
Act  of  the  Colonial  Legislature  passed  in  1772 
made  it  the  duty  of  **any  judge  or  other  officer 
of  a  couit  of  record  within  this  province,  that 
shall  sipn  any  judgments,"  to  enter  the  date  of 
signing  on  the  margiu  of  the  record,  and  de- 


clared that  the  lien  of  the  judgment  thereafter 
begin  at  that  date,  instead  of  extending,  by  re- 
lation, to  the  first  day  of  the  term  on  the  re- 
turn of  tbe  original  writ  Three  years  later  it 
was  made  the  duty  of  purchasers  to  record 
their  deeds  within  six  months,  and,  if  they 
failed  to  do  so,  their  unrecorded  deeds  were  to 
be  held  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  subs* 

?uent  bona  fide  purchasers  and  mortgagees, 
rior  to  1775  there  was  no  duty  to  record  rest- 
ing on  purchasers,  and  one  buying  land  was 
bound  to  investigate  the  title  at  his  peril. 
Maclay  v.  Work,  5  Binn.  154. 

In  1798  the  duration  of  the  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment upon  the  defendant's  land  was  limited  to 
five  years,  unless  duly  revived.  The  Act  of 
1840  made  it  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  take 
notice  of  a  sale  of  land  by  his  debtor,  and  pro- 
vided that,  as  to  a  purchaser,  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  should  be  discharged,  unless  such 

Surchaser  was  named  by  scire  facias  within 
ve  years  after  he  placed  his  deed  upon  the 
record,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  may 
have  been  regularly  revived  against  tbe  defend 
ant.  To  facilitate  searches,  separate  judgment 
dockets  were  provided  for  in  1827,  and  our 
present  system  of  lien  dockets,  as  judgment 
indexes,  was  adopted  in  1856.  The  Act  pro- 
vided "that  the  lien  of  a  iudgment  shall  not 
commence  or  be  continued  against  any  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee  unless  the  same  be  en- 
tered in  the  county  where  the  real  estate  fc 
situated,  in  a  book  to  be  called  the  'Judgment 
Index,'  .  .  .  and  the  plaintiff  shall  furnish  (he 
proper  information  to  enable  tbe  prothonotary 
to  prepare  said  entry."  Among  other  things, 
the  entry  must  Rhow  the  names  of  the  partis 
agnin*t  whom  a  lien  is  entered.    The  purchaser 


Note.— Notice  l*y  judgment  entry. 

'  An  entry  of  a  judgment  in  the  "Index  of  AH 
Liens,"  as  against  "J.  H.  Hesse. w  is  not  construc- 
tive notice  of  a  judgment  against  "J.  H.  Hesser." 
^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hesser  dowa>  4  L.  It.  A.  122. 
1£  L.  R.  A 


But  where  writ,  pleadings  and  contract  speak 
only  of  Frederick  D.  Conrad,  but  the  Judgment  i* 
for  the  plaintiff  against  "Daniel  Frederick  Conrad, 
the  defendant."  the  defect  is  cured  by  tbe  8tatut« 
of  Jeofail.  Conrad  v.  Griffey,  58  U.  8.  11  How. 
430,  13  L.  ed.  779. 


See  also  43  L.  K.  A.  654. 
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is  bound  to  take  notice  of  liens  appearing  on 
the  judgment  index,  but  he  is  not  bound  to 
look  beyond  it,  and,  if  bis  search  discloses  the 
existence  of  no  lien  entered  there  against  his 
vendor,  he  may  complete  the  transaction,  and 
pay  over  the  purchase  money  in  safety.  Upon 
this  general  proposition  there  is  no  difference 
of  opinion.  The  question  presented  is,  Through 
what  modifications  must  one  who  proposes  to 
become  a  purchaser  pursue  the  name  of  his 
vendor? 

In  the  case  now  before  us  one  Daniel  J. 
Murphy  owned  a  lot  of  land  at  the  corner  of 
Myrtle  and  Holly  Streets,  in  the  City  of  Phila- 
delphia. His  deed  for  the  same  was  regularly 
recorded,  as  was  a  mortgage  given  by  him  for 
part  of  the  purchase  money.  He  took  and  he 
incumbered  the  title  in  his  proper  name  as 
Daniel  J.  Murphy.  Roggenmoser  desired  to 
buy  the  lot.  He  found  the  title  properly  re- 
corded, and  incumbered  by  a  mortgage.  Turn- 
ing from  the  recorder's  office  to  that  of  the 
prothoootary,  he  caused  search  to  be  made  for 
liens  on  the  judgment  index  against  Daniel  J. 
Murphy,  and  found  none.  He  then  completed 
his  purchase,  settled  the  purchase  price  and 
received  and  recorded  his  deed.  This  was  in 
1888.  In  June  of  that  year  Murphy  went  to 
Chicago  to  reside.  In  1889  the  plaintiff,  who 
had.  a  judgment  against  Daniel  Murphy,  issued 
bis  writ  of  sei.  fa.,  and  served  Roggenmoser  as 
terre-tenant. 

Was  the  judgment  against  Daniel  Murphy  a 
lien  on  the  lot?  It  is  admitted  that  Daniel 
Murphy  and  Daniel  J.  Murphy  are  the  same 
person.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  real  estate 
in  the  bands  of  that  person  would  be  bound. 
Having  signed  his  name  in  the  form  in  which 
it  appears  on  the  judgment  index,  he  could 
not  object  to  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment 
against  his  property.  As  between  him  and  his 
creditor,  it  is  a  question  of  personal  identity. 
But  the  defendant  is  not  objecting.  It  is  a 
purchaser  who  bought  after  a  search  of  the 
records,  and  with  no  actual  notice  of  the  exis- 
tence of  this  judgment,  who  claims  protection. 
If  be  did  all  the  law  required  of  him,  he  is 
entitled  to  protection  against  the  judgment  of 
the  plain  tin.  If  he  did  not,  then  he  must  suf- 
fer for  his  want  of  care  in  making  the  search. 
The  plaintiff  contends  that  he  was  bound  to 
take  notice  of  this  judgment,  because  it  was  a 
lien  against  his  vendor,  and  could  have  been 
enforced  against  the  land  in  bis  hands.  It  ap- 
pears in  the  case  stated  that  Murphy,  in  the 
transaction  of  his  business,  used  bis  name  in 
various  forms.  On  his  si  « it  wasD.  Murphy. 
He  gave  some  notes  as  Dan  Murphy,  some  as 
Daniel  Murphy,  and  it  is  clear  that  he  took 
and  conveyed  title  as  Daniel  J.  Murphy.  In 
the  city  directory  it  appeared,  at  and  for  years 
before  the  sale  to  Roggenmoser,  as  Daniel  J. 
Murphy.  If  a  judgment  bad  been  entered  on 
a  note  signed  "Dan  Murphy."  and  on 
another  signed  "D.  Murphy,"  there  is  no 
reason  that  can  be  urged  in  support  of  the 
lien  now  before  us  that  could  not,  with  equal 
force,  be  urged  in  support  of  the  lien  of  both 
the  others.  All  were  signed  by  the  same  man 
and  were  for  debts  due  by  him.  If  the  credi- 
tor has  no  duty  resting  on  him,  but  is  to  be 
protected  because  Daniel  J.  Murphy  was  his 
debtor  in  fact,  not  withstanding  he  aid  not  put 
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his  name  correctly  to  the  note,  then  air  the 
forms  of  the  name  used  in  signing  the  notes 
stand  on  the  same  ground.  In  order  to  see  the 
practical  operation  of  such  a  holding,  we  have 
looked  into  the  city  directory,  and  rind  the  name 
of  Daniel  Murphy,  with  vurious  middle  letters 
and  without  any,  occurs  twenty  times.  But 
"D"  is  the  initial  of  David,  Dennis  and  many 
other  first  names  besides  Daniel.  To  exhaust 
the  possibilities  as  to  D.  Murphy  would  require 
searches  running  into  the  hundreds.  But 
without  laying  too  much  stress  on  the  argu- 
ment ab  ineonvenienti,  or  the  apparent  legisla- 
tive intent,  let  us  glance  at  our  cases  bearing 
upon  this  question.  In  several  cases,  among 
which  are  Ridgwatfs  App.t  15  Pa.  177;  York 
7lanVs  App.,  86  Pa.  458,  and  Smith'*  App.,  47 
Pa.  138, — it  has  been  held  that  a  lien  entered  in 
the  last  name  of  the  defendant  is  not  a  lien  on 
the  real  estate  of  the  defendant  in  the  hands  of 
bona  fide  purchasers.  For  example,  a  lien  en- 
tered against  the  firm  of  McFall  dp  Martin  does 
not  bind  the  separate  real  estate  of  the  partners 
in  the  bands  of  purchasers  because  of  the  ab- 
sence of  the  first  names  of  McFall  and  of 
Martin.  Not  only  must  the  first  name  appear, 
but  it  must  be  correct;  for  in  Zimmerman  v, 
Brigoansf  5  Watts,  186,  the  judgment  was  en- 
tered on  a  bond.  The  bond  was  signed, 
"Jacob  Briggans,"  which  was  the  true  name 
of  the  obligor.  The  prothonotary  made  a 
mistake,  and  entered  the  name  in  the  lien  dock- 
et as  John  Briggans.  An  examination  of  the 
files  would  have  shown  the  mistake,  but  this 
court  held  that  subsequent  creditors  were  not 
bound  to  go  beyond  the  lien  docket,  and  post- 
poned the  judgment,  because  of  the  mistake  in 
the  first  name. 

It  is  not  enough  that  names  are  idem  sonans. 
In  HeiPs  App.,  40  Pa.  458,  the  true  name  of 
the  defendant  was  George  P.  Yoest.  It  was 
entered  on  the  index  against  George  P.  Joest. 
The  first  name  was  right.  The  last  name  was 
idem  sonans  with  the  right  name  of  the  de- 
fendant, but  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  bad 
no  notice  of  the  lien  from  the  record.  The 
reason  evidently  is  that  the  record  addresses 
itself  to  the  eye,  and  not  to  the  ear  alone.  The 
purchaser  was  bound  to  look  under  the  letter 
"Y,"  which  was  the  initial  letter  of  his  ven- 
dor's name.  Not  finding  a  lien  there,  he  was 
not  bound  to  go  further,  and  the  lien  was  post- 
poned. But  in  Wood  v.  Reynolds,  7  Watts  & 
5.  406,  our  precise  question  was  decided.  A 
note  was  signed  by  John  M.Grurer.  By  some 
oversight  of  the  prothonotary  the  "M"  was 
omitted,  and  the  lien  entered  against  John 
Grurer.  A  purchaser  from  John  M.  Grurer 
made  search  for  liens  against  his  vendor,  but 
found  none,  and  completed  his  purchase. 
We  held  that  he  bad  done  all  that  was  required 
of  him,  and  that  the  judgment  could  not  be 
enforced  against  the  land  in  his  hands.  This 
case  was  followed  in  Hutchinson's  App  ,  92  Pa. 
186,  and  the  rule  distinctly  laid  down  that  "the 
omission  of  the  middle  letter  in  a  name  on  the 
judgment  index  is  fatal  to  a  lien"  as  against 
bona  fide  purchasers. 

From  this  review  of  the  case  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  rule  was  well  settled  in  this  State 
when  the  case  of  Jenny  v.  Zehnder,  101  Pa. 
286,  came  before  this  court.  In  that  case  a 
different  rule  was  adopted,  which  is  wholly  in- 
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consistent  with  Wood  v.  Reynold*  and  Hutch- 
inson's App.  and  Myer  v.  Fegaly,  89  Pa.  429, 
cited  as  authority  for  it.  An  examination  of 
the  latter  case  will  show  that  it  does  not  sus- 
tain the  rule  laid  down  in  Jenny  v.  Zehnder, 
nor  afford  it  any  aid  whatever.  The  case  was 
this:  One  John  Bubb  executed  a  judgment 
note.  The  prothonotary  of  Lancaster  County 
entered  judgment  upon  it  against  John  Bobb. 
This  judgment  was  held  to  be  notice  because 
the  two  names  are  ideotical.  They  are  differ- 
ent modes  of  spelling  the  same  name,  and,  as 
was  said  by  the  court,  are  idem  eonane,  at 
least  in  the  German  counties,  of  which  Lan- 
caster is  one.  The  name  was  found  under 
the  proper  title  in  the  index,  with  the  correct 
first  name,  and  with  a  variation  in  spelling 
in  the  middle  letter  which  made  no  change  in 
the  name  as  spoken.  Similar  instances  are 
the  names  of  Kopp  and  Kupp,  and  of  Kolp 
and  Kulp,  which  are  merely  different  forms 
of  the  same  name,  with  the  same  initial  and 
the  same  pronunciation.  It  is  to  be  regretted 
that  Wood  v.  Reynold*  and  Hutchinson's  App. 
had  not  been  considered  in  Jenny  v.  Zehnder. 
The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  followed 
the  last  case  faithfully,  but  we  feel  constrained 
to  say  what  he  could  not,  that  we  prefer  and 
shall  follow  the  old  and  well-settled  line  of 
cases  to  which  we  have  referred.  The  rule  of 
Wood  v.  Reynold*  is  not  only  most  in  harmony 
with  the   spirit  of  our  legislation,  and  with 


our  own  decided  cases,  but  it  is  equitable  in  its 
operations.  Murphy's  title  was  on  the  record. 
Whoever  dealt  with  him  on  the  credit  of  his 
real  estate  was  bound  to  know  what  appeared 
in  his  recorded  title.  It  was  as  much  the  duty 
of  one  who  was  about  to  trust  him  with 
money  or  goods  because  of  his  ownership  of 
land  to  know  how  and  by  what  name  be  held 
it,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  one  about  to  purchase 
the  land  to  make  the  same  inquiries.  If  the 
creditor  neglected  his  duty,  he  must  lose  in 
consequence.  If  the  purchaser  neglected  his, 
he  must  lose.  Because  the  creditor  in  this  cue 
did  neglect  to  examine  the  record,  he  has  a 
note  signed  with  only  part  of  the  maker's  name 
on  which  judgment  has  been  entered.  With 
no  notice  of  the  habit  of  his  vendor  to  sign 
notes  in  several  different  ways,  and  with  no 
means  of  notice  of  liens  but  the  record,  the 
purchaser  examined,  exhausted  the  means  of 
knowledge  within  his  reach,  and,  finding  do 
lien  against  Daniel  J.  Murphy, or  D.  J.  Murpbv. 
settled  with  his  vendor,  and  took  his  deed.  If 
one  of  these  parties  must  lose,  in  good  coo- 
science  it  should  be  he  whose  neglect  to  avail 
himself  of  the  information  which  the  record 
could  have  given  him  made  the  loss  by  one 
or  the  other  Inevitable. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  judgment  is 
now  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon 
the  case  stated. 
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Dwight  B.  BAKER  ei  at.,  Appt*., 

Charles  HART  et  al.t  Bespts. 
( N.Y ) 

1.  A  lease  giving'  the  sole  and  exclu- 
sive right  to  quarry  stone  on  certain  lands 
for  a  term  of  years  does  not  transfer  the  land, 
or  make  the  lessees  owners  of  any  stone  which 
they  do  not  actually  quarry  out  and  sever  from 
tbe  land,  or  entitle  them  to  recover  as  owners 
for  the  conversion  of  stone  quarried  and  taken 
away  by  trespassers,  although  they  are  entitled 
to  the  damages  sustained  by  invasion  of  their 
exclusive  right. 

2.  Lessees*  having?  a  right  merely  to 
quarry  stone  on  tbe  premises  which  is  a 
mere  incorporeal  hereditament,  are  under  no 
implied  obligation  to  protect  che  premises  from 
trespassers,  and  are  therefore  not  entitled  on 
that  ground  to  recover  as  owners  for  the  con- 
version of  the  stone  by  trespassers. 

8.  The  measure  of  damages  for  quar- 
rying and  carrying  away  stone  by 
trespassers  i"  a  suit  by  lessees  merely  of  the 
exclusive  right  to  quarry  the  stone  does  not  ex- 
tend to  the  full  value  of  the  stone,  but  merely  to 
the  damages  actually  occasioned  by  the  invasion 
of  such  exclusive  right;  in  such  case  nominal 
damages  at  least  should  be  granted. 

(December  2, 1890.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Second  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  of 
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the  Rockland  Circuit  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
conversion  of  certain  granite  blocks.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr.  Jesse  Johnson,  of  Messrs.  Johnson 
Ss  Lamb,  for  appellants: 

The  lease  did  not  give  title;  it  merely  gave  a 
right  to  acquire  title  by  quarrying  and  cutting; 
it  cave  what  the  books  designate  an  incorpo- 
real hereditament. 

Orubb  v.  Bayard,  2  Wall.  Jr.  81;  2  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  p.  876;  Doe  v.  Wood,  2  Barn. 
&  Aid.  724;  Clement  v.  Youngman,  40  Pa.  341; 
Bainbridg*,  Mines,  *266;  Shep.  Touch.  96. 

If  the  trespass  of  the  defendants  was  acci- 
dental, inadvertent  or  anything  lens  than  the 
deliberate  purpose  to  appropriate  the  property 
of  another,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  the 
value  added  by  the  labor  of  the  defendants  and 
the  transportation  of  carloads  of  heavy  granite 
from  a  mountain  quarry  to  the  City  of  New 
York. 

Lake  Shore  &  M.  8.  R.  Go.  v.  Hutchins,  83 
Ohio  St.  571,  87  Ohio  St.  282;  Lee  v.  Mathews, 
10  Ala.  682;  Whitney  v.  Beekford,  105  Mass.  367; 
Hilton  v.  Wood*,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  440;  Morgan 
v.  Powel,  8  Q.  B.  278;  Wood  v.  Morewood, 
Id.  441;  Martin  v.  Porter,  5  Mees.  &  W.  851; 
Herdic  v.  Young,  55  Pa.  176;  Coleman's  App. 
62  Pa.  252;  Barton  Coal  Go.  v.  Cox,  39  Md.  1; 
Stockbridge  Iron  Co.  v.  Cove  Iron  Works,  102 
Mass.  80;  United  State*  v.  Magoon,  3  McLean, 
171;  Heard  v.  Jame*,  49  Miss.  236;  Wetfierbeev. 
Qresn,  22  Mich.  811;  Hyde  v.  Gookson,  21  Barb. 
92;    Baker  v.    Wteeler,  8  Wend.   505;  Bote* 
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Wooden  Ware  Co.  v.  United  States,  106  U.  8. 
433,  27  L.  ed.  280;  Goal  Greek  Min.  &  Mfg- 
Co.  ▼.  Moeee,  15  Lea,  800,  54  Am.  Rep.  415; 
Franklin  Goal  Go.  v.  McMillan,  40  Md.  549, 
33  Am.  Rep.  280;  Emma  Silver  Min.  Go.  v. 
Parke,  14  Blatchf.  411;  Single  v.  Schneider,  80 
Wis.  570;  8  Wait,  Act.  and  Def.  p.  894. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Hoflfautn,  with  Mr.  Alexander 
B.  Butts*  for  respondents: 

The  plaintiffs'  tide  was  baaed  upon  their 
lease,  which  *'  let "  and  "  granted  "  to  them  the 
possession  and  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to 
enter  into  and  upon  the  demised  premises,  and 
to  cut,  quarry  and  take  away  stone  therefrom 
during  the  entire  term  of  the  lease. 

This  possession  and  these  rights  were  wrong- 
fully and  unlawfully  invaded  by  the  defend- 
ants. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiffs' 
right  to  bring  and  maintain  this  action  was 
perfect. 

AueHn  v.  Hudson  Rfoer  R  Co.  25  N.  T.  840. 

These  acts  of  the  defendants  subjected  the 
plaintiffs  to  an  action  for  waste  at  the  suit  of 
the  plaintiffs'  lessor. 

Ibid.;  Cook  v.  Champlain  Tranep.  Go.  1 
Deoio.  91,  and  cases  cited. 

It  was  proper  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  to  show 
the  value  of  the  stone  after  the  defendants  had 
taken  them  from  the  quarry  and  had  taken 
them  to  the  Harlem  Bridge. 

Baker  v.  Wheeler,  8  Wend.  505;  Brown  v. 
Far.  7  Cow.  95;  Bice  v.  Hollenbeck,  19  Barb. 
664;  Stiebury  v.  McCoon,  3  N.  T.  879. 

Finch*  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complaint  in  this  action  alleged  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  the  lessees  of  a  lot  of  land  con- 
taining twenty-five  acres;  that  under  said  lease 
they  had  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  of  enter- 
ing upon  the  leased  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
quarrying,  cutting,  crushing  and  removing 
stone  therefrom;  that  defendants  wrongfully 
-entered  upon  the  premises  and  quarried  stone 
belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  had  converted 
Hie  same  to  their  own  use;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  thereby  suffered  damage  which  they 
<  Jaimed  to  recover.  Upon  the  trial  the  plain- 
tiffs produced  their  lease  from  the  owner  of 
the  land.  It  gave  to  them  "the  sole  and  ex- 
clusive right  of  entering  in  and  upon  the  lands 
.  .  .  for  the  purpose  of  quarrying,  cutting, 
crushing  and  removing  stone  for  the  term  of 
ten  years,  .  .  .  but  not  to  bold  possession 
of  any  part  of  said  lands  for  Any  other  pur- 
poses. "  Other  provisions  were  in  accord  with 
the  right  conveyed  and  limited,  and  bounded 
t  be  plaintiffs'  use.  The  lease,  therefore,  did  not 
transfer  the  land,  but  gave  to  the  plaintiffs  an 
incorporeal  hereditament,  a  right  to  take  stone 
from  the  land,  which  became  theirs  only  upon 
i is  actual  severance.  What  they  should  quarry 
and  remove  within  the  restricted  term  became 
theirs,  but  what  they  did  not  quarry  out  and 
sever  from  the  land  remained  the  property  of 
the  owner  of  the  fee.  Grubb  v.  Bayard,  2 
Wall.  Jr.  81;  Doe  v.  Wood,  2  Barn.  A  Aid. 
724;  Clement  v.  Youngman,  40  Pa.  841;  Cald- 
well v.  Fulton,  81  Pa.  480;  Arnold  v.  Steven*. 
24  Pick.  106. 

A  right  to  take  all  the  stone  on  the  land 
without  restriction  in  time  or  quantity  might 
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readily  be  held  to  transfer  its  ownership,  but  I 
have  found  no  case  which  asserts  such  entire 
and  complete  title  in  the  lessee  where  there  was 
merely  a  right  to  mine  or  quarry  restricted  and 
limited  by  time  or  quantity.  In  such  a  case 
all  of  the  stone  on  the  premises  does  not  pass 
to  the  lessee,  but  only  such  and  so  much  as, 
within  the  boundaries  of  his  right,  be  cuts  and 
quarries.  The  defendants  were  of  course  tres- 
passers. They  entered  upon  the  premises 
without  right,  and  cut  and  carried  away  a 
quantity  of  stone.  The  plaintiffs,  under  objec- 
tion, were  allowed  to  prove  the  value  of  the 
stone,  and  to  recover  that  value  on  the  theory 
that  they  owned  it.  But  they  did  not.  Their 
lease  gave  them  no  title  to  it.  They  did  not 
cut  or  quarry  it,  and  the  ownership  remained 
in  their  lessor.  Undoubtedly  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendants was  an  infringement  of  their  rights 
for  which  they  could  recover  such  damages  as 
they  in  fact  sustained.  But  they  proved  none. 
If  the  limits  of  their  lease  would  have  exhaust- 
ed all  the  stone  on  the  twenty-five  acres,  then 
certainly  they  would  have  lost  the  value  of 
what  was  wrongfully  removed;  but  if  the  sup- 
ply was  such  that  there  remained  for  them  all 
and  more  than  they  could  quarry  or  remove, 
they  at  least  lost  no  stone  which  they  were  en- 
titled to  have,  for  enough  remained  to  fully  sat- 
isfy their  entire  right  The  injury  in  such 
case  would  fall  upon  the  lessor  whose  property 
had  been  taken. 

It  may  lie  that  the  lessees  were  in  some  man- 
ner or  to  some  extent  injured  by  the  trespass  of 
the  defendants,  although  stone  enough  re- 
mained to  satisfy  the  exigency  of  their  contract 
We  do  not  know  how  that  may  be,  in  the  absence 
of  proof,  and  therefore  may  prudently  refrain 
from  any  suggestions  about  It.  It  is  enough 
for  present  purposes  that  the  plaintiffs  estab- 
lished no  ownership  of  the  stone,  and  no  right 
to  recover  its  value  as  owners,  and  so  the  judg- 
ment rendered  was  erroneous. 

But  it  is  sought  to  be  sustained  on  another 
theory.  The  doctrine  is  invoked  that  a  tenant 
for  life  or  years  is  bound  to  answer  to  the  owner 
for  any  waste  committed,  even  though  it  be 
the  act  of  a  stranger.  Such  is  undoubtedly 
the  rule.  Cook  v.  Champlain  Tranep.  Go.  1 
Denio,  91, 104.  But  it  applies  to  the  case  of 
of  a  tenancy.  It  proceeds  upon  the  ground 
that  the  leased  premises  have  passed  into  the 
possession  of  the  tenant,  so  that  an  entry,  un- 
less under  some  special  reservation,  by  the  les- 
sor himself  would  be  a  trespass.  The  latter 
cannot  protect  the  premises,  because  for  the 
time  being  he  has  parted  with  the  possession, 
and  intrusted  it  to  the  lessee,  and  the  latter, 
having  become  the  custodian  and  possessor  of 
the  land,  comes  under  an  implied  obligation 
not  to  commit  waste  upon  it.  and  not  permit 
others  to  do  so.  But  the  rule  and  its  reason 
arealike  inapplicable  where  not  an  estate  but  a 
mere  incorporeal  hereditament  is  transferred. 
Here  the  owner  remained  in  possession,  and 
conveyed,  not  his  land,  but  an  easement  in  it, 
and  could  protect  his  own  possession  against 
trespassers  like  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs 
covenanted  to  conduct  their  operations  in  a 
workmanlike  manner,  and  without  needless 
waste  or  injury,  and  so  became  liable  for  their 
own  acts;  but  beyond  this  they  incurred  no  im- 
plied obligation  to  protect  the  premises  from 
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trespassers,  and  were  in  no  manner  made  its 
guardians.  The  lessor  remained  in  possession, 
and  had  as  clear  a  right  to  sue  the  defendants 
for  their  trespass  as  u  he  had  never  given  an 
easement  to  the  plaintiffs.  And  so  I  discover 
no  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  can  be 
deemed  owners  of  the  stone,  and  therefore  en- 
titled to  its  value.    Their  exclusive  right  has 


been  invaded,  and  if  thereby  they  have  suffered 
substantial  damage,  they  must  establish  it 
by  their  proof.  If  they  can  show  none,  they 
may  at  least  be  entitled  to  nominal  damages  in 
vindication  of  their  right. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new- 
trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur. 
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•1  •  A  sheriffs  deed  on  the  sale  of  lands  under 
an  execution  takes  effect  as  an  actual  conveyance 
from  the  date  of  the  sale,  and  not  from  the  date 
of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed. 

2*  Where  the  will  contain*  no  de-vise  of 
|n»^ig)  but  the  testator  has  disposed  of  his  entire 
estate  by  means  of  a  power  to  sell  and  divide  the 
proceeds  of  sale,  the  lands  descend  to  bis  heir-at- 
law  subject  to  the  power  of  sale  and  the  trusts  de- 
clared thereon  contained  in  the  will. 

8.  The  estate  of  the  heir-at-law  inter- 
mediate the  testator's  death  and  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  is  an  actual 
estate,  which  is  alienable,  devisable  and  descend- 
ible, and  liable  to  seizure  and  sale  as  lands;  but, 
when  the  power  of  sale  is  executed,  the  estate  of 
the  heir  or  his  alienee  is  determined,  and  the  pur- 
chaser under  the  power  becomes  seised  under  the 
devisor  by  a  title  paramount  to  the  title  of  the 
heir  by  descent. 

4.  Where  a  testator  by  his  will  directs 
the  sale  of  his  lands,  and  the  division  of  the 
proceeds  among  his  heirs-at-law,the  latter  may 
dispense  with  the  sale,  and  elect  to  take  the  lands 
in  lieu  of  the  proceeds  of  sale. 

6.  The  principle  on  which  the  doctrine 
of  election  rests  is  the  identity  of  the  interest 
the  heirs  take  as  heirs-at-law,  and  in  the  proceeds 
of  the  conversion.  When  the  testator  charges 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  with  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and  directs  his  executors  to  sell  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  divide  the  proceeds  be- 
tween his  two  children,  the  latter  cannot  elect  to 
take  the  lands  as  heirs-at-law,  and  by  such  elec- 
tion impair  or  defeat  the  rights  of  testator's  cred- 
itors. 

6.  A  direction  that  the  executor  pay  the 
debts  of  the  testator  out  of  his  real  or  per- 
sonal estate  is  a  charge  of  debts  upon  lands  creat- 
ing a  trust  which  creditors  can  enforce  by  com- 
pelling the  executor  to  execute  the  trust. 

7.  No  limitation  of  time  is  imposed  upon 
a  power  in  the  nature  of  a  trust*  not  lim- 
ited in  terms,  unless  the  rule  against  perpetuities 
is  Involved,  or  the  power  is  controlled  by  an  In- 
herent quality  in  the  nature  of  the  trust,  or  in  the 
object  for  which  the  power  was  granted. 

8.  There  may  be  circumstances  and 
conditions  under  which  the  default  of  credit- 
ors in  not  requiring  the  execution  of  a  power  of 
sale  in  their  favor  may  amount  to  laches,  which 
a  court  of  equity  will  lay  hold  of  as  proof  of  fraud; 
but  in  such  cases  the  ground  of  relief  is  fraud  in 
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knowingly  permitting  a  power  of  sale  to  be  kept 
outstanding  as  a  standing  menace,  with  the  in- 
tent to  protect  trust  property  from  the  creditor* 
of  the  person  ultimately  entitled. 

(January  6, 180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant,  Morse,  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  Chancery  Court  in  favor  of 
complainant  in  a  suit  brought  to  quiet  plain- 
tiff's alleged  title  to  certain  real  estate,  and  to 
set  aside  a  deed  held  by  Morse,  which  was  al- 
leged to  be  a  cloud  on  such  title.    Reversed. 

Peter  R.  Terhune  died  seised  of  the  land  in 
controversy.  Morse  purchased  the  same  at  a 
sale  made  by  the  executor  under  a  power  given 
by  Terhune  8  will.  The  Savings  Bank  derived 
its  title  through  a  sheriff's  sale  of  the  land  un- 
der an  execution  against  one  Richard  P.  Ter- 
hune, an  beir-at-law  of  the  testator. 

The  further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion* 

Mr.  John  Linn  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Voorhis,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  will  contained  no  direction  to  sell,  and 
no  devise  of  the  lands;  but  a  naked  power  of 
sale  and  a  bequest  of  the  proceeds  equally  to 
testator's  two  heirs-at-law.  Hence  the  lands 
descended  to  R.  P.  Terhune  and  his  sister, 
subject  to  be  devested  by  execution  of  the 
power  of  sale. 

Brtarley  v.  Brearley,  9  N.  J.  Eg.  21;  Her- 
bert v.  Tuthill,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  141;  Somaine  v. 
Eendrickson,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  282. 

Such  power  of  sale  can  be  defeated  by  elec- 
tion of  the  legatees,  who  are  also  the  heirs  at- 
law 

Gest  v.  Flock,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  115;  Craig  ▼. 
Leslie,  16  U.  S.  8  Wheat.  563,  4  L.  ed.  460; 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  798. 

Presumption  of  election  will  arise  from  very 
slight  circumstances.  Thus,  if  a  person  keeps 
land  for  some  length  of  time  unsold,  a  pre- 
sumption will  arise  that  he  elected  to  take  it  as 
land. 

Pulteney  v.  Darlington.  1  Bro.  Co.  23$; 
Ashby  v.  Palmer,  1  Meriv.  301;  Grabtree  v. 
Bramble,  2  Atk.  688. 

Alienation  by  heir  will  amount  to  election. 

Gest  v.  Flock,  supra;  Scudder  v.  Stout,  10- 
N.  J.  Eq.  377;  Fluke  v.  Fluke,  16  N.  J.  Eq. 
478. 

The  deed  by  the  sheriff  is  Terhune's  own 
deed  and  so  an  election. 

Rev.  p.  1043,  §  7;  Den  v.  Winans,  14  >\ 
J.  L.  1;  Voorhis  v.  WesterveU,  11  Cent  Rep. 
226,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  644. 

In  equity  this  deed  takes  effect  from  date  of 
the  sale. 

Ilaughieout  v.  Murphy,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  581; 
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Crawford  v.  Berthotf,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  460;  Hoag- 1 
land  ▼.  ljatimrttU,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  254;    Huff- 
man v.  Hummer,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  264;  King  v. 
Rutkman,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  599. 

Depue,  J.,   delivered  the  opiDion  of  the 
court: 

Peter  R.  Terhune  died  in  January,  1879, 
seised  of  certain  real  estate  in  the  County  of 
Bergen.  By  his  will,  executed  January  2, 
1878.  he  provided  as  follows:  "I  order  and 
direct  my  executor,  hereinafter  named,  to  pay 
all  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
charges,  as  soon  as  can  be  after  my  decease, 
out  of  my  real  or  personal  estate.  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  my  wife,  Mary  Ann,  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  her  after  my 
decease,  and  I  do  direct  that  said  legacy  shall 
be  in  lieu  of  my  wife's  dower  in  my  estate; 
also  an  annuity  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars a  year,  to  be  paid  in  half-yearly  payments, 
as  Ions;  as  she  Temains  my  widow.  I  hereby 
authorize  and  empower  my  executor  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  all  mv  real  and  personal  estate  of 
which  1  may  die  seised,  either  at  public  cr 
private  sale,  for  such  price  as  be  shall  deem 
proper,  and  give  to  the  purchaser  of  the  same 
a  good,  valid  and  absolute  title  thereto.  I 
give,,  bequeath  and  devise  all  the  proceeds  of 
my  real  and  personal  estate  in  manner  follow- 
ing; that  is  to  say,  after  paying  the  above-de- 
scribed legacy  and  annuity,  one  half  to  my  son, 
Richard  Paul  Terhune,  and  one  half  to  my 
daughter.  Margaret,  the  wife  of  Garrit  G. 
Oldis."  Richard  P.  Terhune,  the  executor 
named  in  the  will,  duly  proved  the  will,  and 
letters  of  probate  were  issued  thereon,  January 
29, 1879.  Richard  P.  Terhune,  the  executor, 
and  his  sister,  Margaret  Oldis,  to  whom  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  property,  after  satisfaction  of  the 
charges  thereon,  were  given,  were  the  only 
children  and  heirs-at-law  of  the  deceased.  On 
the  3d  of  November,  1880,  the  Hackensack 
Savings  Bank,  the  complainant,  recovered  a 
judgment  against  Richard  P.  Terhune  for 
$3,450  damages,  and  $14.50  costs,  and  on  the 
Uth  of  May,  1888,  execution  was  issued  upon 
the  judgment,  and  put  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff  of  Bergen,  and  executed  by  a  levy  on 
ail  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  Richard  P. 
Terhune  in  one  of  the  tracts  of  land  of  which 
the  testator  died  seised.  The  sale  having  been 
duly  advertised,  the  premises  were  set  up  and 
sold  on  the  29th  of  August,  1888,  to  the  com- 
plainant, for  the  sum  of  $50.  The  sheriff's 
deed  was  not  delivered  until  the  27th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1888. 

The  date  of  the  delivery  of  the  sheriff's  deed 
is  a  circumstance  of  no  importance.  A  pur- 
chaser at  a  sheriff's  sale  acquires,  by  the  act  of 
pur  chase.a  right  to  a  conveyance  of  the  premises 
in  pursuance  of  the  sale.  'The  delivery  by  the 
officer  of  a  deed  is  a  mere  ministerial  act  which 
the  officer  I*  required  to  perform  to  consum- 
mate the  si***,  and  vest  in  the  purchaser  a  title 
in  compliance  with  the  law  under  which  the 
^ale  was  made.  Walker  v.  BiU,  22  N.  J.  Eq. 
514-580.  The  sheriffs  deed,  when  delivered, 
has  relation  back  to  the  time  of  the  .sale  of 
which  it  is  the  consummation.  Jacobus  v. 
Mutual  Ben.  L.  Int.  Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  605-608. 

Ar  a  public  sale  on  the  22d  of  September, 
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1888,  Richard  P.  Terhune,  as  executor  of  his 
father,  sold  the  lands  of  which  bis  father  died 
seised,  under  the  power  of  sale  contained  in 
the  will,  to  Daniel  P.  Morse,  for  the  sum  of 
$1,000,  and  duly  made  a  deed  of  conveyance 
therefor.  The  deed  of  Morse  is  dated  Septem- 
ber 22,  1888,  and  was  recorded  in  the  clerk's 
office  on  the  same  day.  As  a  conveyance  of 
the  property,  the  executor's  deed  was,  in  legal 
effect,  subsequent  in  point  of  time  to  the 
sheriffs  deed  to  the  complainant.    The  com- . 

Slainant's  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  and  annul  the 
[orse  deed  in  favor  of  the  complainant's  title 
under  its  deed  from  the  sheriff.  The  charge 
in  the  hill  is  that  Terhune,  as  executor  of  his . 
father,  made  sale  and  conveyance  to  Morse 
under  the  powers  contained  in  the  will,  to  hin- 
der and  delay  the  complainant,  a  creditor  of 
the  said  Richard  P.  Terhune,  and  to  defeat  the 
judgment  the  complainant  had  against  him. 
and  that  the  deed  to  Morse  was  fraudulent  and . 
void  as  against  the  complainant.  The  prayer 
for  relief  is  that  the  deed  to  Morse  be  declared  . 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  it  be  decreed 
that  the  complainant  is  seised  of  and  entitled 
to  the  one  equal  undivided  part  of  the  tracts 
of  land,  etc. ,  wholly  unaffected  by  the  execu- 
tor's deed.  To  this  bill  Richard  P.  Terhune, 
individually  and  as  executor,  and  Daniel  P. 
Morse,  alone  were  made  parties.  An  answer 
under  oath  was  called  for.  Both  defendants 
answer,  and  in  their  answers  under  oath  sever- 
ally deny  that  the  said  sale  and  purchase  were 
made  to  hinder  or  delay  the  complainant,  or  to 
defeat  its  judgment,  or  for  any  fraudulent  pur- 
pose. Terhune  in  his  answer  sets  out  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  up  the  testator's  estate, 
it  was  necessary  to  make  sale  of  all  the  real 
estate  whereof  the  testator  died  seised;  that  the 
property  was  Bold  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  pay  debts  of  the  deceased,  and  distribute 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  according  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  will,  in  case  more  was  realized 
than  was  sufficient  to  pay  the  testator's  debts; 
and  that  the  said  sale  was  made  by  him  in  good 
faith,  without  any  fraudulent  intent  or  pur- 
pose. It  is  not  disputed  that  the  testator  was 
indebted  to  one  Richard  Romaine  on  a  promis- 
sory note  for  $1,095,  made  April  1,  1877,  pay- 
able twelve  months  after  date.  At  the  time  of 
the  sale  by  the  executor,  $1,000  were  due  on 
the  note,  which  was  paid  by  the  executor,  Sep- 
tember 22,  1888,  by  the  check  be  received  of 
Morse  for  purchase  money,  and  the  note  was 
taken  up.  That  Romaine's  debt  was  due  from 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  that  $1,000  of 
that  indebtedness  was  unpaid  when  the  execu- 
tor made  sale,  and  that  that  indebtedness  was 
satisfied  by  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  undis- 
puted. Nor  is  there  any  contention  in  allega- 
tion or  fact  that  the  executor's  sale  was  a  fraud 
upon  the  power  of  sale,  either  in  the  manner  of 
advertisement,  or  in  the  conduct  of  the  sale,  or 
in  the  price  realized.  The  property  brought 
$1,000  at  the  sale,  the  one-half  interest  in  which 
the  complainant  bought  at  his  sheriff's  sale  for 
the  sum  of  $50.  The  bill  is  not  framed  in  that 
aspect.  The  object  of  the  suit  is  to  appropri- 
ate to  the  payment  of  Richard's  debt  property 
of  the  testator  put  in  trust  by  him  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  own  debts,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
testator's  creditors.  In  such  a  contest  as  this, 
Morse,  as  purchaser  at  the  executor's  6ale,  must 
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be  regarded  as  succeeding  to  tbe  rights  of 
Ptomaine  as  a  creditor  of  the  testator.  The 
testator  by  his  will  made  disposition  of  his  en- 
tire estate,  to  be  wrought  out  by  the  interven- 
tion of  the  power  conferred  upon  hjs£xecutor.» 
He  directed  that  his  whole  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, should  be  converted  into  money,  and 
after  making  provision  for  debts,  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses,  and  an  annuity  to  his 
widow,  be  gave  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of 
his  estate  in  equal  shares  to  bis  two  children. 
Tbe  will  containing  no  actual  devise  of  lands, 
the  title  and  usufruct  of  the  lands  descended  to 
his  heirs-at-law,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the 
power  of  sale  and  the  trusts  declared  thereon 
contained  in  the  will. 

The  estate  which  the  heirs  took  at  the  testa- 
tor's death  was  an  actual  estate,  which  was 
alienable,  devisable  and  descendible,  and  liable 
to  be  seized  and  sold  as  lands;  but,  when  the 
power  of  sale  was  exercised,  the  estate  of  the 
heirs  or  his  alienee  was  determined,  and  the 
purchaser  under  the  power  became  seised  un- 
der the  devisor  by  a  title  paramount  to  the  title 
of  the  heir  by  descent.  Herbert  v.  TuthiU, 
1  N.  J.  Eq.  141;  Den  v.  Snowhill,  28  N.  J.  L. 
448;  Qest  v.  Flock,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  108;  Fluke  v. 
Fluke,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  478;  Wetmore  v.  Midmer, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  242;  leggeU  v.  Doremus,  25  N.  J. 
Eq.  122;  HoUman  v.  Tigqes,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  127- 
131,  5  Cent.  Rep.  688;  Jf<we*v.  Moores,  41  N. 
J.  L.  441;  Doe  v.  Jones,  10  Barn.  &  C.  459: 
Anonymous,  Jenk.  184. 

By  the  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale  the  com- 

Slainant  acquired  only  Richard's  estate  as  an 
eir-at-law,  subject  to  the  trusts  and  power  of 
sale  contained  in  tbe  testator's  will.  If  tbe 
power  of  sale  subsisted  and  was  capable  of 
being  executed  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sale, 
the  purchaser  at  the  executor's  sale  took  a  title 
under  the  testator's  will  paramount  to  any  es- 
tate derived  from  or  through  Richard.  To 
prevail  in  this  suit  the  complainant  must  show, 
either  that  the  power  had  then  expired  or  was 
extinguished,  or  present  some  equitable  grounds 
on  which,  in  a  court  of  equity,  creditors  of  tbe 
testator  would  be  postponed  in  favor  of  the 
creditors  of  Richard. 

It  is  insisted,  in  the  first  place,  that  Richard 
and  bis  sister  had  elected  to  hold  tbe  lands  as 
heirs  at-law  of  their  father,  and  not  have  them 
converted  into  money,  under  the  will,  and  the 
proceeds  divided  between  them;  sod  that  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  have  Richard  abide 
by  his  election.  Where  a  testator  by  his  will 
directs  the  sale  of  lands,  and  the  division  of 
the  proceeds  among  his  heirs  at-law,  tbe  latter 
may  dispense  with  the  sale,  and  elect  to  take 
the  lands  in  lieu  of  tbe  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
The  bill  does  not  charge  an  election,  and  the 
proof  of  an  election  in  fact  is  very  meager. 
The  only  evidence  on  the  subject  is  the  testi- 
mony of  Morse.  He  testified  "that  the  tenant 
on  the  farm  when  be  bought  did  not  have  the 
whole  farm  the  last  year.  He  rented  the  house 
for  $60  a  year,  and  part  of  the  ground  for  a 
certain  sum,  which,  if  I  knew,  I  have  forgotten. 
The  balance  of  the  farm  was  rented  to  differ- 
ent persons.  The  gross  sum  which  Mr.  Ter- 
hune  received  for  it  was  not  more  than  $5  or 
$10  difference  from  the  price  I  obtained  let- 
ting it  all  to  one  person." 

This  evidence  was  brought  out  in  the  exam- 
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ination  of  the  witness  touching  the  value  of 
the  property.  Morse  rented  the  property  for 
$125.  There  was  a  mortgage  on  it  for  $2,000, 
and  the  annual  taxes  were  $86.  The  interest 
and  taxes  were  paid  up  to  the  last  due  day. 
For  how  long  a  time  Richard  received  the 
rents,  and  in  what  capacity,  and  what  disposi 
tion  he  made  of  them,  whether  he  applied 
them  to  keep  down  the  interest  on  incum- 
brances, to  pay  taxes  and  repairs  for  tbe  benefit 
of  tbe  trust  estate  or  for  his  individual  benefit, 
does  not  appear.  Mrs.  Oldis  never  had  pos- 
session or  exercised  control  over  the  property. 
An  election  may  be  inferred  from  the  conduct 
of  the  party  whose  province  it  is  to  elect,  hi* 
acts,  omissions  and  bis  mode  of  dealing  with 
the  property;  but,  in  order  that  an  election 
may  be  inferred  from  conduct,  the  acts  done 
must  be  shown  to  have  been  done  with  the  in- 
tent to  elect,  and  to  be  quite  decisive.  1  Pom. 
Eq.  Jut.  §  515.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on 
the  complainant,  and  the  evidence  adduced  is 
insufficient  to  establish  an  election  in  fact  by 
the  heirs-at-law.  The  principle  on  which  tbe 
doctrine  of  election  rests  is  the  identity  of  the 
interest  the  heirs  take  as  heirs  at-law  and  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  conversion  into  mooey. 
Where  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  tbe  land 
directed  to  be  converted  belongs  to  the  person 
for  whose  use  it  is  given,  equity  will  not  coin 
pel  or  allow  the  trustee  to  execute  the  trust 
against  the  wishes  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  but 
will  permit  him  to  take  the  land  if  he  elect  to 
do  so;  but  where  there  are  several  eestuis  qve 
trustent  taking  different  interests  under  tbe 
will  from  what  they  would  do  as  heirs-at-law. 
there  is  no  case  for  tbe  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  election,  and  the  executor  must  per 
form  the  irust  created  by  the  will.  Fluke  v. 
Fluke,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  479.  Under  the  testators 
will  the  creditors  of  the  testator  and  bis  wife 
were  interested  in  the  trusts  created  by  it  as 
well  as  his  heirs-at-law,  and  the  interests  of 
the  former  had  priority  over  those  of  the  latter. 
If  Richard  and  his  sister  as  heirs-at-law  had 
made  an  election,  and  sufficiently  manifested 
their  purpose  to  do  so,  they  would  take  as 
lands  only  the  interest  in  the  realty  that  was 
represented  by  the  residuary  devise,  subject  to 
the  prior  trusts  with  which  the  lands  were 
charged.  By  no  election  or  act  of  their  own 
had  they  power  to  impair  or  discharge  the 
rights  of  the  other  beneficiaries.  In  addition 
to  this,  Richard,  whose  estate  is  in  controversy, 
was  under  a  disability  which  excluded  him 
from  making  election.  He  was  the  executor, 
and  proved  the  will,  and  accepted  the  trusts 
created  by  it.  He  had  not  tbe  capacity  to  do 
any  act,  in  relation  to  the  trust  property,  which 
would  inure  to  his  own  benefit,  and  operate  to 
impair  or  defeat  the  trusts  be  undertook  to 
perform. 

It  was  contended,  in  the  next  place,  that  tbe 
exercise  of  the  power  was  not  in  good  faith  for 
any  legitimate  purpose  under  the  will,  but 
simply  "for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  de- 
laying the  complainant  in  the  collection  of  its 
debt.  The  charge  in  tbe  testator's  will  of  bis 
debts  upon  his  estate  created  a  trust  which 
creditors  could  enforce  ex  debito  justiriv  by 
compelling  the  executor  to  execute  the  trust 
It  created  also  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  tbe 
executor  to  protect  the  trust  estate  to  answer 
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the  objects  of  the  trust;  and  it  is  do  impeach- 
ment of  his  conduct  towards  his  own  creditors 
that  of  his  own  volition  he  took  steps  to  exe- 
cute the  trust.  If  he  had  stood  by  and  suffered 
the  trust  estate  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
bis  own  debts,  his  conduct  would  have  been  a 
breach  of  trust  The  only  act  indicative  of 
fraud  upon  the  creditors  of  the  executor  charged 
in  the  Dili  is  that  he  induced  the  sheriff  to  ad- 
journ the  sale,  and  to  postpone  delivery  of  the 
deed,  and  hastened  a  sale  under  his  power, 
that  the  deed  he  might  make  should  be  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  before  the  sheriff's  deed. 
The  utmost  effect  that  can  be  given  to  that 
transaction  would  be  to  estop  the  purchaser 
from  any  advantage  arising  from  mere  priority 
of  his  deed  in  point  of  time.  It  could  not 
avail  to  extinguish  the  power  or  defeat  its  exe- 
cution, which  would  be  equally  efficacious 
whether  the  executor's  deed  was  made  after  or 
before  the  sheriff's  deed.  In  fact  the  com- 
plainant suffered  no  injury  by  the  postpone- 
men t  of  the  delivery  of  the  sheriff's  deed.  The 
deed  operated  when  delivered  as  of  the  date  of 
the  sheriff's  sale.  If  the  court  should  be  con- 
strained to  set  aside  the  executor's  deed  on  that 
ground,  the  power  would  remain  to  make  a 
new  sale  in  the  interests  of  the  testator's  credi- 
tors with  precisely  the  same  consequences. 
Under  this  head  it  was  insisted  that  the  credi- 
tors of  the  testator  by  delay  bad  lost  the  right 
to  have  the  trust  executed,  the  creditors  of 
Richard  having  in  the  mean  time  acquired 
rights  which  a  court  of  equity  would  protect 
against  the  execution  of  the  power. 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1879.  The 
executor's  sale  was  made  in  September,  1888, 
upwards  of  nine  years  after  the  testator's  death. 
There  is  no  Statute  of  Limitation  applicable  to 
a  trust  of  this  character.  No  limitation  can  be 
implied  from  the  limitation  imposed  by  the 
Statute  making  lands  liable  to  be  sold  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  a  decedent.  The 
power  to  sell  to  pay  debts  when  the  testator 
charges  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of 
debts  is  derived  from  the  will;  the  title  derived 
under  such  a  power  is  title  under  the  devisor. 
So  favorably  does  the  law  regard  a  charge  of 
debts  upon  lands  that  the  struggle  has  been 
with  respect  to  the  application  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  to  the  debts  so  charged.  There 
are  cases  where  an  unlimited  power  of  sale 
will  be  restrained  by  the  courts.  Thus  the 
courts  will  not  permit  the  execution  of  a  power 
where  the  effect  will  be  to  create  an  estate  ob- 
noxious to  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  1 
Lewin.  Tr.  605;  Re  Cotton's  Trustees,  L.  R.  19 
Ob.  Div.  624.  So  also  the  court  will  not  al- 
low a  power  to  be  executed  where,  in  the  in- 
terval of  time  that  has  elapsed,  the  object  for 
which  the  power  of  sale  was  created  has  been 
substantially  accomplished. 

In  Peters  v.  Lews  <£  E.  Q.  JR.  Co.,  L.  R.  16 
Ch.  Div.  708,  the  testator  devised  his  residuary 
estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life, 
and,  after  her  death,  to  pay  and  assure  the 
same  to  bis  two  unmarried  daughters  in  equal 
shares  for  their  separate  use,  "and,  for  the 
purpose  of  division,"  be  empowered  his  trus- 
tees to  sell  his  residuary  estate.  Vice  Chan- 
cellar  Hall  held  that  the  power  of  sale  deter- 
mined on  the  death  of  the  widow,  because  the 
daughters  as  Semes  covertes  then  became  abso- 
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lutely  entitled  for  their  use,  and  the  property 
was  "at  home."  On  appeal  (L.  R.  18  Ch.  Div. 
480)  Jessel,  M.  JR.,  said:  "No  doubt  you  cannot 
have  a  power  of  sale  to  change  the  nature  of  the 
interests  limited  by  the  instrument  so  as  to  ex- 
ceed the  limit  of  time  prescribed  by  the  rule 
against  remoteness  or  perpetuity;  .  .  .  and  the 
courts  have  decided  that  the  powers,  although 
framed  in  general  terms,  are  limited  by  the  nat- 
ure of  the  limitations  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment or  will;  so  that  when,  by  reason  of  the  ex- 
piration or  cesser  of  the  limitations,  .  .  .  the 
absolute  interests  come  into  existence,  then  the 
power  is  considered  to  be  at  an  end."  He  dis- 
sented from  the  view  of  the  vice-chancellor  that 
the  power  of  sale  terminated  on  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
power  was  not  to  be  exercised  until  after  the 
death  of  the  widow,  it  might  be  exercised  "with- 
in a  reasonable  time  after  her  death  occurred." 
It  is  manifest  that  the  remarks  of  the  master 
of  the  rolls,  with  respect  to  reasonable  time, 
had  reference  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities; 
for  the  only  observation  be  makes  with  respect 
to  an  interval  of  time  being  "reasonable"  is 
that  "  no  one  would  say  that  twenty-one  years 
was  a  reasonable  time.  The  learned  master 
of  the  rolls  was  dealing  with  the  validity  of 
the  power  itself,  and  there  is  no  indication  in 
the  opinion  that  he  entertained  the  view  that  a 
power,  in  terms  unlimited  and  uncontrolled  by 
an  inherent  quality  in  the  nature  of  the  power 
with  respect  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
granted,  must  be  executed  in  a  reasonable  time 
or  it  will  become  inefficacious. 

In  Humble  v.  Bumble,  2  Jur.  696,  the  testa- 
tor devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees  for  a  term 
in  trust,  by  a  mortgage  or  sale  of  all  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  to 
levy  and  raise  a  sum  or  sums  as  should  be  nec- 
essary to  pay  debts  and  legacies,  if  his  personal 
estate  should  fall  short  or  be  insufficient  to  pay 
the  same;  and,  subject  to  the  said  term  and  the 
trusts  thereof,  the  testator  devised  his  lands  to 
his  three  sons,  Joseph,  John  and  Thomas,  and 
appointed  them  bis  executors.  The  testator 
died  in  1798.  The  executors  proved  the  will, 
and  possessed  themselves  of  personal  estate 
more  than  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  and 
legacies;  but  the  personal  estate  was  wasted 
and  misappropriated,  leaving  certain  legacies 
unpaid.  In  1808,  Joseph  died  insolvent,  and 
in  November,  1809.  the  surviving  trustees  un- 
der the  testator's  will  filed  a  bill  for  payment 
of  their  legacies  out  of  the  real  estate  by  a  sale. 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  held  that  the  legatees 
were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  term  in  prior- 
ity to  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the  execu- 
tor. In  delivering  his  judgment,  Lord  Lang- 
dale  said:  "It  is  not  easy  to  find  any  distinct 
equitable  ground  on  which  to  maintain  the 
claim  set  up  by  the  creditors  against  the  lega- 
tees. Joseph  was  entitled  to  one  third  of  the 
residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and 
also  to  one  third  of  the  real  estate,  subject  to 
the  legacies.  He  was  also  an  executor,  whose 
duty  was  to  see  that  the  legacies  were  paid, 
the  personal  estate  being  sufficient.  Now,  it 
must  be  said  that  the  legatees  ought  to  have 
seen  that  the  personal  estate  was  duly  applied, 
and  that  this  was  so  entirely  their  duty  that, 
not  having  done  it,  they  are  not  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  trust  created  in  their  favor  in 
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the  real  estate.  That  is  a  proposition  which  I 
think  cannot  be  maintained.  The  testator  in- 
tended the  legacies  to  be  paid.  He  gave  the 
residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three 
persons  whom  he  appointed  to  be  his  executors; 
but  he  did  not  leave  it  in  their  option  out  of 
which  fund  the  legacies  should  be  paid,  but 
created  a  term,  which  he  vested  in  trustees  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  legacies  if  the  per- 
sonal estate  should  fall  deficient  to  pay  them. 
The  personal  estate  did  not  fall  deficient  in 
consequence  of  the  testator  not  leaving  a  suffi- 
ciency, but  it  did  fall  deficient  in  consequence 
of  the  misappropriation  of  it  by  the  executors. 
Are  the  legatees,  then,  to  be  disappointed  for 
the  benefit  of  those  who  have  done  the  wrong, 
or  can  the  creditors  of  the  devisee  claim  that 
which  the  devisee  was  not  entitled  to?  The 
devisee  was  only  entitled  to  the  share  of  the 
reversion  after  the  term  should  be  satisfied. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legatees  are  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  this  term." 

In  Howard  v.  Chaffer,  9  Jur.  N.  8.  7(17,  the 
testator  devised  real  estate  to  trustees  for  a  term 
to  raise  money  sufficient  for  the  payment  of 
such  of  his  debts  as  his  personal  estate  should 
be  insufficient  to  pay.  Subject  to  the  term  he 
gave  the  real  estate  to  his  sons,  B.  and  T., 
whom  he  appointed  executors.  The  testator's 
personal  estate  was  sufficient  at  his  death  to 
pay  all  the  debts  and  legacies.  The  debts  and 
all  but  two  of  the  legacies  were  paid,  but  the 
executors  spent  the  rest  of  the  personal  estate, 
and  became  bankrupts,  and  bad  made  several 
mortgages  on  the  real  estate  for  money  loaned 
to  them.  The  testator  died  in  1846.  The  bill 
to  charge  the  unpaid  legacies  was  filed  in  1857. 
Vice- Chancellor  Kindersley,  following  Bumble 
t.  Hvmble,  decreed  that  the  real  estate,  as 
against  the  mortgagees,  was  subject  to  the  two 
unpaid  legacies. 

I  have  cited  these  cases  because  of  the  sim- 
ilarity of  the  facts  upon  which  they  were  de- 
cided with  those  in  the  case  in  hand.  They 
are  illustrations  of  the  extent  to  which  courts 
of  equity  will  go  to  protect  beneficiaries  under 
trusts  created  by  a  testator  from  the  acts  of  the 
trustee,  who,  at  the  same  time,  is  executor  and 
an  heir-at-law  or  residuary  devisee.  Those 
suits  were  brought  in  behalf  of  legatees.  In 
the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  decedents,  cred- 
itors always  have  a  preference  over  legatees; 
and,  in  the  administration  of  trust  property, 
creditors  of  the  testator,  for  whose  benefit  the 
trust  was  created,  have  a  vantage  ground  vastly 
superior  to  that  of  creditors  of  the  trustee. 

No  case  has  come  under  my  observation  in 
which  a  limitation  of  time  has  been  imposed 
upon  a  power  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  not  lim- 
ited in  terms,  unless  where  the  rule  against 
perpetuities  is  involved,  or  the  power  is  con- 
trolled by  an  inherent  quality  in  the  nature  of 
the  trust  or  in  the  object  for  which  the  power 
was  granted.  In  Scudder  v.  Stout,  10  K  J. 
Eq.  877,  Chancellor  Williamson  upheld  a  con- 
veyance made  by  trustees  under  a  power  seven- 
teen years  after  the  power  bad  accrued.  In 
Mooree  v.  Jtooree,  41  N.  J.  L.  444,  the  testator 
by  his  will  directed  that  his  debts  should  be 
paid  out  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  and 
empowered  his  executrix  to  sell  and  convey  the 
real  estate  to  enable  her  to  carry  the  direction 
into  effect  The  testator  died  in  1884,  and  in 
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1886  the  executrix  settled  her  accounts  in  ths 
orphans'  court.  In  January,  1878,  the  exec* 
utrix  sold  and  conveyed  the  lands  under  the 
power  granted  in  the  will.  To  overthrow  this 
conveyance  the  supreme  court  resorted  to  a 
presumption  that  the  debts  had  been  paid,  and 
the  power  had  ceased  to  have  any  legal  exist- 
ence, arising  from  the  fact  that  the  power  had 
not  been  executed  until  more  than  forty  yean 
bad  elapsed  after  the  settlement  of  the  testator's 
estate.  Pearce  v.  Gardner,  10  Hare,  287;  Ctf 
v.  Hall,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  072;  Marshy.  Love,  42  N. 
J.  Eq.  112, 4  Cent.  Rep.  867,— are  cases  holding 
that  time  limited  in  the  power,  unless  it  be 
made  the  essence  of  the  power,  is  directory 
only,  and  that  a  sale  may  be  made  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  specified  time,  the  court  having 
regard  to  the  substance  of  the  trust  for  which 
the  power  of  sale  was  given.  There  may  be 
circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  the 
default  of  creditors,  in  not  requiring  the  execu- 
tion of  a  power  in  their  favor,  may  amount  to 
laches  which  a  court  of  equity  will  lay  hold  of 
as  proof  of  fraud;  as  where  creditors,  with  tbe 
intent  to  protect  trust  property  from  the  cred- 
itors of  tbe  person  ultimately  entitled,  know- 
ingly permit  power  of  sale  tobe  kept  outstand- 
ing as  a  menace  to  those  creditors.  The  ground 
of  relief  in  such  cases  is  fraud.  But  no  case  of 
this  significance  is  made  in  the  bill  or  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence. 

Richard,  in  his  answer,  which  is  responsive 
to  the  bill,  and  uncontradicted,  says  that  be 
had,  for  several  years,  from  time  to  time,  made 
effort  to  dispose  of  the  testator's  real  estate  at 
private  sale,  but  was  unable  to  do  so.  All  that 
appears  with  regard  to  his  conduct  in  delaying 
the  sale  is  that  he  was  holding  the  property  for 
a  market  Romaine  duly  presented  his  claim 
to  the  executor  under  oath,  which  gave  him  a 
status  to  entitle  him  to  have  his  debt  paid  out 
of  the  assets  provided  for  the  payment  of  debts. 
He  received  from  tbe  executor  substantial  pay- 
ments on  account;  in  April,  1888,  $400;  Oc- 
tober 16,  1888,  $200;  May  15,  1884,  $200;  and 
May  19,  1885,  in  sums  paid  at  various  times, 
$200  was  credited  on  the  note.  In  1884  or  1885, 
he  brought  suit  on  the  note,  and  on  receiving  a 
payment,  June  80, 1886,  $85,  on  account,  did 
nothing  after  that  except  soliciting  payment  of 
the  balance  at  different  times.  His  debt  was  a 
bona  fide  debt  He  had  ample  security  for  its 
payment  in  the  charge  upon  lands  by  the  will, 
which  was  on  record,  and  notice  to  Richard1! 
creditors  that  tbe  lands  were  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment  of  the  testator's  debts  in  priority  of  any 
estate  or  right  of  Richard  therein.  In  these 
facts  I  see  no  evidence  of  fraudulent  conduct 
on  the  part  of  Romaine  towards  Richard's 
creditors  which  should  deprive  him  of  his 
rights  as  a  creditor  of  the  testator  to  have  his 
debt  paid  out  of  the  assets  tbe  testator  provided 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts. 

The  debt  of  Richard,  for  which  the  com- 
plainants' judgment  was  entered,  was  con- 
tracted in  January,  1878,  a  year  before  the  tes- 
tator's death.  The  complainants  did  not  give 
credit  to  Richard  upon  the  faith  of  his  owner- 
ship of  these  lands;  nor  were  the  complainants 
hindered  or  delayed  in  the  collection  of  their 
debt  by  Richard's  delay  in  executing  tbe  trust. 
They  recovered  their  judgment  in  November, 
1880,  and  might  have  proceeded  at  once  to  sell 
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the  estate  of  Richard  as  heir-at-law,  subject  to 
the  power  of  sale  conferred  by  the  will,  and 
might  have  gone  into  possession,  and  had  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  until  a  sale  under 
the  power  was  effected,  and  also  would  thereby 
have  been  in  position  to  coerce  a  speedy  settle- 
ment of  the  estate.  The  execution  under  which 
the  levy  and  sheriff's  sale  were  made  was  not 
issned  until  the  11th  of  May,  1868.  By  the  su- 
pinenesB  of  all  concerned, — Richard,  the  exec- 
utor, who,  as  one  of  the  residuary  devisees, 
was  interested  in  procuring  a  good  market  for 
the  premises,  Romaine,  the  creditor,  whose 
debt  was  amply  secured,  Mrs.  Oldis,  who  was 
interested  with  Richard  in  the  residuary  estate, 
and  the  complainants,  who  might  have  sold 


immediately  upon  the  recovery  of  their  Judg- 
ment in  1880, — the  power  of  sals  was  suffered 
to  remain  unexecuted  until  the  sheriff's  sale  in 
September,  1888,  precipitated  the  action  of  the 
executor  in  looking  after  the  threatened  diver- 
sion of  the  trust  property  from  the  purposes  of 
the  trust  to  the  payment  of  his  own  debts. 
Upon  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  and  the  facta 
appearing  in  the  record,  I  am  unable  to  wee 
with  the  views  of  the  learned  vice-chancellor 
that  the  title  of  the  complainants  under  the 
sheriff's  sale  was  superior  to  that  of  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  executor's  sale,  and  shall  vote  to 
reverse  and  dismiss  the  bill. 
Unanimously  reversed* 
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WflHam  B.  CHILDERS,  Trustee,  etc,  Appt., 

e. 

John  A.  LEE,  Exr.,  etc.,  of  William  K  Tal- 

bott.  Deceased. 

(....N.M.....M 

1.  The  words  M  two- third*  part  at  le»«t 
of  the  thing  demised,"*  wtaloh  designate  the 
rent  to  be  reserved,  in  the  exception  In  the  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds  as  to  leases  for  not  more  than  three 
yean,  mean  two-thirds  part  of  the  rental  value 
of  the  demised  premises,  and  not  of  the  value  of 
the  fee. 

2*  An  entry  wader  a  parol  agreement 
for  a  written  lease  of  aroomfor  a  year 
provided  the  lessor  obtains  a  renewal  of  the 
ground  lease  does  not  create  a  tenanoy  from  year 
to  year,  but  only  a  tenancy  at  wtU.  although  the 
ground  lease  is  obtained,  where  no  written  lease 
of  the  room  is  accepted  or  tendered. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Dirtrict  Court  for  Bernalillo  Count/  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  rent  alleged  to  be  due  and  unpaid. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  William  B.  Childers,  in  propria 
persona,  and  Needham  C.  Collier,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  parol  letting  shown  by  the  evidence  in 
this  case  was  a  lease  not  exceeding  the  term  of 
three  years  from  the  making  thereof,  and  the 
rent  reserved  to  the  landlord  during  the  term 
amounted  to  two-thirds  part  at  the  least  of  the 
full  improved  value  of  the  demised  premises. 
It  therefore  comes  within  the  exception  in  the 
second  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
was  good  under  the  Statute. 

Childers  v.  Talbott,  4  N.  M.  168;  Browne, 
Stat.  Fr.  89,  chap.  8  et  sea,;  Wood,  Stat.  Fr. 
8§  1,  8;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  298,  891;  Tay- 
lor, Land,  and  T.  §§  27,  80;  6  Jacobs'  Fisher's 


Nora.— Lease  for  not  more  than  three  years ;  Statute 
of  Frauds  construed. 

Putnam.  X,  said,  in  an  opinion  rendered  in  the 
case  of  Bills  r.  Paige,  1  Pick.  47,  published  as  a  note 
to  Coffin  v.  Lunt,  2  Pick.  70,  that  the  constructions 
which  bad  been  given  by  the  English  courts  to  the 
exception  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds  as  to  parol 
leases  which  did  not  exceed  three  years,  and  which 
reserved  a  rent  amounting  M  unto  two-thirds  part 
at  least  of  the  full  Improved  value  of  the  thing 
demised,"  contained  no  reference  to  the  clause  as 
to  the  rent  reserved,  and  that  the  exception  as  to 
the  matter  was  practically  useless. 

Some  of  the  American  courts,  however,  recognize 
the  rent  clause  and  enforce  it  Gano  v.  Vander- 
veer.  34  N.  J.  L.  208;  Cody  v.  Quarterman,  IS  Oa.  886. 

The  New  Jersey  court  requires  one  suing  on  a 
parol  lease  to  show,  in  the  first  instance,  that  the 
rent  reserved  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  exception,  and  will  nonsuit  in  the  absence  of 
such  proof.   Gano  v.  Vanderveer,  supra. 

The  Georgia  court  holds  that  the  fact  that  the 
lease  is  within  the  Statute  is  a  matter  of  defense, 
which  must  be  pleaded  before  plaintiff  is  com- 
pelled to  show  that  his  case  is  within  the  exception. 
McOougald  v.  Banks,  18  Ga.  45L 

The  authority  seems  unanimous,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
that  the  clause  means  two  thirds  the  full  rental 
value  of  the  property.   Union  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Gittlngs, 
45  Md.  181. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  English  8tatute  of  Frauds  expressly  limits 
parol  leases  to  those  not  exceeding  three  years 
from  the  making  thereof ;  and  this  rule  is  followed 
In  some  of  the  States  (2  Reed,  Stat.  Fr.  »  818)  and  in 
Canada.  See  Kaatz  v.  White,  19  U.  0.  C.  P.  88; 
Brewing  v.  Berry  man,  8  Pugs.  (N.  B.)  115;  Hurley 
v.  MoDonell.  11  U.  0.  Q.  R  206,  cited  in  Woodf  all. 
Land,  and  T.  f  127,  note. 

Where  the  clause  "  from  the  making  thereof  "  is 
omitted  from  the  Statute,  the  number  of  years  is 
generally  considered  "  solely  with  reference  to  the 
duration  of  the  term."  Woodf  all.  Land,  and  T.  »  1ST; 
2  Reed,  Stat  Fr.  8  814,  citing  Sears  v.  Smith,  8  Colo. 
290;  Sobey  v.  Brlsbee,  20  Iowa,  108;  Jones  v.  Maroy, 
49  Iowa,  188;  Steininger  v.  Williams,  88  Ga.  476;  Tag. 
gard  v.  Roosevelt,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  100;  Young  v. 
Dake,6N.  Y.466;  Becar  v.  Flues,  64  N.  Y.  518.  See 
Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  6  Ad.  6  El.  866. 

Under  the  English  Statute,  if  the  rent  reserved 
does  not  amount  unto  two-third  parts  at  the  least 
of  the  full  value  of  the  thing  demised,  it  is  void  at 
law  as  a  lease,  but  may  operate  as  an  agreement 
for  a  lease.  Parker  v.  Xaswell,  2  De  G.  6  J.  669, 27  L» 
J.  Ch.  812;  Cowen  v.  Phillips,  88  Beav.  18:  Bond  v. 
Rosling,  1  Best  &  S.  871;  Rollason  v.  Leon,  7  Hurlst. 
&  N.  78;  Tidey  v.  Mollett,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  298;  Hayne 
v.  Cummings,  Id.  421,  cited  in  Woodfall,  Land,  and 
T.I  127, 
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Dig.  8189,  dtiog  English  cases;  Crosby  v.Wad*- 
worth,  6  East,  602;  Huffman  v.  Starke,  81  Ind. 
474;  Union  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Gittings,  45  Md.  180; 
BircJchead  v.  Cummins,  88  N.  J.  L.  44;  iftfy* 
v.  8trafford,  1  Cromp.  A  J.  891;  Shepherd  v. 
Cummxngs,  1  Coldw.  854;  &aiu»  v.  Vanderwer, 
84  N.  J.  L.  298;  McDougald  v.  £a«A»,  18  Ga. 
451;  OWy  t.  Quarterman,  12  Ga.  886. 

Although  the  agreement  might  be  void  under 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  when  a  party  enters 
under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  for  years  he 
becomes,  by  the  payment  of  rent,  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year. 

Wood,  Stat.  Fr.  §19,  p.  47.  §§  21  et  teq.  p. 
55;  Browne,  Stat.  JFr.  §  88,  p.  46;  Taylor, 
Land,  and  T.  §  2,  chap.  2,  p.  44;  4  Kent,  Com. 
114;  1  Washb.  Heal  Prop.  891;  Stedman  v.  Mc- 
intosh, 4lred.  L.  291,  42  Am. Dec.  122,  182,  and 
note;  People  v.  RUkert,  8  Cow.  225;  Schuyler  v. 
Leggett,  2  Cow.  660;  Jackson  v.  Wisley,  9 
Johns.  267,  4  N.  Y.  L.  ed.  758,  note;  8cuUyy. 
Murray,  84  Mo.  484;  Bammon  v.  Douglas  50 
Mo.  420;  Kerr  v.  Clark,  19  Mo.  132;  Louns- 
hery  v.  Snyder,  81  N.  T.  514;  Laughran  v. 
Smith,  75  N.  Y.  205;  Coffin  v  Ztiftf,  2  Pick. 
71,  and  note,  with  opinion  of  Putnam,  «/.,  in 
Iftto  v.  ity*,  1  Pick.  47;  Rich  v.  £tffon,  46 
Vt.  84, 14  Am.  Rep.  616;  Drake  v.  JYVwton,  23 
N.  J.  L.  Ill;  Lockwood  v.  Lockxoood,  22  Conn. 
425;  Coan  v.  Jfofe,  89  Mich.  454;  Koplitz  v. 
Gustavus,  48  Wis.  48;  Williams  v.  Ackerman, 
8  Or.  405;  TT<m';y  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
19  Fed.  Rep.  868.  See  also  Zy*»  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 186  Mass.  540,  showing  that  the  law  in 
Massachusetts  differs  from  that  in  England 
and  the  States  generally. 

An  agreement  for  a"  lease,  under  which  the 
lessee  goes  into  possession  and  pays  rent,  will 
be  construed  to  be  a  present  demise. 

Taylor,  Land. and  T.  g§ 41, 48, 44,  pp.  84, 86; 
Stedman  v.  Mcintosh,  4  Ired.  L.  291,  42  Am. 
Dec.  183,  note;  Wood,  Stat  Fr.  §  19,  p.  47; 
Curling  v.  Mills,  6  Man.  &  G.  173;  Jenkins  v. 
Eldredge,  3  Story,  825;  Mason  v.  Clifford,  4 
Rep.  180. 

Nor  would  the  failure  of  the  lessor  to  tender 
a  written  lease  justify  the  lessee  in  repudiating 
the  contract    He  should  demand  the  lease. 

Fuller  v.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  18;  Taylor,  Land, 
and  T.  p.  41,  note;  GoodfeUow  v.  JVrtfe,25  Mo. 60. 

And  although  a  parol  lease,  or  agreement 
for  a  lease,  be  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
yet  if  the  lessee  enters  under  it  the  contract 
will  be  enforced. 

Grant  v.  Ramsay,  7  Ohio  St.  165;  Jones  v. 
Peterman,  8  Sere.  &  R.  548. 

This  tenancy,  having  commenced  by  defend- 
ant's taking  possession  and  paying  rent,  cannot 
be  ended  by  abandonment,  without  notice. 
That  would  be  to  bold  the  tenancy  one  of 
sufferance,  and  no  authority  sustains  this.  A 
tenancy  at  will  could  not  be  ended  without 
notice,  and  such  estates  have  become  almost 
extinct 

4  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  118, 114, 115;  Taylor, 
Land,  and  T.  p.  48,  §§  59  et  seq.;  1  Wabsb. 
Real  Prop.  89;  Lyon  v.  Cunningham,  supra; 
Emmons  v.  Scudder,  115  Mass.  867. 

Mr.  Neill  B.  Field,  for  appellee: 

The  exception  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does 
not  save  all  leases  for  less  than  three  years,  but 
only  such  whereupon  the  rent  reserved  to  the 
landlord  during  such  term  shall  amount  to 
12  L.  R.  A. 


two-thirds  part  at  the  least  of  the  full  improved 
value  of  the  thing  demised.  The  rent  for  the 
term  must  be  equal  to  two  thirds  of  the  full 
improved  value  of  the  fee. 

Gano  v.  Vandeneer,  84  N.  J.  L.  298;  Tay- 
lor, Land,  and  T.  ft  28,  and  note;  Browne,  Stat. 
Fr.  ft  82;  Cody  v.  Quarterman,  12  Ga.  886; 
Birekhead  v.  Cummins,  88  N.  J.  L.  44;  Smith, 
Cont.  4th  Am.  ed.  189. 

The  contract  disclosed  by  the  evidence  is 
void  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  being  a  contract  not  to  be  performed 
within  a  year. 

Delano  v.  Montague,  4  Cush.  42;  Taylor, 
Land,  and  T.  ft  80,  and  cases  cited;  Parker  v. 
Hollis,  50  Ala.  411;  OrosweU  v.  Crane,  7  Barb. 
191;  Wheeler  v.  Frankenthal,  78  111.  124;  Porter 
v.  Cordon,  5  Terg.  100;  RagsdaU  v.  Lander, 
80  Ey.  61. 

The  Statute  of  Frauds  is  an  obstacle  to  the 
recovery  upon  any  contract  which  is  verbal 
and  by  its  terms  not  to  be  performed  within 
one  year  from  its  being  made;  that  it  has  been 
in  part  performed  will  make  no  difference. 

Davenport  v.  Gentry,  9  B.  Mon.  428;  Mon- 
tague v.  Garnett,  8  Bush,  298;  Kieeman  v. 
Collins,  9  Bush,  460. 

An  instrument  (or  contract)  will  be  construed 
a  lease  or  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  accord- 
ing to  what  appears  to  have  been  the  para- 
mount intention  of  the  parties,  as  such  intent 
may  be  collected  from  the  whole  tenor  and 
effect  of  the  instrument 

Taylor,  Land,  and  T.J  88,  and  cases  cited; 
Porter  v.  Mercer,  58  Cal.  667;  Jenkins  v. 
Eldredge,  8  Story,  825;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
301;  Lyon  v.  Cunningham,  186  Mass.  582. 

Where  rent  is  to  be  paid  on  a  parol  contract 
for  lands  at  periods  less  than  a  year  a  tenancy 
is  held  to  run  accordingly. 

PrindU  v.  Anderson,  19  Wend.  891, 28  Wend. 
616;  HoUis  v.  Burns,  100  Pa.  208;  Taylor, 
Land,  and  T.  ft  57,  and  cases  cited;  Bart  v. 
Lindley,  50  Mich.  20. 

A  party  who  goes  into  possession  of  lands 
under  an  agreement  to  take  a  lease  becomes, 
after  his  refusal  to  do  so,  a  tenant  at  will. 

Dunne  v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  39  111.  578. 

The  parol  agreement  could  only  be  validated 
by  the  lessees'  acceptance  of  a  valid  lease. 

CrossweU  v.  Crane,  7  Barb.  191. 

Seeds*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  the  second  time  that  this  case  has 
been  in  this  court.  It  is  reported  in  4  N.  M. 
168,  as  Childers  v.  Talbott.  The  defendant, 
Talbot t,  having  died  since  the  first  hearing, 
his  executor,  John  A.  Lee,  was  substituted  in  hia 
place  upon  the  record.  There  was  a  retrial  be- 
fore a  Jury,  and,  upon  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  court  instructed  the  Jury  to  find  for 
him.  It  is  an  action  in  assumpsit  against  the 
executor,  Lee,  for  an  alleged  balance  due  upou 
a  parol  lease.  The  appellee  contends  (1)  that 
the  lease  was  void,  as  being  within  the  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds,  in  that  it  was  not  to  be  per- 
formed within  a  year  from  its  agreement;  (2) 
that  it  did  not  come  under  the  exception  men- 
tioned in  section  2  of  said  Statute,  which  pro- 
vides, ''except,  nevertheless,  all  leases  not  ex- 
ceeding the  term  of  three  years  from  the  mak- 
ing thereof,  whereupon  the  rent  reserved  to 
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the  landlord  during  soch  term  shall  amount  to 
two-thirds  part  at  the  least  of  the  thing  de- 
mised,*9 because  the  amount  in  value  reserved 
as  rent  herein  means  two  thirds  of  the  value  of 
the  tee,  not  the  rental  value;  and  (8)  that  the 
contract  testified  to  was  a  mere  executory 
agreement  for  a  lease  in  writing  upon  certain 
conditions,  which  were  never  fulfilled,  and  that 
notwithstanding  the  entry  and  payment  of  rent, 
it  was  never  anything  more  than  an  agreement 
for  a  future  lease,  and  the  occupancy  was  sim- 
ply a  tenancy  at  will.  The  appellant  contends, 
upon  the  other  hand,  (1)  that  the  oral  lease 
is  good  under  the  second  section  of  the  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds;  (2)  that,  even  if  it  were  not, 
when  a  party  enters  under  an  agreement  for 
a  lease  for  years  he  becomes,  by  the  pay- 
ment of  rent,  a  tenant  from  year  to  year;  (8) 
an  agreement  for  a  lease,  under  which  the  les- 
see goes  into  possession  and  pays  rent,  will  be 
construed  to  be  a  present  demise;  (4)  a  failure 
of  the  lessor  to  tender  a  written  lease  will  not 
justify  the  lessee  in  repudiating  the  contract, 
— he  should  demand  the  lease;  (5)  though  a 
parol  lease,  or  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  be  void 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  if  the  lessee 
entefB  under  it  the  contract  will  be  enforced. 
He  assigns  as  error  therefore  (1)  the  directing 
of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant;  (2)  in  overrul- 
ing the  plaintiiTs  motion  for  a  new  trial;  (8)  in 
giving  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

As  to  the  first  two  contentions  of  the  defend- 
ant there  is  not  now  room  for  argument,  for 
while  the  contract  was  not  to  be  performed 
within  a  year,  yet  it  was  a  lease  for  less  than 
three  years,  upon  which  the  rent  reserved  was 
at  least  two-thirds  part  of  the  thing  demised; 
and  it  is  now  held  in  this  Territory,  and  is  the 
general  holding  of  the  courts  of  the  country, 
that  this  means  two-thirds  part  of  the  rental 
value  of  the  demised  premises.  Childers  v. 
Talbott,  4  N.  M.  16a  Whether  or  not  the 
contention  of  the  appellant  is  correct  de- 
pends entirely  upon  the  nature*  of  the  holding 
by  Talbott.  Was  he  holding  under  the  oral 
lease  which  was  to  be  afterwards  simply  put 
into  writing?  All  the  testimony  was  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff.  The  testimony  of  the 
defendant,  Talbott,  taken  upon  the  previous 
hearing,  was  introduced  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
evidence  was  practically  unanimous  that  Mr. 
Talbott  was  to  have  the  lease  of  the  room  for 
one  year  at  a  monthly  rental  of  $80  from  April 
1,  1888,  provided  that  the  plaintiff  could  se- 
cure a  renewal  of  the  ground  lease,  which  ter- 
minated about  June  1,  1888;  that  Talbott  went 
into  possession  April  1, 1888:  that  no  lease  in 
writing  was  ever  tendered  the  defendant;  that 
he  objected  to  the  closing  of  a  certain  door  be- 
tween his  room  and  an  adjoining  one  used  as  an 
opera  house;  that  upon  the  failure  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  open  said  door  he  returned  the  keys  to  the 
plaintiff's  cestui  que  trust,  and  tendered  the 
balance  of  rent  up  to  the  time  of  leaving,  which 
was  declined,  though  the  keys  were  retained. 
Whether  or  not  this  oral  agreement  between 
Childers  and  Talbott  was  a  lease,  or  only  an 
agreement  for  a  lease,  depends  upon  the  terms 
thereof,  and  the  action  of  the  parties  under  it. 

If  there  is  a  condition  attached  to  the  grant- 
ing of  the  lease,  and  it  is  to  be  subsequently 
executed,  it  operates  only  as  an  agreement  for 
a  lease.  Taylor,  Land,  and  T.  8th  ed.  §  89. 
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"Whenever,  therefore,  the  instrument  makes 
the  demise  dependent  on  a  condition  or  stipu- 
lation yet  to  be  performed,  it*  operates  as  an 
agreement  only."    Id.  §  40. 

It  is  quite  certain,  then,  that  the  agreement 
testified  to  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and 
until  Talbott  obtained  a  written  lease,  or  was 
entitled  to  one  under  this  contract,  that  his 
holding,  whatever  its  character  and  conse- 
quences, depended  entirely  upon  the  oral  agree- 
ment for  a  lease.  He  entered  under  that.  It 
is  contended,  therefore,  that,  as  the  agreement 
was  for  a  year,  the  law  contemplates  the  tak- 
ing possession  and  paying  the  rent  as  a.  present 
demise,  and  that  the  tenancy  is  one  from  year  to 
year.  To  this  proposition  the  appellant  cites  an 
array  of  authorities  which,  if  in  point, would  be 
absolutely  decisive  of  the  question.  The  cases 
of  Kerr  v.  Clark,  19  Mo.  182;  Laughran  v. 
Smith,  75  N.  T.  205,  and  Kopiit*  v.  Gvstavus, 
48  Wis.  48,  are  typical  of  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for,  yet  in  each  case  the  contract  was 
an  oral  agreement  for  a  term  of  years,  upon 
which  term  the  tenant  had  entered  and  occu- 
pied over  one  year.  It  was  held  in  these  cases 
that  the  terms  of  the  agreement  and  the  acts  of 
the  parties  conclusively  showed  that  it  was  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  from  year  to  year.  In 
all  these  cases  where  there  was  an  agreement 
for  a  lease,  and  an  entry  under  that  agreement, 
and  the  courts  have  held  the  tenancy  to  be 
in  accordance  with  the  oral  contract,  it  was 
possible  for  the  tenant  at  any  time  to  demand 
the  written  lease,  and  for  the  landlord  to  give 
it  In  the  case  at  bar  that  rule  would  not  hold. 
At  any  time  before  the  renewal  of  the  ground 
lease  by  the  plaintiff  it  would  have  been 
impossible  for  the  landlord  to  have  given 
a  written  lease  which  would  have  then  and 
there  invested  the  tenant  with  a  term  for  a 

J  rear.  Yet  the  contention  is  that  what  the  laod- 
ord  could  not  do  the  law  by  implication  will 
do;  for  the  argument  is  that,  when  the  tenant 
entered  under  the  oral  agreement,  he  at  once 
entered  upon  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year;  not 
when  the  ground  lease  was  obtained,  but  upon 
April  1.  All  the  rights  of  such  a  tenancy  then 
attached  as  against  the  tenant,  and,  as  the  rights 
of  the  landlord  and  tenant  are  reciprocal, 
against  the  landlord.  Put  the  position  to  the 
test.  If,  now,  the  plaintiff  bad  failed  to  ob- 
tain the  ground  lease,  could  Talbott  have  sued 
Childers  for  damage  for  a  failure  to  protect 
him  in  his  yearly  tenancy?  Clearly  not,  under 
the  lease  agreed  for,  for  that  was  a  conditional 
lease;  but  if,  in  spite  of  that  condition,  he  was 
in  for  a  year  under  the  oral  agreement,  then 
the  landlord  could  have  been  held  for  damages 
for  a  failure  to  make  the  term  good.  This 
was  not  contemplated  by  either  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  or  acts  of  the  parties.  It  is 
quite  evident  that,  under  the  facts  in  this  case, 
the  tenancy  here  was  not  from  year  to  year, 
but  at  most  at  will. 

If  the  tenant  had  taken  the  written  lease 
which  bad  been  agreed  upon,  when  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  a  position  to  pive  it,  or  if  it  had 
been  tendered  him,  and  without  a  legal  reason 
he  had  refused  it,  there  would  then  have  been 
no  question  but  that  the  term  would  have  been 
changed  into  one  from  year  to  year.  But  there 
is  no  evidence  whatever  that  a  written  lease 
was  ever  tendered  him;  such  lease  was  to  be 
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given  when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  renewal 
of  the  ground  leaae.  The  presentation  of  such 
a  leaae  may  reasonably  have  been  considered 
notice  that  the  plaintiff  had  received  the  renewal 
lease.  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  did  receive 
the  renewal  lease  did  not  raise  any  obligation 
upon  the  part  of  Talbott  to  demand  that  the 
plaintiff  should  do  what  he  agreed  to  do.  If 
the  plaintiff  sought  to  hold  Talbott  upon  a  con- 
tract which  was  to  be  in  writing,  and  be  was 
to  place  it  in  that  form,  it  was  his  duty  to  do 
so,  not  Talbottfs.  The  cases  cited  by  the  plain- 
tiff, being  Fuller  v.  Hubbard,  6  Cow.  1,  and 
Qoodfeltow  v.  Noble,  25  Mo.  60,do  not  sustain 
the  principle  contended  for.  The  fatal  error 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  bases  his  whole  case 
is  in  assuming  that  the  agreement  for  a  writ- 
ten lease  upon  conditions,  and  an  entry  there- 
under, is  the  creation  of  a  tenancy  from  year 
to  year  absolute  in  its  character,  which  binds 


the  defendant  to  pay  a  year's  rent,  unless  six 
months'  notice  of  intention  to  vacate  is  given. 
The  acts  of  Talbott  in  objecting  to  the  clos- 
ing of  the  door,  and  leaving  because  of  the 
failure  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  rem- 
edy it,  must  be  considered  in  reference  to  the 
tenancy  which  he  then  bad,— that  at  will.  It 
was  that  tenancy  which  he  terminated  because 
of  the  alleged  wrong  of  the  plaintiff.  If  he 
bad  been  tendered  the  lease  agreed  upon,  and 
accepted  it,  or  without  legal  reason  baa  refused 
it,  then  possibly  the  reason  given  for  abandon- 
ing the  tenancy  would  have  been  fruitless.  The 
plaintiff  declared  upon  a  contract  which  was 
only  an  executory  agreement,  and,  failing  to 
prove  himself  entitled  to  rent  thereunder,  the 
rulings  of  the  court  were  proper,  and  the  Judg- 
ment is  affirmed. 

O'Brien*  Oh.  J.,  and  Lee, ! 
MeFie,  JJ.t  concur. 
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W.  0.  DIBRELL,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Jane  M. 

Morris,  Deceased, 

e. 

L.  H.  LANIER  et  ai. 


Madison  STRATTON  rf  <rf. 

e. 

W.  C.  DIBRELL,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Jane  M. 

Morris,  Deceased. 

(....Tenn ) 

1.  The  words  "Innavtlc  or  non  compos 
mentis"  in  the  Act  of  April  1, 1886,  whioh  pro- 
vides that  If  personal  estate  of  whioh  a  lunatic  or 
turn  compos  mentis  dies  seised  intestate  was  derived 
from  suoh  person's  intestate  husband  or  wife  it 
ebal)  go  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  person  from 
whom  it  was  derived,  mean  one  who  has  not  suf- 
floient  mental  capacity  to  make  a  win. 

2.  The  next  of  hdn  of  a  person  avre  not 
.  deprived  of  avny  "property"  by  a  statute 

which  provides  that  on  the  death  of  suoh  person 
his  personal  property  shall  go  to  persons  other 
than  his  next  of  kin  and  therefore  the  constitu- 
tional provision  as  to  depriving  persons  of  "prop- 
erty" does  not  apply  to  the  statute  so  far  as  it  re- 
lates to  them. 

8.  The  right  to  transmit  property  by  In- 
heritance to  one's  descendants  or  next  of  kin 
is  "property,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tutional provision  that  a  person  shall  not  be  de- 
prived of  property  except  by  judgment  of  his 
peers  or  by  the  law  of  the  land. 

4.  A  statute  providing  that  the  personal 
estate  of  an  intestate  lunatic*  if  derived 
from  an  intestate  husband  or  wife,  shall  go  to  the 
latter's  next  of  kin,  is  unconstitutional,  because 
the  classification  of  persons  thereby  made  is 
unnatural,  arbitrary  and  capricious,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  the  statute  is  not  a  "law 
of  the  land"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. 

(January  IB,  1891.) 

APPEAL  by  the  next  of  kin  of  E.  J.  Morris, 
deceased,  from  a  decree  of  the  Chancery 
Court  for  Davidson  County,  which  awarded 
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personal  property,  of  which  Morris*  widow 
died  seised  intestate,  and  which  she  derived 
from  him,  to  her  next  of  kin  rather  than  to 
appellants.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meter*.  Vertrees  Ss  Vertrees,  for  the 
administrator: 

Class  legislation  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  laws  of  the  land  is  void.  A  law  which 
makes  an  arbitrary  classification,  and  which  is 
against  the  plain  and  obvious  dictates  of  reason, 
is  void. 

BeeCalderv.  Bull,  8  U.  8. 8  Dall.  886, 1 L.  ed. 
648;  Bankef  the  State  v.  Cooper,*  Yerg.  608, 
24  Am.  Dec.  517;  Lynn  v.  Polk,  8  Lea,  160. 

There  must  be  a  substantial  difference,  hav- 
ing reference  to  the  purpose  or  object  of  the 
Act,  between  the  persons  included  within,  and 
excluded  from,  the  Act. 

Atlantic  GityW.W.  Oo.  v.  Coneumere  Water 
Co.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  486;  State  v.  Hammer,  42  N.  J. 
L.440;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  4th  ed.  492;  Ander- 
eon  v.  Trenton,  42  N.  J.  L.  488;  Agar*9  App. 
2  L.  R.  A.  577,  122  Pa.  266;  Allen  v.  Pioneer 
Pre**  Co.  8  L.  R.  A.  532, 40  Minn.  117, 12  Am. 
St.  Rep.  709;  Memphis  v.  Fi*her,  9  Baxt  289; 
Hotelier  v.  Lea,  12 Lea,  868;  Ragior.  State,  86 
Tenn.  276;  Parks  v.  Parks,  12  Heisk.  688: 
Demotille  v.  Davidson  County,  87  Tenn.  218; 
Dickson  v.  Corson,  Nashville,  March  7, 1888. 

Mr.  Albert  D.  Marks*  for  the  Morris 
Heirs,  appellants: 

So  far  as  the  opinions  of  this  court  are  con- 
cerned, there  are  only  three  limitations  upon 
the  discretion  of  the  Legislature  in  its  enact- 
ments affecting  classes. 

The  first  is  that  laid  down  bv  Judge  Freeman 
in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  tne  case  of  Luehr- 
man  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Diet.,  2  Lea,  425, 
which,  in  effect,  holds  that  the  Legislature  can- 
not create  and  legislate  for  a  class  whose  mem- 
bers are  to  be  ascertained  bv  a  test  or  character- 
istic existent  at  a  certain  fixed  period,  which 
designation  or  characteristic  can  never  be  at- 
tained to  or  had  by  any  person  or  locality  that 
may  thereafter  exist  in  this  State. 

See  Brown  v.  Haywood,  4  Heisk.  868;  Mem 
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phis  t.  Fisher,  9  Baxt.  988;  Woodard  v.  Brien, 
14  Lea,  520. 

The  next  is  in  Demoville  v.  Davidson  County, 
87  Tenn.  214,  to  the  effect  that  the  class  affected 
by  the  legislation  must  he  a  natural  and  not  an 
arbitrary  one. 

See  Matcher  v.  State,  12  Lea,  868. 

The  other  is  to  be  found  in  Dickson  v.  Oar- 
son,  supra,  that  the  courts  will  interfere  when 
the  Legislature  goes  to  the  extent  of  caprice  or 
folly  in  naming  the  attributes  to  mark  the 
class. 

From  the  decisions  of  this  court,  these  rules 
for  determining  the  constitutionally  of  Acts  are 
fairly  deducible: 

1.  Class  legislation  is  permitted;  but  legisla- 
tive Acts  relating  to  classes  must  be  general 
laws. 

Davis  v.  8tate,  8  Lea,  870:  ManUyv.  State,  6 
Lea,  221;  Thtiian  ▼.  Porter,  14  Lea,  822. 

2.  A  general  law  is  one  embracing  and  af- 
fecting all  persons  in  general,  or  all  persons 
who  exist  in  the  same  State  and  are  surrounded 
by  like  circumstances. 

Batcher  v.  State,  supra;  State  v.  Schlier,  8 
Hoisk.  281;  Parks  v.  Parks,  12  Heist  683;  State 
v.  Bauscher,  1  Lea,  96;  Futgum  v.  NashviUe,  8 
Lea,  635;  Bobbins  v.  Taxing  Dist.  13  Lea,  803. 

3.  A  law  embracing  only  a  portion  of  those 
who  exist  in  the  same  State  and  are  surround- 
ed by  like  circumstances  is  a  partial  law  and 
void 

Hatcher  t.  State,  supra;  Daly  v.  8tate,  18 
Lea,  228;  Green  v.  State,  15  Lea,  706;  Ragiov. 
State,  86  Tenn.  272. 

4.  It  is  not  competent  for  the  Legislature,  in 
defining  those  to  whom  a  law  shall  apply,  to 
use  some  characteristic  existent  at  a  certain 
fixed  period,  which  can  never  be  attained  to  by 
anv  other  person. 

Luehrman  v.  Shelby  County  Tax,  Dist.  2  Lea, 
463;  Brown  v.  Haywood,  4  Heisk.  863;  Memphis 
v.  Fisher,  9  Baxt.  289;  Woodard  v.  Brim,  14 
Lea,  520:  BurkholU  v.  State,  16  Lea,  71. 

5.  The  classes  legislated  for  must  be  natural, 
not  arbitrary. 

DermmOe  v.  Davidson  County,  87  Tenn.  214. 

6.  It  matters  not  how  few  the  persons  are,  if 
all  who  are  or  may  come  into  like  circum- 
stances be  embraced,  the  law  is  a  general  and 
not  a  partial  law. 

Budd  v.  State,  3  Hun,  492. 
Applying  these  tests  to  the  Act  of  1885,  it  is 
clearly  good. 

Messrs.  East  &  Fogg,  Hill  Ss  Granber- 

2r  and  John  LillyweU,  8r„  also  for  the 
orris  Heirs,  appellants. 

Messrs.  H.  D.  Halona,  Demon  is  Ma- 
lone,  Thayer  L.  Kenaedy,  Slayer  is 
Waahington  and  Breen  is  Taylor,  for 
the  Stratton  Heirs,  appellees: 

This  Act  is  unconstitutional. 

No  man  shall  be  deprived  of  bis  life,  liberty 
or  property  but  by  the  Judgment  of  bis  peers 
or  the  law  of  the  land. 

Tenn.  Const,  art  1,  g  8. 

The  clause  "  law  of  the  land"  means  a  gen- 
eral and  public  law  equally  binding  upon  every 
member  of  the  community. 

Vanzant  v.  Waddel,  2  Terg.  270;  2  Coke, 
Inst  51;  Bank  of  the  State  v.  Cooper,  2  Terg. 
605. 

It  is  not  true  that  every  Act  passed  by  the 
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Legislature  ifl  valid  unless  a  specific  inhibition 
is  pointed  out  in  the  Constitution.  Such  Act 
is  not  the  law  if  it  violates  "the  established 
principles  of  private  rights  and  distributive 
justice." 

Bank  of  the  State  v.  Cooper,  supra;  Oitieens 
Sat.  &  L.  Asso.  of  Cleveland  v.  Topeka,  87  TJ. 
S.  20  Wall.  662,  663,  22  L.  ed.  460,  461;  Tay- 
lor, Corp.  §  456. 

To  be  valid  this  Act  should  have  applied  to 
all  intestates  receiving  personalty  from  a  de- 
ceased intestate  husband  or  wife,  "and  be- 
cause it  has  not  done  so,  it  is  not  the  law  of 
the  land.*9 

See  Bank  of  the  State  v.  Cooper,  supra; 
Coolev,  Const.  Lini.  5th  ed.  208,  209. 

If  this  Act  be  valid,  our  Statute  of  Distribu- 
tion would  in  effect  declare:  "  The  property 
which  every  widow  receives  from  the  estate  of 
her  deceased  intestate  husband  is  hers  absolute* 
ly,  and  if  she  dies  intestate  her  children  or  col- 
lateral kin  shall  inherit  it;  but  lunatics  shall 
not  have  the  benefit  of  this  Statute.  They 
shall  hold  such  property  for  life,  and  upon 
their  death  their  children  or  collateral  kin  shall 
not  inherit  it — it  shall  go  to  the  heirs  of  the 
party  from  whom  derived/'  That  this  is  un- 
constitutional and  void  seems  evident. 

Ragio  v.  8tate,  86  Tenn.  272;.  HatcJter  y. 
State,  12  Lea,  868;  Burkhotta  v.  State,  16  Lea, 
71;  Green  v.  State,  15  Lea,  708;  Woodard  v; 
Brien,  14  Lea,  520. 

Infanta  constitute  a  proper  class  for  legisla- 
tion, but  no  one  will  contend  that  the  Legisla- 
ture would  have  the  power  .to.  deny  to  them  the 
benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Descent  and  Distribu- 
tion. 

CocJtran  v.  Van  Surlav,  20  Wend.  365,  873, 
cited  and  quoted  by  Cooley,  as  part  of  his  text, 
Cooley,  Const.  Litn.  5th  ed.  121, 122.  See  also 
Woodard  v.  Brien,  BurkholU  \.  State,  Greeny. 
State  and  Hatcfier  v.  State,  supra. 

Baxter,  Sp.  J„  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

K.  J.  Morris,  when  about  sixteen  or  seven- 
teen years  old,  began  mercantile  life  as  a  clerk 
in  a  store  in  Nashville.  He  was  very  poor,  but, 
being  industrious  and  economical,  he  saved 
money  from  his  salary.  In  1842  he  married 
Jane  M.  Stratton.  In  1845,  he  became  a  mem- 
ber of  the  partnership  of  Lanier,  Morris  A  Co., 
and  he  contributed  $4,000  as  his  share  of  the 
capital  of  that  firm.  About  one  month  before 
the  formation  of  said  partnership,  he  and  his 
wife  sold  a  negro  woman  and  three  children 
for  $1,175.  The  negro  woman  had  been  be- 
queathed to  Mrs.  Morris  by  her  aunt,  but  there 
is  nothing  to  show  that  Morris  used  the  pro- 
ceeds of  tie  sale  in  contributing  his  share  to  the 
capital  of  said  firm,  except  the  fact  that  his 
financial  condition  at  the  time  renders  it  prob- 
able that  he  was  compelled  to  do  so.  His  con- 
nection with  that  firm  was  the  foundation  of 
his  success,  which,  while  slow,  was  steady  and 
sure.  His  estate  at  his  death  was  valued  at  over 
$200,000.  The  early  years  of  his  married  life 
were  as  happy  as  they  were  prosperous.  His 
wife  was  a  home-staying,  husband  loving  wo- 
man. She  was  quiet  and  retiring  in  her  dis- 
position, industrious  and  economical  in  her 
habits.  She  made  most  of  her  own  clothing, 
and  much  of  her  husband's  underwear.    She 
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wm  a*  excellent  housekeeper  and  a  fine  man- 
ager. How  much  her  wise  and  economical 
management  of  their  household  affairs  may 
Have  contributed  to  her  husband's  financial 
success  in  life,  we  have  no  means  of  knowing. 
8he  had  but  one  child,  a  son,  and  he  was  her 
idol.  In  1861,  when  be  was  about  seventeen 
years  old,  he  was  accidentally  killed,  and  she 
was  never  the  same  woman  afterwards.  She 
withdrew  from  society,  became  gloomy  and 
melancholy  in  her  disposition,  and  would  fre- 
quently fall  into  spells  of  uncontrollable  weep- 
ing. In  1082,  she  was  fearfully  afflicted  with 
carbuncles.  The  disease  finally  merged  into 
catalepsy,  and  her  mind  became  visibly  and 
seriously  impaired.  On  April  10,  1884,  her 
husband  died  intestate,  and  without  issue, 
leaving  his  wife  surviving  him.  His  real  estate 
was  valued  at  $100,000,  and  his  personal  estate 
at  $120,000.  According  to  the  Statutes  of  De- 
scent and  Distribution  then  in  force  his  real 
estate  went  to  bis  heirs-at-law,  and  his  personal 
estate  went  to  his  widow,  and,  if  those  Statutes 
had  remained  in  force  and  she  had  died  intes- 
tate, unmarried  and  without  issue,  the  person- 
al estate  inherited  by  her  from  her  husband 
would  have  gone  to  her  next  of  kin.  On  April 
24,  1884,  Just  five  days  after  her  husband's 
death,  her  brother  Madison  Stratton,  who  is 
one  of  the  complainants,  filed  a  petition  against 
Mrs.  Morris,  in  the  County  Court  of  Da- 
vidson County,  in  which  petition  he  averred 
that  she  was  then  "a  lunatic,  or  a  person  of 
unsound  mind,"  and  had  been  for  nearly  or 
quite  two  years,  and  that,  by  reason  of  her 
mental  infirmities,  as  aforesaid,  she  was  "en- 
tirely incapable  of  managing,  or  in  any  way 
controlling,  her  said  property  and  estate,  or  of 
taking  care  of  her  own  person."  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy, one  of  the  solicitors  who  signed  the  pe- 
tition, is  the  husband  of  one  of  the  nieces  of 
Mrs.  Morris.  A  guardian  ad  litem  was  ap- 
pointed for  Mrs.  Morris,  testimony  was  taken 
and  the  jury  of  inquest  found  that  she  was  a 
person  of  unsound  mind,  so  that  she  bad  not 
capacity  sufficient  for  the  government  of  her- 
self and  her  property;  that  the  said  unsound- 
ness of  mind  and  mental  incapacity  had  "ex- 
isted for  about  eighteen  months,  and  that  it 
resulted  principally,  if  not  wholly,  from  phy- 
sical afflictions,  and  from  physical  causes." 
The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  made  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1884, 
and  a  guardian  of  her  person  and  property  was 
appointed,  who  is  the  husband  of  one  of  her 
nieces.  She  remained  under  said  guardianship 
until  her  death.  At  the  first  session  of  the 
Legislature  which  met  after  she  had  been  de- 
clared a  lunatic,  Mr.  Robert  L.  Morris,  a 
nephew  of  her  husband,  prepared  a  bill,  which 
was  passed  by  the  Legislature  April  1, 1885,  as 
chapter  88  of  the  Acts  of  1885,  the  effect  of  which, 
if  constitutional,  will  be  to  give  the  personal 
estate  which  Mrs.  Morris  inherited  from  her 
husband  to  her  husband's  next  of  kin,  instead 
of  to  her  own,  provided  it  shall  be  found  that 
she  was  "a  lunatic,  or  non  compos  mentis." 
Mr.  Morris  says  that  he  spoke  to  five  members 
of  the  Legislature  regarding  the  passage  of  the 
law,  explaining  to  them  its  scope  and  bearing, 
find  its  effect  upon  the  estate  of  E.  J.  Morris. 
He  spoke  to  them  of  the  hardship  of  the  exist- 
ing Statute  of  Descent  and  Distribution,  as 
12  L.  R.  A. 


illustrated  by  this  estate,  and  that  there  was  a 
chance  to  modify  one  of  its  defects,  nsunelv, 
that  which  gave  all  of  an  intestate  husband's 
personal  property  to  his  widow,  in  the  absence 
of  children.  Mr.  Morris  also  talked  with  Gov. 
Bate  about  the  law,  explaining  to  him,  amoDg 
other  things,  what  effect  it  would  have  upon 
the  estate  of  Mrs.  Morris.  The  governor  said 
that  he  was  equally  friendly  with  the  Stratton 
and  Morris  families,  but  would  approve  tbe 
law  on  its  merits,  as  he  regarded  it  a  good  law. 
Mr.  Morris  says  that  he  did  not  speak  to  any 
member  of  the  Morris  family  about  tbe  intro- 
duction of  the  law,  nor  communicate  with  them 
in  any  way  concerning  it:  but,  after  its  passage 
had  been  recommended  by  the  judiciary  com- 
mittee, he  mentioned  it  to  several  persons  who 
were  members  of,  or  connected  with,  that  fam- 
ily. Mr.  Morris  charged  no  fee  for  anything 
done  in  connection  with  the  passage  of  tbe  Act, 
and  he  never  .received  any  compensation  for  his 
services.  There  is  nothing  'whatever  in  the 
record  to  even  intimate  that  be  resorted  to  any 
sinister  methods  to  influence  the  action  of  the 
members  of  the  Legislature.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  anv  mem- 
ber of  the  Stratton  family  had  any  notice  that 
such  a  bill  had  been  introduced  into  the  Legis- 
lature until  after  the  Legislature  had  adjourned. 
Mr.  Kennedy  states  that  Mr.  Morris  never  told 
him  of  the  law  until  Mr.  Kennedy  found  it  in 
the  published  Acta  of  1886,  and  called  his 
attention  to  it 

Mrs.  Morris  continued  under  guardianship 
until  December  19,  1888,  when  she  died,  intes- 
tate, unmarried  and  without  issue.  On  De- 
cember 20,  1888,  Mr.  Dibrell  was  appointed  her 
administrator,  and,  on  January  10,  1889,  he 
filed  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  inter- 

8 leader,  against  the  next  of  kin  of  E.  J. 
[orris,  and  the  next  of  kin  of  his  widow,  to 
settle  the  question  as  to  which  of  them  are  en- 
titled to  the  personal  estate  which  the  widow 
inherited  from  her  husband.  The  next  of  kin 
of  the  widow  (who,  for  brevity,  will  be  here- 
after styled  the  "Stratton  claimants")  insist 
that  they  are  entitled  to  said  personal  estate, 
under  the  general  Statute  of  Distribution  of  the 
State  contained  in  section  2429  of  the  Code  of 
1868.  The  next  of  kin  of  K.  J.  Morris  (who, 
for  brevity,  will  be  hereafter  styled  the  *'  Mor- 
ris claimants")  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to 
said  estate,  under  said  Act  of  April  1, 1885, 
which  is  as  follows:  "An  Act  to  Amend  Sec- 
tion 3278  of  the  Code  of  Tennessee,  by  Milliken 
and  Vertrees  (section  2429  of  the  Code).  Sec- 
tion 1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly 
of  tbe  State  of  Tennessee  that  section  3278  of 
the  Code  of  Tennessee,  by  Milliken  &  Ver- 
trees. be  amended  as  follows:  If  the  per- 
sonal estate,  as  to  which  any  person  dies  intes- 
tate, and  who  was  a  lunatic,  or  non  compos 
mentis,  was  derived,  in  whole  or  in  part,  from 
an  intestate  husband  or  wife,  then,  in  that 
event,  so  much  of  the  personal  estate  as  was 
so  derived,  and  remains  unexpended,  or  in  the 
possession  of  any  guardian  or  custodian  of  the 
estate  of  said  lunatic  or  non  compos  mentis, 
shall  go  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  person  from 
whom  it  was  so  derived,  said  next  of  kin  to 
take  in  the  order  named  in  said  section  in  the 
case  of  the  personal  estate  of  intestates.  Sec.  2. 
Be  it  further  enacted  that  this  Act  take  effect 
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from  and  after  its  passage,  the  public  welfare 
requiring  it.  Passed  April  1, 1885.  Approved 
April  6,  1886.*' 

The  Siratton  claimants  insist  that  said  Act 
bas  no  application  to  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Morris, 
because,  as  they  say,  she  was  not  a  "lunatic,  or 
non  compos  mentis" within  the  meaning  of 
those  terms,  as  used  in  said  Act;  and  they  fur- 
ther insist  that  said  Act  is  in  violation  of  sev- 
eral provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State 
of  Tennessee.  We  think  that  the  Legislature 
used  the  words  "lunatic  or  non  compos  mentis," 
iv  the  Act,  to  denote  a  person  who  has  not  suf- 
ficient mental  capacity  to  make  a  will,  and 
therefore  the  first  question  is  whether  Mrs. 
Morris,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  was  possessed 
of  "a  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  memory.'* 
Since  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1885,  a  bitter 
controversy  has  arisen  between  the  Morris 
family  and  the  Stratum  family,  and  most  of 
the  witnesses  belong  to,  or  are  allied  with,  one 
or  the  other  of  those  families.  The  testimony 
of  all  such  witnesses,  taken  since  the  passage 
of  said  Act,  is  subject  to  criticism,  as  being  af- 
fected, more  or  less,  by  interest  or  prejudice. 
But  the  testimony  taken  upon  the  inquisition  of 
lunacy  in  1884,  before  said  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture was  passed,  is  subject  to  no  such  criticism. 
The  inquisition  was  instituted  and  prosecuted 
by  the  Stratum  family,  and,  though  certain 
members  of  the  Morris  family  were  examined 
as  witnesses  before  the  Jury,  they  were  doubt- 
less introduced  by  the  petitioner,  Madison  Strat- 
um, who  was  a  brother  of  Mrs.  Morris,  and,  at 
the  time  they  gave  their  testimony,  they  had  no 
idea  that  they  would  ever  be  interested  in  the 
estate  of  Mrs.  Morris.  At  the  inquisition,  Dr. 
Thomas  L.  Maddin  testified  that  be  had  been 
her  husband's  family  physician  for  twenty-five 
years.  He  says:  "1  think  she  is  a  person  of 
unsound  mind,  to  the  degree  that  she  is  not 
capable  of  governing  herself  or  her  property. 
Ucr  mind  is  impaired  by  this  disease.  At  times 
she  has  lucid  intervals,  in  this  sense:  She  rec- 
ognizes her  friends,  and  sometimes  speaks  in 
monosyllables  of  three  or  four  words.  I  do  not 
think  she  could  give  directions  about  her  es- 
tate. If  asked  to  sell  a  piece  of  property, 
she  could  not  do  so.  She  has  not  sufficient 
mind  to  make  negotiations  concerning  prop- 
erty. She  has  not  sufficient  mind  to  govern 
herself  or  property."  "She  has  not  sufficient 
capacity  to  care  for  herself  or  property,  and 
has  not  had,  for  eighteen  months  or  more,  ex- 
cept for  minor  physical  wants."  Or.  JobnH. 
Cullender,  superintendent  of  the  Tennessee 
Asylum  for  tbe  Insane,  testifies  as  follows: 
"Her  physician  and  nurse  described  to  me  her 
disease  and  accompanying  symptoms,  and  the 
nature  of  her  attacks.  My  opinion  from  these, 
and  my  observation  and  diagnosis  of  her  case, 
was  that  her  insanity  and  imbecility  were 
progressive  in  character,  and  that  it  would 
end  in  final  dementia."  "At  the  time  of  my 
visits,  she  was  so  unsound  in  mind  as  to  be 
wholly  incapacitated  to  govern  herself  in  per- 
son or  property."  All  of  the  non-expert  wit- 
nesses examined  at  the  inquisition  expressed 
the  opinion  that  she  was  of  unsound  mind,  and 
they  stated  tbe  facts  upon  which  their  opinions 
w  ere  based .  It  is  true  that,  after  she  was  placed 
under  guardianship,  there  was  a  steady  and 
marked  improvement  in  her  condition,  both 
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physical  and  mental,  and  it  is  barely  possible 
that,  if  she  bad  lived  a  few  years  longer,  her 
mind  might  have  been  completely  restored. 
But  we  do  not  think  that  her  mental  condition 
ever  improved,  in  fact,  sufficiently  to  have  en- 
abled her  to  make  a  valid  will.  Mr.  Dibreil, 
who  was  her  guardian,  and  the  husband  of  one 
of  her  nieces,  testifies  that  she  was  not  capable 
of  managing  her  affairs,  or  of  comprehending 
her  property,  or  her  property  rights;  that  he 
did  not  think  she  had  the  capacity  to  make  a 
will;  that  she  had  no  conception  of  her  estate, 
and  never  asked  about  it,  or  how  it  was  being 
used  or  disposed  of;  and  that  he  did  not  think 
6he  could  have  been  intrusted  to  buy  a  calico 
dress.  When  Dr.  Thomas  L.  Maddin  was 
cross-examined  in  this  cause,  he  was  asked 
whether  Mrs.  Morris,  to  the  close  of  her  life, 
ever  became  mentally  competent  to  buy  and 
sell  property,  make  a  will  and  transact  busi- 
ness, without  the  aid  of  a  guardian.  His  an- 
swer was:  "She  was  absolutely  unable  to  do 
or  say  anything,  or  to  communicate  her  wishes, 
and  therefore,  as  regards  her  mental  state,  it 
was  impossible  to  know  either  its  range  of  sub- 
jective capacity  or  wish."  Dr.  Callender, 
when  examined  in  this  cause,  said:    "At  no 

Ssriod  of  my  observation  of  her,  after  Mr. 
orris'  death,  did  I  regard  her  as  capable, 
mentally,  of  taking  care  of  her  person,  or  man- 
aging her  property  or  affairs,  or  of  fully  com- 
prehending any  but  tbe  simplest  current  events 
in  her  presence,  and,  at  all  times,  not  even  them, 
and  during  all  of  tbe  period  of  my  visitation, 
though  her  physical  health  was  sometimes 
quite  improved,  she  was  invalid  in  body,  as 
well  as  mentally  incompetent,  personally,  for 
the  performance  of  any  civil  ad  I  saw  her 
the  last  time  about  two  weeks  before  her 
death." 

A  significant  circumstance  connected  with 
the  question  of  mental  capacity,  after  tbe  pas- 
sage of  the  Act  of  1885,  is  the  fact  that,  though 
she  lived  more  than  three  years  after  that  Act 
was  passed,  neither  she  nor  any  of  the  Stratton 
claimants  ever  suggested  the  propriety  of  her 
making  a  wili.  If  she  had  made  a  valid  will, 
it  would  have  at  once  taken  the  case  out  of  the 
Act  of  1885,  and  tbe  fact  that  no  one  ever  sug- 
gested the  idea  of  her  making  a  will  is  persua- 
sive evidence  that  the  Stratton  claimants  did 
not  believe  that  she  bad  the  mental  capacity  to 
do  so.  We  agree  with  the  chancellor  that  Mrs. 
Morris  was,  at  tbe  time  of  her  death,  a  lunatic, 
or  person  non  compos  mentis,  within  tbe  pur- 
view and  meaning  of  chapter  88  of  the  Acts  of 
Tennessee  of  1885. 

The  second  question  is  as  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  said  Act  It  was  said  by  Judge  Qreen, 
in  Bank  of  the  State  v.  Cooper,  2  Yerg.  608,  that 
"there  are  certain  eternal  principles  of  justice 
which  no  government  has  a  right  to  disregard. 
It  does  not  follow,  therefore,  because  there 
may  be  no  restriction  in  the  Constitution  pro- 
hibiting a  particular  Act  of  the  Legislature, 
that  such  Act  is  therefore  constitutional." 
Mr.  Justice  Miller  said  that  "it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  there  are  such  rights  in  every  free 
government,  beyond  tbe  control  of  the  State." 
Citizens  8av.  dk  L,  Atso.  of  Cleveland  v.  To- 
peka,  87  U.  8.  20  Wall.  662, 22  L.  ed.  460.  And 
Judge  Cooley  says  that  "there  was  never  a 
written  republican  Constitution  which  delegat- 
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ed  to  functionaries  all  tbe  latent  powers  which 
lie  dormant  in  every  nation,  and  are  boundless 
in  extent,  and  incapable  of  definition."  Cooler, 
Const  Lim.  p.  87  (175).  The  doctrine  of  this 
court,  however,  is  that  "the  legislative  power 
of  tbe  General  Assembly  of  ibis  State  extends 
to  every  subject,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  pro- 
hibited, either  by  the  delegated  powers  of  the 
federal  government  or  by  the  restrictions  of 
our  own  Constitution.  lie  who  would  show 
the  unconstitutionality  of  an  Act  of  the  Legis- 
lature must  be  able  to  put  bis  finger  upon  tbe 
provision  of  the  Constitution  violated/'  De- 
moville  v.  Davidson  County,  87  Tenn.  220; 
Davit  v.  State,  8  Lea,  877;  Luehrman  y.  Shel- 
by County  Tax.  Diet.  2 Lea,  488;  Eopev.  Dead- 
trick,  8  Humph.  8;  BeU  v.  Bank  of  Nashville, 
Peck  (Tenn.)  289,  270,  See  also  Cooley,  Const 
Lim.  p.  178. 

*  'A  statute  cannot  be  annulled  upon  supposed 
natural  equity,  the.  inherent  rights  of  freemen 
or  any  general  and  vague  interpretation  of  a 
provision  of  the  Constitution  beyond  its  plain 
and  obvious  import"  Davis  v.  6tate,  8  Lea, 
878. 

"The  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  declare  an 
Act  void  because  it  is,  in  their  opinion,  opposed 
to  a  spirit  supposed  to  pervade  the  Constitu- 
tion, but  not  expressed  in  words."  Luehrman 
v.  Shelby  Oouniy  Tax.  Diet,  eupra;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  p.  171. 

But,  "in  considering  State  Constitutions,  we 
must  not  commit  the  mistake  of  supposing 
that,  because  individual  rights  are  guarded  and 
protected  by  them,  they  must  also  be  consid- 
ered as  owing  their  origin  to  them.  These  in- 
struments measure  the  powers  of  the  rulers, 
but  they  do  not  measure  the  rights  of  the  gov- 
erned. A  Constitution  is  not  the  beginning  of 
a  community,  nor  the  origin  of  private  rights. 
It  is  not  the  foundation  of  law,  nor  the  incipi- 
ent state  of  government.  It  is  not  tbe  cause, 
but  the  consequence,  of  personal  and  political 
freedom.  It  grants  no  rights  to  the  people, 
but  is  the  creature  of  their  power,  the  instru- 
ment of  their  convenience,  designed  for  their 
protection  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights  and 
powers  which  they  possessed  before  the  Con- 
stitution was  made.  It  is  but  the  frame- work 
of  the  political  government,  and  necessarily 
based  upon  the  pre  existing  condition  of  laws, 
rights,  habits  and  modes  of  thought."  Cooley, 
Const.  lim.  p.  86  (87). 

"The  right  to  private  property  is  a  sacred 
right.  It  was  not  introduced  as  tbe  result  of 
princes'  edicts,  concessions  and  charters,  but  it 
was  tbe  old  fundamental  law,  springing  from 
the  original  frame  and  Constitution  of  the 
realm."  Id.  p.  858.  "The  sense  of  property 
is  inherent  in  the  human  breast,  and  the  grad- 
ual enlargement  and  cultivation  of  that  sense, 
from  its  feeble  force  in  the  savage  state,  to  its 
full  vigor  and  maturity  among  polished  na- 
tions, forms  a  very  instructive  portion  of  the 
history  of  civil  society.  The  exclusive  right 
of  using  and  transferring  property  follows  as 
a  natural  consequence  from  tbe  perception  and 
admission  of  the  right  itself."  2  Kent,  Com. 
p.  818  (820). 

"The  power  of  alienation  of  property  is  a 
necessary  incident  to  tbe  right  of  property,  and 
was  dictated  by  mutual  convenience  ana  mut- 
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ual  wants."    2  Kent,  Com.  rx  826;   Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  4th  ed.  top  p.  498,  note  1. 

"The  right  to  transmit  property  by  descent 
to  one's  own  offspring  is  dictated  by  the*  voice 
of  nature.  The  universality  of  the  sense  of  a 
rule  or  obligation  is  pretty  good  evidence  that 
it  has  its  foundation  in  natural- law."  2  Kent, 
Com.  p.  826. 

"In  the  early  periods  of  the  English  law,  a 
mad  was  never  permitted  totally  to  disinherit 
his  children,  or  leave  bis  widow  without  pro- 
vision. The  Roman  law  would  not  allows 
man  to  disinherit  his  own  issue  without  some 
just  cause  assigned  in  his  will.  The  reason  of 
tbe  rule  in  the  civil  law  was  that  tbe  children 
were  considered  as  having  a  property  in  the 
effects  of  the  father."    Id.  p.  827. 

One  of  tbe  provisions  of  Magna  Charta  was 
"that  the  goods  of  every  freeman  should  be 
disposed  of  according  to  his  will,  or,  if  he  died 
intestate,  that  his  heirs  should  succeed  to 
them."  1  Craik  &  Macfarl.  Hist  Eng.  p. 
658;  Bl.  Com.bk.4,  p.  484. 

"In  America,  the  right  to  acquire,  to  bold, 
to  enjoy,  to  alien,  to  devise  ana  to  transmit 
property  by  inheritance  to  our  descendants,  in 
regular  order  and  succession,  is  enjoyed  to  the 
fullness  and  perfection  of  absolute  right."  8 
Kent,  Com.  p.  827 1828). 

"In  ancient  times,  if  a' man  died  without 
making  any  disposition  of  his  goods  and  chat- 
tels, the  king,  as  parens  patriot,  seized  them; 
but  not  for  his  own  use.  He  seized  them  to 
the  intent  that  they  should  be  preserved  and 
disposed  of  for  the  burial  of  tbe  deceased,  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  to  advance  his  wife  and 
children,  if  he  had  any,  and,  if  not,  then  those 
of  his  blood."  Hughlttt  v.  Hughktt,  5  Humph. 
454. 

Having  ascertained  how  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty existed  in  this  State  when  tbe  Constitu- 
tion was  formed,  and  that  one  of  the  objects  of 
the  Constitution  was  to  protect  and  preserve 
those  rights,  we  will  next  proceed  to  examine 
whether  the  Act  of  1885  violates  any  of  tbe 
provisions  of  that  Constitution.  It  is  insisted 
that  it  violates  so  much  of  article  I,  $  8,  as 
provides  that  no  man  shall  be  deprived  of  bis 
"property,  but  by  the  judgment  of  bis  peers 
or  the  law  of  the  land/'  It  is  not  contended 
that  the  Act  of  1885  has  deprived  anyone  of 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  and  therefore  said 
Act  cannot  be  shown  to  violate  that  provision 
of  the  Constitution,  unless  it  can  be  established 
—first,  that  it  has  deprived  someone  of  "prop- 
erty;" and,  second,  that  it  is  not  the  "law  of 
the  land."  Any  citizen  may  be  deprived  of 
his  property  by  a  statute,  provided  the  statute 
is  what  is  known  as  the  '  'law  of  the  land."  It 
is  when  a  statute  is  not  the  "law  of  tbe  land" 
that  a  citizen  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  prop- 
erty under  it.  The  first  inquiry  then  is  as  to 
whether  anyone  has  been  deprived  of  property 
by  tbe  Act  of  1885.  It  is  insisted  that  the  next 
of  kin  of  Mrs.  Morris  were  not  deprived  of  any 
property,  because  the  personal  property  which 
she  inherited  from  her  husband  did  not  belong 
to  them,  and  tbey,  at  most,  had  a  mere  expec- 
tancy in  regard  to  it.  The  law  upon  this  point 
is  thus  stated  by  Judge  Cooley:  "A  right  can- 
not be  considered  a  vested  right,  unless  it  ia 
something  more  than  such  a  mere  expectation 
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as  may  be  bund  upon  an  anticipated  continu- 
ance of  the  present  general  laws.  It  must  bare 
become  a  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to  the  pres- 
ent or  future  enjoyment  of  property.  .  .  .  And 
it  is  because  tbe  mere  expectation  of  property 
in  tbe  future  is  not  considered  a  vested  right 
that  tbe  rules  of  descent  are  held  subject  to 
chance  in  their  application  to  all  estates  not 
already  passed  to  the  heir  by  the  death  of  the 
owner.  No  one  is  heir  to  the  living,  and  the 
heir  presumptive  has  no  other  reason  to  rely 
upon  succeeding  to  the  property  than  the  prom- 
ise held  out  by  the  Statute  of  Descents.  But 
this  promise  is  no  more  than  a  declaration  of 
the  Legislature  as  to  its  present  view  of  public 
policy  as  regards  the  proper  order  of  succession, 
—a  View  which  may  at  any  time  change,  and 
then  tbe  promise  may  properly  be  withdrawn, 
and  a  new  course  of  descent  be  declared.  The 
expectation  is  not  property.  It  cannot  be  sold 
or  mortgaged.  It  is  not  subject  to  debts,  and 
it  is  not,  in  any  manner,  taken  notice  of  by 
the  law  until  the  moment  of  the  ancestors 
death,  when  the  Statute  of  Descents  comes  in, 
and,  for  reasons  of  general  public  policy,  trans- 
fen  the  estate  to  persons  occupying  particular 
relations  to  tbe  deceased,  in  preference  to  all 
others.  It  is  not  until  that  moment  that  there 
is  any  vested  right  in  tbe  person  who  becomes 
heir  to  be  protected  by  the  Constitution.  An 
anticipated  interest  in  property  cannot  be  said 
to  be  vested  in  any  person,  so  long  as  the  own- 
er of  the  interest  in  possession  has  full  power, 
by  virtue  of  his  ownership,  to  cut  off  the  ex- 
pectant right  by  grant  or  devise."  Cooley, 
Const  Urn.  pp,  850, 800. 

It  seems  that,  under  the  civil  law,  the  chil- 
dren were  considered  "as  having  a  property  in 
the  effects  of  the  father/'  because,  under  that 
law  "he  could  not  disinherit  his  own  issue, 
without  some  Just  cause  assigned  in  his  will" 
(2  Kent,  Com.  p.  827);  while,  at  common  law, 
the  children  were  not  considered  as  having  a 
property  in  the  effects  of  tbe  father,  because, 
under  that  law,  he  could  disinherit  his  own 
issue  without  assigning  any  cause  therefor  in 
his  will.  But,  where  the  father  becomes  hope- 
lessly insane  before  making  his  will,  and  so  re- 
mains until  his  death,  he  practically  has  no 
more  power  to  disinherit  his  children,  under 
the  common  law,  than  he  would  have  had  un- 
der the  civil  law.  And,  if  children  are  consid- 
ered as  having  a  property  in  the  effects  of  a 
sane  father,  under  the  civil  law,  it  is  difficult, 
at  first  blush,  to  see  why  the  children  of  an  in- 
sane father  would  not  have  a  property  in  his 
effects,  under  the  common  law.  The  reason, 
however,  is  that,  however  hopeless  the  insan- 
ity may  appear  to  be,  there  is  always  a  possi- 
bility of  recovery,  and  the  ever  presence  ox  that 
possibility  prevents  the  expectations  of  the 
children  from  being  recognized  as  vested  rights 
of  property.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that 
tbe  personal  property  which  Mrs.  Morris  in- 
herited from  her  husband  was  not  the  property 
of  her  next  of  kin,  and  therefore  that  they  were 
not  deprived  of  it  by  the  Act  of  1885. 

It  is  next  insisted  that  Mrs.  Morris  was  not 
deprived  of  said  property.  It  is  conceded  that 
it  became  her  property  at  tbe  death  of  her  hus- 
band, and  that  it  remained  her  property  up  to 
tbe  time  of  her  death.  It  Is  said,  however,  that 
the  Act  of  1886  did  not  interfere  in  the  least 
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with  her  possession  or  enjoyment  of  the  proj>- 
erty  during  her  life,  and,  as  her  title  and  own- 
ership were  extinguished  by  her  death,  she 
could  not  have  been  depri  /ed  of  it,  by  the  Act 
of  1886,  at  any  time.  The  argument  is  that 
the  death  of  the  owner  extinguished  her  title 
and  ownership;  that  tbe  dead  can  have  no 
vested  property  rights;  that  the  power  of  the 
State  to  take  the  property  of  decedents,  and 
dispose  of  it  as  it  chooses,  is  unqualified;  and 
therefore  that  the  State  had  tbe  right  to  take 
the  property,  at  tbe  death  of  Mrs.  Morris,  and 
make  "a  gift"  of  it  to  persons  who  were  stran- 
gers to  her  in  blood.  We  cannot  assent  to  this 
argument.  Ordinarily,  no  one  can  make  a 
complete  and  valid  sift  of  property,  unless  he 
be  the  full,  legal  and  equitable  owner  thereof, 
and  it  is  not  shown  when  or  how  the  State 
ever  acquired  any  such  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty here  in  controversy.  Was  it  by  gift,  or 
purchase,  or  bequest  from  Mrs.  Morris?  If  so, 
where  is  the  evidence  of  any  such  change  of 
title?  Was  it  by  escheat,  or  under  the  Statute 
of  Distribution?  If  so,  where  is  the  Statute 
under  which  the  State  derived  its  tide,  either 
by  way  of  escheat  or  as  a  distributee  of  Mrs. 
Morris?  The  contention  must  necessarily  be 
that  the  State,  while  having  no  beneficial  owner- 
ship in  the  property,  had  an  absolute  power 
of  disposition  over  It.  But  this  power  of  dis- 
position must  have  been  conferred  upon  tbe 
State,  either  by  Mrs.  Morris,  who  was  the 
owner  of  the  property,  or  by  the  Constitution, 
or  by  the  common  law.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  Mrs.  Morris  ever  invested  the  State,  as 
trustee,  or  otherwise,  with  any  such  power  of 
disposition  over  her  property.  No  provision 
can  be  found  in  the  Constitution  authorizing 
tbe  State  to  make  any  disposition  of  the  prop- 
erty of  an  intestate  citizen,  who  leaves  next  of 
kin  capable  of  inheriting.  The  only  remaining 
source  of  power  must  be  the  common  law,  and 
we  do  not  understand  that  any  such  power 
was  ever  conferred,  by  that  law,  upon  the 
king.  On  the  contrary,  so  far  from  the  king 
having  the  unqualified  power  to  take  and  dis- 
pose of  the  property  of  intestates,  the  power, 
if  it  had  ever  been  exercised,  was,  as  we  have 
shown  above,  surrendered  by  King  John  in 
Magna  Charta,  and,  at  the  time  the  Consti- 
tution of  Tennessee  was  adopted,  the  right  of, 
an  intestate  to  transmit  bis  property  by  inherit- 
ance to  his  own  descendants  was  enjoyed,  as 
Chancellor  Kent  says,  "in  tbe  fullness  and  per- 
fection of  the  absolute  right."  2  Kent,  Com. 
p.  828. 

It  is  true  that,  in  ancient  times,  the  king,  as 
parens  patriot,  took  into  his  possession  the  goods 
of  Intestates,  but  he  took  them  not  for  his  own 
use,  and  still  less  to  "make  a  gift"  of  them  to 
strangers.  He  took  them,  as  said  by  this  court 
in  the  case  above  cited,  "to  the  intent  that  they 
should  be  preserved  and  disposed  of  for  the 
burial  of  tbe  deceased,  the  payment  of  his 
debts,  to  advance  his  wife  and  children,  if  he 
had  any,  and,  if  not,  then  those  of  his  blood." 
Hughktt  v.  HughUU,  6  Humph.  464. 

If  the  State  had  the  right  to  take  the  prop- 
erty of  Mrs.  Morris,  and  make  a  gift  of  it  to 
strangers,  the  State  had  the  right  to  keep  it, 
and  appropriate  it  to  her  own  use;  but  we  sus- 
pect that  no  one  will  maintain,  at  this  day,  that 
the  8tate  has  the  right  to  confiscate  the  prop- 


Tbnn 


SUFRJEMB  COTJBT. 


Jl«.. 


grty  of  citizens  who  are  guilty  of  do  crime, 
whether  such  citizens  be  testate  or  intestate, 
sane  or  insane,  living  or  dead.  It  is  certainly 
true  "that  the  death  of  the  owner  extinguishes 
his  title  and  ownership,  and  that  the  dead  can 
have  no  vested  property  rights."  The  com- 
plaint in  this  case  is,  however,  not  that  the 
bta;e  despoiled  Mrs.  Morris  of  any  of  her  prop- 
erty after  her  death,  but  that,  during  her  life, 
it  deprived  her  of  the  right  "to  transmit  her 
property  by  inheritance  to  her  own  descend- 
ants, or  next  of  kin."  The  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  such  a  right  is  property ;  that  Mrs. 
Morris  was  deprived  of  that  property  by  the 
Act  of  1885;  and  therefore  that  said  Act  is  un- 
constitutional, unless  it  can  be  shown  that  it  is 
"the  law  of  the  land." 

The  clause  "law  of  the  land"  was  defined  in 
our  earlier  cases  to  mean  "a  general  and  public 
law,  equally  binding  upon  every  member  of 
the  community;"  but,  by  our  later  cases,  it  is 
defined  to  mean  a  law  "which  embraces  all 
persons  who  are  or  may  come  into  like  situa- 
tion and  circumstances.  Vanzant  v.  Waddel, 
2  Yerg.  270,  271;  WaUey  v.  Kennedy,  Id.  555; 
Bank  of  the  State  v.  Cooper;  Id.  605;  Jones  v. 
Perry,  10  Yerg.  71,  72;  tiheppard  v.  Johnson, 
2  Humph.  295;  Budd  v.  State,  8  Humph.  491; 
State  v.  Burnett,  6  Heisk.  189;  Mc Kinney  v. 
Memphis  0.  Hotel  Co.  12  Heisk.  107;  Alexandria 
v.  Dearmon,  2  Sneed,  122;  State  v.  Baueeher, 
1  Lea,  97;  Davie  v.  State,  8  Lea,  878;  Money 
v.  Stale,  6  Lea,  221;  Hatcher  v.  State,  12  Lea, 
870,871;   Woodard  v.  Brien,  14  Lea,  528. 

Laws,  public  in  their  character,  and  other- 
wise unobjectionable,  may  extend  to  all  citi- 
zens, or  be  confined  to  particular  classes. 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  890.  And  it  matters 
not  how  few  the  persons  are  who  may  be  in- 
cluded in  a  class.  If  all  who  are  or  may  come 
into  the  like  situation  and  circumstances  be 
embraced  in  the  class,  the  law  is  general,  and 
not  partial.    Budd  v.  State,  8  Humph.  492. 

Citizens  may  be  classified  under  article  1, 
§  8,  of  the  Constitution,  when  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  is  to  subject  them  to  the  burden  of 
certain  disabilities,  duties  or  obligations,  not 
imposed  upon  the  community  at  large.  And 
citizens  may  be  classified  under  article  11,  §  8, 
of  the  Constitution,  when  the  object  of  the 
Legislature  is  to  confer  upon  them  certain  rights, 
privileges,  immunities  or  exemptions  not  en- 
joyed by  the  community  at  large.  If  the  classi- 
fication is  made  under  article  1,  §  8,  everyone 
who  is  in,  or  may  come  into,  the  situation  and 
circumstances  which  constitute  the  reason  for, 
and  the  basis  of,  the  classification,  must  be  sub- 
jected to  the  disabilities,  duties,  obligations 
and  burdens  imposed  by  the  Statute,  or  it  will 
be  partial  and  void.  And,  if  the  classification 
is  made  under  article  11,  §  8,  everyone  who  is 
in,  or  may  come  into,  the  situation  and  circum- 
stances which  constitute  the  reasons  for,  and 
basis  of,  the  classification,  must  be  entitled  to 
the  rights,  privileges,  immunities  and  exemp- 
tions conferred  by  the  Statute,  or  it  will  be 
partial  and  void.  It  follows  that  the  cases 
which  have  been  decided  upon  section  8  of 
either  of  said  articles  are  of  equal  value  in  ar- 
riving at  the  meaning  of  the  expression  "all 
who  are  or  may  come  into  the  like  situation 
and  circumstances,"  and  counsel  in  argument 
have  properly  referred  to  cases  decided  upon 
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each  of  said  articles.  Before  proceeding  to  ex- 
amine those  cases,  it  is  proper  to  notice  anoth- 
er limitation  which  is  imposed  upon  the  Legis- 
lature in  making  classifications  of  cit  izens.  The 
limitation  is  stated  by  Judge  Cooley,  as  fol- 
lows: "The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether 
a  regulation  made  for  any  one  class  of  citizens, 
entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character  and  restrict- 
ing their  rights,  privileges  or  legal  capacities, 
in  a  manner  before  unknown  to  the  law,  would 
be  sustained,  notwithstanding  its  generality. 
Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest  upon 
some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  defended, 
like  the  want  of  capacity  in  infants  and  insane 
persons,  and,  if  the  Legislature  should  under- 
take to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should 
not  have  capacity  to  make  contracts,  or  to  re- 
ceive conveyances,  or  to  build  such  houses  as 
others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other 
way  to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was 
permissible  to  others,  it  can  scarcely  be  doubt- 
ed that  the  Act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no 
express  constitutional  provision  could  be 
pointed  out  with  which  it  would  conflict.  To 
forbid  to  a  class  the  right  to  the  acquisition  or 
enjoyment  of  property  in  such  a  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large 
would  be  to  deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particu- 
lars of  primary  importance  to  their  pursuit  of 
happiness,  and  those  who  claim  the  right  to  do 
so  ought  to  be  able  to  show  a  specific  author- 
ity therefor,  instead  of  calling  upon  others  to 
show  how  and  where  the  authority  is  nega- 
tived."   Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  898  (890). 

That  statutory  classifications  should  be 
"natural,  and  not  arbitrary,"  was  recognized 
by  this  court  in  DemoviUe  v.  Datideon  County, 
87  Tenn.  218-228. 

It  is  believed  that  an  examination  of  the  re- 
ported cases  will  show  that  none  of  the  legisla- 
tive classifications  of  citizens  which  have  been 
sustained  by  this  court  were  arbitrary  in  their 
character.  It  will  also  be  seen  that  all  of  them 
were  made  for  one  or  the  other  of  the  follow- 
ing purposes,  viz. :  first,  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation;  second,  for  police  purposes;  third,  for 
the  necessary  protection  of  the  particular  class; 
fourth,  for  the  release  of  a  class  from  some 
particular  obligation  or  liability. 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  Sehlier,  8  Heisk.  281, 
the  classification  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation.  The  Legislature  imposed  a  privilege 
tax  upon  photographers,  which  was  graded 
according  to  the  size  of  the  town  in  which  the 
privilege  was  exercised.  There  was  nothing 
arbitrary  in  such  a  classification.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  was  natural  and  just  that  the  classifi- 
cation should  be  based  upon  the  idea  that  the 
profits  of  the  business  would  be  proportioned 
to  the  size  of  the  town,  and  that  the  tax  should 
be  proportioned  to  the  profits.  Every  member 
of  the  community  was  at  liberty  to  engage  in 
the  business,  and  to  exercise  his  art,  either  in 
a  city,  in  a  town  or  in  the  country  as  he  might 
elect.  In  the  case  of  Fulgum  v.  NasitviUe,  & 
Lea,  685,  the  classification  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation.  A  license  tax  was  im- 
posed for  the  privilege  of  keeping  an  hotel: 
but  there  was  a  proviso  that  hotels  having  less 
than  ten  rooms  should  pay  no  privilege  tax. 
There  was  nothing  arbitrary  in  such  a  classhV 
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cation.  Jt  was  natural  and  right  that  the  tax 
should  be  graded  according  to  the  earning 
capacity  of  the  hotel,  and  every  member  of 
the  community  was  at  liberty  to  engage  in  the 
business,  and  to  elect  whether  he  would  keep 
a  hotel  of  ten  rooms  or  leas. 

In  toe  case  of  Bobbin*  v.  Taxing  Diet.,  18 
Lea,  308,  the  classification  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation.  A  law  provided  that 
drummers,  and  all  persons  not  having  a  regu- 
lar licensed  house  of  business  in  the  taxing 
district,  offering  for  sale,  or  selling  goods  by 
sample,  should  pay  a  special  privilege  tax. 
The  classification  in  that  case  was  not  arbi- 
trary. Before  the  law  was  passed,  resident 
merchants  were  required  to  pay  a  regular 
occupation  tax,  while  traveling  salesmen,  or 
drummers,  paid  no  tax.  It  was  natural  that 
the  law  should  remedy  this  inequality  by  re- 
quiring drummers  to  pay  a  privilege  tax. 
Every  member  of  the  community  was  at  liberty 
to  engage  in  the  mercantile  business  and  to 
elect  whether  he  would  be  a  resident  merchant 
or  a  drummer. 

In  the  case  of  Stats  v.  Bauscher,  1  Lea,  96, 
the  classification  was  made  for  police  purposes, 
as  a  regulation  of  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors.  The  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  with- 
in four  miles  of  an  incorporated  institution  of 
learning  was  prohibited  by  a  certain  law;  but 
there  was  a  proviso  in  it  that  the  law  should 
not  apply  to  the  sale  of  such  liquors  within  an 
incorporated  town.  The  classification  in  that 
case  was  by  no  means  arbitrary.  It  was  sup- 
posed that  the  injurious  consequences  resulting 
from  the  sale  of  liquor  near  incorporated  insti- 
tutions of  learning  would  be  much  reduced  by 
restricting  such  sales  to  incorporated  towns, 
where  adequate  police  force  is  usually  main- 
tained. It  was  therefore  natural  and  right  to 
restrict  the  sales  to  such  towns.  Every  mem- 
ber of  the  community  was  at  liberty  to  engage 
in  the  business,  and  to  elect  whether  he  would 
sell  within  an  incorporated  town  or  not,  and 
«very  incorporated  town  was  allowed  the  priv- 
ilege of  having  such  sales  made  within  its 
limits.  Afterwards,  the  law  was  amended  so 
as  to  divide  the  incorporated  towns  of  the  8tate 
into  two  classes,  and  to  prohibit  such  sales  in 
those  towns  which  were  organized  under  the 
Act  of  1882;  while  the  privilege  of  allowing 
such  sales  within  their  limits  was  continued  to 
the  other  towns  of  the  State.  This  classifica- 
tion was  purely  arbitrary.  The  efficacy  of  the 
police  of  a  town  was  in  no  way  dependent  upon 
whether  it  was  organized  under  the  Act  of 
1882  or  not,  and,  accordingly,  this  court  held 
that  the  attempted  discrimination  between  the 
different  towns  of  the  State  was  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  Hatcher  v.  State,  12  Lea, 
370,  371. 

In  the  case  of  Theilan  v.  Porter,  14  Lea. 
427,  the  classification  was  made  for  police  pur- 
poses, to  abate  nuisances.  An  Act  authorized 
"the  several  communities  embraced  in  the 
territorial  limits  of  all  such  municipal  corpora- 
tions in  the  State  as  have  had,  or  may  have, 
their  charters  abolished,"  etc.,  to  condemn  and 
abate  as  nuisances  all  houses  which  should  be 
found  to  be  in  an  unsanitary  condition.  The 
classification  in  that  case  was  not  arbitrary, 
but  based  upon  the  natural  distinction  between 
houses  in  a  sanitary  and  houses  in  an  unsanitary 
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condition,  and  every  community  whose  charter 
had  been,  or  might  be,  abolished,  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  police  power  conferred  by 
the  Act. 

In  the  case  of  Park*  v.  Parks,  12  Heisk.  684, 
the  classification  was  made  for  the  necessary 
protection  of  a  class  known  as  "cotton  mer- 
chants, factors  and  brokers,"  by  giving  them  a 
lien  for  the  purchase  money  for  cotton  sold. 
The  classification  was  by  no^mean*  arbitrary. 
The  business  in  which  those  persons  were  en* 
gaged  bad  a  special  need  for  such  a  lien. 
Every  citizen  of  the  State  could  engage  in  the 
business,  and  thus  become  entitled  to  the  ben- 
efits of  the  lien.  The  liens  given  to  mechanics, 
landlords,  carriers  and  others  are  all  supported 
upon  the  same  considerations.  Davis  v.  State, 
8  Lea,  880;  DemoviUe  v.  Davidson  County,  87 
Tenn.  217. 

In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  State,  8  Lea,  880,  the 
classification  was  made  for  the  necessary  pro- 
tection of  witnesses  from  the  rapacity  of  spec- 
ulators; the  speculation  in  witness'  fees  being 
deemed  by  the  Legislature  detrimental  to  the 
public  service.  Every  citizen  of  the  State,  who 
should  become  a  witness,  would  be  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  protection  afforded  by  the 
Act.  The  Act  did  not  deprive  the  witness  of 
the  power  of  free  disposition  of  his  fees  as 
property;  because  the  claim  of  a  witness  for 
fees,  being  only  a  chose  in  action,  was  not 
assignable  at  common  law,  and,  as  the  Legis- 
lature first  made  such  claims  assignable,  it  was 
equally  within  its  competency  to  take  away 
that  quality.  Upon  the  same  principle,  the 
Legislature  may  classify  minors,  married  wom- 
en, lunatics  ana  other  persons  under  disability, 
and  enact  statutes  "for  their  assistance,  com- 
fort and  support"  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  891 
(889),  (890).  But  in  this  State,  while  it  is  rec- 
ognized as  the  duty  of  the  government  "to 
protect  and  provide  for  those  who  are  incapa- 
ble of  taking  care  of  themselves,  it  is  a  duty 
of  the  Legislature  to  pass  general  laws  whereby 
this  may  be  done."  Jones  v.  Perry,  10  Yerg. 
75.  The  fact  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  State  to 
"protect  and  provide  for  those  who  are  incapa- 
ble of  taking  care  of  themselves"  proves  that 
the  State  cannot  legislate  to  deprive  them  of 
their  property  rights. 

In  the  case  of  DemoviUe  v.  Davidson  County, 
87  Tenn.  218,  the  classification  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  releasing  all  druggists  from  liquor 
dealers'  privilege  taxes  incurred  by  them,  where 
the  liquors  were  sold  in  good  faith,  for  medical 
uses  only,  and  the  druggist's  license  was  not 
used  by  them  as  a  blind  to  sell  liquors  as  a 
beverage.  It  was  held  by  this  court  that  the 
class  of  druggists  thus  described  by  the  Act 
form  "a  natural,  and  not  an  arbitrary,  class," 
and  were  properly  distinguished  in  their  treat- 
ment by  the  State  from  those  who  had  been 
guilty  of  selling  liquor  under  the  guise  of  doing 
a  regular  druggist  s  business. 

We  will  now  refer  to  those  cases  where  the 
Legislature  has  attempted  to  make  certain  clas- 
sifications among  citizens,  which  classifications 
this  court  has  held  were  not  within  the  consti- 
tutional power  of  the  Legislature  to  make. 

In  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Reed,  2  Head,  276, 
an  Act  of  1856  declared  that  the  title  of  all 
persons  to  any  slave  sold  under  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, under  the  Act  of  1827,  and  to  which 
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the  tain,  distributees,  etc,  were  not  made 
parties,  should  be  forever  barred,  unless  suit 
should  be  brought  within  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  the  Act  of  1853.  It  was  held  that 
the  Act  of  1856  was  unconstitutional.  The 
Act  may  in  fact  hare  embraced  a  large  number 
of  cases  in  which  very  many  persons  may  have 
been  interested,— in  fact  it  was  sought  to  be 
justified  as  a  "relief  measure," — but  there  were 
no  reasons  why  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
should  be  reduced  to  six  months,  in  order  to 
meet  the  exigencies  of  those  cases,  that  were 
not  equally  applicable  to  all  other  cases  where 
void  or  irregular  sales  of  slaves  bad  been 
made. 

In  the  case  of  Memphis  v.  Fieher,  9  Baxt. 
289,  an  Act  provided  that  municipal  corpora- 
tions with  a  population  of  86,000  or  more 
might  prosecute  suits  without  giving  bond  for 
costs.  It  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional;  for, 
though  municipal  corporations  possess  some 
power  pertaining  to  sovereignty,  yet  when  they 
become  suitors  they  stand  as  individuals,  and 
there  were  no  reasons  why  they  should  be  ex- 
empted from  giving  bond  for  costs  that  would 
not  be  equally  applicable  to  an  individual 

In  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Haywood\  4  Heisk. 
860,  an  Act  provided  that,  in  any  county  of 
the  State  where,  civil  suits  had  been  removed 
from  the  county  in  which  they  had  been  origi- 
nally brought,  they  should  be  transferred  back 
to  the  original  county,  upon  affidavit  of  three 
unconditional  Un.on  men  of  the  original  county 
that  justice  could  be  done  all  parties.  The 
Act  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional.  There 
were  no  reasons  why  suits  already  transferred 
should  be  sent  back  that  were  not  equally  ap- 
plicable to  suits  that  might  afterwards  be 
transferred,  and  there  were  no  reasons  why 
the  affidavits  of  Union  men  should  have  any 
more  weight  than  the  affidavits  of  other  men. 

In  the  case  of  Watty  v.  Kennedy,  2  Terg. 
554,  an  Act  provided  that  any  suit,  brought  in 
the  name  of  an  Indian  reservee,  to  recover 
certain  lands,  should  be  dismissed,  if  it  were 
shown  that  it  was  being  prosecuted  for  the 
benefit  of  any  person  other  than  the  one  in 
whose  name  suit  was  brought.  The  Act  was 
held  to  be  unconstitutional.  There  were  no 
reasons  why  a  suit  prosecuted  in  the  name  of 
an  Indian  reservee,  for  the  use  of  another, 
should  be  dismissed,  that  were  not  equally  ap- 
plicable to  every  case  where  the  equitable 
owner  of  real  estate  sued  in  the  name  of  the 
person  holding  the  legal  title. 

In  Bank  of  the  State  v.  Coover,  2  Yerg.  599, 
an  Act  of  the  Legislature  undertook  to  deprive 
the  debtors  of  the  Bank  of  the  State  of  Tennes- 
see of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  and  of  the 
right  of  appeal.  It  was  held  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional. There  were  no  reasons  why  the 
debtors  of  thai  bank  should  be  deprived  of 
their  rights  that  were  not  equally  applicable  to 
all  other  debtors  where  the  debts  arose  from 
similar  contracts. 

In  the  case  of  Budd  v.  State,  8  Humph.  492, 
an  Act  created  a  new  felony  in  relation  to  the 
officers,  agents  and  servants  of  the  Union  Bank. 
This  court  held  that  it  was  unconstitutional. 
There  were  no  reasons  why  the  officers,  agents 
and  servants  of  that  bank  should  be  subjected 
to  the  felony  in  question,  that  were  not  equally 
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applicable  to  the  officers,  agents  and  servant! 
of  all  other  banks. 

In  the  case  of  McKinney  v.  Mempfti*  0. 
Hotel  Co.,  12  Heisk.  104,  an  Act  authorized  a 
certain  hotel  company  to  contract  to  pay  interest 
at  the  rate  of  lOper  cent  per  annum  upon  a  loan 
of  $100,000.  The  Act  was  held  to  be  uncon- 
stitutional. There  were  no  reasons  why  that 
company  should  be  allowed  to  contract  to  pay 
10  per  cent  interest  that  were  not  equally 
applicable  to  all  other  companies  or  individuals 
who  might  wish  to  borrow  money;  and  there 
were  no  reasons  why  those  who  loaned  money 
to  that  company  should  be  allowed  to  charge 
10  per  cent  that  were  not  equally  applicable  to 
all  the  money-lenders  of  the  State. 

In  Daly  v.  State,  18  Lea.  282,  an  Act.  in  ef- 
fect, created,  as  a  new  privilege,  the  right  to 
sell  pools  on  horse-races,  and  to  limit  the  exer- 
cise of  the  privilege  to  a  certain  class  of  private 
corporations.  This  court  held  the  Act  to  be 
unconstitutional.  There  were  no  reasons  why 
those  corporations  should  be  allowed  the  priv- 
ilege of  selling  pools  that  were  not  equally  ap- 
plicable to  all  other  corporations  or  individuals 
in  the  State,  who  might  wish  to  exercise  that 
privilege. 

In  BurkhoU*  v.  State,  16  Lea,  72,  78,  an  Act 
made  it  lawful  to  sell  pools  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances; but  it  contained  a  proviso  that  it 
should  not  apply  to  counties  having  a  popula- 
tion of  not  less  than  75,000  inhabitants,  by  the 
United  States  census  last  taken  just  preceding 
the  date  of  the  offense.  Davidson  and  Shelby 
were  the  only  counties  in  the  State  which  had 
75.000  inhabitants  by  the  last  United  States 
census.  It  was  held  that  the  Act  was  uncon- 
stitutional. There  were  no  reasons  why  pool 
selling  should  be  made  unlawful  in  Davidson 
and  Shelby  Counties  that  were  not  equally  ap- 
plicable to  all  the  other  counties  of  the  State. 

In  the  case  of  Woodard  v.  Brien,  14  Lea,  522. 
528,  an  Act  declared  that  real  estate  should 
not  be  affected  by  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  un- 
til an  abstract  of  the  judgment  was  recorded  in 
the  register's  office;  but  it  contained  a  proviso 
that  it  should  apply  only  to  counties  that  had, 
by  the  census  of  1870,  a  population  of  not  less 
than  40,000  inhabitants.  Davidson  and  Shel- 
by were  the  only  counties  in  the  State  to  which 
the  Act  could  apply.  It  was  held  to  be  uncon- 
stitutional. There  were  no  reasons  why  judg- 
ment liens  should  be  recorded  in  those  counties 
that  were  not  equally  applicable  to  all  the  other 
counties  of  the  State. 

In  Neely  v.  State,  4  Lea,  816,  the  charter  of 
a  railroad  company  exempted  its  directors  from 
jury  duty.  The  exemption  was  held  to  be  un- 
constitutional. There  were  no  reasons  why 
the  directors  of  that  company  should  be  ex- 
empted from  jury  duty  that  were  not  equally 
applicable  to  all  the  citizens  of  the  State. 

In  Qreen  v.  State,  15  Lea,  708-710,  an  Act 
provided  that  15  per  cent  of  the  voting  popula- 
tion of  a  county  might  organize  into  militia, 
and  be  exempt  from  jury  duty.  It  was  held 
that  the  exemption  was  unconstitutional. 
There  were  no  reasons  why  those  who  organ- 
ized as  militia  should  be  exempt  from  jury  duty 
that  were  not  equally  applicable  to  all  the  other 
citizens  of  the  State. 

In  Ragio  v.  State,  86  Tenn.  272,  an  Act  made 
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it  a  misdemeanor  for  anyone  engaged  in  the 
business  of  a  barber  to  keep  open  bath-rooms 
on  Sunday.  It  waa  held  that  the  Act  was  un- 
constitutional. There  were  no  reasons  why 
barbers  should  be  prohibited  from  keeping 
bath  rooms  open  on  Sunday  that  were  not 
equally  applicable  to  innkeepers,  and  all  other 
persons  who  kept  and  used  bath-rooms  for 
profit 

We  conclude,  upon  a  review  of  the  cases  re- 
ferred to  above,  that,  whether  a  statute  be  pub- 
lic or  private,  general  or  special,  in  form,  if  it 
attempts  to  create  distinctions  and  classifica- 
tions between  the  citizens  of  this  State,  the  ba- 
sis of  such  classification  must  be  natural  and 
not  arbitrary. 

If  the  classification  is  made  under  article  11, 
§  8,  of  the  Constitution,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ferring upon  a  class  the  benefit  of  some  special 
right,  privilege,  immunity  or  exemption,  there 
must  be  some  good  and  valid  reason  why  that 
particular  class  should  alone  be  the  recipient 
of  the  benefit  If  the  classification  is  made 
under  article  1,  8  8,  of  the  Constitution,  for 
the  purpose  of  subjecting  a  class  to  the  burden 
of  some  special  disability,  duty  or  obligation, 
there  must  be  some  good  and  valid  reason  why 
that  particular  class  should  alone  be  subjected 
to  the  burden.  Another  essential  to  the  valid- 
ity of  every  legislative  classification,  whether 
it  be  made  under  article  11,  §  8,  or  under  arti- 
cle 1,  §  8,  is  that  it  must  not  violate  any  other 
provision  of  the  Constitution,  whether  such 
provision  be  expressed  or  implied.  Article  1, 
§  80,  of  the  Constitution  expressly  provides 
that  no  hereditary  emoluments,  privileges  or 
honors  shall  be  granted  or  conferred  m  this 
State;  and  therefore  the  Legislature  cannot, 
under  article  11,  §  8,  grant  any  hereditary  priv- 
ileges or  honors  upon  a  class,  however  merito- 
rious or  large  the  class  may  be.  Though  the 
Constitution  does  not  expressly  prohibit  the 
taking  of  private  property  for  private  use,  yet 
it  has  been  held  to  do  so  bv  implication  {Hard- 
ing v.  OoodleU,  3  Yer*.  52;  Clack  v.  White,  2 
Swan,  549:  Memphis  might  Co.  v.  Memphis,  4 
Coldw.  425);  and  therefore  the  Legislature  can- 
not, under  article  1,  g  8,  deprive  one  class  of 
citizens  of  their  property  to  "give"  it  to  an- 
other, however  small  or  odious  the  class  may 
be  from  which  the  property  is  taken,  or  how- 
ever large  and  meritorious  the  class  may  be  to 
which  it  is  given.  Under  article  1,  g  8,  an  in- 
dividual may  be  deprived  of  his  property  in 
many  instances,  where  the  action  of  the  Legis- 
lature would  be  clearly  constitutional.  The 
property  of  an  individual  may  be  taken  by 
summary  proceedings  for  the  payment  of  his 
taxes,  or,  by  judicial  proceedings,  to  compel 
the  performance  of  his  contracts,  or  to  recover 
damages  for  the  breach  of  his  contracts,  or  for 
tort  committed  by  him,  or  it  may  be  taken  as 
a  punishment  for  his  crimes.  But  the  property 
of  tin  individual  cannot  be  taken  under  that 
section,  or  any  other  section,  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, when  it  is  taken  from  him  merely  to  give 
it  to  another.  A  law  which  violates  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution,  whether  the  pro- 
vision be  expressed  or  implied,  cannot  be  the 
"law  of  the  land,"  because  an  unconstitutional 
law  is,  in  fact,  "no  law  at  all."  Cooley,  Const. 
Litn.  p.  8. 

The  general  Statutes  of  Descent  and  Distri- 
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butiou  of  this  State,  as  contained  in  the  Code 
of  1858,  §§  2420-2480,  classify  the  citizens  of 
this  State  into  those  who  die  testate,  and  thoaa 
who  die  intestate.  Any  person,  who  has  ca- 
pacity in  the  law  to  make  a  last  will  and  testa- 
ment can  select  the  class  to  which  he  will  be- 
long. He  may  make  his  own  will,  if  he  prefers 
to  die  testate;  and,  if  he  prefers  to  die  intestate, 
he  can  adopt  the  disposition  of  his  estate  pro- 
vided for  in  the  Statutes  of  Descent  and  Distri- 
bution. If  he  from  infancy,  lunacy  or  other 
disability,  has  not  capacity  m  the  law  to  make 
a  will,  he  cannot  select  the  class  to  which  ha 
will  belong.  He  is  forced  into  the  class  of  in- 
testates, and  the  disposition  of  his  estate  is 
necessarily  controlled  by  the  Statutes  of  De- 
scent and  Distribution.  Those  Statutes  direct 
that  the  land  of  an  intestate  owner  shall  de- 
scend to  his  heirs,  and  that  his  personal  prop- 
erty, after  payment  of  debts,  shall  go  to  his 
next  of  kin.  In  no  instance  do  they  direct  that 
any  part  of  his  estate  shall  go  to  those  who  are 
strangers  in  blood  to  him.  They  are  in  full 
accord  with  the  principle  announced  by  this 
court  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  State,  by  gen- 
eral laws,  "to  protect  and  provide  for  those 
who  are  incapable  of  taking  care  of  themselves." 
Jones  v.  Frry,  10  Yerg.  75.  They  do  not  pro- 
ceed upon  the  novel  idea  that  the  State  has  the 
rijjht  to  seize  upon  the  property  of  an  intestate 
minor,  or  lunatic,  and  appropriate  it  to  the 
State's  own  use,  or  give  it  away  to  strangers. 
On  the  contrary,  they  proceed  upon  the  ancient 
doctrine  that  the  king  took  the  custody  of  in- 
testate property,  "not  for  his  own  use,"  but 
4  'to  the  intent  that  it  should  be  preserved  and 
disposed  of  for  the  burial  of  the  deceased,  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  to  advance  his  wife  and 
children,  if  he  had  any,  and,  if  not,  then  those 
of  his  blood."  HugKUU  v.  Hughlett,  5  Humph. 
464.  They  fully  recognize  that  "the  right  to 
transmit  property  by  descent  to  one's  own  off- 
spring is  dictated  by  the  voice  of  nature."  2 
Kent,  Com.  p.  826. 

In  their  main  features,  those  Statutes  have 
stood  as  the  laws  of  this  State  from  the  time 
of  its  admission  into  the  Union  down  to  the 
present  time,  and,  though  various  changes  have 
been  made  in  them  from  time  to  time,  the 
principle  that  a  man's  intestate  property  shall 
go  to  his  own  heirs,  or  next  of  kin,  has  been  at 
all  times  recognized  and  preserved,  until  the 
passage  of  the  Act  of  April  1, 1885,  which  ia 
the  Act  in  controversy  in  this  case.  The  Act, 
in  brief,  provides  that,  if  the  personal  estate  of 
an  intestate  lunatic  was  derived  from  an  intes- 
tate husband  or  wife,  it  shall  go,  not  to  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic,  but  to  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  person  from  whom  it  was  so  de- 
rived. It  is  said,  though  incorrectly,  that  the 
Act  of  1885  was  modeled  upon  paragraph  8  of 
section  2420  of  the  Code  of  1858,  which  pro- 
vides that,  where  land  came  to  the  intestate  by 
gift,  devise  or  descent,  from  a  parent,  or  the 
ancestor  of  a  parent,  and  the  intestate  die 
without  issue,  if  he  have  brothers  or  sisters  of 
the  paternal  line  of  half  blood,  and  brothers 
and  sisters  of  the  maternal  line,  also  of  the 
half-blood,  then  the  land  shall  be  inherited  by 
such  brothers  and  sisters  on  part  of  the  parent 
from  whom  the  estate  came,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  by  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  whole 
blood,  until  the  line  of  such  parentis  exhausted 
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of  the  half-blood,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
line.  If  the  intestate  have  no  brothers  or  sis- 
ters, then  it  shall  be  inherited  by  the  parent,  if 
living,  from  whom,  or  whose  ancestors,  it 
came,  in  preference  to  the  other  parent.  If 
both  parents  be  dead,  then  by  the  heirs  of  the 
parent  from  whom,  or  whose  ancestors,  it 
came.  It  will  be  seen  that  paragraph  8  of  sec- 
tion 2420  of  the  Code  applies  impartially  to  all 
intestates;  while  the  Act  of  1885  applies  only 
to  lunatic  intestates.  It  is  said  that  the  propor- 
tion of  lunatics  to  sane  persons  is  as  but  one  to 
a  thousand.  One  objection  to  special  laws  is 
that  tbev  single  out  one  or  a  few  odious  or 
helpless  individuals,  and  undertake  to  regulate 
bis  or  their  rights  by  a  rule  different  from  that 
which  is  applicable  to  the  community  at  large, 
and  by  which  the  great  body  of  the  people,  or 
the  legislators  themselves,  would  not  be  willing 
to  be  bound.  WaUy  v.  Kennedy,  2  Yerg.  557; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  891. 

There  are  no  reasons  why  lunatics  should  be 
deprived  of  the  right  to  transmit  their  property 
by  inheritance  to  their  heirs  or  next  of  kin 
that  do  not  apply  equally  to  persons  who  are 
sane.  Suppose  Mrs.  Gee,  who  was  a  sister  of 
Mrs.  Morris,  had  derived  personal  property 
from  an  intestate  husband,  then,  upon  her 
death,  as  she  was  sane,  the  property  would  go, 
under  the  general  law,  to  her  next  of  kin;  but, 
under  the  Act  of  1885,  the  property  which 
Mrs.  Morris  derived  from  her  husband  must 
go  to  those  who  are  strangers  in  blood  to  her. 
Why  should  so  important  a  distinction  be 
made  between  two  sisters?  The  only  answer 
which  we  have  heard  is  that  one  of  them  was 
sane,  and  the  other  insane.  It  will  be  seen 
that  paragraph  8  of  section  2420  of  the  Code 
applies  impartially,  whether  the  property  came 
to  the  intestate  by  gift,  devise  or  descent; 
while  the  Act  of  1885  applies  only  to  property 
which  came  from  an  intestate  husband  or  wife. 
There  are  no  reasons  why  an  intestate  widow 
should  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  transmit  to 
her  own  next  of  kin  property  inherited  by  her 
from  her  husband  that  do  not  apply  equally  to 

Eroperty  which  she  may  have  derived  from 
iro  by  gift  or  bequest.  If  E.  J.  Morris  had 
bequeathed  tbe  property  in  controversy  to  bis 
widow,  the  Act  of  1885  would  not  have 
applied;  and  the  property  would  have  gone  to 
her  next  of  kin,  under  the  general  law.  But, 
instead  of  making  a  written  will,  be  seems  to 
have  preferred  to  die  intestate,  and  thus  adopt 
the  will  which  the  State  suggested  for  him  in 
its  General  Statute  of  Distribution;  and  yet, 
merely  because  he  left  the  property  to  his  wife 
in  ihc  one  way  rather  than  in  the  other,  she  is 
to  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  transmit  it  to  her 
own  next  of  kin.  It  will  be  seen  that  par- 
agraph 3  of  section  2420  of  the  Code  does  not 
apply  except  where  the  intestate  dies  without 
issue,  and  yet  ihe  Act  of  1885  would  have  de- 
prived Mrs.  Morris  of  the  right  to  transmit 
her  own  property  to  her  own  children.  Her 
children  by  a  marriage  prior  or  subsequent  to 
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her  marriage  with  E.  J.  Morris  would  have 
been  disinherited,  and  even  her  children   by 
him  would  have  taken  her  property,  not  as  her 
next  of  kin,  but  as  his.    It  will  be  seen  that, 
while  paragraph  8  of  section  2420  of  the  Code 
establishes  a  certain  preference  as  between  the 
heirs  of  an  intestate,  it  does  not  direct  that  any 
part  of  his  estate  shall  go  to  those  who  are 
strangers  in  blood  to  him.    It  does  not  deprive 
him  of  the  right  to  transmit  his  own  estate  by 
inheritance  to  his  own  blood  kin.    But  the  Act 
of  1885  deprives  a  lunatic  widow  of  all  power 
to  transmit  to  any  of  her  blood  kin  any  of  the 
personal  property  which  she  may  have  derived 
from  her  Intestate  husband,  and  directs  that  the 
whole  of  it  shall  go  to  those  who  have  not  a 
drop  of  her  blood  in  their  veins.    The  minute 
classification  and  subclassiflcation  adopted  by 
tbe  Act  of  1885  first  forced  Mrs.  Morris  into 
the  class  known   as  "lunatics,"  where     the 
majority  against  her  at  once  became  a  thousand 
to  one.    It  then  forced  her  into  a  subclass  com- 
posed of  only  those  lunatics  who  had  derived 
property  from  a  husband  or  wife.    It    then 
forced  her  into  a  still  smaller  subclass  compris- 
ing only  those  lunatics  who  had  derived  prop- 
erty from  an  intestate  husband  or  wife.     The 
probability  is  that  there  are  very  few  persons 
m  tbe  State  who  would  answer  the  description 
of  the  subclass  into  which  Mrs.  Morris   was 
finally  forced  by  tbe  Act  of  1885.    Assuming, 
however,  that  the  Legislature  has  the  power, 
in  a  proper  case,  to  make  its  classification  as 
minute  as  it  sees  proper,  yet  we  hold  that  the 
classification  must "  be  natural,  not  arbitrary." 
We  think  that  the  classification  made  by  the 
Act  of  1885  is  unnatural,  arbitrary  and  capric- 
ious, and,  for  that  teason,  we  hold  it  to  be  un- 
constitutional.   We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that 
it  deprived  Mrs.  Morris  of  the  right  to  transmit 
her  estate  to  her  own  next  of  kin;  that  such  a 
right  is  property;  that  tbe  Legislature  under- 
took, in  effect,  to  take  her  property  a.,  ay  from 
her,  and  give  it  to  those  who  were  strangers  in 
blood  to  ber,  and.  as  the  Legislature  en o  not 
take  private  property  for  private  use,  the  Act 
violates  the  Constitution,  and,  for  that  reason, 
it  is  not  tbe  "  law  of  the  land."    This  conclu- 
sion renders  it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  con- 
stitutional question,  as  to  whether  tbe  substa  nee 
of  the  Act  was  sufficiently  expressed  in   its 
title,  or  whether  it  sufficiently  recites  the  law 
which  it  was  intended  to  repeal  or  amend. 
This  case,  however,  serves  well  to  show    that 
those  requirements  of  the  Constitution    may 
have  been  intended  to  notify  persons  who  may 
have  an  interest  in  opposing  such  legislation, 
as  well  as  to  inform  tbe  members  of  the  Legis- 
lature of  the  true  character  of  the  legislation 
proposed  to  be  enacted. 

Upon  tbe  grounds  above  stated,  we  affirm  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor. 

The  costs  of  this  court  will  be  paid  by  the 
appellants,  the  next  of  kin  of  K.  J.  Morris,  de- 
ceased, and  the  costs  of  the  court  below  will 
be  paid  as  adjudged  by  the  chancellor. 
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fcw  rale  that  a  writ  of 
L  to  enforce 


of  a  year  and  a  day  1b  abrogated  in  Illinois  by 
the  Statute  which,  though  making  no  express 
provision  as  to  writs  of  possession,  provides  that 
execution  may  issue  upon  a  judgment  at  any 
time  within  seven  years,  especially  when  con- 
strued with  another  Statute  providing  that  rules 
of  pleading  and  praotloe  in  other  actions  are  ap- 
plied to  actions  of  ejectment. 
«.  A  writ  of  possession  which  ha*  been 
executed  will  not  be  qnaahed  unless  a 
writ  of  restitution  should  be  granted,  as  the 
quashal  would  otherwise  do  no  good. 

3.  A  writ  of  restitution  willnot  be  grant- 
ed to  restore  to  a>  defendant  in  eject- 
ment the  possession  of  property  taken  under  a 
writ  of  possession,  merely  because  the  latter  was 
not  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment. 

4.  A  freehold  i«  involved  so  as  to  give  Juris- 
diction to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  of  an  ap- 
peal from  an  order  of  the  superior  court  overrul- 
ing a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  possession  In  aid 
of  a  judgment  in  ejectment. 

(January  tt,  180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Supreme  Court  for  Cook  County  overrul- 
ing her  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  possession 
which  had  been  issued  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
ecuting a  Judgment  which  had  been  recovered 
against  her  in  ejectment.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Duncan  Jfc  Gilbert  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Crondy,  Green  cb  Goudy,  for 
appeDee: 

A  writ  of  possession  irregularly  issued  will 
not  be  quashed,  and  a  writ  of  restitution 
awarded,  unless  the  defendant  shows  on  his 
part  some  right  to  the  possession. 

Cetgen  v.  Ross,  47  HI.  148;  Ooleman  v.  Hen- 
derson, 8  HI.  261;  Jackson  v.  Hasbrouck,  5 
Johns.  886;  Doe  v.  Roe,  4  Burr.  1996;  Watson 
t.  Trustees  of  Floral  College,  2  Jones,  L.  211; 
Doe  t.  Shad.  18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  821. 

The  judgment  in  the  case  at  bar  is  conclu- 
sive of  the  title  of  the  appellee  to  the  premises 
in  question  and  of  its  right  to  the  possession. 

Taylor  v.  Horde,  1  Burr.  60;  HI.  Rev.  Stat. 
<1  8tarr  &  C.  969). 

The  appellee  had  the  right  to  take  possession 
•of  the  premises  by  virtue  of  the  judgment 
without  any  writ. 


2  Sellon,  Pr.  202;  Wiibeck  v.  Van  Rensselaer, 
64N.  Y.  27;  People  v.  Cooper,  20  Hun,  486. 

Under  the  old  common  law  in  England,  a 
judgment  became  dormant  unless  execution 
was  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day,  because  that 
was  the  general  limitation  after  which  laches 
anciently  attached.  When  the  action  of  eject- 
ment was  invented,  the  practice,  in  regard  to 
writs  of  execution  upon  judgments  in  eject- 
ment, followed  the  practice  in  that  regard 
already  established  in  other  cases. 

2  fidd,  Pr.  1102, 1108,  1248;  Runnington, 
Ejectment,  428. 

In  this  8tate  the  practice  in  regard  to  writs 
of  execution  upon  judgments  has  been  changed 
by  statute  from  time  to  time  and  judgments 
in  ejectment  have  been  subject  to  such 
changes. 

Ill  Laws  1824,  1825, 150;  Laws  1889,  220; 
Rev.  Stat.  1845,  Judgments  and  Executions. 

The  Statute  now  provides  that  writs  of  ex- 
ecution mav  be  issued  at  any  time  within  seven 
years.  This  Statute  applies  to  and  governs 
writs  of  execution  upon  all  judgments,  includ- 
ing judgments  in  ejectment 

Kev.  Stat.  chap.  77,  Judgments;  Rev.  Stat 
chap.  45,  Ejectment, 

Shope,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  judgment  of  ejectment,  remaining  un- 
reversed, is  conclusive  of  the  title  of  appellee, 
and  of  its  right  to  possession  of  the  premises 
recovered,  without  regard  to  the  mode  of  ex- 
ecuting the  judgment.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  45, 
8  34. 

It  is  contended  that  the  writ  of  possession 
issued  March  24,  1890,  was  irregular,  and 
should  have  been  quashed.  The  judgment  was 
rendered  May  9, 1888,  finding  the  appellee  the 
owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy, and  awarding  a  writ  of  possession.  No 
writ,  however,  was  issued  until  the  23d  of  May, 
1884,— more  than  a  year  and  a  day  after  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  It  is  therefore  said 
that  the  judgment  became  dormant,  and  that 
no  writ  of  possession  could  issue  thereon  with- 
out a  revival  of  the  judgment  by  scire  facias. 
And  such  seems  to  have  been  the  rule  of  com- 
mon law.  2  Tidd,  Pr.  1000-1007;  8  Bacon, 
Abr.  title  Ejectment;  Oetgen  v.  Ross,  47  111.  147. 

In  the  case  cited  it  was  said:  "Where  a 
plaintiff  in  ejectment  fails  to  take  out  his  writ 
of  possession  within  a  year  after  the  judgment, 
it  is  doubtful  if  he  is  entitled  to  it  without  a 
special  order."  If  a  writ  of  possession  issued 
within  a  year  and  a  day.  and  was  returned  not 
executed,  an  alias  might  issue  at  any  time 
thereafter;  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  prevented 
from  taking  his  writ  by  injunction,  or  if  it  was 
stayed  by  agreement  of  parties,  he  might  have 


Vote.— Writ  of  possession,  under  Judgment. 

If  a  party  under  a  writ  of  possession  should  take 
possession  of  more  land  than  was  recovered  by  the 
verdict,  or  should  attempt  to  disturb  the  possession 
of  another  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  court  ina 
summary  manner  will  inquire  into  toe  facts  and 
Award  a  writ  of  restitution.  Ctoieman  v.  Hender- 
eon,SIu,». 

It  Is  doubtful  if  plaintiff  can  have  a  writ  of  pos- 

12L.R.A. 


session  issued  more  than  a  year  after  judgment, 
without  a  special  order.   Oetgen  v.  Boss,  47  IlL  142. 

To  assign  error  upon  defects  in  a  writ  of  posses- 
sion they  must  be  urged  by  motion  to  quash.  Parr 
v.  Van  Horn,  88  III.  226. 

If  defendant  enters  and  removes  growing:  crops 
after  plaintiff  has  been  put  in  possession  plaintiff 
may  have  his  action  of  trover.  Altes  v.  Hinokler, 
86HL27& 
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his  writ  within  the  same  period  after  the  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction,  or  expiration  of  the 
time  for  which  it  was  stayed,  without  scire 
facias.  Tidd,  Pr.  1006-1006;  Freem.  Execu- 
tions, §§  27a,  470,  and  cases  cited;  Adams, 
Ejectment,  *846. 

This  same  rule  was  applied  to  executions 
upon  money  judgments,  and  the  rule  in  respect 
of  writs  of  possession  seems  to  have  been 
adopted  in  analogy  to  the  limitation  upon  writs 
oi  fieri  facias.  TOd  (2  Pr.  1108)  gives  the  rea- 
son for  the  rule  that  the  plaintiff  is  put  to  his 
scire  facia*  after  the  year,  as  follows:  "  The 
reason  why  the  plaintiff  is  put  to  his  scire  facias 
after  the  year  is  because,  when  he  lies  by  so 
long  after  the  judgment,  it  should  be  presumed 
that  he  hath  released  the  execution,  and  there- 
fore the  defendant  shall  not  be  disturbed  with- 
out being  called  upon,  and  having  opportunity 
in  court  of  pleading  release,  or  showing  cause, 
if  he  can,  why  the  execution  should  not  go. 
When  the  action  of  ejection  was  introduced,  it 
was  doubted  whether  the  Statute  18  Edw.  L 
(Westm.  2),  which  gave  a  scire  facias  to  the 
plaintiff  in  personal  actions  to  revive  the  judg- 
ment when  he  had  omitted  to  sue  out  execution 
within  a  year  from  the  rendition  of  judgment, 
applied  to  this  action."  It  seems  to  have  been 
settled  that  scire  facias  would  lie  on  a  judg- 
ment in  ejectment,  not  because  there  was  any 
such  rule  of  practice  specially  provided  for  in 
ejectment  cases,  or  because  it  fell  within  the 
Statute,  but  because  such  was  the  practice  in 
similar  actions.  2  Tidd,  Pr.  1248.  That  is  to 
say,  the  practice  in  actions  of  ejectment  was 
made  to  conform  to  the  existing  practice  In 
personal  actions. 

Without  pausing  to  discuss  or  determine 
whether  the  time  should  begin  to  run  from  the 
9th  of  May,  the  day  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  or  from  the  2d  day  of  June,  1888, 
upon  which  latter  day  the  term  of  court  ended 
at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  it  may  be 
remarked  that,  if  the  latter  date  is  to  control, 
the  writ  was  issued  within  a  year  from  the  en- 
try of  the  judgment.  It  is  probably  held  by 
the  weight  or  authority  that  the  time  would 
commence  to  run  from  the  day  of  the  rendi- 
tion. The  Statutes  of  this  State  do  not  now, 
and  never  did,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to 
discover,  contain  any  provision  as  to  the  time 
within  which  writs  of  possession  shall  issue  in 
ejectment  If  the  reason  for  the  adoption  of 
the  rule  at  common  law  is  to  prevail,  a  mo- 
ment's consideration  will  show  that  such  writs 
are  not  limited  as  at  common  law.  Chapter  77 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  entitled  "An  Act  in 
Regard  to  Judgments  and  Decrees,  and  the 
Manner  of  Enforcing  the  Same  by  Execution, 
and  to  Provide  for  the  Redemption  of  Real 
Estate  Sold  under  Execution  or  Decree."  By 
section  1  of  that  Act,  judgments  of  courts  of 
record  are  made  liens  for  a  period  of  seven 
years,  provided  execution  be  issued  within  a 
year  from  the  rendition  of  such  judgments,  and 
if  not  so  issued  they  cease  to  be  liens;  "but  ex- 
ecution may  issue  upon  such  judgment  at  any 
time  within  seven  years,"  and  then  become 
liens  from  the  time  the  writ  is  delivered  to  the 
proper  officer  to  execute.  By  section  6,  it  is 
provided  that  no  execution  shall  issue  upon  any 
judgment  after  the  expiration  of  seven  years 
from  the  time  the  same  becomes  a  lien,  except 
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upon  the  revival  of  the  same  by  scire  facias. 
The  Act  is  general  In  its  terms,  and  would 
seem  to  apply  to  all  judgments  and  decrees. 
The  form  or  the  writ  of  possession  is  given  in 
section  42,  chap.  45,  Rev.  Stat,  and  provides, 
not  only  for  the  delivery  of  the  premises  ad 
judged  to  the  plaintiff,  but  provides  that  a 
clause  may  be  inserted  for  the  collection  of  the 
costs  of  the  suit  It  is  apparent  that,  if  the 
time  within  which  writs  of  possession  mav 
issue  in  ejectment  is  to  be  determined  by  anal- 
ogy to  the  rule  applied  in  respect  to  the  issu- 
ance of  final  process  in  othercasesinthts  State, 
the  limitation  is  seven  years,  and  not  one  year. 

By  the  Statute  of  this  State,  the  common 
law  of  England,  so  far  as  applicable  and  of  t 
general  nature,  etc.,  shall  be  the  rule  of  decis- 
ion, and  shall  be  considered  as  of  full  force  un- 
til repealed  by  legislative  authority;  and  it 
would  follow  that  the  common-law  rule  being 
considered  must  be  held  in  force  unless  changed 
by  the  Legislature.  It  is  conceded  by  counsel, 
as  it  must  be,  that  the  repeal  or  change  of  the 
law  contemplated  by  this  Statute  may  be  either 
by  express  enactment,  or  by  implication  from 
inconsistent  legislative  provisions.  Section  10, 
chap.  45,  Rev.  Stat,  provides:  "The  rules  of 
pleading  and  practice  in  other  actions  shall  ap- 
ply to  actions  of  ejectment,  so  far  as  they  are 
applicable,  and  except  as  otherwise  provided." 
It  may  very  properly  be  said  that  this  clause  of 
the  Statute  applies  more  especially  to  practice 
in  the  trial  of  such  causes;  but  it  is  not  per- 
ceived why  it  does  not  require  the  practice  in 
respect  to  the  issuance  and  return  of  final 
process  in  other  cases  to  be  applied  to  the  issu- 
ance and  return  of  final  process  in  ejectment 
cases,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute. 
The  term  "  practice,"  in  its  larger  sense,  is  de- 
fined to  be  "  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  which 
a  legal  right  is  enforced,  as  distinguished  from 
the  law  which  gives  or  declares  the  right" 
Anderson,  Law  Diet.  The  rules  of  practice  in 
other  actions,  applicable  to  actions  of  eject- 
ment, which  shall  be  applied,  are  those  legal 
rules  which  direct  the  course  of  proceedings  in 
acquiring  jurisdiction  of  parties,  and  the  course 
adopted  by  the  court  whereby  rights  are  effect- 
uated by  toe  application  of  the  proper  remedies, 
and  where  it  is  not  otherwise  provided  in  ac- 
tions of  ejectment  Fleischman  v.  Walker,  91 
UK  818,  and  cases  there  cited. 

By  section  10  of  the  Statute  before  quoted,  it 
is  expressly  provided  that  so  far  as  applica- 
ble to  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  in  case  it  is 
not  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  the  practice 
in  other  cases  is  to  be  applied  in  such  actions; 
and,  if  practice  in  other  cases  can  be  said  to 
extend  to  the  final  process  by  which  the  judg- 
ment of  the  courts  is  to  be  carried  into  effect, 
it  is  obvious  that  such  practice,  whether  con- 
trolled by  statute  in  such  other  cases,  by  rule 
of  court,  or  at  common  law,  must,  if  not  other- 
wise provided  by  statute,  be  held  to  apply  in 
actions  of  ejectment.  And  by  clear  implica- 
tion, at  least,  the  common-law  rule  inconsist- 
ent with  such  practice  would  be  repealed.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  common-law  rule  relied 
upon  is  not  in  force  in  this  State.  The  reason 
for  its  adoption  has  ceased  to  exist,  and  the  rule 
must  fail.  It  is  more  logical,  and  more  in  con- 
sonance with  the  spirit  of  our  laws,  to  apply 
and  continue  the  principle  upon  which  the  rule 
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applicable  to  ejectment  was  originally  adopted, 
—that  of  analogy  to  the  practice  in  similar 
cases,— and  to  hold  that  the  judgment  does  not 
become  dormant  until  after  the  lapse  of  seven 
years  from  its  entry,  and  may  be  executed 
within  that  period  without  being  revived.  It 
ought,  perhaps,  to  be  further  remarked,  here, 
that  the  Statute  now  in  force  in  respect  of  the 
issuance  of  final  process  generally  is  radically 
different  from  the  Statute  in  force  when  the 
doubt  was  expressed  in  Oetgen  v.  Boss,  supra. 
If,  however,  the  common-law  rule  prevailed, 
it  must  be  conceded  that  the  issuance  of  a  writ 
of  possession  after  the  lapse  of  a  year  and  a  day 
would  be  irregular,  except  in  cases  where  it  had 
been  enjoined,  stayed  by  agreement,  appeal  or 
writ  of  error;  but  if  issued  after  the  expiration 
of  that  time  it  would  not  be  void,  but  voidable 
only.  Oakes  v.  Williams,  107  111.  164;  Morgan 
v.  Beans,  72  HI.  586;  Hernandez  v.  Drake,  81 

m.  3i 

Upon  proper  application  before  execution, 
the  writ  might  have  been  quashed  for  such  ir- 
regularity. After  the  writ  was  executed,  its 
quashal  could  have  done  appellant  no  good, 
unless  a  writ  of  restitution  had  been  awarded. 

It  was  said  in  Oetgen  v.  Bass,  supra:  "It  is 
to  be  remarked  that  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
the  court  that  renders  the  judgment  exercises  a 
species  of  equitable  jurisdiction  over  the  writ 
of  possession,  recalling  it  if  justice  requires, 
and  sometimes,  after  it  has  been  executed, 
awarding  a  writ  of  restitution/'— citing  Cole- 
man v.  Henderson,  8  I1L  251;  Ex  parte  Bey- 
noids,  1  Cai.  500;  Jackson  y.  Hasbrouck,  5 
Johns.  966;  Doe  v.  Bos,  4  Burr.  1906.  In  the 
case  of  Coleman  v.  Henderson,  supra,  it  was 
held  that  where  the  party  under  his  writ  of 
habere  facias  possessionem  had  taken  more  land 
than  was  recovered,  or  disturbed  the  possession 
of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  court 
would,  in  a  summary  manner,  inquire  into  the 
facts,  and  award  a  writ  of  restitution.  The 
current  of  authority  in  this  country  and  in 
England  seems  to  be  that  the  right  to  award 
the  writ  of  restitution  in  cases  like  the  one  at  bar, 
not  falling  within  any  express  statute  authoriz- 
ing such  writs,  arises  by  equitable  construction 
by  the  courts,  to  prevent  wrong  and  injury  to 
a  party  who  has  been  wrongfully  dispossessed 
of  the  premises.  Upon  an  application,  as  here, 
for  a  writ  of  restitution,  it  is  not  demandable 
as  a  matter  of  right,  but  as  a  matter  of  justice 
only.  Watson  v.  Trustees  of  Floral  College,  2 
Jones,  L.  211;  Perry  v.  Tupper,  70  N.  C.  538; 
Doe  v.  8haX,  18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  321. 

If,  therefore,  the  judgment  in  ejectment  was 
conclusive  against  the  nght  of  appellant,  both 
as  to  the  title  and  right  of  possession,  there 
could  be  nothing,  even  if  the  writ  of  posses- 
sion had  been  quashed,  to  call  Into  activ- 
ity the  power  to  award  a  writ  of  restitution. 
That  the  appellant  could  not  demand  the  writ 
of  restitution  as  a  matter  of  absolute  right,  fol- 
lows necessarily  from  the  fact  that  the  author- 
ity to  award  the  writ  in  cases  other  than  those 
provided  for  by  statute  is  based  upon  equita- 
ble considerations.  Here  the  law  gave  to  ap- 
pellee the  title  and  right  of  possession ;  and 
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there  is  no  equitable  principle  apparent  which 
would  deprive  it  of  that  possession,  and  deliv- 
er the  premises  to  appellant.  For  aught  here 
shown,  the  court  must,  upon  scire  facias,  re- 
vive this  judgment,  if  dormant,  and  thereupon, 
by  its  process,  put  the  plaintiff  into  possession, 
as  he  now  is,  in  all  respects.  If  possession  had 
been  taken  of  more  land  than  that  recovered, 
or  the  judgment  itself  had  been  attacked,  or 
the  party  applying  for  the  writ  had  shown 
meritorious  reasons  for  granting  it,  or  there 
had  been  improper  use  of  the  process  of  the 
court,  the  power  might  well  be  exercised;  and 
many  cases  will  be  found  where  the  writ  has 
been  granted  under  such  circumstances.  We 
have  been  referred  to  no  case  where  it  has  been 
granted  in  the  face  of  a  judgment,  conclusive 
not  only  as  to  the  right  of  possession,  but  also 
as  to  the  title,  merely  because  the  possession 
was  obtained  under  irregular  process.  The 
plaintiff,  having  recovered,  had  a  right  of  en- 
try without  the  writ.  In  2  Sellon'a  Practice, 
202,  it  is  said:  'If  the  plaintiff  has  judgment 
to  recover  his  term,  he  may  enter  without  suing 
out  an  habere  facias  possessionem;  for,  where 
the  land  recovered  is  certain,  the  recoverer  may 
enter  at  his  own  peril,  and  the  assistance  of  the 
sheriff  is  only  to  preserve  the  peace.'1  See 
also  Witbeck  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  64  N.  Y.  27; 
People  v.  Cooper,  20  Hun,  486;  Taylor  v.  Horde, 
1  Burr.  60. 

Finding  the  property  unoccupied,  the  suc- 
cessful party  may  enter  peacefully  into  posses- 
sion, but  he  may  not  enter  with  force,  and  such 
possession  would  not  be  disturbed  by  writ  of 
restitution  while  the  judgment  remained  in  full 
force  and  effect  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  writ 
of  possession  was  irregularly  issued,  the  same, 
being  regular  on  its  face  and  upon  a  valid  judg- 
ment, would  protect  the  officer  in  its  execution, 
and  the  plaintiff  would  be  in  no  worse  position 
than  if  he  had  entered  without  process.  It  fol- 
lows that  we  are  of  opinion  that,  if  the  court 
below  was  in  error  in  not  quashing  the  writ  of 
possession,  it  is  an  error  which  cannot  avail 
appellant  against  the  force  and  effect  of  appel- 
lee s  judgment. 

A  motion  has  been  made  in  this  court  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction;  no 
freehold,  as  it  is  said,  being  involved.  The 
original  action  involved  a  freehold,  and  the 
matter  here  at  issue  is  so  far  germane  and  per- 
tinent, and  so  involves  the  recovery  in  the  case, 
that  we  are  of  opinion  the  jurisdiction  may  be 
sustained.  The  object  of  this  proceeding  was 
to  restore  appellant  to  the  possession  of  the 
land,  notwithstanding  the  freehold  interest  re- 
covered by  appellee.  To  restore  appellant,  it 
necessarily  followed  that  the  judgment  in  eject- 
ment must  be  set  aside  or  disregarded.  It  is 
true,  as  we  have  seen,  that  this  could  not  be 
done  in  this  way;  but  that  did  not  prevent  ap- 
pellant from  seeking  that  relief.  If  the  relief 
sought  involved  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  to  his  freehold,  although  it  be  found 
it  could  not  be  disturbed  therein,  a  freehold 
was  necessarily  involved  in  the  litigation. 

Affirmed* 
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Jam., 


CALUMET  RIVER  B.  CO.,  Appt., 

e. 

John  B.  BROWN  et  al. ,  and  George  R.  Davis. 

Appt. 

(„..m..~. ) 

1.  Money  in  the)  hands  of  a  eonntgr 
treasurer  for  a  person  entitled  to  the 
compensation  paid  in  condemnation 
proceedings  may,  at  the  suit  of  its  depositor, 
be  withheld  by  Injunction  from  the  owner  of  the 
premises  where  a  mortgagee  has  been  omitted  by 
mistake  from  the  condemnation  proceedings,  and 
a  decree  may  be  made  for  the  application  there- 
of upon  the  mortgage  saying  the  mortgagee's 
right  to  contest  the  suffldenoy  of  the  amount. 

8,  The  principle  that  a  person  hawing 


two  funds  to  satisfy  his 

not  by  his  election  disappoint  a  party 

having  but  one  fund  applies  to  a  mortgagee 
omitted  by  mistake  from  condemnation  proceed- 
ings, and  who  has  a  right  either  to  foreclose  upon 
the  land  or  take  the  money  paid  for  condemna- 
tion; and  while  the  money  is  In  the  bands  of  the 
court,  he  may  be  compelled  to  accept  It  before 
resorting  to  the  land,  where  his  right  is  saved  to 
contest  the  sufficiency  of  the  compensation  as- 
sessed In  the  condemnation  proceedings  to  which 
he  was  not  a  party. 
8.  A.  court  of  equity  stay*  in  an  action 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  lands,  part 
of  which  have  been  taken  by  right  of  eminent  do- 
main for  railroad  purposes,  direct  an  Issue  to  be 
tried  at  law  to  determine  the  value  of  the  lands 
so  taken,  where  the  mortgagee  was,  by  mistake, 
omitted  from  the  foreclosure  proceedings  and  Is 
consequently  not  bound  thereby  and  the  railroad 
has  been  built  and  put  In  operation  so  that  it 
would  be  against  public  policy  to  permit  the 
lands  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  mortgage  while  the 
remaining  lands  are  not  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose and  the  mortgagor  Is  insolvent. 

(January  88,  1801.) 

APPEALS  by  plaintiff  and  by  defendant 
Davis  from  a  Judgment  of  the  Appellate 
Court,  First  District,  reversing  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  County  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  restrain  Davis 
from  paying  money  in  his  hands  as  the  price 
paid  for  land  condemned  for  railway  purposes 
to  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  to  compel  its 
payment  to  the  mortgagee.    Reverted. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meure.  Frank  J.  Loosen  and  Charles 
A.  Allen,  for  Calumet  River  Railway  Com- 
pany, appellant: 

Mistakes  of  fact,  whether  made  by  tbe  court 
or  by  one  of  the  parties,  have  been  successfully 
employed  as  grounds  for  obtaining  the  interpo- 
sition of  courts  of  equity  and  securing  the  relief 
of  tbe  party  injured  by  the  mistake. 

Freem.  Judgm.  8d  ed.  §  600;  2  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  g  866;  Wilson  v.  Broughton,  GO  Ma  17. 

Equity  will  not  permit  tbe  Just  rights  of  par- 
ties to  be  lost  through  mistake  or  ignorance  of 
fact  when  such  relief  is  -not  prejudicial  to  the 
rights  of  others. 

Fears  v.  Albea,  60  Tex.  487,  6  Am.  St  Rep. 
78:  Weyant  v.  Murphy,  78  Cal.  278,  12  Am.  8t 
Rep.  60. 

The  award  stands  as  an  equivalent  of  tbe 
land  condemned,  and  the  condemning  party 
has  a  right  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  and 
ask  that  such  award  shall  be  so  distributed  to 
protect  its  interests. 

All  persons  interested  in  the  premises,  and 
particularly  mortgagees,  are  regarded  ss 
"  owners,  and  an  award  in  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings is  for  the  entire  value  of  the  land, 
however  numerous  the  owners  or  parties  in  in- 
terest may  be. 

Mills,  Em.  Dom.  %  66;  Sherwood  v.  Lafag- 
elite,  7  West  Rep.  524, 100  Ind.  411;  Watson*. 
New  York  Gent.  B.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  162. 

The  mortgagee,  whether  made  a  party  de- 
fendant to  a  condemnation  suit  or  not,  is  enti- 
tled to  the  award. 

South  Park  Oomrt.  v.  Todd,  112  HL  879; 
Mills,  Em.  Dom.  §  74;  Bank  of  Auburn  v. 
Boberts,  44  N.  Y.  102;  Aetor  v.  Hoyt,  6  Wend. 
608;  Union  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  SUe.  10 
West  Rep.  164, 128  I1L  06;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R  Oo.  v.  Chamberlain,  84  Dl.  847;  Piatt  v. 
Bright,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  128:  PtaU  v.  Bright,  81 
N.  J.  Eq.  81;  Bright  v.  Piatt,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  868; 
Wooster  v.  Sugar  River  Valley  B.  Co.  67  Wh\ 
811. 

In  Piatt  y.  Bright,  supra,  the  chancellor  held 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  mortgagee  to  apply 
for  the  award  so  as  to  protect  the  railroad  com- 
pany. It  seems  very  strange  that  if  a  duty  is 
imposed  on  the  mortgagee,  and  he  is  nn  wilting 
to  perform  it,  others  must  suffer  from  that 
neglect  and  have  no  redress. 


Nora.— Eminent  domain;  rights  of  mortgagee, 

Where  land  n  taken  for  publio  use  the  damages 
swarded  take  the  place  of  the  land  so  far  as  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  are  concerned.  Utter  v. 
Richmond,  112  N.  Y.  618,  citing  Auburn  Bank  v. 
Roberts,  44  N.  Y.  182;  Be  Eleventh  Ave.  81  N.  Y. 
486;  Sherwood  v.  Lafayette,  7  West  Rep.  586,  100 
Ind.  411,  citing  Severin  v.  Cole,  88  Iowa,  468;  Parks 
v.  Boston,  16  Pick.  808;  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Thompson.  10  Md.  76:  Tide  Water  Canal  Co.  v. 
Archer,  9  Gill  ft  J.  479;  White  v.  Rlttenmyer,  80 
Iowa,  866;  Choteau  v.  Thompson,  8  Ohio  8t  114; 
Kennedy  v.  Milwaukee  ft  St  P.  R  Oo. »  Wis.  681; 
Philadelphia.  W.  ft  B.  R.Oo.v.  Williams,  64  Pa.  108; 
Astor  v.  Hoyt,  6  Wend.  608;  Be  John  and  Cherry 
8ts.  19  Wend.  660;  1  Jones,  Mort  1708. 

The  mortgagee's  right  to  have  such  damages  ap- 
plied to  the  liquidation  of  bis  debt  is  not  taken 
away  by  Haas.  Aot  1881,  ohap.  110,  providing  a  stat- 
utory proceeding  by  either  or  both  the  mortgagor 
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and  mortgagee,  unless  he  has  been  made  a  party  to 
the  proceeding  by  which  the  damages  have  been 
appropriated  to  the  mortgagor.  Wood  v.  Westbor- 
ough,  1  New  Bng.  Rep.  688, 140  lisss.  408. 

Where  a  mortgagee  In  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  location  of  a  railroad  through  the  mortgaged 
premises  takes  from  the  railroad  company  a  bond 
for  damages,  and  afterwards  buys  the  land  and  hat 
the  right  to  damages  assigned  to  him,  theoompany 
cannot  refuse  to  pay  htm  the  damages  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  the  owner  when  the  road 
was  located.  State  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Playf  ord  (Pa.) 
May  81,1888. 

A  mortgagee  cannot  recover  for  consequential 
injuries  to  the  mortgaged  property  from  the  con- 
struct!  on  of  a  railroad,  where  the  mortgagor  has 
without  fraud  made  an  amicable  settlement  for 
suoh  damages  with  the  company.  He  has  no  right 
to  damages  as  mortgagee  as  distinguished  from  tbe 
damages  of  the  owner.  Knoll  v.  New  York,  GL  ft 
StL.R.Oo.lLbR.A.886,lSlPa.467. 


See  also  19  L.  R.  A.  161 ;  35  L.  R.  A.  698. 


iwi. 
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See  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Pruning,  96 
IT).  208;  Kennedy  y.  Milwaukee  db  St.  P.M.  Co. 
82  Wis.  88. 

Meatare.  Forrest  O.  Murdock  and  Sid- 
ney Smith  for  appellant  Davis. 

Memre.  Osborn  *  Lgrnde  for  appellee. 

Magrnder,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  this  case  the  appellant  Railway  Company 
instituted  the  proceeding  for  condemnation  of 
land  against  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, and  omitted  to  make  the  mortgagee 
a  party  to  the  proceeding.  This  omission  was 
not  due  to  the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  the 
Railway  Company,  but  was  the  result  of  a  mis- 
take. Section  2  "of  the  Eminent  Domain  Act 
provides  that  the  petition  shall  state  the  names 
of  "all  persons  interested,  as  owners  or  other- 
wise,"  in  the  property  to  betaken  or  damaged. 
The  holder  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  property  is 
such  an  owner  or  interestedparty  as  should:  be 
made  a  party  defendant.  Here  the  mortgage 
to  Dale  was  upon  record  when  the  petition  was 
filed,  and  the  name  of  the  mortgagee  thus  ap- 
pearing of  record  should  have  been  stated  in  the 
petition  for  condemnation.  In  order  to  ascer- 
tain what  persons  were  interested  in  or  held 
liens  upon  the  property,  the  Company  applied 
to  a  firm  of  abstract  makers  and  conveyancers, 
whose  business  it  was  to  furnish  information 
upon  such  subjects,  and  received  from  such 
firm  a  report  as  to  the  title,  which  failed  to  give 
the  name  of  Dale,  or  to  show  the  existence  of 
the  Dale  mortgage.  The  Company  was  thus 
misled  without  fault  of  its  own.  It  paid  the 
whole  amount  of  the  condemnation  money  into 
the  hands  of  the  county  treasurer  before  it 
learned  that  there  was  a  mortgage  upon  the 
property  condemned.  The  mortgagee  Dale, 
and  Drexel  &  Co.,  who  were  interested  with 
him.  must  have  known  of  the  proceeding  to 
condemn,  because  their  agent  and  attorney  was 
present  at  the  trial  of  the  condemnation  suit. 
They  did  not,  however,  become  parties  by 
filing  a  cross-petition,  as  provided  for  in  section 

1 1  of  said  Act.  The  appellee  Brown,  the  owner 
of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  the  only  de- 
fendant in  the  condemnation  proceeding,  com- 
municated no  information  as  to  the  existence 
of  the  mortgage.  Still,  neither  Brown  nor  the 
mortgagees  were  responsible  for  the  failure  of 
the  Company  to  make  the  mortgagees  parties. 
It  remains  true,  nevertheless,  that  the  payment 
of  the  money  to  the  county  treasurer  would  not 
have  taken  place  but  for  the  mistake  of  the  ab- 
stract makers  as  to  the  condition  of  the  record. 
Why  should  not  equity  relieve  the  Company 
from  the  consequences  of  such  mistake? 

Let  us  see  what  consequences  mizht  follow. 
The  sum  of  $17,600  paid  to  Davis,  "the  county 
treasurer,  was  not  the  value  of  Brown's  equity 
of  redemption  only.  It  represented  the  full 
value  of  the  property  taken,  and  damages  to  the 
portion  of  block  B  not  taken,  the  former  being 
$4,600,  and  the  latter  $12,900.  Brown  insists 
upon  the  payment  of  all  the  money  to  him,  and, 
if  such  payment  should  be  made  to  him,  he 
would  be  receiving  more  than  the  value  of  his 
interest  in  the  property.  Indeed,  it  is  ques- 
tionable if  his  interest  is  worth  anything.  The 
amount  of  the  mortgage  is  $150,000,  and  the 
proof  shows  that  it  exceeds  the  value  of  all  the 
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property  subject  to  it  The  proof  also  shows 
that  Brown's  indebtedness  is  not  less  than 
$600,000.  The  mortgagees  not  having  been 
made  parties  to  the  condemnation  suit,  their 
rights  were  not  cut  off  by  that  suit  They  are 
still  entitled  to  foreclose  their  mortgage  against 
the  land  condemned.  If,  therefore,  the  money 
is  paid  to  Brown,  the  Company  may  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  for  the  land  a  second  time  by  the 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  Such  a  result  as 
this  would  be  inequitable  In  the  extreme. 

Where  the  power  of  eminent  domain  is  exer- 
cised, the  fund  paid  stands  in  the  place  of  the 
land  condemned;  the  lien  attaches  to  the  fund; 
"  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee  remain  unaltered, 
and  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  money  in  place 
of  the  land  applied  to  thepayment  of  his  claim/9 
1  Jones,  Mort.  §  706:  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R  Co. 
v.  Chamberlain,  84111.  388;  South  Park  Oomre. 
▼.  Todd,  112  III.  379;  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Bee,  128  111.  67, 10  West  Rep.  164. 

It  is  true  that  Dale  and  Drexel  &  Co.  have 
not  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
although  it  is  overdue;  they  have  made  no  ap- 
plication to  Davis  to  have  the  money  paid  to 
them,  and  have  made  no  opposition  to  the  pay- 
ment of  it  to  Brown,  not  being  willing,  accord- 
ing to  the  proof,  to  "  make  an  enemy  of  Brown 
by  doing  it."  But  at  the  same  time  they  are 
entitled  to  have  the  money  as  an  equivalent  of 
the  land;  their  lien  in  equity  follows  the  fund, 
which  is  a  substitute  for  the  land.  Sherwood 
v.  Lafayette,  109  Ind.  411,  7  West  Rep.  624. 

This  being  so,  there  is  reason  here  for  the 
application  of  the  well-known  principle  that  a 
person  having  two  funds  to  satisfy  his  demands 
shall  not,  by  his  election,  disappoint  a  party 
having  but  one  fund.    8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1414. 

Upon  the  assumption  that  the  verdict  and 

Judgment  would  not  have  been  more  than 
$17,500,  if  the  mortgagees  had  been  parties, 
and  subject  to  the  other  qualifications  hereafter 
stated,  the  mortgagees  may  either  take  the 
money  and  apply  it  on  their  debt,  or  resort  to 
a  foreclosure  of  their  mortgage  against  the  land 
condemned  and  damaged.  They  have  two 
funds,— the  money  and  the  land.  The  appel- 
lant Company  has  but  one  fund,— the  land 
condemned, — and  in  equity  may  require  the 
application  of  the  money  to  the  debt  before  re- 
sort is  had  to  the  land. 

Section  14  of  the  Eminent  Domain  Act  pro- 
vides that  the  compensation  may  in  all  cases  be 
paid  to  the  county  treasurer,  who  shall,  on  de- 
mand, pay  it  to  the  party  thereto  en  titled.  The 
judgment  in  this  case  orders  that  the  "peti- 
tioner pay  to  the  county  treasurer  of  Cook 
County,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner,  or  to  John 
B.  Brown,  claimed  to  be  such  owner,  the  sum 
of  $17,600."  There  is  here  no  absolute  direc- 
tion to  pay  the  money  to  Brown.  The  language 
is  in  the  alternative,  and  contemplates  that 
some  other  person  than  Brown  may  be  the 
owner.  Surely  a  court  of  chancery  may  deter- 
mine who  is  the  owner, — for  whose  benefit  the 
money  was  paid.  As  between  the  mortgagors 
and  mortgagee,  the  fund  belongs  to  the  latter 
to  the  extent  of  the  mortgage  debt  As  between 
Brown  and  Dale  or  Drexel  &  Co.,  the  fund 
belongs  to  the  latter,  inasmuch  as  the  mortgage 
debt  exceeds  the  fund.  There  can  be  no  in  jus* 
tice  in  this  view,  as  the  appellee  receives  the 
benefit  of  the  money  when  it  is  credited  upon 
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hfs  debt.  South  Park  Oomr$.  v.  Todd  and 
Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  SUe,  supra. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  mortgagees,  not 
having  been  made  parties  to  the  condemnation 
proceeding,  did  not  have  their  day  in  court, 
and  bad  no  hearing  upon  the  question  as  to 
what  was  a  just  compensation  to  be  paid  by 
the  Railroad  Company.  This  is  true,  and  the 
mortgagees  are  still  entitled  to  such  hearing; 
they  are  not  bound  to  accept  $17,600  as  the 
exact  and  whole  amount  to  be  paid  by  the 
Company  without  a  chance  to  be  heard  upon 
that  subject,  either  in  a  proceeding  by  the 
Company  to  condemn  their  interest  or  other- 
wise. Mills,  Em.  Dom.  §  74;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom. 
§  324;  Wilson  v.  European  &N.  A.  R  Go.  67 
Me.  868. 

But  are  they  not  fully  protected  in  this  re- 
gard by  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  ?  By 
the  terms  of  that  decree  they  are  authorized  to 
receive  the  $17,500,  and  have  it  credited  upon 
their  debt,  and,  if  the  balance  of  the  debt  is  not 
paid,  and  tbey  are  obliged  to  resort  to  a  fore- 
closure, they  are  further  authorized  to  have  a 
revaluation  of  the  land  taken,  and  a  redeter- 
mination of  the  damages  to  the  land  not  taken, 
either  by  an  issue  out  of  chancery,  or  by  some 
proceeding  of  their  own  selection;  and,  should 
the  amount  of  a  just  compensation  be  thereby 
found  to  exceed  $17,600,  to  have  the  excess 
applied  upon  the  mortgage.  It  is  claimed, 
however,  that  the  decree  is  erroneous,  under 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Slee,  supra,  where  it  was  said  that  pro- 
ceedings to  condemn  property  under  the  Em- 
inent Domain  Act  are  legal,  and  not  equitable, 
and  that  it  would  be  inconvenient  for  a 
court  of  equity  to  remit  the  matter  of  con- 
demnation to  a  court  of  law  for  trial  according 
to  the  rules  and  practice  in  trials  at  law.  The 
statement  thus  made  in  the  She  Can  is  cor- 
rect as  a  genera]  proposition,  and  as  applicable 
to  the  facts  of  that  case;  but  it  can  have  no  ap- 
plication to  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case,  as  will  appear  from  a  brief  examination 
thereof.  Here  the  decree  directs  that,  in  case 
of  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  the  property 
mortgaged  shall  be  sold  in  the  inverse  order  of 
alienation,  treating  the  taking  of  the  strip  of 
land  condemned  by  the  Company  as  an  aliena- 
tion. It  is  certainly  in  accordance  with  equi- 
table principles  that  the  balance  of  the  mort- 
gaged land  be  sold  first,  before  resorting  to 
the  strip  taken  for  railroad  purposes.  But  it 
appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the 
appellant  Company  has  taken  possession  of  the 
8tnp  of  land  condemned  by  it,  and  has  im- 
proved it,  and  built  its  right  of  way  upon  it, 
and  is  using  the  improvements.  If  upon  fore- 
closure the  debt  is  not  paid  by  the  sale  of  the 
rest  of  the  mortgaged  land,  bow  is  the  lien  to 
be  enforced  against  the  strip  thus  taken  and 
improved  ?  Shall  the  right  of  way  be  sold 
with  the  railroad  tracks  and  other  improve- 
ments upon  it?  Ordinarily,  fixtures  placed 
upon  mortgaged  premises  by  the  mortgagor  be- 
come a  part  of  the  realty,  and  inure  to  the  ben- 
efit of  the  mortgagee  by  increasing  his  securi- 
ty. But  it  has  been  held  that,  in  such  a  fore- 
closure as  that  now  under  consideration,  the 
bolder  of  the  mortgage  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  sell  the  road,  track,  superstructure  and  fix- 
tures, placed  upon  the  land  at  great  expense 
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by  the  Railroad  Company,  for  the  reason  that 
the  public  has  an  interest  in  the  successful 
operation  of  the  road,  and  that,  therefore, 
equity  only  requires  the  Company  to  make 
compensation  by  paying  the  value  of  the  land 
at  the  time  it  was  taken,  and  interest  on  that 
amount.  Kennedy  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  23  Wis.  681;  AspinwaU  v.  Chicago  dt  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  41  Wis.  474;  Wooster  v.  Sugar 
River  V.  B.  Co.  67  Wis.  811;  Wilson  v.  Euro- 
pean &N.  A.  R.  Co.  supra. 

Hence  some  method  must  be  adopted  of  as- 
certaining what  the  value  of  the  land  con- 
demned was  at  the  time  when  it  was  taken,  ex- 
clusive of  the  value  of  the  improvements  placed 
upon  it  by  the  Railroad  Company  since  that 
time.  It  would  seem  that  the  proper  method 
to  be  adopted  for  such  purpose  is  the  statutory 
method,  or  that  prescribed  by  the  Eminent 
Domain  Act  for  ascertaining  the  amount  of 
compensation.  Kennedy  v.  Milwaukee  4b  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  supra. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  in  the  case  at 
bar  conforms  to  the  rule  thus  laid  down  in  the 
Wisconsin  cases,  and  may  be  regarded  as  cor- 
rect, so  far  as  it  has  reference  to  the  value  of 
the  strip  of  land  taken.  To  what  extent  is  it 
correct  in  requiring  the  amount  of  damages  to 
the  portion  of  block  B  not  taken  to  be  ascer- 
tained, and  the  excess  thereof,  if  any,  over  the 
damages  found  by  the  jury  in  the  condemna- 
tion proceeding,  to  be  applied  upon  the  mort 
gage  debt?  The  verdict  in  that  proceeding 
showed,  separately,  the  value  of  the  part  of  ihe 
block  which  was  taken,  and  the  damages  to  the 
part  thereof  not  taken.  The  judgment  also  re- 
fers to  the  total  amount  as  being  for  both  value 
and  damages.  After  the  court  of  chancery  has 
directed  an  issue  at  law  to  be  tried  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  the  land  taken  exclusive  of  the 
improvements  upon  it,  it  could  easily  be  deter- 
mined at  the  same  time,  as  an  incident  to  such 
issue,  what  were  the  damages  to  the  land  not 
taken  at  the  time  of  the  condemnation.  As 
such  damages  had  the  effect  of  lessening  the 
value  of  the  land  subject  to  the  security  of  the 
mortgage,  it  would  be  equitable  to  credit  tbem 
upon  the  mortgage  debt.  But  if  the  decree  is 
erroneous  in  directing  such  damages  to  be  as- 
certained, and  the  money  now  in  the  bands  of 
the  county  treasurer  is  paid  to  the  appellee, 
Brown,  how  are  the  mortgagees  to  receive  the 
benefit  of  the  damages  in  the  event  of  a  fore- 
closure ?  This  is  not  a  case  where  tbc  condem- 
nation money  has  already  been  paid  to  the 
mortgagor.  The  present  bill  was  filed,  and  an 
injunction  was  obtained,  while  the  money  was 
yet  in  the  hands  of  the  county  treasurer.  If 
the  money  is  paid  to  Brown,  then  when  the 
foreclosure  takes  place  the  mortgagees  will  sell 
the  land  damaged,  but  not  taken,  at  its  re- 
duced value.  If  there  is  no  way  under  the 
foreclosure  proceeding  to  ascertain  the  dam 
ages,  and  require  the  payment  of  the  same, 
then  the  mortgagees  will  be  remitted  to  tbeir 
action  at  law  against  the  Railway  Company  or 
Brown,  the  mortgagor. 

In  Wilson  v.  European  4bN.A.RCo.t  supra, 
where  the  mortgagee  was  not  made  a  party  to 
the  condemnation  proceeding  and  the  condem- 
nation money  was  paid  to  the  mortgagor,  the 
mortgagee  was  allowed  to  maintain  trespa>s 
against  the  railroad  company.    Consequently 
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if  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  erroneous 
in  the  particular  now  under  discussion,  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  why  Dale  or  Drezel  & 
Co.  should  object  to  it.  It  is  favorable  to 
them,  in  that  it  gives  them  a  chance  to  show, 
if  they  can,  that  the  value  of  the  land  taken 
was  greater  than  $4,600,  and  that  the  damages 
to  the  land  not  taken  were  more  than  $12,900, 
and  gives  them  the  benefit  of  the  excess,  if  ex- 
cess there  is.  The  mortgagees,  however,  are 
not  objecting  to  the  decree.  Decree  pro  con- 
fesso  was  rendered  against  them.  Tbev  as- 
signed no  errors  in  the  appellate  court.  >They 
have  assigned  no  cross-errors  here.  It  does 
not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  appellee  Brown  to 
object  to  the  decree,  so  far  as  it  provides  for  the 
proceedings  under  tbe  foreclosure  hereafter  to 
be  had.  The  judgment  already  rendered  in 
the  condemnation  suit  is  binding  upon  him. 


He  was  a  party  to  that  suit,  and  introduced 
evidence  upon  the  trial  of  it.  He  is  estopped 
from  denying  that  the  sum  of  $17,500  is  just 
compensation  for  the  value  and  tbe  damages. 
His  assignments  of  error  merely  question  the 
justice  of  the  decree,  in  so  far  as  it  orders  the 
money  now  in  the  county  treasurer's  hands  to 
be  paid  to  the  mortgagees,  and  not  to  himself. 
As  we  hold  that  the  money  should  be  applied 
upon  the  mortgage  debt  which  he  owes,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  indulge  in  any  further  discus- 
sion as  to  those  features  of  the  decree  which 
concern  the  mortgagees  only. 

It  follows  from  the  views  here  expressed  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  must  be  re* 
versed,  and  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  af- 
firmed. 

It  is  accordingly  so  ordered. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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Josiah  W.  DEMBY,  Appt., 

v. 

Mary  A.  PARSE  et  al. 

<....Ark....J 

Buildings  erected  by  a  third  person  on 
Ijuid  in  the  possession  of  a,  life  tenant 
cannot  be  removed  against  the  objection  of 
the  remainderman  if  they  are  not  within  any  of 
the  exceptions  to  the  rule  against  the  removal  of 
fixtures  by  a  tenant,  although  they  were  erected 
under  an  agreement  with  the  life  tenant  that  they 
should  remain  chattels  and  he  removable  by  their 
builder. 

(November  18, 1890.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover in ter  alia  the  value  of  certain  buildings 
which  had  been  removed  from  plaintiff's  land. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  U.  M.  Rose,  6.  B.  Rose  and 
Charles  D.  Greaves,  for  appellant: 

Where  the  permission  to  remove  a  building 
is  accorded  by  a  life  tenant,  tbe  removal  must 
be  made  during  his  life,  or  within  a  reasonable 
lime  after  his  death,  and  any  unneccessary  de- 
lay vests  the  ownership  in  the  remainderman. 

1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  chap.  1,  par.  80a; 
Wood,  Land,  and  T.  907. 

A  reasonable  time  means  that  it  shall  be  re- 
moved with  all  convenient  dispatch. 

Burk  v.  Hollis,  98  Mass.  55. 

Tbe  agreement  between  Parse,  tbe  life  ten- 
ant, and  Elliott,  bis  lessee,  for  a  license  to  re- 
move buildings  placed  by  tbe  lessee  on  the 
lands  held  by  Parse  as  tenant  for  life  is  not 
binding  on  the  remainderman. 

HajUck  v.  8tober,  11  Ohio  St.  482;  White  v. 
Arndt,  1  Whan.  91;  Oakley  v.  Monck,  L.  R.  1 
Exch.  159;  Ewell,  Fixtures,  p.  154;  Austin  v. 

Not*.— As  to  conditions  under  which  a  tenant 
may  remove  improvements  constructed  by  himself, 
see  notes  to  Overman  v.  Saeser  (N.  C.)  10  L.  K.  A. 
72*  Frledlander  v.  Hewitt  (Neb.)  9  L.  R.  A.  700;  Col- 
temore  v.  Gflhs  (Mass.)  5  L.  R.  A.  150 
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Rutland  R.  Co.  45  Vt.  215;  Merritl  .'v.  Scott, 
81  N.  C.  885;  Corbett  v.  Laurens,  5  Rich.  Eq. 
801:  Thurston  v.  Dickinson,  2  Rich.  Eq.  817; 
Elam  v.  Parkhill,  80  Tex.  581;  Datesman'* 
App.  127  Pa.  859;  BmaUey  v.  Isaacson,  40 
Minn.  450;  Austin  v.  Stevens,  24  Me.  528; 
McCullough  v.  Irvine,  18  Pa.  488. 

Nowhere  is  it  held  that  a  dwelling-house 
erected  for  purposes  of  habitation  is  a  remov- 
able fixture. 

Van  Ness  v.  Pacard,  27  U.  S.  2  Pet.  187, 
7  L.  ed.  874. 

Mr.  M.  A.  Austin,  for  appellees: 

Tbe  general  rule  that  the  right  of  removal 
must  be  exercised  at  or  before  the  expiration 
of  the  tenancy,  is  necessarily  subject  to  excep- 
tion in  case  of  tenancy  at  will  or  for  life. 

The  law  does  not  fix  the  precise  time  for  the 
removal,  and  what  is  a  reasonable  time  is, 
where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts,  a 
question  for  the  trial  court 

Antoni  v.  Belknap,  102  Mass.  198;  Ellis  v. 
Paige,  18  Mass.  49;  Doty  v.  Gorham,  5  Pick. 
490;  Martin  v.  Roe,  7  El.  &  Bl.  237;  Whiting 
v.  Brastow,  4  Pick.  810,  and  note.  See  Wee- 
ton  v.   Woodcock,  7  Mees.  &  W.  14. 

Rightful  permission  was  granted  Elliott  to 
occupy  this  ground  with  his  buildings,  and 
this  right  continued  after  tbe  death  of  Parse, 
subject  to  the  approval  or  disapproval  of  tbe 
appellant,  and  he  had  a  reasonable  time,  after 
disapproval  by  appellant,  in  which  to  remove 
his  buildings. 

Sullivan  v.  Carberrp,  67  Me.  582;  Bircher 
v.  Parker,  40  Mo.  118;  Howard  v.  Fessenden, 
14  Allen,  124;  Holmes  v.  Tremper,  20  Johns. 
29,  11  Am.  Dec.  288,  and  note;  Thomas  v. 
Crout,5  Bush,  87:  Crowie  v.  Hoover,  40  Ind. 
49;  King  v.  Wilcomb,  7  Barb.  268;  Lough- 
ran  v.  Ross,  45  N.  Y.  792;  Ewell,  Fixtures, 
pp.  148,  149. 

The  removal  was  lawful 

Penton  v.  Bobart,  2  East,  88;  Watriss  v. 
National  Bank  of  Cambridge,  124  Mass.  576; 
Roberts  v.  Kain,  6  Robt.  854;  Keogh  v.  Dan- 
iell,  12  Wis.  172;  Dubois  v.  Kelly,  10  Barb. 
509;  Ombony  v.  Jones,  19  N.  Y.  289;  Ewell, 
Fixtures,  p.  142 


See  also  46  L.  R.  A.  478. 


AbXJLSSAB  StJPREMB  OOTXRT. 


MAIL, 


Pane  contracted  with  Elliott  that  these 
buildings  should  be  personal  property  removed 
or  disposed  of  at  the  will  of  Elliott.  By 
virtue  of  this  agreement  these  buildings  never 
became  fixtures,  bufwere  integral  chattels  and 
governed  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  in  such 
cases. 

Dame  v.  Dame,  88  N.  H.  429,  and  cases 
cited;  Ewell,  Fixtures,  pp.  06,  148;  BartweU 
v.  Kelly,  117  Mass.  285;  Feimster  v.  Johnson, 
64  N.  C.  859;  Peek  v.  Knox,  1  Sweeney,  811; 
Northern  Cent.  B.  Co,  v.  Canton  County,  80 
Md.  847. 

These  houses  were  the  personal  property 
of  Elliott. 

Ewell,  Fixtures,  p.  140;  Witherspoon  v. 
Nickels,  27  Ark.  882;  Corey  v.  Bishop,  48  N.  H. 
146;  Dame  v.  Dame,  88  JN .  H.  429,  and  cases 
cited;  DonneU  v.  Hitchcock,  118  Mass.  401; 
WaU  v.  Hinds,  4  Gray,  278;  Dubois  v.  Kelly, 
10  Barb.  496;  Mills  v.  Bediek,  1  Neb.  487; 
Pennybecker  v.  McDougal,  48  Gal.  160. 

In  such  cases  it  is  immaterial  what  is  the 
purpose,  size,  material  or  mode  of  construction 
of  such  buildings. 

VanNeee  v.  Pacard,  27  TJ.  8.  2  Pet  187,  7 
L.  ed.  874;  Taylor,  Land,  and  T.  §  546. 

The  idea  that  removable  fixtures  are  only 
such  as  refer  to  trade  or  tenant's  fixtures,  or 
ornamental  works,  is  no  longer  tenable. 

Haven  v.  Emery,  88  N.  H.  66;  Dame  v. 
Dame,  supra:  Hunt  v.  Bay  State  Iron  Co.  97 
Mass.  279;  Wagner  v.  Cleveland  <t  T.  B.  Co. 
22  Ohio  St.  568;  Hints  v.  Ament,  48  Mo.  298; 
Fuller  v.  Tabor,  89  Me.  519;  8  Cent.  L.  J. 
pp.  616,  617. 

Justice  demands  that  the  tenant  should  be 
allowed  to  remove  the  addition  or  improve- 
ments put  up  by  him,  unless  the  removal  would 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  inheritance  by 
leaving  it  in  a  worse  condition  than  when  he 
took  possession. 

Bireher  v.  Parker.  40  Mo.  120,  and  cases 
cited;  Whiting  v.  Brastow,  4  Pick.  810;  Tyler, 
Fixtures,  p.  492. 

Hughes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellant  was  the  owner  and  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  a  lot  and  a  half  of  land,  in 
the  City  of  Pine  Bluff,  which  is  described  in 
the  complaint.  He  was  the  heir-at-law  of  his 
granddaughter  Lizzie  Parse,  Jr.,  who  had  died 
without  issue,  leaving  her  mother  surviving, 
who  afterwards  died  leaving  her  husband,  Mel- 
vin  Parse,  her  surviving,  and  be  thereupon  be- 
came tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  these  lots.  He 
afterwards  intermarried  with  the  appellee,  and 
subsequently  died,  leaving  appellee  him  sur- 
viving, as  bis  widow,  in  possession  of  the  lots, 
which  she  continued  to  occupy  till  this  suit 
was  commenced,  living  in  the  old  residence, 
which  was  partly  upon  the  lots,  and  partly  upon 
a  strip  of  land,  owned  by  appellee,  between 
the  lots  and  Barraque  Street,  in  said  city. 
Mel  vin  Parse,  while  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  gave 
John  M.  Elliott  permisson  to  erect  a  dwelling- 
house  and  some  other  buildings  on  the  lots, 
and  agreed  that  he  might  remove  them,  which 
were  removed  by  the  appellee  and  himself  onto 
the  land  of  appellee  after  Mel  vin  Parse's  death, 
and  without  consent  of  appellant.  The  circuit 
court  awarded  possession  of  the  lots  to  appel- 
12L.R.A. 


lant,  gave  him  judgment  for  one  half  the  rents 
of  the  old  residence,  less  the  taxes,  insurance 
and  repairs,  and  awarded  the  remainder  to  ap- 
pellee, but  decreed  that  the  buildings  removed 
were  the  personal  property  of  John  M.  Elliott. 
Appellant  presented  the  case  here  by  an  appeal 
Had  the  tenant  for  life,  or  those  claiming  un- 
der him,  the  right  to  remove  the  buildings 
erected  within  the  life  tenancy  by  John  M.  El- 
liott, under  the  agreement  made  with  him  by 
Melvin  Parse,  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  that 
be  might  erect  and  remove  them?  The  right 
of  a  tenant  for  years  and  of  a  life  tenant  tore- 
move  fixtures  erected  by  the  tenant  within  his 
term  has  been  much  discussed,  but  generally 
not  very  satisfactorily.  But  we  are  relieved  of 
the  necessity  of  an  extended  discussion  of  it  by 
the  researches  and  able  consideration  and  dis- 
cussion of  the  identical  question  by  Chancellor 
Cooper  in  the  case  of  Cannon  v.  Hare,  1  Tenn. 
Oh.  22,  in  which  he  said:  "The  law  of  fix- 
tures, particularly  in  the  form  of  actual  build- 
ings, seems  to  be  in  a  distressing  state  of  un- 
certainty." And,  after  a  full  and  satisfactory 
review  of  the  text-writers,  and  the  leading  cases 
upon  this  question,  he  thus  sums  up  his  con- 
clusions: "(1)  that  the  general  rule  is  that  ev- 
erything affixed  to  the  freehold  passes  with  the 
freehold,  and  that  the  rigor  of  this  rule  is  only 
relaxed  in  exceptional  cases;  (2)  that  this  gen- 
eral rule  will  prevail,  even  between  landlord 
and  tenant  for  years,  unless  the  circumstances 
are  such  as  to  create  an  exception;  (8)  that  an 
exception  does  exist,  in  favor  of  tenant  for 
years,  in  the  case  of  buildings  erected  prin- 
cipally for  the  purpose  of  trade,  or  in  the 
nature  of  trade,  or  outbuildings  not  attached 
to  the  soil;  (4)  that  no  exception  exists  in  favor 
of  such  tenant,  where  the  buildings  are  erected 
for  use  principally  as  dwelling-houses,  or  with 
a  view  of  adding  to  the  yearly  income:  (5)  that 
it  is  doubtful  how  far  a  tenant  for  life  is  enti- 
tled to  the  exceptions  in  favor  of  a  tenant  for 
years,  but  it  is  certain  that  the  rule  of  excep- 
tions as  to  him  is  of  more  limited  range;  (6) 
that  the  decisions  of  late  years  lay  little  stress 
upon  the  mode  of  attachment  to  the  soil,  and 
more  upon  the  relations  of  the  parties,  the  in- 
tention with  which  the  buildings  are  erected 
and  the  uses  to  which  they  are  put  See  Mo- 
David  v.  Wood,  5  Heist  95." 

Those  who  claim  under  the  tenant  for  life  in 
this  case  fail  to  bring  themselves  within  any  of 
the  exceptions  recognized  by  the  authorities. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  appellant  was  en- 
titled to  recover  possession  of  the  lot  and  a  half 
described  in  the  complaint,  with  rents  thereon 
from  the  date  of  the  death  of  Melvin  Parse,  the 
life  tenant,  including  rents  upon  the  houses  re- 
moved, and  to  recover  the  value  of  the  houses 
removed  therefrom,  with  interest  upon  said 
rents  from  the  time  they  were  due,  and  upon 
the  value  of  said  houses  removed  from  the  date 
of  removal,  allowing  the  appellee  one  half  the 
rents  of  the  old  residence  upon  the  line,  after 
deducting  sums  expended  by  her  for  taxes,  in- 
surance and  repairs. 

The  cause  is  reversed  and  remanded,  with  in- 
structions to  enter  a  decree  as  indicated  herein. 

Hughes,  J.: 

Upon  the  motion  to  modify  the  judgment 
of  this  court  in   this   cause,  we  have  care- 
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folly  examined  the  evidence  in  the  tran- 
script, and  the  answer  of  the  appellee  to 
the  complaint,  and  find  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  in  the  same  to  warrant  the  court 
in  determining  the  situation  of  the  four-room 
residence  erected  by  John  M.  Elliott  before  its 
removal;  that  is,  whether  it  was  wholly  on  the 
lot  and  a  half  of  appellant,  orpartlv  on  the 
strip  of  land  of  appellee.  wherefore  said 
judgment  is  modified,  and  the  question  as  to 
the  location  of  said  residence  before  its  removal 
fa  remitted  to  the  Jefferson  Circuit  Court  for 
examination  and  determination  upon  further 
evidence  in  relation  thereto.    That  part  of  the 


Judgment  of  this  court  which  awards  the  value 
of  rents  for  said  four-room  residence  to  appel- 
lant to  the  time  of  its  removal,  and  also  the 
value  of  said  building  at  the  time  of  its  remov- 
al, with  interest  on  said  amounts,  is  vacated. 
With  the  exception  of  the  modification  and 
change  indicated,  the  motion  to  modify  is  over- 
ruled, and  the  judgment  will  stand  as  hereto- 
fore rendered,  with  direction  to  the  circuit 
court  to  hear  further  testimony  in  relation  to 
the  location  of  the  said  four-room  residence, 
and  to  proceed  in  relation  thereto  in  accordance 
with  the  principles  determined  in  this  < 
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» of  |»arhafloe  of  coffee*  on  each  of 
which  to  a  slip  of  paper  to  be  torn  off,  having'  on 
the  under  side  the  name  of  some  article  of  crock- 
ery that  the  buyer  of  the  package  to  entitled  to, 
to  a  violation  of  Code  Pab.  Gen.  Laws,  art.  27, 
•18&,  prohibiting- gift  enterprises. 

(March  34,1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  rulings  of  the 
Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore  City  refusing 
to  strike  out  certain  testimony  taken  during 
the  trial  of  an  indictment  charging  defendant 
with  a  violation  of  the  Statute  prohibiting  gift 
enterprises,  and  also  refusing  to  acquit  defend- 
ant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Benjsumin  Kurt*,  for  appellant: 

The  term  "lottery"  or  "a  scheme  or  device 
in  the  nature  of  a  lottery"  means  "A  distri- 
bution of  prizes  and  blanks  by  chance;  a  game 
of  hazard  in  which  small  sums  are  ventured 
for  the  chance  of  obtaining  a  larger  value, 
either  in  money  or  other  articles." 

Bollock  v.  State  (Md.)  8  L.  B.  A.  671;  United 
States  ▼.  Olnty,  1  Deady,  461. 

In  this  case  it  is  conceded  that  the  "Big  Bo- 


nanza Coffee,"  as  put  up  in  these  pound  pack- 
ages, was  worth  twenty-five  cents  per  pound, 
as  compared  to  other  coffee  in  the  market  of 
the  same  grade;  and  that  this  brand  would 
bring  that  price  at  retail,  without  the  gift  of 
crockery  ware  made  with  the  sale  thereof. 
No  consideration,  therefore,  was  paid  by  the 
purchaser  for  the  plate  or  saucer  which  he  re- 
ceived from  the  defendant  upon  the  coupons 
contained  in  packages  of  coffee  purchased;  in 
other  words,  these  pieces  of  crockery  were  a 
pure  gift  or  bounty  bestowed  by  the  seller  up- 
on the  buyer,  which  he  had  a  right  to  do  as  an 
advertisement  for  the  sale  of  his  roods. 

Yellowstone  Kit  v.  State,  7  L.  ft.  A.  600,  88 
Ala.  196. 

By  this  scheme  or  device,  the  purchaser  not 
only  gets  what  he  pays  for,  but,  by  the  very 
terms  of  the  contract,  he  has  no  chance  to  ob- 
tain anything  more.  In  the  purchase  of  the 
packages,  be  purchased  the  right  to  a  certain 
article  of  crockery  ware  from  a  counter  or  as- 
sortment in  full  view,  and  he  got  no  chance  to 
obtain  anything  else. 

People  v.  GiUson,  12  Cent.  Rep.  616,109  N.  Y. 
389. 

There  are  no  blanks  in  this  scheme;  purchas- 
ers are  all  placed  on  an  equal  footing;  each  one 
receives  with  his  purchase  a  gift  intended  to  be 
equal  in  value  to  any  other  article  in  the  crock- 
ery collection. 


Nora.— Gift  enterprise*  a  lottery. 

A  lottery  to  a  scheme  for  the  distribution  of 
prizes  by  lot  or  chance.  Bouvier,  Law  Diet  title 
Lottery.   Bee  United  States  v.  Olney,  Deady,  401. 

Any  g*trt  enterprise  or  raffle  in  which  the  public 
to  invited  to  take  shares  for  the  distribution  of 
prizes  by  chance  is  a  lottery.  State  v.  Clarke,  88 
N.  H.32*-,  Dunn  v.  People,  40  HI.  465. 

The  fact  that  there  are  no  blanks  In  the  enterprise 
does  not  alter  the  rule.  Wooden  v.  Sbotwell,  28  N. 
J.L.406;  Handle  v.  State,  42  Tex.  680. 

Gift  enterprises  or  any  scheme  where  tickets  are 
distributed  for  prises  to  be  drawn  thereon  are  pro- 
hibited by  the  Constitution.  See  JCx  ports  Blanoh- 
ard.  9  Nev.  10L 

See,  as  to  requisites  of  indictment  charging  this 
offense  and  the  evidence  necessary  to  support  the 
charge.  2  Wharton,  Cr.  L.  8th  ed.  I  1486;  2  Archb. 
Cr.  P1.1TO.17TS. 

A  scheme   for   the  distribution    of  prises  by 
chance  to  a  lottery.   See  notes  to  State  v. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Mercantile  Asso.  (Kan.)  11  L.  R.  A.  480;  Stater. 
Boneil  (La.)  10  L.B.  A.  00;  Yellowstone  Kit  v.  State 
(Ala.)  7  L.  B.  A.  500, 600;  Webster,  Diet;  Worcester, 
Diet 

A  gift  enterprise  to  a  lottery  (see  Yellowstone 
Kit  v.  State,  7  L.  B.  A.  600,  and  note,  88  Ala.  106),  as  a 
gift  sale  of  books.   State  v.  Clarke,  88  N.  H.  820. 

That  a  gift  enterprise  to  a  lottery,  see  Desty,  Cr. 
L.  1103  a. 

That  a  gift  enterprise  to  gambling,  see  Bell  v. 
State,  5  Sneed,  507;  Desty,  Cr.  L.  101  a. 

The  following  schemes  are  lotteries:  prise  con- 
certs (Com.  v.  Thacher,  07  Mass.  663;  State  v.  Over- 
ton, 16  Nev.  186);  prize  tickets  to  Induce  subscription 
to  a  newspaper  (State  v.  Mumford,  78  Mo.  647);  raffles 
at  fairs  (Cora.  v.  Manderfleld,  8  Fhila.  4S0):  drawing 
works  of  art  (Governors  of  Almshouse  v.  Ameri- 
can Art  Union,  7  N.  Y.  228);  drawing  presents  on 
ticket  to  public  exhibitions  (State  v.  Shorts,  82  N. 
J.  L.  806);  prises  offered  as  inducements  to  buy  mu- 
nicipal bonds  (United  States  v.  Zetoler,  80  Fed.  Rep. 
400);  playing  policy.   Wilkinson  v.  Gill,  74  N.  Y.  68. 


See  also  12  L.  R.  A.  425;  31   L.  R.    X  792,  83.5. 
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'  Bull  v.  Ruggks,  56  N.  Y.  424;  Thomas  v. 
People,  b91\\.  160. 

The  defendaDt's  act,  which  goes  do  farther 
than  to  sell  a  poor  man  coffee  and  give  him  a 
cap  or  saucer  out  of  which  to  drink  it  as  an 
inducement  to  purchase  the  "Biff  Bonanza,"  in 
preference  to  some  other  brand  of  coffee  offered 
in  the  market  without  this  attraction,  does 
not  present  a  case  which  justifies  the  court  in 
torturing  out  of  the  Statute  under  considera- 
tion a  construction  which  will  bring  the  de- 
fendant under  its  condemnation  in  order  to 
avert  the  evils  of  the  lottery  so  vividly  de- 
scribed in  2  Wharton,  Cr.  L.  §  1491. 

In  these  days  of  sharp  competition  in  trade, 
the  scheme  or  device  adopted  by  the  manufac- 
turers in  this  case  is  a  perfectly  legitimate  and 
harmless  method  of  advertising  their  goods 
and  creating  a  successful  market  for  them, 
and  such  commercial  enterprise  should  be  en- 
couraged nnd  protected  by  the  law,  and  not 
hampered  or  prosecuted  bv  it. 

Butc/ters  Union  8.  ff/<&  L.  8.  L.  Co,  v. 
Orescent  City  L.  8.  L.  &  8.  H.  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  747, 
28  L.  ed.  586;  People  v.  Oillson^supra. 

Messrs.  William  Pinkney  Whyte,  Ally- 
Gen.,  and  Charles  G.  Kerr,  for  the  State. 

Fowler,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellant  was  indicted  in  the  Criminal 
Court  of  Baltimore  City  for  violating  §  185, 
art.  27,  of  the  Code  of  Public  General  Laws, 
which  provides  "that  no  person  or  body  cor- 
porate shall  be  permitted,  either  directly  or  in- 
directly, by  agent  or  otherwise,  to  barter,  sell 
or  trade,  or  to  offer  for  barter,  sale  or  trade,  by 
any  publication,  or  in  any  way,  any  wares, 
goods  or  merchandise  of  any  description  in 
package  or  bulk,  holding  out  as  an  induce- 
ment for  any  such  barter,  sale  or  trade  any 
scheme  or  device  by  way  of  gift  enterprise  of 
any  kind  or  character  whatever."  The  indict- 
ment contained  two  counts.  In  the  first  the 
appellant  was  charged  with  unlawfully  selling 
merchandise  in  a  package,  to  wit,  coffee,  hold- 
ing out  as  an  inducement  for  such  sale  a  cer- 
tain scheme  or  device  by  way  of  a  gift  enter- 
prise; and  the  second  count  charges  him  with 
keeping  a  certain  place  or  house  for  selling 
lottery  tickets.  To  this  indictment  the  appel 
lant  demurred,  upon  the  ground  that  the  Act 
of  1886,  chap.  480,  upon  which  the  said  in- 
dictment is  based,  is  unconstitutional  and  void, 
and,  the  court  having  overruled  this  demurrer, 
the  appellee    abandoned    the  second   count, 


which  related  to  the  sale  of  lottery  tickets, 
and  elected  to  stand  upon  the  first  count  The 
case  was  tried  before  the  court  without  a  jury, 
and  the  appellant  was  found  guilty  on  the 
first  count;  but  as  appears  by  the  record,  no 
final  Judgment  has  been  entered,  and,  the  de- 
murrer not  being  before  us/ the  only  question 
presented  is  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  testi- 
mony excepted  to,  which  is  as  follows:  "That 
the  defendant,  Long,  kept  a  general  grocery 
store  at  No.  1781  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  known 
as  the  'Northern  Central  Supply  Store;'  that 
on  the  19th  day  of  September,  1890,  the  wit- 
ness Reilly  purchased  at  said  store  from  the 
witness  Clark  [the  latter  being  a  clerk  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant],  for  the  sum  of 
twenty-five  cents  each,  three  one-pound  pack- 
ages of  ground  coffee,  called  the  'Big  Bonanza 
Coffee;'  that  on  each  of  said  packages  so  pur- 
chased was  pasted  a  blue  slip  of  paper,  about 
three  quarters  of  an  inch  wide,  and  extending 
nearly  around  the  package;  that  the  outside  of 
this  slip  was  blank,  but  on  the  inside  of  each 
slip  was  printed,  respectively,  the  following: 
'1  plate,'  *1  plate/  '1  saucer/  and  that  said  slips 
of  paper  were  pasted  at  either  end  of  said  pack- 
ages in  such  manner  as  to  be  easily  torn  off: 
that  the  witness  Reilly  tore  said  slips  of  paper 
from  said  packages,  and  presented  them  to  the 
witness  Clark,  who  thereupon  presented  him 
with  three  pieces  of  small  crockery  ware,  con- 
sisting of  two  plates  and  one  saucer,  which 
were  produced  at  the  trial,  and  offered  in  evi- 
dence; that  these  pieces  of  crockery  were  ob- 
tained by  the  witness  Clark  from  a  collection 
or  assortment  of  crockery  ware  on  exhibition 
in  said  store,  and  in  view  of  customers,  and 
that  there  was  also  displayed  in  the  show-win- 
dow of  said  store  a  number  of  packages  of 
said  coffee,  and  pieces  of  said  crockery  ware, 
and  a  notice  or  card  to  this  effect:  'A  piece  of 
this  crockery  ware  given  with  each  pound.'0 
If  the  scheme  which  is  thus  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence to  have  been  adopted  by  the  appellant, 
and  which  certainly  is  not  characterized  by  any 
originality,  is  not  a  gift  enterprise,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  find  words  to  describe  it.  Without 
discussing  the  decisions  of  courts  of  other 
States  referred  to  in  the  argument,  we  base  our 
opinion  upon  our  own  Statute,  which  in  express 
terms  prohibits  "any  scheme  or  device  by  way 
of  gift  enterprise  of  any  kind  whatsoever." 
Finding  no  error,  the  ruling  of  the  court  below 
will  be  affirmed. 
Ruling  affirmed,  and  cause  remanded. 


MAINE    SUPREME   JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Lucy  A.  CORSON,  per  Pro.  Ami, 

v. 

Ellsworth  DUNLAP  et  al. 

(....Maine....) 

▲  judgment  for  the  penalty  with  an  as- 
sessment of  damages  so  far  as  they 
have  accrued,  leaving-  future  damages  to  be 
recovered  by  after  process  of  scire  facias,  Is  re- 
quired in  an  action  on  a  penal  bond,  by  Rev.  Stat., 
chap.  88,  §  82,  where  the  liability  of  the  party  in 

12  L.  K.  A. 


the  bond  is  a  continuing  liability,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  bond  given  in  bastardy  proceedings;  but  such 
a  judgment  is  not  required  by  that  Act  in  an 
action  on  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay  a  single 
sum  on  a  day  certain,  because  in  such  case  there 
can  be  but  one  breach  and  one  a 


(June  18.  1890.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  a  judgment  of 
the  Trial  Term  of  the  Supreme  Judieiai 
Court  for  Somerset  assessing  the  damages  for 
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breach  of  the  condition  of  a  bond  gived  in  bas- 
tardy proceedings.     Overruled. 

Suit  was  originally  brought  in  this  case  in 
1886,  and  defendant  was  adjudged  the  father 
of  complainant's  child  and  ordered  to  pay  to 
complainant  towards  the  support  thereof  $1  a 
week  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  each  eight  weeks. 
He  was  further  directed  to  give  to  complainant 
a  bond  with  sureties,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $500, 
conditioned  for  the  performance  of  the  decree. 

8uit  was  brought  on  this  bond  and  the  law 
court  finally  gave  Judgment  for  the  penal 
sum  of  the  bond,  execution  to  issue  for  such 
damages  as  accrued  under  the.  order  of  the 
court.  - 

At  the  September  Term,  1888,  the  case  came 
on  for  an  assessment  of  damages  before  a  sin- 
gle Justice,  and  he  made  the  following  assess- 
ment: 

"Heard  in  damages  by  the  presiding  justice, 
judgment  for  penalty  of  the  bond,  execution  to 
issue  for  the  amount  assessed  by  the  court  in 
the  original  action,  including  all  sums  due  un- 
der the  decree  to  last  day  of  this  term,  with 
costs  of  that  suit,  .  .  .  and  interest  on  said 
sums,  amounting  to,  .  .  .  with  costs  of  this 
action." 

To  this  assessment,  and  the  rule  of  assess- 
ment, the  plaintiff  excepted. 

Messrs.  4.  F*  Holmsvn  and  Walton  & 
Walton  for  plaintiff. 

Messrs.  Merrill  A  Co  An  for  defendants. 

Peters*  Oh.  J.r  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  question  is  whether,  in  an  action  on  a 
penal  bond  given  in  bastardy  proceedings,  the 
judgment  should  be  for  the  penalty,  and  dam- 
ages be  assessed  so  far  as  they  have  accrued  at 
the  time  of  the  assessment,  future  damages  to 
be  recovered  by  after  process  of  scire  facias,  or 
whether  judgment  must  be  given,  once  for  all, 
for  all  the  damages  that  will  ever  be  sustained, 
both  past  and  prospective,  where  the  liability 
of  the  principal  in  the  bond  is  by  the  order  of 
eouit  a  continuing  liability. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  first  named 
is  the  proper  procedure.  We  are  induced  to 
give  an  explanation  for  such  opinion,  on  ac- 
count of  some  adverse  expressions  on  the  point, 
to  be  found  in  our  own  cases. 

The  decision  of  the  question  depends  on  the 
construction  to  be  given  to  a  section  of  our  stat- 
utes, and  upon  the  scope  and  effect  of  such 
section,  in  view  of  the  equity  powers  anciently 
accorded  to  courts  of  law,  in  this  branch  of 
practice.  The  section  referred  to  (Rev.  Stat. 
chap.  82.  §  82)  is  as  follows:  "In  actions  on 
bond  or  contract  in  a  penal  sum,  for  the  per- 
formance of  covenants  or  agreements,  .  .  . 
when  the  jury  finds  the  condition  broken,  they 
shall  estimate  the  plaintiff's  damages,  and  judg- 
ment shall  be  entered  for  the  penal  sum,  and 
execution  shall  issue  for  such  damages  and 
coats/9 

This  provision  applies  to  actions  on  bonds 
containing  a  penal  clause,  where  there  may  be 
breaches  of  the  bond  at  different  times.  The 
portion  of  the  section  which  requires  a  judg- 
ment for  the  penalty  does  not  apply  to  a  bond 
conditioned  to  pay  a  single  sum  on  a  day  cer- 
tain, because  in  such  case  there  can  be  but  one 
breach  and  one  assessment,  and  no  necessity 
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exists  for  retaining  the  penalty  as  a  security  for 
future  breaches;  but,  even  in  such  case,  a  judg- 
ment for  the  penalty  would  not  be  injurious  to 
any  party,  and  such  (merely  inaccurate)  judg- 
ments are  to  be  seen  occasionally  on  our  rec- 
ords. 

Nor  does  the  Statute  extend  to  certain  statu- 
tory bonds,  bail-bonds,  recognizances,  bonds 
for  good  behavior,  bonds  to  do  or  not  to  do 
some  collateral  act  and  the  like.  These  bonds 
and  some  others  are  not  money  or  business 
bonds,  and  are  not  conditioned  for  the  security 
of  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  sense  of 
the  Statute,  and  can  be  chancered  by  the  court 
with  much  more  propriety  than  by  a  jury. 

In  Philbrook  v.  Burgess,  52  Me.  271,  although 
the  case  was  correctly  decided,  we  think  an  er- 
roneous opinion  was  expressed  That  was  an 
action  of  debt  upon  a  bond  which,  by  its  terms, 
was  to  be  void  on  condition  that  the  defendant 
should  maintain  the  plaintiff  during  her  life. 
The  jury  were  allowed  to  assess  such  damages 
as  bad  accrued  up  to  the  date  of  the  verdict, 
the  defendant  contending  that  damages  should 
not  have  been  assessed  for  any  dereliction  be- 
yond the  date  of  the  writ  The  defendant's 
exceptions  were  correctly  overruled,  but  the 
court  took  occasion  to  say  in  the  opinion  that 
even  more  damages  might  have  been  legally 
assessed,  and  that  all  past  and  prospective 
damages  should  have  been  assessed,  and  that 
the  bond  did  not  come  within  the  Statute,  for 
the  reason  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  party 
to,  and  personally  bound  by,  some  agreement 
outside  of  and  separate  from  the  condition  of 
the  bond  itself.  The  decisions  do  not  sustain 
that  position.  Much  reliance  was  placed  in 
the  opinion  upon  the  reasoning  of  the  court  in 
Hathaway  v.  Crosby,  17  Me.  448.  But  in  the 
latter  case  the  argument  of  the  court  was  merely 
to  the  effect  that  a  poor  debtor's  bond  was  not 
a  bond  in  any  sense  securing  a  covenant  or 
agreement,  and  that  the  damages  should  be  as- 
sessed by  the  court,  instead  of  by  the  jury,  for 
its  forfeiture.  That  was  undoubtedly  a  statu- 
tory bond  which,  at  that  day,  belonged  to  a 
class  of  obligations  not  coming  within'the  par- 
ticular Statute  in  question. 

No  heed  was  paid  in  Miller*.  Miller,  84  Me. 
484,  to  the  rule  advocated  in  Philbrook  v.  Bur- 
gess, supra,  and  judgment  was  entered  up  for 
the  penalty  of  a  bond  given  by  order  of  court 
for  the  support  of  certain  parties,  the  support 
to  be  furnished  by  installments,  although 
there  was  no  covenant  or  agreement  except 
the  mere  condition  of  the  bond  in  common 
form. 

The  case  of  Brett  v.  Murphy,  80  Me.  858,  6 
New  Eng.  Rep.  648,  was  an  action  on  a  bas- 
tardy bond,  where  judgment  was  entered  for 
tLe  past  and  estimated  future  damages,  and  not 
for  the  penal  sum.  But  no  attention  was  be- 
stowed upon  the  point  further  than  following 
without  challenge  the  form  of  procedure  indi- 
cated in  Philbrook  v.  Burgess,  supra.  And  the 
case  now  before  us  is  also  reported  in  the  s<»me 
volume  (Corson  v.  Dunlap,  80  Me.  854,  6  New 
Eng.  Rep.  718),  where  it  was  ordered  that 
judgment  be  entered  for  the  penal  sum,  the 
cases  accidentally  standing  opposed  to  each 
other. 

The  original  legislation  on  this  form  of  pro- 
cedure, from  which  our  own  Statute  was  in 
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mat  measure  copied,  was  Stat  8  and  9  Wm. 
III.  chap.  11,  §  8,  passed  nearly  two  centuries 
ago.  The  Act,  a  very  long  one,  and  in  that 
respect  within  the  fashion  of  its  day,  extends 
its  provisions  "in  all  actions  upon  any  bond  or 
bonds,  or  on  any  penal  sum,  for  non-perform- 
ance of  any  covenants  or  agreements,  in  any 
indenture,  deed  or  writing  contained."  In 
Tidd's  Practice  'it  is  said,  citing  cases  in  ap- 
proval of  the  statement,  that  this  Statute  was 
made  in  favor  of  defendants,  was  intended  to 
be  highly  remedial  and  has  received  a  very 
liberal  construction.  The  author  further  says 
that  where  covenants  or  agreements  are  con- 
tained "in  the  condition  of  a  bond,"— -that  is, 
implied  by  the  condition,— they  are  held  to  be 
within  the  Statute,  just  as  much  as  where  they 
are  in  a  different  instrument.  This  construc- 
tion was  strongly  maintained  by  Lord  Mans- 
field, in  1759,  in  Collins  v.  Collins,  2  Burr.  880. 
In  that  case  the  penalty  of  the  bond  was  to  be 
forfeited  if  the  defendant  did  not  support  the 

Slain  tiff  and  pay  him  a  small  sum  annually 
uring  his  life.  There  was  no  covenant  or 
agreement  outside  of  the  bond,  and  none  in  it 
except  such  as  was  inferable  from  a  penal  clause 
and  condition  in  ordinary  form.  There  was 
no  personal  promise.  It  was  there  objected 
that  the  Statute  of  William  did  not  apply,  be- 
cause the  action  was  not  brought  upon  a  pen- 
alty for  non-performance  of  an  agreement  or 
covenant  contained  in  any  indenture,  deed  or 
writing.  Lord  Mansfield  is  reported  as  mak- 
ing this  reply:  "  This  [bond]  is  an  agreement 
between  the  parties,  ana  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing. The  condition  of  the  bond  is  an  agreement 
in  writing;  and  people  have  frequently  gone 
into  courts  of  equity,  upon  conditions  of  bonds, 
as  being  agreements  in  writing,  to  have  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  them." 

The  law  has  ever  since  stood  as  Lord  Mans- 
field enunciated  it.  We  do  not  find  that  the 
Statute  has  been  differently  interpreted  where 
the  point  has  been  directly  presented  for  the 
decision  of  any  court.  Of  course,  there  have 
been  numerous  cases  where  it  has  been  contro- 
verted whether  a  particular  bond  involves  the 
subject  matter  of  an  agreement  or  not,  either 
expressly  or  by  implication.  But  we  think  no 
modern  case  requires,  in  order  to  bring  a  bond 
within  the  Statute,  such  as  our  own  is,  that  the 
covenant  or  agreement  shall  be  an  express  per- 
sonal obligation  of  the  maker.  The  text- books, 
digests  and  law  dictionaries  seem  uniformly  to 
express  the  same  view.  In  Oainsford  v.  Grif- 
fith, 1  Saund.  58,  note,  Mansfield's  doctrine  is 
accepted,  and  it  is  there  said  that  the  Statute 
was  meant  to  meet  cases  where  covenants  are 
to  be  performed  at  different  times,  or  moneys 
to  be  paid  by  installments.  The  question  pend- 
ing in  the  present  case,  though  on  different 
facts,  arose  in  Marvin  v.  BeU,  41  Vt.  607,  and 
it  is  there  held  in  a  clear  and  cogent  discussion, 
that  the  condition  in  the  bond,  in  its  legal  effect 
and  operation,  amounts  to  an  agreement, — is 
its  equivalent. 

Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  work  on  Contracts,  §  1458, 
aptly  describes  the  English  legislation,  and  its 
effect,  In  the  following:  "For  shortening  the 
processes  of  justice,  in  1697,  the  English  Stat- 
ute of  8  and  9  Wm.  III.  chap.  11,  §  8,  provided 
that,  on  a  recovery  of  judgment  for  a  penal 
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sum  in  any  court  of  record,  inquiry  should  be 
made  by  a  jury  as  to  the  amount  of  damages 
suffered  from  breaches  which  had  already  trans- 
pired, on  payment  whereof  the  Judgment 
should  simply  remain  a  security  against  further 
breaches.  And  on  there  being  such,  the  actual 
damage  should,  on  seirs  facia*,  be  in  like 
manner  ascertained.  Then,  in  1705,  it  was 
enacted  by  4  Anne,  chap.  16,  &  18,  that,  in  an 
action  on  a  bond  with  a  penalty  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  if  the  defendant  shall  bring 
into  the  court  where  the  action  shall  be  de- 
pending all  the  principal  money  and  interest 
due  on  such  bond,  and  also  all  such  coats  as 
have  been  expended  in  an  v  suit  or  suits  in  law 
or  equity  upon  such  bond,  the  said  money  so 
brought  in  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  in 
full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  said  bond. 
The  date  of  these  Statutes  is  subsequent  to  the 
earliest  settlements  in  this  country;  still,  being 
highly  remedial  and  beneficial  they  were  ac- 
cepted as  common  law  in  Maryland  and  Penn- 
sylvania and,  it  is  believed,  in  nearly  all  of  our 
other  States.  And  there  has  been  more  or  less 
American  legislation  to  the  like  effect."  Massa- 
chusetts and  Maine  were  governed  by  legisla- 
tion of  their  own  of  similar  effect.  Bailey  v. 
Roger*,  1  Me.  186, 190. 

But  these  Acts  had  been  preceded  by  the  ju- 
dicial thought.  The  courts  had  in  great  meas- 
ure adopted  devices  to  the  same  end  before 
these  Acts  were  passed;  and,  although  at  first 
the  practice  was  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  chancery 
court  for  the  purpose,  courts  of  law  had  grad- 
ually taken  the  power  to  chancer  bonds  and  re- 
lieve against  penalties  into  their  own  hands. 
Though  in  ancient  days  judgment  would  go 
for  the  penalty  of  a  bond,  motions  were  resorted 
to,  to  restrain  the  collection  of  more  money 
than  a  plaintiff  was  equitably  entitled  to. 
Many  authorities  illustrating  the  old  practice 
are  cited  in  Paine  and  Duer*s  Practice  and  in 
Tidd's  Practice  under  the  head  of  Judgment, 
Both  before  and  after  the  Statute  of  Anne,  the 
practice  was  to  allow  the  defendant,  on  his 
motion,  to  bring  the  whole  amount  of  the  pen- 
alty into  court,  and  the  proceedings  were  there- 
upon stayed.  The  plaintiff  would  receive  only 
the  amount  of  the  principal,  interest  and  costs; 
and,  if  this  did  not  consume  the  amount  of  the 
penalty,  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  takeout 
the  remainder.  It  was  denominated  "an  equi- 
table motion  to  be  relieved  against  the  penalty/' 
Gregg's  Case,  2  Salk.  596.  And  see  cases  cited 
in  note  in  8  Parsons,  Cont  6th  ed.  *157. 

And  in  no  class  of  cases  was  the  privileged 
proceeding  more  invoked  than  in  instances  of 
bonds  given  to  a  parent  or  a  parish  against  the 
burden  of  a  bastard  child.  In  Wilde  v.  Clark- 
son,  6  T.  R.  808,  which  was  an  action  brought 
on  a  bond  given  for  indemnity  against  expen&e 
that  might  be  suffered  by  reason  of  the  then 
expected  birth  of  a  bastard  child,  Lord  Ken  yon, 
Oh. «/.,  permitted  the  penalty  to  be  paid  into 
court,  and,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  re- 
marked: "Suppose  the  plaintiff  proceeds  in 
this  action,  the  judgment  would  be  for  the  pen- 
alty of  the  bond,  and  one  shilling  nominal  dam- 
ages for  the  detention  of  the  debt.  In  actions 
on  bonds  or  on  any  penal  sums  for  performance 
of  covenants,  etc.,  the  Act  of  Parliament  ex- 
pressly says  that  there  shall  be  judgment  for 
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the  penalty,  and  that  the  judgment  shall  stand 
as  a  security  for  farther  breaches."  The  only 
agreement  in  that  case  was  the  bond  itself. 

In  Massachusetts,  where  the  Statute  is  sub- 
stantially like  our  own,  the  practice  accords 
with  our  view  on  this  question.  McQrath  v. 
Conway,  116  Mass.  860,  and  Barnes  v.  Ohase, 
128  Mass.  211,  are  cases  where  judgment  was 
given  for  the  penalty  in  bastardy  bonds,  and 
damages  were  assessed  for  so  much  as  was  due 
at  the  date  of  assessment  under  the  order  of 
oourt.    See  Battey  v.  Hdbrook,  11  Gray,  212. 

In  Sevep  v.  Blackiin,  2  Mass.  541,  the  court 
used  tiiis  language:  "When  it  shall  appear  in 
the  court  that  the  penalty  is  forfeited,  then  the 
•equity  powers  of  the  court  commence,  and  the 
judges  are  authorized  to  enter  judgment  for  so 
much  money  as  in  equity  and  good  conscience 
the  plaintiff  can  claim,  unless  the  condition  of 
the  bond  be  such  that  further  damages  may 
arise  to  him  by  future  breaches.  In  such  case 
judgment  is  rendered  for  the  penalty,  and  exe- 
cution is  awarded  for  the  damages  already  ac- 
crued, and  the  judgment  is  to  stand  as  a  secur- 
ity for  future  damages  to  be  recovered  by  scire 
facia*."  There  could  not  be,  in  our  judgment, 
a  better  statement  of  the  law  than  the  above. 
The  procedure  ordained  or  approved  by  the 
8tatute  should  apply  where  it  is  fitting. 

And  such  was  the  intention  of  the  English 
Act,  and  of  our  own  Act.  Its  meaning  is 
greater  than  its  words.  The  bond  itself  is  a 
covenant  or  agreement  in  all  cases  where  the 
procedure  fittingly  applies.  The  bond  does, 
in  effect,  contain  a  covenant  or  agreement, 
though  there  be  no  remedy  except  by  a  suit  on 
the  bond;  it  implies  an  agreement,  assumes  one. 
It  is  the  nature  of  the  condition  which  decides 
whether  the  Statute  attaches  to  the  bond  or 
not.  Some  judge  has  said,  a  promise  may  be 
considered  as  implied  from  the  joint  effect  of 
condition  and  penalty.  We  are  to  look  at  the 
nature  and  reason  of  toe  thing.  What  differ- 
ence of  procedure  should  there  be,  in  an  action 
on  the  bond,  whether  it  be  conditioned  to  se- 


cure a  written  promise  or  only  an  oral  promise, 
as  long  as  the  penalty  assures  that  the  promise 
will  be  kept?  The  penalty  is  the  effectual  se- 
curity, not  the  promise*  What  difference 
should  it  make,  in  assessing  damages  under  a 
bond,  whether  the  defendant  is  also  liable  for 
the  same  cause  in  some  other  form  of  action  or 
not?  What  difference  should  there  be,  in  as- 
sessing damages  in  a  conditional  judgment  on 
mortgage,  whether  the  mortgage  secures  writ- 
ten promises  or  merely  certain  sums  named  in 
the  conditional  clause?  What  difference  can 
there  be  whether  a  penal  bond  be  given  to  se- 
cure a  judgment  of  court  based  on  a  promise 
or  a  judgment  based  on  a  tort?  The  judgment 
is  as  definite  in  the  one  case  as  the  other.  The 
Statute  was  intended  to  have  a  wide  and  benefi- 
cent, and  not  narrow,  operation. 

The  rule  we  acted  upon  is  not  only  the  true 
exposition  of  the  Statute,  but  is  equitable  and 
lust  for  all  cases,  and  especially  beneficial  to 
both  parties  in  the  present  case.  If  the  plain- 
tiff have  a  full  allowance  at  once,  there  are 
chances  that  it  would  be  improvidently  ex- 
pended. If  the  assessment  of  prospective  dam- 
ages be  made  in  advance  of  the  needs  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  be  required  to  pay 
a  much  larger  sum  than  may  turn  out  to  be 
necessary.  Payment  of  damages  as  often  as 
damages  accrue  is  in  accordance  with  the  orig- 
inal order  of  court,  with  the  policy  of  the  law, 
and  adapted  to  the  situation  of  the  parties. 

We  regard  this  a  suitable  opportunity  for 
changing  the  rule  of  practice  followed  in  this 
State  since  the  case  of  PhUbrooJc  v.  Burgess, 
supra,  so  far  as  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  pres- 
ent decision,  inasmuch  as  no  principle  touching 
the  title  to  property  is  affected  by  the  change, 
and  the  ruling  made  below  is  not  overruled 
thereby.  After  the  present  case  has  been  pub- 
lished that  case  will  not  govern  us  as  an  author- 
ity on  the  point  involved  in  this  discussion. 

Exce^tums  overruled. 

Walton*  Virgin,  Idbbej,  Foster  and 
Wfaitehoase,  Jj.,  concur. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


O.  H.  DUGAN  etal.,  Appts., 

v. 

C.  W.  LEWIS  et  al. 

(....Tex.....) 

1.  The  rate  ofinterest  on  a  contract  be- 
tween dtisens  of  different  States  may  be 
fixed  according-  to  the  law  of  either  State. 

S.  The  law  of  Texas  governs  the  rate  of 

Inlorost  on  notes  secured  by  a  trust  deed  given 
for  money  borrowed  in  New  York,  where  the  bar- 
gain was  made  and  the  money  and  papers  deliv- 
ered to  and  by  an  agent  on  behalf  of  a  citizen  of 
Texas,  who  signed  and  dated  the  papers  In  toe 
latter  8tate,if  the  stipulated  rate  of  Interest  would 
have  been  usurious  in  New  York,  but  not  in 
Texas,  and  the  deed  of  crust  provides  that  the 

Non.- As  to  law  governing  question  of  usury  in 
contracts  made  in  one  State  to  be  performed  in  an- 
other, see  Ifartln  v.  Johnson,  8  L.  B.  A.  170,  and 
note,  at  Ga.  en. 
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contract  shall  be  construed  according  to  the  law 
of  the  State  of  Texas,  where  the  same  Is  made. 
8.  A  stipulation  in  a  deed  of  trust  to  se- 
cure notes  and  interest  coupons,  that  in  default 
of  any  payment  the  whole  sum  of  money  secured 
shall  become  due  at  the  lender's  option,  is  to  be 
construed  as  a  penalty,  and  will  not  be  enforced 
except  upon  the  cancellation  of  unearned  Inter- 
est notes,  and  therefore  It  does  not  make  the  con- 
tract usurious. 

(January  18, 188L) 

APPE  AL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Grayson  County  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  a  suit  brought  to  restrain  the 
enforcement  of  a  deed  of  trust  for  breach  of 
the  conditions  of  the  contract,  the  performance 
of  which  it  secured,  upon  the  alleged  ground 
that  the  contract  was  tainted  with  usury.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Finley,  for  appellant  Dugan: 


Texas  Supreme  Court. 
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The  stipulations  in  the  deed  in  trust  author- 
izing the  lender  to  declare  the  notes  due  on 
failure  to  pay  installments  of  interest  render 
the  contract  usurious. 

Hemp  v.  Garland,  4  Q.  B.  519;  Harrison 
Mack.  Work*  v.  Beigor,  64  Tex.  89;  Palmer  v. 
Palmer,  86  Mich.  487.  24  Am.  Rep.  (505;  Fisher 
v.  Anderson,  25  Iowa,  28,  95  Am.  Dec.  761; 
Hunt  v.  Keech,  8  Ahb.  Pr.  204;  Clague  v.  His 
Creditors,  2  La.  114,  20  Am.  Dec.  800;  7  Wait, 
Act.  and  Def.  602,  605;  Cleveland  v.  Ijoder,  7 
Paige,  657,  4  L.  ed.  278;  Thomas  v.  Murray, 
84  Barb.  166;  Browne  v.  Vredenburgh,  48  N. 
T.  197;  Buttriek  v.  Harris,  1  Bias.  443;  Leatitt 
▼.  DeLauny,  4  N.  Y.  869. 

Messrs.  Brown  &  Bliss  and  E.  C.  He- 
Lean,  for  appellant  the  City  Bank  of  Sher- 
man: 

The  two  notes  aggregating  $750  payable  to 
C.  W.  Lewis,  although  dated  as  in  Texas,  and 
signed  in  Texas,  were  under  the  facts  in  this 
case  made  in  New  York. 

Whiston  v.  atodder,  8  Mart  O.  8.  95,  18 
Am.  Dec.  281;  1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  g  24; 
Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  824;  Seudder  v.  union 
If  at.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  406,  28  L.  ed.  245;  Cooky. 
Moffat,  46  U.  8.  5  How.  295,  12  L.  ed.  159; 
Boyee  v.  Edwards,  29  U.  8.  4  Pet.  Ill,  7  L.  ed. 
799;  Andrews  v.  Pond,  88  U.  8.  13  Pet.  78,  10 
L.  ed.  67;  Milliken  v.  Pratt  125  Mass.  874; 
Kling  v.  Fries,  88  Mich.  275;  Webber  v.  Donnel- 
ly, Id.  469;  M'Intyre  v.  Parks,  8  Met.  207. 

Those  notes,  as  well  as  the  note  for  $5,000 
payable  to  the  American  Freehold  Land  & 
Mortgage  Company,  were  New  York  con- 
tracts, governed  and  controlled  by  the  law  of 
New  York  as  to  usury,  and  each  of  said  notes 
and  the  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  same  were 
by  the  laws  of  said  State  absolutely  void. 

Story,  Conf.  L.§804;Za*iaxx*v.  Mitchell,  7 
Ohio  St.  887,  70  Am.  Dec.  78;  DeWolfy.  John- 
son, 28  U.  8. 10  Wheat.  868, 6  L.  ed.  848;  Sands 
v.  Smith,  1  Neb.  108,  98  Am.  Dec  881;  Jones, 
Mort.  §  657.  and  authorities  cited;  Curtis  v. 
Leavitt,  15  N.  Y.  228;  2  Kent,  Com.  g$  460, 
461;  Mills  v.  Wilson.dS  Pa.  118;  Sherwood  v. 
Boundtree,  82  Fed.  Rep.  118;  Martin  v.  Webb, 
110  U.  S.  14,  28  L.  ed.  52:  Bishop,  Cont.  §  118; 
Connor  v.  Donnell,  65  Tex.  167;  Andrews  v. 
Hoxie,  5  Tex.  171;  Andrews  v.  Pond,  38  U.  8. 
13  Pet.  78,  10  L.  ed.  67;  Boyee  v.  Edwards,  29 
U.  8.  4  Pet.  Ill,  7  L.  ed.  799;  Be  Sobry  v.  De- 
Laistre,  2  Harr.  &  J.  191,  8  Am.  Dec.  586; 
Dickinson  v.  Edwards,  77  N.  Y.  573;  Jewell  v. 
Wright,  80  N.  Y.  259;  Lee  v.  Setleck,  88  N.  Y. 
615;  Story,  Conf.  L.  304a;  Seudder  v.  Union 
Nat.  Bank,  91 U.  8.  406,  23 L.  ed.  245;  Lapieev. 
Smith,  18  La.  91;  Clague  v.  His  Creditors,  2  La. 
114,  20  Am.  Dec.  300;  note  to  Arayo  v.  CurreU 
(La.)  20  Am.  Dec.  298. 

Messrs.  Brown  A  Hall  and  A.  T.  Watts 
for  appellees. 

Henry,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

G.  H.  Dugan,  who  at  the  time  was  a  resident 
citizen  of  the  State  of  Texas,  acting  through  an 
agent  in  the  State  of  New  York,  borrowed  from 
the  American  Freehold  Land  &  Mortgage  Com- 

Siny,  of  London,  Eng.,  the  sum  of  $5,000. 
ugan  executed  his  note  in  favor  of  the  mort- 
gage company  for  said  sum,  payable  at  the 
office  of  the  Corbin  Banking  Company  in  New 
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York  City  five  years  after  date,  with  interest 
from  date  at  the  rate  of  8  per  cent  per  annum, 
for  which  five  coupon  notes  were  attached  to- 
said  note.  The  note  contained  a  stipulation 
for  the  payment  of  10  per  cent  attorneys'  fees 
if  it  should  be  collected  by  suit,  and  another 
making  the  principal  of  the  note  become  due, 
at  the  option  of  the  holder  thereof,  upon  the 
failure  to  pay  any  installment  within  thirty 
days  after  it  should  become  due.  Dugan,  to- 
secure  said  note,  executed  a  deed  of  trust  upon 
land  in  Texas,  in  which  one  Sherwood,  the 
agent  in  New  York  of  the  lender,  was  made 
trustee.  The  agreement  to  lend  the  money 
was  made  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  the 
deed  of  trust  and  the  note  were  delivered  to  the 
lender  in  that  State.  The  $5,000  was  paid  to 
Dugan's  agent  in  the  State  of  New  York.  The 
note  and  coupons  and  the  deed  of  trust  were 
dated  and  stoned  by  Dugan  in  the  State  of 
Texas.  The  deed  of  trust  contained  the  follow- 
ing clauses: 

"Upon  the  failure  of  the  borrower  to  pay 
said  note,  or  either  of  said  coupons,  or  failure 
to  comply  with  any  of  the  stipulations  con- 
tained in  the  said  deed  of  trust,  the  whole  sum 
of  money  secured  thereby  may  without  notice 
to  the  borrower,  at  the  option  of  the  lender  or 
his  assigns,  and  at  his  option  only,  be  declared 
due  and  payable  at  once." 

"The  contracts  embodied  in  this  conveyance, 
and  the  notes  secured  hereby,  shall  in  all  other 
respects  be  construed  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Texas,  where  the  same  is  made." 

At  the  date  of  these  transactions  the  rate  of 
interest  in  the  State  of  New  York  was  6  per 
cent  and  the  reservation  of  a  greater  rate  ren- 
dered the  contract  void.  Dugan  made  default 
in  the  payment  of  interest,  and  the  whole 
amount  was  declared  due.  Out  of  the  $5,000 
the  sum  of  $2,135.66  was  used  without  its 
reaching  Dugan's  hands,  to  pay  off  a  prior 
mortgage  upon  the  land.  For  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  Corbin  Banking  Company  for  its 
services  in  procuring  the  loan,  Dugan  executed 
two  other  notes,  and  secured  them  by  a  second 
deed  of  trust  upon  the  same  land, — one  for 
$800,  the  other  for  $450,  both  bearing  10  per 
cent  interest  from  date.  They  were  both  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  in  Texas.  They  were 
made  payable  to  C.  W.  Lewis,  who  resided  in 
Texas,  at  the  office  of  the  Corbin  Banking 
Company  in  the  State  of  New  York.  Lewis 
had  no  pecuniary  interest  In  these  notes,  and 
he  transferred  them  to  the  Corbin  Banking 
Company.  This  suit  was  brought  by  appel- 
lants to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  the  deed 
of  trust  on  the  ground  that  the  contracts  are 
governed  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York 
and  are  therefore  usurious  and  void.  The  cause 
was  tried  without  a  Jury;  and  the  court,  upon  a 
finding  of  facts  from  which  we  have  taken 
the  foregoing  statement,  rendered  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendants. 

The  subject  of  the  conflict  of  laws  of  inter- 
est and  usury  as  affecting  the  enforcement  of 
contracts  has  been  much  discussed,  and  opin- 
ions have  conflicted,  sometimes  as  to  the  law. 
and  at  others  as  to  the  effect  of  different  con- 
ditions of  fact. 

In  the  case  of  Connor  v.  Donnell,  55  Tex. 
174,  this  court  said:  "If  a  note  sued  on  be 
made  in  New  York,  and  be  also  expressly 
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made  payable  at  a  point  in  that  State,  then  the 
question  of  usury  'will  be  controlled  by  the  law 
in  New  York.  It  is  believed  that  no  authority 
can  be  adduced  to  the  contrary." 

We  find  a  very  great  number  of  authorities 
announcing  the  same  doctrine  upon  a  like  state 
of  facts.  This  case  contains  also  the  following 
Language:  "Although  a  note  be  actually  made 
and  indorsed  by  citizens  of  Texas  in  New 
York,  and  be  there  discounted  by  a  citizen  of 
New  York  at  a  rate  lawful  in  Texas,  but  usu- 
rious in  New  York,  if  by  the  date  and  tenor  of 
the  note  it  appears  that  the  parties  intended  to 
make  it  payable  in  Texas,  and  contracted  with 
reference  to  the  laws  of  Texas,  the  courts  of 
this  State  follow  the  authorities  which  hold 
such  a  note  valid,  "—citing  Bvllard  v.  Thoinp- 
ton,  35  Tex.  319;  Depau  v.  Humphreys,  8  Mart. 
N.  S.  1,  and  Chapman  v.  Bobertson,  6  Paige, 
G27,  3  L.  ed.  1129.  The  two  cases  last  named 
have  been  much  discussed  and  doubted  and 
opposed  by  courts  whose  decisions  would  hold 
the  contract  now  under  consideration  obnoxious 
to  the  charge  of  usury.  Both  cases  are  criti- 
cised, and  their  correctness  questioned,  by 
Story  in  his  work  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws. 
The  Louisiana  case  is  stated  by  him  as  follows: 
"The  note  was  given  in  New  Orleans,  payable 
in  New  York,  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  bear- 
ing an  interest  of  10  per  cent,  being  the  legal 
interest  of  Louisiana,  the  New  York  legal  In- 
terest being  7  per  cent  only.  The  question  was 
whether  the  note  was  tainted  with  usury,  and 
therefore  void,  as  it  would  be  if  made  in  New 
York.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana 
decided  that  it  was  not  usurious;  and  that, 
although  the  note  was  made  payable  at  New 
York,  yet  the  interest  might  be  stipulated  for, 
either  according  to  the  law  of  Louisiana,  or 
according  to  that  of  New  York."  Page  407. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has 
approved  this  doctrine  in  the  cases  of  Miller  v. 
Tiffany,  68  U.  S.  1  Wall.  298,  17  L.  ed.  540, 
and  OromtoeU  v.  Sac  County,  96  U.  8.  62,  24  L. 
ed.  687.  In  the  case  last  mentioned  the  opin- 
ion contains  the  following  expression:  "When 
the  rate  of  interest  at  the  place  of  contract 
differs  from  the  rate  at  the  place  of  payment, 
the  parties  may  contract  for  either  rate,  and 
the  contract  will  govern,  "—citing  the  above- 
named  cases,  and  also  Peck  v.  Mayo,  14  Yt.  38, 
and  Butters  v.  Olds,  11  Iowa,  I. 

In  the  case  of  Bullard  v.  Thompson,  85  Tex. 
319,  it  was  said  by  this  court:  "They  I  the 
notes]  were  dated  at  Matagorda,  Tex.,  and, 
whether  they  were  actually  executed  in  New 
York  or  in  Texas,  it  is  evident  that  the  pirlies 
intended  them  to  be  paid  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  Texas;  otherwise  it  would  seem 
that  they  had  voluntarily-  entered  into  a  con- 
tract within  the  State  of  New  York  to  be  exe- 
cuted in  accordance  with  its  laws,  when  the 
contract  was  within  itself  repugnant  thereto." 

The  case  of  Chapman  v.  Robertson,  as  stated 
by  Story,  was  as  follows:  "  A  citizen  of  New 
York  applied  in  England  to  a  British  subject 
for  a  loan  of  money  upon  the  security  of  a 
bond  and  mortgage  upon  land  in  New  York  at 
the  legal  rate  of  interest  (7  pet  cent)  of  that 
State,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  borrower 
should,  upon  hii  return  to  New  York,  execute 
the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  duly  record  the 
same,  and  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage  being 
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received  in  England  the  lender  agreed  to 
deposit  the  money  loaned  at  the  bankers  of  the 
borrower  in  London  for  his  use;  and  the  bond 
and  mortgage  were  executed  and  received,  and 
the  money  paid  accordingly  to  the  bankers. 
The  question  arose  whether  the  transaction  was 
usurious  or  not,  and  that  depended  upon  the 
law  of  the  place  by  which  ft  was  to  be  gov- 
erned, whether  by  the  law  of  England  (where 
interest  is  only  5  per  cent)  or  by  the  law  of  New 
York.  It  was  held  by  the  court  that  the  con- 
tract was  to  be  construed  according  to  the  laws 
of  New  York,  and  therefore  that  a  bill  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage,  filed  in  New  York,  was 
maintainable,  and  that  the  Law  of  Usury  of 
England  was  no  defense  to  the  suit  On  that 
occasion  the  learned  chancellor  said  that,  as  no 
place  of  payment  was  mentioned  in  the  bond 
or  mortgage,  the  legal  construction  of  the  con- 
tract was  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid  where 
the  obligee  resided,  or  wherever  he  might  be 
found;  that,  the  residence  of  the  obligee  being 
in  England  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  that  must  be  considered  the  place  of 
payment,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
question  where  that  part  of  the  contract  was  to 
be  performed,  and  that  the  execution  of  the 
bond  in  New  York  did  not  make  it  a  personal 
contract  there,  because  it  was  inoperative  until 
received  in  England,  and  the  money  deposited 
with  the  bankers  for  the  borrower;  and  be  con- 
cluded by  saying:  'Upon  a  full  examination 
of  all  the  cases  to  be  found  upon  the  subject, 
either  in  this  country  or  in  England,  none 
of  which,  however,  appear  to  have  decided  the 
precise  question  which  arises  in  this  cause,  I 
have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  this  mort- 
gage, executed  here,  and  upon  property  in  this 
State,  being  valid  by  tbe  lex  situs,  which  is 
also  tbe  law  of  domicil  of  the  mortgagor,  it  is 
the  duty  of  this  court  to  give  full  effect  to  the 
security,  without  reference  to  the  Usury  Laws 
of  England,  which  neither  party  intended  to 
evade  or  violate  by  the  execution  of  a  mortgage 
upon  the  lands  here.'"  Story,  Conf.  L.  pp. 
400,  401.  In  the  opinion  itself  it  is  further 
said:  "  No  doubt  appears  to  have  been  enter- 
tained as  to  the  validity  of  a  loan  upon  a  bond 
and  mortgage  actually  executed  in  Ireland  or 
the  colonies,  though  the  loan  itself  was  made 
in  England,  and  was  made  payable  there  to  a 
mortgagee  who  resided  there."  "Here  the  verbal 
contract  for  a  loan  upon  the  security  of  a 
mortgage  upon  lands  in  this  State  was  wholly 
inoperative  until  the  mortgage  and  other  writ- 
ten security  were  executed  in  this  State.  It 
was  a  contract  made  partly  in  this  State  and 
partly  in  England;  and  being  actually  made 
with  reference  to  our  laws,  and  to  the  rate  of 
interest  allowed  here,  it  must  be  governed  by 
them  in  the  construction  and  effect  of  the  con- 
tract as  to  its  validity."  6  Paige,  631-634,  3 
L.  ed.  1181,  1132.  If  it  be  admitted  that,  in 
the  absence  of  an  express  stipulation  as  to  the 
place  of  tbe  payment  of  the  debt,  it  was  pay- 
able at  the  residence  of  the  obligor  in  New 
York,  instead  of  the  residence  of  the  payee  in 
England,  the  principle  of  the  decision  will  not 
be  affected,  as  it  was  expressly  placed  upon 
the  ground  that  the  debt  was  payable  in  Eng- 
land. The  case  decided  was  that  a  debt  con- 
tracted in  England  by  a  resident  of  New  York, 
payable  in  England,  and  the  money  received 
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there  by  the  borrower,  secured  by  a  note  and 
deed  of  tract  upon  land  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  which  were  signed  in  that  State,  bat  de- 
livered to  the  lender  in  England,  and  stipulat- 
ing for  a  rate  of  interest  lawful  in  New  York, 
but  usurious  in  England,  was  valid  and  en- 
forceable in  a  court  of  New  York.  The  case 
decided  was  in  every  material  respect  similar 
to  the  one  now  before  us.  See  KUgort  v. 
Dempeey,  25  Ohio  St  415;  Tmontend  v.  RUey, 
46  N.  H.  808;  Filch  v.  Jfemer,  1  Bias.  887. 

In  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Potter,  22  Iowa, 
195,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  resident  of  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  sued  the  defendant, 
who  resided  in  Iowa,  upon  a  debt  contracted 
in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  payable  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  for  a  rate  of  interest 
usurious  in  both  of  said  States,  but  lawful  in 
Iowa.  The  notes  and  trust  deed  were  delivered 
in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  money 
was  received  there  by  the  borrower.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  usury,  and  contended  that  the 
'  contract  was  to  be  governed  either  by  the  laws 
of  New  York  or  Massachusetts.  The  plaintiff 
contended  that  it  was  an  Iowa  contract,  and 
made  in  good  faith,  with  reference  to  her  laws. 
The  supreme  court  approved  the  following 
charge  given  by  the  Judge  of  the  district  court: 
"  If  defendant  went  to  Boston  and  urged  the 
loan,  and  promised  10  per  cent  under  the  laws 
of  Iowa,  and  all  the  arrangements  and  con- 
tracts were  made  as  to  the  laws  of  Iowa  in 
good  faith,  and  no  more  than  10  per  cent  was 
contracted  for,  then  the  defense  fails,  and 
plaintiff  can  recover.  If  the  parties  in  good 
faith  loaned  and  borrowed  the  money  sued  for, 
with  a  full  understanding  that  the  law  of  Iowa 
was  to  govern  as  to  the  interest,  then  the  laws 
of  New  York  and  Massachusetts  can  have  no 
influence  here,  but  the  understanding  of  the 
parties  must  prevail."  In  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  it  is  said:  "Parties  may  in 
good  faith  contract  with  reference  to  the  place 
where  the  payor  resides,  and  where  the  prop- 
erty upon  which  the  security  is  taken  is 
located." 

In  Randolph  on  Commercial  Paper  it  is 
said:  "  If  the  money  is  employed  on  the  land 
mortgaged,  and  borrowed  for  that  purpose,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  lex  loci  rei  $ita  should 
apply."  Vol.  1,  p.  28.  And  see  Wharton, 
Confl.  L.  §  510;  Fitch  v.  Remer,  eupra. 

We  readily  concur  in  the  rule  announced  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 'and 
the  doctrine  of  the  cases  cited,  which  are  in 
entire  harmony  with  it.  The  doctrine  estab- 
lished that  a  citizen  of  one  State,  contracting  a 
debt  with  a  citizen  of  another,  may  make  the 
interest  according  to  the  law  of  either,  the 
solution  of  such  a  case  as  the  one  now  before 
us  cannot  long  be  doubtful;  for,  the  contract- 
ing parties  having  the  right  to  enforce  their 
own  wishes  on  the  subject,  the  mere  form  of 
manifesting  their  purpose  cannot  be  treated  as 
of  importance.  There  is  no  reason  why  their 
making  their  contract  in  one  State  instead  of 
in  the  other,  nor  why  their  making  it  payable 
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in  one  State  instead  of  in  the  other,  should 
have  a  controlling  influence  over  the  question. 
Doing  either  will,  in  the  absence  of  other  evi- 
dence, serve  to  show  their  purpose  and  control 
the  result  But  not  so  when  they  otherwise 
distinctly  provide,  or  when  from  other  facts 
their  intention  can  be  more  satisfactorily  ascer- 
tained. It  must  be  kept  in  view  that  Usury 
Laws  cannot  be  evaded  under  cover  of  naming 
a  State  whose  laws  shall  control  the  contract. 
It  is  difficult,  however,  to  conceive  how  that 
result  can  ever  proceed  from  the  State  of  tbe 
actual  residence  of  the  debtor  being  named 
The  difficulty  is  emphasized  when  the  right  of 
the  parties  to  contract  with  reference  to  the 
laws  of  that  State  is  conceded,  without  there 
being  any  difficulty  on  tbe  subject  except  tbe 
method  of  developing  the  intention.  It  is  not 
entirely  clear  to  us  that  the  language  contained 
in  tbe  deed  of  trust,  that  "  the  contracts  em- 
bodied in  this  conveyance,  and  the  notes  se- 
cured hereby,  shall  in  all  other  respects  be  con- 
strued by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Texas,  where 
the  same  is  made,"  has  reference  to  tbe  rate  of 
interest,  except  in  a  general  way.  The  que* 
tkra  as  it  is  involved  in  this  case  can  hardly  be 
said  to  be  a  question  of  the  construction  of  the 
contracts.  We  think,  however,  that  the  ex- 
pression should  be  taken  as  a  circumstance  to 
be  considered  in  ascertaining  and  giving  effect 
to  the  i.."»t ion  of  tbe  parties  to  the  contracts. 

It  is  contended  '.at  as  the  deed  of  trust  pro- 
vides that  on  failure  of  the  borrower  to  pay 
said  note,  or  either  of  said  coupons,  or  failure 
to  comply  with  any  of  the  stipulations  con- 
tained in  said  deed  of  trust,  the  whole  sum  of 
money  secured  thereby  may  without  notice  to 
the  borrower,  at  the  option  of  the  lender  or  his 
assigns,  and  at  his  option  only,  be  declared  doe 
and  payable  at  once,  and  the  trustee  vu 
authorized  to  take  possession  and  sell  the  land; 
and  as  default  was  made  in  the  payment  of  tbe 
coupon  due  December  1, 1887,  and  the  whole 
amount  was  declared  due,  the  whole  Ave  years' 
interest  became  collectible,  according  to  tbe 
terms  of  the  contract,  long  before  the  termina- 
tion of  the  five  years,  thus  making  the  interest 
reserved  greater  on  tbe  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency than  12  per  cent  per  annum,  and  tbe 
contract  usurious  under  the  laws  of  this  State. 
We  do  not  think  that  a  correct  construction  of 
the  contract  will  make  a  greater  amount  of  in- 
terest due  and  collectible  upon  it  than  shall 
have  accrued  on  the  principal,  calculated  up  to 
the  date  of  collection  at  the  rate  named  in  ibe 
note,  or,  in  other  words,  that  any  unearned  in- 
terest comes  within  the  proper  meaning  of  tbe 
stipulation.  In  any  event,  we  agree  with  tbe 
conclusion  of  the  judge  before  whom  the  cause 
was  tried,  that  said*  stipulation  •'  is  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  penalty,  which  will  not  be  en- 
forced except  upon  canceling  the  unearned  in- 
terest notes,  and  that  it  does  not  make  the  con- 
tract usurious/' 

We  find  no  error  in  the  proceedings,  and  Ife 
judgment  t*  affirmed. 


im. 


Bix  y.  Northern  Pacific  R.  Oa 
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William  ELL,  Itopt., 

v. 

NORTHERN  PACIFIC  R.  CO.,  Appt. 

(....N.  Dak.....) 


•1.   The  negligence  of  the  foreman  of  a 

g^-^g  f  m  *Vl  <1<M*g  ***  M«m*  «-  p*1*>  whtoh  was 
shoved  against  plaintiff,  injuring  him,  because  it 
was  not  blocked^  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  serv- 
ant although  the  foreman  had  authority  to  em- 
ploy and  discharge  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
under  hie  superintendence  and  control  in  doing 
the  work  in  the  performance  of  which  he  was  in- 
jured. 

2.  Whether  a  negligent  servant  is  the 
fellow  servant  of  an  employe  who  is  injured 
by  the  carelessness  of  the  former  depends,  not 
upon  the  relative  ranks  of  the  two  servants,  but 
upon  the  character  of  the  work,  the  negligence 
with  respect  to  which  resulted  in  the  injury. 

8.  The  negligent  performance  or  omis- 
sion to  perform  a  duty  which  the 
msstfrr  owes  to  his  employes  is  at  oommon 
law  the  negligence  of  the  master,  whatever 
the  grade  of  the  servant  who  is  in  that  respect 
careless.  The  negligence  of  a  servant  engaged 
in  the  same  general  business  with  the  Injured 
servant  Is  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant, 
whatever  position  the  former  occupies  with  re- 
spect to  the  latter,  as  to  all  acts  which  pertain  to 

•Heed  notes  by  Cobxjss,  Oh.  J. 


the  duties  of  a  mere  servant  as  contradistin- 
guished from  the  duties  of  the  master  to  his  em- 
ployes. 
4*  In  actions  for  damages  for  negli- 
gence* interest  may  be  awarded  or  withheld  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Jury. 

(January  15, 18BL) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Stutsman  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  resulting 
from  negligence  for  which  defendant  was  al- 
leged to  be  responsible.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  8.  Watson,  for  appellant: 

Prom  FarweU  v.  Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp..  4 
Met.  49,  has  sprung  the  doctrine  of  the  master's 
exemption  from  liability  for  injury  to  one  serv- 
ant by  the  negligence  of  another  in  the  same 
service. 

In  Herbert  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.Oo.,Z Dak.  88, 
affirmed,  116  U.  8.  642,  80  L.  ed.  755,  the  true 
rule  was  declared  by  which  it  may  always  be 
ascertained  whether  the  culpable  employe  is  a 
fellow  servant  within  the  rule,  viz. :  by  consider- 
ing the  character  of  the  act  or  omission  with  re- 
spect to  which  negligence  is  alleged.  If  such 
act  or  omission  pertain  to  the  performance  of  a 
duty  which  the  master  owed  absolutely  to  his 
servant,  than  he  cannot  escape  liability  by  del- 
egating its  performance  to  another. 


Nom.— Master,  when  liable  for  neaHaenu  of  eo- 
mrowni  aeUmg  under  authority. 

Where  the  negligent  act  of  one  servant  causes 
injury  to  another,  as  the  result  of  the  exercise  of 
the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  master 
over  the  servant  Injured,  the  master  Is  liable.  Con- 
solidated Goal  Go.  v.  Wombacher.  184  111.  67.  citing 
Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Hay,  106  HI.  888;  Wabash, 
St.  L.  ft  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Hawk,  10  West.  Rep.  187, 121  111. 
258;  North  Chicago  B.  Mill  Co.  v.  Johnson,  114  111. 
57;  <^cago,M.ft8t.P.ROo.v.Boes,ll*TJ.8.87?,28 
L.  ed.  787;  Northern  Pac  H.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  116  U.  8. 
647, » I*  ed.  758;  Thompson  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
B.  Co.  14  Fed.  Bep.  664. 

Aa  regards  the  liability  of  the  master,  there  Is  no 
difference  between  an  act  of  a  fellow  servant  that 
causes  an  Injury  and  a  command  that  produces  the 
same  result.  Gulf ,  a  ft  8.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Blohn,  4  L.  B. 
A.  764. 78  Tex.  687.  8ee  Robinson  v.  Houston  ft  T. 
CR.Go.40  7ex.541. 

A  vice-principal  or  foreman  represents  the  prin- 
cipal so  far  only  as  his  act  Is  the  act  of  the  principal, 
and  so  long  as  he  is  in  discharge  of  the  duties  which 
the  principal  owes  to  his  employe,  and  not  as  to 
anything  which  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  principal  to 
do.  Boas  v.  Walker  (Pa.)  27  W.  N.  C.  166,  168.  See 
Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  ft  C.  B.  Go.  78  Pa.  880;  Mullan 
v.  Philadelphia  ft  a  Mall  a  a  Co.  78  Pa,  26;  Penn- 
sylvania ft  N.  Y.  <*.  B.  Go.  v.Mason,  108 Pa.  296; 
Lew*  v.  Self ert,  9  Cent.  Rep.  761,  U6  Pa.  688;  Bier 
v.  Standard  Mfg.  Co.  180  Pa.  446. 

A  foreman  of  a  gang  is  a  vice-principal,  if  he  is 
vested  with  the  entire  management,  control  and 
supervision  of  the  particular  work;  but  where  he 
Is  working  side  by  side  with  the  other  men,  merely 
leading  the  work  and  giving  immediate  direction 
to  It  and  to  the  men,  sometimes  in  the  presence  of 
another  person  as  superintendent,  he  is  merely  a 
fellow  servant.  Lindvali  v.  Woods,  44  Fed.  Bep. 
666. 

AitMdmaster  having  control  of  the  movements 
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of  a  work  train  and  all  the  trainmen,  with  power 
to  employ  and  discharge  them,  is,  in  respect  to 
the  movements  of  the  train,  a  fellow  servant  of  a 
section  hand  on  the  train  who  is  injured  by  a  col- 
lision. Galveston,  H.  ft  8.  A.  B.  Go.  v.  Smith,  76 
Tex.  611. 

The  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  caused  to 
a  servant  by  a  defective  structure,  appliance  or 
Instrumentality,  where  the  furnishing  and  prep- 
aration of  it  is  Itself  part  of  the  work  which  the 
servant  is  employed  to  perform,  though  such  in- 
juries may  arise  from  the  negligence  of  another 
servant  employed  upon  a  branch  of  such  work 
differing  from  that  of  the  injured  servant.  Eraser 
v.  Bed  River  Lumber  Co.  43  Minn.  690.  See  Foster 
v.  Minnesota  Cent.  B.  Co.  14  Minn.  880;  Collins  v.  St. 
Paul  ft  8.  C.  B.  Co.  80  Minn.  81;  Brown  v.  Minne- 
apolis ft  St.  L.R.Co.81  Minn.  668;  Roberta  v.  Chi- 
chago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  B.  Co.  88  Minn.  218;  UndvaU  v. 
Woods,  4  L.  B.  A.  708,  41  Minn.  212. 

Although  the  foreman  of  a  mill  may  not  be  the 
fellow  servant  of  a  person  working  in  the  mill  so 
far  as  the  matter  of  providing  safe  and  sound 
machinery  is  concerned,  he  is  a  fellow  servant 
while  actually  engaged  with  him  in  sawing.  Say- 
ward  v.  Carlson  (Wash.)  Jan.  29, 1800.  See  Qulncy 
Min.  Co.  v.  Kltts,48  Mich.  34;  Sell  v.  Blets  ft  Bra 
Lumber  Co.  70  Mich.  479. 

Where  a  workman  on  a  railroad  grade  was  in- 
jured by  the  falling  of  a  trestle  upon  whioh  he  was 
working,  it  was  held  that  all  the  workmen  on  the 
grade,  including  the  foreman,  were  fellow  servants. 
Lindvali  v.  Woods,  4  L.  B.  A.  798, 41  Minn.  212.  See 
Kelley  v.  Norcross,  121  Mass.  608;  Colton  v.  Bichards, 
128  Mass.  484;  Killea  v.  Faxon,  125  Mass.  485;  Peschel 
v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  B.  Co.  62  Wis.  338;  Gallagher 
v.  Piper,  16  C.B.N.S.  669. 

Fellow  servants,  who  are.  See  notes  to  Brennan 
v.  Gordon  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  B.  A.  818;  Hunn  v.  Mich- 
igan Cent .  B.  Co.  (Mich.)  7  L.  B.  A.  600;  Lindvali  v. 
Woods  (Minn.)  4  L.  B.  A.  798. 


See  also  16  L.  R.  A.  383,  519;  17  L.   R.  A.  190,  636,  811. 


Kobth  Dakota  Bufbkmb  Couht. 
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The  superior  servant  may,  as  in  fact  he 
usually  does,  fulfill  a  dual  function, — that  of 
representing  the  master  in  the  performance  of 
certain  personal  duties  incumbent  upon  the 
latter,  and  also  the  performance  of  other  work 
in  common  with  other  employes. 

Ford  v.  Fitehburg  B.  Oo.  110  Mass.  241; 
Bough  v.  Texas  4b  P.  B.  Co.  100  U.  S.  219,  25 
L.  ed.  615. 

While  it  is  just  and  proper  to  impose  liability 
upon  the  master  for  the  negligent  performance 
of  the  first-named  duties,  no  good  reason  can 
be  assigned  for  its  imposition  in  the  latter  in- 
stance. 

See  McKinney,  Fellow  Servants,  §§  111- 
167,  p.  118,  and  authorities  cited;  Dillon, 
Am.  Law  Concerning  Employer's  Liability, 
24  Am.  Law  Rev.  p.  175.  See  also  Crispin  v. 
Babbitt,  81  K.  Y.  516;  HofnagU  v.  New  York 
Cent.  4b  KB.  B.  Co.  55  K.  Y.  606;  Murphy 
y.  Boston  4b  A.  B.  Oo.  59  How.  Pr.  197;  Han- 
rathy  v.  Northern  Cent.  B.  Co.  46  Md.  280: 
Zeigler  v.  Day,  128  Mass.  152;  Cumberland  0. 
4b  1.  Co.  ▼.  8caUy,  27  Md.  589;  Hogan  y.  Cen- 
tral P.  B.  Co.  49  Cal.  128;  authorities  cited  in 
17  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  516,  notes. 

The  master  cannot  be  held  liable  for  the 
negligent  use  by  competent  servants  of  tools 
and  proper  appliances,  sufficient  in  themselves 
and  in  proper  repair,  in  cases  where  their  use 
does  not  involve  the  performance  of  some  per- 
sonal duty  of  the  master. 

Howard  v.  Denver  4b  B.  G.B.Oo.26  Fed.  Rep. 
887;  Lindvall  v.  Woods,  4  L.  R  A.  798,  41 
Minn.  212;  Brown  v.  Winona  4b  St.  P.  &  Co. 
27  Minn.  162;  Johnson  v.  Ashland  Water  Co. 
(Wis.)  May  20,  1890;  International  4bO.N.R 
Co.  v.  Hester,  64  Tex.  401,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R 
R  Cas.  585;  Capper  v.  Louisville,  E.  4b  $.  L. 
B.  Co.  1  West  Rep.  287. 108  Ind.  805;  McCosker 
v.  I/mg  Island  R  Co.  US.  Y.  77;  Brick  v. 
Boehester,  N.  T.  4b  P.  B.  Co.  98  K.  Y.  211; 
Loughlin  y.  8tate,  7  Cent.  Rep.  70, 105  K.  Y. 
159;  Hussey's  Case,  8  L.  R.  A.  559, 112  N.  Y. 
614;  McKinnon  v.  Norcross,  8  L.  R.  A  820, 
148  Mass.  588;  Ouinn  v.  New  Jersey  L.  Co.  28 
Fed.  Rep.  868;  Meatman  v.  Union  Pac.  R  Co. 
87  Fed.  Rep.  189. 

The  true  test  in  all  cases  as  to  whether  the 
negligent  servant  is  a  vice-principal  is,  Was 
the  act  with  respect  to  which  he  was  negligent 
one  which  he  was  employed  to  do  for  and  in 
the  place  of  the  master  ? 

Qunter  v.  Qraniteville  Mfg.  Co.  18  S.  C. 
262;  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Keg.  §1041. 

Mr.  8.  L.  Glaspell*  for  respondent: 

Even  if  the  affirmance  of  the  Judgment  in 
this  case  can  only  be  had  by  a  full  and  un- 
qualified adoption  by  this  court  of  the  fellow- 
servant  rule,  the  court  will  then  follow  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  and  every 
State  Supreme  Court  which  has  passed  upon 
the  question  as  an  original  proposition  since 
1884,  when  Chicago,  M.  4b  St.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Boss, 
112  U.  S.  877,  28  L.  ed.  787,  was  decided  and 
the  superior-servant  limitation  given  a  full  and 
unqualified  adoption  by  the  highest  court  in 
this  country. 

Elliot  v.  Chicago,  M.  4b  St.  P.  B.  Co.  8L.  R 
A.  868.  5  Dak.  228;  Union  Pac.  R  Co.  v.  Fort, 
84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  558,  21  L.  ed.  789. 

By  the  clear  weight  of  authority  it  is  now 
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held  that  the  general  rule,  that  the  master  U 
exempt  from  Habitity  to  one  servant  for  an  in- 
jury caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  serv- 
ant, does  not  apply  where  the  injured  servant 
is  inferior  in  rank  to  the  one  by  whose  negli- 
gence be  is  injured,  and  is  under  the  direction 
and  control  ox  such  other  and  is  bound  to  obey 
his  orders. 

Beach,  Contrib.  Keg.  §  110:  Deering,  Keg. 
§  204;  Thomp.  Keg.  p.  1028;  Shearm.  ARedf. 
Keg.  4th  ed.  §  226;  Wharton,  Keg.  §  229; 
QraveUev.  Minneapolis  4b  BL  L.  R  Oo.  10 Fed. 
Rep.  711;  Miller  v.  Union  Pan.  R  Co.  12  Fed. 
Rep.  600;  Thompson  v.  Chicago,  M.  4b8t.P.R 
Co.  14  Fed.  Rep.  564;  Mason  v.  Edison  Mack. 
Works,  28  Fed.  Rep.  228;  Borgman  v.  Omdhm 
4b  St.  L.  R  Co.  41  Fed.  Rep.  667;  Slater  v. 
Chapman,  12  West  Rep.  60,  67  Mich.  528; 
Berea  Stone  Co.  v.  Kraft,  81  Ohio  St  2*7; 
Brown  v.  Bennett,  68  Cal  225;  Denver  S.  P.  d> 
P.  R  Co.  y.  Driscoll,  12  Colo.  520;  KeUey  v. 
Cable  Co.  7  Mont  70;  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  v. 
(/Brim  (Wash.)  Jan.  1889;  Wabash,  St.  L.  4b 
P.  B.  Co.  v.  Hawk,  10  West  Rep.  187,  121 
111.  259;  Hannibal  4b  St.  J.  B.  Co.  v.  Fox, 
31  Kan.  586;  Harrison  v  Detroit,  L.  4b  N.  B 
Co.  7  L.  R  A.  628,  79  Mich.  409;  Sioux  City 
4b  P.  R  Co.  y.  Smith,  22  Keb.  775;  CrisweU 
y.  Pittsburgh,  St.  L.  4b  C.  R  Co.  80  W.  Va. 
798,  88  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  232;  Stephens 
y.  Hannibal  4b  St.  J.  R  Co.  86  Mo.  221,  2* 
Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  588;  Louisville  4b  N. 
B.  Co.  y.  Collins,  2  Duvall,  114,  87  Am.  Bee. 
486;  Nashville  4b  D.  R  Co.  v.  Jones,  9  Heisk. 
27;  Patton  v.  Western  N.  C.  R  Co.  96  K.  a 
455,  81  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  298;  Mann  v. 
Oriental  Print  Works,  11  R  L  152;  Couch  v. 
Charlotte,  C.  4b  A.  B.  Co.  22  S.  C.  557,  28  Am. 
&  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  881;  Ayers  v.  Richmond  <* 
D.  R  Co.  84  Va.  679,88  Am.  &  Eng.R  R 
Cas.  269;  Darrigan  v.  New  York  4b  N.  B.  R 
Co.  52  Conn.  285;  VanAmburg  v.  Vicksburg, 
8.  4b  P.  B.  Co.  87  La.  Ann.  650;  Richmond  4b 
D.  R  Co.  y.  Williams  (V*.)  89  Am.  &  Eng.  R 
R  Cas.  826;  Baldwin  v.  St.  Louis,  K.4bN.  W. 
B.  Co.eS  Iowa,  210;  Atlanta  Cotton  Factory 
Co.  y.  Speer,  69  Ga.  137,  47  Am.  Rep.  750; 
Beddon  v.  Union  Pac.  R  Oo.  5  Utah,  344; 
Hobson  y.  Mew  Mexico  4b  A.  R  Oo.  (Ariz.) 
28  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  860. 

In  some  States  where  the  superior-servant 
limitation  is  denied  It  is  conceded  that  where  a 
foreman  has  the  power  of  employing,  directing 
and  discharging  the  men  under  him,  he  is  a 
vice-principal. 

McEinney,  Fellow  Servants,  §  64;  Missouri 
Pac.  B.  Oo.  v.  Williams,  75  Tex.  4;  Patton  v. 
Western  N.  0.  B.  Co.  96  K.  C.  455,  81  Am.  & 
Eng.  R.  R  Cas.  808;  Chicago,  M.  4b  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Boss,  112  U.  S.  877,  28  L.  ed.  787,  17  Am. 
&  En?.  R  R.  Cas.  514,  note,  and  cases  cited; 
notes  in  17  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  560,  563. 

It  was  clearly  the  duty  of  Withnell,  haying 
charge  of  a  crew  of  men  performing  a  danger- 
ous work  in  a  dangerous  place,  to  provide  for 
their  safety.  This  was  an  obligation  of  the 
Company  which  it  had  delegated  to  him. 

Moore  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  4b  P.  R  Co.  81  Mo. 
499, 21  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  512;  Lake  Shore4t 
M.  8.  B.  Co.  v.  LavaUey,  86  Ohio  St  221,  5 
Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  549;  Abel  v.  Detawars 
4b  H.  Canal  Co.  5  Cent  Rep.  615,  118  N.  Y. 


1891. 
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581,  28  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R  Cas.  497;  Borgman 
v.  Omaha  <t  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  41  Fed.  Rep.  671; 
Ktlley  v.  Cable  Co.  7  Mont  70;  Baldwin  v.  81. 
Louis,  K.  d:  If.  R.  Co.  G8  Iowa.  87;  Burlington 
<k  M.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Crockett,  19  Neb.  88. 

Ell  was  working  in  a  dangerous  place  by 
reason  of  the  orders  and  directions  of  his  fore- 
man. It  was  not  a  mere  careless  act  done  by 
the  foreman  in  performin&r  his  work  as  a  co- 
laborer  or  fellow  servant, 'but  it  was  a  negli- 
gent and  unskillful  exercise  of  authority  over 
the  men  in  his  charge,  which  caused  the  injury 
complained  of. 

Chicago  dt  A.  R.  Co.  v.  May,  108  111.  288, 
15  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R  Cas.  820;  Heekman  t. 
Madcey,  85  Fed.  Rep.  858;  Brown  v.  8ennett, 
68  Cal.  225. 

Corliss.  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  litigation  has  its  origin  in  an  injury 
sustained  by  plaintiff  while  in  the  employ  of 
the  defendant  He,  with  several  others,  was 
engaged  in  removing  long  piles  from  a  plat- 
form car  to  bents  on  the  north  side  of  the  de- 
fendant's track.  These  bents  were  heavy  tim- 
bers resting  on  piles  driven  in  the  ground,  and 
running  at  right  angles  with  the  track,  and  the 
ends  nearest  to  the  track  were  about  five  feet 
therefrom.  They  were  the  same  height  as  the 
platform  of  the  car.  At  the  time  the  accident  oc- 
curred they  were  covered  over  with  piles  to  with- 
in two  feet  from  the  ends  nearest  to  the  track. 
The  piles  were  rolled  from  the  car  to  the  bents 
over  two  round  skids  about  eight  inches  in  di- 
ameter, one  end  of  each  of  which  rested  upon 
a  pile  on  the  car,  and  the  other  upon  the  pile 
on  the  bents  which  was  Dearest  to  the  track. 
Both  ends  of  the  skids  were  on  the  same  level. 
Reaching  from  the  platform  of  the  car  to  the 
ends  of  the  bents  were  boards  a  foot  wide,  over 
which  the  men  passed  from  the  car  to  the  bents 
in  rolling  the  piles  along  over  the  skids  to  the 
bents.  In  transferring  the  piles  from  the  car, 
some  of  the  men  rolled  them  with  their  hands, 
and  others  used  cant-hooks  in  the  work.  One 
of  the  piles  which  was  being  removed  from  the 
car  rolled  from  the  ends  of  the  skids  into  the 
space  between  the  pile  on  the  bents  nearest  to 
the  track  and  the  next  pile,  and  pushed  the  lat- 
ter pile  towards  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  his  leg, 
breaking  the  same  near  the  ankle.  One  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  plaintiff  based  and  seeks 
to  sustain  his  recovery  was  the  alleged  negli- 
gence of  the  foreman  of  the  gang  at  work 
in  failing  to  block  this  pfle  so  as  to  prevent  its 
being  shoved  towards  the  plaintiff.  That 
the  pile  was  not  blocked  at  the  end  where 
plaintiff  was  working  appears  to  be  undisputed. 
There  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  foreman 
was  notified  of  this  fact  before  the  accident. 
While  he  deoies  this,  yet  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  the  fact 
against  his  testimony.  We  are  clear  that  the 
jury  were  authorized,  under  the  evidence,  to 
find  that  plaintiff  was  injured  by  reason  of  the 
negligence  of  the  foreman,  Withnell,  in  failing 
to  block  the  pile.  Will  the  law  hold  the  de- 
fendant responsible  for  this  negligence? 
Against  such  liability,  defendant  invokes  the 
fellow-servant  rule,  and  our  Statute  embody- 
ing it  To  escape  the  force  of  this  rule,  plain- 
tiff contends  that  the  case  is  brought  within 
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the  scope  of  the  superior-servant  limitation  to 
the  fellow-servant  rule,  and  that  such  limita- 
tion has  the  voice  of  weightier  authority,  of 
better  reason  and  of  more  numerous  precedents 
in  its  behalf.  This  issue  of  law  we  are  to  de- 
termine, and  our  investigation  must  run  along 
the  line  of  general  principles;  for  the  adjudica- 
tions upon  this  subject,— so  multitudinous  as 
almost  to  warrant  the  simile,  ''thick  as  autum- 
nal leaves  that  strew  the  brooks  in  Vallambro- 
sa,"— these  adjudications  are  so  discordant, 
enumerating  so  many  rules,  stating  so  many 
limitations,  applying  the  law  to  facts  so 
diverse,  that  one  is  reminded  of  Gibbon's  re- 
mark upon  the  infinite  variety  of  laws  and 
opinions  when  Justinian  entered  upon  the  re- 
form of  condification,— that  they  were  beyond 
the  power  of  any  capacity  to  digest.  We  are 
compelled  to  decide  whether  this  superior- 
servant  limitation  shall  be  adopted  in  this 
State.  The  trial  court  declared  it  to  be  the  law 
in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  and  refused  to  charge 
against  the  adoption  of  the  doctrine,  although 
requested  to  so  charge  by  defendant's  counsel. 
Whatever  other  ground  of  liability  there  may 
have  been,  the  verdict  cannot  stand  if  the  trial 
judge  erred  in  this  respect,  for  the  verdict  may 
rest  entirely  upon  the  ground- work  of  such  in- 
struction. 

The  foreman,  Withnell,  through  whose  neg- 
ligence it  is  insisted  that  plaintiff  was  injured, 
had  control  of  the  gang  employed  on  the  work, 
and  was  vested  with  authority  to  employ  and 
discharge  the  men,  who  were  subject  to  his  di- 
rection and  supervision.  Hence  it  is  urged 
that  he  was  in  his  position,  and  therefore^  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  work  of  unloading  these 

Eiles,  a  vice-principal,  and  not  a  fellow  servant 
q  this  connection  the  authorities  are  cited 
which  sustain  the  doctrine  that  the  station  of 
the  employe^  and  not  the  character  of  the  act, 
determines  die  question  whether  the  master  is 
responsible.  In  many  of  the  cases  where  the 
superior-servant  limitation  was  applied,  such 
servant  was  in  fact  the  fellow  servant  of  the 
employ^  injured.  But,  because  of  some  su- 
perior position  occupied  by  him  with  respect  to 
the  servant  injured,  the  master  was,  by  a  legal 
fiction,  regarded  as  personally  present  in  the 
person  of  the  superior  servant,  and  made  re- 
sponsible to  one  servant  for  the  manner  in 
which  another  servant  performed  the  duties 
and  labors  pertaining  to  a  servant's  employ- 
ment. Here  lies  the  difference  between  the 
two  rules.  Those  cases  which  preserve  the 
fellow-servant  rule  in  its  full  integrity  bring  the 
facts  of  each  case  to  the  test,  not  of  the  rank  of 
the  negligent  servant,  but  of  the  character  of 
the  negligence  from  which  damage  results. 
Did  the  master  owe  to  his  servant  a  du  y  as 
master  ?  Answer  the  inquiry  in  the  affirmative, 
and  he  cannot  escape  a  careless  discharge  of 
that  duty  by  shifting  the  burden  to  the  shoul- 
ders of  a  servant,  however  inferior  his  position 
may  be.  The  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant 
has  not  wrought  injury  in  such  a  case.  It  is 
the  negligence  of  the  master  himself,  because 
that  was  carelessly  done  which  he  was  bound 
to  have  carefully  performed.  The  master 
must  use  due  care  in  supplying  his  servants 
with  safe  appliances,  and  in  providing  them  a 
safe  place  in  which  to  work.  These  are  duties 
of  the  master.    They  are  none  the  less  his  du- 
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ties  because  from  the  necessities  of  business,  or 
for  other  reasons,  he  confides  their  discharge 
to  an  employed.  His  personal  negligence  in 
this  respect  would  create  liability.    He  cannot 

Siin  exemption  from  negligence  of  another  in 
is  regard  by  delegating  these  personal  duties 
to  another.  This  doctrine  is  sound,  and  it  in 
no  manner  is  a  limitation  of  the  fellow-servant 
rule.  On  the  other  hand,  the  other  doctrine  is 
a  limitation— a  very  important  limitation— of 
that  rule.  It  finds  no  warrant  in  the  cases 
which  first  enunciated  that  rule.  It  rests  on 
no  subsequent  legislation;  and  we  are  firm  in 
the  conviction  that  the  mere  superiority  in  the 
rank  of  the  negligent  servant— his  right  to  con- 
trol the  servant  injured,  and  to  employ  and  to 
discharge  him— calls  for  no  modification  of 
the  fellow-servant  rula  The  bed-rock  of  that 
doctrine  is  that  every  employe  assumes  the 
risk  of  his  co-employe's  negligence  as  one  of 
the  ordinary  risks  of  his  work.  Is  a  superin- 
tendent or  foreman  so  much  more  careless  in 
the  performance  of  work  pertaining  to  a  serv- 
ant's duties  than  a  subordinate  employe*  that  the 
risk  of  the  former's  negligence  is  an  extraor- 
dinary one?  If  work  belonging  to  the  duties 
of  a  servant  be  done  carelessly,  what  conceiv- 
able difference  is  there  whether  the  negligence 
proceed  from  a  commander  or  a  subaltern,  so 
Ion  j  as  the  master  himself  is  not  personally  at 
fault?  The  superior  servant  is  in  fact  a  fellow 
servant  The  two  are  engaged  in  the  same 
general  work  for  the  master,  one  using  his 
muscle  chiefly,  and  the  other  perhaps  working 
mainly  with  his  brain.  The  only  ground  on 
which  the  superior's  relation  as  fellow  servant 
Is  ignored  is  the  constructive  presence  in  his 
person  of  the  master,  because  the  master  in  the 
distribution  of  labor  has  appointed  him  to  work 
in  the  line  of  superintendence  and  control.  But 
this  control,  this  superior  rank,  cannot  lift  him 
above  the  grade  of  a  fellow  servant  into  the 
position  of  a  vice-principal  so  long  as  he  is  en- 
gaged in  the  work  of  a  servant  only.  If  a 
servant  of  inferior  rank  should  perform  the 
same  work,  he  would  not  be  regarded  as  the 
master;  and  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  how 
the  higher  rank  of  the  servant  can  change  the 
nature  of  the  act,  or  increase  the  risk  of  the  in- 
ferior servant,  so  as  to  render  inapplicable  the 
fellow-servant  rule.  The  superior  servant  is 
no  more  the  representative  of  the  master  than 
the  inferior  servant,  except  in  the  enlarged 
field  of  his  action,  and  the  wider  scope  of  the 
trusts  confided  to  him.  They  are  both  labor- 
ing for  a  common  master  in  the  same  general 
business;  both  ultimately  accountable  to  him 
and  employed,  controlled  and  discharged  by 
him,  either  personally,  or  by  someone  selected 
by  him  for  that  purpose.  The  ultimate  power 
to  employ,  control  and  discharge  is  in  his  hands. 
The  reason  for  the  fellow-servant  rule  applies 
with  full  force  to  the  work  of  a  servant,  what- 
ever the  rank  of  the  servant  who  performs  it. 
It  would  be  an  anomalous  condition  of  the  law 
if  the  negligence  of  one  servant  was  within  the 
ordinary  risks  of  the  employment,  while  the 
negligence  of  another,  no  more  prone  to  care- 
lessness, should  be  without  the  domain  of  such 
risks  merely  because  he  had  been  set  in  a  high- 
er place  of  service  by  reason  of  superior  skilfor 
ability. 

Judge  Cooley  says:    "In  some  quarters  a 
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strong  disposition  has  been  manifested  to  hold 
the  rule  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  servant 
who  at  the  time  of  the  injury  was  under  the 
general  direction  and  control  of  another,  who 
was  intrusted  with  the  duties  of  a  higher  grade, 
and  from  whose  negligence  the  injury  resulted. 
But  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  the  negligence 
of  a  servant  of  one  grade  is  as  much  one  of  the 
risks  of  the  business  as  the  negligence  of  a 
servant  of  any  other;  and  it  seems  impossible, 
therefore,  to  hold  that  the  servant  contracts  to 
run  the  risks  of  negligent  acts  and  omissions 
on  the  part  of  one  class  of  servants,  and  not 
those  of  another  class.  Nor,  on  grounds  of 
public  policy,  could  this  distinction  be  admit- 
ted, whether  we  consider  the  consequences  to 
the  parties  to  the  relation  exclusively,  or  those 
which  affect  the  public,  who,  in  their  dealings 
with  the  employer,  may  be  subjected  to  risks. 
Sound  policy  seems  to  require  that  the  lav 
should  make  it  for  the  interest  of  the  servant 
that  be  should  take  care,  not  only  that  be  be 
not  negligent  himself,  but  ako  that  any  negli- 
gence of  others  in  the  same  employment  be 
properly  guarded  against  by  him  so  far  as  be 
may  find  It  reasonably  practicable,  and  be  re- 
ported to  his  employer,  if  needful.  And  in  this 
regard  it  can  make  little  difference  what  is  the 
grade  of  the  servant  who  is  found  to  be  negli- 
gent, except  as  superior  authority  may  render 
tie  negligence  more  dangerous,  and  conse- 
quently increase  at  least  the  moral  responsibil- 
ity of  any  other  servant  who,  being  aware  of 
the  negligence,  should  fail  to  report  it"  Cool- 
ey, Torts,  548.  Judge  Dillon  is  equally  em- 
phatic against  the  limitation.  He  aays:  "The 
master  owes  certain  defined,  personal,  unalien- 
able, nonassignable  duties  towards  servants. 
These  duties  may  be  devolved  upon  others  by 
the  master,  but  not  without  recourse  on  him. 

...  In  the  general  American  law,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  doctrine  of  vice-principal  exists  to 
this  extent,  and  no  further,  viz.:  That  it  U 
precisely  commensurate  with  the  master's  per- 
sonal duties  towards  his  servants.  As  to  these, 
the  servant  who  represents  the  master  is  what 
we  may  call  for  convenience  a '  vice-principal,' 
for  whose  acts  and  neglects  the  master  is  liable. 
Beyond  this  the  master  is  liable  only  for  his 
own  personal  negligence.  This  a  plain,  sound, 
safe  and  practicable  line  of  distinction.  We 
know  where  to  find  it,  and  bow  to  define  it. 
It  begins  and  ends  with  the  personal  duties  of 
the  master.  Any  attempt  to  refine,  based  upon 
the  notion  of  '  grades'  in  the  service,  or  what  is 
much  the  same  thing,  distinct  'departments' 
in  the  service  (which  'departments'  frequently 
exist  only  in  the  imagination  of  the  judges, 
and  not  in  fact),  will  breed  the  confusion  of 
the  Ohio  and  Kentucky  experiments,  whose 
courts  have  constructed  a  labyrinth  in  which 
the  "judges  that  made  it  seem  to  be  able  to 
'  find   no   end ;   in   wandering   mazes   lost' 

.  .  .  The  real  inquiry  is.  Was  the  injury 
caused  by  another  servant  one  of  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  particular  employment?  If  so,  the 
grade,  whether  higher,  lower,  co-ordinate,  or 
the  department  of  the  faulty  servant,  is  of  oo 
consequence.  It  is  a  condition  of  the  contract 
of  service  that  the  servant  takes  upon  himself 
the  risk  of  accidents  in  the  common  course  of 
the  business,  all  open  and  palpable  risks,  in- 
cluding the  negligence  of  all  fellow  servants  of 
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whatever  grade  in  the  same  employment"  24 
Am.  Law  Rev.  175.  The  superior-servant  doc- 
trine unfairly  discriminates  against  masters 
whose  business  is  of  such  nature  that  grades  of 
service  are  indispensable.  This  case  will  fur- 
nish an  Illustration  of  the  troth  of  this  state- 
ment The  work  with  respect  to  which  With- 
nell,  the  foreman,  was  careless— the  blocking 
of  the  pile— was  the  work  of  a  servant  Had 
the  same  accident  occurred  in  the  employ  of  a 
master  whose  servants  were  all  of  the  same 
rank,  no  claim  of  liability  would  be  thought 
of.  The  proprietor  of  a  factory,  of  a  machine- 
shop,  of  a  mill,  of  any  business  in  which  gra- 
dations of  service  are  not  absolutely  essential, 
is  present  in  the  persons  of  his  servants  only  so 
far  as  his  personal  duties  to  his  employes  are 
concerned.  But  the  railroad  master,  though 
Argus-eyed  to  discern,  and  Briarean  to  pre- 
vent, the  negligence  of  its  horde  of  vice-prin- 
cipala,— conductors,  as  in  the  Rom  Cam,  112 
U.  S.  877,  88  L.  ed.  787,  superintendents,  sec- 
tion bosses,  foremen  of  various  gangs  and 
many  others,— would  find  itself  impotent  to 
save  itself  from  enormous  responsibility  not  in- 
curred by  many  other  masters,  notwithstanding 
its  utmost  caution  in  the  selection  of  its  em- 
ployes. According  to  this  doctrine,  the  master 
that  has  f  ulhr  discharged  all  its  or  his  personal 
duties  may  be  guilty  at  the  same  time  in  as 
many  different  places  of  a  score  of  negligent 
acts  by  construction  of  law,  although  they  are 
acts  pertaining  to  the  duties  of  a  mere  servant 
performed  by  one  who  is  m  fact  a  servant,  and 
whose  carelessness  in  this  regard  can  as  fairly 
be  said  to  be  within  the  risks  incurred  by  the 
injured  servant  as  the  carelessness  of  an  em- 
ploy^ of  lower  rank.  If  there  is  anything  in 
the  reason  for  the  fellow-servant  rule,  it  applies 
with  even  stronger  force  to  a  class  of  servants 
whose  higher  position  is  a  guaranty  of  better 
■kill  and  intelligence,  and  consequently  of  the 
exercise  of  greater  care.  Their  enlarged  re- 
sponsibility to  the  master  will  tend  to  make 
them  more  cautious.  Their  compensation  is 
frequently  so  large  as  to  make  the  retention  of 
their  positions  very  desirable  to  them.  This 
will  augment  their  caution;  for  negligent  per- 
formance of  duty  would  be  almost  certain  to 
result  in  their  dismissal.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  controlling  power  of  the  superior  servant 
that  warrants  any  difference  in  the  law;  for  it 
cannot  be  said,  as  is  frequently  asserted  in 
cases,  that  any  employe  is  Justified  in  submit- 
ting to  the  carelessness  of  a  superior  from  fear 
of  being  discharged;  and  the  fact  is  that  it  is 
seldom  in  the  power  of  the  injured  servant  to 
anticipate  or  guard  against  the  careless  act  of 
the  fellow  servant  causing  injury  to  him.  If 
he  could  and  did,  the  accident  would  not  hap- 
pen. If  he  could  and  did  not,  he  would  be 
himself  negligent,  and  his  recovery  would  be 
defeated.  In  either  case  there  would  be  no 
occasion  for  the  fellow-servant  rule.  The  basis 
of  the  fellow-servant  doctrine  is  not  that  the 
servant  can,  as  a  rule,  be  on  his  guard  against 
his  co-servants'  carelessness,  but  that  he  takes 
the  risk  of  such  negligence  when  he  makes  his 
contract  of  employment  It  is  said  that  a  serv- 
ant can  exert  an  influence  for  care  upon  a  fel- 
low servant  of  the  same  grade  that  he  could 
not  exert  upon  a  superior  servant  by  whom  he 
had  been  employed,  and  could  be  discharged, 
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and  therefore  in  the  latter  case  the  master  is 
responsible.  If  this  affects  the  question,  then 
the  master  should  have  been  held  liable,  in 
many  cases,  where  the  injured  servant  could 
not  possibly  have  exerted  any  such  influence 
upon  the  negligent  servant  The  books  are  full 
of  such  cases,  in  none  of  which  was  the  master 
adjudged  responsible.  The  courts  have  held 
that  the  rule  is  "not  confined  to  the  case  of  two 
servants  working  in  company,  or  having  oppor- 
tunity to  control  or  influence  the  conduct  of 
each  other,  but  extends  to  every  case  in  which 
the  two,  deriving  their  authority  and  their 
compensation  from  the  same  source,  are  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business,  though  in  different 
departments  of  duty."  Hofden  v.  Fitchburg 
R  Oo.  129  Mass.  968. 

Many  of  the  cases  holding  the  master  ex- 
empt from  liability  under  the  fellow-servant 
rule  were,  as  we  have  said,  cases  in  which  the 
injured  servant  could  not  possibly  have  exerted 
influence  over  the  negligent  servant  Their 
separate  departments  of  service,  or  their  usual 
stations  of  employment,  kept  them,  as  a  rule, 
entirely  aloof  from  each  other.  In  the  follow- 
ing cases  the  relation  of  fellow  servant  was 
held  to  exist  between  persons  who  could  exert 
little,  if  any,  influence  over  each  other:  Quebec 
8.  8.  Co.  v.  Merchant,  188  U.  8.  875,  88  L  ed. 
666, — the  carpenter,  the  porter  and  stewardess 
of  a  steam-ship;  8t.  Louie,  A.  4bT.  H.  R  Co. 
v.  Welch,  72  Tvl  888.  8  L.  K  A.  889,— fore- 
man of  a  bridge  gang,  and  servants  operating 
train;  Elliot  v.  Chicago,  M.  4b  St.  P.  R  Co.  6 
Dak.  528,  8  L.  R.  A.  868,— a  section  foreman 
and  a  conductor;  Fagundm  v.  Central  Fac.  R. 
Co.  79  CaL  97,  3  L.  R.  A.  824,—  a  laborer  em- 
ployed to  remove  snow  from  track  and  a  con- 
ductor; Baughtnan  v.  Calaveras  County  Super. 
Ot.  72  Gal.  578,— a  conductor  and  brakeman; 
Randall  v.  Baltimore  4b  0.  R.  Co.  109  U.  8.  478, 
27  L.  ed.  1003,— a  brakeman  and  conductor  of 
different  trains;  Van  Wickle  v.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  82  Fed.  Rep.  278,— a  track  repairer  and  an 
engineer;  McMaeter  v.  IUinoie  Cent.  R.  Co.  65 
Miss.  264,— brakeman  of  one  train  and  em- 
ploye" on  another;  Naylor  v.  New  York  Cent,  it 
M.  R.RCo.dS  Fed.  Rep.  801,— engineer  and 
switchman;  Van  Awry  v.  Union  Fac.  R.  Co. 
85  Fed.  Rep.  40,— engineers  of  different  trains; 
Connelly  v.  Minneapolis  E.  R.  Co.  88  Minn. 
80, — a  sectionman  and  an  engineer  or  brake- 
man;  Howard  v.  Denver  4bRO.R  (fo.  26  Fed. 
Rep.  887, — an  engineer  and  fireman  of  differ- 
ent trains;  Houston  4b  T.  C.  R  Co.  v.  Rider,  62 
Tex.  267;  Oormley  v.  Ohio  4b  M.  R.  Co.  72 
Ind.  81;  Collins  v.  8t.  Faul  4b  8.  C  R.  Co.  80 
Minn.  31;  Clifford  v.  Old  Colony  R  Oo.  141 
Mass.  564,  2  NewEng.  Rep.  175;  Keyev.  Fenn- 
sylvania  Co.  (Pa.)  1  Cent  Rep.  898;  Whoa* 
Ian  v.  Mad  River  4b  L.  B.  R.  Co.  8  Ohio  St 
249,— in  each  case  an  engineer  and  a  section- 
man. 

Without  stating  the  relation  of  the  injured 
to  the  negligent  servant  in  each  of  the  follow- 
ing cases,  they  are  referred  to  as  being  in  the 
same  line:  Holden  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  129 
Mass.  268;  Valtez  v.  Ohio  4bM.ROo.S6  111. 
500;  Beeelv.Hew  York  Cent.  4bH.  R. R  Co.  70 
N.  Y.  171;  Brownv.  Central Pae.  R  Co.  (CaL) 
7Pac.Rep.  447;  Roberts  v.  Chicago,  8t.  P.  M. 
4b  0.  R.  Co.  88  Minn.  218;  Brown  v.  Minneap- 
olis 4tBt.L.R  Co.  31  Minn.  558;  Cooper  v. 
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Milwaukee  4b  Pr.  du  Gh.  R.  Cb.  28  Wis.  668; 
Heine  v.  Chicago  4b  N.  W.RCo.68  Wis.  625; 
Capper  v.  Louisville,  E.  4b  St.  L.  R.  Cb.  108  Iod. 
805,  1  West.  Rep.  287;  Henry  v.  Staten  Island 
R.  Co.  81  N.  Y.  878;  Blake  v.  Maine  Cent.  R. 
Go.  70  Me.  60;  Harvey  v.  New  York  Cent.  4b 
H.R.R.GO.MK.Y.  481. 

The  list  might  be  greatly  enlarged. 

Going  back  to  the  fountain,  ire  find  this  idea 
of  exertion  of  influence  by  the  injured  servant 
as  the  basis  of  the  servant  rule  distinctly  repu- 
diated. In  the  FarweU  Case,  4  Met.  60,  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  says:  "It  was  strongly  pressed 
in  the  argument  that  although  this  might  be  so 
where  two  or  more  servants  are  employed  in 
the  same  department  of  duty,  where  each  can 
exert  some  influence  on  the  conduct  of  the 
other,  and  thus  to  some  extent  provide  for  his 
security,  yet  that  it  could  not  apply  where  two 
or  more  are  employed  in  different  departments 
of  duty  at  a  distance  from  each  other,  and 
where  one  can  In  no  degree  influence  or  con- 
trol the  conduct  of  the  other.  But  we  think 
this  is  founded  upon  a  supposed  distinction  on 
which  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  estab- 
lish a  practical  rule.  .  .  .  When  the  object  to 
be  accomplished  is  one  and  the  same,  when  the 
employers  are  the  same,  and  the  several  per- 
sons employed  derive  their  authority  and  their 
compensation  from  the  same  source,  it  would 
be  extremely  difficult  to  distinguish  what  con- 
stitutes one  department,  and  what  a  distinct 
department,  of  duty.  It  would  vary  with  the 
circumstances  of  every  case.  If  it  were  made 
to  depend  on  the  nearness  or  distance  of  the 
persons  from  each  other,  the  question  would 
immediately  arise,  How  near  or  how  distant 
must  they  be  to  be  the  same  or  different  depart- 
ments? Besides,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  argu- 
ment rests  upon  an  assumed  principle  of  re- 
sponsibility which  does  not  exist.  The  master 
in  the  case  supposed  is  not  exempt  from  liabil- 
ity because  the  servant  has  better  means  of  pro- 
viding for  his  safety  when  he  is  employed  in 
immediate  connection  with  those  from  whose 
negligence  be  might  suffer,  but  because  the  im- 
plied contract  of  the  master  does  not  extend  to 
indemnify  the  servant  against  the  negligence 
of  anyone  but  himself;  .  .  .  and  he  is  not  liable 
in  tort  as  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  be- 
cause the  person  suffering  does  not  stand  to- 
wards him  in  the  relation  of  a  stranger,  but  is 
one  whose  rights  are  regulated  by  contract,  ex- 
press or  implied.  The  exemption  of  the  master, 
therefore,  from  liability  for  the  negligence  of  a 
fellow  servant  does  not  depend  exclusively 
upon  the  consideration  that  the  servant  has 
better  means  to  provide  for  his  own  safety,  but 
upon  other  grounds.  Hence  the  separation  of 
the  employment  into  different  departments  can- 
not create  that  liability  where  it  does  not  arise 
from  express  or  implied  contract,  or  from  a 
responsibility  created  by  law  to  third  persons 
and  strangers  for  the  negligence  of  a  servant." 
It  is  thus  apparent  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
fact  that  an  inferior  servant  may  not  be  able  to 
exert  any  influence  for  safety  over  his  superior 
to  justify  the  refusal  to  apply  the  fellow-serv- 
ant rule.  On  principle,  we  are  opposed  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Ron  Case,  112  U.  8.  877, 28  L. 
ed.  787.  We  believe  that  the  true  rule  was 
stated  and  applied  in  Crispin  v.  Babbitt,  81  N. 
Y.  516:  "The  liability  of  the  master  does  not 
12  L.  R.  A. 


depend  upon  the  grade  or  rank  of  the  employe 
whose  negligence  causes  the  injury.  A  super- 
intendent of  a  factory,  although  having  power 
to  employ  men,  or  represent  the  master  in  other 
respects,  is  in  the  management  of  the  machin- 
ery a  fellow  servant  of  the  other  operau'ves. 
.  .  .  The  liability  is  thus  made  to  depend  upoo 
the  character  of  the  act  in  the  performance  of 
which  the  injury  arises,  without  regard  to  the 
rank  of  the  employe  performing  it  If  it  is  one 
pertaining  to  the  duty  that  the  master  owes  to 
nis  servants,  he  is  responsible  to  them  for  the 
manner  of  its  performance.  The  converse  of 
the  proposition  necessarily  follows:  If  the  act 
is  one  which  pertains  to  the  duty  of  an  opera- 
tive, the  employe  performing  it  fa  a  mere  •err- 
ant; and  the  master,  although  liable  to  strang- 
ers, is  not  liable  to  a  fellow  servant  for  its  im- 
proper performance/'  To  the  same  effect  are 
LindeaUy.  Woods,  41  Minn.  212,  4 L.  Rl 
798;  Davie  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Cb.  55  Vu 
84;  State  v.  Maleter,  57  Md.  287;  Indiana  Car 
Oo.r.  Parker,  100  Ind.  191;  Hussey  v.  Cogert 
112  N.  Y.  614,  8  L.  R.  A.  559;  Capper  v.  Dm 
isville,  E.  dSt.L.R.  Co.  108  Ind.  OT5.  1  West. 
Rep.  287;  Yates  v.  McOullough  Iron  Co.  69  Md. 
870;  Baltimore  Elevator  Cb.  v.  Ncal,  85  Md. 
488;  McQovem  v.  Colvmbus  Mfg.  Co.  80  Ga.  837; 
Lewie  v.  8etfert,  116  Pa.  628, 9  Cent.  Rep.  751; 
Olson  v.  SI.  Paul,  M.  4b  M.  R.  Go.  88  Minn. 
117;  Anderson  v.  Winston,  81  Fed.  Rep.  528; 
Webb  v.  Richmond  4b  D.  R.  Go.  97  N.  C.  887. 
This  list  might  be  added  to,  but  we  are  con- 
cerned, not  so  much  about  the  number  of  cases 
to  be  cited  in  support  of  our  views,  as  about 
the  soundness  of  our  position  upon  principle. 
We  believe  that  the  fellow-servant  rule  should 
hedge  about  all  masters  without  discrimina- 
tion: that  its  wise  and  just  barrier  against 
liability  should  not  be  broken  down  by  a  fic- 
tion; that  those  whose  business,  from  its  very 
nature,  necessitates  gradations  of  service  should 
not  be  deprived  of  its  protection  on  account  of 
a  distinction  which  in  no  manner  affects  the 
considerations  which  gave  it  birth,  and  have 
led  to  its  almost  universal  adoption.  We  see 
nothing  to  justify  the  limitation  doctrine,  ex- 
cept the  increased  safety  of  employes  in  a  dan- 
gerous business;  and  this  applies,  if  at  all, 
equally  to  cases  where  the  two  servants  are  of 
the  same  grade.  But,  so  far  from  augmenting 
their  safety,  the  liability  of  the  master  will  have 
the  contrary  effect,  if  it  produces  any  effect  at 
all.  That  servant  will  grow  more  careless 
who,  instead  of  being  exclusively  liable  for  his 
own  negligence,  finds  that  beyond  him  is  so- 
other liability,  so  much  more  desirable  to  tbe 
injured  servant  that  the  careless  servant  is  in- 
variably lost  sight  of,— the  liability  of  the  cor- 
poration, against  which  the  verdict  is  more 
easily  secured,  and,  when  obtained,  is  certain 

We  have  assumed  that  our  Statutes  on  this 
question  (§  8758,  Oomp.  Laws)  are  only  declar- 
atory of  the  common  law.  But  we  do  not  de- 
cide whether  they  limit  the  liability  of  a  mas- 
ter. They  certainly  impose  upon  him  no 
greater  responsibility  than  the  common  law, 
and,  as  the  question  of  their  restrictive  force 
has  not  been  discussed,  we  do  not  decide  it 
See  Herbert  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  8  Dak.  88, 
on  appeal,  116  TJ.  S.  642,  29  L.  ed.  755,  and  dis- 
senting opinion. 
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We  are  clear  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing to  charge  the  jury  that  the  negligence 
of  Withnell  in  failing  to  block  the  pile  was  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant,  and  in  instruct- 
ing them  that  it  was  not;  and  for  this  error  the 
judgment  of  the  district  court  is  reversed. 
There  are  other  questions  in  the  case,  on  which 
we  refrain  from  expressing  any  opinion,  as  the 
evidence  on  anew  trial  may  be  materially  dif- 
ferent.   This  does  not  apply  to  the  question  of 


interest,  and  we  therefore  hold  that  the  trial 
court  erred  in  charging  the  jury  to  give  the 
plaintiff  interest  on  his  recovery,  without  sub- 
mitting it  to  their  discretion.  "In  an  action 
for  the  breach  of  an  obligation  not  arising  from 
contract,  .  .  .  interest  may  be  given  In  the 
discretion  of  the  Jury."    Comp.  Laws,  §  4678. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 

All  concur. 


ALABAMA  SUPREME  COURT. 


TENNESSEE  COAL,  IRON  &  R.  CO.,  Appt., 

v. 

Willis  KYLE. 


(. 


..Ala.. 


j  a  freight  train  without  a  eow- 
_  Jtteher  attaohed  to  the  engine  Is  negligence 
whioh  will  entitle  an  employe  to  recover  for  in- 
juries occasioned  by  derailment  of  the  train  In 
running  over  a  eow. 

(January  »,  180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Birmingham  City  Court  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  re- 
sulted from  defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mem*.  Hewitt,  walker  A  Porter,  for 
appellant 

Meter*.  XL  T.  Taliaferro  and  William 
Vanghaiif  for  appellee: 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Company  to  employ 
the  best  machinery  and  appliances  which  are  in 
use  by  well-regulated  railroad  companies,  and 
to  take  the  best  precautions  against  danger,  and 
its  omission  of  this  duty— the  failure  to  have 
a  cow-catcher  on  the  engine— was  negligence 
for  which  defendant  is  liable. 

Memphis  dt  0.  B,  do.  v.  Lyon,  62  Ala.  71; 
Alabama  &Q.8.R.  Go.  v.  Jone*t  71  Ala.  487; 
Frankfort  &  B.  T.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia  dt  T. 
JL  Go.  54  Pa.  845. 

The  jury  having  found  necessarily  that  the 
injury  came  from  the  defects  in  the  engine, 
and  that  the  defective  condition  was  imputable 
as  negligence  to  defendant,  the  general  charge 
should  not  have  been  given  for  defendant 

Note  to  Bajue  v.  8yracu*e,  B.  dbN.  T.  B.  Co. 
57  Am.  Rep.  728. 


>Oh.  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  appellee  in  this  case  was 
the  servant  (brakeman)  in  the  employment  of 
the  appellant  corporation.  He  was  at  bis  post 
of  duty,  and  on  one  of  the  trains  of  the  Kail- 
road  Company,  when  the  train  on  which  be 
was  serving  was  derailed,  and  one  of  his  legs 


was  thereby  so  much  injured  and  mangled  as 
that  he  was  forced  to  submit  to  amputation  of 
the  limb.  The  engine  drawing  the  train — a 
freight  train,  with  loaded  cars— was  without  a 
pilot  or  cow-catcher,  and  the  immediate  cause 
of  the  derailment  was  that  the  train  ran  over  a 
cow,  and  was  thus  thrown  from  the  track.  No 
other  defect  in  the  machinery,  and  none  in  the 
track,  was  shown.  The  contention  of  plaintiff 
was  and  is  that  the  running  of  the  tram  with- 
out a  cow-catcher  attached  to  the  engine  was 
negligence  in  the  Railroad  Company,  which 
caused  the  injury,  and  entitles  nun  to  recover 
under  the  Statute.  Code  1886,  §  2590.  So 
much  of  that  Statute  as  pertains  to  this  case 
reads  as  follows:  "When  a  personal  injury 
is  received  by  a  servant  or  employe  in  the 
service  or  business  of  the  master  or  employer, 
the  master  or  employer  is  liable  to  answer  iu 
damages,  to  such  servant  or  employe1,  as  if  he 
were  a  stranger,  and  not  engaged  in  such 
service  or  employment,  in  the  cases  following: 
(1)  When  the  injury  is  caused  by  reason  of  any 
defect  in  the  condition  of  the  ways,  works, 
machinery  or  plant  connected  with  or  used  in 
the  business  of  the  master  or  employer.  .  .  . 
But  the  master  or  employer  is  not  liable,  under 
this  section,  if  the  servant  or  employe  knew  of 
the  defect  or  negligence  causing  the  injury, 
and  failed  in  a  reasonable  time  to  give  informa- 
tion thereof  to  the  master  or  employer,  or  to 
some  person  superior  to  himself,  engaged  in 
the  service  or  employment  of  the  master  or  em- 
ployer, unless  he  was  aware  that  the  mastei  or 
employer,  or  such  superior,  already  knew  of 
such  defect  or  negligence;  nor  is  the  master 
or  employer  liable  under  subdivision  1,  unless 
the  defect  therein  mentioned  arose  from,  or  had 
not  been  discovered  or  remedied  owing  to,  the 
negligence  of  the  master  or  employer,  or  of 
some  person  in  the  service  of  the  master  or 
employer,  and  intrusted  by  him  with  the  duty  of 
seeing  that  the  ways,  works,  machinery  or 
plant  were  in  proper  condition." 

It  was  testified  on  the  trial  that  those  in  con- 
trol of  the  train  knew  the  engine  was 
being  run  without  a  cow-catcher,  and  it 
would  over-tax  credulity  to  suppose  that  eithe1 
the  conductor  or  engineer  operating  the  trail 
was  ignorant  of  that  fact    It  was  shown  tha* 


Nora.— Master,  not  to  expose  servant  to  extraor- 
dinary risk.  See  note  to  Mybaa  v.  Louisiana  B. 
L.*P.Go.(La.)7L.R.  A.  ITS. 

Duty  of  master  to  warn  servant  of  danger. 
Brasfl  Block  Goal  Go.  v.  Gaffney  (Ind.)  4  L.  B.  A. 

12L.R.A. 


Duty  of  railroad  company  to  provide  safe  ma- 
chinery, Implements,  eta  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  B, 
Co.  v.  Buck  (Ind.)  2  L.  B.  A.  680. 

Duty  of  railroad  company  as  to  safety  of  Its  em- 
ployes. Qriffln  v.  Boston  &  A.  B.  Co.  (Mass.)  1  L. 
B.  A.098. 
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switch-engines,  on  all  well-regulated  rail- 
roads, are  operated  without  pilots  or  cow- 
catchers, and  satisfactory  reasons  are  given  why 
they  are  so  run.  The  operations  of  switch- 
engines  are  confined  to  stockyards, and  to  the 
switching  area  of  the  track.  As  a  rule,  they  are 
much  more  easily  brought  under  control  of  the 
engineer  than  road  engines  are:  first,  because 
they  move  at  a  much  lower  rate  of  speed;  and, 
secondly,  because  they  usually  draw  fewer  and 
less-burdened  cars,  and  hence  their  momentum 
is  much  more  easily  overcome.  This,  however, 
can  furnish  no  excuse  or  palliation  in  this  case. 
At  the  time  the  plaintiff  was  injured  the  engine 
was  not  engaged  in  switching,  nor  was  it  within 
the  area  allotted  to  such  operations.  It  was 
drawing  a  freight  train  of  loaded  cars,  and 
could  not  be  easily  or  speedily  brought  to  a 


stand-still.  All  the  testimony  agrees  that  the 
cow-catcher  is  useful  in  throwing  obstructions 
from  the  track;  that  they  are  in  general  use 
alike  on  passenger  and  freight  trains;  and  that, 
when  used,  derailments  by  obstructions  on  the 
track  are  less  likely  to  occur.  And  there  is  no 
testimony  that  they  are  a  new  invention,  or 
one  the  utility  of  which  is  in  dispute  or  doubt 
in  the  minds  of  railroad  men.  It  is  common 
knowledge  that  they  have  long  been  ingeneral, 
if  not  universal,  use  on  railroads.  The  city 
court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  let  the  witness 
Elmore  testify  about  another  case.  Nor  wis 
there  error  in  refusing  to  give  the  general 
charge.  Louisville  A  KB.  Co.  v.  .BUZ  (Ala.) 
present  term. 
Affirmed. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


T.  D.  KELLOGG,  Appt., 

v. 

W.  G.  COCHRAN  et  al.,  Bespts. 
(WCaLMB.) 

1.  The  power  of  a  court  to  restore  to 
capacity,  under  Code  Civ.  Proa,  1 1766,  persons 
adjudged  insane  or  imcompetent,  is  applicable 
only  to  incompetent  persons  for  whom  guar- 
dians have  been  appointed  under  1 1764. 

8.  A  person  committed  to  avn  Insane 
asjrlnm  is  restored  to  bis  legal  ca- 
pacity' to  sue  by  his  discharge  from  the  asy- 
lum by  the  resident  physician,  in  accordance 
with  the  Statutes  (Pol.  Code,  1 2197;  Act  March 
9, 1886;  Beer.  Pol.  Code,  p.  860). 

8.  The  order  of  commitment  of  a  person 
to  an  insane  asylum  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence against  him,  in  an  action  for  the  malicious 
prosecution  of  him  as  an  Insane  person. 

4*  A  rehearing*  will  not  be  granted  in 
order  to  consider  points  not  made  in  the  argu- 
ment upon  whioh  the  ease  was  originally  sub- 
mitted. 

(December  19, 18GQ.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Los  Angeles  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  a  malicious  prosecution 
of  plaintiff  as  an  insane  person.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Messrs.  4.  BL  Damron  and  Chapman 
Brothers  for  appellant 

Messn.  Wells,  Guthrie  *  Lee,  for  re- 
spondents Cochran  et  at.: 

All  contracts  of  a  lunatic,  or  person  of  un- 
sound mind,  made  after  an  inquisition  and 
confirmation  thereof,  are  absolutely  void,  until 
by  permission  of  the  court  he  is  allowed  to 
assume  control  of  his  property. 

L'AmoureuxY.  Crosby,  2  Paige,  422,  2L.  ed. 
972;  Wadsworth  v.  Bharpsteen,  8  N.  Y.  888: 
Evghes  v.  Jones,  5  L.  R.  A  685,  116  N.  Y.  67. 

In  such  cases  the  lunacy  record,  as  long  as 
it  remains  in  force,  is  conclusive  evidence  of 
incapacity,  and  from  the  time  of  the  ad  judica- 
12L.R.A. 


lion  of  insanity  until  the  restoration  to  reason 
has  been  judicially  determined  the  person  de- 
clared to  be  of  unsound  mind  is  the  ward  of 
the  court  aud  is  legally  an  incompetent  person. 
Redden  v.  Baker,  86  Ind.  196;  L'Amoureu* 
v.  Crosby,  Wadsworth  v.-  Bharpsteen,  supra; 
Wadsworth  v.  Sherman,  14  Barb.  169;  Leonard 
v.  Leonard,  14 Pick.  280;  Imhoffv.  Witmer,Zi 
Pa.  246;  Be  Patterson,  4  How.  Pr.  84;  McCor- 
mick  v.  Littler,  85  111.  65. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Such  an  action  as  the  present  cannot  be 
maintained  where  the  complaint  does  not  aver  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment  or  commitment  com- 
plained of,  and  aa  well  also  an  allegation  that 
the  same  waa  obtained  by  perjury  or  suborna- 
tion of  perjury,  fraud  or  collusion. 

An  action  for  malicious  prosecution  cannot 
be  maintained,  unless  the  prosecution  upon 
which  the  action  is  based  haa  been  ended  in 
the  plaintiff's  acquittal. 

Ribbing  v.  Hyde,  50  CaL  206;  Steel  v.  Wil- 
Hams,  18  Ind.  161;  Orescent  City  L.  S.L.&& 
H.  Oo.v.  Butchers  Union  S.  H.  db  L.  8.  L.  Co. 
120  U.  S.  141,  80  L.  ed.  614;  1  Billiard,  Torts, 
8d  ed.  p.  450;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  181;  Walker  v. 
Martin,  48  111.  508;  Miller  v.  Beere.  2  Abb.  Pr. 
1;  Cloon  v.  Qerry,  18  Gray,  201;  Severance  v. 
Jadkins,  78  Me.  876;  Stewart  v.  Sonnebom,  9$ 
U.  8. 187, 25  L.  ed.  116;  Sayles  v.  Brigge,  4  Met 
421. 

And  this  applies  equally  to  a  civil  proceed- 
ing. 

CtBrien  v.  Barry,  106  Mass.  800;  Stewart  v. 
Sonnebom,  supra;  Dunlap  v.  Qlidden,  81  Me. 
485. 

Where  the  complaint  shows  a  conviction,  it 
is  fatal  to  the  suit  for  malicious  prosecution. 

Miller  v.  Deere,  supra. 

The  complaint  in  the  action  for  malicious 
prosecution  must  show  on  its  face  the  termi- 
nation of  such  prosecution  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  party  prosecuted. 

Stewart  v.  Sonnebom,  supra;  Wood  v.  Lay- 
cock,  8  Met  (Ky.)  194;  Spring  v.  Besore,  12  B. 
Mon.  558;  1  Hilliard,  Torts,  8d  ed.  p.  451. 

Verdict  of  guilty,  though  obtained  by  false 
testimony,  and  afterwards  set  aside  for  "newly 
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discovered  evidence  and  a  verdict  of  not  guilty 
returned,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  probable 
cause  in  a  subsequent  action  for  malicious 
prosecution,  unless  the  complaint  avers  and 
the  evidence  shows  that  it  was  obtained  through 
perjury  or  fraud,  etc 

Parker  v.  Huntington,  7  Gray,  80;  Parker 
v.  Farley,  10  Cush.  279;  Oriffis  v.  Sdlars,  2 
Dev.  A  B.  L.  492;  dementi  v.  Odorlm  Exca- 
vating Apparatus  Co.  07  Md.  461;  Orescent 
City  L.  8.  L.  &  8.  H.  Co.  v.  Butcher*  Union 
S.  H.  &  L.  8.  L.  Co.  120  U.  8. 141,  80  L.  ed.014; 
Adams  t.  BickneU  and.)  Nov.  26,  1890,  and 
the  cases  collated  therein;  Phillips  v.  Kala- 
mazoo, 58  Mich.  88;  Savile  v.  Roberts,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  874;  Pollard  v.  Evans,  2  Show.  50; 
Fisher  v.  Bristow,  Dougl.  215. 

The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  without  producing  the 
record  of  his  acquittal 

Williams  v.  Woodhouse,  8  Dev.  L.  257. 

Messrs.  QottmchmXk  *  Luckel  for  re- 
spondent Wernigk. 

VaMf  Herf,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  damages  for  a  malicious  prose- 
cution of  the  plaintiff  as  an  insane  person,  and 
causing  him  to  be  unlawfully  arrested  and 
committed  to  the  insane  asylum  at  Stockton. 
A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  sustained  by 
the  court  The  plaintiff  declined  to  amend 
his  complaint,  and  final  Judgment  was  there- 
upon rendered  against  him,  dismissing  his 
complaint,  and  for  costs,  from  which  he  ap- 
peals on  the  judgment  roll  The  grounds  of 
demurrer  are  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
and  "that  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  com- 

Slaint  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  the  legal  capac- 
y  to  sue  herein."  The  substance  of  those 
parts  of  the  complaint  relevant  to  these  grounds 
of  demurrer  is  as  follows:  That  on  January  28, 
1889,  the  defendants  willfully,  maliciously,  un- 
lawfully and  without  probable  cause,  "caused 
and  procured  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  and 
committed  to  the  state  insane  asylum  at  Stock- 
ton, State  of  California,  on  the  charge  of  in- 
sanity; that  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  com- 
mitment plaintiff  was  unlawfully  and  against 
his  will  detained  and  imprisoned  in  said  state 
insane  asylum,  at  Stockton,  on  said  charge  of 
insanity,  for  and  during  the  period  from  said 
28th  day  of  January,  1889,  up  to  and  includ- 
ing the  20th  day  of  February,  1889,  whereupon 
said  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  given  leave  of 
absence,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  April  18, 1889, 
was  discharged;  thatplalntiff  was  not  on  said 
28th  of  January,  1889,  or  ever  at  any  other 
time,  before  or  since  said  day,  dangerously  in- 
sane, or  insane  at  all,  nor  was  he  at  any  of  said 
times  so  far  disordered  in  his  mind  as  to  injure 
health,  person  or  property,  all  of  which  was 
known  by  said  defendants  before  and  at  the 
time  of  said  arrest  and  commitment" 

The  learned  counsel  for  respondents  contend 
that  the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained,  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  legal 
capacity  to  sue,  for  the  reasons:  (1)  that  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the 

Jlaintiff  had  been  adjudged  to  be  insane  on 
anuary  28,  1889,  by  the  judge  of  a  court  of 
record,  pursuant  to  section  2217  of  the  Political 
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Code,  relating  to  commitments  to  the  state  in* 
sane  asylums;  and  (2)  that  such  adjudication  is 
conclusive  upon  the  plaintiff,  not  only  that  he 
was  insane  at  the  time  he  was  so  adjudged,  but 
that  he  continued  to  be  insane  at  the  time  this 
action  was  commenced,  unless  before  that  time 
he  had  been  found  to  be  of  sound  mind,  and 
capable  of  taking  care  of  himself  and  prop- 
erty, as  authorized  by  section  1766  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.  It  is  true  that  where  guard- 
ians have  been  appointed  for  persons  who,  by 
reason  of  their  insanity,  imbecility  or  habitual 
drunkenness,  are  mentally  incompetent  to  man- 
age their  property,  under  statutes  in  other 
States  similar  to  article  2,  title  11,  pt.  8,  of  our 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  m  1768-1766),  it  has 
been  held  that  an  adjudication  of  such  incom- 
petency is  conclusive  against  all  persons  deal- 
ing with  the  ward  until  he  is  restored  to  capac- 
ity to  manage  his  own  affairs,  by  an  order  r4 
court  similar  to  that  authorized  by  section  1*266 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

The  cases  otWadsworth  v.  Sharwteen,  8  N. 
T.  888,  and  Imhoffy.  Witmer,  81  Pa.  243,  are 
fair  samples  of  the  strongest  cases  to  this  effect 
In  the  latter  case  the  court  said:  "The  object 
of  the  Statute  was  protection  and  guardianship 
over  persons  and  estates  of  parties  wanting 
capacity  to  take  proper  care  of  either,  and  to 
preserve  the  property  of  such  from  being 
squandered  or  improvidently  used  to  their  own 
injury  and  that  of  their  families,  if  they  have 
any.  It  is  not  necessary  to  adduce  reasons  to 
prove  the  self-evident  proposition  that,  to  ad- 
mit the  capacity  of  control  to  exist  in  the  luna- 
tic or  habitual  drunkard  over  his  estate,  after 
inquisition  settling  his  condition  in  this  re- 
spect, or  submit  it  to  be  controverted  by  evi- 
dence of  lucid  intervals  or  sobriety  at  the 
moment  of  contracting,  would  leave  the  estates 
of  these  unfortunate  classes  about  as  much  ex- 
posed as  before  proceedings  had  in  regard  to 
them.  The  inquisition  and  decree,  standing  of 
record,  was  intended  for  notice  to  all  the 
world  of  the  incapacity  of  the  particular  party 
to  contract  It  is  the  judgment  of  the  law  to 
this  effect,  and,  as  a  consequence,  his  acts  in 
regard  to  his  property  are  absolutely  void  while 
the  condition  exists. 

In  the  case  cited  from  6  N.  T.  the  court  said: 
"The  right  of  the  committee  to  the  custody 
and  control  of  the  property  is  not  superseded 
during  the  drunkard's  sober  intervals,  and 
therefore,  during  such  intervals,  the  drunkard 
has  no  more  authority  to  deal  with,  or  dispose 
of,  the  property,  than  while  he  is  in  a  state  of 
intoxication.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  pro- 
ceedings would  furnish  a  very  ineffectual  se- 
curity against  waste  and  improvidence.  Every 
transaction  would  be  open  to  litigation  upon 
the  question  whether  it  took  place  while  the 
drunkard  was  in  a  state  of  sobriety  or  intoxica- 
tion, and  the  committee  could  not  execute  his 
trust  with  safety  to  himself,  or  benefit  to  the 
drunkard' or  his  family." 

These  quotations  are  made  merely  to  show 
that  the  reasons  assigned  in  those  cases  for 
holding  an  adjudication  of  incompetency  con- 
clusive until  set  aside  cannot  be  applied  to  the 
order  of  a  ludge  in  this  State  committing  a 
person  to  the  state  insane  asylum,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Political  Code,  although  they 
may  be  applicable  to  adjudications  of   our 
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courts  Id  proceedings  had  under  section  1766 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  But,  whether 
the  reasons  assigned  in  those  cases  are  to  he 
considered  sufficient  for  holding  an  adjudica- 
tion of  incompetency,  under  section  1766  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  conclusive  against 
the  person  adjudged  incompetent  until  set 
aside,  as  therein  provided,  need  not  be  decided 
in  this  case,  since  it  seems  clear  that  the  pro- 
ceeding against  insane  and  other  mentally  in- 
competent persons,  authorized  by  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  is  entirely  distinct  from  the 
proceedings  authorized  by  the  Political  Code 
for  the  commitment  of  insane  persons  to  the 
state  insane  asylum.  The  provision  in  section 
1766  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  authoriz- 
ing the  court  to  restore  the  person  adjudged 
insane  or  incompetent  to  capacity  is  only  ap- 
plicable to  persons  adjudged  insane  or  incom- 
petent, and  for  whom  guardians  have  been 
appointed  under  section  1764  of  the  same 
Code.  The  application  of  it  to  persons  com- 
mitted to  the  asylums  would  be  utterly  incon- 
sistent with  the  government  of  those  institutions 
according  to  the  requirements  and  regulations 
of  the  Political  Code.  After  a  person  has  been 
committed  to  either  of  the  insane  asylums  on  a 
charge  of  insanity,  and  received  into  the  asy- 
lum, no  court  in  this  State  is  authorized  to 
discharge  him  therefrom,  or  to  restore  him  to 
the  capacity  of  a  sane  person,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, except  upon  writ  cf  habeas  cor- 
pus. The  power  to  discharge  him  otherwise 
than  upon  habeas  corpus  is  vested  exclusively 
in  the  officers  of  the  asylum.  8ection  2197  of 
the  Political  Code  provides:  "Insane  persons 
received  in  the  asylums  must,  upon  recovery, 
be  discharged  therefrom."  This  implies  the 
power  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  patient 
has  recovered.  By  an  Act  of  March  9,  1885, 
the  resident  physician  is  authorized,  and  it  is 
made  his  duty,  to  discharge  persons  who  have 
been  improperly  committed.  Deer.  Pol.  Code, 
p.  860.  By  another  Act  of  March  9,  1886 
(Deer.  Pol.  Code,  p.  842),  it  is  provided  that 
the  kindred  or  friends  of  an  inmate  of  the 
asylum  may  apply  to  the  judge  who  committed 
him  for  an  order  to  be  directed  to  the  trustees 
of  the  asylum  for  his  removal  to  their  custody, 
and,  upon  their  proving  that  they  aie  capable 
and  suited  to  take  care  of  him,  and  to  give 
protection  against  his  insane  acts,  the  judge 
may  issue  the  order.  But  the  Act  further  pro- 
vides that  "the  trustees  shall  reject  all  other 
orders  or  applications  for  the  release  or  re- 
moval of  any  insane  person,  except  the  order 
of  a  court  or  judge  on  proceedings  in  habeas 
corpus."  See  also  a  like  provision  in  section 
19  of  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Future  Man- 
agement of  the  Napa  State  Asylum,"  approved 
March  6, 1876  (Stat.  1875-76,  p.  138). 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  not  only  that  the 
power  to  discharge  an  inmate  of  the  asylum 
is  vested  solely  in  the  officers  of  the  asylum, 
but  that  such  power  is  to  be  exercised  upon 
one  of  two  grounds  only:  (1)  that  the  insane 
inmate  has  recovered;  and  (2)  that  he  had  been 
improperly  committed.  I  think  the  effect  of 
a  discharge  on  either  ground,  if  no  guardian 
had  been  appointed  under  the  Act  of  March  9, 
1885  (Deer.  Pol.  Code,  p.  842),  would  be  to 
restore  the  person  discharged  to  legal  capacity 
to  sue.  A  discharge  on  the  first  ground  is  an 
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adjudication,  by  competent  authority,  that  the 
person  had  recovered  from  insanity-  and  a  dis- 
charge on  the  second  ground,  by  like  author- 
ity, overrules  or  nullifies  the  order  of  commit- 
ment, and  leaves  the  person  committed  in  the 
same  status,  as  to  capacity  to  sue,  that  he  was 
in  before  he  was  committed.  Civil£ode,  §  40. 
Besides,  I  think  the  order  of  commitment  is 
not  conclusive  evidence  against  the  plaintiff  in 
this  action  of  his  insanity  at  any  time,  or  of 
probable  cause  for  the  prosecution  of  -which 
he  complains;  for,  if  it  is  so,  it  is  difficult  to 
conceive  how  he  is  to  prove  a  cause  of  action 
which  depends  upon  the  truth  of  his  averments 
that  he  was  not  insane  to  the  degree  required 
by  section  2317  of  the  Political  Code,  or  at  all, 
at  the  time  the  order  was  made,  and  that  the 
prosecution  was  without  probable  cause.  If 
he  is  estopped,  by  the  order  of  commitment, 
from  proving  these  averments,  it  would  seem 
to  follow  that  no  action  for  a  malicious  prose- 
cution on  a  charge  of  insanity,  resulting  in  an 
order  of  commitment,  can  be  maintained;  yet 
the  authorities  sanction  such  actions.  Cooley, 
Torts,  g  176  eteeq. 

That  the  order  of  commitment  would  not 
thus  estop  or  conclude  the  plaintiff  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  obvious, 
and  we  have  seen  that  it  is  not  final,  or  con- 
clusive as  to  the  resident  physician  of  the  asy- 
lum, whose  duty  it  is  to  disregard  it,  if.  in  his 
opinion,  it  was  not  properly  made.  Indeed, 
the  final  determination,  as  to  whether  the  per- 
son committed  is  insane  or  not,  is  to  be  made 
and  announced  by  the  resident  physician  of 
the  asylum.  The  proceeding  before  the  judge 
is  only  preliminary,  and  is  analogous  to  the 
preliminary  examination  of  a  criminal  charge 
by  a  magistrate.  As  the  only  ground  of  de- 
murrer argued  here  is  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  the  legal  capacity  to  sue,  and  no  particular 
in  which  the  complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of 
action  has  been  suggested  by  counsel,  or  dis- 
covered, I  think  the  judgment  should  be  re- 
versed, and  the  court  below  directed  to  over- 
rule the  demurrer. 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion the  judgment  u  reverted,  and  ike  court  belene 
directed  to  overrule  the  demurrer. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  was  subsequently 
filed  and  on  January  17,  1891,  the  following 
opinion  was  banded  down  in  response  thereto: 

Per  Curiam: 

In  submitting  this  case  for  decision,  respon- 
dents argued  but  a  single  point  raised  by  their 
demurrer  to  the  appellant's  complaint.  We 
considered  that  objection,  and  decided  it  cor- 
rectly. In  their  petition  for  a  rehearing,  other 
objections  to  the  complaint  are  called  to  our 
attention;  but  we  have  decided — and  with 
manifest  propriety — that  we  will  not  grant  a 
rehearing  in  order  to  consider  points  not  made 
in  the  argument  upon  which  the  case  was  orig- 
inally submitted.  A  respondent  whoae  de- 
murrer has  been  sustained  by  the  superior 
court  ought  to  fairly  present  in  this  court 
every  objection  upon  which  he  relies.  We 
cannot  be  expected  to  scrutinize  the  record  fox 
the  purpose  of  discovering  points  which  coun- 
sel have  not  taken  the  trouble  to  specify. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT,  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OP  NEW  YORK. 


NATIONAL  PROGRESS  BUNCHING  MA- 
CHINE CO. 

JOHN  R.  WILLIAMS  CO. 
(4AIM.Bep.190l) 

1.  A  ceesbrfnatlon  to  be  patentable  must 
not  only  be  new,  but  It  must  produce  a  new  re- 
sult, or  an  old  result  hi  a  better  way. 

S.  A  new  ree^tin-odaced  by  a  combina- 
tion of  old  elements  must  be  due  to  their  co- 
operative action;  they  must  so  act  that  each  qual- 
ifies every  other.  If  they  act  Independently,  or 
it  one  acts  Independently  of  the  others,  it  Is  an 
aggregation  and  not  a  patentable  combination. 

8.  A  patent  for  a  cigar  bunching  ma* 
ebine  which  oonelsts  of  a  combination  of  old 
elements,  one  of  which  is  a  "bunch  receiver"  or 
receptacle  which  performs  no  function  exoept  to 
bold  the  bunch  after  It  is  finished  instead  of  let- 
On?  it  fall  to  the  floor  or  into  a  box,  or  into  the 
hand  of  the  operator,  is  invalid  because  there  is 
only  an  aggregation  of  the  parts  and  not  a  com- 
bination, the  function  of  the  other  parts  being* 
entirely  independent  of  the  bunoh  receiver. 

4.  An  unnsnally  specific  description  of 
in  a  claim  for  a  combination 
s  all  of  which  are  old,  where  the 
patent  is  only  for  an  improvement  upon  prior 
machines,  cannot  be  broadened  by  construction 
so  as  to  cover  the  use  of  a  combination  which 
leaves  out  some  of  the  elements  described. 

(December  8,  1890J 


BILL  in  equity  to  restrain  the  alleged  in- 
fringement of  letters  patent  No.  881,676, 
granted  December  1,  1885,  to  Nicholas  H. 
Borgfeldt  and  Adolph  C.  Schutz  for  an  im- 
proved cigar-bunching  machine.    Dismissed. 

The  machine  is  designed  to  produce  auto- 
matically the  inner  part  or  bunch  of  a  cigar. 

This  controversy  relates  to  the  following 
claim  of  the  patent: 

(9).  In  a  bunch-machine,  the  combination  of 
the  cylinder  B,  having  notched  disk  D,  and 
chute  C,  with  the  reciprocating  hopper  I,  re- 
ciprocating plunger  L,  apron  M,  sliding  frame 
N,  having  roller  «,  and  a  bunch  receiver  R, 
substantially  as  specified. 

The  further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Jfestrf.  BriesenssKnaath,  for  complain- 
ant: 

The  ninth  claim  of  complainant's  patent  cov- 
ers a  patentable  combination. 

Sugar  Apparatus  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Taryan  Mfg.  Go. 
48  Fed.  Rep.  140;  Holmes  Burglar  Alarm  TeUo. 
Go.  v.  Domestic  Teleg.  db  TeUph.  Go.  42  Fed. 
Rep.  220. 

The  complainants  cannot  be  regarded  as 
claiming  a  new  combination  of  new  elements, 
but  they  seek  to  hold  by  their  patent  a  new 
combination  of  old  elements,  for  the  purpose 
of  producing  a  new  result.  Such  a  combina- 
tion is  favorably  receivable;  and  the  complain- 
ant is  entitled  to  invoke  in  its  behalf  the  doc- 
trine of  equivalents.  Anyone  will  not  be  at 
liberty,  because  these  elements  are  old,  to  sub- 
stitute for  one  well-known  and  old  element 


Noes.— Potent  for  combination* 

A  patent  for  a  combination,  where  the  inventor 
la  not  a  pioneer  in  the  art,  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued. Lapham  Dodge  Oo.v.8everln,40  Fed.  Bep. 
7W,  citing  Union  Water-Meter  Co.  v.  Deeper,  101 U. 
8. 387,  25  L.  ed.  1008;  Goodyear  Dental  V.  Co.  v. 
Davis,  108  U.  8. 827, 86  Led.  160. 

A  patent  which  is  for  improvements  merely  in  a 
combination  must  receive  a  narrow  construction, 
and  be  limited  to  the  form  of  combination  therein 
described.   EagleMfg.Co.v.MlUer,41Ped.Bep.85L 

In  a  suit  on  a  patent,  a  claim  must  be  limited, 
where  it  is  a  combination  of  parts,  to  a  combina- 
tion of  all  the  elements  included  in  the  claim  as 
necessarily  constituting  that  combination.  Phoenix 
Caster  Co.  v.  Spiegel,  IK  U.  8.  880,  83  L.  ed.  868: 
Boomer  v.  Peddle,  188 U.S. 816, 88 L.  ed. 888,  citing 
Leggett  v.  Avery,  101 U.  8.  266, 86  L.  ed.  866;  Good- 
year Dental  Y.  Co,  v.  Davis,  supra;  Fay  v.  Oordes- 
man,  108  U.  &  406,  87  L.  ed.  979;  Mahn  v.  Harwood, 
US  U.  8. 854, 869, 28  L.  ed.  665,  667;  Union  Metallic 
Cartridge  Oo.  v.  United  States  a  Co.  112  U.  8. 624, 28 
L.  ed.  828;  Sargent  v.  Hall  Safe  ft  Lock  Oo.  114  U.  S. 
6B.88Ii.ed.67;  Shepard  v.  Carrigan,  116  U.  S.  688, 29 
I*  ed.  72%  White  v.  Dunbar,  119  U.  S.  47,  80  L.  ed. 
SOS;  Sutter  v.  Bobinson,  119  U.  8. 680,  SO  L.  ed.  482; 
Bragg  v.  Fitch,  1»  U.  8. 478, 80  JL  ed.  1008;  8now  v 
Lake  Shore*  M.  8.  B.  Oo.  121 U.  8. 617, 80  L.  ed.  1004; 
Crawford  v.  Heysinger,  128  U.  8. 689, 81 L.  ed.  289. 

It  cannot  be  permitted  to  read  into  it  any  delicate 
adjusting  apparatus  not  originally  included  in  the 
claim.  Howe  Maoh.  Co.  v.  National  Needle  Co.  184 
IT.  S,  886, 88  Led.  968. 

A  party  who  uses  a  patented  combination  cannot 
escape  the  consequences  of  infringement  by  show- 
ing that  he  uses  something  in  addition  to  the  com- 
bination.  Wflliames  v.  Barnard,  41  Fed.  Bep.  888. 

In  construing  patents  the  doctrine  of  mechanical 
equivalents  is  applicable  to  claims  for  oombina- 
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tfons  of  old  elements  and  improvements  on  primary 
inventions,  as  well  as  to  claims  for  primary  inven. 
tlons  themselves,  latum  v.  Gregory,  41  Fed.  Bep. 
142,  citing  Gould  v.  Bees,  88  U.S.  15  WalL192,21  L. 
ed.  40;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  78  U.  8. 11  Wall.  566,  20 
L.ed.48;  Gill  v.  Wells,  89  U.  8. 88  Wall.  88, 82  L.  ed. 
711. 

The  mere  combination  of  an  oval  roll  of  toilet 
paper  with  a  toilet-paper  fixture,  both  of  which  are 
old,  is  not  patentable  where  no  new  mode  of  oper- 
ation results.  Morgan  Envelope  Co.  v.  Albany 
Perforated  W.  P.  Oo.  40  Fed.  Bep.  677. 

A  patent  for  a  combination  cannot  be  defeated 
by  proof  of  the  prior  use  of  one  part  of  the  combi- 
nation in  one  mechanism,  and  another  part  in  an- 
other. Consolidated  B.  M.  Co.  v.  Coombs,  89  Fed. 
Bep.  25;  Bates  v.  Coe,  96  U.  S.  48. 26  L.  ed.74;  Parks 
v.  Booth,  102  U.  8. 104, 26  L.  ed.  57. 

If  it  be  a  claim  to  a  combination,  and  be  restrict- 
ed to  specified  elements,  all  must  be  regarded  as 
material,  leaving  open  only  the  question  whether 
an  omitted  part  Is  supplied  by  an  equivalent  device 
or  instrumentality.  Fay  v.  Oordesman,  109  U.  8. 
408. 27  L.  ed.  979;  Union  Water-Meter  Oo.  v.  Desper, 
101  U.S. 882, 26 L.ed.  1024;  Gage  v. Herring,  107  U. 
8.640,27  L.  ed.**. 

A  substitution  for  one  element,  in  a  combination, 
of  something  having  a  different  or  additional  func- 
tion, amounts  to  the  same  thing  as  adding  to  the 
combination  a  new  and  distinct  instrument,  and 
may  make  the  improvement  patentable.  Holmes 
Burglar  Alarm  Tele*.  Co.  v.  Domestic  Teleg.  & 
Teleph.  Co.  42  Fed.  Rep.  220,  distinguishing  Wooster 
v.  Blake,  8  Fed.  Bep.  429;  Dudgeon  v.  Watson.  29 
Fed.  Bep.  848;  Asmus  v.  Alden,  27  Fed.  Bep.  684. 
See  Johnson  v.  Brooklyn  &  C.  B.  Oo.  2  L.  B.  A.  488, 
87  Fed.  Bep.  147;  Underwood  v.  Gerber  2LR.A. 
867, 87  Fed.  Bep.  796. 
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some  other  well  known  old  element  having 
the  same  function.  The  substitution,  in  lieu 
of  the  specific  measuring  device  of  the  patent, 
of  some  other  equally  old  and  well-known 
measuring  device,  will  not  avoid  the  charge  of 
infringement. 

Motley  Sewing  Mach.  Oo.  v.  Lancaster.  129 
U.  8.  263,  82  L.  ed.  715;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  8. 
R.  Co.  v.  National  Car  Brake  Shoe  Co.  110  U. 
8.  229,  28  L.  ed.  129. 

Mr.  Charles  C.  Gill,  for  defendant: 

The  terms  of  the  claim  are  clear  and  definite. 
The  claim  of  the  patent  is  confined  to  the 
mechanism  therein  specifically  referred  to. 

2  Pat  Off.  Gaz.  p.  197;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  78 
TJ.  8.  11  WalL  648,  20  L.  ed.  89;  Corn-planter 
Patent  Case,  90  U.  S.  28  WalL  218,  28  L.  ed. 
168. 

Attempts  at  overreaching  and  unlawful  ex- 
pansion of  claims  have  never  been  counte- 
nanced. 

CeUvloid  Mfg.  Co.  v.  OeUonite  Afto.  Oo.  42 
Fed.  Hep.  900;  Goodyear  Dental  V.  Co.  v.  Da- 
vis, 102  U.  8. 222, 26  L.  ed.  149;  Whiter.  Dun- 
bar, 119  U.  8.  52,  80  L.  ed.  805;  Keystone 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Phoenix  Iron  Co.  95  U.  8.  274,  24 
L.  ed.  844. 

The  defendant  having  patents  for  the  ma- 
chine alleged  to  infringe,  prima  facie  its  title 
is  as  good  as  that  of  the  complainant 

Where  the  question  of  infringement  is  in 
doubt,  the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  acting  un- 
der authority  of  a  patent  is  sufficient  to  resolve 
the  doubt  against  the  complainant 

Coming  v.  Burden,  56  U.  8.  15  How.  252, 14 
L.  ed.688;  Trader  v.  Messmore,  1  Bann.  &  Ard. 
689,  7  Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  886. 

The  burden  of  proving  the  infringement  is 
on  the  complainant 

Fuller  v.  Yenteer,  94  U.  8.  288,  24  L.  ed.  108. 
See  Rogers  v.  Beeclicr,  8  Fed.  Rep.  689. 

If  the  ingredient  substituted  by  the  defend- 
ant for  the  one  left  out  in  the  defendant's  ma- 
chine was  a  newly  discovered  one,  or  even  an 
old  one  performing  some  new  function,  and 
was  not  known  at  the  date  of  plaintiff's  patent 
as  a  proper  substitute  for  the  ingredient  left 
out,  the  charge  of  infringement  cannot  be 
maintained. 

Gillr.  Wells,  9  Brodix,  589;  Rowetl  v.  Lind- 
say, 118  U.  S.  97,  28  L.  ed.  906;  Gould  v. 
Bees,  82 U.  S.  15  Wall.  194,  21  L.  ed.41. 

The  application  of  the  old  feeding  and  meas- 
uring devices,  the  chute,  the  funnel  and  the 
presser  to  an  old  rolling  table  did  not  involve 
invention;  and  certainly  by  reason  of  such  ap- 
plication the  complainant  cannot  prevent  others 
from  making  use  of  the  same  old  instrumental- 
ities in  any  way  an  intelligent  mechanic  may 
see  fit  to  arrange  them. 

Blake  v.  San  Francisco,  118  U.  8.  682,  28  L. 
ed.  1071;  Aron  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  182  U.  8. 
84,  88  L.  ed.  272;  Dunbar  v.  Meyers,  94  U.  8. 
187,  24  L.  ed.  85;  Atlantic  Works  v.  Brady,  107 
U.  S.  192, 27  L.  ed.  438;  Phillips  v.  Detroit,  111 
U.  8.  608,  28  L.  ed.  588;  Pennsylvania  R.  v. 
Locomotive  Engine  8.  Truck  Oo.  110  U.  8.  490, 
28  L.  ed.  2>2;  HoUister  v,  Benedict,  118  U.  8. 
59, 28  L.  ed.  901 ;  Sackett  v.  Smith,  42  Fed.  Rep. 
846;  Bragg  v.  Fitch,  121  TJ.  8.  478,  80  L.  ed. 
1008. 

Where  the  patent  relates  only  to  a  progress- 
ive step  in  a  series  of  improvements  the  ten- 
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dency  of  modern  decisions  is  more  than  ever 
toward  a  strict  construction  of  claims  and  a 
finding  of  non-infringement  in  doubtful  cases, 

Snowv.  Lake  Shore  AM.  8.B.  Go.  121  U.  a 
617,  80  L.  ed.  1004;  Newton  v.  Furst  A  Bradley 
Mfg.  Oo.  119  U.  8.  878, 80  L.  ed.  442;  Califor- 
nia A.  SUme  Paving  Oo.  v.  Bchalicke,  119  TJ.  8. 
401,  80  L.  ed.  471;  Hartshorn  v.  Saginaw  Bar- 
rel Co.  119  U.  8.  664,  80  L.  ed.  589;  Grter  v. 
Wilt,  120  U.  8.  412,  80  L.  ed.  712;  Orescent 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Gottfried,  128  U.  8.  158,  82  L. 
ed.  891;  McGormiekv.  Graham,  129  U.  8. 1,82 
L.  ed.  598;  Sargent  v.  Burgess,  129  U.  8. 19,  82 
L.  ed.  604;  Peters  v.  Active  Mfg.  Oo.  129  U.  8. 
580,  82  L.  ed.  788;  Union  Water-Meter  Co.  v. 
Demer,  101  U.  8.  882,  25  L.  ed.  1024. 

The  differences  between  the  complainant's 
machine  and  the  defendant's  machine  are  sub- 
stantial and  material,  and  amply  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  finding  of  non-Infringement 

Blake  v.  San  Francisco,  118  U.  8.  679,  28  L. 
ed.  1070;  Fay  v.  Oordesman,  109  U.  8.  408,  27 
L.  ed.  979. 

The  complainant  is  forced  to  contend  that 
the  claim  is  broad  and  comprehensive,  other- 
wise the  prosecution  could  not  have  even  the 
shadow  of  foundation.  When  given  a  liberal 
interpretation,  however,  the  claim  falls  within 
the  rule  announced  in  Pickering  v.  McCollough, 
104  U.  8.  810,  26  L.  ed.  749,  and  is  invalid. 

Coze,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion: 
The  machine  covered  by  the  ninth  claim  of 
the  patent  is  designed  to  make  a  cigar  bunch— 
which  is  all  of  a  cigar  minus  the  outer  wrapper 
—from  scrap-tobacco.  The  tobacco  is  placed 
in  a  large  receptacle  or  cylinder  which  throws 
out  accurately  measured  quantities,  through  a 
chute,  into  a  vertically  movable  funnel,  each 
dose  being  sufficient  for  one  bunch.  The  fun- 
nel is  provided  with  a  plunger  which  descends 
upon  the  tobacco  and  compacts  it  into  a  form 
approximating  a  cigar.  It  is  then  delivered  up- 
on an  apron  on  which  a  leaf  of  tobacco,  called 
a  "binder,"  has  been  placed  and  is  rolled,  by 
means  of  a  traveling  roller,  into  a  completed 
bunch.  This  bunch  is  deposited  in  a  clamp, 
or  receiver,  where  it  is  held  intact  until  re- 
moved by  hand.  The  claim  covers  a  bunch 
machine  having  the  following  features :  first, 
the  cylinder  B,  having  notched  disk  D  and 
chute  O  ;  second,  the  reciprocating  hopper  I ; 
third,  the  reciprocating  plunger  L;  fourth,  the 
apron  M ;  fifth,  the  sliding  frame  N,  having 
roller  u;  sixth,  the  bunch  receiver  R.  Experts 
and  counsel  agree  that  these  elements,  consid- 
ered separately,  were  old  and  well  known. 
The  complainant  has  vied  with  the  defendant 
in  demonstrating  that  each  was  "thoroughly 
old"  long  prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent  The 
complainant's  brief  states  the  proposition  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Now,  therefore,  it  is  clear  from  the 
foregoing  that  the  complainant  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  claiming  a  new  combination  of  new 
elements,  but  that  it  seeks  to  hold  by  its  patent 
a  new  combination  of  old  elements— old,  well- 
known  elements — for  the  purpose  of  producing 
a  new  result." 

Not  only  was  each  element  old,  but  some- 
times two  and  sometimes  three  had  been  united 
to  do  similar  work  to  that  of  the  complain- 
ant's machine.  Machines  for  making  cigars 
were  known  over  forty  years  ago,  and  since 
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then  there  has  been  a  steady  evolution  in  the 
art.  Previous  to  the  patent,  machines  were  in 
use  which  discharged  the  tobacco  in  accurate 
doses,  compacted  it  by  pressure  into  the  shape 
of  a  cigar  and  rolled  the  binder  and  filler  .into 
the  finished  bunch.  The  machines  in  con- 
troversy show  the  progress  which  time  would 
naturally  develop  in  a  busy  and  lucrative 
industry. 

But  two  defenses  will  be  examined:  first, 
Does  the  claim  cover  a  combination  or  an  ag- 
gregation t— and,  second.  Does  the  defendant 
infringe  ? 

In  order  to  be  patentable  a  combination  must 
not  only  be  new  but  it  must  produce  a  new  re- 
sult, or  an  old  result  in  a  better  way.  If  the 
combination  be  old  and  the  result  new,  or  if 
the  result  be  unchanged  and  the  combination 
new,  in  either  case  there  is  no  patentable  nov- 
elty. In  a  combination  of  old  elements  all  the 
parts  must  so  act  that  each  qualifies  every 
other.  If  they  act  independently,  or  if  one 
acta  independently  of  the  others,  it  is  an  ag- 
gregation. It  is  not  enough  that  these  inde- 
pendent parts  are  conveniently  associated  in  one 
machine,  if  each  performs  the  same  function  it 
did  before  they  were  united.  They  must  be  so 
connected  that  the  new  result  is  due  to  their  co- 
operative action.  Thatcher  Beating  Co.  v. 
Burtis,  121  U.  8.  286,  80  L.  ed.  94%  Pickering 
▼.  McOullough,  104  U.  8.  810,  26  L.  ed.  749 ; 
Packing  Company  Cases,  106  U.  8.  666.  26  L. 
ed.  1172 ;  Bailee  v.  Van  Warmer,  87  U.  8.  20 
WalL  858, 22  L.  ed.  241;  BueeU  Trimmer  Co.  v. 
Stevens,  187  U.  8.  428,  84  L.  ed.  719,  68  Pat. 
Off.  Gaz.  2044  ;  Stephenson  v.  Brooklyn  C.  T. 
A  Co.  114  U.  8.149, 29  L.  ed.  68 ;  BeecAer  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  AtwtierMfg.  Co.  114  U.  8. 628,  29  L.  ed. 
282;  Laundry  Machinery  Co.  v.  Bunnell,  27  Fed. 
Rep.  810 ;  Merwin,  Patentability,  401. 

The  ninth  claim  must  be  considered  as  cov- 
ering, irrespective  of  connecting  mechanism, 
the  combination  of  elements  therein  enumerated, 
and  tested  by  the  foregoing  rules,  it  is  some- 
what difficult  to  perceive  what  new  result  is 
produced  by  their  united  action.  That  the 
machine  is  better  than  any  which  preceded  it  is 
sufficiently  established;  but  it  is  argued  by 
tbe  defendant  that,  although  a  number  of  old 
devices  and  instrumentalities  are  placed  in  con- 
venient juxtaposition,  each  acts  just  as  it  did 
before.  The  cylinder  will,  it  is  said,  discharge 
ihe  dose  in  the  old  way  irrespective  of  the  fact 
that  the  hopper  and  plunger  are  under  the 
chute.  The  hopper  and  plunger  will  compact 
tbe  tobacco  in  the  similitude  of  a  cigar  whether 
tbe  tobacco  is  dropped  from  tbe  chute  or  is 
placed  in  the  hopper  by  hand.  The  roller  will 
roll  and  the  receiver  will  hold  the  bunch  in  the 
same  manner  separately  as  in  their  present  po- 
sition. And  yet  it  is  thought  that  the  claim 
might  be  sustained  for  a  combination  were  it 
not  for  the  introduction  of  the  last  element — 
the  bunch  receiver.  The  result  to  be  accom- 
plished is  the  finished  bunch.  This  object  is  at- 
tained by  the  successive  action  of  the  cylinder, 
the  hopper  and  plunger  and  the  rolling  appa- 
ratus. It  is  true  that  if  one  of  these  were  re- 
moved the  others  would  act,  but  the  bunch 
would  not  be  made  in  a  manner  so  convenient 
and  advantageous.  For  these  elements  a  com- 
bination claim  might  be  sustained  within  the 
doctrine  of  the  following  authorities :  Furbush 
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v.  Cook,  2  Fish.  P&t.  Cas.  668 ;  Hoffman  v. 
Young,  2  Fed.  Rep.  74 ;  BirdsaU  v.  McDonald, 
1  Bann.  &  Ard.  166. 

But  the  introduction  of  the  bunch  receiver 
renders  the  application  of  these  cases  to  the 
claim  in  question,  at  least,  exceedingly  doubt- 
ful. What  reciprocity  can  there  be  between 
the  damp  at  the  end  of  the  rolling  table  and 
the  cylinder  at  the  top  of  the  machine  ?  In 
what  way  does  the  cylinder  act  upon  the  clamp 
or  the  clampupon  the  cylinder?  Remove  either 
and  the  other  would  perform  its  function  un- 
impaired. The  clamp  is  simply  a  convenient 
device  for  holding  the  completed  bunch.  Its 
very  name,  "  bunch-receiver,"  would  seem  to 
preclude  its  being  a  part  of  the  combination. 
A  combination  produces  something  which, 
when  finished,  is  placed  in  a  receptacle.  The 
receptacle  adds  nothing  to  the  manufactured 
thing—it  simply  holds  it.  To  use  the  language 
of  the  complainant's  expert :  "Such  bunch-re- 
ceiver is  entirely  independent  and  outside  of 
tbe  rolling  apron."  Ail  action  of  the  other 
parts  of  the  machine  ceases  before  the  clamp 
begins  to  perform  its  office.  The  bunch  (the 
result)  is  finished,  and  rather  than  have  it  fall 
to  the  floor,  or  into  a  box,  or  into  the  hand  of 
the  operator,  the  patentees  thought  it  conven- 
ient to  provide,  what  complainant's  counsel 
aptly  terms,  "a  mechanical  hand"  to  receive  it. 
This  hand  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  opera- 
tion of  the  cylinder,  the  reciprocating  plunger, 
or  the  roller,  than  would  a  hand  of  flesh  and 
blood,  if  placed  at  the  end  of  the  table  to  catch 
the  bunch.  Test  it  by  carrying  the  operation 
a  step  or  two  further.  It  is  said  that  the  cigar 
is  taken  from  the  clamp  by  the  operator,  who 
places  it  in  a  cigar  mold  and  applies  the  final 
external  wrapper.  Assume  that  the  mold  is 
located  directly  under  the  clamp,  with  proper 
machinery  arranged  to  deposit  the  bunch  in  the 
mold  and  to  convey  it  to  an  automatic  wrapper- 
applying  device,  and  again  to  a  cigar  box, 
where  it  is  packed  and  prepared  for  the  market 
Can  it  be  that  these  structures— the  mold,  the 
wrapper  applying  machine  and  the  box— could 
be  added  to  the  elements  of  the  claim  and  in- 
cluded in  a  valid  combination  ?  And  yet  these 
also  are  the  progressive  but  independent  steps 
in  accomplishing  the  desired  result— a  cigar 
ready  for  the  smoker.  There  is  no  more  com- 
bination between  the  cylinder  which  acts  at 
the  beginning  of  the  bunch-making  operation 
and  the  receptacle  for  holding  the  bunch  at  the 
end,  than  there  is  between  a  canal-boat  which 
receives  the  grain  from  the  elevator  chute,  and 
the  bin  from  which  the  grain  is  taken;  no  more 
than  there  is  between  tbe  knife  of  the  guillotine, 
and  the  basket  which  catches  the  head  of  the 
victim.  In  a  recent  case  the  supreme  court  de- 
cided that  where  the  mechanical  operation  and 
effect  of  the  patented  devices  are  the  same, 
whether  one  of  the  elements  of  the  claim  is 
present  or  absent,  there  can  be  no  patentable 
combination  between  those  devices  and  that 
element.  It  is  a  mere  aggregation.  Fond  du 
Lac  v.  May,  127  U.  8.  895,  34  L.  ed.  714,  53 
Pat.  Off.  Gaz.  1884. 

But  irrespective  of  these  views,  it  is  thought 
that  there  is  no  infringement  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  tbe  claim  fa  more  than  ordinarily 
specific.  Every  element  is  designated  by  a  let- 
ter restricting  it  to  the  mechanism  shown  in  the 
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description  and  drawings.  The  complainant 
contends  that  the  claim  may  be  construed  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  In  a  bunch  machine, 
the  combination  of  a  measuring  and  dose-dis- 
tributing device,  having  a  chute  or  outlet,  with 
a  dose-receiving,  shaping  and  compacting  de- 
vice, a  bunch-rollidg  and  binder-applying  de- 
vice and  a  bunch-receiver  or  clamp,  substan- 
tially as  specified. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  what  might 
have  been  the  result  had  such  a  claim  been  al- 
lowed. It  is  enough  that  there  is  no  such  claim 
in  the  patent  and  none  that  can  be  so  broad- 
ened by  construction.  Even  if  the  state  of  the 
art  permitted  it,  and  it  does  not,  the  use  of 
language  unusually  concise  and  technical  makes 
the  parts,  thus  referred  to,  essential  features  of 
the  claim,  and  precludes  a  loose  construction. 
The  courts  are  not  to  consider  what  the  patent- 
ees might  have  patented,  but  what  they  did 
patent.  Here  they  have  accepted  a  claim  lim- 
ited to  the  mechanism  shown  in  the  descrip- 
tion and  drawings.  The  court  cannot  now 
construct  for  tbem  a  different  claim.  Keystone 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Phcenix  Iron  Co.  95  (J.  8.  274, 
24  L.  ed.  844;  Snow  v.  Lake  Share  4  M.  8.  B.  Co. 
121  U.  S.  617,  80  L.  ed.  1004;  Shepard  r. 
Carrigan,  116  U.  S.  503,  20  L.  ed.  788 ;  Sey- 
mour v.  Osborne,  78  U.  8.  11  Wall.  546,  20  L. 
ed.  30 ;  Sutter  v.  Robinson,  110  U.  8.  580,  80 
L.  ed.  402;  White  v.  Dunbar,  110  U.  S. 
47,  30  L.  ed.  808 ;  Fay  v.  Cordesman,  100  U. 
8.  406,  27  L.  ed.  070;  Corn-Planter  Patent 
Que,  00  U.  8.  28  Wall.  181,  218,  28  L.  ed.  161, 
168;  McCormick  v.  Talcott,  61  U.  8.  20  How. 
402,  15  L.  ed.  080 ;  Norton  v.  Bdight,  22  Fed. 
Rep.  787. 

The  case  of  Motley  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Lan- 
caster, 120  U.  8.  268,  82  L.  ed.  715,  relied  on 
by  the  complainant,  is  not  in  point,  as  appears 
from  the  following  quotation  from  the  opinion : 
"Morley,  having:  been  the  first  person  who 
succeeded  in  producing  an  automatic  machine 
for  sewing  buttons  of  the  kind  in  question  up- 
on fabrics,  is  entitled  to  a  liberal  construction 
of  the  claims  of  his  patent.  He  was  not  a  mere 
improver  upon  a  prior  machine  which  was 
capable  of  accomplishing  the  same  general  re- 


sult ;  in  that  case  his  claims  would  properly 
receive  a  narrower  interpretation." 

Morley  was  a  pioneer,  he  claimed  his  inven- 
tion broadly  and  the  court  said  he  was  right. 
These  patentees  are  not  pioneers.  They  are 
improvers  upon  prior  machines.  They  have 
claimed  the  features  of  their  machine  narrow- 
ly, and  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  they  were 
right  in  so  doing.  Adopting  these  well-known 
rules  of  construction  it  is  clear  that  the  defend- 
ant does  not  infringe. 

The  proposition  that  the  defendant's  mach- 
ine contains  the  six  enumerated  features  of  the 
claim  cannot  be  maintained.  The  complain- 
ant's theory  seems  to  be  that  the  succinct  lan- 
guage of  the  specification  may  be  ignored,  and 
that  the  defendant's  machine  contains  the 
"essential  elements"  of  the  claim,  if  construed 
as  above.  In  other  words,  if  the  claim  is  for 
a  combination  containing  four  main  sub-ele- 
ments operating  substantially  like  the  apparatus 
described,  the  defendant  infringes.  Perhaps 
this  is  so,  but,  as  before  stated,  the  patent  does 
not  contain  such  a  claim.  The  defendant  does 
not  use  a  cylinder  or  a  notched  disk,  and  there 
are  essential  points  of  difference  in  the  defend- 
ant's compacting  and  rolling  apparatus.  The 
same  rules  of  interpretation  must  apply  to  all 

Sarts  of  the  claim.  It  will  not  do  to  place  a 
road  construction  upon  one  part  and  a  narrow 
construction  upon  another  part  If  any  meas- 
uring and  distributing  device  may  be  substi- 
tuted for  "the  cylinder  B,  having  notched  disk 
D,  and  chute  C,"  it  would  seem  to  be  equally 
clear  that  any  compacting  device  may  be  sub- 
stituted for  "the  reciprocating  hopper  I,  and 
reciprocating  plunger  L,"  and  so  on.  In 
view  of  the  prior  art  and  the  explicit  language 
of  the  claim  it  is  thought  that  such  a  loose  in- 
terpretation is  not  permissible,  and  that  the 
court  would  not  be  justified  in  omitting  fea- 
tures expressly  designated  as  essential  to  the 
combination.  But  if  the  claim  were  so  con- 
strued it  would  then  be  broad  enough  to  in- 
clude some  of  the  prior  Williams  structures, 
and  so  would  be  anticipated. 
It  follows  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 
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the  Will  of  Mary  D.  Whitney,  Deceased, 

t. 

TOWN  OF  SHIRLEY  et  al 

< Mass. ) 


1.  The  legal  incapacity  of  a  town  to 
support  a  clergyman  entirely  defeats  a 
bequest  to  it,  made Vi  strictly  on  this  condition,*1 
that  it  shall  support  him. 

2.  Legal  incapacity  of  a  legatee  to  per- 
form a  condition  on  which  the  gift  is  made 
will  prevent  it  from  taking  effect,  although  the 
time  for  performance  was  subsequent  thereto. 

8.  A  gift  over  is  not  affected  by  the  role 
against  perpetuities  where  the  primary 
gilt  fails  at  once  and  as  matter  of  law  on  the 
face  of  the  will. 

12  L.  R.  A. 


(May  19, 1801.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for 
Suffolk  County  (Holmes,  J.)  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  full  court  of  a  bill  filed  by  the  trus- 
tees under  the  will  of  Mary  D.  Whitney,  de- 
ceased, for  instructions  as  to  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  second  clause  of  such  will. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

For  a  prior  construction  of  the  same  clause 
of  the  will  now  in  controversy,  see  BuUard  ▼. 
Chandler,  5  L.  R.  A.  104, 140  Mass.  640. 

Mr.  H.  E.  Ware  for  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Warren  H.  Atwood,  for  the  Town 
of  Shirley,  respondent: 

The  purpose  and  objects  of  the  gift  come 
within  the  Statute  of  48  Eliz.,  chap.  4,  and  also 
within  the  definitions  of  a  public  charity,  in 
Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  589,  556,  and  in 
SaltonstaU  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446,  456. 


See  also  24  L.  R.  A.  123;  48  L.  R.   A.  58. 


1881. 


Bullaxd  v.  Tow*  o»  Shiblby. 


HI 


Builard  v.  Chandler,  5  L.  R.  A.  104,  149 
Mass.  540;  Going  v.  Emery,  16  Pick.  107; 
£brfe  y.  Wood,  8  Cush.  490,  445;  Fairbanks  v. 
Lomson.  99  Mass.  588;  Dexter  v.  Gardner,  7 
Allen,  243  ;  OW  &wtf.  £k.  v.  C^hOmt,  119 
Mass.  1;  Xorth  Adam*  Soc.  v.  Fitch,  8  Gray, 
421;  .Sriwr  y.  St.  PauVs  Ohureh,  12  Met.  250 ; 
Bartlett  y.  Nye,  4  Met.  878,  880;  Atty-Gen.  y. 
Trinity  CAurcA,  9  Allen,  422,  489;  Drury  v. 
JfefM,  10  Allen,  169 ;  Behouler,  Petitioner, 
184  Mass.  426;  Winslow  v.  Cummings,  8  Cosh. 
858;  £r<wn  y.Kelsey,  2  Cash.  248:  Shrewsbury 
v.  Hornby,  5  Hare,  406 ;  Atty-Gen.  v.  tftaZ- 
atone,  18  Sim.  7;  Powertcourt  v.  itotwrswurf, 
1  Moll.  616;  Thornber  y.  Ft'ton,  8  Drew.  245, 
4  Drew.  800;  ZAyd  y.  ^tot'/W,  8  P.  Wma.  844; 
AUy-Qen.  y.  Ok*,  2  Yes.  Sr.  278 ;  Jft'Wi  y. 
Farmer,  1  Meriv.  55;  Buck,  Parishes,  162. 

The  "condition'9  annexed  to  the  gift  to  the 
Town  of  Shirley  is  illegal,  and  the  Town  can- 
not comply  with  it. 

Mass.  Const.  Amend,  art  11 ;  Pah.  Stat. 
chap.  27,  §§  9,  10;  chap.  88,  §  19;  Minot  y. 
Wed  Boxbury,  112  Mass.  1;  Hood  y.  Lynn,  1 
Allen,  108,  105;  Parsons  v.  Goshen.  11  Pick. 
896;  Stetson  y.  Kemplon,  18  Mass.  272. 

It  is  a  condition  subsequent. 

Finlay  v.  King,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet.  846,  7  L.  ed. 
701;  Undsey  v.  £*nd«y,  45  Ind.  558,  562. 

If  performance  of  a  condition  subsequent  is 
impossible,  because  contrary  to  law  or  pub- 
tic  policy,  such  condition  is  void,  and  the  es- 
tate to  which  it  is  annexed  is  absolute,  notwith- 
standing the  intention  or  express  direction  of 
the  testator  that,  upon  breach  of  condition,  it 
shall  revert  to  his  heirs. 

2  Jarman,  Wills,  5th  Am.  ed.  p.  18;  Nourse 
v.  Merriam,  8  Cush.  11, 20, 21 ;  Brattle  Square 
Church  y.  Grant,  8  Gray,  142 ;  Foster  v.  Du- 
rant,  2  Cush.  544;  Parker  y.  Parker,  128  Mass. 
584;  Otis  y.  Prince,  10  Gray,  581;  Blackstone 
Bonk  y.  Davie,  21  Pick.  42;  Gleason  y.  Fayer- 
ueother,  4  Gray,  848, 851;  Whitney  y.  Spencer, 
4  Cow.  89;  Williams  v.  Williams,  8  N.  Y.  525; 
Martin  y.  Margham,  14  Sim.  280;  AUy-Qen. 
v.  GreenhiU,  88  Beay.  198. 

The  Town  of  Shirley  is  capable  of  taking 
and  holding  the  fund  as  trustee,  and  of  admin- 
istering the  trust. 

See  Webb  v.  Neal,  5  Allen,  575;  Worcester  y. 
Eaton,  18  Mass.  871,  878;  Com.  v.  Wilder,  127 
Mass.  1,4;  White  v.  South  Parish  in  Braintree, 
18  Met.  506, 518;  Drury  y.  Natick,  10  Allen,  169, 
182;  Vidal  y.  Girard,  48  U.  S.  2  How.  127, 
189, 11  L.  ed.  205,  280;  Perin  y.  Carey,  65  TJ. 
8. 24  How.  465,  505, 16  L.  ed.  701, 711;  Phila- 
delphia y.  Fox,  64  Pa,  169;  Sargent  y.  Cornish, 
64  N.  H.  18. 

Towns  may  take  and  hold  gifts  for  religious 
purposes. 

Com,  y.  Wilder,  supra. 

When  there  is  a  gift  to  charity,  coupled  with 
an  illegal,  or  merely  burdensome,  condition  or 
direction,  the  charity  will  be  supported  and  the 
condition  will  fail. 

Weeks  y.  Hobson,  6  L.  R.  A.  147,  150  Mass. 
877;  Drury  v.  Natick  and  Nourse  v.  Merriam, 
supra;  Tainter  v.  Clark,  5  Allen,  66;  Jackson 
t.  Phillips,  14  Allen.  589;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Boutt- 
bee,  2  Yes.  Jr.  880;  Williams  v.  Williams,  supra; 
Builard  v.  Chandler,  5L.RA.  104, 149  Mass. 
540;  Minot  y.  Baker,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  688, 
147  Mass.  848. 
12L.R.A. 


The  attempted  limitation  oyer  to  the  heirs-at- 
law  is  void,  because  it  is  to  take  effect  upon  the 
breach  of  an  illegal  and  void  condition;  also, 
because  it  is  a  conditional  limitation  which  is 
to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  by  way  of  an  exec- 
utory devise  or  bequest,  and  upon  an  event 
which  may  not  happen  within  the  time  allowed 
by  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 

Brattle  8quare  Church  v.  Grant,  supra;  OdeU 
v.  OdeU,  10  Allen,  1,  7;  Wells  v.  Heath,  10 
Gray,  17. 

Mr.  S.  K.  Hamilton,  for  the  First  Congre- 
gational Society  in  Shirley,  respondent: 

The  Town  of  Shirley  is  not  capable  of  taking 
said  gift  and  administering  the  trust  because  it 
is  a  gift  to  a  charity  which  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  duties  of  a  town,  and  is  not  even 
germane  to  the  purposes  for  which  such  cor- 
porations exist 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  27 ;  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp. 
arts.  566-578;  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Cole% 
8  Pick.  282;  Webb  v.  Neal,  5  Allen,  575;.  Com. 
v.  Wilder,  127  Mass.  1,  4;  Worcester  v.  Eaton, 
18  Mass.  871,  878:  Anthony  v.  Adams,  1  Met. 
284;  Stetson  v.  Kempion,  18  Mass.  272;  Vidal 
v.  Girard,  48  TJ.  S.  2  How.  127, 11  L.  ed.  205; 
Philadelphia  v.  EUiott,  8  Rawle,  170;  Phila- 
delphia v.  Girard,  45  Pa.  1 ;  Philadelphia  v. 
Fox,  64  Pa.  169. 

In  case  of  a  gift  to  a  charity,  if  the  trus- 
tee named  is  incapable  of  taking  it,  the  court 
will  appoint  a  suitable  trustee  in  his  place. 

Minot  v.  Baker,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  688,  147 
Mass.  848;  Bliss  v.  American  Bible  Soc.  2  Allen, 
884;  Window  v.  Cummings,  8  Cush.  858 ;  Mc- 
Cartee  v.  Orphan  Asylum  Soc.  9  Cow.  484; 
North  Adams  Soc.  v.  Fitch,  8  Gray,  421. 

The  principal  intention  of  the  testatrix  will  be 
carried  out  if  possible,  even  if  subordinate 
intentions  and  directions  must  be  disregarded. 

Sanderson  v.  White,  18  Pick.  828;  TheUus- 
son*.  Woodford,  4Ve*.  Jr. 829. 

The  law  favors  gifts  to  public  charities.  In 
case  of  a  gift  to  a  charity  coupled  with  an  il- 
legal or  merely  burdensome  condition,  the  con- 
ditiou  will  be  held  void  and  the  charity  will  be 
supported. 

Weeks  v.  Hobson,  6  L.  R.  A.  147, 150  Mass. 
877';  Nourse  v.  Merriam,  8  Cush.  11,  20,  21  ; 
Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  589. 

The  court  is  bound  to  carry  the  will  into 
effect,  if  it  can  see  a  general  intention  to  give  to 
charity,  "consistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  even 
if  the  particular  mode  or  manner  pointed  out 
by  the  testator  is  illegal"  or  impracticable. 

Jackson  v.  Phillips,  supra;  Bartlett  v.  Nye,  4 
Met.  878;  Sanderson  v.  White  and  TheUusson 
v.  Woodford,  supra. 

In  a  gift  to  a  public  charity,  the  charity  is 
deemed  to  be  of  the  substance  of  the  gift,  and 
the  mode  in  which  it  is  to  take  effect  u  subor- 
dinate thereto. 

Minot  v.  Baker,  WintHow  v.  Oummings  and 
Bliss  v.  American  Bible  Soc.  supra. 

Public  charities  will  be  administered  ey  pre* 
if  the  exact  directions  of  the  testator  cannot  be 
followed. 

Jackson  v.  Phillips,  supra.  See  also  Mogg- 
ridge  v.  Thackteell,  7  Ves.  Jr.  85;  Mills  v.  Farm- 
er, 1  Meriv.  55,  94,  96, 99, 100 ;  Atty-Gen.  v. 
Gladstone,  18  Sim.  7;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Guise fi  Vera. 
266;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Whitchurch,  8  Ves.  Jr.  141» 
145;  Bartlet  v.  King,  12  Mass.  587,  548;  Bur- 


112 


Massachusetts  Supbxke  Judicial  Coukt. 


Mat. 


bank  v.  Whitney,  24  Pick.  146;  Drury  v.  Na- 
tick,  10  Alien,  169,  188;  Sohier  v.  St.  Pauls 
Church,  12  Met.  260, 258;  Martin*.  Maraham, 
14  Sim.  230;  Atty-Oen.  v.  Qreenhill,  88  Beav. 
193. 

The  fund  will  go  to  the  residuary  legatees, 
because  there  is  no  failure  of  the  objects  of  the 
charity,  and  therefore  no  resulting  trust,  and 
because  such  a  disposition  would  he  contrary 
to  the  expressed  intention  of  the  testratrix. 

Brattle  Square  Church  v.  Grant,  8  Gray,  142; 
Tttayer  v.  Wellington,  9  Allen,  288. 

If  a  corporation  *or  person,  having  the  ability 
and  suitable  in  other  respects,  offers  to  assume 
and  comply  with  the  condition  of  the  gift  and 
to  accept  and  execute  the  trust  in  the  place  of 
the  Town  of  Shirley,  It  is  consistent  with  the 
intention  of  the  testatrix,  and  within  the 
powers  and  practice  of  this  court,  to  frame  a 
scheme  whereby  said  offer  may  be  accepted, 
and  said  funds  may  be  applied  to  the  charity 
named. 

Bliss  v.  American  Bible  8oc.  supra  ;  Ameri- 
can Academy  v.  Harvard  College,  12  Gray,  682; 
Winslow  v.  Gumming*,  supra. 

Messrs.  J.  Willaurd,  G.  P.  Sanger  and 
G.  L.  Clavrke,  for  the  heiro-at-law,  respond- 
ents: 

The  cy-pres  doctrine  cannot  be  applied,  either 
to  enable  the  Town  to  use  the  income  for  any 
other  purpose  than  the  support  of  a  Unitarian 
clergyman,  or  to  change  the  conditional  or 
limited  gift  particularly  described  by  the  testa- 
trix into  a  general  gift  to  promote  Unitarian 
preaching  in  the  Town  of  Shirley,  and  thus 
enable  the  parish  to  take. 

Cherry  v.  Mott,  1  My].  &  C.  128;  Be  Blun- 
ders Trust*,  80  Beav.  860;  Be  Themmines  v. 
De  Bonnetal,  5  Russ.  288;  RandeU  v.  Dixon, 
L.  R.  88 Ch.  Dir.  218;  Chamberlaynev.  Broekett, 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  App.  206,  211. 

Where  the  special  object  of  charity  fails,  the 
doctrine  of  ey  pres  does  not  apply. 

Be  Ovey,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  660;  Atty-Oen. 
v.  Oxford,  1  Bro.  Ch.  444,  note;  Corhyn  v. 
Frencli,  4  Ves.  Jr.  418;  Marsh  v.  Means,  8  Jur. 
N.  S.  790;  Cherry  v.  Mott,  supra;  Easterhrooks 
v.  Tillinghast,  5  Gray,  17;  Stratum  v.  Physio- 
Medical  College,  5  L.  R  A.  88,  149  Mass.  606. 

It  is  a  common  thing  to  offer  to  give  a  cer- 
tain sum  to  a  particular  charity  in  case  other 
persons  of  financial  responsibility  will  promise 
to  five  a  larger  sum,  which  is  held  not  to  bind 
unless  such  promise  is  exactly  complied  with. 

See  Bate*  College  v.  Bates,  186  Mass.  487. 


J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  for  instructions,  brought  by  the 
trustees  under  the  will  of  Mary  D.  Whitney, 
touching  the  disposition  of  the  fund  given  by 
the  second  clause  of  the  will.  That  clause  (s 
as  follows:  "  Secondly,  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  friend,  RevM  Seth  Chandler,  of  Shirley, 
the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars  ($6,000),  which 
after  his  death  shall  revert  to  the  Town  afore- 
named strictly  on  this  condition,  namely:  that 
said  Town  shall  support,  fairly  and  perma- 
nently, a  Unitarian  clergyman;  in  which  case 
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all  interest  accruing  on  above  sum  shall  be 
used  to  aid  in  payment  of  his  salary,  failing 
which  it  shall  revert  to  my  beirs-at-law." 

Seth  Chandler  died  after  the  testatrix.  It  is 
admitted  by  all  parties  that  the  Town  cannot 
lawfully  support  the  clergyman  as  required, 
and  the  question  is  whether  the  gift  fails  on 
that  account. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  support  by  the  Town, 
and  not  merely  in  the  Town,  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  condition.  The  words  require  it.  They 
are  explicit  "  that  said  Town  shall  support1* 
Any  latitude  of  interpretation  based  on  con- 
jectures as  to  what  the  testatrix  would  have 
done  had  she  known  of  the  difficulty  raised  by 
her  language  is  excluded  by  the  introductory 
and  governing  phrase  "strictly  on  this  con- 
dition." We  must  take  her  condition  strictly 
as  she  wrote  it,  and  taking  it  so  it  cannot  be 
performed.  Again  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
although  the  act  of  supporting  a  minister  need 
not  begin  until  after  the  receipt  of  the  legacy, 
a  capacity  to  do  the  act  is  a  condition  attached 
to  the  gift  itself.  The  case  is  not  like  one 
where  it  is  attempted  to  impose  an  illegal 
restriction  on  the  use  of  the  thing  granted. 
Here,  that  which  by  our  construction  is  con- 
templated by  the  testatrix  as  the  consideration 
and  inducement  of  her  gift  fails  altogether. 
It  is  true  that  the  testatrix  may  be  assumed  to 
have  acted  from  religious  or  charitable  motives; 
but  she  says  very  plainly  that  the  motive  is  not 
sufficient  unless  the  terms  of  her  bargain  are 
complied  with.  The  question  is  one  of  con- 
struction, not  of  technical  rules.  We  cannot 
doubt  that  what  she  required  from  the  Town 
went  to  the  root  of  her  gift  See  AcherUy  v. 
Vernon,  Willes,  158. 

In  Parker  v.  Parker,  128  Mass.  684,  where 
land  was  devised  on  condition  that  the  devisee 
should  support  his  brother,  although  the  sup- 
port was  no  doubt  a  part  of  the  consideration 
of  the  gift,  yet  it  was  limited  by  the  life  of  the 
brother,  there  was  the  further  intention  mani- 
fest to  benefit  the  devisee  subject  to  the  charge, 
and  therefore  the  devise  did  not  fail  because  of 
the  previous  death  of  the  brother. 

It  follows  from  our  construction  of  the  sec- 
ond clause  that  the  legacy  to  the  Town  must 
fail.  Assuming  that  the  object  is  a  charity, 
still  there  is  no  universal  principle  that  ibe 
testator's  particular  intentions  must  be  sacri- 
ficed by  reason  of  that  general  object.  Strat- 
ton  v.  Physio-Medical  CoUege,  149  Mass.  505, 
608,  5  L.  R.  A.  88;  Be  (key,  L.  R.  99  Ch.  Div. 
660;  Be  RandeU,  L.  R.  88  Ch.  Div.  818. 

The  limitation  to  the  testatrix's  "heirs-at- 
law"  is  not  dependent  upon  the  gift  to  the 
Town  taking  effect  It  is  a  limitation  upon 
the  failure  of  the  primary  purpose  at  any  time 
and  for  any  cause.  As  the  primary  purpose 
fails  at  once,  and  as  matter  of  law  on  the  face 
of  the  will,  the  gift  over  is  immediate,  and  is 
not  open  to  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  the 
rule  against  perpetuity.  Therefore  the  fund 
does  not  fall  into  the  residue.  As  the  gift  is 
of  monev  it  will  go  to  the  next  of  kin.  Cod- 
man  v.  kreU,  162  Mass.  914. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Pubcwll  t.  Rkjhmohd  &  Dabtyxlle  R.  Co. 
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NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Albert  PURCELL,  Appt., 

9. 

RICHMOND  A  DANVILLE  R.  CO. 

I....N.  GL. ) 

1.   An  aettoa  of  tort  will  He  for  a  railroad 

company'*  breach  of  Its  statutory  duty  to  stop  at 
a  station  for  a  passenger. 
3.  Punitive  damages)  are  recoverable 
of  a  railroad  oompanylor  disregard  of  its  statu- 
tory doty  to  stop  at  a  station  for  a  passenger 
when  it  has  advertised  for  passengers  for  that 
train  and  has  room  for  them,  or  could  by  reason- 
able diligence  have  had  cars  enough  to  aooommo- 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Alamance  County 
disallowing  his  claim  to  punitive  damages  be- 
cause of  defendant's  failure  to  stop  its  train  ac- 
cording to  its  schedule  at  a  station  at  which 
plaintiff  was  waiting  to  take  passage.     B&> 


At  the  close  of  the  evidence  plaintiff  asked 
the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  they  believed 
that  the  defendant  stopped  its  train  at  Mehane, 
end  received  and  discharged  passengers,  and 
also  at  Graham,  and  there  received  twelve  or 
fifteen  passengers,  and  discharged  two  or  three, 
and  that  there  was  then  room,  standing  or  sit- 
ting, for  fifty  or  sixty  persons  at  the  time  the 
train  passed  Haw  River,  and  that  a  part  of  the 
tickets  were  sold  to  persons  at  Haw  River  the 
evening  before,  and  in  due  time  to  communi- 
cate with  the  officers  of  the  Company,  then  to 
run  by,  as  shown  in  this  action,  is  such  willful 
disregard  of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  as  would 
entitle  him  to  recover  punitive  damages.  This 
prayer  was  refused  and  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  that,  upon  the  testimony,  they  would 
not  be  warranted  in  finding  the  defendant 
guilty  of  such  a  degree  of  negligence  as  indi- 


cated a  reckless  indifference  to  consequences, 
oppression,  needless  caprice,  willfulness  or 
other  cause  of  aggravation,  as  would  entitle 

Slaintiff  to  punitive  damages.  The  measure  of 
amages  upon  the  admitted  facts,  or  those 
proven,  if  the  jury  believed  the  testimony, 
would  be  the  price  paid  for  the  ticket,— 15 
cents,  and  the  amount  paid  for  another  con* 
veyance  to  Burlington, — 25  cents. 
Mr.  J.  A.  Lobs;  for  appellant 
JbVstr*.  D.  Schenek  and  P.  H.  Busbee 
for  appellee. 

Clark,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
Code,  $  1968,  provides:  "Every  railroad 
corporation  shall  start  and  run  their  cars  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property 
at  regular  times,  to  be  fixed  by  public  notine, 
and  shall  furnish  sufficient  accommodation  for 
the  transportation  of  all  such  passengers  and 
property  as  shall,  within  a  reasonable  time  pre- 
vious thereto,  be  offered  for  transportation  at 
the  place  of  starting  and  the  junction  of  other 
railroads,  and  at  usual  stopping  places  estab- 
lished for  receiving  and  discharging  way  pas- 
sengers and  freight  for  that  train,  and  snail 
take,  transport  and  discharge  such  passengers 
and  property  at,  from  and  to  such  places  on 
due  payment  of  the  freight  or  fare  legally  au- 
thorized therefor,  and  shall  be  liable  to  the 
party  aggrieved  in  an  action  for  damages,  for 
any  neglect  or  refusal  in  the  premises/'  For 
a  violation  of  such  statutory  duty  the  plaintiff 
might  have  sued  in  contract  (Hodge*  v.  Wil- 
mington &  W.  R  Go.  105  K.  0.  170),  but  he 
could  elect  to  sue  in  tort  for  the  injury,  and 
the  breach  of  public  duty  (existing  independ- 
ent of  the  Statute),  by  the  willfulness  or  negli- 
gence of  defendant.  Bishop,  Non-Cont.  Law, 
S§  78,  74. 

It  the  tort  was  committed  by  mere  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  as  simple  carelessness  orinad- 
vertence,  the  plaintiff  would  bo  restricted  to 


Nora- BaOway  company  liabU  for  tort*. 

It  is  well  established  that  railway  companies  are 
liable  civilly,  the  same  as  individuals,  for  all  classes 
of  torts  committed  in  the  prosecution  of  their  busi- 
ness. Ooodspeed  v.  Bast  Haddam  Bank,  22  Conn. 
Sfe  Carter  v.  Howe  Mach.  Go.  51  Md.  290;  Williams 
v.  Planters  Ids.  Co.  67  Miss.  750;  Boogher  v.  Life 
Asso.  of  America,  76  Mo.  819;  Evening  Journal  Asso. 
v.  McDermott,  44  N.  J.  L.  480;  Vance  v.  Brie  B.  Co. 
3N.J.L  884;  Pennsylvania B.  Co.  v.  Vandlver,  42 
Pa.  886;  Whelessv.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  1  Baxt.  480; 
National  C.  B.  Shoe  Co.  v.  Lake  8hore  ft  M.  8.  B.  Co. 
4  Fed.  Bep.  SO;  Bmigh  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  1 
Bfee.  4ufcTarrill  v.  Illinois  Cent.  B.  Co.  8  Bias.  86; 
Styles  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Go.  1  Bias.  488:  Winans 
v.  Schenectady  AT.  B.  Co.  2  Blatohf .  279;  Philadel- 
phia, W.  ft  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Qulgley,  62  U.  8.  21  flow. 
208,  18  L.  ed.  78;  York  ft  M.  L.  B.  Go.  v.  Winans,  68 
P. 8. 17  How.  80, 15  L.  ed.  27;  Winans  v.  New  York 
ftE.B.Oo.6217.8.21  How.  88, 16  L.  ed.  68;  Eastern 
-Counties  B.  Co.  v.  Broom,  8  Exch.  814;  Poulton  v. 
London  ft  8.  W.  B.  Go.  L.  B.  2  Q.  B.  684;  Goff  v. 
Great  Northern  B.  Co.  8  EL  ft  EL  672;  Whitfield  v. 
South  Eastern  B.  Co.  EL  BL  ft  El.  116. 

Trains  must  he  stopped  at  a  station  that  passen- 
gers may  alignt  upon  the  platform,  and  if  stopped 
•elsewhere  the  company  is  liable.  Columbus  ft  I. 
■Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  larrell,  81  Ind.  408,  cited  in  2  Wood, 
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Bailway  Law,  •  806,  p.  1128;  Memphis  ft  C  B.  Co.  v. 
Whitfield,  44  Miss.  468. 

Where  the  law  imposes  duties  on  a  carrier  a 
breach  of  performance  of  such  duties  is  a  tort  for 
which  the  carrier  is  liable  in  damages.  Baltimore 
City  Pass.  B.  Go.  v.  Kemp,  81  Md.  810;  Clark  v.  St. 
Louis,  K.  C.  ft  N.  B.  Co.  84  Mo.  440:  Hammond  v. 
North  Eastern  B.  Co.  6  8.  C.  180;  Southern  Exp.  Co. 
v.  McVeigh,  20  Gratt  264;  Rich  y.  Kneeland,  Hob. 
17,  Cro.  Jao.  880:  NichoUs  v.  More,  1  Sid.  86. 

If  a  contract  imposes  a  legal  duty  on  a  person, 
the  negleot  of  that  duty  is  a  tort  founded  on  con- 
tract, for  which  an  action  ex  contractu  for  the 
breach,  or  an  action  ex  delicto  for  the  breach  of 
duties,  may  be  brought  at  the  option  of  the  party 
aggrieved.  1  Addison,  Torts,  27;  Manetti  v.  Wil- 
liams, 1  Barn.  &  Ad.  428. 

The  class  of  tortious  actions  growing  out  of  con- 
tracts does  not  arise  from  the  breach  oCexpreas  pro- 
visions thereof,  but  from  the  breach  of  an  implied 
duty  arising  out  of  and  incident  to  the  contract. 
1  Addison,  Torts,  27,  note. 

All  duties  imposed  upon  a  corporation  by  statute 
raise  an  implied  promise  of  performance.  New 
York  ft  N.  H.  B.  Co.  v.  Schuyler,  84  N.  Y.  86;  Bath  v. 
Freeport,  5  Mass.  886;  Bullard  v.  Bell,  1  Mason,  248; 
Kortright  v.  Buffalo  Commercial  Bank,  20  Wend. 
94;  Carrol  v.  Green,  02  U.  8. 618, 23  L.  ed.  780. 
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compensatory  damages,  and,  as  no  special 
damages  -were  alleged  and  shown,  other  than 
obtaining  another  conveyance,  the  measure  of 
damages,  as  laid  down  by  the  court,  to  wit,  the 
price  of  the  ticket  and  of  procuring  such 
other  conveyance,  40  cents  in  all,  would  have 
been  correct  Bat  if  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant wm  willful,  or  showed  such  gross 
negligence  as  to  indicate  a  wanton  disregard  of 
the  nghta  of  the  plaintiff,  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  punitive  damages  in  addition.  Rail- 
roads are  granted  valuable  franchises  and  privi- 
leges by  virtue  of  the  State's  right  of  eminent 
domain.  On  their  part  they  assume  correla- 
tive obligations  and  duties  to  the  public,  and 
become  quasi  public  servants.  They  are  not 
granted  such  great  and  unusual  privileges  to 
the  sole  end  that  they  may  be  operated  for  the 
mere  pecuniary  benefit  of  the  corporation,  and 
at  the  arbitrary  pleasure  and  will  of  their  man- 
agers and  employes.  It  is  well  recognized  that 
they  are  subject  to  proper  regulation,  super- 
vision and  control  by  public  authority,  and 
that  they  owe  duties  to  the  individuals  who 
may  wish  to  ship  goods  or  to  travel  over  their 
tinea.  When  the  defendant  advertised  its 
schedule,  and  the  plaintiff  bought  a  ticket  and 
presented  himself  at  the  advertised  time  at  a 
regular  passenger  station  of  the  road,  he  had 
the  right  to  be  taken  aboard  the  cars  on  their 
arrival  at  that  point.  In  running  its  cars  by 
the  station  without  stopping,  the  defendant 
committed  a  breach  of  public  duty,— a  tort. 
If  such  breach  was  mere  inadvertence  or  neg- 
ligence, or  was  caused  by  an  unforeseen  num- 
ber of  passengers  presenting  themselves,  which 
rendered  it  unsafe  to  take  a  greater  number 
aboard,  and  the  Company  could  not  by  reason- 
able diligence  have  increased  the  number  of 
cars,  then  the  plaintiff  would  beheld  to  recover 
only  the  bare  compensatory  damages  laid  down. 
If,  however,  the  defendant,  having  advertised 
for  passengers  for  that  train,  by  reasonable 
diligence  could  have  ascertained  that  the  num- 
ber of  cars  was  insufficient,  and  made  no  effort 
to  supply  the  deficiency,  but  regardless  of  its 
duties,  and  of  the  rights  of  those  whom  it  had 
ipvited  to  leave  their  ordinary  avocations,  and 
present  themselves  at  its  regular  station  for 
passage,  ran  its  train  by  the  station  without  stop- 
ping, or  if  there  was  room  in  the  cars  for  fifty 
or  sixty  persons  additional,  and  the  train  passed 
by  the  station  without  taking  on  at  least  as 
many  as  it  had  accommodations  for,  then  the 
defendant  did  display  a  gross  and  willful  dis- 
regard of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  which  en- 
titled him  to  recover  punitive  damages.  There 
was  evidence  to  Justify,  if  believea,  the  state 
of  facts  recited  in  plaintiff's  prayer  for  instruc- 
tion, and  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  grant  it. 
8hould  an  excessive  verdict  have  been  found 
by  the  Jury,  the  discretion  rested  with  the  trial 
judge  to  correct  it;  but  it  would  be  a  denial  of 
justice  to  permit  a  common  carrier  to  exhibit 
such  arbitrary  and  willful  neglect  of  the  duties 
it  has  assumed,  and  such  disregard  of  the 
rights  of  others.  Yet  such  is  the  effect  if, 
without  adequate  excuse,  it  should  be  allowed 
so  to  act,  with  no  other  penalty  than  refunding 
the  price  of  the  ticket  and  the  price  paid  for 
another  conveyance,  since  the  latter  would  be 
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demanded  in  very  few  cases,  and  only  when 
the  destination  is  at  a  short  distance.  The 
effect  of  such  ruling  would  be  to  license  the 
common  carrier  to  tarnish  cars  or  not,  and  to 
stop  at  its  regular  stations  or  not,  at  its  arbi- 
trary pleasure,  and  not  as  a  duty  required  by 
law.  The  refunding  the  price  of  the  ticket 
would  amount,  in  most  cases,  to  nothing,  as 
the  passenger  would  usually  buy  a  ticket  by 
the  next  train.  Yet  the  inconvenience,  annoy- 
ance and  injustice  to  the  traveling  public  by 
such  detentions  would  be  great  and  difficult  to 
estimate. 

A  case  exactly  in  point  is  Serin  v.  ITCavgJi- 
an,  82  Miss.  17,  where  it  is  held  that  exem- 
plary damages  were  recoverable  against  t 
common  carrier  (there  a  steam-boat  company) 
in  an  action  of  tort  for  violation  of  duty  in 
willfully  refusing  to  land  its  vessel,  and  receive 
the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger,  according  to  its  ad- 
vertisement. 

In  New  (Means,  J.  d  G.  N.  B.  Cb.  v.  Hunt, 
88  Miss.  660,  which  was  a  case  somewhat  sim- 
ilar, where  the  train  ran  by  the  regular  station 
without  stopping  to  put  off  (instead  of  to  re- 
ceive) a  passenger,  the  court  affirms  the  case 
last  cited,  and  says  it  is  "the  right  of  the  jury 
in  such  cases  to  protect  the  public,  by  punitive 
damages,  against  the  negligence,  folly  or  wick- 
edness which  might  otherwise  convert  these 
great  public  blessings  into  the  most  dangerous 
nuisances." 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  common  carrier,  especial- 
ly where  it  has  a  monopoly,  to  provide  suffi- 
cient cars  for  the  transportation  of  all  passen- 
gers, as  well  as  for  the  carriage  of  all  freight 
which  its  invitation  naturally  brings  to  it,  sa 
was  held  in  Branch  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R 
Co.,  TIN.  C.  847.  Indeed,  the  identical  facta 
of  the  present  case  are  cited  by  Judge  Rodman 
as  an  hypothetical  illustration  in  that  opinion. 
Page  8ol.  No  regard  for  their  own  profits  or 
convenience  will  justify  the  corporation  in 
having  only  sufficient  cars  for  the  ordinary 
amount  of  freight  and  travel,  leaving  the  pub- 
lic to  bear  the  inconvenience  and  loss,  when, 
on  unusual  occasions,  the  volume  of  business 
may  swell  beyond  the  average.  Common  car 
riers  could  not  be  held  liable  for  an  unforeseen 
and  extraordinary  rush  of  business  not  within 
reasonable  calculation,  but  when  the  additional 
volume  of  travel  or  freight  is  such  as,  with 
reasonable  foresight,  could  be  expected,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  company  to  have  the  extra  cars- 
furnished.  With  the  modern  facilities  of  tele- 
graph and  telephone,  the  occasion  of  an  un- 
usual number  of  passengers  or  quantity  of 
freight  can  be  promptly  notified  and  provided 
for.  If  this  is  not  done,  it  is  gross  and  willful 
negligence,  and  the  Company  should  not  be 
allowed  to  find  its  profit  in  a  willful  and  reck- 
less disregard  of  the  rights  of  the  public,  and 
of  its  ow n  duties.  It  may  be  that  on  the  whole 
testimony  the  defendant  could  show  sufficient 
matter  of  excuse,  but  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  have  the  phase  of  the  evidence  set  out  in  hi* 
prayer  for  instruction  presented  to  the  jury. 
Taking  that  evidence  to  be  true,  and  nothing 
else  appearing,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  puni- 
tive damages. 

Error. 
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Tb©  eertifiesvte  of  the  judge  tbnt  a, 
tnuMerlpteoniaiiMi  all  tbeerldenea  will 
be  accepted  as  true  against  an  objection  that  the 
evldenoe  is  not  all  Included,  in  the  absence  of 
any  specific  reference  to  show  that  f aofc. 
f .  PernUspton  may  be  granted  by  an 
incorporated  town*  under  Code,  •  460,  to  a 
private  person  to  place  weighing  scales  in  a  street 
hi  front  of  his  lots,  where  they  will  serve  the 
pontic  convenience  and  do  not  constitute  an  ob- 
struction to  travel. 

8.  A  town  fts  —topped  front  revoking 

in  a  sUeei  in  front  of  his  lot  until  the  interests 
of  tike  public  require  a  revocation,  where  on  the 
nuthof  the  permission  be  has  purchased  scales, 
sad  incurred  other  expenses,  such  as  enlarging  a 
building  with  which  they  were  to  be  connected, 
for  the  purpose  of  preparing  them  for  use. 
4.  The  nee  by  a  teem  of  a  privilege 
granted  to  one  number  to  place  scales  in  a 
street,  where  it  was  granted  with  the  knowledge 
snd  expectation  that  it  was  to  be  used  by  the 
Ann,  is  no  ground  for  revoking  the  privilege, 

(January  ft,  129L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Clay  County  in 
ftTor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  instituted 
to  determine  the  right  of  defendants  to  set, 
maintain  and  use  a  weighing  scale  in  plaintiff's 
Main  Street,  and  to  restrain  them  from  so 
doing.    Affirmed. 

The  case  was  submitted  under  a  stipulation 
by  which  defendants  waived  the  right  to  insist 
that  plaintiff  bad  a  remedy  at  law.  The  facts 
are  suited  in  the  opinion. 


Meeere.  Parker  e>  Rlehardaon,  for  ap- 
pellant; 

The  title  to  the  streets  of  a  city  or  incorpo- 
rated town  is  in  the  city  in  trust  for  the  public. 

Code,  §  661;  Baneom  v.  Boal,  29  Iowa,  68; 
Barney  v.  Keokuk,  04  U.  8.  824,  24  L.  ed.  234; 
Clinton  v.  Cedar  Rapid*  <*  M.  B.  B.  Co.  24 
Iowa,  455;  Warren  v.  Lyon  City,  32 Iowa,  851 ; 
Stanley  v.  Davenport,  54  Iowa,  468. 

Tbe  city  council  have  no  power  or  control 
over  streets  of  tbe  city  not  delegated  by  statute 
or  included  in  the  trust  relation  and  purpose. 

Code,  §  464;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed. 
§656. 

Tbe  Statute  does  not  confer  upon  tbe  city 
council  authority  to  devote  the  streets  and 
alleys  to  a  particular  use  for  tbe  private  benefit 
of  an  individual 

Heath  v.  Dee  Moinee  &8t.  L.B.  Co.  61  Iowa, 
11;  State  v.  Newark,  6  Cent  Rep.  540,149  N. 
J.  L.  844;  MikeeeU  v.  Durkee,  84  Kan.  509; 
Smith  v.  Leavenworth  City,  15  Kan.  81;  Emer- 
eon  v.  Babeoek,  66  Iowa,  257, 

It  is  made  the  duty  of  tbe  city  council  to 
keep  the  streets  free  and  clear  of  all  obstruc- 
tions and  incumbrances. 

Code,  §  527;  Bmereon  v.  Babeoek,  66  Iowa, 
257;  Heath  v.  Dee  Moinee  d  St.  L.  B.  Co. 
stfpra. 

They  are  required  to  keep  them  in  proper 
and  safe  condition  tor  the  entire  width. 

Stafford  v.  Qekalooea,  57  Iowa,  748;  Rueeh 
v.  Davenport,  6  Iowa,  485. 

Defendants  are  not  in  a  position  to  urge  the 
defense  of  estoppel;  they  were  dealing  with  a 
municipal  corporation  in  respect  to  the  use  and 
occupancy  of  a  street,  which  is  the  property 
of  the  public  The  municipal  corporation  is 
known  to  have  no  rights  or  powers  except 
such  as  are  created  by  law.  The  defendants 
are  conclusively  presumed  to  know  the  law, 
and  if  they  deal  with  tbe  corporation  they 


NoTL-tibsCrvattons  to  Jptpftssay  may  he  authorized. 

An  obstruction  In  a  highway,  which  would  other- 
vise  constitute  a  nuisance,  may  be  legalized  by 
legislative  enactment.  Dubaoh  v.  Hannibal  ft  St. 
J.  K.  Co.  4  West  Rep.  688,  89  Mo.  488;  Northern 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  99  (J.  a  688, 25  L.  ed.  888:  2 
Dillon,  Mun,  Corp.  •  519;  Elliott,  Roads  and  Streets, 
484.  citing  Cooler,  Torts,  616;  First  Baptist  Church 
▼.  Utlca  ft  8.  R.  Co.  6  Barb.  818;  Com.  v.  Oopp,  48 
P*.  58;  North  Vernon  v.  Voegier,  1  West.  Rep.  666, 
108  Ind.  814;  Perry  v.  New  Orleans,  M.  ft  C.  R.  Co,  66 
Ala.  419;  Detroit  v.  Detroit  Ctty  R.  Co.  8T  Mich.  668; 
Cashing  v.  Boston,  188  Mass.  880;  8awyer  v.  Davis, 
138  Mass.  289. 

Statutes  authorising  suoh  obstruction  are,  how- 
ever,  strictly  construed,  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  •  619; 
Elliott,  Roads  and  Streets,  484,  citing  Jersey  City  v. 
New  Jersey  Cent.  R.  Co.  4  Cent.  Rep.  387. 40  N.  J. 
Bq.  417*.  Newark  v.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  6  Cent. 
Rep.  680,  48  N.  J.  Bq.  196;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Misfa,  4  Cent.  Rep.  279. 116  Pa.  614;  Cogswell  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  ft  H.  R.  Co.  4  Cent.  Rep.  826, 108  N.  Y.  10; 
fitormfelts  v.  Manor  Tump.  Co.  18  Fa.  566;  Hughes 
▼.  Providence  ft  W.  B.  Co.  2  R.  L  488. 

Power  to  authorize  obstructions  may  be  dele- 
sated  to  municipal  corporations.  State  v.  Newark, 
*  Cent.  Rep.  540,49  N.  J.  L.  844;  Meroer  v.  Pitta- 
12L.R.A- 


burgh.  Ft.  W.  ftCR.Oa86Pa.99;  Clarke  v.  Blaok- 
mar,  47  N.  Y.  160;  Atchtoon  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Mauley, 
42  Kan.  677;  Michigan  City  v.  Boeokllng.  122  Ind.  89; 
Iron  Mountain  R.  Co.  v.  Bingham,  4  I*.  R.  A.  622, 
and  note,  87  Tenn.  622;  Terre  Haute  ft  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bissell,  6  West  Rep.  264, 108  Ind.  118;  Merchants 
Union  B.  W.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  70  Iowa, 
106;  Chicago  D.  ft  C.  Co.  v.  Garrlty,  1  West  Rep.  670, 
115  m  156;  PacifloR.  Co.  v.  Leavenworth,  1DUI.  898. 

Under  this  delegated  power  municipalities  have 
authorized  the  placing  In  streets  of  culverts,  drains, 
seweiB,  reservoirs,  gas  and  water  pipes,  telegraph 
poles,  horse  and  steam  railroad  tracks,  as  well  as 
the  excavation  of  cellars  under  tbe  sidewalks  and 
streets.   2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  644  etfeq. 

But  the  power  to  authorize  suoh  obstruction  must 
be  cod  f  erred  expressly  or  by  the  clearest  implica- 
tion. *Glaessner  v.  Anheuser-Busch  Brew.  Asso. 
100  Mo.  606;  Denver  ft  S.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Domke,  11  Colo. 
247:  Denver  Circle  R.  Co.  v.  Nestor,  10  Colo.  408; 
Grand  Rapids  R.  L.  ft  P.  Co.  v.  Grand  Rapids  R.  R. 
JL  ft  P.  G.  Go.  98  Fed.  Rep.  669;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Heiahon, 
18  N.  J.  Rq.  410;  Stetson  v.  Faxon,  19  Pick.  154; 
Columbus  v.  Jaques,  80  Ga.  600;  Savannah,  A.  ft  G. 
R.  Co.  v.  Shiels,  88  Ga.  601;  MikeeeU  v.  Durkee,  84 
Kan.  609. 

If  the  Legislature  has  not  delegated  power  to  the 
municipality  it  has  none.   Com.  v.  Rush,  14  Pa.  198. 
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cannot  plead  that  they  were  misled  by  the 
unauthorized  act  of  the  corporation. 

St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  B.  Go.  v.  Belleville,  10 
West  Rep.  606, 123  01. 876;  Davison  v.  Young, 
88  111.  145;  SohnsU  ▼.  Chicago,  Id.  888;  Bige- 
low,  Estoppel,  480. 

The  act  of  the  council  was  in  effect  a  mere 
license,  and  as  such  was  revocable  at  any  time 
before  an  entry  upon  the  premises  and  posses- 
sion taken  thereunder  and  expense  incurred. 

8  Kent,  Com.  8th  ed.  666;  8  Bouvier,  L. 
Diet.  44;  Vbton  v.  Brasier,  1?  Iowa,  168;  Mel- 
hop  v.  MeinKart,  70  Iowa,  685:  Kipp  v.  Goenen, 
66  Iowa,  68;  7  Wait,  Act  and  DefT  196, 806;  6 
Wait,  Act  and  Def  .86;  8  Wait,Act  and  Def .666. 

The  application  for  a  permit  to  erect  the 
scales  was  made  by  George  Andrew  alone,  in 
his  own  behalf.  It  is  now  sought  to  make  the 
expenditure  incurred  by  the  firm  of  McQueen 
&  Andrew  the  basis  of  an  estoppel  against  the 
plaintiff  from  revoking  a  personal  privilege 
granted  to  George  Andrew  alone. 

Only  parties  and  their  privies  are  bound  by 
the  representation,  and  only  those  to  whom  the 
representation  is  made,  or  whom  it  is  intended 
to  influence,  and  their  privies  may  take  advan- 
tage of  the  estoppel. 

A  copartnership  is  a  person  distinct  from  the 
Individual  members  thereof. 

Code,  §  2668;  FiUgerald  v.  Grimmell,  64 
Iowa.  261. 

A  license  does  not  extend  to  any  but  the 
licensee. 

7  Wait,  Act  and  Def.  167,  citing  MendenhaU 
v.  Klinck,  61  N.  T.  246;  Dark  v.  Johnston,  56 
Pa.  164. 

Messrs.  Hughe*  *  Hay  tiny  and  P.  H. 
Helsell  for  appellee. 

Given,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  Appellees  insist  in  argument  that  appel- 
lant has  not  made  all  the  evidence  taken  on 
the  trial  of  record,  namely,  Exhibit  A  and  Ex- 
hibit No.  1,  and  that  therefore  the  case  cannot 
be  tried  de  novo.  We  are  not  referred  to  any 
part  of  the  six  abstracts  or  of  the  transcript  in 
support  of  this  claim,  but  are  left  to  search 
these  several  hundred  pages  to  see  what  they 
show,  if  anything,  as  to  these  exhibits.  In  the 
absence  of  any  specific  reference,  we  conclude 
that  we  may  rely  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
judge  that  the  transcript  contains  all  the  evi- 
dence, and  therefore  consider  the  case  de  novo. 

2.  The  following  statement  of  facts,  with 
those  hereafter  mentioned,  will  be  sufficient  to 
a  correct  understanding  of  the  questions  pre- 
sented: Defendant  Andrew  was  the  owner  of 
two  lots  fronting  on  Main  Street,  upon  which 
he  and  McQueen  decided  to  erect  a  building  in 
which  to  carry  on  the  fuel  and  implement 
business.  April  17, 1888,  the  petition  pt  de- 
fendant Andrew  for  permission  to  put  in  a 
scale  in  Main  Street  in  front  of  said  lots  was 
granted  by  the  town  council.  Thereupon  de- 
fendants ordered  a  street  scale  with  levers  and 
attachments,  so  that  the  scale-beam  would  be 
inside  the  building,  and  changed  the  construc- 
tion of  their  building  accordingly.  On  May 
15,  1888,  after  the  scale  had  been  ordered  and 
shipped  and  freight  paid,  the  town  council 
passed  a  resolution  rescinding  said  permission, 
and  caused  notice  thereof  to  be  served  on  the 
18  Is.  a  A. 


defendant  Andrew.  Some  attempt  was  made 
to  arrive  at  an  arrangement  satisfactory  to  boih 
parties,  but,  failing,  the  defendants  proceeded 
to  set  their  scale  in  the  street,  under  the  per- 
mission granted  to  Andrew.  The  principal 
conflict  in  the  testimony  is  whether  the  scale  is 
an  obstruction  to  public  travel  We  may  here 
say  that  the  decided  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence is  that  the  scale  is  not  an  obstruction  or 
hindrance  to  public  travel.  The  scale-beam  ii 
inside  of  the  building,  and  connected  by  levers 
under  the  sidewalk,  and  no  part  of  the  scale 
shows  upon  the  street  except  the  platform, 
which  is  so  substantial,  and  near  the  level  of 
the  street,  that  it  can  be  safely  and  convenient- 
ly traveled  over. 

8.  Our  next  inouiry  is  whether  the  Incor- 
porated Town  of  Spencer  had  power  to  grant 
the  permission  given  to  the  defendant  Andrew. 
That  the  title  to  public  streets  and  alleys  is  in 
the  city  or  town  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  pub- 
lic is  not  questioned.  That  other  uses  than 
travel  may  De  made  of  the  public  streets  and 
alleys  is  shown  by  numerous  provisions  of  the 
Statute  granting  power  to  authorize  other  uses. 
The  paramount  purpose  of  maintaining  streets 
and  alleys  is  for  public  travel,  and  all  other 
uses  must  be  subordinate  thereto.  The  city  or 
town  must  keep  them  free  from  obstructions, 
except  where  the  use  or  obstruction  is  such  ss 
the  city  or  town  is  specifically  empowered  to 
and  has  authorized.  Code,  $  524;  Heath  v. 
Des  Moines  dSt.L.R  Co.  61  Iowa,  11. 

Among  the  powers  conferred  upon  incorporat- 
ed cities  and  towns  lis  the  right  "to  establish 
and  regulate  markets,  to  provide  for  the  meas- 
uring or  weighing  of  hay,  coal  or  any  other 
articles  of  sale."    Code,  §456. 

In  Davis  v.  Anita,  78  Iowa,  836,  the  town 
authority  of  this  provision  passed  an  ordinance 
appointing  a  weigbmaster,  and  providing  a 
penalty  for  selling  certain  commodities  within 
the  town,  when  the  quantity  exceeded  1,000 
barrels,  without  being  weighed^  upon  the  city 
scales,  and  declaring  a  certain  scale  in  the  town 
to  be  "city  scales."  The  court  says,  with 
reference  to  the  power  conferred,  that  "the 
power  given,  in  substance,  is  to  regulate;  and 
this  implies  that  the  corporation  is  empowered 
to  do  all  things  essential  to  the  proper  exercise 
of  the  power  expressly  conferred.  The  privi- 
lege conferred  should  not  be  confined  within 
narrow  bounds,  but  the  discretion  reposed  in 
the  corporation  must  be  fairly  exercised,  so  ss 
not  to  unduly  infringe  upon  the  rights  of  the 
citizen,  on  the  one  hand,  and  yet,  on  the  other, 
so  that  the  express  and  necessarily  implied  ob- 
ject of  the  Statute  snarl  not  be  unduly  limited. 
It  is  under  the  authority  conferred  by  section 
456  that  many  of  the  cities  and  towns  have 
erected  and  maintained  scales  in  the  public 
streets.  It  is  certainly  the  duty,  as  well  as  the 
privilege,  of  cities  and  towns  to  provide  con- 
veniences for  the  correct  weighing  or  measur- 
ing of  commodities  brought  to  their  markets. 
If  the  cities  and  towns  may  maintain  scales  of 
their  own  in  the  public  streets  to  facilitate  the 
weighing  of  hay,  coal  or  other  articles  of  sale, 
we  see  no  good  reason  why  they  may  not,  un- 
der reasonable  restrictions,  authorize  others  to 
maintain  scales  whereby  the  public  convenience 
will  be  served.  If  it  may  be  said  that  this 
power  is  not  delegated  by  statute,  it  is  certainly 
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included  in  the  trust  relation  and  purpose  un- 
der which  cities  and  towns  hold  title  to  and 
exercise  control  over  the  public  streets  and 
alleys. 

In  Emerson  v.  Babeock,  66  Iowa,  268,  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  restrain  the  defendant,  the 
city  marshaC  from  removing  a  set  of  scales. 
The  petition  alleged  that  the  scales  were  not  an 
obstruction,  were  a  benefit  to  the  public,  and 
that  they  were  put  in  the  street  at  the  first  lay- 
ing out  of  the  town,  and  that  the  council  had 
passed  an  ordinance  requiring  their  removal. 
It  was  held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  plaintiff 
bad  no  legal  right  to  carry  on  his  private  busi- 
ness in  the  streete;  that  his  being  permitted  to 
maintain  his  scales  for  a  time  was  a  mere 
license  which  might  be  terminated  at  anytime, 
and  in  such  case  it  was  immaterial  whether  the 
scales  amounted  to  a  nuisance  or  not;  and  hence 
that  the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained. 
The  distinction  between  the  cases  is  obvious: 
In  this,  the  scales  were  put  in  by  permission, 
and  evidently  to  serve  the  public  need;  in  that, 
there  was  no  permission,  and  thft  plaintiff  was 
a  trespasser.  Our  conclusion  is  that  the  Town 
of  Spencer  did  have  power  to  grant  the  permis- 
sion it  did. 

4.  Appellant  contends  that,  although  the 
council  had  power  to  grant  the  permission,  "it 
was  in  effect  a  mere  license,  and  as  such  was 
revocable  at  any  time  before  an  entry  upon  the 
premises,  and  possession  token  thereunder, 
and  expense  incurred."  Appellees  contend 
that  under  the  facts  the  plaintiff  was  estopped 
from  revoking  the  permission  at  the  time  it 
was  attempted  to  do  so.  We  have  seen  that, 
before  the  attempted  revocation,  the  defend- 
ants, relying  upon  the  permission,  had  ordered 
a  scale  suited  to  the  place,  paid  the  freight 
thereon  and  bad  it  shipped  to  them  at  Spencer. 
It  also  appears  that  the  location  requires  grad- 
ing, some  of  which  was  done,  and  that  defend- 
ants enlarged  the  plan  of  their  building  so  as 
to  make  room  for  the  scale-beam  on  the  Inside. 


These  facts  were  known  to  the  council  at  the 
time  of  the  attempted  revocation,  and,  under 
the  familiar  rules  of  the  law,  they  were  estopped 
from  then  revoking;  the  permission.  Appel- 
lees cite  cases  wherein  licenses  were  held  irrev- 
ocable, but  we  do  not  understand  them  to 
claim,  nor  would  we  hold,  that  this  license 
must  continue  perpetually;  for  surely  such 
was  not  contemplated  by  either  party.  The 
license  having  been  granted  by  authority,  and 
the  defendants  having  acted  thereon,  as  stated, 
the  plaintiff  is  estopped  from  revoking  it  until 
the  interests  of  the  public  shall  require  that  it 
be  revoked.  If  from  any  cause,  such  as 
change  in  the  travel  or  business,  the  construc- 
tion of  a  scale  by  the  Town,  or  the  condition 
or  management  of  this  scale,  public  interests 
require  its  removal,  then  the  council  may  re- 
voke the  permission. 

In  Emerson  v.  Babeock,  supra,  where  the 
scales  were  placed  without  permission,  it  was 
held  that  permission  implied  from  allowing 
them  to  remain  might  be  terminated  at  any 
time.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  had  no  appli- 
cation in  that  case.  As  no  reason  is  shown  for 
revoking  the  permission  at  the  time  the  resolu- 
tion of  revocation  was  passed,  we  think  the 
council  were  not  authorized  to  revoke  it. 

6.  The  permission  being  to  Andrew  alone, 
appellant  contends  that  it  confers  no  privilege 
upon  the  firm  of  Andrew  &  McQueen.  It  is 
evident  that  the  privilege  was  granted  with  the 
knowledge  and  expectation  that  it  was  to  be 
used  by  the  firm.  Authorities  are  cited  as  to 
the  difference  between  the  rights  of  a  partner- 
ship and  of  those  composinff  it  It  is  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  appellant's  claim  that  the  mere 
fact  that  the  firm  of  which  Andrew  is  a  mem- 
ber is  exercising  the  privilege  is  not  a  sufficient 
resson  for  granting  the  relief  asked. 

This  discussion  fully  disposes  of  the  case, 
and  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment 
of the  District  Court  should  be  affirmed. 
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PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  California,  ex  ret., 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL,  Appt., 

v. 

DASHAWAY  ASSOCIATION. 

<84  0aL114.> 

The  promotion  of  the  cause  of  temper- 
ance i*  too  vague  and  uncertain  as  a  description 
of  the  objects  for  which  a  corporation  was  formed 
to  enable  a  court  to  say  that  funds  contributed  for 
the  use  of  the  corporation  constitute  a  public  char- 
ity which  can  be  administered  by  a  court  of  equity. 
Hence  a  division  of  the  fund  by  the  corporation 
among  its  own  members  is  not  such  a  perversion 
thereof  as  amounts  to  an  injury  to  the  public  so 
as  to  demand  a  forfeiture  of  tho  corporate 
charter. 

Ofay  10. 1880.) 


APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  an 
information  filed  to  procure  the  forfeiture  of 
the  charter  of  defendant  corporation.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  arc  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jtesnrs.  George  A.  Johnson*  Atty-Qen.\ 
8.  Heydenfeldt,  Jr.,  Walter  H.  Levy 
and  J,  P.  Kelly  for  appellant. 

Mestn.  Tilden  &  Tilden  and  McClure 
&  Dwinelle  for  respondent. 

Per  Curiam: 

This  is  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a 
quo  warranto  to  forfeit  the  charter  of  the 
Dasbaway  Association,  a  corporation  organ- 
ized and  existing  under  the  Laws  of  the  State 


Nora.-Public  charltlea  See  notes  to  Cary  Li-  i  Croul  (Mich.)  6  L.  H.  A.  868;  Heiskell  ▼.  Chickasaw 
5?*^  rJ2T  '.H8"-!7  U  ?;  A"  *  Stratton  v.  The  Lod*re  No.  8  (Tenn.)  4  L.  R.  A.  S99;  Oottman  v.  Grace 
^"l°*^I?d,Sai  1t2*nt*PP±}  ,L?,A*  ■*  Bul-  <N-  Y>  8  L.  R.  A.  146;  Fire  Ins,  Patrol  ▼.  Boyd  0Pa.> 
tard  v.  Chandler  (Mass.)  5  L.  R.  A.  104;  Penny  v. » i  l.  r.  a. 417. 
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of  California,  and  for  a  judgment  declaring 
tbat  it*  property  escheat  to  the  State;  thai  a 
receiver  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  all 
tbe  property;  that  an  injunction  Issue,  etc. 

Tbe  complaint  avers  that  the  object  and  pur- 
pose for  which  the  said  corporation  was  formed 
was  to  promote  the  cause  of  temperance;  tbat 
ft  has  no  capital  stock;  that  it  has  members 
who  are  elected  under  provisions  of  its  by-laws; 
that  it  has  since  its  incorporation  received  at  va- 
rious times  from  its  members  and  others  contri- 
butions and  donations  of  money  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  incorporated,  to  wit. ,  the 
promotion  of  the  cause  of  temperance;  with 
which  moneys  it  acquired  by  purchase  real 
estate  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

That  in  1868,  by  leave  of  tbe  court,  it  sold 
certain  real  estate  in  said  city  and  county  for 
$156,000;  that  it  paid  off  a  mortgage  of  $45,000, 
leaving  a  balance  in  cash  on  band  of  $111,000, 
realized  from  property  purchased  with  dona- 
tions as  aforesaid  and  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said. 

That  the  corporation  has  abused  and  mis- 
used its  powers,  disregarded  its  corporate  trust, 
and  violated  its  charter,  and  has  fraudulently 
and  unlawfully  perverted  its  funds  and  misap- 
plied $72,000,  from  the  object  for  which  tbe 
corporation  was  formed,  and  from  the  use  for 
which  it  was  given  and  leceived,  by  dividing, 
distributing  and  paying  out  the  same  among 
its  members. 

That  the  officers  and  members  have  con- 
spired and  colluded  with  defendant  to  fraudu- 
lently and  unlawfully  accomplish  this  result, 
and  that  the  corporation  has  still  the  sum  of 
$89,000  on  hand  received  in  like  manner  and 
for  like  purpose,  which,  as  relator  is  informed, 
it  will  dispose  of  in  like  unlawful  manner  un- 
less restrained. 

Defendant  demurred  to  the  information  upon 
the  grounds: 

1.  "That  the  said  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  "That  the  said  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant  or  the  subject 
of  the  action." 

The  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court  be- 
low "on  the  ground  that  the  court  has  no  ju- 
risdiction." 

Judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  defendant, 
from  which  judgment  relator  appeals  to  this 
court 

Corporations  are  creatures  of  the  law,  and 
when  they  fail  to  perform  duties  which  they 
were  incorporated  to  perform,  and  in  which 
the  public  have  an  interest,  or  do  acts  which 
are  not  authorized,  or  are  forbidden  them  to 
do,  the  State  may  forfeit  their  franchises  and 
dissolve  them  by  an  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto.  People  v.  Utica  Ins.  Co. 
15  Johns.  858;  People  v.  Pittsburgh  B.  Co.  58 
Cal.  604;  Golden  Rule  v.  People,  118  111.  492,  7 
West.  Rep.  219. 

The  grant  of  corporate  franchises  is  always 
subject  to  the  implied  condition  that  they  will 
not  be  abused.  Chicago  Life  Int.  Co.  v.  Need- 
les, 113  U.  8.  574,  28  L.  ed.  1084. 

"In  its  relations  to  the  government,  and 
when  the  acts  or  neglects  of  a  corporation,  in 
violation  of  its  charter  or  of  the  general  law, 
become  the  subject  of  public  inquiry,  with  a 
view  to  the  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  the  willful 
12  L.  R.  A. 


acts  and  neglects  of  its  officers  are  regarded  ts 
the  acts  and  neglects  of  the  corporation,  and 
render  the  corporation  liable  to  a  judgment  or 
decree  of  dissolution."    Ang.    &    A.  Corp. 

810;  Life  dMrelns.  Co.  v.  Mechanics  Ins.  &. 

Wend.  85;  Bank  Commissioners  v.  Bank  of 
Buffalo,  6  Paige,  407,  8  L.  ed.  1076;  Ward*. 
Sea  Ins.  Co.  7  Paige,  284,  4  L.  ed.  162. 

This  reasoning  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  the  corporation  is  cognizant  of  and  ap- 
proves of  the  acts  of  its  agents,  and  where  it  ii 
made  to  appear  that  the  agent  has  departed 
from  his  duties  as  prescribed  by  the  corpora- 
tion,  or  violated  his  instructions  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  acts  complained  of  and  relied 
upon  as  a  basis  for  forfeiture,  no  such  forfeit- 
ure will  be  declared.  8tatev.  Manchester  Com- 
mercial Bank,  6  Smedes  A  M.  287. 

In  People  v.  Utica  Ins.  Co.,  supra,  an  appli- 
cation had  been  previously  made  by  the 
attorney-general  to  a  court  of  chancery  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  company  from 
usurping  the  franchise  of  banking,  which  ap- 
plication was  refused  because  there  was  a 
complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  by  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto. 

People  v.  Bank  of  Niagara,  6  Cow.  196; 
People  v.  Washington  and  Warren  Bank,  6 
Cow.  211,  and  People  v.  Bank  of  Hudson,  6 
Cow.  217,— are  authority  to  the  point  that  the 
action  is  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  tbe 
People,  and  against  the  corporations  in  their 
corporate  names,  in  cases  wbere  they  had,  as 
corporations,  usurped  franchises  not  granted 
by  their  charters.  See  also  People  v.  Trustee* 
of  Geneva  College,  5  Wend.  211. 

The  writ  of  scire  facias  was  formerly  used 
by  government  as  a  mode  to  ascertain  and  en- 
force the  forfeiture  of  a  corporate  charter,  in 
cases  where  there  was  a  legal  existing  body, 
capable  of  acting,  but  who  nad  abused  their 
power.  It  would  not  lie  in  cases  of  mere  de 
facto  corporations.  It  was  necessary  that  tbe 
government  be  a  party  to  the  suit,  for  the  iudg- 
ment  was  that  the  parties  be  ousted  and  the 
franchises  seized  into  the  hands  of  the  govern- 
ment.   2  Kent,  Com.  818. 

The  writ  of  quo  warranto  was  a  writ  which 
issued  to  bring  the  defendant  before  the  court 
to  show  by  what  authority  he  claimed  an  office 
or  franchise,  and  was  applicable  alike  to  cases 
where  the  defendant  never  had  a  right,  or 
where,  having  a  right  or  franchise,  he  had 
forfeited  it  by  neglect  or  abuse.  8  Bl.  Com. 
262,268. 

An  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warran- 
to, which  has  succeeded  the  writ  of  that  name, 
was  originally  in  form  a  criminal  proceeding, 
to  punish  the  usurpation  of  the  franchise  by  a 
fine,  as  well  as  to  seize  the  franchise.  This 
information  has  in  process  of  time  become  in 
substance  a  civil  proceeding  to  try  the  mere 
right  to  the  franchise  or  office. 

It  was  a  peculiarity  of  both  the  quo  warranto 
and  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warran  o 
that  the  ordinary  rule  of  pleading  was  reversed . 
and  the  State  was  bound  to  show  notMog.  and 
tbe  defendant  was  required  to  show  his  right 
to  the  franchise  or  office  in  question;  and  if  be 
failed  to  show  authority  judgment  went  against 
him.    Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  §  756. 

The  practice  has,  however,  become  quite 
general  in  this  country  for  the  information  to 
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•et  forth  the  facta  relied  apon  to  show  the  in- 
trusion, misuser  or  non-user  complained  of. 

In  information  of  quo  warranto  there  were 
two  forma  of  judgment:  When  against  an  of- 
ficer or  mdividual,  the  Judgment  was  ouster; 
when  against  a  corporation  by  its  corporate 
name,  the  Judgment  was  ouster  and  seizure. 

In  the  first  case,  there  being  no  franchise 
forfeited,  there  is  none  to  seise;  in  the  second 
case  there  is;  consequently  the  franchise  is 
seized.    2  Kent,  Com.  812,  and  note. 

Bat  there  mar  be  a  Judgment  of  ouster  of  a 
particular  franchise,  and  not  of  the  whole  char- 
ter. People  v.  Beneeetoer  &&  R.Oo.  15  Wend. 
118. 

By  such  ouster  and  seizure  the  franchises  are 
not  destroyed,  but  pass  to  and  exist  in  the  State. 
The  corporation  was  destroyed  and  ceased  to 
be  the  owner  or  possessor  of  lands,  or  goods, 
or  rights,  or  credits.  The  lands  reverted  to 
the  grantor  and  bis  heirs,  and  the  goods  es- 
cheated to  the  State. 

The  principle  of  a  forfeiture  is,  that  the 
franchise  is  a  trust;  and  the  terms  of  the  char- 
ter are  conditions  of  the  trust,  and  if  any  one 
of  the  conditions  of  the  trust  be  violated  it 
will  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  charter. 

Cases  of  forfeiture  are  SaW  to  be- divided  into 
two  great  classes: 

1.  Oases  of  perversion;  as  whore  a  corpora- 
tion does  an  act  inconsistent  with  the  nature 
and  destructive  of  the  ends  and  purposes  of 
the  grant.  In  such  cases  unless  the  perversion 
is  such  as  to  amount  to  an  injury  to  the  pub- 
lic who  are  interested  in  the  franchise,  it  will 
not  work  a  forfeiture. 

2.  Cases  of  usurpation,  as  where  a  corpora- 
tion exercises  a  power  which  it  has  no  right  to 
exercise.  In  this  last  case  the  question  of  for- 
feiture is  not  dependent,  as  in  the  former,  upon 
anyinterest  or  injury  to  the  public. 

We  have  referred  in  a  general  way  to  the 
modes  of  procedure  under  these  several  writs 
and  the  nature  of  the  relief  granted  under 
them,  for  a  purpose  which  will  become  appar- 
ent when  we  look  into  the  following  provis- 
ions of  onr  Code: 

Section  802  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
of  1872  provides  as  follows: 

"The  writ  of  scire  facias  of  quo  warranto 
and  proceedings  by  information  in  the  nature 
of  quo  warranto,  are  abolished.  The  remedies 
obtainable  in  these  forms  may  hereafter  be 
obtained  by  civil  actions,  under  the  provisions 
of  this  chapter." 

Then  follow  the  provisions  of  the  chapler 
from  sections  808  to  800,  both  inclusive,  pro- 
viding for  an  action  by  the  attorney -general  in 
the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State,  against 
any  person  who  usurps,  intrudes  ioto  or  un- 
lawfully holds  or  exercises  any  public  office, 
civil  or  military,  or  any  franchise  within  this 
Stata 

This  was  the  condition  of  our  law  until  1879, 
when  the  present  Constitution  of  the  State 
went  into  effect,  the  fifth  section  of  article  6 
of  which  authorizes  the  superior  courts  and 
their  judges  to  issue  writs  of  quo  warranto; 
and  in  1880  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  was 
amended  to  cod  form  in  this  respect  to  the  Con- 
stitution.   Code  Civ  Proa  §  76. 

If,  then,  it  be  contended  that  the  effect  of  the 
Constitution,  and  amendment  to  section  76,  of 
ML.R.A. 


the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  reviving  the  writ 
of  quo  warranto,  is  to  repeal  by  implication 
the  chapter  providing  for  an  action  against  per- 
sons who  usurp  offices  or  franchises,  the  an- 
swer must  be  that  it  makes  little  difference,  as 
the  power  under  a  writ  of  quo  warranto  is  quite 
as  broad  as  under  the  Statute. 

The  mode  of  proceeding  under  the  several 
writs  we  have  mentioned  has  not  in  modern 
times  been  very  uniform,  and  we  regard  the 
information  or  complaint  in  this  case  sufficient 
in  its  general  scope  to  uphold  a  proceeding  like 
the  present,  whether  brought  under  the  Stat- 
ute, or  in  support  of  a  writ  of  quo  warranto. 

We  say  sufficient  in  its  general  scope,  in  the 
view  that  it  will  uphold  the  one  equally  with 
the  other. 

We  are  dearly  of  opinion  that  the  proper 
parties  are  before  the  court,  the  nature  of  the 
relief  sought  considered. 

The  vital  question,  however,  remaining  in 
either  case  is  this: 

Has  there  been  a  perversion  by  the  defendant 
of  its  funds  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
amount  to  an  injury  to  the  public? 

We  have  already  said  that  in  cases  of  per- 
version the  acts  must  result  in  injury  to  the 
public  who  are  interested  in  the  franchise,  or 
no  forfeiture  will  be  declared.  Has  the  public 
such  an  interest  here,  and  has  it  been  injured? 

The  information  avers  "that  the  object  and 
purpose  for  which  the  said  corporation  was 
formed  was  to  promote  the  cause  of  temper- 
ance." 

That  it  has  received  moneys  contributed  and 
donated  by  its  members  and  other  persons  for 
"the  promotion  of  the  cause  of  temperance." 

These  are  the  only  allegations  touching  the 
objects  of  the  Association,  the  scope  of  its  ac- 
tion and  the  manner  of  its  achievement. 

Whether  temperance  in  eating,  in  drinking, 
or  temperance  generally  and  in  all  things,  is 
meant,  is  not  stated  ana  must  be  left  to  con- 
jecture. 

Whether  its  operations  and  efforts  are  con- 
fined to  members  of  the  Association,  or  extend- 
ed to  those  outside  of  the  pale  of  the  society, 
does  not  appear. 

In  Soltonttall  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  upheld  as  a 
public  charity  a  residuary  bequest  for  the  fol- 
lowing purposes:  (1)  "to  the  furtherance  and 
promotion  of  the  cause  of  piety  and  good 
moral 8;"  or  (2)  "  in  aid  of  objects  and  purposes 
of  benevolence  or  charity,  public  or  private;" 
or  (8)  "temperance;"  or  (4)  "for  the  educa- 
tion of  deserving  youths."  In  reference 
to  the  third  clause,  relating  to  the  bequest, 
viz.,  that  for  the  furtherance  and  promo- 
tion of  temperance,  another  portion  of  the 
will  indicated  so  unmistakably  the  meaning 
of  the  testator  that  the  court  says  that  the 
term  "temperance"  "is  shown  by  the  pre- 
vious clause  above  quoted  to  have  been  used 
by  the  testator  in  its  modern  and  limited  sense 
of  restraining  the  abuse  of  intoxicating  li- 
quors.'' That  a  bequest  for  the  purpose  of  be- 
ing used  by  a  trustee  for  the  cause  of  temper- 
ance, in  restraining  the  abuse  of  intoxicating  li- 
quors, is  a  public  chanty,  and  may  be  upheld 
as  such,  we  do  not  doubt. 

So,  too,  we  are  fully  alive  to  the  fact  that 
upon  the  construction  of  general  charitable  be- 


190 


Ihdiaha  Supreme  Court. 


quests,  "if  there  are  two  meanings  of  a 
word,  one  of  which  wffl  effectuate  and  the 
other  will  defeat  the  testator's  object,  the  court 
is  bound  to  select  that  meaning  of  the  word 
which  will  carry  oat  the  intention  and  objects 
of  the  testator.'' 

The  enforcement  of  charitable  uses  cannot 
be  limited  to  any  narrow  and  stated  formula. 
As  has  been  well  said,  it  must  expand  with  the 
advancement  of  civilization  and  the  daily  in- 
creasing needs  of  men.  New  discoveries  in 
science,  new  fields  and  opportunities  for  human 
action,  the  differing  condition,  character  and 
wants  of  communities  and  nations,  change  and 
enlarge  the  scope  of  charity,  and  where  new 
necessities  are  created  new  charitable  uses  must 
be  established.  The  underlying  principle  is 
the  same;  its  application  is  as- varying  as  the 
wants  of  humanity. 

Public  charities  have  often  been  enforced  in 
cases  lacking  in  that  definiteness  essential  to 
uphold  a  bequest  to  individuals. 

It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  we  can  by 
adjudication  give  a  definite  meaning  to  Ian* 
guage  which,  standing  by  itself,  or  in  connec- 
tion with  its  context,  has  only  a  general  signifi- 
cation, incapable  of  limitation. 

The  word  "temperance"  has  no  fixed  legal 
meaning  as  contradistinguished  from  its  usual 
import. 

Webster  defines  it  as  "  habitual  moderation 
in  regard  to  the  indulgence  of  the  natural  ap- 
petites and  passions;  restrained   or  moderate 


indulgence;  moderation,  as,  temperance  m> 
eating  and  drinking;  temperance  in  the  in- 
dulgence of  Joy  or  mirth." 

Where  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
her  estate  to  the  Bishop  of  D.  to  dispose  of  the 
same  "to  such  objects  of  benevolence  and  liber- 
ality as  the  Bishop  in  his  own  discretion  shall 
most  approve  of,  the  bequest  was  held  void 
upon  the  ground  that  objects  of  benevolence- 
and  liberalty  were  not  necessarily  charitable- 
within  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth,and  were,  there- 
fore, too  indefinite  to  be  executed.  Morice  v. 
Durham,  9  Yes.  Jr.  899. 

Upon  the  like  around  a  bequest  "  for  the  re- 
lief of  domestic  distress,  assisting  indigent  bat. 
deserving  individuals,  or  encouraging  under- 
takings of  general  utility,"  has  been  held  void 
for  vagueness  and  uncertainty,  and  as  not  be- 
ing within  the  scope  of  the  Statute  of  Eliza- 
beth.   Kendall  v.  Granger,  5  Beav.  800. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  term  used  in  the- 
information  here  is  too  vague  and  uncertain* 
to  enable  us  to  say  therefrom  that  the  fund  In 
question  is  a  public  charity,  which  can  be  ad- 
ministered by  a  court  of  equity. 

It  follows  that  the  perversion  of  the  fund  ie- 
not  an  injury  to  the  public,  and  hence  that  the- 
f orfdture  cannot  be  maintained. 

The  judgment  ie  affirmed. 

Fox,  J.,  deeming  himself  disqualified,  did 
not  participate  in  this  decision. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Nellie  AUSTIN,  Appt., 

9. 

Ruth  DAVIS  et  of. 
<....In<L....> 

1.  ▲  parol  agreement  to  adopt  a 

as  heir  and  to  leave  her  all  one's  property  at 
is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  where  the 


at  death  eonsistsof  property  for  the  t 

which  a  parol  contract  Is  not  valid  under  the 

Statute. 

8*  Pertbraaaaeeontliepartof  agirloT 
a  parol  contract  to  Mve  with  a  man  and  his 
wife  during1  their  lives  In  consideration  of  their 
agreement  to  leave  her  all  their  property  win  not, 
take  the  agreement  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

8*  A,  man  Is)  not  prevented 


Note- Certain  contracts  not  binding  on  maker*. 

In  the  Roman  law  it  was  declared  that  a  promise 
made  to  effect  a  base  purpose,  as  to  commit  homi- 
cide or  sacrilege,  a  not  binding.  8  Just.  Inst  title 
10*124. 

In  modern  Jurisprudence  a  contract  may  be  ille- 
gal and  void  because  contrary  to  law,  or  Inconsistent 
with  sound  policy  and  good  morals:  and  "many  con- 
tracts which  are  not  against  morality  are  still  void 
as  being  against  the  maxims  of  sound  policy." 
Lord  Mansfield,  In  Jones  v.  Randall,  1  Cowp.  80. 

Such  contracts,  for  Instance,  come  within  the  lat- 
ter category  as  tend  to  operate,  with  a  corrupting 
influence  In  the  election  and  appointment  to  publlo 
office  (Swayse  v.  Hull,  8  N.  J.L.  <M;  Bddy  v.  Cap- 
ron,  4  R.  L  885;  Parsons  v.  Thompson,  1  H.  BL  822 ; 
Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  Y.  44© ;  Meguire  v.  Corwine,  101 
U.  8. 108, 25  L.  ed.  800);  or  a  contract  for  lobby  serv- 
ices (Barry  v.  Capen,  6LB.A.  808, 161  Mass.  00; 
Bartie  v.  Nutt,20  U.  &  4  Pet  184, 17  L.  ed.  826);  or  to 
procure  publlo  influence  (Slocutn  v.  Wooley,  0 
Cent.  Bep.  660, 48  N.  J.  Bo..  461);  or  for  procuring  a 
bid  on  a  publlo  work  (Nash  v.  Kerr  Murray  Mfg. 
Co.  1  West.  Rep.  803,  10  Mo.  App.  1;  Jones  v.  Cas- 
well. 8  Johns.  Gas.  20;  Doolin  v.  Ward,  6  Johns.  104); 
or  on  a  mail  contract  (Gulfck  v.  Ward,  10  N.  J.  Lb 
12  L.  R.  A. 


10B);  or  a  contract  procured  by  bribery  (State  v. 
Cross,  88  Kan.  60S);  or  to  pay  for  procuring  a  gov- 
ernment contract  (Providence  Tool  Co.  v.  Noirisv 
00  U.  8.  S  Wall.  4ft,  17  L.ed.  868);  or  to  payfor  signa- 
tures to  a  petition  for  pardon  (Hatafield  v.  Gulden* 
7  Watts,  162);  to  sell  land  without  surrogated  order 
(Overseers  of  Brldgewater  v.  Overseers  of  Brook- 
field,  8  Cow.  200);  to  pay  for  suppressing  evidence* 
(Colllns  v.  Blantera,  2  WUs.  847);  to  pay  for  promot- 
ing marriage  (SorlbblehiU  v.  Brett,  4  Bro.  P.  CL 
144);  Arundel  v.  Trevillian,  1  Ch.  Bep.  87);  to  influ- 
ence disposition  of  property  by  wIlL  Debonhan  v. 
Ox,  1  Yes.  8r.  278.  See  Addison,  Oont.  01: 1  Story* 
Bq.  chap.  7;  Collins  v.  Blantern,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Gee. 
Oth  Am.  ed.  078. 

So  a  certificate  of  deposit  given  for  a  gambling- 
debt  is  void  as  against  public  policy.  Savings  Bank. 
of  Kansas  v.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  88  Fed. 
Bep.  800. 

So  a  negotiable  note  given  in  payment  of  a  gam- 
bling debt  is  void  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser for  value.  Harper  v.  Young,  2  Cent.  Bep.  822, 
112  Pa.  410. 

8o  contracts  in  general  restraint  of  trade  are  void 
as  against  publlo  policy.  Tardy  v.  Creasy,  81  Va.  66s. 

Contracts  imposing  no  obligations  are  vofdas> 


1801. 


Austin  t.  Davis. 
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ftorrlnff  bis  pvopwrtar  by  an  agreement  to 
leave  all  hit  property  at  death  to  an  adopted 
child,  if  the  transfer  is  not  made  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  the  latter. 
4.  A  eontravet  by  A  married  woman  to 
leave  to  an  adopted  child  all  her  property  at  death, 
which  is  void  because  of  her  coverture,  cannot 
be  ratified  after  she  becomes  sole. . 


(March  1*  189L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marion  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
force specific  performance  of  a  contract  alleged 
to  have,  been  made  by  defendants'  ancestor. 


Phe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  TJ.  J.  Hammond  and  Edwin  St. 
George  Rogers,  for  appellant : 

An  agreement  to  settle,  or  charge,  or  dispose 
of,  or  leave  one's  property  at  one's  death,  is  a 
good  and  available  agreement,  and  will  operate 
and  can  be  enforced  in  equity  on  the  property 
when  such  time  arrives  and  finds  the  party 
who  so  agrees  of  ability  to  carry  out  such 
agreement  with  respect  to  such  property,  or 
finds  the  property  in  any  claimant  of  it  who 
has  not  acquired  it  bona  fide  for  a  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  the  agreement. 

Metcalfe  v.  York,  1  Myl.  A  C.  547/656;  Lvde 
▼.  Mynn,  1  Myl.  A  K.  688;  WtUe*Uy  v.  WeOesUy, 


4  MyL  &  C.  561;  Lewi*  v.  Madock*,  17  Yes. 
Jr.  48. 

Although  such  an  agreement  may  fall  to  be 
couched  in  such  terms  as  that  it  interferes  with 
one's  power  to  dispose  of  and  expend  such 
property  during  one  s  lifetime,  yet  ft  does  not 
for  this  reason  fail  to  prevent  him  from  mak- 
ing such  a  disposition  of  the  property  as  is,  in 
form  or  effect,  testamentary,  or  as  does  not 
end  in  his  lifetime  his  own  enjoyment  or  use 
of  the  property. 

See  Lewis  v.  Madocks,  8  Yes.  Jr.  158,  note; 
Ooehran  v.  Graham,  19  Yes.  Jr.  66,  note;  Eyre 
v.  Monro,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  757;  Needham  v. 
Kirkman,  8  Barn.  &  Aid.  581;  Oregor  v.  Kemp, 
8  Swanst  404;  Johnson  v.  BubbeU,  10  N.  J.  Eq. 
882;  Van  Duyne  v.  Vreeland,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  147; 
Fortescve  v.  Hennah,  19  Yes.  Jr.  67;  Maddox  v, 
Bowe,  28  Ga.  481;  Brinker  v.  Drinker,  7  Pa.  58. 

When  the  evidence  concerning  such  an  agree- 
ment is  not  so  uncertain  as  to  fail  to  show  any 
definite  arrangement  in  regard  to  the  matter, 
and  where  the  agreement  has  been  performed 
on  the  part  of  the  promisee,  and  where  there 
is  no  objection  to  the  agreement  on  account  of 
the  adequacy  of  the  consideration,  and  no  cir- 
cumstance rendering  the  claim  under  it  inequi- 
table, it  is  the  province  of  equity  not  only  to 
compel  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment, but,  if  necessary,  charge  anyone  coming 
to  hold  the  property  with  knowledge  of  the 
agreement,  or  otherwise  than  as  a  bona  fide 


pubUo  policy.  Maloney  v.  Herbert  (N.  J.) 
Nov.  8, 1888;  Bowman  v.  Phillips,  8  L.  R.  A.  OKU  and 
note*  41  Kan.  884;  Tappan  v.  Albany  Brewing  Co.  6 
L.  R.  A.  414,  80  OaL  W0:  Parsons  v.  Randolph,  4 
West.  Bep.  868, 21  Mo.  App.  888;  Nash  v.  Lathrop,  1 
New  Bus:.  Bep.  918,140  Mass.  28;  Be  Gould;  1  New 
En*.  Bep.  918, 68  Conn.  415.  See  notes  to  Chippewa 
Valley  *  8.  B.  Go.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  AO.  B.  Co. 
(Wis.)  6  L.  B.  A.  601;  Adams  County  v.  Hunter 
(Iowa)  6 1*.  B.  A.  618.  And  seeMaterne  v.  Horwita, 
8  Cent.  Bep.  478,101  N.  Y.  469. 

Contract*  in  violation  or  in  fraud  of  statute,  void. 

Contracts  in  violation  of  statutes  are  void 
whether  the  statutory  prohibition  is  expressed  or 
Implied.  Harris  v.  Runnels,  88  U.  8. 18  How.  79, 18 
Lb  ed.  901;  Kennett  v.  Chambers,  66  U.  8. 14  How.  88, 
14  L.  ed.  816;  Hanney  v.  Bve,  7U.8.8  Cranob,  848,  8 
I*  ed.  487;  MayWn  v.  Ooulon,  4  U.  &  4  DalL  898,  1 
I*,  ed.  841;  Davidson  v.  Lanier,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  447, 
18  L.  ed.  877;  Gardner  v.  Tatum,  77  OaL  468;  Weil  v. 
Golden.  8  New  Bng.  Bep.286,141  Mass.  864. 

No  recovery  ean  be  had  for  milk  sold  in  oans  not 
sealed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  Statute. 
Killer  v.  Post,  1  Allen,  484. 

So  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  a  con  tract  made  on 
Sunday  In  contravention  of  the  Statute.  BrtmhaH 
v.  Van  Oampen,  8  Minn.  18;  Finney  v.  Oallendar,  Id. 
41;  Pattee  v.  Greely,  13  Met.  884. 

Contracts  in  consideration  of  compounding  are 
void.  Pearoe  v.  Wilson,  2  Cent.  Bep.  67,  111  Pa.  14 ; 
UickettB  v.  Harvey,  8  West.  Bep.  689,106  Ind.  664: 
Foley  v.  Greene,  1  New  Bng.  Bep.  17, 14  R.  L  618. 

Gambling  contracts. 
If  a  contract  for  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  at  a 
future  date  contemplates  no  actual  delivery  of  the 
sub Ject  matter  of  the  contract,  the  real  intention 
being  merely  to  speculate  on  the  rise  and  fall  of 
the  market,  suoh  contract  Is  void.  Irwin  v.  Wa- 
lter. 110  U.  6. 499, 28  L.  ed.  226;  Bmbrey  v.  Jemison, 
181  TJ.  8. 886, 38  L.  ed.  172;  Lyon  v.  Cnlbertson,  88  HI. 
88;  Pickering  v.  Cease,  79  HL  828;  Waterman  v.  Buck- 
12  L.R.A. 


land,  1  Mo.  App.  46;  Bourke  v.  Short,  84  Bng.  L.  ft 
Bq.  219;  Bigelow  v.  Benedict,  70  N.  Y.  208;  Story  v. 
8alomon,  71  N.  Y.  420:  Davis  v.  Davis,  119  Ind.  511; 
Sondheim  v.  Gilbert,  117  Ind.  71;  Osgood  v.  Bauder, 
1 L.  B.  A.  666. 75  Iowa,  660;  Kahan  v.  Walton,  46  Ohio 
St.  195;  Floyd  v.  Patterson,  72  Tex.  202;  Dunn  v.  Bell, 
85  Tenn.  681;  Griseword  v.  Blane,  11  0.  B.  688; 
Re  Chandler,18  Am.  L.  Beg.  N.  8. 810;  Oassard  v.  Hin- 
man,  1  Bosw.  207;  Gregory  v.  Wendell,  89  Mloh.  887; 
Kingsbury  v.  BTlrwan,  77  N.  Y.  612;  Murry  v.  OobeW 
tree,  69  Iowa,  486;  Williams  v.  Carr,  80  N.  a  294. 
And  see  note  to  Harvey  v.  Merrill  (Mass.)  5  L.  R.  A. 
200. 

Generally,  In  this  country  all  wagering  contracts 
are  held  to  be  illegal  and  void.  Irwin  v.  WlWar, 
supra.  Sec  Tantum  v.  Arnold,  4  Cent.  Bep.  421, 
42  N.  J.  Eg.  60;  Commtakey  v.  Williams,  2  West.  Bep. 
604, 20  Mo.  App.  606. 

Such  oontraots  are  void  because  they  are  against 
public  policy.  Crawford  v.  Spencer,  10  West.  Bep. 
68. 88  Mo.  498;  Cothran  v.  Elite,  14  West  Bep.  674, 
125  HI.  496;  MoNamara  v.  Gargett,  12  West  Bep.  660, 
68  Mich.  464;  Dempsey  v.  Harm  (Pa.)  9  Cent  Bep. 
616;  Thayer's  App.  (Pa.)  8  Cent  Bep.  478. 

Contract  if  tOeoal  cannot  he  ratified. 

A  contract  void  because  it  stipulates  for  the  do- 
ing what  Is  forbidden  by  law  at  the  time  when  It  la 
to  be  done  cannot  be  ratified,  even  at  a  time  when, 
owing  to  a  change  in  the  law,  it  would  be  lawful  to 
do  the  thing.  Handy  v.  St  Paul  Globe  Pub.  Co.  4 
L.  B.  A.  466,  and  note,  41  Minn.  188. 

No  agreement  void  at  its  Inception  can  be  given 
operative  force  by  ratification  of  the  parties,  even 
after  the  accomplishment  of  its  object  Green- 
hood,  Pub.  Pol.  Rule  9,  p.  8,  citing  Shenk  v.  Phelps, 
6HLApp.  6J2;Ooppell  v.  Hall,  74 U.  8.  7  WalL  648, 
19  L.  ed.  244;  Thompson  v.  Warren,  8  B.  Mon.  491. 

The  following  are  instances  of  agreements 
against  publlo  policy,  and  void,  and  not  susceptible 
of  ratification  by  the  parties  thereto:  A  combination 
between  purchasers  at  a  sale  not  to  bid  against 
each  other,  but  to  divide  the  property  ' 


It* 


Indiana  Supreme  Court. 


Max., 


purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  agreement,  with  a  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  tbe  party  to  whom  it  was  agreed  to 
be  given. 

Shakespeare  v.  Markham,  10  Hun,  822;  Par- 
sell  v.  Striker,  41  N.  Y.  480;  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes, 
8  Sandf .  Cb.  279,  7  L.  ed.  862;  Wright  v.  Tins- 
lev,  80  Mo.  889;  FHsby  v.  Parkhurst,  29  Md. 
58;  Rivers  v.  Rivers.  8  Desaus.  Eq.  190;  Haley- 
burton  v.  Kershaw,  Id.  105;  hard  v.  MidaJeton, 
1  Desaus.  Eq.  116,  note; Watson  v.  Mohan,  20 
Ind.  228;  Bnnker  v.  Brinker,  supra;  Qupton  v. 
Ovpton,  47  Mo.  87;  Zc^an  v.  MeOinnis,  12  Pa. 
27;  Mundorfv.  Kilburn,  4  Md.  459;  Z^pan  v. 
Wienholt,  1  Clark  &F.  611;  Needham  v.  Smflfc, 
4  Russ.  818;  £fex*fey  v.  Stockley,  1  Yes.  &B.  80; 
Fortescue  v.  Hennah,  supra;  Carlisle  v.  .Ffcm- 
tn^,  1  Harr.  (Del.)  480;  Jeremy,  Eq.  1st  Am. 
ed.  401;  1  Hovenden,  Fr.  1st  Am.  ed.  p.  874;  1 
Story,  Eg.  Jur.  §  882;  8  Parsons,  Oont.  7th 
ed.  p.  407.  See  especially  Van  Tine  v.  Van 
Tine  (N.  J.)  1  L.  R.  A.  155;  Sharkey  v.  Jfc- 
DermotL  16  Mo.  App.  80,  91  Mo.  647. 

Mr.  T.  S.  Rollins  for  appellees. 

Coffey*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

Tbe  complaint  in  this  cause  consists  of  three 
paragraphs.  The  material  allegations  in  the 
first  paragraph  are,  substantially,  that  in  the 
year  1868,  when  the  appellant  was  four  years 
of  age,  John  8.  Johnson  and  Elizabeth  D. 


Johnson,  husband  and  wife,  without  children 
and  residing  in  the  City  of  Indianapolis,  pro- 
posed, in  writing,  to  the  mother  of  tbe  appel- 
lant, then  living  alone  .with  the  appellant  at 
the  Town  of  Neoga,  in  the  State  of  Illinois, 
that  if  the  said  mother  would  surrender  to 
them  the  appellant  tbey  would  take  ber  as 
their  own  child,  provide  for  her  and  bring  her 
up  as  their  own,  and  at  their  death  leave  her 
all  their  property;  that  said  proposition  was 
contained  in  a  letter  written  to  the  mother  of 
the  appellant  by  tbe  said  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson 
and  signed  by  her  for  her  said  husband,  John 
S.  Johnson  and  herself;  that  the  letter  is  lost 
and  a  copy  cannot  be  filed  with  tbe  complaint; 
that  said  proposition  was  accepted  and  the  cus- 
tody of  appellant  surrendered  to  the  said  John- 
son and  Johnson;  that  in  the  year  1809,  said 
John  3.  Johnson,  by  proceedings  in  the  proper 
court,  adopted  the  appellant  as  bis  daughter 
and  she  thereupon  took  upon  herself  tbe  name 
of  Johnson;  that  the  saia  Elizabeth  Johnson 
was  present  in  court  at  tbe  time  said  proceed- 
ings were  had  and  gave  her  assent  thereto  and 
thereafter  promised  the  mother  of  the  appellant 
that  she  would  treat  appellant  as  her  daughter; 
that  thereafter  the  appellant  remained  with 
said  Johnson  and  Johnson,  tendering  them  all 
the  duties,  affection  and  obedience  due  from  a 
natural  child,  until  she  was  eighteen  years  of 
age,  when,  with  their  consent  and  approval, 
she  intermarried  with  Charles  Austin,  which 


them,  is  against  public  policy  and  void.  Wheeler 
v.  Wheeler,  5  Lans.  856. 

After  appointment  to  office  by  agreement  be- 
tween two  parties  to  share  the  profits  of  the  office 
in  consideration  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  candida- 
cy of  one  of  the  parties  a  rene*  al  of  the  promise 
by  the  Incumbent  Is  void.  Hunter  v.  Nolf ,  71  Fa. 
282. 

An  agreement  to  pay  for  lobbying  a  private  bill 
through  Congress  cannot  be  validated  by  ratifica- 
tion and  new  promise  to  pay  for  the  service.  Mo- 
Kee  v.  Cheney.  SB  fiov,  Pr.  144.  See  Pearsoll  v. 
Chapin,  44  Pa.  9. 

Where  one  withdrew  his  candidacy  in  favor  of 
another,  who  agreed  to  pay  all  expenses  already  in- 
curred, a  new  promise  to  pay,  made  after  the  elec- 
tion, was  void.  Robinson  v.  Kalbfleisch,  6  Thomp. 
ft  C.  212.  Compare,  however,  Stout  v.  Ennis,  28  Kan. 
706. 

No  number  of  subsequent  promises  to  pay  can 
Infuse  vitality  into  a  contract  originally  void  by 
the  policy  of  the  law.  Fireman's  Charitable  Asso. 
v.  Bergbaus,  13  La.  Ann.  209:  Nejrley  v.  Lindsay,  67 
Pa.  217;  8helton  v.  Marshal).  16  Tex.  844;  Chamber- 
lain v.  McClurg,  8  Watts  ft  8. 81. 

A  transaction  between  enemies,  originally  unlaw- 
ful, cannot  be  made  better  by  ratification.  United 
States  v.  Grossmayer.  76  U.  S.  9  Wall.  72, 19  L.  ed. 
«87. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that  the  public  have  an 
interest  in  tbe  contract,  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  whlrh  the  immediate  parties  to  the  contract 
are  not  at  liberty  to  control  by  an  attempted  rati- 
fication. See  Wight  v.  Blndskopf,  48  Wis.  848; 
Reeves  v.  Butcher,  81 N.  J.  L.  227. 

-Courts  trill  not  take  jurisdiction  in  eases  of  Cleaal 
contracts. 

No  principle  is  betrer  settled  than  that  no  action 
can  be  maintained  on  a  contract,  the  consideration 
of  which  Is  cither  wicked  In  itself  or  prohibited  by 
law.  Armstrong  v.  Toler,  24  U.  8.  11  Wheat.  271,  6 
L.  ed.  472;  Rimbro  v.  Bullitt.  03  U.  8.  22  How.  JM9, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


16L.ed.817;  Hall  r.  Coppell,  74  U.  8. 7  WalL  BBS,  19 
L.  ed.  247;  Re  Green,  T  BUS.  840;  Piatt  v.  Oliver,  2  Mc- 
Lean, 277;  Tufts  v.  Tufts,  8  Woodb.  fc  M.  606;  Steers 
v.  Lashley,  6  T.  R.  61;  Craft  v.  MoOonoughy,  79  ni. 
846;  Western  Union  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Burlington  St  8. 
W.  R.  06.  U  Fed.  Rep.  ].  See  note  to  Bowman  v. 
Phillips  (Kan.)  8  L.  R.  A.  681. 

That  which  the  law  prohibits,  eltiier  in  terms  or 
by  fixing  a  penalty  to  it,  is  unlawful;  and  it  will 
not  permit  In  one  form  that  which  it  declares 
wrong  in  another,— as  a  contract  for  the  loan  of 
money  to  be  used  in  gambling  or  other  transac- 
tions in  oonttaventlon  of  the  Statute  (White  v. 
Buss,  8  Cush.  448;  MoKennell  v.  Robinson,  8  Mees, 
&  W.  484.  See  Webb  v.  Brooke,  8  Taunt.  6;  Caiman 
v.  Bryoe,  8  Barn.  St  Aid.  179);  or  where  spirituous 
liquors  were  sold  by  one  having  no  license,  and  the 
Statute  requires  a  Boense  (Griffith  v. Wells,  8  Dento, 
226;  8o)omon  v.  Dresohler,  1  Minn.  278);  or  a  partner- 
ship agreement  one  object  of  wtrioh  was  to  deal  in 
the  illegal  sale  of  lottery  tickets  (Williams  v.  Wood- 
man, 8  Pick.  78);  or  where  a  part  consideration  of 
attorneys*  fees  for  professional  services  was  the  di- 
vision of  the  fees  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the 
statute.    Allen  v.  Hawks,  18  Pick.  79. 

Parties  in  pari  delicto. 

Parties  in  pari  delicto  are  without  remedy, 
whether  the  transactions  are  mala  prohibtta  or. ma- 
lum in  86.  Brown  v.  Tarklngton,  TO  TJ.  8. 8  Wall. 
877, 18  L.  ed.255;  Jamesv.8teere,8L.R.  A.  164. 16  R. 
I.a67;Hessv.Culver,6L.R.A.408,771Cioh.688.  See 
note  to  Klrkpatrlck  v.  Clark  (HI.)  8  L.  R.  A.  511. 

Where  an  unlawful  object,  known  to  both  par- 
ties, was  intended  as  part  of  a  contract  to  commit 
a  fraud,  as  to  sell  domestic  sardines  In  boxes  with 
French  labels,  the  courts  will  not  aid  either  party. 
Matertte  v.  Horwltz,  8  Cent.  Rep.  478. 101 N.  T.  468. 

Contracts  in  violation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  net 
enforceable. 

If  the  requirements  of  the  Statu  fie  of  Frauds  are 
not  complied  with,  a  contract  falling  within  its 
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marriage  occurred  m  the  year  1882,  and  that 
during  the  time  she  so  lived  with  them  she 
was  treated  as  their  daughter;  that  the  said 
John  8.  Johnson  departed  tbis  life  on  the  6th 
day  of  April,  1887,  having  disposed  of  his  prop- 
erty to  the  said  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson  while  yet 
in  life  and  leaving  no  children  except  the  ap- 
pellant; that  the  said  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson  at 
all  times  np  to  the  time  of  her  death  treated 
the  appellant  as  her  daughter,  and  declared 
that  she  desired  the  appellant  to  have  all  her 
property  after  her  death;  that  the  said  Eliza- 
beth D.  Johnson  died  intestate  on  the  8th  day 
of  March,  1888,  leaving  no  issue  of  her  body 
nor  the  descendants  of  any  issue;  but  leaving 
the  appellant,  whom  she  bad  up  to  the  time  of 
her  death  reared,  trained  and  loved  and  held 
out  to  the  world  as  her  child,  and  whom  she 
had  declared  up  to  the  time  of  ber  death  she 
desired  to  take  and  have  all  her  property  both 
real  and  personal;  that  the  appellees  claim  to 
be  the  heirs  of  the  said  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson, 
and  deny  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  anypor- 
tion  of  the  property  owned  by  the  said  Eliza- 
beth at  the  time  of  her  death.  This  paragraph 
contains  a  description  of  the  real  estate  owned 
by  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  and  alleges  that  the  personal  estate 
amounts  to  the  sum  of  $900,  and  prays  that 
the  right  of  the  appellee  to  said  property  be 
ascertained  and  fixed  by  a  proper  decree. 
The  second  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  in 


legal  effect,  does  not  differ  materially  from  the 
first  paragraph,  except  in  that  it  alleges  that 
Elizabeth  D.  Johnson  was  in  court  at  the  time 
the  record  was  made  adopting  the  appellant  by 
John  8.  Johnson  and  believed  herself  to  be  a 
party  thereto  and  to  be  bound  thereby,  and  that 
she  died  in  that  belief;  that  the  property  con- 
veyed by  John  8.  Johnson  to  his  wife,  the  said 
Elizabeth  D.  Johnson,  was  a  voluntary  convey- 
ance and  without  any  consideration  whatever; 
and  at  the  time  she  took  the  same  she  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  obligations  of  the  said  John 
8.  Johnson  to  the  appellant  under  the  terms  of 
said  contract. 

No  question  is  made  in  this  court  in  relation 
to  the  third  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  and 
we  need  not,  for  that  reason,  state  its  contents. 

The  circuit  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
each  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  and  the 
propriety  of  that  ruling  is  called  in  question 
by  a  proper  assignment  of  error. 

This  is  not  an  action  by  the  appellant  to  re- 
cover damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  set 
np  in  the  complaint;  nor  is  it  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  services  rendered  by  the  ap- 
Sellant  to  John  8.  Johnson  and  Elizabeth  D. 
ohnson ;  but  the  complaint  is  constructed  upon 
the  theory  that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  spe- 
cific performance.  It  has  been  decided  by  this 
court  that  where  a  childless  husband  and  wife, 
in  consideration  that  a  young  girl  should  live 
with  them  until  the  death  of  both,  in  all  re~ 


eoope,  as  Ions;  as  it  remains  in  fieri,  cannot  be  en- 
forced, either  at  law  or  m  equity.  Andrews  Bros. 
Co.  v.  Yonngstown  Coke  Co*  89  Fed.  Hep.  868. 

As  interest  in  an  irrigating  ditch  1b  an  Interest  In 
realty  which  cannot  pass  by  mere  verbal  sale. 
Burnham  v.  Freeman,  11  Colo.  601. 

A  parol  promise  made  by  a  woman  to  ber  adult 
daughter  to  reconvey  property  on  the  arrival  of 
minors  at  maturity,  on  certain  conditions,  if  the 
daughter  would  convey  title  to  her,  IS  void  under 
the  Statute.   Ctearman  v.  Cotton,  66  Miss.  487. 

Statements  of  a  person,  since  deceased,  that  an- 
other had  done  a  good  many  things  for  him,  and 
that  be  was  going  to  leave  him  a  certain  sum  in  his 
will,  do  not  establish  a  contract  liability,  but  are 
only  a  declaration  of  decedent  that  be  intended  to 
give  a  legacy  of  that  sum.  Re  Miller's  Estate,  186 
Pa.  239. 

Mere  statements  to  third  persons  by  a  person 
since  deceased,  that  he  Intended  to  devise  a  certain 
sum  to  another  for  services,  do  not  establish  a 
binding  contract  enforceable  against  decedent's 
estate,  especially  where  there  is  no  proof  that  the 
services  were  actually  rendered.   Ibid. 

A-  promise  to  make  provision  by  will  for  pay- 
ment for  services  rendered  before  the  promise  is 
not  euf oreeable  against  the  promisor  Restate,  after 
bis  death,  as  a  oontraet  on  the  faith  of  which  actual 
services  were  performed.   Ibid. 

A  letter  to  a  sister  in  England  asking  to  have 
some  relative  come  to  the  writer,  so  that  in  case  of 
his  death  bis  property  will  not  be  eaten  up  by  out- 
siders, and  a  subsequent  telegram  to  a  nephew,  but 
not  received  till  after  his  uncle's  death,  saying, 
"Come  at  once  if  you  wish  to  see  me  alive;  property 
is  yours:  answer  immediately,"— do  not  constitute 
a  contract  in  writing  which  will  give  the  nephew 
a  right  to  the  uncle's  real  estate.  Turner  v.  Pro- 
vost, 17  Can.  8.  a  888. 

The  services  of  a  child  to  its  parent,  or  of  a 
grandchild  to  whom  the  grandparent  stands  in  loco 
parentis,  to  such  grandparent,  are  not  gratuitous, 
but  are  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  an 
express  promise,  to  be  rendered  as  a  recompense 
12  L.  R.  A. 


for  the  care  and  protection  extended  to  the  child. 
Dodson  v.  MoAdams,  80  N.  0. 148. 

Secret  agreement,  when  void. 

When  one  acts  with  others  in  a  matter  of  com- 
mon interest  and  apparently  upon  an  equality,  his 
signature  being  used  to  induce  others  to  sign,  a  se- 
cret promise  for  his  individual  advantage  with  the 
promoter  of  the  enterprise  is  void  and  a  new  agree- 
ment may  be  *o  connected  with  it  as  to  be  tainted 
with  the  illegality.  Nickerson  v.  English,  8  New 
Bng.  Rep.  88*,  148  Mass.  887,  citing  Harvey  v.  Hunt, 
118  Mass.  878:  Wbtte  Mountain  B.  Co.  v.  Eastman,  84 
N.  H.  484;  Melvin  v.Lamar  Ins.  Co.  80  HL  446:  Rob- 
inson v.  Pittsburg  ft  O.R.CO.  88  Pa,  884;  Miller  v. 
Hanover  Junction  ft  8.  R.  Co.  87  Pa.  96;  Henry  v. Ver- 
million ft  A.  R.  Co.  17  Ohio,  187;  Stanhope's  Case,  L. 
3. 1  Ch.  App.  ML 

Part  performance,  to  take  oontraet  out  of  the  Stat- 
ute. 

To  take  a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  upon 
the  ground  of  part  performance  of  a  parol  con- 
tract, it  is  not  only  indispensable  that  the  acts  done 
should  be  clear  and  definite,  and  referable  exclu- 
sively to  the  contract,  but  the  oontraet  should  be 
established  by  clear,  definite,  competent  and  une- 
quivocal proofs.  Berry  v.  HartaelL,  8  West.  Rep. 
808, 01  Mo.  188. 

Part  performance  of  a  parol  oontraet  which  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  requires  to  be  in  writing  has  no 
effect  at  law  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Statute.    Henry  v.  Wells,  48  Ark.  486. 

Fart  performance  must  have  been  made  In  reli- 
ance upon  the  oral  agreement,  and  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  party  soaking  to  enforce  the  contract. 
Brown  v.  Hoag,  86  Minn.  878. 

The  acts  of  part  performance  should  clearly  ap- 
pear to  be  done  solely  with  a  view  to  the  agree- 
ment being  performed.  Wheeler  v.  Reynolds, 
86  N.  Y.  288;  Johnson  v.  Skillman.  28  Minn.  98; 
Wolfe  v.  Frost,  4  Saodf.  Ch.  78,  7  L.  ed.  1027; 
Wheeler  v.  Reynolds,  66  N.  Y.  288;  Byrne  v.  Ro- 
maine,  2  Edw.  Ch.  444, 6  L.  ed.  481. 
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specto  as  their  own  child,  and  render  such  serv- 
ices as  she  was  capable  of  doing,  orally  agreed 
to  make  her  their  heir,  and  at  their  death,  or 
the  death  of  the  survivor,  to  will  her  the  entire 
estate  of  which  they  were  possessed,  consisting, 
at  the  death  of  the  survivor,  of  real  estate,  and 
also  of  personal  property  exceeding  in  value 
$50,  the  agreement  was  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and  that  a  performance  on  the  part  of 
the  girl  did  not  take  it  out  of  the  Statute. 
WaUaee  v.  Long,  105  Ind.  523,  8  West.  Rep. 
870,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

It  is  sought  by  the  complaint  before  us  to 
take  the  case  at  oar  out  of  the  rule  announced 
in  this  case  by  alleging  -that  the  contract  was 
embodied  in  a  letter  written  to  the  mother  of 
the  appellant.  If  a  contract  which  comes 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  can  be  extracted 
from  correspondence  between  the  parties  upon 
the  subject  of  the  contract,  the  Statute  is  sat- 
isfied. Wills  v.  Sou,  77  Ind.  1;  Thame*  Loan 
<*  Trust  Co.  v.  BeviUe,  100  Ind.  800. 

The  allegations  in  relation  to  the  letter  re- 
sulting in  the  contract  set  up  in  the  complaint 
are  somewhat  vague  and  uncertain.  We  are 
left  in  doubt  as  to  whether  the  name  of  John 
S.  Johnson  was  signed  to  the  letter  which  it  is 
alleged  was  written  by  appellant's  mother.  It 
is  not  alleged  that  John  8.  Johnson  wrote  the 
letter,  but  the  allegation  is  that  it  was  written 
by  his  wife  and  signed  by  her  for  her  husband 
and  herself.  Assuming,  however,  that  the 
letter  was  of  such  a  character  as  to  bind  John 
S.  Johnson,  we  are  confronted  with  the  ques- 
tion as  to  what  were  his  duties  and  obligations 
under  the  terms  of  the  contract  contained 
therein.  It  bound  him  to  leave  to  the  appel- 
lant whatever  property  he  might  possess  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  This  he  could  do  in  two 
ways,  namely:  first,  by  adopting  the  appellant 
so  that  she  would  take  the  property  by  inher- 
itance from  him;  second,  by  the  execution  of 
a  will  in  proper  legal  form  so  as  to  bequeath  to 
her  bis  property.  He  chose  to  adopt  the  first 
mode,  but  before  his  death  he  conveyed  and 
transferred,  or  caused  to  be  conveyed  and 
transferred,  all  his  property  to  his  wife,  Eliza- 
beth D.  Johnson,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
had  no  property  which  the  appellant  could  in- 
herit from  bim. 

All  the  authorities  agree  that  such  contract 
as  the  oue  now  under  consideration  left  John 
S.  Johnson  perfectly  free  and  unrestrained  in 
the  enjoyment  of  his  property,  and  that  he 
could  dispose  of  it  as  he  pleased  at  any  time 
during  his  life  by  gift  or  otherwise.  Van  Duyne 
v.  Vreeland,  12  N.  J.  Eg.  146;  Jeremy,  Eq.  1st 
Am.  ed.  401;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §882. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  transfer  made  by 
John  S.  Johnson  to  his  wife  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  appellant;  and  we 
must  presume,  therefore,  that  it  was  made  in 
good  faith  and  for  some  lawful  purpose.  Un- 
der these  facts  it  cannot  be  successfully  main- 
tained that  John  S.  Johnson  was  guilty  of  any 
breach  of  the  contract  set  out  in  the  complaint. 
Nor  are  we  able  to  perceive  how  it  can  be  suc- 
cessfully maintained,  by  any  process  of  legiti- 
mate reasoning,  that  the  property  of  John  S. 
Johnson  became  charged  with  any  trust,  since 
he  was  at  liberty  to  dispose  of  it  at  bis  pleasure. 
Ordinarily,  one  who  holds  property  in  trust  for 
another  must  keep  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  ce$tui 
12L.R.A. 


que  trial  It  would  be  idle  to  say  that  one  has 
the  legal  right  to  dispose  of  his  property  in 
such  manner  as  to  him  seemed  best,  even  in 
making  a  donation  of  it,  and  at  the  same 
time  say  that  the  person  taking  it  took  it 
subject  to  a  trust  which  might,  in  certain  con- 
tingencies, be  enforced.  We  are  not  inclined 
to  adopt  the  contention  of  the  appellant  that 
the  property  of  John  S.  Johnson  became 
charged  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  the  appellant, 
and  that  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson  took  it  subject 
to  such  trust. 

As  John  S.  Johnson  possessed  the  undoubted 
right  to  dispose  of  his  property,  we  think  hia 
wife  took  the  absolute  title  to  the  same  free 
from  any  chaise  against  it  on  account  of  any 
contract  made  by  him  with  the  appellant.  Ana 
this  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  obliga- 
tions ana  duties  of  Elisabeth  D.  Johnson  under 
the  contract  in  suit  At  the  time  the  contract 
was  entered  into  she  was  a  married  woman, 
and  the  contract  as  to  her  was  void  for  want 
of  power  in  her  to  bind  herself  by  such  a  con- 
tract Long  v.  Brown,  06  Ind.  160;  Ho&mm  v. 
Davis,  48  Ind.  258;  (/Daily  v.  Morris,  81  Ind. 
Ill;  Johnson  v.  Tutewiler,  85  Ind.  855;  Maker 
v.  Martin,  48  Ind.  814. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  under 
the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  it  must  be 
held  that  Mrs.  Johnson,  after  she  ceased  to  be 
a  married  woman,  ratified  the  contract  made 
by  her  while  under  coverture,  or  that  she 
made  a  new  contract  It  appears  by  the  com- 
plaint that  the  appellant  became  a  married 
woman  prior  to  the  death  of  John  S.  Johnson; 
and  while  it  does  appear  that  she,  subsequent 
to  his  death,  resided  with  Mrs.  Johnson,  under 
the  same  roof,  she  could  not  occupy  That  rela- 
tion which  she  occupied  prior  to  her  marriage. 
Furthermore,  it  is  a  general  principle  of  law 
that  a  void  contract  cannot  be  ratified,  and 
this  principle  has  been  held  to  apply  to  the 
contracts  of  married  women.  Long  v.  Brown, 
supra. 

In  this  case  it  was  said  by  this  court,  speak* 
ing  of  the  contracts  of  a  married  woman  then  in 
suit:  "Such  contract  is  not  susceptible  of 
ratification.  Nothing  short  of  a  new,  valid 
and  binding  contract,  made  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  upon  a  new  consideration,  can 
operate  as  a  contract  to  deprive  her  of  her  in- 
terest in  the  land." 

It  is  not  claimed  that  Elizabeth  D.  Johnson 
made  any  new  written  contract  after  the  death 
of  her  husband.  If  she  made  any  contract  at 
all,  it  was  a  verbal  one.  As  we  have  seen,  such 
a  contract  is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
cannot  be  enforced.     WaUaee  v.  Long,  svpra. 

The  appellant  relies  upon  the  case  of  Van 
Tine  v.  Van  Tine  (N.  JA  1  L.  R.  A.  155,  and 
the  case  of  Sharkey  v.  McDermott,  10  Mo.  App. 
80,  01  Mo.  647.  In  each  of  these  cases  it  was 
held  that  performance  on  the  part  of  the  child 
was  sufficient  part  performance  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  This  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  WaUaee  v.  Long,  supra,  and  Johns 
v.  John*,  67  Ind.  440.  We  cannot  follow  the 
case  of  Van  Tine  v.  Van  Tine,  and  the  case  of 
Sharkey  v.  McDermott,  without  overruling  the 
case  of  WaUaee  v.  Long,  and  the  cases  upon 
which  it  rests.  To  hold  that  specific  per- 
formance could  be  had  in  this  case,  as  to  the 
real  estate  of  which  Mrs.  Johnson  died  seised 
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there  being  do  valid  written  contract  between 
the  appellant  and  Mrs.  Johnson,  and  no  pos- 
session of  soch  real  estate  having  been  sur- 
rendered under  the  contract,  would  also  be  in 
conflict  with  the  cases  of  Atkinson  v.  Jackson, 
S  Ind.  31;  Watson  v.  Mohan,  90  Ind.  228;  La- 
FoUett  v.  Kyle,  51  Ind.  446;  Law  v.  Henry,  89 
Ind.  414;  Stater  ▼.  Hill,  10  Ind.  176;  Mcreland 


▼.  Lemasten,  4  Blaekf.  888,  and  Arnold  v. 
Stephenson,  79  Ind.  196. 

In  our  opinion,  the  court  did  not  err  in  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  before  us. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled  June  19, 
1891. 
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1.  Offleem  of  school  districts  awe  in- 
cluded in  the  words  "all  other  officers*" 

in  the  Act  of  April  8,  1872  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  46), 
giving  the  count?  court  Jurisdiction  of  contests 
of  election  of  county,  township  and  precinct 
officers  and  all  other  offloen  for  the  contest  of 
whose  election  no  provision  Is  made. 

2.  Bjr  application  of  the  masim  ejne- 
dem  generis,  which  Is  only  an  Illustration  or 
specific  application  of  the  broader  maxim  nosof- 
tssr  a  sooHs,  general  and  specific  words  which  are 
capable  of  an  analogous  meaning  being  associ- 
ated together  take  color  from  each  other  so  that 
the  general  words  are  restricted  to  a  sense  anal- 
ogous to  the  less  general,  but  the  rule  does  not 
require  the  entire  rejection  of  the  general  terms. 

3.  An  elector  may  la wfolly  vote  for  the 
tame  man  as  a  candidate  for  two  incompatible 
offices  at  the  same  election. 

(January  28, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  County  Court  for  Iroquois  County  dis- 
missing his  petition  in  a  proceeding  instituted 
to  contest  the  election  of  defendant  to  the  office 
of  president  of  the  board  of  education  of  a  cer- 
tain school  district.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Kayw,  Enaae  «v  Kay  for  appellant 
Mr.  Free  P.  Morris  for  appellee. 

Bailey,  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

This  was  a  proceeding  brought  by  William 
Misch  in  the  County  Court  of  Iroquois  County, 
to  contest  the  election  of  Horace  Russell  to  the 
office  of  president  of  the  board  of  education  of 
school  district  No.  2.  township  25  north,  of 
range  12  west,  in  said  county.  The  petition 
alleges  that  said  Misch  is  a  resident  of  said 
school  district,  over  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  able  to  read  and  write  the  English 
language;  that  on  the  19th  day  of  April,  1890, 
an  election  was  held  in  said  school  district  for 
the  purpose  of  electing  a  board  of  education, 


to  consist  of  a  president  and  six  members,  as 
provided  in  section  2,  art.  6,  of  the  "Act  to  Es- 
tablish and  Maintain  a  System  of  Free  Schools," 
approved  and  in  force  May  21,  1889;  that  at 
said  election  there  were  cast  at  least  212  votes; 
that  the  result  of  said  election,  as  declared  by 
the  Judges  thereof,  gave  to  said  Russell  96  votes 
and  to  said  Misch  95  votes,  for  the  office  of 
president  of  said  board  of  education,  and  that 
said  Russell  was  thereupon  declared  by  said 
Judges  elected  to  said  office;  that  said  Russell 
did  not  in  fact  receive  a  majority  of  the  votes 
cast  at  said  election  for  said  office,  but  that 
said  Misch  did  receive  a  majority  of  said  votes, 
and  was  actually  elected;  that  there  were  cast 
at  said  election  not  less  than  10  ballots  which 
were  not  counted  by  said  Judges;  that  said  bal- 
lots were  headed  "For  President,  William 
Misch,"  and  thereunder,  among  the  names  of 
the  candidates  voted  for  as  members  of  said 
board,  there  also  appeared  the  name  of  said 
Misch;  that  said  judges  did  not  count  any  of 
said  last  mentioned,  ballots;  and  that,  if  said 
ballots  had  been  counted  for  said  Misch  as 
president  of  said  board,  he  would  have  received 
a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  for  that  office, 
and  would  have  been  declared  elected  thereto. 
Said  Russell  appeared  and  answered,  alleging; 
that  said  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  of  said  petition  or  power  to 
hear  and  determine  the  matters  therein  set 
forth,  but  admitting  that  said  Misch  was  prop- 
erly qualified  to  be  elected  to  and  hold  the 
office  of  president  of  said  board  of  education; 
that  an  election  was  held  in  said  school  district, 
as  alleged  in  said  petition,  and  that  at  said 
election  about  212  votes  were  actually  cast;  that 
the  judges  of  said  election  counted  96  votes  in 
favor  of  said  Russell  and  95  votes  in  favor  of 
said  Misch  for  the  office  of  president  of  said 
board,  and  declared  said  Russell  elected  to  said 
office;  that  at  said  election  there  were  cast 
about  ten  ballots  in  which  it  appeared  that  the 
voters  had  voted  for  said  Misch  for  president 
of  said  board  and  also  for  a  member  of  said 
board;  that  said  judges  held  that,  inasmuch  as 
said  Misch  could  not  hold  both  of  said  offices, 
they  being  incompatible  with  each  other,  and 
contrary  to  the  spirit  and  intention  of  said  Act, 
they,  the  said  judges,  did  not  have  the  power 
to  discriminate  as  to  which  of  said  offices  they 


Nora—  Vetting  for  same  person  for  Incompatible 
offices. 
This  appears  to  bathe  first  case  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  an  elector's  right  to  vote  for  the  same 
person  as  a  candidate  for  incompatible  offices.  It 
is  decided,  however,  in  harmony  with  the  doctrine 
as  to  appointments  to  incompatible  offices  or  the 
•election  of  an  incumbent  of  one  office  to  another 
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and  incompatible  office,  in  which  oases  the  appoint- 
ment or  election  Is  not  void  but  simply  puts  the 
candidate  to  an  election  as  to  which  office  he  will 
hold  (see  People  v.  Garrlque,  2  Hill,  98;  State  v. 
Butts,  0  8.  C.  166),  unless  some  law  positively  for- 
bids a  person  holding;  one  office  from  accepting'  an- 
other. Bee  Re  Corliss,  U  R.L638;  State  v.DeGress, 
68  Tex.  887. 


See  also  42  L.  R.  A.  152. 
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should  count  said  votes  tor,  did  therefore  re- 
ject them  altogether,  and  thereupon  declared 
that  said  Miscn  had  received  95  votes  for  said 
office,  and  that  said  Russell  had  received  96 
votes  therefor,  and  that  said  Russell  was  elected 
to  said  office.  The  answer  alleges  that  said 
president  and  the  members  of  said  board  de- 
clared elected  afterwards  met  and  organized  as 
required  by  law.  The  cause  being  heard  on 
petition  and  answer,  the  county  court  held 
that  it  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter 
of  said  contest,  and  for  that  reason  dismissed 
the  petition.  From  that  judgment  the  peti- 
tioner has  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  first  question,  then,  to  be  considered  is 
whether  the  county  court  decided  correctly  in 
holding  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction.  The  Act 
of  April  8,  1872,  in  regard  to  elections  (Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  46),  after  providing  proper  tribunals 
before  which  contests  may  be  had  of  the  elec- 
tion of  governor  and  other  state  officers,  mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives, judges  of  the  several  courts,  and  some 
other  officers,  provides,  in  section  08,  as  fol- 
lows: "  The  county  court  shall  hear  and  de- 
termine contests  of  election  of  all  other  county, 
township  and  precinct  officers,  and  all  other 
officers  ior  the  contesting  of  whose  election  no 
provision  is  made."  It  is  claimed  that  by  the 
canon  of  construction  usually  indicated  by  the 
phrase  ejusdem  generis,  the  words  "all  other  of- 
ficers/' as  used  in  said  section,  must  be  limited 
to  other  officers  of  the  same  grade  or  class  as 
those  specifically  mentioned,  and  that  such  con- 
struction necessarily  excludes  the  officers  of 
school  districts.  It  certainly  cannot  be  held 
that  all  officers  who  are  not  county,  township 
or  precinct  officers  are  excluded,  because  that 
construction  would  render  the  words  "and  all 
other  officers  for  the  contesting  of  whose  elec- 
tion no  provision  is  made"  wholly  meaningless, 
and  of  no  effect.  The  contesting  of  the  elec- 
tion of  all  county,  township  and  precinct  offi- 
cers is  already  provided  for;  and  the  last-men- 
tioned clause,  therefore,  unless  it  is  held  to 
embrace  officers  who  are  not  county,  township 
or  precinct  officers,  is  wholly  without  force  or 
meaning.  By  application  of  the  maxim  ejus- 
dem generis,  which  is  onlv  an  illustration  or 
specific  application  of  the  broader  maxim,  nos- 
ettur  a  soeiis,  general  and  specific  words  which 
are  capable  of  an  analogous  meaning,  being  as- 
sociated together,  take  color  from  each  other, 
so  that  the  general  words  are  restricted  to  a 
sense  analogous  to  the  less  general  Endlich, 
Interpretation  of  Statutes.  §  400. 

But  it  has  never  been  supposed  that  the  rule 
required  the  rejection  of  the  general  terms  en- 
tirely, but  only  that  they  should  be  restricted 
to  cases  of  the  same  kind  as  those  expressly 
enumerated.  State  v.  Williams,  2  Strobh.  L. 
474. 

On  the  contrary,  it  must  yield  to  another 
salutary  rule  of  construction,  viz.,  that  every 
part  of  a  statute  should,  if  possible,  be  upheld 
and  given  its  appropriate  force.  The  cases  to 
be  found  in  the  reports  in  which  the  rule  un- 
der consideration  has  been  applied  are  numer- 
ous, but  the  following  will  be  sufficient  for  pur- 
poses of  illustration: 

In  Renick  v.  Boyd,  00  Pa.  555,  a  statute  giv- 
ing a  remedy  by  replevin  to  recover  timber, 
lumber,  coal  or  other  property  severed  from 
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the  really,  was  held  to  include  articles  of  the 
same  generic  character  as  those  already  men- 
tioned, such  as  slate,  marble,  icon  ore,  zinc  ore 
and  all  other  forms  of  minerals  and  ores,  build- 
ing stone,  fixtures  and  machinery  of  every  de- 
scription which  bad  been  permanently  affixed 
to  the  realty;  but  that  it  did  not  apply  to  grow- 
ing crops.  The  generic  or  family  characteristic 
by  reason  of  which  these  several  species  of 
property  were  held  to  be  included  within  the 
same  genus  as  those  specifically  enumerated  was 
that  of  being  permanently  affixed  to  the  free- 
hold, while  growing  crops  were  only  ephemer- 
al, and  never  intended  to  become  permanently 
affixed,  but  to  be  removed  from  the  freehold  at 
maturity. 

In  Reg.  v.  Dickenson,  7  El.  A  Bl.  881,  a 
municipal  by-law,  which  imposed  a  penalty  for 
causing  obstructions  in  the  streets  in  various 
specified  ways,  all  temporary  in  their  charac- 
ter, and  for  causing  or  committing  "any  other 
obstruction,  nuisance  or  annoyance"  in  any  of 
the  streets,  was  held  not  to  include,  under  the 
general  words,  a  permanent  obstruction,  the 
general  characteristic  by  which  the  class  of 
nuisances  embraced  within  the  general  words 
was  distinguished  being  that  which  was  com- 
mon to  those  specially  mentioned,  viz.,  their 
being  merely  temporary. 

In  Wanstead  Local  Board  v.  HOI,  180.  B.  N. 
S.  470,  a  statute  prohibiting  the  establishment 
without  license  of  the  business  of  a  bone-boiler, 
blood-boiler,  fell-monger,  slaughterer  of  cattle, 
horses  or  animals  of  any  description,  soap- 
boiler, tallow,  mel  ter,  tripe-boiler  or  other  nox- 
ious or  offensive  business,  trade  or  manufac- 
ture, was  held  not  to  include,  under  the  final 
general  terms,  any  employment  not  connected, 
as  all  the  specified  trades  were,  with  animal 
matter,  and  so  did  not  include  the  business  of 
brick-making. 

In  Re  Swigert,  110 I1L  88, 6  West.  Rep.  725, 
the  question  was  whether  a  certain  grain  ele- 
vator belonging  to  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Company  was  exempt  from  taxation  under  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  of  said  company.  The 
case,  therefore,  was  one  calling  for  a  strict  rule 
of  construction.  In  determining  whether  the 
grain  elevator  came  within  the  classes  of  prop- 
erty exempted  from  taxation,  construction  was- 
given  to  the  first  section  of  the  company's  char- 
ter, which  gave  the  company  power  "to  pur- 
chase, hold  and  use  all  such  real  estate  and 
other  property  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  con- 
struction of  its  railway  and  stations  and  other 
accommodations  as  maybe  necessary  to  accom- 
plish the  objects  of  its  incorporation;"  and  it 
was  held  to  be  the  well-settled  doctrine  that,  in 
construing  statutes,  particularly  those  requir- 
ing a  strict  construction,  a  general  description, 
following  a  specific  enumeration  of  objects  or 
things,  will  be  held  to  include  only  such  things- 
or  objects  as  are  of  the  same  kind  as  those  spe- 
cifically enumerated.  In  applying  that  princi- 
ple to  the  section  above  quoted,  it  was  held 
that  said  section  did  not  include  a  grain  eleva- 
tor, as  that  had  no  direct  connection  with  the 
railway  or  its  operation;  yet,  without  attempt- 
ing to  state  the  various  "other  accommoda- 
tions" which  may  be  held  to  \m  ejusdem  generis- 
with  the  company's  "railway  and  stations,"  it 
was  said  that  such  general  description  would 
clearly  include  the  road,  with  all  necessary 
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■witches  and  turn-outs,  together  with  all  struc- 
tures thereon;  also  rolling  stock,  with  all  its 
machinery  and  appendages,  warehouses  and 
other  structures  at  the  termini  or  along  the  line 
of  the  road,  belonging  to  the  company,  and 
used  by  it  exclusively  for  the  reception  of  pas- 
sengers, the  storage  of  freight,  and  also  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  the  road  and  rolling  stock 
In  repair,  or  of  improving  their  general  condi- 
tion, including  all  necessary  depot  grounds  and 
buildingB,  machine  and  work  shops  of  all 
kinds,  machinery,  tools  and  implements  of 
every  description  used  in  keeping  the  road  and 
rolling  stock  in  repair  and  in  good  and  safe 
condition,  together  with  whatever  would  be 
necessary  to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  road, 
such  as  laying  down  an  additional  track,  or  in- 
creasing the  amount  of  rolling  stock.  All  these 
were  said  to  be  included,  upon  the  principle 
that  they  had  an  immediate  connection  with 
the  improvement  and  operation  of  the  road. 
Without  adopting  what  is  said  in  the  case  last 
cited  as  being  in  all  respects  a  proper  exposi- 
tion of  the  clause  of  said  charter  here  under 
consideration,  that  one,  as  well  as  the  other 
above  referred  to,  may  be  a  test  as  fairly  illus- 
trative of  the  rule  for  the  construction  of  the 
Statute  here  under  discussion. 

In  construing  the  Statute  before  us  in  the 
present  case  we  have  to  determine  whether  the 
officers  of  counties,  townships  and  precincts 
belong  to  a  genus  or  class  which  also  includes 
the  officers  of  school  districts.  Counties, 
townships  and  precincts  have  one  quality 
or  characteristic  in  common,  and  one  only, 
viz.,  they  are  all  quasi  municipal  corporations; 
and  this  quality  or  characteristic  they  also  hold 
in  common  with  school  districts.  There  is  no 
legal  classification  which  will  include  the  first 
three  which  will  not  also  inelude  the  last.  As 
the  corporations  themselves  all  belong  to  the 
same  class,  there  is  no  reason  for  holding  that 
the  officers  of  the  three  species  of  quasi  munic- 
ipal corporations  particularly  mentioned  are 
not  efusdem  generis  with  the  officers  of  school 
districts,  which  are  only  another  species  of  the 
same  class  of  corporations.  It  would  seem 
clear,  then,  that,  under  any  reasonable  applica- 
tion of  the  canon  of  construction  we  are  now  con- 
sidering the  officers  of  the  latter  class  of  corpora- 
tions should  be  held  to  be  included  in  the  gen- 
eral description,  "all  other  officers,"  that  is, 
"all  other  like  officers/'  for  the  contesting  of 
whose  election  no  provision  is  made.  What 
we  here  say  is  intended  in  no  way  to  conflict 
with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Brush  v.  Lemma, 
77  111.  496.  In  that  case  the  same  section  of 
the  statute  in  relation  to  elections  was  under 
consideration,  and  it  was  held  that  no  jurisdic- 
tion was  thereby  conferred  upon  the  county 
court  of  a  proceeding  to  contest  the  election  of 
the  mayor  of  a  city  incorporated  under  a  special 
charter.  A  city  is  a  municipal  corporation, 
properly  so  called,  and  is  therefore  a  corpora- 
tion of  an  entirely  different  class,  organized  for 
different  purposes,  and  possessing  powers  and 
subject  to  liabilities  essentially  different  from 
those  which  obtain  in  case  of  counties,  town- 
ships, school  districts  and  other  quasi  munici- 
pal corporations.  It  would  therefore  be  much 
more  difficult  to  hold  that  cities  are  corpora- 
tions ejusdem  generis  with  counties,  townships 
and  precincts  than  to  give  school  districts  that 
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classification.  We  would  be  understood  as 
expressing  no  opinion  as  to  the  soundness  of 
the  conclusion  reached  in  the  case  last  cited, 
but  only  desire  to  say  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
the  facts  now  before  us.  But  there  is  another 
ground  upon  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  court  in  this  case  may  be  sustained. 
Section  12  of  article  8  of  the  "Act  to  Establish 
and  Maintain  a  System  of  Free  Schools/'  ap- 
proved and  in  force  May  21, 1389  (Rev.  Stat. 
1889,  chap.  122),  provides  for  the  qualifications 
of  voters  "at  any  school  election  held  under 
this  Act; "  and  section  13  provides  that  "the 
time  and  manner  of  opening,  conducting  and 
closing  said  election,  and  the  several  liabilities 
appertaining  to  the  judges  and  clerks  and  to 
the  voters,  separately  ana  collectively,  and  the 
manner  of  contesting  said  election,  shall  be  the 
same  as  prescribed  by  the  general  Election 
Laws  of  this  State  defining  the  manner  of  elect- 
ins  magistrates  and  constables,  so  far  as  appli- 
cable, subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act/' 
While  these  provisions  occur  in  the  article 
more  especially  relating  to  school  townships, 
and  the  election,  qualifications  and  duties  of 
township  trustees,  they  are  plainly  intended  to 
apply  to  all  elections  held  under  said  Act,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  modified  by  subsequent  provis- 
ions establishing  different  rules.  Such  is  the 
obvious  import  of  the  language  used,  and  this 
view  is  corroborated  by  the  further  fact  that, 
while  in  subsequent  articles  provision  is  made 
for  the  election  of  school  directors  and  boards 
of  education,  nothing  appears  in  those  articles 
in  relation  to  the  qualifications  of  voters,  the 
liabilities  of  judges,  clerks  or  voters,  or  the 
mode  of  contesting  elections;  nor  any  special 
rules  in  relation  to  the  mode  of  conducting 
elections,  except  as  to  the  mere  matter  of  calling 
and  giving  notice,  the  selection  of  judges  and 
clerks,  adjournments  under  specified  circum- 
stances, and  one  or  two  others  of  minor  im- 
portance. The  general  rules  governing  all 
elections  under  said  Act  having  been  once  laid 
down  in  said  section  18,  it  was  doubtless  deemed 
unnecessary  to  repeat  them  in  making  provision 
for  the  election  of  directors  and  boards  of  edu- 
cation. Magistrates  and  constables  are  officers 
of  townships,  at  least  in  counties  under  town- 
ship organization;  and  the  School  Law,  having 
provided  that  school  elections  may  be  contested 
in  the  same  manner  as  is  provided  by  the  gen- 
eral Election  Law  in  case  of  the  election  of 
those  officers,  viz.,  before  the  county  court, 
clearly  vested  that  court  with  jurisdiction  of 
proceedings  to  contest  school  elections.  It  fol- 
lows from  what  we  have  said  that  the  county 
court  erred  in  entering  a  judgment  dismissing 
the  proceeding  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  material  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  are 
admitted  by  the  answer;  and,  said  court  hav- 
ing in  its  final  order  found  that  such  was  the 
case,  its  order  is  tantamount  to  a  finding  that  the 
facts  are  as  alleged  in  the  petition,  and  admit- 
ted by  the  answer.  The  facts  being  found, 
and  no  dispute  arising  in  respect  to  them,  the 
legal  conclusion  or  judgment  which  should 
follow  becomes  a  question  of  law.  The  errors 
committed  by  the  county  court,  and  which  are 
open  here  for  review,  consist:  first,  in  entering 
the  judgment  which  was  entered;  and,  second, 
in  refusing  to  enter  the  judgment  which  is  the 
proper  legal  conclusion  from   the   admitted 
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facts.  We  may  therefore  determine  upon  this 
appeal  what  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
should  have  been.  The  admissions  of  the  an- 
swer lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that,  if 
the  votes  for  Misch  for  the  office  of  president 
of  said  board  of  education,  evidenced  by  the 
ballots  which  also  contained  a  vote  for  him  for 
the  office  of  member  of  said  board,  were  count- 
ed in  his  favor,  he  would  have  received  a  ma- 
jority of  the  votes  cast,  and  would  have  been 
elected  to  the  office  of  president  of  said  board. 
The  only  question  is  whether  the  judges  of 
election  properly  refused  to  count  those  votes 
in  his  favor,  'the  theory  upon  which  their  re- 
jection was  based,  as  the  answer  alleges,  was 
that  the  two  offices,  viz.,  president  and  member 
of  the  board  of  education,  were  incompatible, 
and  could  not  therefore  be  both  held  by  the 
same  person  at  the  same  time,  and  that,  as  said 
judges  had  no  power  to  determine  for  which 
of  the  two  offices  the  voters  casting  said  ballots 
intended  to  vote  for  him,  said  votes  could  not 
properly  be  counted  for  either  office,  and  were 
accordingly  rejected  altogether.  We  know  of 
no  rule  of  law  which  prohibits  a  man's  becom- 
ing a  candidate  or  being  voted  for  at  the  same 
election  for  two  incompatible  offices;  but,  un- 
doubtedly, if  be  should  be  elected  to  both,  he 
would  be  incapable  of  discharging  the  duties 
of  both  offices,  and  would  be  compelled  to 
elect  which  to  accept.  If,  for  example,  a  man 
should  be  voted  for  at  the  same  election  for 
county  judge  and  sheriff,  no  one,  we  presume, 
would  insist  that  the  votes  cast  for  him  by  one 
portion  of  the  voters  for  one  office  would  be  in- 
valid because  another  portion  of  the  voters  saw 
fit  to  vote  for  him  for  the  other.  If,  then,  dif- 
ferent voters  may  vote  for  him  at  the  same 
election  for  different  and  incompatible  offices, 
we  see  oo  reason  why  a  particular  voter,  if  he 
chooses  so  to  do,  may  not  vote  for  him  for  both 
offices  at  the  same  time.  Such  manner  of  vot- 
ing creates  no  uncertainty  or  ambiguity  in  his 
ballot,  the  intention  to  vote  in  that  way  being 
capable  of  just  as  clear  and  certain  an  expres- 
sion as  would  be  an  intention  to  vote  for  differ- 
ent candidates  for  the  two  offices.  The  judges 
of  election  in  this  case  were  mistaken  in  sup- 
posing that  there  was  any  uncertainty  or  am- 
biguity in  the  ballots  in  question  which  needed 
explanation.  The  intention  of  the  voters  clear- 
ly appeared  to  vote  for  Misch,  both  for  presi- 
dent and  member  of  the  board  of  education; 
and  the  fact  that  they  saw  fit  to  vote  for  him 
for  the  latter  office  furnished  said  judges  no  ex- 
cuse for  refusing  to  record  in  bis  favor  their 
vote  for  him  for  the  former.  Their  intention 
to  vote  for  him  for  president  of  said  board  ap- 
peared clearly  and  unmistakably  upon  the  face 
of  the  ballots,  and  said  votes  should  have  been 
counted  for  him  for  that  office.  Section  58  of 
the  Statute  in  relation  to  elections  provides  that, 
if  more  persons  are  designated  upon  a  ballot  for 
any  office  than  there  are  candidates  to  be  elect- 
ed, such  part  of  the  ballot  shall  not  be  counted 
for  either  candidate.  This  statutory  provision 
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is  founded  upon  the  obvious  reason  that  the 
insertion  in  a  ballot  of  more  names  than  there 
are  candidates  to  be  elected  creates  an  uncer- 
tainty or  ambiguity,  which  renders  it  impossi- 
ble for  the  judges  of  election  to  select  the  can- 
didates according  to  the  intention  of  the  voters. 

In  State  v.  Tierney,  38  Wis.  4B0,4bree  per- 
sons were  voted  for  for  the  office  of  justice  of 
the  peace  where  but  two  were  to  be  elected; 
and  the  court,  in  holding  such  ballots  void, says: 
"Three  persons  are  voted  for  by  each  voter, 
when  only  two  can  be  elected.  What  is  the 
choice  of  the  elector  in  such  a  case?  It  is  man- 
ifestly impossible  to  tell.  The  insertion  upon 
the  ballot  of  a  single  name  more  than  ought  to 
be  upon  it  renders  it  as  absolutely  uncertain  as 
though  a  half  a  dozen  or  a  dozen  were  inserted. 
The  result  is  that  such  a  ballot  is  void  for  un- 
certainty. It  fails  to  express  the  choice  of  the 
elector,  and  consequently  cannot  be  counted  as 
a  vote."  See  also  People  v.  Loemis,  8  Wend. 
896;  Be  School  Directors  cfWilkeebarreTwp.  6 
Fhila.  487;  State  v.  Griff**,  5  Neb.  101. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  where  a  ballot  con- 
tains the  name  of  the  person  voted  for  and  the 
office  for  which  he  is  designated  several  times 
repeated,  it  is  not  for  that  reason  void,  but  is  to 
be  counted  as  one  ballot.  People  v.  Hotden,  28 
Oal.  124;  Athfidds  (Jam,  Gush.  Elect.  Gas.  583. 

The  ballots  under  consideration  in  this  case, 
however,  do  not  come  within  the  letter  or  in- 
tention of  the  section  of  the  Election  Law  last 
above  quoted.  They  contain  only  the  proper 
number  of  names  of  candidates  for  the  respec- 
tive offices,  and  there  is  no  uncertainty  as  to 
the  choice  of  the  voters  casting  said  ballots. 

The  Judgment  ef  the  Oounty  Court  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  will  be  remanded  to  that 
court,  with  directions  to  enter  a  judgment  find- 
ing and  declaring  that  at  the  school  election  in 
question  said  William  Misch  received  a  major- 
ity of  the  votes  cast  for  the  office  of  president 
of  said  board  of  education,  and  was  duly  elect- 
ed to  that  office,  and  awarding  him  a  certificate 
of  said  election. 


_  ,«/:,  concurring  specially: 

I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  this 
opinion,  but  not  in  all  that  is  said  in  it.  The 
opinion  designates  counties  as  quasi  municipal 
corporations,  whereas  they  have  been  held  to 
be  municipal  corporations  in  at  least  two  cases: 
Wulff  v.  Aldrieh,  124  111.  591,  14  West  Rep. 
545;  Jimison  v.  Adams  Oounty,  180  HI.  558. 
What  is  said  about  Brush  v.  Lemma,  77  IU. 
496,  does  not  harmonize  with  the  views  of  that 
case  as  expressed  in  Bock  Island  v.  Guinely,  126 
III.  408,  and  Greenwood  v.  Murphy,  181  III.  601 
The  mere  purposes  of  illustration  would  not 
seem  to  require  that,  in  a  case  involving  the 
question  of  the  power  of  the  county  court  to 
entertain  jurisdiction  of  or  control  over  the 
election  of  a  school  director,  there  should  be 
inserted  a  long  statement  of  what  kind  of  prop- 
erty the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company 
may  hold  for  the  operation  of  its  road. 
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Charles  E.  UPHAM,  Appt.,  f 

v. 
DETROIT  CITY  R.  CO 

(....Mich ) 

Siding  on  the  platform  of  a  'street-car 

when  there  to  room  inside  is  not  negligence  par 
m  in  the  absence  of  any  prohibition  on  the  part 
of  the  car  company  to  do  so  or  any  notification 
that  persons  doing  so  assume  the  risk. 

(February  27, 189L) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  broujrht  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  re- 
sulted from  defendant's  negligence.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  John  G.  Hawley,  for  plaintiff  in 


Standing  on  a  street-car  platform  is  not  neg- 
ligence perm. 

Ginnav.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  67  N.  Y.  596; 
Nolan  v.  Brooklyn  City  AN.  R  Co.  87  N.  T. 
<63;  Maguire  v.  Middlesex  R  Co.  115  Mass.  289; 
Germantoum  Pom.  R.  Co.  r.  Wailing,  97  Pa. 
55,  61 ;  Meeeel  ▼.  Lynn  &  B.  R  Co.  8  Allen, 
334 ;  Burner.  BeUefontaine  R.  Co.  50  Mo.  189 ; 
City  R  Co.  ▼.  Lee,  50  N.  J.  L.  485 ;  Topeka 
City  R.  Co.  v.  Biggs,  88  Kan.  875;  Fleck  v. 
Union  R.Co.  184  Mass.  481;  Seigel  v.  Eisen,  41 
Cal.  109;  Augusta  &  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Rent,  65  Ga. 
126;  Qeitz  v.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.  7a  Wis. 

m 


Messrs.  Sidney  T.  Miller  and  Brennan 
•V  Donnelly  for  appellee. 

Grant,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiff  was  injured  while  riding  upon  one 
of  the  defendant  s  cars,  under  the  following 
circumstances:  On  September  17,  1890,  in  the 
evening,  plaintiff,  with  his  wife  and  children 
and  some  friends,  had  returned  by  boat  from 
the  exposition  grounds,  landing  at  the  foot  of 
Woodward  Avenue.  A  street-car  was  stand- 
ing there,  and  many  passengers  from  the  boat 
rushed  for  the  car.  Plaintiff  and  his  party  went 
to  the  front  of  the  car.  He  entered  with  the 
ladies  and  children  of  his  party,  while  his 
friend,  Mr.  Metcalf,  remained  upon  the  front 
platform.  Some  of  them  secured  seats,  and 
the  others  stood  up.  After  providing  for  them 
as  well  as  he  could,  he  returned  to  the  front 
platform.  The  car  was  drawn  by  horses. 
Shortly  after  the  car  started  it  struck  a  switch, 
and  plaintiff,  who  was  standing  with  his  back 
against  the  door,  was  thrown  to  the  pavement 


and  severely  injured.  Plaintiff  brought  this 
suit  to  recover  damages,  alleging  that  the  de- 
fendant was  guilty  of  negligence  in  that  it 


drove  and  propelled  the  car,  without  any  no- 
tice or  warning  to  plaintiff,  against  and  around 
said  switch.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  tes- 
timony defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery by  plaintiff.  This  the  court  declined  to 
do,  but  said  the  cause  "would  be  submitted  to 
the  jury*  with  the  instruction  that,  if  plaintiff 
could  have  remained  in  the  car,  he  could  not 
recover;  but  if  it  was  so  full  that  he  could  not 
I  get  a  place  to  go  to  in  the  car,  then  he  could  re- 


Nora.— Street  raQways,  carrying  passengers  on 
platform  of  ear. 

A  street-railway  company  has  the  right  to  carry 
-passengera  on  the  platforms.  Topeka  City  R.  Oo. 
v.  Higga,  88  Kan.  875;  Gennantown  Pass.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Walling.  07  Fa.  66 ;  Meeeel  v.  Lynn  ft  B.  B.  Oo.  8 
Allen,  234;  Maguire  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  116  Mass. 
239;  Burns  v.  BeUefontaine  R.  Co.  50  Mo.  ISO;  Nolan 
v.  Brooklyn  City  &N.  R.  Oo.  87  N.  Y.  83. 

Seats  Inside  the  car  are  not  the  only  place  where 
-the  managers  expect  passengers  to  remain;  but  it 
is  notorious  that  passengers  stand  inside  the  car  un- 
til the  car  Is  full,  then  upon  the  platforms  until 
they  are  full,  and  even  after  there  is  no  place  to 
stand  except  on  the  steps  of  the  platforms.  Meesel 
v.  Lynn  ft  B.  R.  Oo.  8  Allen,  884. 

So  that  the  mere  fact  of  riding  on  a  platform  of 
a  street  car  is  not  conclusive  proof  of  negligence. 
Nolan  t.  Brooklyn  City  ft  N.  R.  Oo.  87  N.  Y.  SB; 
Meesel  v.  Lynn  ft  B.  R.  Co.  supra ;  Fleck  v.  Union 
R.  Co.  184  Mass.  48L  Bee  Willis  v.  Long  Island  R. 
•Co.  34  N.  Y.  690;  Hadenoamp  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co. 
1 8weeney,  490;  Glnna  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  07  N.  Y. 
mi  Morrison  v.  Brie  R.  Oo.  66  N.  Y.  807;  Maguire  v. 
Middlesex  R.  Co.  116  Mass.  £89 ;  Westchester  ft  P. 
H.  Co.  t.  McM  wee,  67  Pa.  311. 

When  a  woman  gen  on  the  front  platform  when 
the  rear  platform  Is  crowded  and  the  driver  whips 
•up  his  team  throwing  her  under  the  wheels  and 
•crashing  her  arm,  she  may  recover  from  the  com- 
pany for  such  injury.  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Boston, 
«  Ga.  887. 
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When  a  street-railway  company  undertakes  to 
carry  large  numbers  of  people,  vastly  in  excess  of 
the  searing  capacity  of  its  oars,  and  permits  pas- 
sengers to  ride  on  the  platforms  and  footboards 
without  objection,  and  runs  its  cars  so  near  the  in- 
tersection of  a  switch  with  the  main  track  that  they 
cannot  pass  without  Injury  to  passengers,  the  com- 
pany is  guiltv  of  gross  negligence.  Topeka  City  R. 
Co.  v.  Higgs,  88  Kan.  875. 

Contributory  negligence  defeats  recovery. 

One  who  voluntarily  stands  on  the  front  platform 
of  a  street-car.  contrary  to  the  regulations  of  the 
carrier,  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  which 
is  not  excused  by  a  bare  license  or  express  permis- 
sion of  the  conductor,  if  there  was  ample  room  for 
him  Inside  the  car.  Baltimore  ft  Y.  Tump.  Road  v. 
Gason,  72  Md.  877. 

Where  plaintiff  occupied  a  sitting  position  upon 
the  front  platform  of  a  car  while  in  motion,  against 
the  rules  of  the  company  and  the  warning  of  the 
driver,  and  without  any  reasonable  excuse  there- 
for, he  cannot  recover.  Lapolnte  v.  Middlesex  R. 
Co.  3  New  Bng.  Rep.  606, 144  Mass.  18;  Wills  v.  Lynn 
ft  B.  R.  Co.  129  Mass.  861. 

It  is  not  enough  for  the  conductor  of  a  street- 
railway  car  to  warn  a  child  not  to  ride  on  the  plat- 
form; and  the  company  must  employ  more  efficient 
means  to  remove  him  from  danger.  Indianapolis, 
P.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Pitzer,  7  West.  Rep.  408,  100  Ind. 
170;  East  Saginaw  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bonn,  27  Mich.  608. 


See  also  33  L.  R.  A.  69;  34  L.  R.  A.  141;  44  L.  R.  A.  157;  45  L.  R.  A.  108. 
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cover;  and  if  there  were  room  enough  for  him 
to  remain  in  the  car.  when  he  went  in,  it  was 
his  duty  to  remain.'1  After  the  judge  had  an- 
nounced his  conclusion  upon  the  law,  neither 
of  the  counsel  desired  to  make  any  argument 
to  the  jury.  The  court  thereupon  instructed 
the  jury,  and  in  closing  said  to  them:  "•  The 
question  for  you  to  decide  is  simply  this: 
When  he  went  into  the  car,  could  he  have  re- 
mained in  there?  that  i&  to  say,  Was  there  room 
enough  for  him  to  remain  there  without  going 
outside?  If  there  were  room  enough  to  remain 
there,  and  he  went  outside  voluntarily/ then  he 
cannot  recover.  If  you  should  find  that  there 
was  not  room  enough  to  remain  there;  that  the 
car  was  full;  that  he  could  not  stay  there;  that 
he  was  obliged  to  stand  outside  to  get  carriage, 
—then,  gentlemen,  you  are  to  consider  the 
damages  ne  has  suffered,  and  award  him  dam- 
ages for  loss  of  services,  physician's  bill  and 
for  the  injury  that  has  befallen  him."  Under 
these  instructions,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  of 
no  cause  of  action. 

The  question  of  fact  submitted  to  the  jury 
has  been  by  them  decided  against  the  plaintiff. 
The  jury  could  not  well  have  found  otherwise, 
for  the  plaintiff's  own  witnesses  testified  that 
there  was  plenty  of  standing  room  inside.  Mrs. 
Metcalf  testified  that  "there  was  no  difficulty 
about  persons  standing  up  inside  the  car,  if 
they  desired  to;  that  there  was  room  enough, 
if  they  preferred  to  stand  inside  to  outside." 
Hiss  Mary  Metcalf  testified  that  there  was 
plenty  of  standing  room  inside  when  plaintiff 
went  out.  The  car  was  supplied  with  straps 
for  passengers  to  take  hold  of  when  compelled 
to  stand  up.  We  must  therefore  determine  the 
defendant's  liability  upon  the  fact  found  by  the 
jury  that  plaintiff  voluntarily  left  the  car  when 
there  was  room  for  him  to  ride  within  it,  and 
voluntarily  stood  upon  the  platform. 

Is  the  dompany  liable  under  such  circum- 
stances for  negligently  driving  its  car?  De- 
fendant's counsel  assert  that  plaintiff  left  a 
place  of  safety  inside  the  car,  and  voluntarily 
chose  one  of  danger  upon  the  platform,  and 
that,  as  his  injury  was  due  in  part  to  the  fact 
that  he  voluntarily  took  that  position,  he  can- 
not recover;  and  that  he  took  an  unnecessary 
risk  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  no  one  who 
was  standing  wit  bin  the  car  was  injured.  They 
also  assert  that  the  law  recognizes  but  two  ex- 
cuses for  leaving  a  place  of  safety  for  one  of 
danger:  (1)  where  a  party,  whether  errone- 
ously or  not,  acted  under  the  reasonable  im- 
pulse of  fear  produced  by  another;  and  (2) 
where  one  has  tried  to  save  human  life,  when 
such  effort  did  not  amount  to  rashness, — neither 
of  which  the  plaintiff  can  of  course  make. 
The  answer  to  the  question  depends  entirely, 
we  think,  upon  whether  or  not  it  is  negligence 
per  seio  ride  upon  the  platform  of  a  street-car 
when  one  may  ride  within.  Whether  one 
leaves  the  car,  after  entering,  to  ride  upon  the 
platform,  or  whether  he  steps  upon  the  plat- 
form without  entering,  is  of  no  consequence. 
His  act  is  as  voluntary  in  the  one  case  as  in  the 
other,  and  the  same  rule  must  govern  both. 
The  record  is  entirely  silent  as  to  any  regula- 
tions on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  this  re- 
spect. But  we  cannot  denude  ourselves  of  the 
knowledge,  which  is  alike  common  to  all,  that  > 
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passengers  are  constantly  riding  upon  these 
platforms  with  the  tacit  assent  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  without  any  protest,  notice  or  regula- 
tion.   We  must  therefore  determine  the  < 


tion  with  the  fact  before  us  that  this  use  of  the- 
platf orms  is  permitted  by  the  defendant  with- 
out objection.  It  is  recognized  as  dangerous. 
per  «0  to  ride  upon  the  platform  of  the  ordi- 
nary steam  railway.  This  is  apparent  to  any- 
one, and  the  difference  in  danger  between  rid- 
ing there  and  upon  the  platform  of  the  street- 
car is  too  obvious  to  require  comment  Au- 
thorities discussing  the  question  afford  no  light 
in  the  determination  of  this.  In  the  presence 
of  the  fact  that  passengers  are  permitted  to  ride 
upon  these  platforms  constantly,  can  courts 
hold  them  to  be  dangerous  per  eer  If  the  rail- 
way companies  considered  them  dangerous 
places,  would  they  not  take  some  means  to  no 
tify  passengers  not  to  ride  there,  or  to  inform 
them  that  they  did  so  at  their  own  risk?  It  i* 
certainly  reasonable  to  presume  that  they 
would.  That  they  do  not  consider  them  dan- 
gerous is  further  apparent  from  the  fact  that, 
when  their  cars  are  full,  they  stop  them  to  take 
on  more  passengers,  and  thus  invite  them  to 
ride  upon  the  platforms.  This  appears  to  be 
their  constant  custom.  It  la  evident  that  the 
public  do  not  consider  these  platforms  places  of 
danger  from  the  fact  of  their  constant  use.  It 
is  therefore  difficult  to  see  upon  what  reasons- 
courts  can  hold  that  they  are  dangerous,  and 
that  persons  who  ride  there  assume  all  the  risk, 
and  thereby  relieve  such  companies  from  all 
liability  except  for  gross,  willful  and  wanton 
misconduct  Under  the  facts  shown  by  this 
record,  the  question  of  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  well  as  of  the  defendant,  belonged 
to  the  jury  to  determine,  and  should  have  been 
submitted  to  them  under  the  proper  instructions. 
Such,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  rule  established 
by  the  clear  weight  of  authority.  Nolan  v. 
Brooklyn  City  &  N.  B.  Co.  87N.Y.  68;  Maguire 
v.  Middlesex  B.  Go.  115  Mass.  289;  German- 
town  Pass.  B.  Co.  v.  Walling,  97  Fa.  55;  Jfcesff 
v.  Lynn  6  B.  B.  Go.  8  Allen,  884;  Burn*  v. 
BeUefontaine  B.  Ch.  50  Mo.  189;  Augusta  <t  S. 
B.  Co.  v.  Bern,  55  Ga,  186;  Seigel  v.  Bisen,  41 
Gal.  109. 

This  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  case  of 
Downey  v.  Bendrie,  46  Mich.  496,  where  the 
plaintiff  went  through  the  car  to  the  front  plat- 
form and  sat  on  the  driving-bar,  a  thin  iron, 
rail  not  exceeding  an  inch  in  thickness,  from 
which  be  fell  under  the  car.  We  have  no 
doubt  of  the  correctness  of  that  decision.  It 
is  within  the  power  of  street-railway  compa- 
nies to  prohibit  passengers  from  riding  upon  the 
platforms,  or  to  give  notice  that  those  who  ride 
there  must  do  so  at  their  own  risk,  or  to  limit 
the  number  of  passengers  which  each  car  shall 
carry,  and  to  require  them  to  ride  inside  the 
cars.  Until  they  adopt  some  such  regulations, 
and  notify  the  public,  it  is  but  reasonable  to 
hold  them  liable  for  injuries,  resulting  from 
their  own  negligent  acts,  to  their  patrons,  wbo- 
are  themselves  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care,  whether  riding  upon  the  platforms  or 
within  the  cars. 

Judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  s> 
new  trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concurred. 
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1.  CoUateraU  security  gtrmn.  by  the 
maker  of  »  note  "for  the  payment  of  this 
note  or  any  of  my  liabilities  .  .  .  due  or  to 
become  due,"  gives  an  indorser  of  anon  note  no 
right  to  a  preference  in  the  application  of  the 
proceeds  of  snoh  security  to  such  note  as  against 
other  notes  not  indorsed  by  him. 

8.  The  rights  of  aalndonerM  to  the 
application  of  collateral  security  given 
by  the  maker  to  the  holder  of  the  note  are  to  be 
determined  by  the  terms  of  the  pledge  as  they 
exist  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  security,  and 
are  not  affected  by  pledges  formerly  made  to  se- 
cure different  notes  In  a  series  of  renewals  of 
which  the  present  note  is  the  last. 

(March  7, 180U 

EEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Bristol 
County  (Mason,  J.)  for  the  opinion  of  the 
gupreme  Judicial  Court  of  an  action  brought 
to  determine  for  which  of  two  sums  defendant 
was  liable  under  his  indorsements  of  notes 
made  by  William  L.  Blade.  Judgment  for  the 
larger  sum. 
The  facts  are  staled  in  the  opinion. 


Meter*.  JchbIbm  Jb  Brayton,  for  plain* 
tiff: 

In  case  of  a  general  pledge  without  direc- 
tions as  to  application  the  holder  has  the  right 
to  apply  the  proceeds  in  such  a  manner  as  will 
be  most  advantageous  to  himself;  and  the 
maker  or  surety  has  no  right  to  direct  as  to  the 
order  or  amount  of  application  to  any  particu- 
lar debt  or  debts. 

Field  t.  Holland,  10  U.  S.  6  Oranch,  8. 8  L.  ed. 
186;  National  Bank  of  Neuburgh  v.  Staler %  88 
N.  Y.  51;  Wilcox  v.  Fairhaven  Bank,  7  Allen, 
270;  Moon  ▼.  Washburn,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  680, 
147  Mass.  845. 

A  fortiori,  neither  maker  nor  surety  has  the 
right  to  direct  the  application  of  collateral, 
when  they  have  expressly  agreed  that  it  is 
pledged  for  the  payment  of  any  of  William  L. 
glade's  liabilities  to  the  Bank,  and  expressly 
directed  and  agreed  at  the  time  of  making  the 
pledge  that  the  security  may  be  applied  in  pay* 
ment  of  any  of  such  liabilities.  The  collateral 
is  not  held  to  secure  payment  for  the  note  in 
which  it  is  named  any  more  specifically  than 
it  is  to  secure  payment  of  any  other  liability. 

Richardson  v.  Washington  Bank,  8  Met  595. 

Mr.  James  F.  Jaekaon,  for  defendant: 

The  evidence  showed  a  special  pledge  of  the 
Stafford  Mills  stock  upon  the  note  for  $19,500 
when  that  note  was  given,  and  a  second  special 
pledge  of  the  same  stock  at  the  time  of  the  first 
renewal  of  the  note  for  $7,000.    The  stocks 


Norm.— Right  of  surety  to  control  application  of 
collaterals. 

As  between  debtor  and  creditor,  the  rule  as  to 
application  of  payments  is  that  If  several  debts  are 
due  at  the  time  of  a  partial  payment  the  debtor  Is 
at  liberty  to  apply  the  payment  to  whichever  debt 
be  pleases,  if  his  Intention  is  manifested  at  the  time 
of  the  payment,  subject  to  the  restriction  that  the 
creditor  Is  not  obliged  to  receive  a  partial  payment 
of  any  particular  debt  of  which  the  whole  Is  due  at 
the  time  the  offer  of  payment  is  made.  Where  the 
debtor  neglects  to  manifest  his  intention  as  to  the 
application  of  the  payment  at  the  time  it  is  made 
ibe  creditor  may,  at  the  time  be  receives  the  money, 
apply  it  to  which  debt  he  pleases,  unless  the  debtor 
objects  at  the  time.  Stone  v.  Seymour,  1ft  Wend. 
28;  Field  v.  Holland,  10  U.  8. 6  Cranch,  87,  8  L.  ed.  14ft 
King*  v.  Sutton,  42  Kan.  600;  L'Hommedieu  v.  The 
tt.  L.  Dayton.  88  Fed.  Hep.  086;  Green  v.  Ford,  78 
Ga.  180;  Sanborn  v.  Stark,  81  Fed.  Rep.  18;  Heard  v. 
Pulaski,  80  Ala.  60S.  See  also  Pennsylvania  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Clansen  Brewing  Co.  (Pa.)  5  Cent.  Rep.  887; 
Byrnes  v.  Claffey,  68  OaL  ISO:  Leeds  v.  Gifford,  4 
Cent.  Rep.  IfiO,  41  N.  J.  Bq.  404;  Kline  v.  Ragland, 
47  Ark.  Ill;  Pardee  v.  Markle,  2  Cent.  Rep.  827,  111 
Pa.  548;  Flsnnery  v.  Flaunery,  2  New  Bng.  Rep.  781, 
58Vt.676. 

The  creditor  may  apply  payments  to  debts  which 
are  not  secured  by  liens  in  preference  to  those 
which  are  thus  secured.  Lester  v.  Houston,  101 N. 
C.  016;  North  v.  La  Flesh,  73  Wis.  620. 

The  mere  fact  chat  there  ta  a  surety  for  one  of 
the  debts  does  not  preclude  the  creditor  from  ap- 
plying a  payment  to  the  debts  for  which  he  has  no 
security.    Harding  v.Tifft,  75  N.Y.  464. 

Sureties  are  bound  by  any  application  which  is 
legally  made  by  a  party  having  the  right  to  make 
it.    Alien  v.  Culver,  8  Denio,  281. 

The  surety  has  no  right  to  give  any  direction  as 
to  the  application  of  payments  by  the  creditor. 
Richardson  v.  Washington  Bank.  8  Met.  641. 
12  L.  R  A. 


Mr.  Colebrooke,  In  his  work  on  Collateral  Securi- 
ties, 1218,  states  the  rights  of  the  creditor  as  against 
the  surety  in  regard  to  the  application  ot  collat- 
erals as  they  would  be  if  deduced  from  the  above 
authorities;  and  although  the  authorities  cited  by 
him  are  not  cases  of  attempts  to  control  the  appli- 
cation of  collateral  securities  by  sureties  but  in  the 
main  cases  of  application  of  payments,  yet  no  rea- 
son is  apparent  for  a  distinction  in  the  rules  appli- 
cable In  the  two  eases.  The  rule  seems  to  be  simi- 
lar in  the  two  eases  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  debtor 
and  creditor  are  concerned;  for  if  property  is  as- 
signed as  collateral  security  for  several  debts  with- 
out direction  at  that  time  by  the  assignor  as  to  the 
application  of  Its  proceeds,  the  creditor  may  apply 
the  money  realized  to  any  of  the  debts  that  are  due 
at  the  time  the  money  is  received.  National  Bank 
of  Newburgh  v.  Biirler,  88  N.  T.  64.  See  also  Nichols 
v.  Knowles,  8  McCrary,  477. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  surety  on  one  or  more  of 
a  series  of  promissory  notes  given  for  the  purchase 
price  Of  a  machine  cannot,  on  a  sale  of  the  machine 
under  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  all  the  notes, 
have  the  proceeds  applied  on  the  notes  on  which  he 
is  surety,  but  the  holder  may  apply  them  on  the 
notes  not  otherwise  secured.  Hanson  v.  Manley, 
72  Iowa,  48. 

The  creditor  may  apply  the  proceeds  of  collater- 
als upon  his  unsecured  debt  In  the  absence  of  di- 
rection by  either  the  principal  or  surety.  Wood  v. 
Callflghan,  61  Mich.  412.  See  also  Wilson  v.  Allen, 
11  Or.  154. 

The  Pennsylvania  rule  is  rather  more  favorable 
to  the  surety,  since  it  holds  that  although  he  can- 
not require  a  general  payment  to  be  applied  to  a 
later  debt  on  which  alone  he  is  liable  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  earlier  ones,  yet  he  can  require  that  the 
payment  shall  not  be  applied  on  the  last  Item,  leav- 
ing him  liable  on  earlier  ones.  Pardee  v.  Markle, 
2  Cent.  Rep.  827,  111  Pa,  648. 
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were  special  pledget  upon  the  notes  in  which 
they  were  named,  and  the  defendant  would 
have  been  entitled  to  have  had  the  Stafford 
Mills  stock  applied  first  upon  the  note  for 
$19,500,  and  next  upon  the  note  for  $7,000. 

Hathaway  v.  Fall  River  Nat  Bank,  181 
Mass.  14;  Baldwin  v.  Bradley,  09  111.  82;  Ma- 
tonic  San.  Bank  v.  Bangs,  84  Ky.  185;  Neponset 
Bank  v.  Letand,  5  Met.  259;  Duncan  v.  Bren- 
nan,  88  N.  Y.  490:  Wyckafv.  Anthony,  90  N. 
Y.  442. 

Devens,  J.9  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  December,  1888,  when  William  L.  Blade 
failed,  the  plaintiff  held  four  notes  signed  by 
Blade  as  maker  for  the  sums  of  $19,500,  $10,- 
000.  $7,000  and  $1,000,  respectively,  which 
were  renewals  of  notes  given  originally  for 
money  loaned  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  All 
these  notes,  except  the  one  for  $10,000,  were 
indorsed  by  the  defendant,  waiving  present- 
ment, demand  and  notice,  and  had  long  been 
overdue.  The  plaintiff  held  certain  stocks  as 
collateral  security  for  the  liabilities  of  William 
L.  Blade,  and  having  sold  certain  shares  of  a 
stock  known  as  the  Stafford  Mills  stock  for  the 
sum  of  $28,800,  applied  the  money  received 
therefor  to  the  full  payment  of  the  note  of 
$19,500,  on  which  there  was  then  due  $18,900 
as  principal  and  $204.75  as  interest,  and  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  the  $10,000  note  in  ad- 
dition to  the  value  of  certain  other  stocks  which 
it  deemed  applicable  to  that  note  the  sum  of 
$8,576.67,  and  further  applied  on  the  note  for 
$1,000  the  balance  which  was  left  after  pay- 
ment of  the  $10,000,  note  in  the  manner 
stated.  To  the  application  made  on  the 
note  of  $1,000  of  the  part  of  the  amount 
of  the  $28,600  left  after  payment  of  the  $10,- 
000 note,  the  defendant  makes  no  objection,  but 
he  contends  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
apply  on  the  $10,000  note  the  balance  of  the 
sum  derived  from  the  sale  of  the  Stafford  Mills 
stock,  and  that  he  bad  a  right  to  have  this  sum 
applied  on  the  $7,000  note,  upon  which  be 
was  indorser.  As  the  defendant  is  in  any  event 
indebted  still  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  agreed  that 
if  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  Stafford  Mills  stock  after  satisfy- 
ing the  $19,500  note  to  the  $10,000  note,  judg- 
ment shall  be  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $8,88480  with  interest  from  the  date 
of  the  writ,  but  if  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
have  the  proceeds  of  the  Stafford  Mills  stock 
after  satisfying  the  $19,500  note  and  the  note 
for  $1,000  applied  next  on  the  $7,000  note 
rather  than  that  on  the  $10,000  note,  then 
judgment  is  to  be  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  sum  of  $8,866.87  with  interest  from  the  date 
of  the  writ. 

The  defendant  introduced,  under  exception, 
evidence  of  certain  facts  showing  the  previous 
transactions  of  the  parties,  which  he  claimed 
should  be  considered  in  construing  the  notes  as 
they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  failure  and  as- 
signment of  W.  L.  Blade.  It  will  be  more 
convenient,  first,  to  consider  the  case  without 
reference  to  this  evidence. 

The  $19,500  note  was  dated  January  1, 1885, 
and  to  the  promise  to  pay  is  added :  "I,  hav- 
ing deposited  with  the  Fall  River  Natl.  Bank 
as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  this  or 
12  L.  R.  A. 


of  any  of  my  liabilities  to  said  Bank  due  or  to 
become  due,  now  or  hereafter,  contracted  or  in- 
curred, two  hundred  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  Stafford  Mills  of  Fall  River,  hereby 
authorize  said  Bank  to  sell  the  same  either  at 
public  or  private  sale  at  the  option  of  said 
Bank  on  the  nonpayment  of  this  note  or  any 
other  liabilities  above  mentioned."  It  is  then 
added  that  the  Bank  is  to  give  the  promisor 
credit  for  any  balance  deducting  expenses,  etc., 
and  there  is  a  memorandum  on  the  note  that  it 
is  a  renewal  of  note  for  $19,500,  dated  July  10, 
187a 

The  note  for  $7,000  is  dated  January  10, 1885, 
and  after  the  promise  to  pay  is  added:  "I 
having  deposited  with  the  Fall  River  National 
Bank,  as  collateral  security,  for  the  payment 
of  this  note,  or  any  of  my  liabilities  to  said 
Bank,  due,  or  to  become  due,  now  or  hereafter 
contracted  or  incurred,  one  hundred  twentv- 
flve  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  81acle 
Mills,  pledge  dated  November  22, 1880,  and 
two  hundred  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Stafford  Mills,  pledge  dated  July  10,  1878, 
hereby  authorize  said  Bank  to  sell  the  same 
without  notice,  either  at  public  or  private  sale, 
at  the  option  of  said  Bank,  on  the  nonpayment 
of  this  note  or  any  other  of  the  liabilities  above 
mentioned,  the  said  Bank  giving  me  credit 
for  any  balance  of  the  net  proceeds  of  such  sale 
or  sales,  after  deducting  the  expenses  thereof  and 
interest,  and  all  sums  for  which  I  may  be  liable 
to  said  Bank,  together  with  all  costs,  charges 
and  damages  to  said  Bank  to  enforce  this 
pledge." 

The  note  for  $10,000  Is  dated  February  28, 
1885,  and  after  the  promise  to  pay  is  added : 
,'  I  having  deposited  with  the  Fall  River  Na- 
tional Bank  as  collateral  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  this  note  or  any  of  my  liabilities  to 
said  Bank,  due,  or  to  become  due,  now  or 
hereafter  contracted  or  incurred,  one  hundred 
twenty-five  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Blade  Mills,  hereby  authorize  said  Bank  to  sell 
the  same  without  notice,  either  at  public  or 
private  sale,  at  the  option  of  said  Bank,  on  the 
nonpayment  of  this  note  or  any  other  of  the 
liabilities  above  mentioned,  the  said  Bank  giv- 
ing me  credit  for  any  balance  of  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale  or  sales,  after  deducting  the 
expenses  thereof  and  interest,  and  all  sums  for 
which  I  may  be  liable  to  said  Bank,  together 
with  all  costs,  charges  and  damages  to  said 
Bank,  to  enforce  this  pledge." 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  this  pre- 
sents the  case  of  a  special  pledge  of  the  Staf- 
ford Mills  stock  upon  the  $19,500  note,  with  a 
general  pledge  of  the  same  security  for  any 
subsequent  Indebtedness,  that  then  follows  next 
in  the  order  of  time,  a  special  pledge  of  the 
same  stock  upon  the  note  for  $7,000,  and  that 
therefore  the  plaintiff  could  only  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  Stafford  Mills  stock  to 
the  payment  of  the  $10,000  note,  which  was 
subsequent  in  date  after  satisfying  these  two 
notes.  Where  stock  is  specially  pledged  for 
the  payment  of  a  particular  debt,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  proceeds  would  certainly  be  taken 
out  of  the  rule  which  permits  a  holder  of  col- 
lateral security  for  several  debts  due  to  him  to 
apply  the  proceeds  as  he  may  deem  most  for 
his  own  interest.  Wilcox  v.  Fairhaven  Bank* 
7  Allen,  270. 
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Nor  do  we  doubt  that  a  special  pledge  may 
be  made  subject  to  a  previous  special  pledge 
which  would  entitle  the  pledgor  or  his  surety 
to  hare  an  application  of  the  proceeds  made 
upon  the  debt  for  which  it  was  thus  specially 
pledged  a  second  time,  in  preference  to  other 
debts  then  existing  or  subsequently  incurred. 
Neponmt  Bank  v.  Island,  5  Met  259;  Hatha- 
way  v.  FaU  River  Nat  Bank,  181  Mass.  14. 

The  question  is  therefore  presented  whether 
there  was  any  special  pledge  of  the  Stafford 
Mills  stock  for  the  payment  of  either  the  $19,- 
500  note  or  subject  thereto  to  the  payment  of 
the  $7,000  note.  This  stock  was  deposited 
with  the  $19,600  note  as  collateral  security, 
not  for  the  payment  of  that  note  only  or  of 
that  note  in  preference  to  any  other.  The 
pledge  was  for  the  payment  of  that  note 
or  oC&ny  liabilities  then  due  or  thereafter  be- 
coming due  from  the  principal  debtor.  It  was 
to  be  sold,  not  on  nonpayment  of  the  note 
alone,  but  on  nonpayment  of  any  other  of  his 
liabilities  either  then  or  thereafter  becoming 
due,  and  the  proceeds'  could  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  them  or  either  of  them.  The 
debtor  was  to  have  credit  for  the  balance  of  the 
proceeds  only,  after  payment  of  all  expenses 
of  the  sale  and  of  all  sums  due  the  Bank. 
While  the  individual  note  of  $19,500  is  men- 
tioned, there  is  no  suggestion  that  it  is  to  re- 
ceive any  preference  in  the  payment.  Indeed, 
by  the  failure  of  the  debtor  to  meet  other  lia- 
bilities the  collateral  security  might  be  sold  and 
applied  long  before  the  $19,500  note  became 
due.  The  same  reasoning  applies  to  the  sec- 
ond pledge  of  the  same  stock  upon  the  $7,000 
note.  Neither  of  them  constitutes  special 
pledges,  so  that  when  the  plaintiff  lawfully 
sells  the  collateral  security  he  is  compelled  to 
apply  the  proceeds  on  these  notes,  rather  than 
on  the  other  liabilities  of  William  L.  Blade. 
The  form  of  the  pledge  of  the  Stafford  Mills 
stock  set  forth  in  these  notes  strongly  resembles 
that  considered  in  the  case  of  Michardson  v. 
Washington  Bank,  8  Met  586;  indeed  we  do 
not  see  that  it  can  be  distinguished  therefrom. 
The  language  in  that  case  after  the  description 
of  the  notes  pledged  as  collateral  was:  "That 
for  the  punctual  payment  of  this  or  any  other 
sum  which  I  have  obtained  or  may  hereafter 
obtain  on  loan  or  discount  from  said  bank, 
these  notes  are  hereby  pledged  and  made  lia- 
ble, and  the  directors  of  said  bank  are  hereby 
authorized,  after  said  loan  or  loans  have  become 
due  and  payable,  and  shall  thereafter  remain 
unpaid,  to  sell  the  said  notes,"  etc.  It  was  there 
held  that  the  defendants  were  under  no  obli- 
gation upon  the  party  holding  the  security, 
first  to  apply  it  to  the  payment  of  the  loan  ob- 
tained when  the  security  was  given;  that  the 
language  of  the  contract  could  not  be  construed 
as  giving  a  preference  or  priority  to  any  particu- 
lar debt,  and  that  the  creditor  had  a  right  to 
apply  the  proceeds  of  the  security  as  he  saw 
fit  Where  collateral  security  is  equally  given 
for  various  debts,  if  there  is  one  or  more  of 
the  debts  thus  secured  for  which  the  debtor 
alone  is  responsible,  and  the  amount  of  which 
cannot  be  obtained  from  him  on  account  of  his 
pecuniary  inability,  the  proceeds  may  be  ap- 
plied, so  far  as  is  necessary  for  that  purpose,  to 
the  payment  and  discharge  of  such  debts,  and 
to  that  extent  the  sureties  or  indorsers  on  notes 
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constituting  other  debts  have  no  interest  or 
rights  in  them.  Wilcox  v.  Fairhaven  Bank,  7 
Allen.  270. 

The  defendant  was  allowed  to  introduce  evi- 
dence of  the  various  forms  which  the  notes  in 
question  had  assumed  in  the  course  of  the 
transactions  between  the  parties.  It  appeared 
that  the  $19,500  was  the  last  renewal  or  a  note 
of  July  10,  1878,  which  earlier  note  after  the 
promise  to  pay  was  in  Ithe  followiug  form: 
"I  have  deposited  herewith  as  collateral  se- 
curity hereto  two  hundred  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  Stafford  Mills,  with  full  author- 
ity to  sell  the  same  without  notice,  either  at 
public  or  private  sale,  or  otherwise,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  holder  or  holders  hereof,  on  the 
nonperformance  of  this  promise,  he  or  they 
giving  me  credit  for  any  balance  of  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale  or  sales,  after  deducting  the 
expenses  thereof,  and  paying  all  sums  then 
due  from  me  to  said  holder  or  holders,  or  his 
or  their  order,  which  collateral  is  to  be  returned 
to  me  on  the  payment  of  this  note." 

The  original  note  of  $10,000  was  dated 
November  10, 1880,  the  Blade  Mills  stock  be- 
ing named  therein  as  collateral  security,  while 
the  note  of  $7,000  was  of  the  date  of  January 
6,  1881,  no  collateral  security  being  named 
therein  or  given  for  the  payment  thereof.  The 
original  notes  6f  $19,500  and  $10,000  were  re- 
newed from  time  to  time  in  the  form  In  which 
they  were  originally  made,  but  in  December, 
1881,  the  forms  of  these  renewals  were  changed 
to  the  form  appearing  in  the  last  renewals  of 
1885  as  cited  above.  At  the  first  renewal  of 
the  $7,000  note  in  May,  1881,  and  in  all  subse- 
quent renewals  the  Blade  and  Stafford  Mills 
stock  were  named  as  collateral.  In  what  lan- 
guage they  were  thus  named  does  not  appear, 
as  the  form  of  the  first  renewal  is  not  given  in 
the  report,  but  the  form  appearing  in  the  last 
renewal  was  adopted  in  January,  1882.  When 
the  notes  under  discussion,  together  with  the 
terms  of  the  pledge,  assumed  the  form  which 
they  now  have  in  December,  1881,  and  Janu- 
ary, 1882,  substantially  contemporaneously 
and  so  continued  through  repeated  renewals 
during  a  series  of  years,  and  when  their  pres- 
ent form  is  one  entirely  intelligible,  no  profit- 
able inference  as  to  their  construction  can  be 
drawn  from  the  form  which  they  had  either 
originally  or  in  previous  years. 

Even  if  in  May,  1881,  when  the  $7,000  note 
was  first  renewed,  a  change  was  made  in  the 
contracts  of  pledge  by  which  the  defendant 
bad  more  rights  in  regard  to  the  application  of 
the  collateral  security  to  the  payment  of  the 
notes  upon  which  he  was  surety,  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  parties  interested  might  not  in 
December,  1881,  and  January,  1882,  so  subse- 
quently change  their  contracts  as  to  give  the 
plaintiff  more  rights  in  the  application  of  the 
collateral  security  than  he  had  in  May,  1881. 
The  form  by  which  the  note  of  $7,000  was 
first  renewed  is  not  before  us,  but  the  defend- 
ant's right  as  the  notes  were  originally  made 
and  in  the  shape  they  finally  assumed  in  the 
construction  we  have  given  to  the  contract  by 
which  the  collateral  security  was  pledged  gave 
him  no  right  that  the  $7,000  should  be  pre- 
ferred in  payment  to  the  $10,000  note.  If 
there  was  a  time  in  the  history  of  the  transac- 
tions when  this  preference  existed,  which  is  not 
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shown  by  the  evidence  reported,  the  defendant 
could  Dot  single  that  out  and  demand  that  his 
rights  should  he  tested  as  of  that  time  rather 
than  as  they  existed  when  the  collateral  secur- 
ity was  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  by  the 
plaintiff. 

While  it  has  been  held  that  the  renewal  or 
extension  by  note  or  otherwise  of  an  original 
debt  secured  by  collateral  security  does  not 
without  express  agreement  extinguish 
the  original  debt  or  security,  as  it  cannot  be  in- 
ferred that  the  holder  intended  to  surrender  to 
his  own  detriment  rights  which  are  established, 
yet  this  principle  has  no  application  to  those 
cases  where  in  the  renewal  the  collateral  secur- 
ity is  mentioned  and  new  or  different  terms  are 
provided  upon  which  it  is  to  be  held. 

The  defendant  was  allowed  to  put  in  a  state- 


ment marked  "  H,"  but  we  do  not  understand 
from  this  that  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  made 
any  different  application  of  the  surplus  after 
aafe  of  the  Stafford  Mills  from  that  which  it 
claimed  the  right  to  make. 

In  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case  the 
evidence  as  to  the  previous  transactions  of  the 
parties  and  the  previous  forms  of  their  notes 
and  the  provisions  for  the  collateral  security 
thereof  was  not  important,  even  if  admissible. 

The  rights  of  the  defendant  to  the  applies 
tion  of  the  collateral  security  are  to  be  deter 
mined  by  the  terms  of  the  pledge  as  they  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  sale  thereof.  Accord- 
ing to  these  the  defendant  had  no  right  that 
the  proceeds  should  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  $7,000  note  rather  than  that  of  $10,000. 

Judgment  for  a  larger  sum. 
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1.  Mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to 
compel  a  Judge  to  act  in  proceedings  where 
he  has  improperly  refused  on  the  ground  of  sup- 
posed disqualification. 

8.  Membership  In  a  stato  bar  associa- 
tion does  not  disqualify  a  judge  to  hear 
a  proceeding  brought  by  It  for  the  disbarment  of 
an  attorney,  although  the.  association  may  be  li- 
able for  the  costs  if  defeated. 

8.  Proceedings  before  a  special  Judge, 
even  by  consent  of  parties,  are  coram  non  jttdice 
and  void  if  the  regular  judge  Is  not  in  fact  dis- 
qualified, although  he  supposed  he  was  and  re- 
fused to  sit. 

(January  28, 188L) 

APPLICATION  by  the  Alabama  State  Bar 
Association  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  a  judge  to  proceed  with,  bear  and  de- 
termine proceedings  instituted  for  the  disbar- 
ment of  an  attorney.     Granted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H.  C.  Tompkins  and  John  P. 
Tillman  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  ▲•  A*  Coleman  and  Brooks  St 
Brooks,  contra: 

All  tribunals  must  "  take  care  that  not  only 
in  their  decrees  they  are  not  influenced  by  their 
personal  interest,  but  avoid  the  appearance  of 
laboring  under  such  an  influence. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  §§410,  411. 

The  decision  of  Judge  Head,  that  he  was  in- 
competent to  proceed  farther  in  the  cause,  after 
argument  and  consideration,  and  which  was 
entered  of  record,  was  a  judicial  act,  a  judicial 
determination,  the  exercise  of  judicial  func- 
tions, and  cannot  be  reviewed,  set  aside  and  a 
new  and  different  decision  ordered  and  enforced 
by  mandamus. 

The  special  judge  proceeded  and  the  cause 
was  tried, — proceeded  regularly,  and  contin- 
uously from  beginning  to  end,  without  "  neg- 
lect of  any  duty*'  or  "  refusal  to  act"  by  either 
Judge  Head,  or  Special  Judge  Thornton.  If 
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during  the  progress  of  the  trial  either  judge 
made  an  erroneous  decision,  an  appeal  was  open 
to  remedy  the  wrong.  Mandamus  will  not  lie 
if  there  be  any  other  adequate  remedy  or  mode 
of  redress. 

2  Brickell,  p.  240,  §§  4,  22;  Ex  parte  Gar- 
land, 42  Ala.  560;  Ex  parte  Small,  25  Ala.  74; 
Ex  parte  Schmidt,  62  Ala.  254;  Ex  parte  Etston, 
25  Ala.  72;  8  Brickell,  p.  627,  §  40;  Mobile  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  76  Ala.  828;  7  Wait,  Act. 
and  Def.  182;  Wright  v.  Douglass,  10  Barb.  97; 
Huntington  v.  Charlotte,  15  Vt  46;  State  v. 
Shreeve,  15  N.  J.  L.  57;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
§  410;  State  v.  CasUeberry,  28  Ala.  85;  Heydcn- 
feldt  v.  Towns,  27  Ala.  429. 

A  peremptory  mandamus  will  not  be  issued 
if  it  appears  from  the  record  in  the  cause  that 
there  was  any  other  adequate  remedy. 

Ex  parte  Shandies,  66  Ala.  184;  Corner  v. 
Bankhead,  70  Ala.  186;  Hall  v.  Steele,  82  Ala. 
562;  Shields  v.  State,  86  Ala.  586. 

Messrs.  Semple  *  Little,  Mavrtin  * 
MeEstebin  and  G.  W.  Hewitt,  also,  contra. 

MeClellatn,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  disbarment  of  attorneys  is  a  subject 
matter  of  which  the  circuit  courts  of  this  State 
have  jurisdiction.  The  filing  of  the  accusation 
shown  by  the  record  before  us,  by  and  in  the 
name  of  the  Alabama  State  Bar  Association 
against  Peyton  G.  Bowman,  the  order  thereon 
made  requiring  the  accused  to  appear  and 
answer  the  same,  and  the  service  of  a  copy  of 
said  order,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  accusa- 
tion, on  said  Bowman,  gave  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Jefferson  County,  in  which  these  proceed- 
ings were  had,  jurisdiction  of  bis  person,  at 
least  in  the  sense  of  establishing;  in  some  sort  a 
lis  pendens  between  him  and  the  Association. 
Whether  the  accusation  was  sufficient  to  put 
into  exercise  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  the 
end  of  finally  determining  and  adjudging  be- 
tween these  parties  the  truth  or  falsity  of  its 
specifications;  whether  it  was  bad,  in  that  it 
was  not  verified  and  did  not  proceed  in  the 
name  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  so  that  a  final 
judgment  of  guilt  and  consequent  disbarment 
would  be  coram  non  Judice  and  void,- -are 
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questions  which  do  not  arise  on  this  application 
for  mandamus,  and  which  we  do  not  at  all 
consider.  Whatever  may  be  the  correct  solu- 
tion of  those  questions  is  wholly  immaterial  to 
the  matter  now  in  hand.  In  any  event,  as  to 
them  a  proceeding  was  pending  in  the  circuit 
court  at  the  time  the  judge  of  that  court  refused 
to  act  in  respect  to  it.  There  was  then  on  the 
files  and  in  the  records  of  that  court  an  action 
by  the  Alabama  State  Bar  Association  against 
Bowman,  and  to  the  disposition  of  that  action 
the  discharge  of  judicial  functions  by  the  judge 
was  essential.  The  right  of  the  relator  to  file 
the  accusation  at  all  was  denied,  and  a  question 
for  the  determination  of  the  judge  was  thereby 
presented.  The  right  of  the  relator  to  file  an 
unsworn  accusation  was  denied,  and  thereupon 
it  devolved  on  the  judge  to  decide  whether  ver- 
ification was  necessary.  And  however  infirm 
the  accusation  may  have  been,  however  lacking 
in  necessary  parties  or  averment,  however  es- 
sential its  verification  and  however  incurable 
by  amendment  may  have  been  its  defects,  both 
the  relator  and  the  respondent  had  a  right  to 
demand  that  it  be  passed  upon  by  the  judge  of 
the  court  in  which  it  was  pending,  if  he  was 
competent  to  sit  in  the  case;  and  without  such 
adjudication  by  him,  assuming  his  competency, 
the  case  could  not  be  gotten  rid  of.  Moreover, 
toe  circuit  judge,  before  the  objection  to  bis 
competency  was  made  and  sustained,  passed 
upon  these  questions,  and  ruled  that  the  accu- 
sation was  in  all  respects  sufficient  to  invoke  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  a  final  determination 
of  the  issues  of  fact  presented  by  it;  and  this 
adjudication,  to  the  effect  that  the  case  was  not 
only  actually  but  properly  pending  in  the  court, 
cannot  be  expunged,  even  if  it  be  erroneous, 
except  by  or  consequent  upon  further  judicial 
action  of  Judge  Head,  if  he  be  competent.  So 
that  it  is  manifest,  we  think,  that  in  any  aspect 
the  issuance  of  a  peremptory  mandamus  would 
not  be  a  vain  and  useless  thing  to  do, —conced- 
ing the  case  to  be  otherwise  a  proper  one  for 
this  remedy. — but  would  be  to  require  neces- 
sary judicial  action. 

U  mandamus  the  proper  remedy  in  cases  like 
this?  The  point  appears  to  be  too  well  settled 
by  the  authorities  to  justify,  or  even  admit,  of 
much  discussion.  While  recourse  is  never  had 
to  this  writ  to  control  judicial  action,  it  is  the 
usual,  and  generally  the  only  adequate,  process 
to  compel  the  discharge  of  judicial  functions. 
Its  mandate  is  that  the  judge  before  whom  a 
cause  is  pending  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  same,  but  its  use  is  not  warranted 
to  direct  what  particular  judgment  shall  be 
rendered  therein.  High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem. 
$£  147, 151;  Foreman  v.  Marianna,  48  Ark. 
324;  Ex  parte  Mahone,  80  Ala.  49;  Ex  parte 
Schmidt,  62  Ala.  252;  Mate  v.  WiUiamt,  69 
Ala.  811. 

The  writ  is  not  to  be  resorted  to,  of  course, 
*hen  the  party  invoking  it  has  another  ade- 
quate remedy.  With  respect  to  what  is  an  ad- 
equate remedy,  within  the  sense  of  this  rule,  the 
doctrine  obtaining  in  this  court  is  supposed  by 
text-writers  to  be  more  favorable  to  the  remedy 
by  mandamus  than  that  which  generally  pre- 
vails. However  that  may  be,  it  seems  assured 
by  the  former  adjudications  of  the  court  that 
this  remedy  may  be  invoked  whenever  there  is 
wrongful  refusal  of  a  judge  to  act,  other  rem- 
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edies  for  such  a  wrong,  if  they  exist  at  all,  being 
considered  inadequate  to  the  end  in  view.  In 
the  case  at  bar,  manifestly  no  appeal  would  lie 
from  the  refusal  of  the  presiding  judge  to  hear 
and  determine  the  cause;  and,  conceding  that 
the  petitioner  had  a  remedy  by  appeal  from  the 
final  judgment  rendered  in  the  cause  by  the 
special  Judge,  it  can  scarcely  be  contended,  if 
the  position  of  petitioner  with  respect  to  the 
competency  of  the  judge  of  the  circuit  court  be 
sound,  that  a  remedy  which  involved  a  trial 
with  a  stranger  on  the  bench,  and  could  only 
arise  upon  the  rendition  of  an  absolutely  void 
judgment,  is  one  which  is  adequate  to  the  end 
of  ousting  that  stranger,  and  reinstating  the  de 
jure  judge  of  the  court.  So  that,  pretermitting 
the  consideration  whether  a  final  judgment 
with  the  alleged  special  judge  on  the  bench 
would  support  an  appeal  at  all, — conceding, 
for  argument,  that  it  would,  though  void,— we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  remedy  by  appeal  from 
it  is  so  inadequate  as  to  authorise  a  resort  to  this 
summary  proceeding.  High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem. 
§186,  and  citations. 

The  objection  urged  in 'argument  that  the 
writ  should  not  be  awarded  in  this  instance  be- 
cause the  circuit  judge  had  judicially  deter- 
mined his  own  incompetency,  and  hence  that 
to  command  him  to  proceed  would  be  to  con- 
trol his  judicial  action,  is  wholly  untenable. 
One  of  the  original  offices  of  the  writ  was  to 
compel  judicial  officers  who,  from  whatever 
cause  or  upon  whatever  considerations,  wrong- 
fully refused  to  act,  to  proceed  with,  hear  and 
determine  the  case  in  hand.  Their  discretion 
will  not  be  controlled;  and  in  the  decision  of 
every  question  arising  on  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
whether  of  law  or  fact,  with  respect  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  litigant  in  the  subject  mat- 
ter involved,  they,  in  the  sense  of  this  doctrine, 
have  a  discretion,  the  exercise  of  which  will  in 
general  be  reviewed  only  on  error  or  appeal, 
when  those  remedies  are  adequate.  But  it  can 
never  rest  in  the  discretion  of  a  judge  whether 
he  will  sit  in  a  given  cause.  If  he  is  not  dis- 
qualified under  the  Constitution,  it  is  his  duty 
to  sit,  a  duty  which  he  cannot  delegate  or  re- 
pudiate, ana  which  no  consent  can  devolve 
upon  another.  The  inquiry  is  not  what  he  has 
determined,  but  What  are  the  facts  in  regard 
to  his  alleged  incompetency?  Is  he,  in  point 
of  fact,  as  shown  by  his  return  to  the  alterna- 
tive writ,  "for  any  legal  cause"  incompetent  to 
hear  and  determine  the  case  presented?  It  is 
to  be  assumed  that  no  refusal  to  sit  proceeds  on 
other  than  a  determination  of  the  judge  that  he 
is  incompetent  to  do  so;  and  to  hold  that  man- 
damus will  not  lie  where  there  has  been  such 
determination  would  be  to  destroy  the  efficacy 
of  this  summary  remedy  as  a  means  of  com- 
pelling recusant  judges  to  discharge  their  judi- 
cial functions.  The  doctrine  would  be  espec- 
ially pernicious  in  cases  like  the  present  one, 
where  recusation  is  at  the  objection  of  a  party, 
and  on  the  ground  of  interest;  since  it  would 
be  natural  for  a  conscientious  and  sensitive 
judge  to  resolve  all  doubts  on  the  question 
against  his  competency  to  try  the  cause. 

The  sole  ground  of  incompetency  disclosed 
by  the  return  in  this  case  is  the  membership  of 
Judge  Head  in  the  plaintiff  corporation,  the 
Alabama  State  Bar  Association,  and  his  con- 
sequent interest  in  the  suit,  resulting  from  the 


186 


Alabama  Supkemb  Coubt. 


Nov.. 


liability  of  that  corporation  for  the  costs  of  the 
proceedings  should  its  determination  be  ad- 
verse to  the  Association.  This  corporation  is 
not  a  commercial  or  financial  concern.  It  is 
not  capitalized;  its  members  are  not  stockhold- 
ers. Its  purposes  are  social,  ethical  and  public, 
and  not  pecuniary  or  private.  Its  scheme  in- 
volves no  element  of  gain  or  loss  pecuniarily  to 
its  membership.  It  is  supported  by  fixed  an- 
nual dues,  exacted  from  its  members,  and 
these  would  neither  be  increased  nor  diminished 
by  any  possible  result  of  this  litigation.  It  has 
authority  to  acquire  and  bold  property  within 
certain  limits  of  value.  Whether  it  has  ac- 
quired any  property  does  not  appear  from  the 
return,  and  if  the  respondent  seeks  any  ad- 
vantage by  reason  of  its  ownership  of  property, 
his  interest  in  which  as  a  member  would  be  af- 
fected by  any  judgment  that  might  be  rendered 
in  this  cause,  it  was  upon  liim  to  return  the 
fact  But  conceding  that  we  must  assume  that 
the  Association  did  own  property  to  the  limits 
of  its  power  in  that  respect,  and  conceding,  fur- 
ther, that  the  interesf  of  members  in  that  prop- 
erty was  such  that,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the 
corporation,  each-member  would  be  entitled  to 
a  distributive  share  of  it— a  proposition  un- 
supported by  authority— still  this  interest 
would  be  entirely  too  remote  and  speculative 
to  disqualify  the  member  from  sitting  as  Judge 
or  Juror  in  a  case  to  which  the  corporation  is  a 
party*  The  interest  which  will  disqualify  must 
be  a  pecuniary  one,  or  one  affecting  the  indi- 
vidual rights  of  the  Judge.  The  fact  that  dues 
which  he  pays  to  the  Association  may  have  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judg- 
ment for  costs  cannot  constitute  such  interest, 
since  the  dues  are  paid  for  that  purpose, 
among  others,  whether  in  contemplation  of 
such  judgment  or  not,  and  the  amount  of  bis 
liability  in  that  respect  is  not  affected  by  the 
rendition  of  a  judgment  for  costs  against  the 
Association.  Moreover,  "the  liability  of  pe- 
cuniary gain  or  relief  to  the  judge  must  occur 
upon  the  event  of  the  suit,  not  result  remotely , 
in  the  future,  from  the  general  operation  of 
law  upon  the  status  fixed  by  the  decision."  12 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  45  et  sea. 

The  diminution  of  a  member's  distributive 
share  in  the  corporation  property  depending 
upon  a  dissolution  which  may  never  occur,  or 
never  during  his  life  or  membership,  or  relief 
from  such  result,  is  certainly  entirely  too 
remote  to  be  considered  in  any  sense  as  occur- 
ring "upon  the  event  of  the  suit."  It  is,  on 
the  contrary,  if  possible  at  all,  a  result  of  the 
remote  future,  "from  the  general  operation  of 
law  on  the  status  fixed  by  the  decision."  That 
the  interest  relied  on  to  disqualify  must  be  a 
pecuniary  one,  and  be  affected  by  the  event  of 
the  suit,  and  not  remotely,  is  fully  illustrated 
in  the  adjudged  cases.  Thus  it  has  been  fre- 
quently held  that  the  interest  of  a  taxpayer  and 
citizen  of  a  town  was  not  such  as  to  disqualify 
him  to  sit  as  a  judge  or  juror  in  the  trial  of  a 
cause  to  which  the  town  was  a  party.  Fore- 
man v.  Marianna,  48  Ark.  324;  Minneapolis 
v  Wilkin,  80  Minn.  140;  State  v.  Craig,  80 
Me.  85,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  160;  Re  Guerrero,  69 
Cal.  88.  And  the  same  doctrine  applies  to  the 
interest  a  citizen  of  a  county  has  in  the  result 
of  a  suit  to  which  it  is  a  party  (Com.  v.  Reed,  1 
Gray,  472;  Clermont  County  Comrs.  v.  Lytic,  8 
12L.R.A. 


Ohio,  289);  and  likewise,  of  course,  Id  respect 
to  state  citizenship,  and  consequent  interest  in 
its  property.    Connecticut  v.  Bradish,  14  Mass. 

And  where  the  salary  of  a  judge  is  payable 
out  of  a  fund  arising  from  the  imposition  of 
fines,  as  is  the  case  with  the  Judges  of  some  of 
the  city  courts  in  this  State,  his  interest  is  too  re- 
mote to  disqualify  him  to  sit  in  a  cause  which 
may  involve  the  imposition  of  a  fine  to  be  thus 
appropriated.  Re  Guerrero,  69  Cal.  88.  And 
so,  where  the  question  involved  is  the  removal 
of  the  county  seat  of  the  county  of  the  Judge's 
residence;  and  this,  though  he,  with  other  regis- 
tered voters,  had  signed  a  petition  addresseS  to 
the  commissioners'  court  to  that  end.  8aul$ 
v.  Freeman,  28  Fla.  225. 

Where  the  interest  relied  on  to  justify  a 
judge  in  refusing  to  sit  lay  in  the  fact  of  his 
honorary  membership  of  a  bar  association 
which  was  prosecuting  a  proceeding  to  disbar 
an  attorney,  it  was  held  insufficient  "since  be 
bad  not  a  particle  of  pecuniary  interest  in- 
volved." Bowman* $  Case,  67  Mo.  146.  Nor 
does  membership  of  a  church  which  is  a  party 
to  a  suit  involve  such  interest  as  will  disqualify 
the  member  to  hear  and  determine  the  cause  as 
judge  or  juror.  Methodist  Epis.  Church  v. 
Wood,  5  Ohio,  288.  And  the  same  rule  prevails 
with  respect  to  a  member  of  a  masonic  lodge 
which  is  a  party  to  a  suit.  Burdine  ▼.  Grand 
Lodge  of  Alabama,  87  Ala.  478. 

In  all  these  cases  there  was  either  no  pecun- 
iary interest  at  all,  because  of  the  character  and 
purpose  of  the  corporation,  or  the  interest  was 
too  remote  to  disqualify.  In  most  of  them  the 
interest  was  more  direct  than  in  the  case  at  bar, 
conceding  any  pecuniary  interest  to  exist  here, 
and  in  others  there  was  more  ground  to  predi- 
cate the  existence  of  such  interest  upon  than  is 
disclosed  in  this  record.  Our  conclusion  is 
that  the  return  of  Judge  Head  does  not  justify 
his  refusal  to  sit  in  and  hear  and  determine  this 
cause.  The  proceedings  had  therein  before 
the  attorney  selected  by  the  clerk  were  coram 
non  judice  and  void.  The  fact  of  Judge  Head's 
incompetency  being  non-existent,  there  was  no 
authority  to  appoint  a  special  judge,  and  no 
acquiescence,  submission  or  consent  of  parties 
could  confer  upon  him  any  power  to  try  the 
cause  or  render  any  judgment  in  it  Cooler, 
Const.  Urn.  p.  504;  Hoagland  v.  Creed,  81  III 
596;  Andrews  v.  Beck,  28  Tex.  455;  Baverly  In- 
vincible Mining  Co.  v.  Bbwevtt,  6  Colo.  574. 

The  judge  of  the  Tenth  Judicial  Circuit  wiU 
proceed  in  the  cause  upon  advice  of  this  opin- 
ion. 


Thomas  R.  McCARTY,  Appt., 

v. 

WOOD8TOCK  IRON  CO. 


( A 


.J 


1.  Jl  letter  by  the  grantee  in  a  deed, 
soon  after  coming  of  age,  demanding. 


Nora.— What  acts  necessary  to  disaffirm  an  infants 
contract 

Contracts  relating  to  persons  or  personal  proper* 
ty  may  be  disaffirmed  by  any  act  which  shows  an 
intention  not  to  be  bound  by  them.  Skinner  t. 
Maxwell,  66  N.  a  47. 

Thus  a  chattel  mortgage  may  be  disaffirmed  by 


See  also  36  L.  R.  A.  367;  47  L.  R.    A.  320. 
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without  qualification  or  condition,  the  repayment 
of  money  which  he  had  paid,  on  the  sole  ground 
that  he  wasa  minor  at  the  time  of  the  purchase, 
although  claiming  that  he  was  morally  Justified, 
under  the  circumstances,  in  repudiating  the 
trade,  la  a  binding  disaffirmance  of  the  purchase. 

£.  Diaafflrm&noe  of  a  deed  by  the 
grantee  on  coming  of  age,  because  of  his 
infancy  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  does  not, 
propria  vigor*  devest  him  of  the  legal  title  and 
reinvest  it  in  the  grantor. 

8.  IHaavfflrmjtnoe  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee 
on  coming  of  age  because  of  his  Infancy  when  it 
was  made  Is  conclusive,  and  he  cannot  thereafter 
affirm  it  without  the  other  party's  consent,  al- 
though no  further  action  has  been  taken  by 
either  party  to  restore  the  other  to  his  origi- 
nal condition  by  transfer  of  the  title  or  consider- 
ation. 

4.  A  toft  to  eavneel  a  deed  to  an  infant, 
after  his  disaffirmance  on  coming  of  age,  can  be 
maintained  on  his  subsequently  olaimlng  to  af- 
firm it,  as  the  disaffirmance  did  not  reinvest  the 
grantor  with  title. 

(November  26, 1880.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  City  Court  of  Anniston  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  procure  the 
cancellation  of  a  deed.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Brothers,  Willett  *  Willett, 
forappellant: 

Where  an  infant  after  becoming  of  age  repu- 
diates a  purchase  or  sale  of  lands  made  during 
minority,  the  legal  title  passes  with  repudia- 
tion, and  ejectment  for  the  premises  can  be 
successfully  maintained  or  defended  upon  this 
repudiation. 

Manning  v.  Johnson,  26  Ala.  446;  Sedgw.  & 


W.  Trial  of  Title,  §  138;  Voorhiei  v.  Voorhies, 
24  Barb.  160;  Freeman  v.  Bradford,  5  Port. 
(Ala.)  270;  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119,  81  Am. 
Dec.  286;  Sharp  v.  Robertson,  76  Ala.  848;  8 
Wait,  Act.  and  Del  p.  89. 

The  letter  of  March  16,  1886,  was  not  in 
itself  sufficient  to  amount  to  a  repudiation. 
While  it  may  have  expressed  an  intention  to 
repudiate,  still  no  step  were  ever  taken  to 
consummate  the  repudiation.  It  would  take  a 
more  solemn  act  of  McOarty  to  repudiate  the 
deed  or  sale  to  him  than  it  would  to  confirm  it. 

Irvine  v.  Irvine,  76  U.  8.  9  Wall.  626,  19  L. 
ed.  808.  See  also  Willis  v.  Twambley,  18  Mass. 
240;  Tucker  v.  Mor eland,  85  TJ.  8.  10  Pet.  71, 
9  L.  ed.  861;  Scranton  v.  Stewart,  5?  Ind.  69. 

Messrs.  Knox  &  Bowie  and  Caldwell  4fc 
Johnston  for  appellee. 

Clopton,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Our  decisions,  which  are  in  harmony  with 
the  later  adjudications,  have  established  that 
a  contract  of  purchase  of  land  entered  into  bv 
an  infant,  whether  executed  or  executory,  is 
voidable,  subject  to  confirmation  or  disaffirm- 
ance at  his  election,  on  arriving  at  age.  The 
right  of  election  is  personal,  and  paramount  to 
any  equity  of  the  other  party;  it  may  be  exer- 
cised without  reference  to  his  assent  or  dissent. 
When  the  infant  has  exercised  the  privilege 
to  rescind  his  contract,  he  cannot  afterwards 
abandon  or  repudiate  the  rescission,  and  take 
the  other  alternative.  The  disaffirmance  ren- 
ders the  contract  void  ab  initio,  and  restores 
the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  same  condition 
in  which  they  would  have  been  had  no  con- 
tract been  made,  though  the  adult  party  may, 
in  some  cases,  and  under  some  circumstances, 
be  remediless.    Appellee,  the  Woodstock  Iron 


an  unconditional  sale  of  the  mortgaged  chattel  to 
a  third  person  (State  v.  Flaisted.  18  N.  H.  414),  at 
least  if  the  chattel  has  remained  in  the  possession 
of  the  mortgagor.   Chapin  v.  Shaf er,  49  N.  Y.  407. 

With  reference  to  contracts  relating  to  real  estate 
the  precise  acts  which  will  be  sufficient  to  effect  a 
dfeaffirmanoe  are  not  fully  determined.  The  earlier 
cases,  especially  in  the  Eastern  States,  held  that  to 
effect  a  disaffirmance  the  disaffirming  act  must  be 
of  equal  solemnity  with  the  original  one.  Thus  it 
was  held  that  though  an  entry  may  be  necessary  to 
avoid  a  feoffment  and  livery  by  an  infant,  yet  it  is 
not  necessary  to  avoid  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale, 
but  the  latter  may  be  avoided  by  another  deed  of 
the  same  description  and  of  equal  notoriety  with 
the  original  conveyance.  Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  U 
Johns.  641;  Jackson  v.  Burcbin,  H  Johns.  124. 

Those  were  oases  in  which  toe  land  remained  va- 
cant after  the  conveyance:  and  in  Bool  v.  Mix,  17 
Wend.  133,  it  was  intimated  that  if  the  land  was 
held  adversely  to  the  Infant  a  second  deed  would 
be  ineffectual  to  revoke  the  first  conveyance,  and 
that  in  such  case  there  should  be  an  entry  or  some 
act  of  equal  notoriety,  and  that  such  avoidance 
must  precede  the  bringing. of  an  action  to  recover 
possession. 

In  Yoorhies  v.  Voorhies,  24  Barb.  168,  the  same 
doctrine  was  maintained,  though  the  "act  of  equal 
notoriety1'  was  described  as  "demanding  possession 
or  iriving  notice  of  intention  not  to  be  bound  by 
the  first  deed." 

This  doctrine  distinguishing  between  cases  in 
which  the  land  has  gone  into  the  possession  of  the 
grantees  and  those  where  it  remains  vacant  or  in 
the  possession  of  the  grantor  is  found  in  other 
12  L.  R.  A. 


cases.    Roberts  v.  Wiggins,  1  N.  H.  78;  Harris  v. 
Gannon,  6  Ga.  882. 

That  the  disaffirming  act  must  be  one  of  equal 
solemnity  with  the  original  one  found  partial  sup- 
port in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  Mr. 
Justice  Story  stating  that  there  are  different  ways 
in  which  an  infant  may  avoid  his  acts,  yet  if  the 
act  is  by  matter  of  record  it  must  be  avoided  by  act 
of  record,  and  if  the  act  is  matter  in  pais  it  may 
be  avoided  by  act  in  pais  of  equal  solemnity  or  no- 
toriety. (Tucker  v.  Moreland,  85  U.  &  10  Pet.  72.  & 
L.  ed.  851),  although  the  court  stated  in  that  case: 
"We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  act  of  disaffirm- . 
anoe  should  be  of  the  same  or  of  as  high  and  sol- 
emn a  nature  as  the  original  act,  but  simply  that  if 
the  act  of  disaffirmance  be  of  as  high  and  solemn  a 
nature  there  is  no  ground  to  impeach  its  sufficien- 
cy." 

Roberts  v.  Wiggin,  1 N.  H.  78,  held  that  if  the  in- 
fant had  retained  possession  of  the  land  his  convey- 
ance might  be  defeated  by  any  act  explicitly  evinc- 
ing such  intent,  such  as  express  and  formal  notice, 
etc. 

This  doctrine  has  been  applied  to  all  oases  by 
later  decisions,  which  hold  that  the  doctrine  of 
equal  solemnity  was  applicable  to  feoffments  only; 
that  entry  was  not  necessary  in  any  case,  and  that 
avoidanoe  may  be  accomplished  by  entry,  suit  or 
action,  subsequent  conveyance,  effort  to  restore 
the  parties  to  their  original  condition,  or  any  act 
unequivocally  manifesting  the  intention  (Cresin- 
ger  v.  Welch,  15  Ohio,  180,  citing  Drake  v.  Ramsay, 
6  Ohio,  252);  by  notice  of  disaffirmance,  by  suit,  plea, 
or  entry  upon  real  estate,  or  other  unmistakable 
act  of  dissent  (McCarthy  v.  Nicroat,  72  Ala.  835;;  by 
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Af,  ABA  If  A   SUFBBME  COUBT. 


Nov.. 


Company,  seeks  by  the  bill  the  cancellation  of 
a  deed,  made  May  1,  1884.  conveying  to  ap- 
pellant a  lot  in  the  City  of  Anniston.  The 
cancellation  is  sought  on  the  ground  that  the 
grantee  was  a  minor  at  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tion, and  after  arriving  at  his  majority  disaf- 
firmed the  contract  of  purchase  without  recon- 
veying,  or  offering  to  reconvey,  the  property, 
and  retains  the  deed,  denying  complainant's 
right  to  a  conveyance.  The  answer  denies  dis- 
affirmance, and  sets  up  confirmation  of  the 
contract,  of  which  complainant  had  notice  long 
before  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  main  point  of  contention  involves  the 
construction  and  effect  of  a  letter,  admitted  to 
have  been  written  by  defendant  to  complain- 
ant March  16,  1886.  The  following!  is  a  copy: 
"In  the  spring  of  1884, 1  purchased  from  you 
a  lot  in  the  City  of  Anniston,  and  paid  you  three 
hundred  and  thirty-four  dollars;  also  gave  you 
two  notes,  each  calling  for  three  hundred  and 
thirty-three  dollars,  bearing  interest  from  date, 
one  due  one  year,  and  the  other  two  years.  I 
do  not  think  that  the  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  has 
performed  its  part  in  its  attitude  towards  the 
town,  and  for  this  reason  I  claim  from  the  W. 
L  Co.  three  hundred  and  thirty-four  dollars, 
with  interest  from  date  of  deed.  The  Company 
cannot  ignore  this  claim,  because  the  trade  was 
made  before  I  was  of  age.  I  consider  myself, 
under  the  circumstances,  Justified  in  repudiat- 
ing the  trade,  and  claiming  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject." Defendant  contends  that  the  letter  is 
the  mere  expression  of  mere  intention  to  repu- 
diate the  contract  if  the  demand  therein  made 
was  not  complied  with,  or  a  conditional  repu- 
diation, and  in  order  to  make  it  complete  and 
effectual  should  have  been  followed  by  suit  to 
recover  the  money,  or  by  some  unequivocal 


act  of  equal  notoriety  and  solemnity  with  the 
original  act.  In  support  of  their  contention, 
counsel  refer  to  the  case  of  Irvine  v.  Irvine,  76 
U.  8.  9  Wall.  617,  19  L.  ed.  800.  The  ques- 
tion under  consideration  being  whether,  in  or- 
der to  be  sufficient  to  affirm  an  infant's  deed, 
the  act  of  affirmance  must  be  of  the  same* 
solemnity  of  the  deed  itself,  it  was  said: 
"There  is  a  well-recognized  distinction  be- 
tween the  nature  of  those  acts  which  are  neces- 
sary to  avoid  an  infant's  deed  and  the  charac- 
ter of  those  which  are  sufficient  to  affirm  it; 
and  the  act  of  confirmation,  being  of  a  charac- 
ter less  solemn  than  the  act  of  avoidance,  may 
be  effected  in  a  less  formal  manner.  The  rea- 
sons assigned  for  the  distinction  are  that  the 
deed  of  an  infant,  not  being  void,  passes  the 
title  to  the  land  to  bis  grantee;  and  if  avoided, 
the  ownership  is'  ^transferred,  and  the  seisin 
changed;  while  a  confirmation  passes  no  title, 
effects  no  change  of  property  and  disturbs  no 
seisin/'  The  question  in  that  case  was  whether 
the  infant  had  affirmed  his  deed.  The  nature 
of  the  act  sufficient  to  avoid  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase was  not  involved.  Also,  there  is  a  well- 
recognized  distinction  between  the  acts  which 
will  avoid  an  infant's  deed  in  the  case  of  a 
sale  and  those  which  will  avoid  a  contract  of 
purchase,  though  a  deed  was  made  to  the  in- 
fant. Acts  which  are  usually  regarded  as 
necessary  to  avoid  an  infant's  deed-— such  as 
entry,  selling  and  conveying  to  another,  and 
bringing  suit  to  recover  possession— would 
amount  to  a  confirmation  in  the  case  of  a 
purchase.  Even  in  respect  to  the  avoidance  of 
deeds  made  by  infants,  the  current  of  modern 
decisions  is  to  a  liberal  extension  of  the  rule; 
and  the  tendency  is  to  establish  one  simpler, 
more  conservative  and  of    easier  and  more 


notice  of  disaffirmance  followed  by  acts  of  owner- 
ship or  suoh  as  indicate  a  claim  of  ownership  as 
against  the  deed,  such  as  possession,  suit  to  regain 
possession,  payment  of  taxes,  selling  or  leasing  or 
improvement  of  premises.  Tuniaon  v.  Chamblln, 
88I1L878. 

So  that  the  modern  doctrine.  In  most  of  the  States 
at  least,  seems  to  be  that  the  act  of  disaffirmance 
need  not  be  as  solemn  as  the  original  act  (Allen 
v.  Poole,  64  Miss.  831;;  and  that  notice  or  a  subse- 
quent conveyance  Is  sufficient  without  an  entry 
(Soranton  v.  Stewart,  50  Ind.  86;  Peterson  v.  Laik, 
24  Mo.  641;  Pitcher  v.  Layoook.  7  Ind.  408;  Vallan- 
•dingham  v.  Johnson,  86  Ky.  298;  Hoyle  v.  Stowe,  2 
Dev.  ft  B.  L.  820;  M'Gffl  v.  Woodward,  8  firev.  401; 
Haynes  v.  Bennett,  68  Mich.  17;  Dixon  v.  Merrltt, 
21  Minn.  196;  Hastings  v.  DoUarhide,  24  Gal.  211). 
though  an  entry  is  always  safest  in  those  States 
where  land  held  adversely  cannot  be  conveyed; 
but  even  in  such  oases,  Biggs  v.  Flak,  64  Ind.  100. 
held  that  the  second  deed  Is  simply  ineffectual  to 
put  the  grantee  in  possession,  and  that  it  consti- 
tutes full  authority  for  the  grantee  to  prosecute  a 
suit  in  the  name  of  the  grantor  to  obtain  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  for  the  grantee's  benefit. 

The  Missouri  court  says  that  the  ancient  doctrine 
which  required  the  disaffirming  act  to  be  as  high 
and  solemn  In  character  as  the  act  disaffirmed  has 
no  place  In  modern  law.  The  disaffirming  act  need 
take  no  particular  form  or  expression,  but  it  must 
show  an  unequivocal  intent  to  repudiate.  If  con- 
sistent with  the  continued  existence  of  the  original 
act  there  Is  no  disaffirmance.  Singer  Mfg.  Go.  v. 
Lamb,  81  Mo.  226. 

Expressions  are  found  to  the  effect  that  any 
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act  showing  an  intention  to  disaffirm  is  sufficient. 
Heath  v.  West,  26  N.  H.  199:  White  v.  Flora,  2  Overt 
(Tenn.)  426. 

An  action  of  ejectment  preceded  by  notice  of  In- 
tention to  disaffirm  Is  sufficient.  Doe  v.  Abernuthy, 
7  Blackf  .  448. 

And  in  some  States  the  bringing  of  a  suit  for  pos- 
session within  proper  time  Is  a  sufficient  disavowal 
of  the  deed  though  there  Is  no  disaffirmance  or  no- 
tice of  Intention  to  disaffirm:  at  least  suoh  suits 
seem  to  pass  unchallenged.  Birch  v.  Linton,  78 
Va.  684  (citing  Bedinger  v.  Wharton,  27  Gratt  870; 
Mustard  v.  Wohlford*  Heirs.  16  Gratt  829»;  Harris 
v.  Boss,  86  Mo.  89;  Webb  v.  Hall,  86  Me.  836;  Clark  v. 
Tate,  7  Mont  171.  8ee  also  Gole  v.  Pennoyer,  14  Hi- 
168. 

But  some  of  the  oases  hold  that  disaffirmance  is 
necessary  before  an  action  can  be  brought  Law 
v.  Long,  41  Ind.  699;  Haynes  v.  Bennett  58  Mich.  7L 

There  appears  to  be  no  need  for  disaffirmance  or 
notice  before  bringing  suit  to  set  aside  a  convey- 
ance or  have  a  contract  declared  void.  Gillespie 
v.  Bailey,  12  W.  Va.  70;  Shaffer  v.  Lavretta,  67  Ala. 
14. 

The  acts  must,  of  course,  be  Inconsistent  or  there 
can  be  no  disaffirmance.  Bagley  v.  Fletcher,  44 
Ark.  156;  Buchanan  v.  Griggs,  18  Neb.  12L 

8o  a  subsequent  deed  will  avoid  a  prior  one,  but 
a  second  mortgage  wl U  not  avoid  a  prior  one.  Mo- 
Gan  v.  Marshall,  7  Humph.  126. 

When  ratified  cannot  be  dieaprmed. 
If  the  act  has  once  been  ratified  it  cannot  after- 
wards be  disaffirmed.    Hastings  v.  Dollarhide.  21 
Gal.  211. 
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general  application,  thereby  avoiding  many  of 
the  perplexing  and  refined  distinctions  under 
the  strict  rule^which  required  the  act  of  disaf- 
firmance to  be  of  equal  notoriety  and  solemnity 
with  the  original  act  or  conveyance,  but  which 
was  never  of  universal  application,  for  the 
deed  could  always  be  avoided  by  a  proper  plea. 

In  McCarthy  v.  Nicro*,  72  Ala.  882,  speak- 
ing in  reference  to  the  avoidance  of  an  infant's 
deed,  or  other  executed  contract,  it  is  said: 
"  Hie  usual  rule  is  that  any  such  contract  may 
be  affirmed  by  unequivocally  recognizing  its 
continued  existence  and  binding  force.  So  it 
may  be  disavowed  by  some  distinct  and  posi- 
tive act,  leaving  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  the 
intention  of  the  party.  This  may  be  effected 
by  notice  of  disaffirmance,  by  suit,  plea  or  en- 
try upon  real  estate,  or  other  unmistakable  act 
of  dissent,  or  of  confirmation,  as  the  case  may 
be. "  A  fortiori  a  contract  of  purchase  of  land 
may  be  disaffirmed  by  the  infant  after  attain- 
ing majority  by  act  manifesting  distinctly  and 
unequivocally  an  election  and  intention  to 
disaffirm,  by  any  act  of  distinct  and  positive 
dissent,  whatever  may  be  its  form  or  expres- 
sion. White  v.  Flora,  2  Overt.  (Tenn.)  426; 
Drake  v.  Banuay,  5  Ohio,  261;  Tunison  v. 
GltamNin,  88  111.  878;  dinger  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lamb, 
81  Mo.  221. 

This  rale  is  consistent  with  and  conserves  the 
absolute  and  paramount  right  of  disaffirm- 
ance. Recurring  to  the  letter,  there  seems  no 
room  for  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  defend- 
ant It  was  written  a  few  days  after  he  had 
arrived  at  twenty-one  years  of  age;  states  the 
precise  terms  of  the  contract,  so  that  there 
could  be  no  mistake;  and  claims  the  exact 
amount  of  the  purchase  money  paid,  with  in- 
terest from  date  of  deed.  The  reason  assigned, 
that  the  Company  had  not  performed  its  part 
in  its  attitude  towards  the  town,  is  not  stated 
as  the  legal  basis  of  the  claim,— he  shows  no 
injury  be  had  sustained  by  the  conduct  of  the 
Company  or  what  that  conduct  was,— but  as 
morally  justifying  him  "in  repudiating  the 
trade,  and  claiming  the  law  on  the  subject. " 
What  law  ?  The  law  which  gave  him  the  right 
to  disaffirm  a  contract  entered  into  while  a 
minor,  which  is  the  only  legal  ground  stated 
why  the  Company  could  not  ignore  the  claim. 
Claim  of  repayment  of  the  precise  sum  paid  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  with  interest  from 
the  date  of  the  deed,  is  inconsistent  with  the 
recognition  of  the  continued  existence  of  the 
contract;  for  without  rendering  it  void  by  dis- 
affirmance he  had  no  right  to  claim  the  return 
of  the  money. 

But  it  is  said  the  money  was  not  returned, 
and  no  suit  was  brought  for  its  recovery.  As 
we  have  stated,  the  exercise  of  defendants  right 
did  not  depend  upon  the  conduct  of  the  Com- 
pany. Neither  the  manner  in  which  the  letter 
was  treated  nor  the  failure  or  refusal  to  return 
the  money  could  affect  in  any  way  the  exer- 
cise of  defendant's  right  of  election,  or  avoid 
the  effect  of  the  disaffirmance.  A  suit  to  re- 
recover  the  money  would  itself  have  been  an 
act  of  avoidance,  but  it  is  not  necessary  the  let- 
ter should  be  followed  by  such  suit  to  render 
it  effectual  as  an  act  of  disaffirmance.  And, 
though  rescission  of  the  contract  restores  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  the  situation  in  which 
they  were  when  the  contract  was  entered  into, 
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an  offer  to  reconvey  the  lot  was  not  essential 
to  a  complete  disaffirmance.  An  infant  need 
not  tender  anything  he  may  have  acquired  or 
received  under  the  contract.  He  su  b jects  him- 
self to  liability  to  account  for  what  he  has  re- 
ceived and  has  in  possession  when  he  reached 
his  majority,  and  may  sue  for  what  he  has 
paid.  A  tender  is  only  material  and  essential 
as  a  condition  to  the  right  of  either  party  to 
sue  and  recover  in  equity.  Eureka  Co.  v.  Ed- 
wards,  71  Ala.  248;  Chandler  v.  Simmon*,  97 
Mass.  608.  The  letter,  being  a  demand  or 
claim  for  the  repayment  of  the  money,  with- 
out qualification  or  condition,  on  the  sole 
ground  that  defendant  was  a  minor  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase,  must  be  regarded  as  a  dis- 
tinct and  positive  act  of  dissent,  unequivocally 
manifesting  his  intention  and  election  to  dis- 
affirm the  contract. 

Another  point  of  contention  arises  on  the 
ground  of  demurrer  to  the  bill.— that,  conced- 
ing an  avoidance,  complainant's  remedy  at  law 
is  complete  and  adequate.  The  position  is 
that  on  disaffirmance  the  title  to  the  lot  was, 
ipso  facto,  retransferred  to  complainant,  and 
the  Company  can  maintain  ejectment  to  recov- 
er possession.  Many  authorities  so  bold  in  re- 
spect to  the  avoidance  of  an  infant's  deed;  and, 
as  an  infant's  deed  passes  the  title  to  his  gran- 
tee, subject  to  the  right  of  the  grantor  to  con- 
firm or  avoid, — in  legal  effect  a  conditional 
transfer,  continuing  in  force  until  avoided  and 
defeated  by  disaffirmance,— it  may  be  that 
avoidance  in  such  case  operates,  propria  vigors, 
to  devest  the  grantee  of  the  title,  and  reinvest 
it  in  the  grantor.  But  the  case  is  different 
when  the  deed  is  made  by  an  adult  grantor  to 
an  infant  under  a  contract  to  purchase;  such 
deed  is  not  subject  to  avoidance  by  the  grantor 
at  his  option  or  election.  It  has  been  uniform- 
ly held  in  this  State  that  an  estoppel  resting  in 
parol,  though  it  may  bind  the  land  in  equity, 
does  not  and  cannot  affect  the  legal  title  in  a 
court  of  law.  McPherson  v.  Watten,  16  Ala. 
714;  Morgan  v.  Casey,  78  Ala.  222. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  the  rescission  of  a 
contract  of  purchase,  and  cancellation  or  de- 
struction of  the  deed,  by  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, will  not  devest  the  title  out  of  the  gran- 
tee and  reinvest  it  in  the  grantor.  Brady  v. 
Buff,  75  Ala.  80.  It  is  true  that,  when  an  in- 
fant disaffirms  his  contract  of  purchase  after  be- 
coming of  age,  it  ceases  to  exist  for  the  benefit 
of  either  party,  and  is  rendered  void  ab  initio, 
and  the  other  party  is  reinvested  with  a  right 
to  whatever  he  has  parted  with  under  the  con- 
tract, and  may  sue  to  reclaim  it.  But  it  results 
from  the  foregoing  well-established  principles 
that  when  the  grantor  is  capable  of  passing  the 
title,  and  the  grantee  capable  of  taking,  the  deed 
not  being  subject  to  avoidance  by  the  grantor,  no 
act  in  pais  will  operate  to  retransf  er  to  him  the 
legal  title.  The  disaffirmance  destroyed  all 
defendant's  equitable  claim  or  title  to  the  land, 
but  did  not  affect  the  legal.  Defendant,  hav- 
ing once  disaffirmed,  could  not  repudiate  it, 
and  then  confirm;  the  contract,  having  been 
made  void,  cannot  be  revived,  except  by  mut- 
ual consent.  Still,  he  retains  the  deed  and  de- 
nies complainant's  right  to  a  reconveyance, 
claiming  that  he  abandoned  the  idea  of  disaf- 
firming, and  has  confirmed  the  purchase.  The 
real  object  of  the  bill  is  to  procure  a  Judicial 
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ascertainment  of  the  rescission  of  the  contract, 
and  the  enforcement  of  the  rescission  by  can- 
cellation of  the  deed.  The  bill  offers  to  pay 
the  amount  paid  by  defendant,  and  to  return 
the  purchase-money  notes.  Its  equity  rests 
on  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  the  rescission 
of  contracts.  The  bill  and  proof  make  a  case 
for  relief. 
Affirmed. 


1. 


J.  A.  MONTGOMERY,  Appt., 

e. 

J.  D.  CROSTHWAIT. 

(....Ala,....) 

A  stipulation,  In  a  promissoij  note), 

~  collecting  if  not  paid  at 


to  pay  all  eooteof 
maturity,  does  not  destroy  its  negotiability. 
8.  A  material  alteration  of  a  promis- 
sory note  by  any  of  the  parties  thereto  dis- 
charges from  liability  all  other  parties  not  con- 
senting to,  or  authorizing,  the  alteration,  whether 


It  is  apparently  or  presumably  to  their  benefit  or 
detriment. 

8.  *H«"«»g  "*  Co."  to  hi*)  -%—*  by  the 
maker  of  a  note  Is  a  material  alteration  of  it, 
which  will  release  the  indorser,  if  done  without 
his  consent  or  authority. 

4.  The  fact  that  the  addition  of  M  *  Co.* 
to  the  maker*  name  on  a  note  is  Ineffectual  to 
bind  his  partners  will  not  prevent  it  from  being 
a  material  alteration  as  to  an  Indorser. 

6.  An  act  which  may  be  authorised  or 
consented  to  in  limine  may  be  effectually 
ratified  after  it  has  been  performed. 

6*  If o  new  consideration  is  necesnaij 
in  order  to  make  valid  a  ratification  of  a  note  by 
one  who  was  entitled  to  his  release  therefrom  be- 
cause of  an  alteration. 

7*  The  burden  of  proving-  that  a  note 
wag  altered  after  indorsement  is  upon  the 
Indorser,  where  he  relies  on  that  fact  as  a  defense. 

8.  One  who  indorsed  a  note  before  it 
was  signed,  and  gave  it  to  the  maker  to  be 
signed  In  such  a  way  as  to  raise  money  for  both 
of  them,  is  not  released  as  indorser  by  the  fact 
that  the  maker  changed  his  signature  to  that  of 
his  firm  by  adding  "*  Go.,**  since,  so  far  as  the- 


Note.— As  to  effect  of  stipulation  for  attorney* 
fees  upon  negotiability  of  note,  see  notes  to  Bowie 
v.  Hall  (Md.)l  L.B.  A,  546;  Wright  v.  Traver(Mich.) 
8  L.  R.  A.  50;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Tuttle  (K.M.J7L 
R.A.446. 

Necessity  of  consideration  to  validity  of  ratification 
of  altered  note. 
As  shown  in  the  principal  case,  an  alteration  of  a 
negotiable  instrument  may  generally  be  ratified, 
and  as  further  shown  the  conflict  seems  to  arise 
over  the  necessity  for  a  consideration  to  sup- 
port suoh  ratification.  Contributing  towards  the 
uncertainty  are  oases  which  are  at  varianoe  as  to 
the— 

Ratification  of  forged  instruments. 

That  a  forgery  may  be  ratified  has  been  held  In 
Bow  v.  Spenny,  20  Mo.  387:  Forsyth  v.  Day,  46  Me* 
176:  Howard  v.  Duncan,  8  Lans.  176,  citing  Union 
Bank  v.  Middlebrook,  88  Conn.  96;  Greenfield  Bank 
v.  Crafts,  4  Allen,  447;  Wellington  v.  Jackson,  121 
Mass.  169. 

That  a  forgery  cannot  be  ratified  Is  decided  in 
Brook  v.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Bxoh.  88;  MoHugh  v. 
Schuylkill  Go.  67  Pa.  891;  Henry  v.  Heeb,  14  West. 
Bep.  84, 114  Ind.  876. 

It  is  also  held  that  the  doctrine  of  ratification  Is 
not  applicable  to  a  case  of  forgery,  since  suoh  doc- 
trine has  reference  to  the  acts  of  an  agent  while  a 
forger  cannot  be  considered  in  any  sense  the  agent 
of  the  one  whose  name  be  forges.  Ferry  v.  Taylor, 
88  Mo.  888;  Workman  v.  Wright,  38  Ohio  St.  406. 

Shlsler  v.  Vandlke,  92  Pa.  447,  holds  that  permit- 
ting ratification  of  a  forgery  would  be  contrary  to 
public  policy. 

One  whose  name  has  been  forged  may  estop  him- 
self from  denying  the  genuineness  of  the  signature. 
Hefner  v.  Vandolah,  62  Ilk  488;  Woodruff  v.  Mun- 
roe,  88  Md.  155;  Crout  v.  DeWolf,  1  R.  L  898. 

The  States  which  do  not  recognize  a  possibility 
to  ratify  a  forgery  hold  a  new  contract  upon  a  new 
consideration  necessary,  in  the  absence  of  estoppel, 
to  raise  any  liability.  McHugh  v.  SohuylklU  Co. 
and  Workman  v.  Wright,  supra. 

Gases  of  that  class  are  cited  as  authority  for  the 
necessity  of  consideration  in— 

Cases  of  alteration. 
But  even  those  cases  hold  that  where  the  transac- 
tion is  contrary  only  to  good  faith  and  fair  dealing, 
where  It  affects  Individual  interests  and  nothing 
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else,  ratification  Is  allowable.   Shlsler  v.  Vandike* 


In  Connecticut  the  oourt  early  held  that  the- 
promise  of  an  accommodation  indorser,  made  after 
his  discharge, to  pay  a  note  was  of  no  efficacy  If  with- 
out  consideration.  Huntington  v.  Harvey,  4  Conn. 
129.  Most,  if  not  all,  of  the  authorities  cited  in 
that  case  were  application  of  doctrines  of  the 
common  law,  and  not  of  the  law  merchant. 

Thecaseof  Wilson  v.Hayes  (Mlnn.),4  L.ILA.196,  cit- 
ed in  the  principal  case,  appears  to  be  the  strongest 
case  which  holds  a  consideration  necessary.  It  was  a 
suit  between  the  original  parties  to  the  instrument* 
and  the  oourt  held  that  where  there  was  a  fraudu- 
lent alteration  which  both  destroys  the  instrument 
(see  note  in  4  L.  B.  A.  196),  and  extinguishes  the- 
debt,  subsequent  ratification  of  the  alteration 
given  to  the  party  who  made  it,  without  any  new 
consideration,  is  a  mere  naked  promise. 

The  Kentucky  doctrine  referred  to  in  the  princi- 
pal case  appears  to  have  gone  no  further  than  to- 
affirm  that  if  the  surety's  name  Is  forged  to  a  note, 
or  if  he  Is  discharged  by  a  material  alteration, 
since  he  receives  no  benefit  from  the  instrument* 
his  promise  to  pay  the  debt  will  be  of  no  avail  un- 
less made  upon  sufficient  consideration.  Warner 
v.  Fant,  79  Ky.  1;  Owsley  v.  Phillips,  78  Ky.  617. 

That  oourt  recognises  a  distinction  in  the  effect 
of  an  alteration  upon  the  liability  of  the  principal 
debtor  and  upon  that  of  a  surety.  Bmmons  v. 
Overton,  18  B.  Mon.  650. 

Most  of  the  oases  which  have  held  that  an  altered 
or  forged  instrument  could  be  ratified  have  con- 
tained nb  intimation  that  any  new  consideration 
was  necessary.  Goodspeed  v.  Cutler,  75  111.  581: 
Stewart  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Port  Huron,  40  Mich. 
848;  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Crafts,  4  Allen,  447;  Sweet- 
ser  v.  French,  2  Oush.  815;  Wellington  v.  Jackson, 
121  Mass.  159. 

Prouty  v.  Wilson,  128  Mass.  897,  holds  an  agree- 
ment to  forbear,  followed  by  actual  forbearance 
of  enforcement  of  the  note  when  due,  Is  a  suffi- 
cient consideration.  The  principal  case  seems  to 
cite  all  the  cases  which  are  fully  in  accord  with 
its  doctrine  on  this  question.  In  addition,  Cam- 
eron v.  Grigsby,  8  West.  Bep.  87, 116  I1L  151,  held 
that  where  the  maker  of  a  note  given  for  property 
knew  of  alterations  in  it,  and  retained  the  property 
without  rescinding  the  contract,  he  would  be  liable 
on  the  note.  See  also  Humphreys  v.  Qulllow,  It- 
N.  H.  885, 88  Am.  Dec  499. 


See  also  21  L.  R.  A.  210;  23  L.  R.   A.  599;  20  L.  R.  A.  616. 
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indorser  was  concerned,  lie  could  have  signed  the 
firm  name  in  the  first  place. 

9.  A  stipulation  to  pay  all  costs  of  eol- 
lectlng  not  less  than  ten  per  cent,  refers  to 
attorneys*  fees,  as  the  parties  are  liable  for  oourt 
costs  without  any  stipulation. 

10.  The  indorsement  of  a  waive*  of 
protest,  and  notice  of  protest,  implies  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  paper  contains  at  the  time,  and 
precludes  any  defense  based  on  matter  then  ap- 
parent on  the  face  of  the  instrumert. 

11*  Statement  of  a  witness  that  a 
party  "examined  the  note  thoroughly" 
&  admissible,  where  the  issue  is  as  to  the  party's 
knowledge  of  the  way  the  note  was  signed. 

18*  What  a  witness  has  heard  as  to  the 
character  of  a  person  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  person  for  whom  he  has  testi- 
fied that  he  knows  the  character  under  Inquiry, 
'  although  suob  matters  may  be  brought  out  on 
cross-examination. 

(December  8, 1800.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Birmingham  City  Court  in  favor  of 
plain  till  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  the 
alleged  liability  of  the  indorser  of  a  promis- 
sory note.    Affirmed. 

The  note  which  was  the  foundation  of  this 
suit  was  as  follows : 

Birmingham,  Ala.,  Oct  12, 1887. 
Sixty  days  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  J.  A.  Montgomery  three  thousand 
dollars,  value  received,  at  First  National  Bauk 
of  Birmingham,  Ala.  The  right  of  exemption 
to  personal  property  is  hereby  waived,  as  pro- 
Tided  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Ala 
bama,  or  any  other  State  in  the  United  States; 
and  it  is  further  agreed  that  the  undersigned 
shall  pay  costs  for  collecting  above,  not  less 
than  10  per  cent  on  failure  to  pay  at  maturity. 
[Signed]        Percy  R.  Smith  &  Co. 

This  note  was  indorsed: 

Pay  to  the  order  of  J.  D.  Crosthwaft 
10/12/87.  J.  A.  Montgomery. 

The  third  plea  alleges  that,  after  appellant 
had  indorsed  the  note,  the  same  had  been  ma- 
terially changed,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  defendant,  by  adding  to  tbe  signa- 
ture of  Percy  R.  8mith,  tbe  words  "&  Co/' 

Plain  tiff  filed  a  replication  setting  out  that  on 
the  14th  day  of  December,  1887,  defendant,  with 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  now  averred,  in 
and  by  his  third  plea,  indorsed  on  said  written 
instrument  the  words  following,  to  wit :  " '  I 
hereby  waive  protest  and  notice  of  protest  on  tbe 
within  note.  J.  A.  Montgomery/ — and  at 
divers  times,  both  before  and  after  the,  maturity 
of  said  instrument,  ratified  the  signature  signed 
thereto,  and  the  supposed  alteration  of  said 
instrument  by  said    Smith,  and  promised  to 

Say  it;  and  tbe  plaintiff  avers  that  defendant 
as  waived  any  right  that  be  may  have  bad  to 
aver  and  plead  the  supposed  alteration  of  said 
instrument,  and  that  l>y  reason  of  bis  said 
waiver  and  ratification  he  is  now  estopped  to 
deny  that  he  is  bound  by  his  said  indorse- 
ment * 
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Defendant  demurred  to  the  replication  upon 
the  following  grounds:  "(1)  Because  the  aver- 
ment therein  that  defendant,  before  and  after 
the  maturity  of  said  instrument  in  writing, 
ratified  the  signature  by  Percy  R.  Smith  of 
the  name  of  Percy  R.  Smith  &  Co.  to  said 
instrument  in  writing,  is  the  averment  of  a 
mere  conclusion,  and  not  the  averment  of 
facts  constituting  such  ratification.  (2)  Be- 
cause the  promises  of  payment  of  said  instru- 
ment in  writing,  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  the  defendant,  appear  to  have  been  made 
without  any  consideration  therefor.  (8)  .  Be- 
cause the  waiver  of  protest  and  notice  made 
by  the  defendant  ana  indorsed  on  said  instru- 
ment in  writing  does  not,  of  itself,  nor  does 
the  promise  of  payment,  alleged  to  have  been 
made  by  said  defendant,  of  itself,  nor  do  such 
waiver  and  promise  of  themselves  conjointly, 
operate  to  estop  defendant  from  denying  that 
he  is  bound  by  said  indorsement  of  said  in- 
strument in  writing,  it  not  appearing  from 
said  replication  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
misled  thereby  to  his  prejudice."  The  court 
overruled  each  of  these  grounds  of  demurrer. 

Messrs.  Hewitt,  Walker  ft  Porter  for 

appellant. 

Messrs.  J.  A.  Mitchell  and  Taliaferro 
ft  Smithson,  for  appellee: 

The  instrument  sued  on  is  a  negotiable 
promissory  note. 

Sperry  v.  Horr,  82  Iowa,  184;  Stoneman  v. 
Pyle,  85  Ind.  108,  9  Am.  Bep.  637;  Hubbard  v. 
Harrison,  88  Ind.  828;  Proctor  v.  Baldwin,  82 
Ind.  870;  Maxwell  v.  Morehart,^*  Ind.  801; 
Smith  v.  Muneie  Nat.  Bank,  29  Ind.  58:  Qaar 
y.  Louisville  Bkg.  Co.  11  Bush,  180,  21  Am. 
Rep.  209;.  Heard  v.  Dubuque  County  Bank,  8 
Neb.  10;  Newton  Wagon  Co.  v.  Diers,  10  Neb. 
284;  Beaton  v.  ScoviU,  18  Ean.  485,  26  Am. 
Rep.  779;  Cverton  v.  Matthew,  85  Ark.  146; 
Trader  v.  Ghideeter,  41  Ark.  242,  48  Am.  Rep. 
88;  Dietrich  v.  Bayhi,  28  La.  Ann.  767;  Nick- 
erson  v.  Sheldon,  88  Dl.  872,  85  Am.  Rep.  88; 
Farmers  Nat.  Bank  v.  Baemuseen,  1  Dak.  60; 
Wilson  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Moreno,  7  Fed. 
Rep.  806;  Bank  of  BritUh  North  America  v. 
Ellis,  2  Fed.  Rep.  44;  Adams  v.  Adding- 
tan,  16  Fed.  Rep.  89;  Schlesinger  v.  Arline,  31 
Fed.  Rep.  648;  HowensteinY.  Barnes,  5  Dill.  482; 

1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  205;  1  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  §62,  and  note  to  §  62a;  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Sevier,  14  Fed.  Rep.  674,  note;  With- 
erspoon  v.  Musselman,  14  Bush,  214,  29  Am. 
Rep.  406,  note:  2  Parsons.  Notes  and  Bills,  147, 
418. 

The  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  attorneys' 
fees  and  costs  of  collection  is  binding  on  the 
indorser  as  well  as  tbe  maker. 

1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  205: 1  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  §62,  note,  %  fi2a;  7  Wait,  Act.  and  Def. 
618;  Hubbard  v.  Harrison,  88  Ind.  823;  Mar- 
tinsville First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Canatsey,  34  Ind. 
149;  Bank  of  British  North  America  v.  Ellis, 

2  Fed.  Rep.  44. 

The  alleged  addition  of  the  words  "<&  Co." 
to  the  signature  of  Percy  R.  Smith  would  be 
an  immaterial  alteration. 

Toomer  v.  Rutland,  57  Ala.  879;  Montgomery 
R.  Co.  y.  Hurst,  9  Ala.  518;  Huntington  v. 
Finch,  8  Ohio  St.  445;  Granite  R.  Co. v.  Bacon, 
15  Pick.  289;  Brown  v.  Jones,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  429; 
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Glover  v.  Bobbins,  49  Ala.  219;  BrowneU  y. 
Winnie,  29  N.  Y.  400. 

Percy  R  Smith  had  no  authority  to  biod  his 
firm  by  signing  the  firm  name  to  the  note;  if  it 
is  not  the  firm's  note  it  is  the  note  of  Percy  R. 
Smith,  and  only  the  note  of  Percy  R.  Smith. 

Myatis  y.  Bed,  41  Ala.  281;  1  Bates,  Partn. 
§849. 

Any  alteration  which  in  no  degree  varies  the 
legal  effect  of  the  writing  is  classed  with  the 
harmless,  immaterial. 

Bishop,  Cont  §§  751,  765.    See  also  £  761. 

That  appellant  with  full  knowledge  of  such 
alteration  wrote  a  waiver  of  protest  on  the  back 
of  the  instrument  and  promised  to  pay  the  note 
renders  him  liable  thereon. 

8  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  S§  1776, 1774, 1775; 
Weed  v.  Carpenter,  10  Wend.  404;  Stewart  y. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Port  Huron,  40  Mich.  848; 
Union  Bank  v.  MMUbrook,  88  Conn.  95;  2  Par- 
sons, Noles  and  Bills,565;  Grimstead  v.  Briggs,  4 
Iowa,  559;  Humphreys  y,  Guillow,  18  N.  H.  885, 
88  Am.  Dec.  499. 

If  Montgomery  indorsed  the  note  sued  on 
before  it  bad  been  signed,  and  delivered  it  to 
Percy  R.  Smith  in  that  condition,  he  has  no 
defense  to  this  action. 

Snyder  v.  Van  Doren,  46  Wis.  602/82  Am. 
Rep.  789;  1  Am.  &  Ene.  Encyclop.  Law,  516; 
2  Am.  &.  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  889;  Johnson 
v.  Blasdale,  1  SmedesA  M.  17, 40  Am.  Dec  85; 
Qoss  v.  Whitehead,  88  Miss.  218;  Bank  of 
Commonwealth  v.  Mc Chord,  4  Dana,  191;  Led- 
wiehv.  McKim,  58  N.  Y.  807;  Page  v.  Morretl, 
8  Eeyes,  117;  Huntington  v.  Branch  Bank  of 
Mobile,  8  Ala:  186;  Hall  v.  Bank  of  Common- 
wealth,  5  Dana,  258,  80  Am.  Dec.  685;  David- 
son  v.  Lanier,  71  U.  S.  4  Wall.  456,  18  L.  ed. 
879;  Androscoggin  Bank*.  Kimball,  10  Cush. 
878. 

Plaintiff  having  proved  that  the  defendant 
wrote  his  name  across  the  back  of  the  paper 
sued  on,  and  no  alteration  being  apparent  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  note 
was  altered 

Barclift  v.  Treeee,  77  Ala.  582;  2  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  §  1421;  8  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  1785. 

McClellan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Ooe  of  the  prominent  questions  presented  by 
this  record  is  whether  the  stipulation  in  a  prom- 
issory note  to  pay  all  costs  of  collecting  if  not 
paid  at  maturity  destroys  its  negotiability. 
Upon  no  other  question  in  the  law,  perhaps, 
are  the  authorities  so  irreconcilably,  and  at  the 
same  time  so  equally,  divided,  both  in  respect 
to  the  number  of  adjudged  cases  and  the  re- 
spectability of  the  courts  upon  either  hand. 
The  following  cases  maintain  the  commercial 
character  of  notes  which  embody  the  stipula- 
tion referred  to:  Stoneman  v.  Pyle,  85  Ind. 
108;  Pate  v.  Aurora  First  Nat  Bank,  68  Ind. 
254;  Maxwell  v.  Morehart,  66  Ind.  801;  Proc- 
tor v.  Baldwin,  82  Ind.  870;  Hubbard  v.  Har- 
rison, 88  Ind.  827;  Heard  v.  Dubuque  County 
Bank,  8  Neb.  10;  Bperry  v.  Horr,  82  Iowa, 
184;  Nickerson  v.  Sfteldon,  88  III.  878;  Dietrich 
v.  Bayhi,  28  La.  Ann.  767;  Oaar  v.  Louisville 
Bkg.  Co.  11  Bush.  180:  Wilson  Sewing-Mach. 
Co.  v.  Moreno,  7  Fed.  Rep.  806;  Beaton  v.  Sco- 
vitt,  18  Kan.  485;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  8e- 
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vier,  14  Fed.  Rep.  671;  Trader  y.  Chidester,  41 
Ark.  242;  Farmers  Nat.  Bank  v.  Basmussen, 
1  Dak.  60;  8c?ilesingerY.  ArUne,  81  Fed.  Rep. 
648;  Bowenstein  v.  Barnes,  5  DilL  482;  Adams 
v.  Addington,  16  Fed.  Rep.  89;  and  the  fol- 
lowing sustain  the  doctrine  that  the  stipulation 
involves  such  contingency  and  uncertainty  as 
to  the  sum  payable  as  to  destroy  negotiability: 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bynum,  84  N.  C.  24;  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Trenton  v.  Gay,  68  Mo.  88;  Good- 
lot  v.  Taylor,  8  Hawks,  458;  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Carthage  y.  Marlow,  71  Mo.  618;  Samstagv. 
Donley,  64  Mo.  476;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Car- 
thage v.  Jacobs,  78  Mo.  85;  Wood  y.  North,  84 
Pa.  407;  Johnston*.  Sneer,  92  Pa.  227;  Still- 
water First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Larsen,  60  Wis.  206; 
Fertilising  <*  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Newman,  60  Md.  584; 
Mahoney  v.  Fitspatrick,  188  Mass.  151;  Jones 
v.  Badats.VJ  Minn.  240;  Cayuga  County  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Purdy,  56  Mich.  6;  Altman  v.  Bitter- 
shcfer.W  Mich.  287, 12  West  Rep.  581;  South 
Bend  Iron- Works*.  Paddock,  87  Kan.  510;  Far 
quhar  v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Co.  18  Phila.  478. 

The  question  has  never  been  determined  in 
this  State.  It  was  mooted  somewhat  in  the 
case  of  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  90  Ala. 
549  (at  the  last  term),  and  dismissed  with  an 
indication  on  the  part  of  the  present  writer  un- 
favorable to  the  negotiability  of  such  instru- 
ments. Such  was  the  inclination  of  my  mind 
at  that  time.  A  more  careful  investigation  into 
the  adjudged  cases,  and  especially  a  more  crit- 
ical consideration  of  the  reasons  upon  which 
the  divergent  conclusions  of  other  courts  are 
made  to  rest,  have  produced  the  contrary  con- 
viction, and  lead  me  to  adopt  the  view  first  ad- 
vanced by  the  Indiana  and  Kentucky  courts, 
and  which  has  since  received  the  sanction  of 
all  recognized  texts  which  discuss  the  point. 
Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  %  28b;  1  Randolph, 
Com.  Paper,  g§  205,  206;  1  Dan.  Keg.  Inst. 
&*  62,  62a/  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  pp.  146, 
147;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  824. 

The  cardinal  principle  that  the  sum  to  be 
paid  must  be  certain  in  amount,  and  not  de- 
pendent upon  contingencies,  is  fully  recog- 
nized and  accommodated  in  this  doctrine.  It 
is  true,  the  stipulation  involves  a  contingency, 
in  that  there  may  or  may  not  be  any  costs  bf 
collection  to  be  paid,  depending  primarily 
upon  failure  to  pay  the  note  at  maturity,  and 
secondarily  upon  whether  the  note  should  be 
paid,  even  after  dishonor,  without  resort  to 
attorneys  or  legal  proceedings.  It  is  true,  also, 
that  the  amount  of  such  costs,  if  any,  is  uncer- 
tain. But  it  is  fully  assured  that  no  costs  will 
be  incurred  before  maturity,  and  no  coats  will 
have  to  be  paid  at  all,  unless  there  is  default  in 
the  payment  of  the  sum  promised  at  maturity, 
and  the  paper  ceases  by  reason  of  that  fact 
alone  to  be  a  circulating  medium,  performing 
in  a  sense  the  functions  of  money;  so  that,  as 
long  as  tye  paper,  considered  apart  from  the 
stipulation,  would  be  negotiable,  it  will  have 
that  character,  notwithstanding  the  stipulation. 
Looked  at  in  this  way,  stipulated  attorney's 
fees  and  costs  of  collection  after  maturity  stand 
upon  the  same  footing,  as  to  contingency  of 
liability  therefor,  and  uncertainty  as  to  the 
amount  thereof,  as  do  protest  fees,  attorneys' 
tax  fees,  court  costs,  and  statutory  damages  in 
the  event  a  resort  is  had  to  legal  remedies  to 
enforce  payment;  and  it  is  not  conceivable  why 
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Montgomery  t.  Cbostowait. 
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(be  former  class  of  charges  should  destroy  ne- 
gotiability, while  the  latter  confessedly  do  not 
Stontman  v.  Pylet  85  Ind.  108;  Qaar  v.  Louis- 
ville  Bkg.  Co.  11  Bush,  180. 

The  Pennsylvania  court  has  said  that  a 
"promissory  note  is  a  courier  without  luggage, 
traveling  on  the  wings  of  the  wind,  and  should 
not  be  lumbered  up*  with  provisions  of  the 
class  under  consideration.  Another  high  au- 
thority has  declared  that  a  stipulation  for  at- 
torney's fee  is  not  luggage,  but  ballast,  and 
does  not  clog  the  circulation  of  the  paper,  but 
facilitates  its  progress.  To  further  pursue  the 
metaphor,  it  were,  we  think,  more  apt  to  say 
that  the  stipulation  is  neither  luggage  nor  bal- 
last, and  neither  impedes  nor  facilitates  the 
flight  of  the  paper  through  the  transactions  of 
commerce,  since  all  persons  are  presumed  to 
deal  with  it  upon  the  assumption  that  it  will 
be  paid  at  maturity;  but  is  for  the  well-being 
of  the  "courier"  When  its  monetary  functions 
have  been  fully  discharged,  and  its  Journey  as 
a  circulating  medium  has  been  brought  to  an 
end  by  default  in  payment  at  matunty.  Our 
conclusion  is,  therefore,  that  the  note  sued  on 
here  was  for  a  sum  certain,  the  payment  of 
which  depended  upon  no  contingency,  and, 
betas:  payable  at  a  bank,  is  commercial  paper, 
within  sections  2004. 2112, 2118,  Code  1876,  and 
sections  1756, 1778.  Code  1886.  The  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  which  proceeded  on  the  con- 
trary assumption  was  properly  overruled. 

We  understand  the  law  to  be  well  settled 
that  a  material  alteration  of  a  promissory  note 
by  any  of  the  parties  thereto  discharges  from 
liability  thereon  all  other  parties  not  consent- 
ing to  or  authorizing  such  alteration;  and  this 
without  regard  to  whether  the  alteration  is  ap- 
parently or  presumably  to  the  benefit  or  detri- 
ment of  the  parties  objecting.  Courts  cannot 
undertake  to  say  that  a  party  would  have  made 
the  contract  as  altered,  and  thus  make  it  for 
him,  merely  because  its  terms  are  more  favor- 
able to  him  than  those  embodied  in  the  original 
instrument,  any  more  than  a  like  conclusion 
could  be  Justified  where  the  alteration  imports 
additional  liability.  In  the  one  case  no  less 
than  in  the  other  the  altered  paper  is  not  the 
contract  which  the  party  has  made;  and  in 
neither  case  can  the  courts  declare  it  to  be  his 
contract,  or  enforce  it  as  such.  The  law  pro- 
ceeds on  the  idea  that  the  identity  of  the  con- 
tract has  been  destroyed,  that  the  contract  made 
is  not  the  contract  before  the  court,  that  the 
party  did  not  make  the  contract  which  is  be- 
fore the  court;  and,  so  adjudging,  it  cannot  go 
further,  and  hold  him  bound  by  it,  on  specu- 
lations, however  probable  and  plausible,  that 
he  would  or  ought  to  have  entered  it  in  the 
altered  agreement  because  it  involved  less  lia- 
bility than  the  original  and  only  paper  execut- 
ed by  him.  There  are  some  expressions  in  the 
books  to  the  contrary.  They  will,  for  the  most 
part,  and  certainly  so  far  as  the  adjudications 
of  tbis  court  are  concerned,  be  found  in  cases 
where  the  change  was  prejudicial  to  the  party 
complaining:  and  this  fact  is  made  one  of  the 
reasons  for  the  decision  against  liability,  though 
it  might  as  well  have  been  rested  entirely  on  the 
abstract  fact  of  alteration.  Thus,  in  the  case 
of  Toomer  v.  Rutland,  57  Ala.  879,  reference  is 
made  to  the  prejudicial  character  of  the  alter- 
ation, but  the  conclusion  there  reached  might 
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better  have  been  based  solely  on  the  change  in 
the  legal  identity  of  the  contract,— a  doctrine 
there  fully  recognized  arguendo,— entirely  re- 
gardless of  the  effect  upon  the  promisor.  It 
was  not  decided  in  that  case  that  an  alteration 
favorable  to  the  party  seeking  to  avoid  the  in- 
strument would  not  release  him.  The  sounder 
doctrine,  and  certainly  the  one  supported  by 
the  overwhelming  weight  of  authority,  is  that 
stated  in  Anderson  v.  ReUenger,  87  Ala.  <884,  4 
L.  R.  A.  680,  and  there  applied  to  a  surety, 
that  any  material  alteration  by  one  not  a  stran- 
ger to  the  paper,  whether  injurious  or  not, 
ayoids  the  contract  as  to  all  parties  not  consent- 
ing. It  is  enough  that,  if  the  instrument  were 
genuine,  it  would  operate  differently  from  the 
original;  or,  as  otherwise  expressed,  avoidance 
will  result  "if  the  alteration  is  one  which  causes 
the  paper  to  speak  a  language  different  in  legal 
effect  from  that  which  it  originally  spoke." 
Mahawie  Bank  v.  Douglass,  81  Conn.  170,  181; 
Gardner  v.  Walsh,  5  El.  &  Bl.  88;  Morrill  v. 
Otis,  12  N.  H.  466;  Reeves  v.  Pierson,  28  Hun, 
185;  Humphrey*  v.  GuiUoto,  18 N.  H.  887;  Biek- 
erman  v.  Mider,  48  Iowa,  508;  Luntv.  Stiver,  5 
Mo.  App.  186;  2  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  551- 
564;  Ttedeman,  Com.  Paper,  §  804;  8  Ran- 
dolph, Com.  Paper,  §1743,  and  many  other  au- 
thorities. 

Even  were  the  rules  of  law  otherwise,  we 
are  unable  to  see  how  appellee  could  be  bene- 
fited by  it  The  appellant  might  for  very  good 
reasons  have  preferred  to  indorse  for  Percy  R. 
Smith  in  preference  to  Percy  R.  Smith  &  Co., 
for  aught  this  or  the  trial  court  could  know. 
It  may  be,  for  instance,  that  Smith  has  abun- 
dant property  to  pay  his  individual  debts, 
while  the  firm  of  Smith  &  Co.  may  be  wholly 
insolvent,  so  that  the  indorser  for  Smith  indi- 
vidually would  be  sayed  harmless  on  a  marsh- 
aling of  assets,  while  the  indorser  for  Smith  & 
Co. ,  forced  to  look  to  firm  assets,  with  only  the 
excess  of  individual  assets  after  paying  indi- 
vidual liabilities,  would  lose  his  claim  in  whole 
or  in  part;  so  that  it  could  not  be  safely  as- 
sumed that  the  change  from  "Percy  R.  Smith" 
to  "Percy  R.  Smith  &  Co."  was  beneficial  to 
the  indorser.  That  the  alteration  was  a  mate- 
rial one  we  have  no  doubt.  The  considera- 
tions just  adverted  to  demonstrate  that  it  was; 
and  the  authorities  are  full  to  the  point  that  the 
addition  of  other  names  as  makers  discharges 
parties  already  bound  by  the  paper.  Cases 
supra;  Wallace  v.  Jeweu,  21  Ohio  St.  170- 
Davis  v.  Coleman.  7 1  red.  L.  424;  HaU  v.  Mc 
Henry,  19  Iowa,  521;  Henry  v.  Coates,  17  Ind 
161;  Brovghton  v.  Fuller,  9  Vt.  878;  Anderson 
v.  BeUenger,  87  Ala.  884.  4  L.  R  A.  680. 

The  effect  of  adding  "&  Co."  was  to  make 
that  partnership  and  the  members  of  it,  on  the 
face  of  the  paper,  parties  to  it,  whereas  only 
one  member  of  that  firm,  and  he  in  his  indi- 
vidual capacity  alone,  was  a  party  to  the  orig- 
inal contract.  The  precise  alteration  here  in- 
volved was  adjudged  to  be  a  material  one  in 
the  case  of  Haskell  v.  Champion,  80  Mo.  186. 
Nor  is  it  of  moment  in  this  connection  that  in 
point  of  extraneous  fact  the  firm  of  Smith  & 
Co.  was  not  bound  by  the  signature,  because 
of  a  want  of  authority  in  Smith  to  sign  the  firm 
name  to  the  paper.  The  court  is  to  determine 
the  materiality  of  the  alteration  by  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  instrument.    Evidence  aliunde  will 
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be  received  to  show  the  fact  of  alteration,  and, 
in  a  proper  case,  also  that  the  alteration  was  in 
accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  parties; 
but,  with  these  exceptions,  the  court  cannot, 
on  the  question  of  materiality,  look  beyond  the 

Kper.  Considering  the  original  by  compar- 
m  with  the  altered  paper,  it  is  to  determine 
whether  the  latter,  assuming  its  genuineness, 
evidences  a  contract  materially  variant  from 
the  former.  It  can  make  no  difference  that 
the  parties,  the  addition  of  whose  names  con- 
stitutes the  alteration,  are  not  in  fact  bound  by 
the  instrument  On  the  face  of  it  they  are 
bound.  On  its  face,  therefore,  the  contract  is 
not  identical  with  the  original  The  legal 
identity  of  the  first  is  destroyed,  and  parties 
not  consentingthereto  are  discharged.  Thus, 
in  Haskell  v.  Champion,  supra,  it  was  ruled 
that  the  addition  of  "&  Co."  to  the  maker's 
name  discharged  the  indorser,  although  there 
was  no  such  firm,  but  the  maker  was  a  member 
of  another  firm.  Here  the  firm  clearly  was  not 
bound;  nobody  was  in  fact  bound  but  the  orig- 
inal maker;  but  on  the  face  of  the  paper  not 
only  he,  but  a  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member, 
was  liable.  The  question  of  materiality  was 
determined,  not  by  the  outside  fact,  but  by  the 
paper,  and  the  other  parties  were  held  to  be 
discharged. 

To  the  pleas  which  set  up  the  alteration  we 
have  been  discussing  it  was  replied  that  the  de- 
fendant (indorser),  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
alteration,  indorsed  and  signed  a  waiver  of  pro- 
test and  notice  of  protest  on  the  note,  "and  at 
divers  limes,  both  before  and  since  the  matur- 
ity of  said  instrument,  ratified  the  signature 
signed  thereto,  and  the  supposed  alteration  of 
said  instrument  by  said  Smith,  and  promised 
to  pay  it;"  and  also,  generally,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  waived  the  right,  and  is  now  estopped 
to  plead  said  alteration.  Eliminating  the  legal 
conclusions  alleged  in  these  replications,  there 
vet  remain  two  averments  of  fact  that,  with 
lull  knowledge  of  the  alteration,  the  defend- 
ant waived  protest  and  notice  by  indorsement 
of  the  note  over  his  own  signature,  aod  prom- 
ised to  pay  the  same.  This,  in  our  opinion, 
was  a  good  replication  to  the  matter  pleaded, 
and  the  several  demurrers  to  it  were  properly 
overruled.  These  facts,  standing  alone,  con- 
stitute a  waiver  of  the  discharge  otherwise 
operated  by  the  alteration,  or  the  adoption  of 
the  act  of  Smith  in  making  the  alteration. 
The  authorities  are  uniform  to  the  point  that 
such  an  alteration  may  be  made  by  the  consent 
of  the  parties.  Ravisies  v.  Alston,  5  Ala.  297; 
Hill  v.  Nelms,  86  Ala.  442;  Tiedeman,  Com. 
Paper,  §  896;  8  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  1766; 
2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  p.  412;  2  Parsons,  Notes  and 
Bills,  566.  And  it  is  a  very  general  proposi- 
tion that  an  act  which  may  be  authorized  or 
consented  to  in  limine  may  be  effectually  rati- 
fied after  it  has  been  performed,  and  e eonrerso. 
Knox  v.  Armistead,  87  Ala.  511,  5LR.A. 
297;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Trenton  v.  Gay,  68 
Mo.  83,  89;  Commercial  Bank  of  Buffalo  v. 
Warren,  15  N.  Y.  577.  At  least  it  is  certain 
that  an  alteration  such  as  is  shown  here  may 
be  ratified  by  the  innocent  party  affected  by  it, 
so  as  to  bind  him,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
as  if  he  had  fully  authorized  it  in  the  first  in- 
stance. National  State  Bank  v.  Hieing,  4  Ilun , 
12  L.  R.  A. 


798;  Huntington  v.  BaUou,  2  Lans.  120;  Ker- 
shaw v.  Cox,  8  £sp.  246;  Hazard  v.  Spears,  2 
Abb.  App.  Dec.  858;  KilkeUy  v.  Martin,  34 
Wis.  525;  Stewart  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Port 
Huron,  40  Mich.  848;  Qoodspeed  v.  Cutler,  75 
111.  584.  And  efficient  ratification  will  be  im- 
plied from  facts  such  as  are  set  forth  in  these 
replications.  Evans  v.  Foreman,  60  Mo.  449; 
Bell  v.  Mahin,  69  Iowa,  408;  Stewart  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Port  Huron,  supra;  OrimsteadY. 
Briggs,  4  Iowa,  559;  Union  Bank  v.  Middle 
brook,  88  Conn.  95;  Cariss  v.  TattertaU,  2  Man. 
&  G.  890;  Weed  v.  Carpenter,  10  Wend.  403; 
Bowers  v.  Jewell,  2  N.  R  543. 

Whether  a  new  consideration  is  essential  to 
support  the  contract  thus  made  by  ratification 
there  is  some  conflict  of  authority.  The  courts 
of  Kentucky  and  Minnesota  hold  that  a  new 
consideration  is  necessary.  Wilson  v.  Haves, 
40  Minn.  581,  4  L.  R  A.  196;  Warren  ▼.  Fant, 
79  Ey.  1.  But  a  great  majority  of  courts  of 
last  resort,  if,  indeed,  not  all  of  them,  except 
in  the  States  named,  sustain  the  contrary  doc- 
trine. Commercial  Bank  v.  Warren,  supra; 
Pelton  v.  Prescott,  18  Iowa,  567;  King  ▼.  Hunt, 
13  Mo.  97;  Prouty  v.  Wilson,  128  Mass.  297; 
Qoodspeed  v.  Cutler,  75  HI.  584;  Stewart  ▼.  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Port  Huron,  supra. 

With  respect  to  this  question  we  adopt  the 
language  and  conclusion  of  the  Missouri  court 
in  a  strictly  analogous  case:  '  'There  have  been 
many  refinements  adopted  about  this  doctrine 
of  ratification;  refinements  which  savor  more 
of  subtlety  than  of  sound  judgment  With 
some  exceptions,  not  necessary  to  be  adverted 
to  here,  the  proposition  is,  however,  undoubt- 
edly correct  that  he  who  may  authorize  in  the 
beginning  mav  ratify  in  the  end.  .  .  .  And 
there  is  therefore  no  force  in  the  point  urged 
on  our  attention,  that  there  would  have  to  be 
a  new  consideration  in  order  to  attach  validity 
to  a  confirmatory  act.  No  independent  con- 
sideration is  required  in  the  case  of  an  accom- 
modation indorser,  surety,  etc.,  in  the  first  in- 
stance; and  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  anything 
more  should  be  required  on  subsequent  sanc- 
tion than  on  original  assent."  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Trenton  v.  Gay,  68  Mo.  89. 

Coming  now  to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  it  is 
first  to  be  noted  that  what  we  have  said  in  rela- 
tion to  ratification  of  the  alleged  alteration, 
and  to  the  effect  that  ratification  may  be  in- 
ferred or  implied  from  circumstances,  and 
need  not  be  supported  bva  new  or  distinct  con- 
sideration, when  applied  to  charges  4,  7,  8,  12, 
15  and  19,  given  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  charges  8,  16  and  19,  asked  by  the  defend- 
ant and  refused,  serves  to  determine  the  excep- 
tions reserved  to  the  action  of  the  court  in  re- 
spect thereto  against  the  appellant.  The  in- 
strument sued  on  did  not  bear  on  its  face  any 
evidence  of  having  been  altered  at  any  time. 
The  burden  of  proving  that  it  had  been  altered 
after  indorsement  was,  therefore,  upon  the 
party  who  relied  on  that  fact  to  defeat  recov- 
ery against  him.  It  follows  that  appellant's 
exceptions  to  charges  1.  2  and  5.  given  at  the 
instance  of  plaintiff,  and  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  give  charges  1,  2,  8,  4,  9  and  18,  as  re- 
quested by  defendant,  which  proceed  on  the 
theory  that  it  was  upon  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
prove the  alleged  alteration,  are  untenable.    9 
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Dan.  Neg.  Inst,  §  1421;  3  Randolph,  Com.  Pa- 
per, §  1786;  Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  %  898; 
BardiftY.  Tree*,  77  Ala.  528. 

Cham  numbered  5,  given  for  plaintiff,  Is 
faulty  m  one  of  its  clauses,  when  considered 
*lone,  m  that  it  might  be  construed  to  author- 
ize the  jury  to  find  according  to  the  preponder- 
ance of  evidence,  regardless  of  whether  such 
preponderance  was  sufficiently  great  to  reason- 
ably satisfy  their  minds.  This  fault  is  obviat- 
ed in  other  portions  of  the  instruction,  where 
it  is  said  the  defendant  must  satisfy  the  jury 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  the 
fact  in  issue  is  as  he  alleges  it  to  be;  and,  even 
were  this  otherwise,  the  appellant  could  not 
-complain,  for  the  error,  if  any,  in  the  charge 
is  favorable  to  him.  Mays  v.  Williams,  27  Ala. 
267:  JarreUv.  LiUie,  40  Ala.  271;  Vandeventer 
t.  Ford,  60  Ala.  610. 

There  was  evidence  which  tended  to  show 
that  the  note  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant 
before  it  was  signed,  and  was  delivered  to  Smith 
to  be  signed  in  such  a  way  as  would  enable  him 
1o  gel  the  money  on  it  for  himself  and  Mont- 
gomery. We  bold  that  this  agreement,  if  it 
existed,  authorized  Smith,  so  far  as  Montgom- 
■ery  was  concerned,  to  sign  the  firm  name  of 
Percy  B.  Smith  &Co.  to  the  paper,  since,  with- 
out any  agreement,  Smith  had  the  right  to  fill 
up  the  blank  by  inserting  bis  own  name  as 
maker;  and  to  accord  any  operation  to  the 
agreement  it  must  be  construed  into  a  consent 
by  the  defendant  to  the  subscribing  of  the  name 
of  Smith's  firm.  Whether  Smith  had,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  his  copartner,  the  right  to 
so  sign,  is  immaterial.  Montgomery's  consent 
to  the  thing  that  was  done  estops  him  now  to 
•object  to  its  having  been  done,  whether  Smith, 
in  point  of  legal  fact,  had  the  power  to  do  it 
or  not.  Charges  8  and  18,  given  for  the  plain- 
tiff, find  justification  in  these  considerations. 
We  construe  plaintiffs  charge  numbered  6  to 
assert  that  if  the  note  was  made  on  the  joint 
account  of  Smith  and  Montgomery,  and  was 
indorsed  by  the  latter  before  it  had  been  signed, 
but  was  afterwards,  in  pursuance  of  their 
agreement,  executed  by  attaching  thereto  the 
name  of  Percy  R.  8mith  &  Co.,  Montgomery, 
having  received  his  share  of  the  proceeds,  is 
bound  by  his  indorsement.  So  construed,  if 
this  instruction  has  an  infirmity,  it  lies  in  its 
being  too  favorable  to  the  defendant  The  fact 
postulated,  that  the  signature  of  Smith  &  Co. 
was  attached  in  consonance  with  the  previous 
understanding  between  Smith  and  Montgomery, 
would,  of  itself,  and  wholly  irrespective  of 
Montgomery's  interest  in  the  money  borrowed, 
~be  quite  sufficient  to  bind  him.  The  appellant 
can  take  nothing  on  bis  assignment  of  error  di- 
rected against  this  charge.  Charges  9,  10,  11, 
18  and  lo,  for  plaintiff,  as  modified  by  the  ex- 
planatory charge  given  in  connection  therewith, 
are  correct  expositions  of  the  familiar  rule  of  law 
applicable  to  the  filling  of  blanks  left  in  prom- 
issory notes  at  the  time  of  indorsement.  The 
stipulation  to  "pay  all  costs  of  collecting  not 
less  than  ten  per  cent,"  must  be  construed  to 
refer  to  other  than  court  costs,  since  the  parties 
bound  on  the  paper  are  liable  for  those  with- 
out any  agreement  to  pay  them.  Other  costs 
of  collection  ordinarily  consist  of  attorney's 
fees;  and  the  stipulation  may  be  interpreted  as 
if  it  provided  for  the  payment  of  10  per  cent 
12  L.  R.  A. 


attorney's  fees,  or  a  greater  amount  than  that  if 
expended  reasonably  and  properly  in  realizing 
on  the  note.  Stipulations  lo  pay  a  given  per 
cent  for  the  services  of  attorneys  are  held  to  im- 
port liability  for  reasonable  compensation  for 
legal  services  rendered  in  that  behalf,  not  in 
excess  of  the  amount  limited.  We  do  not 
think  the  stipulation  here  is  for  more  than  this, 
and  hence,  that  it  can  be  enforced  to  this  ex- 
tent in  the  present  action.  Charge  5,  asked  by 
defendant,  was  well  refused. 

It  would  unduly  extend  this  opinion,  and 
serve  no  good  purpose,  to  discuss  the  remaining 
charges  requested  by  the  appellant  in  detail. 
Enough  has  already  been  said,  we  think,  to 
show  that  they  severally  are  dtherafSrmatfve- 
ly  bad,  as  stating  propositions  which  are  un- 
sound, or  are  abstract  or  misleading,  or  invasive 
of  the  province  of  the  jury.  Not  a  few  of 
tbem,  for  instance,  arc  addressed  to  the  ques- 
tion of  defendant's  estoppel  to  rely  upon  the 
alleged  alteration,  and  set  forth  that  this,  that 
and  the  other  fact  does  not  estop  him  to  avail 
himself  of  it.  This  matter  of  estoppel  was 
not  nearly  so  prominent  in  the  case  as  the  ques- 
tion of  ratification  and  promise  to  pay  after 
knowledge  of  the  alteration;  and  the  tendency 
of  all  these  charges  was  to  mislead  the  jury 
into  discharging  the  defendant  because  he  was 
not  technically  estopped  to  set  up  this  defease, 
although  they  may  have  been  fully  satisfied 
that  the  defendant,  being  let  in  to  make  this  de- 
fense, had  utterly  failed  to  sustain  it  with  evi- 
dence. Moreover,  we  are  by  no  means'  pre- 
pared to  say  that  the  proposition '  of  these 
charges  is  absolutely  correct.  On  tnecontrary , 
we  apprehend  that  the  indorsement  of  a  waiver 
of  protest  and  notice  of  protest  on  a  paper,  as 
shown  here,  implies  knowledge  of  all  the  pa- 
per contained  at  that  time,  and  was  such  a  rec- 
ognition of  its  binding  force  as  a  contract  as 
precludes  the  party  from  making  any  defense 
based  on  matters  then  apparent  upon  the  f  a£e 
of  the  instrument;  and  certainly  such  would 
be  the  effect  when  the  indorsement  of  the 
waiver  is  accompanied  by  a  promise  to  pay  the 
note.  • 

We  have  examined  the  trial  court's' rulings 
on  evidence  to  which  exceptions  were  reserved, 
and  find  no  error  in  them.  The  statement  of 
the  witness  Smith  that  the  loan  of  stock  by 
Montgomery  to  him  to  enable  him  to  borrow 
money  upon  its  security  ''was  not  considered 
a  debt  between  us,"  considered  with  the  con- 
text of  his  answer  to  the  interrogatory,  was  no 
more  or  less  than  to  say  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment that  he  should  pay  Montgomery  for  the 
stock,  the  clear  implication  being  that  when  it 
had  performed  the  purposes  of  the  loan — that 
is,  bad  been  used  as  collateral  by  Smith— it 
should  be  returned  in  specie  to  Montgomery. 

The  statement  of  plaintiff,  made  as  a  wit- 
ness, that  the  defendant  at  a  certain  time  "ex- 
amined the  note  thoroughly,"  the  issue  being 
whether  he  knew  that  it  was  signed  as  by 
Percy  R.  Smith  &Co.,  was  but  a  "short-hand" 
rendering  of  the  facts  involved  in  reading  the 
paper  and  ascertaining  all  of  its  contents.  It 
was  properly  admitted.  Woodstock  v.  Roberts, 
87  Ala.  486;  Perry  v.  State,  87  Ala.  80. 

It  has  come  to  be  a  familiar  rule  of  law  in 
this  State  that  a  witness  as  to  character  may, 
on  cross-examination,  be  interrogated  as  to 
10 
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what  be  has  heard  in  the  community  touching 
the  character  of  the  party  inquired  about 
This  is  to  afford  a  test  of  the  value  of  his  evi- 
dence in  chief;  to  show  that  his  conclusion  as 
to  the  reputation  in  issue,  and  which  rests  upon 
the  estimation  of  the  community,  is  not  sup- 
ported by  the  expressions  of  that  estimation, 
and  thus  to  weaken  its  force.  Such  expres- 
sions cannot  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  party 
whose  witness  is  being  examined,  and  who  tes- 
tified that  he  knows  the  character  under  in- 
quiry. He  must  state  what  that  character  is 
as  upon  his  own  knowledge,  and  is  not  allowed 
to  substitute  for  his  knowledge  the  means  or 
sources  of  it  On  these  principles,  the  action 
of  the  city  court  in  refusing  to  allow  the  wit- 


ness Mudd  to  testify  to  the  character  of  the 
adverse  criticism  he  had  testified  to  on  cross- 
examination  as  having  heard  on  the  character 
of  Smith,  and  in  excluding  the  evidence  of 
Read,  given  in  chief,  that  "he  had  heard  a 
good  many  people  say  they  would  not  believe 
Smith  on  oath,  was  unobjectionable.  The 
ruling  as  to  Mudd's  testimony,  moreover,  may 
be  sustained  on  the  further  ground  that  it  in- 
volved no  injury  to  appellant,  in  that  he  had 
already  deposed  to  the  character  of  the  criti- 
cisms which  he  had  beard  with  respect  to 
Smith's  character,  to  the  effect  that  they  were 
"severe"  expressions  condemnatory  of  Smith* 
We  find  no  error  in  this  record,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  City  Court  is  affirmed. 
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to  a,  •arriving  partner 
i  purpose  of  paying;  the 

i  of  the  firm*  and  so  used,  creates  a  valid 

elalm  In  equity  against  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and 
may  be  treated  as  such  in  a  subsequent  assign- 
ment for  creditors  of  the  firm,  although  the  firm 
was  in  fact  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  loan, 
where  this  fact  Was  not  known  either  by  the 
lender  or  the  survivor. 

(Vann,  J.,  dissents.) 
(March  17,  IBM.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Third  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  en- 
tered in  the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  Albany 
County  upon  the  report  of  a  referee  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  set  aside  an 
assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  fraudulent  and  void,  because 
made  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud 
creditors.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Marcus  T.  Hon,  for  appellants: 

A  surviving  partner  may  make  a  general  as- 
signment of  the  firm  properly  with  preferences. 

Haynes  v.  Brooks,  116  N.  T.  487;  William* 
v.  Whedon,  12  Cent  Rep.  227,  109  N.  Y.  888. 

The  rights  of  the  firm  creditors  of  the  firm 
assets  must  be  worked  out  through  the  equities 
existing  between  the  partners,  and  only  thus. 

Saunders  v.  BeiUy,  7  Cent.  Rep.  09, 106  N. 
Y.  19. 

The  equity  ceases  when  one  partner  acquires 
the  entire  firm  property.  He  is  then  vested 
with  the  title  to  the  property  free  from  any 
lien  or  equity  in  favor  of  the  partnership 
creditors,  and  may  make  an  assignment  by 
which  he  prefers  his  individual  creditors  to 
those  of  the  firm,  in  the  payment  of  their 
debts  out  of  the  firm  assets. 

Dimon  v.  Hazard,  82  N.  Y.  65;  Stanton  v. 
Westover.  2  Cent.  Rep.  189,  101  N.  Y.  266; 
Smith  v.  Howard,  20  How.  Pr.  121;  Fitepatriek 
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v.  Flannagan.  106  U.  S.  648,  27  L.  ed.  211; 
Story,  Partn.  $  868. 

A  surviving  partner  may  borrow  money  to 
pay  firm  obligations  and  repay  the  same  from 
the  firm  assets. 

Haynes  v.  Brooks,  8  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  106. 
See  Fitopatrick  v.  Flannagan%  supra;  Emerson 
v.  Senior,  118  0.  S.  8,  80  L.  ed.  51;  Butchart 
v.  Dresser,  4  De  G.  M.  &G.  642;  Bradford  Com, 
Bkg.  Co.  v.  Cure,  L.  R  81  Ch.  Div.  826;  Wil- 
liams v.  Whedon,  supra:  Nehrboss  v.  BUee,  88 
N.  Y.  600. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  in 
view  of  the  fact  of  the  agreement  made  by  the 
surviving  partner  with  the  Bank  that  this 
money  would  be  paid  back  out  of  the  firm  as- 
sets, that  the  note  was  riven  in  the  firm  name, 
the  amount  credited  to  the  firm  account,  that  it 
was  used  to  pay  firm  debts,  and  the  mistake  of 
fact  as  to  the  solvency  of  the  firm,  equity  will 
give  a  lien  upon  the  firm  assets. 

Perryv.  Board  of  Missions,  8  Cent.  Rep.  62, 
102  N.  T.  99;  Fowler  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  2S 
Hun,  195;  Smiths  Smith,  51  Hun,  164. 

Mr.  G.  L.  Stedm&n,  for  respondent: 

The  debt  of  $15,000  contracted  by  the  sur- 
vivor was  his  individual  debt,  and  not  a  debt 
for  which  the  firm  assets  were  liable. 

Stedman  v.  Feidler,  20  N.  Y.  437;  Parsons, 
Partn.  8d  ed.  p.  440;  Farr  v.  Morrill,  58  Hun, 
85;  Hooley  v.  Oieve,  9  Daly,  104,  affirmed,  8* 
N.  Y.  625;  Lush  v.  Smith,  8  Barb.  570;  Blood- 
good  v.  Bruen,  8  N.  Y.  862;  Van  Keuren  v. 
Parmelee,  2  N.  Y.  528;  Sanford  v.  Mickles,  4 
Johns.  224;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Alexandria  v. 
Payne,  3  L.  R  A.  284, 18  Ya.  L.  J.  264;  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  575;  Stetoart  v. 
Robinson,  5  L.  R  A.  410,  115  N.  Y.  828,  21 
Abb.  N.  C.  68;  Story,  Partn.  843:  2  Kent, 
Com.  68;  Ball  v.  Lanning,  91  U.  S.  170,  2a 
L.  ed.  273;  Haynes  v.  Brooks,  116  N.  Y.  487; 
Payner.Slate,  89  Barb.  684;  Payne  v.  Gardiner, 
29  N.  Y.  146;  Jtnness  v.  Oarleton,  40  Mich. 
848;  Edw.  Bills  and  Notes,  118;  Lansing  v. 
Qaine,  2  Johns.  800;  Abel  v.  Sutton,  8  £sp. 
108. 

The  purpose  for  which  the  debt  was  created 
and  the  application  do  not  change  the  person- 
ality of  the  debtor  or  the  character  of  the  in- 
debtedness and  render  the  firm  assets  liable. 

Turner  v.  Jayeox,  40  N.  Y.  470;   Coster  v. 
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Clarke,  3  Edw.  Cb.  411,  6L.  ed.  708;  National 
Bank  of  8ale/n  v.  Thomas,  47  N.  Y.  15. 

An  assignment  of  partnership  property  pre- 
ferring or  directing  the  payment  of  individual 
debts  before  partnership  debts  are  fully  paid 
is  fraudulent  and  void. 

Wilson  v.  Robertson,  21  N.  Y.  587;  Menagh 
v.  WhitweU,  52  N.  Y.  146;  Bulger  v.  Rosa,  119 
N.  Y.  409;  Jtartt  ifc*.  Bank  v.  .Burner,  15  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  101;  Importers  A  T.  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Burger.  85  N.  Y.  B.  R  186;  Hurlberl  v.  Jfca», 
2  Keyes,  97. 

There  is  no  principle  of  equity  that  can  be 
successfully  invoked  in  this  case  to  change  this 
legal  status. 

1.  There  is  no  right  of  subrogation  on  the 
part  of  the  Bank.  This  right  exists  only 
where  a  surety,  being  liable  to  pay  the  debt  of 
his  principal,  pays  it.  He  can  then  be  subro- 
gated to  all  the  creditor's  rights. 

Banes  y.  Ward,  4  Johns.  Ch.  128,  1  L.  ed. 
786;  BubbeU  v. Carpenter,  5  N.  Y.  171;  Wilkes 
y.  Harper,  1  N.  Y.  586;  Mercantile  Mut.  Ins, 
0>.y.  &&fo,20_N.  Y.  177;  QaflSY.  Thieme,9d 
N.  Y.  225;  Acer  v.  Hotehkiss,  97  N.  Y.  895; 
Perkins  y.  Ball,  7  Cent.  Rep.  751, 105  N.  Y. 
589. 

2.  Equity  will  not  give  a  remedy  in  direct 
contravention  of  a  positive  rule  of  law. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  12;  8  Bl.  Com.  480;  Bis- 
pham,  Jfiq.  Jur.  p.  54;  Burke  v.  Murphy,  27 
Miss.  167;  Patterson  v.  Brown,  82  N.  Y.  81. 

Mr.  Abraham  Lansing,  for  the  National 
Commercial  Bank: 

The  note  was  purely  a  promise  binding  the 
firm  property,  so  far  as  it  could  be  made  such 
by  the  only  person  authorized  to  sign  the  firm 
name,  and  whose  signature  of  the  firm  name 
would,  at  that  time,  nave  been  binding  upon 
the  firm  property  for  purposes  not  easily  dis- 
tinguishable. 

Williams  v.  Whedon,  12  Cent.  Rep.  227, 109 
N.  Y.  888;  Bobbins  v.  FuUsr,  24  N.  Y.  570; 
Bradford  Com.  Bkg.  Go.  v.  Cure,  L.  R.  81  Ch. 
Div.  tteA;  Butehart  y.  Dresser, 4 DeG.  M.  AG. 
545,  81  Eng.  L.  A  Eq.  121;  King  v.  Smith,  4 
Car.  &P.  108. 

A  surviving  partner  may  sell  the  firm  assets, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  apply  the  avails  to  pay- 
ment of  any  of  the  firm  debts,  at  his  op- 
tion. 

Williams  v.  Whedon,  supra;  Loesehigk  v. 
Hatfield,  5  Robt  26,  51  N.  Y.  660. 

Or  he  may  mortgage  or  otherwise  pledge  or 
appropriate  them,  in  whole  or  in  part,  for  such 
purpose. 

Williams  v.  Whedon,  Loesehigk  v.  Hatfield 
and  Bradford  Com.  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Cure,  supra. 

A  pledge  of  firm  securities  for  a  loan  to  pay 
a  firm  debt  may  be  made  by  a  surviving  part- 
ner. 

Butehart  v.  Dresser,  4  DeG.  M.  A  G.  545, 
81  Eng.  L.  A  Eq.  121. 

There  is  no  lack  of  authority  over  the  assets 
of  a  dissolved  firm,  in  the  sole  surviving 
member  of  the  firm,  after  its  dissolution  by  the 
death  of  his  copartner. 

Williams  v.  Whedon,  supra;  Haynes  y. 
Brooks,  116  N.  Y.  490;  Stewart  v.  Robinson,  5 
L.  R.  A.  410,  115  N.  Y.  848:  Butehart  v. 
Dresser,  4  DeG.  M.  A  G.  542;  Bradford  Com. 
Bkg.  Co.  y.  Cure,  L.  R  81  Ch.  Div.  824. 
12UR.A. 


Hadght,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  set  aside  an  as- 
signment made  by  the  defendant  Henry  R. 
Pierson,  as  survivor  of  the  late  firm  of  Henry 
R.  Pierson  A  Son,  to  the  defendant  Robert  C. 
Pruyn,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  firm  for  the  reason 
that  it  directed  the  payment  to  the  National 
Commercial  Bank  of  the  sum  of  $15,000.  The 
referee  has  found  as  facts  that  Henry  R.  Pier- 
son,  the  elder,  died  on  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1890,  leaving  the  defendant  Henry  R.  Pierson, 
his  son,  as  the  sole  surviving  member  of  the 
firm;  that  the  firm  kept  an  account  with  the 
National  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  in  the 
name  of  Henry  R.  Pierson  A  Son,  which  was 
open  and  unsettled  upon  the  books  of  the  Bank 
on  the  9th  day  of  January,  1890,  at  which  time 
the  defendant  Pierson  made  application  to  the 
Bank  for  the  loan  of  $15,000;  that  upon  making 
such  loan  there  was  credited  upon  the  books  of 
the  Bank  to  the  firm  the  sum  so  loaned,  and  a 
note  was  given  therefor,  payable  on  demand, 
signed  in  the  name  of  the  firm  by  Henry  R. 
Pierson,  survivor;  that  $10,150  thereof  was  sub- 
sequently drawn  out  of  the  Bank  by  the  checks 
of  the  defendant  Henry  R.  Pierson,  signed  by 
him  as  survivor,  and  the  same  was  applied  and 
used  in  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  firm. 
The  referee  further  found  as  facts  that  the  pur- 
pose of  said  defendant  Henry  R  Pierson  in  ap- 
plying for  and  obtaining  such  loan  was  to  pro- 
cure money  with  which  to  pay  the  obligations  of 
the  firm  which  had  matured,  or  were  about  to 
mature  and  that  the  Bankunderstood  such  to  be 
the  purpose  of  the  loan  at  the  time  of  making 
the  same;  that  the  firm  was  in  fact  insolvent  on 
the  1st  day  of  January,  1890,  at  the  time  of  the 
decease  of  the  elder  Pierson,  but  that  such  fact 
was  not  known  to  either  the  defendant  Pierson 
or  the  National  Commercial  Bank  at  the  time 
the  loan  was  made.  He  further  found  as  a 
fact  that  in  inserting  in  the  assignment  the 
direction  to  pay  the  .National  Commercial  Bank 
of  Albany  from  the  firm  property  the  amount 
of  the  note,  the  defendant  Pierson  acted  with 
intent  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  the  creditors 
of  the  firm,  but  that  at  the  time  of  making  such 
assignment  the  defendant  Pierson  believed  that 
such  note  was  a  firm  obligation,  or  an  obliga- 
tion which  was  legally  enforceable  against  the 
property  and  assets  of  the  firm,  and  that  he 
therefore  was  not  morally  chargeable  with 
wrong  in  directing  its  payment  out  of  the 
property  of  the  firm;  that  the  appropriation  by 
him  of  the  money  borrowed  of  the  Bank  to  the 
payment  of  the  firm  debts  created  a  claim  in 
his  favor  against  the  estate,  which,  before  the 
assignment,  could  have  been  properly  paid  out 
of  the  firm's  assets.  As  a  conclusion  of  law  he 
found  that  the  debt  created  by  the  loan  by  the 
National  Commercial  Bank  was  the  individual 
debt  of  the  defendant  Pierson,  and  not  that  of 
the  firm;  that  the  assignment  was  consequent- 
ly fraudulent  as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  directed 
Judgment  accordingly.  If  the  debt  created  by 
the  loan  be  the  individual  liability  of  the  sur- 
vivor, and  one  that  the  firm  ought  not  to  pay, 
and  the  firm  be  insolvent,  the  survivor  had  no 
right  in  his  assignment  to  direct  its  payment  out 
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of  the  firm's  assets,  and  by  so  doing  the  assign- 
ment was  rendered  fraudulent  as  to  the  credit- 
ore  of  the  flfm.  Wilson  v.  Robertson,  21 N.  Y. 
687;  Menagh  v.  WhitoeU,  62  N.  Y.  146;  Second 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burt,  98  N.  Y.  288-246;  Bul- 
ger v.  jfcsa,  118  N.  Y.  458-465. 

It  thus  becomes  important  to  determine 
whether  the  loan  contracted  by  the  survivor 
became  a  firm  obligation  for  the  payment  of 
which  its  assets  may  justly  be  applied.  As  we 
have  seen,  the  note  given  upon  procuring  such 
loan  bore  the  name  of  the  firm  and  that  of 
Henry  R.  Pierson,  as  survivor,  but  at  the  time 
that  this  note  was  given  it  was  known  to  all  the 
parties  concerned  that  the  senior  member  of 
the  firm  had  died.  The  death  of  a  partner 
puts  an  end  to  the  copartnership,  and  there 
is  no  longer  any  power  or  authority  of 
the  surviving  partners  to  carry  on  for  the 
future  a  partnership  trade  or  business,  or  to 
engage  in  new  transactions,  contracts  or  liabili- 
ties on  account  thereof.  Story,  Partn.  £§  842. 
848;  HaU  v.  Lanning,  91  U.  8.  160-170,  28 
L.  ed.  271-274;  Farr  v.  Morrill,  58  Hun, 
81. 

It  is  thus  apparent  that  while  the  note  in  form 
would  appear  to  create  an  obligation  of  the 
firm,  it  is  at  law  unavailable  as  such,  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  no  power  in  the  survivor 
to  make  it;  but  it  does  not  follow  but  that  it  is 
a  claim  which  ought  in  justice  and  equity  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  firm's  assets.  If  it  is,  the 
preference  in  the  assignment  would  not  be  void, 
for  the  law  will  not  declare  fraudulent  that 
which  equity  adjudges  right  and  proper.  Ben- 
ton v.  Merrill,  48  Hun,  224-229. 

We  must  therefore  consider  whether  there 
are  equities  which  will  support  the  claim  of  the 
Bank  to  be  paid  out  of  such  assets.  It  is  ap- 
parent that  the  money  borrowed  from  the 
Bank  by  the  survivor  was  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  creditors  of  the  firm  the  claims  then 
matured  and  pressing.  The  amount  of  the 
loan  was  credited  upon  the  open  account  of  the 
firm  with  the  Bank,  and  subsequently  $10,000 
thereof  or  thereabouts  was  drawn  out  by  the 
survivor  upon  his  check,  and  used  in  payment 
of  the  liabilities  of  the  firm.  At  the  time  this 
loan  was  made  it  was  not  supposed  by  the 
officers  of  the  Bank  or  the  surviving  partner 
that  the  firm  was  insolvent,  and  no  question  is 
made  but  that  both  parties  acted  in  good  faith. 
The  question  is  therefore  presented  whether  a 
surviving  partner  may  in  good  faith  borrow 
money  for  the  express  purpose  of  paving  the 
debts  of  his  firm,  and,  by  so  applying  the 
money  borrowed,  create  an  equity  for  the  satis- 
faction of  which  the  assets  of  the  firm  may 
properly  be  devoted.  As  we  have  seen,  the 
survivor  became  entitled  to  the  assets,  which 
he  had  the  right  to  sell,  mortgage  and  dispose 
of  in  order  to  pay  the  debts  and  close  up  the  af- 
fairs of  the  copartnership.  If  he  had  the 
power  to  sell  or  mortgage,  it  would  seem  to 
follow  that  he  had  the  power  to  borrow  and 
pledge  the  assets  for  the  repayment  of  the  loan; 
and,  the  amount  borrowed  having  been  faith- 
fully applied  in  liquidation  of  the  debts  of  the 
copartnership,  equity  will  recognize  the  just- 
ness of  the  claim  of  the  party  making  the  loan. 
Cases  may  arise  where  the  exercise  of  such 
authority  may  be  highly  expedient  if  not  neces- 
sary, for  the  preservation  of  the  rights  of 
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creditors  and  persons  interested  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  Hie  asset* of  the  firm;  as,  for  instance, 
creditors,  may  by  levy  expose  the  assets  to  a 
forced  public  sale  under  circumstances  which 
would  work  great  sacrifice  to  the  estate.  In 
case  a  survivor  should  be  insolvent,  he  might 
be  able  to  raise  money  by  a  pledge  to  repay  out 
of  the  partnership  assets  when  he  could  not  ob- 
tain it  upon  his  own  credit.  We  do  not  see 
that  harm  could  result  to  the  other  creditors  by 
permitting  this  to  be  done,  for  it  would  not  in- 
crease the  obligations  of  the  firm,  or  lessen 
their  share  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  in 
case  the  firm  be  insolvent.  It  is  not  ques- 
tioned but  that  the  survivor  had  the  right  to 
turn  out  as  a  security  or  pledge  the  assets  of  the 
firm  inpayment  for  the  money  received  by 
him.  He  could  have  sold  the  assets  and  repaid 
the  money  loaned  at  any  time  before  executing 
the  assignment,  and  without  the  taint  of  fraud. 
It  is  not  apparent  how  the  rights  of  the  parties 
are  changed  and  the  act  of  the  survivor  made 
fraudulent  by  doing  that  in  the  assignment 
which  he  had  the  right  to  do  immediately  be 
fore  executing  it. 

The  precise  question  involved  in  this  case 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  passed  upon  in 
any  reported  case,  so  far  aa  we  have  been  able 
to  discover,  except  in  Baynm  v.  Brooke,  8  N. 
Y.  Civ.  Proc  106-118.  where  an  assignment 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  by  a  sur- 
viving partner.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  the 
creditors  had  loaned  money  to  the  surviving 
partner  to  pay  a  note  of  the  firm.  Van  Vorst, 
«/*.,  in  commenting  upon  the  transaction,  said: 
"If  a  firm  obligation  was  retired  by  the  use  of 
the  money  loaned  or  advanced  by  Brown  & 
Co.  the  surviving  partner  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  be  repaid  out  of  the  firm  property. 
As  the  moneys  of  Brown  &  Co.  in  fact  paid  a 
firm  obligation,  I  see  no  objection  in  the  sub- 
rogation of  them  in  equity  to  the  rights  of  the 
surviving  partner  or  to  the  regarding  of  them 
as  entitled  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  firm  assets. 
That  works  injustice  to  no  one."  The  learned 
judge  concluded  by  ordering  the  complaint 
dismissed,  thereby  sustaining  the  validity  of 
the  assignment  This  case  was  affirmed  in  the 
general  term  (42  Hun,  528),  and  in  this  court  in 
116  N.  Y.  487.  This  question,  however,  was 
not  considered  in  either  of  the  appellate  courts. 

In  Ex  parte  Davis.  5  Whart  580,  it  was  held 
that  after  the  dissolution  of  a  copartnership 
the  partner  authorized  to  settle  the  estate  may 
borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  firm  for  the 

Surpose  of  paying  its  debts,  and,  if  the  credit 
e  given  in  good  faith,  though  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  dissolution,  and  the  money  bor- 
rowed be  faithfully  applied  in  liquidation  of 
the  debts  of  the  partnership,  the  creditor  has  a 
claim  against  the  firm  assets,  and  is  not  to  be 
considered  as  a  creditor  merely  of  the  partner 
borrowing. 

In  the  case  of  Prudhomme  v.  Henry t  6  La. 
Ann.  700,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  liquidat 
ing  partner  after  dissolution  has  borrowed 
money  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm,  the  part- 
nership is  liable  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  money  was  used  for  the  benefit  of  the 
firm.  In  the  last  two  cases  the  partnerships 
were  not  insolvent,  and  the  question  arose  as 
between  the  partners.  The  courts,  however, 
recognized  the  claim  of  the  lender  as  one  which 
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ought  to  be  paid  by  the  partnership.  In  the 
case  under  consideration  it  is  true  that  the 
partnership  is  insolvent,  and  the  question  arises 
as  between  the  Bank  and  creditors  of  the 
partnership,  but  the  creditors  have  not  been 
harmed  or  prejudiced  by  the  action  of  the 
Bank  in  loaning  the  money  to  the  survivor,  for 
the  assets  were  increased  in  value  to  the  amount 
of  the  loan,  and  the  money  drawn  out  of  the 
Bank  was  applied  in  extinguishment  of  the 
claims  of  the  creditors,  thu9  reducing  to  that 
extent  the  liabilities  of  the  firm.  When  a  part- 
nership is  dissolved  by  the  death  of  a  partner 
the  survivor  is  entitled  to  the  possession  and 
control  of  the  joint  property  for  the  purpose  of 
closing  its  business,  and  to  that  end  and  for 
that  purpose  be  may,  according  to  the  settled 
principles  of  the  Law  of  Partnership,  admin- 
ister the  affairs  of  the  firm,  and  by  sale,  mort- 
gage or  other  reasonable  disposition  of  the 
property  make  provision  for  meeting  its  obli- 
gations. He  may,  for  that  purpose,  borrow 
money,  and  give  a  valid  pledge  of  the  cooart- 
nership  property  for  its  repayment  WiUtams 
v.  Whedan,  109  N.  Y.  888,  12  Cent  Bep.  227; 
Emerson  v.  SenUr,  118  U.  8.  8-8, 80  L.  ed.  49- 
51;  Fitzpairick  v.  Flannagan,  106  U.  8.  648, 
27  L.  ed.  211;  Butehart  v.  Dresser.  4  De  G.  M. 
&  G.  542,  10  Hare,  458;  Bradford  Com.  Bkg. 
Co.  v.  Cur*,  L.  R  81  Ch.  Div.  826. 

In  Case  v.  Beauregard.  99  U.  S.  119-124,  25 
L.  ed.  870,  871,  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  in  com- 
menting upon  the  rights  of  partners  in  a  suit 
involving  the  marshaling  or  the  assets,  says: 
"The  right  of  each  partner  extends  only  to  the 
share  ofwhat  may  remain  after  payment  of  the 
debts  of  the  firm  and  a  settlement  of  its  ac- 
counts. Growing  out  of  this  right,  or,  rather, 
included  in  it,  is  the  right  to  have  the  partner- 
ship property  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts  in  preference  to  those  of  any 
individual  partner.  This  is  an  equity  that 
partners  have  as  between  themselves,  and  in 
certain  circumstances  it  inures  to  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors  of  the  firm.  The  latter  are 
said  to  have  the  privilege  or  preference,  some- 
times loosely  denominated  a  'lien/  to  have  the 
debts  due  to  tbem  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  a 
firm  in  course  of  liquidation  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  creditors  of  its  several  members.  This 
equity  is  a  deiivative  one.  It  is  not  held  or 
enforceable  in  their  own  right.  It  is  practi- 
cally a  subrogation  to  the  equity  of  the  indi- 
vidual partner,  to  be  made  effective  onlv 
through  him.  Hence,  if  he  is  not  in  a  condi- 
tion to  enforce  it.  the  creditors  of  the  firm  can- 
not be.  Bice  v.  Barnard,  20  Vt.  479;  York 
County  Bank's  App.  82  Pa.  446.  But  so  long 
as  the  equity  of  the  partner  remains  in  him,— 
so  lonjr  as  be  retains  an  interest  in  the  firm  as- 
sets as  a  partner, — a  court  of  equity  will  allow 
the  creditors  of  the  firm  to  avail  themselves  of 
his  equity,  and  enforce  through  it  the  applica- 
tion of  those  assets  primarily  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts  due  them  whenever  the  property 
comes  under  its  administration." 

In  the  case  of  Saunders  v.  BHUy,  105  N.  Y. 
12,  7  Cent.  Rep.  69,  it  was  held  that  a  mere 
general  creditor  of  a  firm,  having  no  execution 
or  attachment,  has  no  lien  whatever  upon  its 
personal  assets.  That,  while  firm  ci  editors  are 
12  L.  It  A. 


entitled  to  a  preference  over  creditors  of  the  In- 
dividual members  of  the  firm  in  the  payment 
of  their  debts  out  of  the  assets  in  the  course  of 
liquidation,  their  equity  is  not  held  or  enforce- 
able in  their  own  right,  but  is  a  derivative  one, 
practically  a  subrogation  of  the  equity  of  each 
individual  partner  to  have  the  firm  assets  ap- 
plied primarily  to  the  payment  of  its  debts; 
and  where  no  such  equity  exists  in  favor  of 
any  member  of  the  firm  the  firm  creditors  have 
none;  and,  therefore,  where  a  judgment  is  re- 
covered against  all  the  members  of  a  firm  upon 
a  Joint  obligation,  but  not  an  indebtedness  of 
the  firm,  the  firm  property  may  be  levied  upon 
and  sold  on  execution  issued  on  the  judgment 
See  also  Dimon  v.  Haeard,  82  N.  Y.  64;  Stan- 
ton v.  Westoter,  101 N.  Y.  265, 2  Cent  Bep.  189; 
Eirby  v.  Sohoonmaker,  8  Barb.  Ch.  46, 5  L.  ed. 
809;  Brown  v.  ffigginbotham,  5  Leigh,  588,  27 
Am.  Dec.  618;  Peyton  v.  Btratton,  7  Gratt 
880;  Btebbins  v.  WiUard,  58  Yt  665.  It  ap- 
pears to  us  that  the  conclusion  is  warranted 
from  the  authorities  referred  to  that  where  a 
person  in  good  faith  loans  money  to  a  surviv- 
ing partner,  and  where  the  money  is  faithfully 
applied  by  such  partner  in  satisfaction  of  the 
liabilities  of  the  firm,  the  claim  becomes  one 
which  in  equity  should  be  paid  out  of  the  as- 
sets of  the  firm;  and  in  an  accounting  between 
the  survivor  with  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  deceased  partner  equity  will  recognize 
the  right  of  the  surviving  partner  to  have  the 
money  so  borrowed  and  applied  by  him  re- 
paid out  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  an  as- 
signment so  directing  is  not  fraudulent 
Attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  the  deceased 
partner  left  a  will  making  the  survivor  his  sole 
devisee  and  legatee,  and  it  is  claimed  that  be 
left  no  individual  debts.  If  this  were  so,  it  is 
not  apparent  that  it  would  affect  the  equities 
of  the  bank;  but  the  evidence  is  silent  upon 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  deceased 
left  individual  debts.  The  referee  refused  to 
so  find,  and  we  cannot  assume  that  there  were 
none.  It  may  also  be  claimed  that,  the  firm 
being  insolvent,  the  survivor  has  no  equities  to 
which  the  Bank  can  be  subrogated  for  the  rea- 
son that  he  is  liable  individually  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  firm  debts.  But  the  Bank  is  not 
asking  for  any  relief  by  way  of  subrogation;  it 
is  only  defending  the  provision  already  made 
for  it  in  the  assignment  from  tiie  claim  of  fraud. 
Even  though  both  the  firm  and  the  survivor 
were  insolvent,  the  survivor  still  had  the  right 
to  have  bis  contract  recognized,  and  to  say 
which  of  the  creditors  should  be  paid  first,  and 
to  so  provide  in  his  assignment.  Williams  v. 
Wfiedon,  supra. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide 
the  final  award  of  costs.  All  concur,  except 
Vaan,  J.9  dissenting,  and  Potter,  J.t  not 
voting. 

Vsvnn,  </.,  dissents  upon  the  ground  that 
the  note  preferred  in  the  assignment  as  a  firm 
debt  was  simply  the  individual  debt  of  the 
surviving  partner,  who,  as  he  did  not  biod  the 
firm  in  creating  the  debt,  could  bind  neither  it 
nor  its  property  by  directing  payment  out  of 
the  firm  assets. 
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CITY  OF  OLYMPIA,  Appt., 

v. 
0.  B.  MANN. 

(- Wash.....) 

1.  An  ordinance  establishing  Are  Unite 

within  which  wooden  buildings  cannot  be  erected 
is  authorised  by  a  city  charter  giving  the  oity 
power  to  make  regulations  for  the  prevention  of 
fire,  provided  such  means  are  proper  or  necessary 
to  the  accomplishment  of  the  end  in  view. 

2.  Where  a  city  is  given  power  to  masse 
regulations  for  the  prerention  of  fire 
and  the  propriety  or  necessity  of  the  methods  to 
be  pursued  to  accomplish  that  object  is  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  council  the  courts  will  not 
be  warranted  in  setting  aside  as  Improper  an  or- 
dinance adopting  means  which  the  council  has  by 
its  acts  declared  proper. 

8.  A  court  should  not  set  aside  a  munici- 
pal ordinance  for  unreasonableness, 
unless  it  is  manifestly  so  on  its  face,  or  is  based 
on  fraud,  or  was  passed  In  wanton  disregard  of 
private  rights,  or  exceeded  the  power  of  the  coun- 
cil. 

4.  The  reservation  by  a  city  council  to 
itself;  In  an  ordinance  establishing  fire  limits 
within  which  the  erection  of  wooden  buildings  is 
prohibited,  of  the  right  to  grant  special  permits 
for  the  erection  of  such  buildings  within  such 
limits  does  not  make  the  ordinance  so  unreason- 
able as  to  render  !t  void. 

(Stiles,  J.,  dissents  from  proposition  L) 


(November  XL,  1890.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Thurston  County 
overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  an 
action  brought  to  enjoin  defendant  from  inter- 
fering with  the  erection  by  plaintiff  of  a  wood- 
en building  within  the  Are  limits  established  by 
a  city  ordinance.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Charles  H.  Ayer  and  B.  F.  Deo- 
nison,  for  appellant: 

The  charter  gives  the  City  power  to  make  reg- 
ulations for  the  prevention  of  accidents  by  fire. 

This  includes  the  power  to  establish  "fire 
limits"  and  to  prohibit  the  erection  of  wooden 
buildings  therein. 

Qreen  v.  Gape  Map,  41  N.  J.  L.  46:  Macon 
v.  Patty,  57  Miss.  878. 

The  propriety  and  mode  of  exercising,  the 
power  Is  a  question  solely  for  the  legislative 
body  exercising  it 

KnoxviUe  v.  Bird,  12  Lea,  191,  47  Am.  Rep. 
836;  Statev.  Mott,  61  Md.  297, 48  Am.  Rep.  105. 

Courts  will  not  investigate  the  reasonable- 
ness of  an  ordinance  unless  the  same  is  plainly 
and  clearly  unreasonable  on  its  face. 

Horr  &  Bemis,  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  §£  127, 129. 

Courts  refuse  to  interfere  with  the  exercise 
of  discretion  by  the  municipality  except  in 
cases  of  gross  abuse. 

Van  Baai&n  v.  People,  40  Mich.  258;  Ex 
parte  Delaney,  48  Cal.  478;  En  parte  Smith,  88 
Cal.  709;  Dillon,  Man.  Corp.  94,  95. 


Note.— Power    of  municipality  to    prescribe  fire 

limits  and  prohibit  the  erection  of  wooden  buUd- 

ings  therein. 

In  Klingler  v.  Blckel,  10  Cent.  Rep.  881,  117  Pa. 
885,  Paxson,  J*.,  says :  **  No  one  at  this  day  doubts 
the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  prohibit  the  erec- 
tion of  wooden  buildings  within  the  limits  of  a  city 
or  borough,  nor  that  the  Legislature  may  confer 
the  same  power  upon  municipal  corporations  such 
as  cities  and  boroughs.*1  See  also  Com.  v.  Tewks- 
bury,  11  Met.  68. 

The  leading  case  upon  the  topic  appears  to  be 
Kespublica  v.  Duquet,  2  Feates,  483,  which  upheld 
a  law  directing  tbe  corporation  of  Philadelphia  to 
pass  ordinances  to  prevent  the  erection  of  wooden 
buildings  In  certain  parts  of  the  city  as  they  might 
think  proper. 

As  to  what  is  necessary  to  Invest  a  municipality 
with  tbe  power,  there  is  some  diversity  of  opinion. 
Tbe  two  oases  In  which  the  question  was  first  de- 
cided—Wadleigh  v.  Gilman.  12  Me.  408,  and  Hudson 
v.  Thorn©.  7  Paige,  261, 4  L.  ed.  148-eeem  to  directly 
conflict.  The  former  holds  that  a  city  charter  au- 
thorizing the  common  council  to  ordain  and  es- 
tablish such  acts,  laws  and  regulations,  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  laws  of  the  8tate,  as  shall  be  need- 
ful to  the  good  order  of  said  body  politic,  would 
permit  the  passage  of  an  ordinance  prohibiting  the 
erection  of  wooden  buildings  within  certain  limits. 
Tbe  following  cases  have  held  that  the  power  to 
prevent  the  erection  of  wooden  buildings  was  con- 
ferred by  a  general  welfare  olause,  with  the  addi- 
tion, perhaps,  of  special  authority  "  to  secure  the 
prevention  of  fire:"  Salem  v.  Maynes,  128  Mass. 
872;  Alexander  v.  Greenville,  54  Miss.  660:  Ford  v. 
Thrailkill,  84  Ga.  169;  Charleston  v.  Reed,  27  W.  Ya, 
687. 

Hudson  v.  Thome,  supra,  on  the  other  hand,  held 
that  charter  authority  *'  to  adopt  and  establish  such 
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regulations  for  the  prevention  or  suppression  of 
fires  as  might  be  necessary  "  did  not  oonfer  author- 
ity to  restrict  tbe  erection  of  wooden  or  frame 
buildings  within  the  city.  This  decision  was  stated 
to  be  obiter  dictum  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Troy 
v.  Winters,  2  Hun,  64. 

Pye  v.  Peterson,  46  Tex.  81ft,  however,  followed 
the  doctrine  hinted  at  in  Hudson  v.  Thome,  supra, 
by  holding  that  without  an  express  grant  of  power 
a  city  cannot  establish  fire  limits  and  declare  wood- 
en buildings  erected  therein  to  be  nulsanoes.  See 
also  Kneedler  v.  Norristown,  100  Pa.  871;  Charleston 
v.  Reed,  supra. 

In  the  following  oases  the  municipal  charter  or 
the  general  laws  have  been  held  sufficient  to  au- 
thorise the  establishment  of  fire  limits  by  the  mu- 
nicipality. Ex  parte  Flake,  72  Gal.  126;  MoCloskey 
v.  Krellng,  78  Gal.  611;  Knoxvllle  v.  Bird,  12  Lea, 
121;  Hlne  v.  New  Haven,  40  Conn.  478. 

Brady  v.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.,  11  Mich.  426, 
seemed  to  expand  the  doctrine  a  little,  holding  that 
the  City  of  Detroit  had  power  to  pass  ordinances 
establishing  fire  limits  within  which  the  rebuilding 
or  repair  of  wooden  buildings  should  be  forbidden, 
although  no  charter  authority  is  referred  to  and 
there.ls  no  intimation  that  such  authority  is  neces- 


Monroe  v.  Hoffman,  20  La.  Ann.  661,  held  that 
municipal  corporations  had  Inherent  power,  inde- 
pendent of  legislative  grant,  to  forbid  the  erection 
of  buildings  with  combustible  materials  within  the 
densely  built-up  parts  of  the  town.  This  doctrine 
was  cited  with  approval  In  Baumgartner  v.  Hasty. 
lOOInd.676. 

The  general  question  of  the  power  to  establish 
fire  limits  was  raised  in  Keokuk  v.  8oroggs,  80 
Iowa,  447,  and  denied  under  a  charter  fully  as  broad 
as  many  which  other  courts  have  held  to  oonfer 
such  power,  the  court  placing  its  ruling  upon  the 


See  also  18  L.  R.  A.  590;  25  L.  R.    A.  021  ;  35  L.  R.  A.  272;  48  L.  R.  A.  442. 
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A  municipal  corporation  has  inherent  power, 
independent  of  any  legislative  grant,  to  pro- 
hibit the  erection  of  wooden  buildings  in  the 
densely  built-up  parts  of  a  city. 

Monroe  v.  Hoffman,  29  La.  Ann.  661,  29 
Am.  Rep.  845;  Horr  oYBemis,  l£un.  Pol.  Ord. 
§§  221, 222;  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  89,  and  note; 
Isarbier  v.  Connolly,  118  U.  8.  27,  28  L.  ed. 
923. 

Municipal  corporations  with  power  to  pro- 
Tide  for  the  safety  of  their  inhabitants  may 
establish  'lire  limits,"  and  prevent  erection 
therein  of  wooden  buildings. 

1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  405;  Wadleigh  v. 
Gilman,  12  Me.  408. 

The  council  must  necessarily  exercise  judg- 
ment and  discretion  in  granting  permits,  and 
when  this  power  is  not  clearly  abused  and 
made  a  pretext  for  doing  a  wrong  to  an  indi- 
vidual, courts  will  not  interfere  with  munici- 
pal discretion. 

1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  94,  and  notes;  Van 
Baa  ten  v.  People,  &  parte  De  Laney  and 
Barbier  v.  Connolly,  supra;  Soon  Hing  v. 
Crowley,  118  U.  8. 706,  28  L.  ed.  1146. 

Courts  are  bound  to  presume  that  the  cor- 
porate authorities  will  properly  exercise  the 
discretion  with  which  they  are  clothed,  and 
that  they  had  sufficient  reasons  for  doing  the 
act,  the  result  of  such  discretion. 

De*  Moines  Qas  Co,  v.  Des  Moines.  44  Iowa, 
508.  24  Am.  Rep.  756;  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §94. 
note;  Vanderbitt  v.  Adams,  7  Cow.  849;  King 
v.  Davenport,  98  111.  805;  Monroe  v.  Hoffman, 
29  La.  Ann.  651;  Salem  v.  Maynes,  128  Mass. 
872;  Brady  v.  Northoestem  Ins.  Co.  11  Mich. 


425;  Soon  Hing  v;  Crowley,  118  0.  8.  708,  28 
L.ed.  1145. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Robinson  and  Canranauffh 
*  Fitch  for  appellee. 

Anders*  Ch.  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellee,  being  the  owner  of  a  vacant  lot  on 
Fourth  Street,  in  Olvmpia,  described  as  lot  1 
in  block  24  of  the  Town  (now  City)  of  Olym- 
pia,  and  being  desirous  of  erecting  thereon  a 
two-story  frame  building  to  be  used  as  store- 
rooms and  offices,  applied  to  the  city  council 
of  said  City,  in  accordance  with  section  8  of 
Ordinance  No.  804  of  said  City,  entitled  fi  An 
Ordinance  Defining  the  Fire  Limits,  and  to  Pro- 
tect Property  from  Fire,"  approved  April  24, 
1889,  for  a  permit  to  erect  said  building.  The 
said  lot  being  within  the  fire  limits,  as  estab- 
lished by  said  ordinance,  the  city  council  re- 
fused permission  to  erect  the  proposed  build- 
ing, and  notified  appellee  not  to  undertake  the 
erection  of  the  same.  Appellee  thereupon 
brought  this  action  to  perpetually  enjoin  and 
restrain  the  City  and  its  officers  from;  in  any 
manner,  enforcing,  or  attempting  to  enforce, 
said  ordinance  against  him  or  his  employes 
laboring  upon*  said  building.  In  bis  com- 
plaint he  alleges  substantially,  in  addition  to 
the  facts  above  mentioned,  that  the  boundaries 
of  said  fire  limits,  as  fixed  by  said  ordinanoe, 
are  unreasonable,  in  jurious.and  inequitable,  and 
the  same  was  passed  with  a  desire  to  force 
brick  and  stone  buildings  on  Fourth  and  Main 
Streets,  and  increase  the  value  of  neighboring 
property  at  the  expense  of  those  intending  to 


fact  that  the  charter  had  been  amended  and  the 
powers  at  tbeoorporation  restricted  and  defined. 

The  Louisiana  court  does  not  seem  inclined  to  ex- 
tend the  doctrine  of  Monroe  v.  Hoffman,  supra,  for 
in  State  v.  Sohuohardt,  48  La.  Ann.  49,  without  men- 
tioning the  former  case,  it  held  that  a  charter  au- 
thority to  prevent  the  reconstruction  in  wood  of 
old  buildings  within  the  fire  limits  did  not  author- 
ize the  forbidding  of  necessary  repairs  to  such 
buildings  with  the  same  kind  of  materials,  used  in 
the  original  construction,  in  this  case  the  use  of 
shingles  in  repairing  a  roof. 

Reservation  of  power  to  permit  buUdina  within  the 
limits. 

The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  a  reservation  of 
power  to  grant  permits  to  build  within  the  prohib- 
ited limits  does  not  appear  to  have  been  directly 
passed  upon. 

There  are  some  cases  In  which  the  question  has 
been  passed  upon  incidentally,  as  Hlne  v.  New 
Haven,  40  Conn.  478,  where  an  ordinance  contain- 
ing such  a  reservation  was  held  justified  by  the 
charter,  and  Welch  v.  Hotchkiss.  89  Conn.  140,  where 
Che  requirement  of  a  license  fee  for  the  privilege 
of  building  within  the  prohibited  limits  was  held 
proper. 

Newton  v.  Belger,  8  New  Bng.  Hep.  726, 148  Mass. 
486,  held  that  statutory  authority  to  pass  such  or- 
dinances regulating  the  construction,  material  and 
use  of  buildings  as  are  necessary  "  for  the  preven- 
tion of  fire  and  preservation  of  life,"  did  not  justi- 
fy the  passage  of  an  ordinance  that  "no  person 
shall  erect,  alter  or  rebuild,  or  essentially  change. 
any  building  or  any  part  thereof  for  any  purpose 
•other  than  a  dwelling-house,  without  first  obtain- 
ing in  writing  a  permit  from  the  board  of  alder- 
men.** The  court  said:  The  ordinanoe  "does  not 
merely  forbid  the  erection  of  any  building  whioh 
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is  hazardous  or  which  exposes  other  property  or 
persons  to  danger.  It  does  not  require  the  alder- 
men to  adjudicate  and  determine  that  It  is  neces- 
sary to  prohibit  any  proposed  building  for  the 
purpose  of  scouring  the  prevention  of  fire  or  the 
preservation  of  life.  On  the  contrary  it  gives  them 
the  power,  by  refusing  a  permit,  to  prevent  the 
erection  of  any  building  .  .  .  for  any  reason  which 
may  be  satisfactory  to  them.  .  .  .  They  may  re- 
fuse a  permit  because  in  their  opinion  it  Is  desira- 
ble that  certain  parts  of  the  city  Bhall  be  used  only 
for  handsome  dwelling-houses,  and  that  all  build- 
ings for  the  purposes  of  trade  should  be  excluded, 
though  In  no  sense  dangerous.  .  . «  The  ordinance 
is  broader  than  the  Statute  in  its  scope,  and  cannot 
be  justifledas  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the  author- 
ity conferred  by  the  statute." 

Many  of  the  ordinances  contain  the  reservation 
clause  (sen  Keokuk  v.  Scroggs,  80  Iowa,  447; 
Klingler  v.  Bickel,  10  Cent  Rep.  888,  117  Pa.  826; 
Troy  v.  Winters,  2  Hun,  68),  while  others  do  not. 
See  Ford  v.  Thrall  kill,  84  <5a.  Mty'Douglass  v.  Com. 
2  Rawle,  202;  Kneedler  v.  Norristown,  100  Pa.  868. 

To  bring  certainty  out  of  this  uncertainty  little 
help  can  be  had  from  decisions  on  analogous  ques- 
tions. Even  cases  like  Ex  parte  Flake,  72  Gal.  126. 
and  King  v.  Davenport,  08  111.  800,  which  held  a 
reservation  clause  valid  so  far  as  it  related  to  al- 
terations and  repairs  in  buildings  already  erected, 
are  of  little  assistance  since  many  reasons  exist 
for  permitting  repairs  whioh  would  not  justify 
the  erection  of  new  buildings  and  the  question 
whether  alterations  and  repairs  should  be  allowed 
could  not  be  fixed  by  an  inflexible  rule  without 
working  muoh  needless  hardship,  while  it  would 
seem  that  a  rule  with  reference  to  fire  limits  and . 
the  erection  therein  of  wooden  buildings  would  be 
muoh  more  just  if  it  was  fixed  so  as  to  apply  equal- 
ly and  uniformly  in  all  < 
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improve;  and  tfrat  since  the  passage  of  said 
ordinance,  and  the  rejection  of  plaintiffs  ap- 
plication, for  a  permit*  the  add  City  has 
granted  permits  for  the  erection  of  wooden 
buildings  within  said  fire  limits,  but  not  on 
Main  of  Fourth  Streets,  whereby  the  danger 
of  conflagration  has  been  much  more  in- 
creased than  it  would  be  by  the  erection  of 
SlaintiflTs  desired  building;  that  said  ordinance 
i  null  and  void;  that  the  said  City  had  and 
has  no  authority  to  create  or  maintain  fire 
limits;  that  the  ordinance  is  void  also  for  want 
of  conformity  to  the  city  charter,  and  federal 
laws,  even  if  the  City  had  such  power,  that  a 
court  of  equity  should  prohibit  its  enforce- 
ment; that  the  City  has  no  authority  to  declare 
anything  a  nuisance,  and  only  has  authority  to 
abate  such  nuisances  aa  are  known  and  denned 
by  statute. 

The  complaint  further  sets  forth  the  penalty 
prescribed  by  said  ordinance  for  its  violation, 
and  avers  that  the  defendant,  the  City  of  Olym* 
pia,  through  its  marshal,  threatens  to  arrest 
plaintiff,  and  all  those  who  may  he  found  at 
work  on  said  building;  that  he  has  a  large 
nttmtor  of  men  employed  and  ready  to  com- 
mence work  on  said  building,  and  that  unless 
the  City  and  its  officers  are  restrained  and  pro- 
hibited from  enforcing  said  ordinance  plaintiff 
will  suffer  great  and  irreparable  damage,  for 
which  there  is  no  speedy  or  adequate  remedy 
at  law,  and  that  the  threatened  arrests  will  cre- 
ate great  and  vexatious  litigation.  To  this 
complaint  the  defendant  filea  a  general  de- 
murrer, which  was  overruled  by  the  court, 
and,  defendant  electing  to  stand  upon  the  de- 
murrer, judgment  was  rendered  for  plaintiff, 
from  which  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

We  are  therefore  called  upon  to  decide  the 
question  whether  the  city  ordinance  complained 
of  is  or  is  not  valid,  or,  in  other  words,  whether 
the  city  council  were  legally  empowered  to 
pass  it.  This  ordinance,  after  setting  out  the 
boundaries  of  the  fire  limits  within  the  City, 
among  other  things,  provides  as  follows:  "Sec. 
7.  No  wooden  building  shall  be  constructed 
within  the  fire  limits,  provided  that  the  city 
council  may  grant  permits  to  construct  wooden 
buildings  within  the  fire  limits  as  hereinafter 
provided.  .  .  .  Sec.  10.  Any  person  who  shall 
erect,  or  cause  to  be  erected,  or  assist  in  the 
erection  of,  any  building  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  ordinance,  or  shall  maintain  and 
refuse  to  remove  any  building  erected  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance  for  ten  days 
after  receiving  notice  to  remove  the  same  from 
the  fire  wardens,  shall,  upon  conviction  there- 
of, be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and 
be  fined  in  any  sum  not  greater  than  $100,  or 
be  imprisoned:  in  the  city  jail  not  more  than 
thirty  days,  or  be  both  fined  and  imprisoned, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court." 
This  ordinance  is  assailed  by  counsel  for  ap- 

S el  lee  upon  the  ground  that  the  city  charter 
id  not  authorize  its  passage,  and  upon  the 
further  ground  that  it  is  unreasonable,  or 
rather  that  the  boundaries  of  the  fire  limits  are 
"unreasonable,  injurious  and  inequitable." 

Among  the  powers  granted  to  the  City  of 
Olympia  by  its  charter,  and  which  are  relied 
on  by  appellant  to  sustain  the  ordinance  in 

2ueauon,  are  these:    "The  City  of  Olympia 
ball  have  power  to  make  regulations  for  the 
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prevention  of  accidents  by  fire,  to  organize- 
and  establish  a  fire  department,  and  make  and 
ordain  rules  for  the  government  of  the  same; 
to  provide  fire  engines,  and  other  apparatus, 
and  to  levy  and  collect  special  taxes  for  that 
purpose;  ...  to  prevent,  by  all  possible  and 
proper  means,  danger  or  risk  of  injury  or  dam- 
ages by  fire  arising  from  carelessness,  negli- 
gence or  otherwise;  ...  to  adopt  proper  ordi- 
nances for  the  government  of  the  City,  and  to- 
carry  into  effect  the  powers  given  by  this  Act; 
.  .  .  and  the  City  of  Olympia  shall  have  such 
other  powers  and  privileges,  not  herein  spec- 
ially enumerated,  as  are  incident  to  municipal 
corporations  of  like  character  and  degree." 

The  learned  counsel  for  appellee  contends 
with  much  earnestness  that,  notwithstanding^ 
these  legislative  grants,  the  City  had  no  power 
to  enact  the  ordinance,  for  the  reason  that  the 
powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  the  charter  are- 
general  in  their  nature,  and  that  a  special  grant 
of  power  is  necessary  to  authorise  the  estab- 
lishment of  fire  limits,  or  the  prevention  of  tbe- 
erection  of  wooden  buildings  within  the  City. 
To  sustain  this  position  counsel  dies,  among- 
otuers,  the  following,  as  especially  in  point: 
Keokuk  v.  Qcrogg*>  89  Iowa,  447;  Pye  v.  Peter- 
son, 45  Tex.  812;  Kneedler  v.  Norrutown,  100- 
Pa.  868;  Champaign  v.  Harmon,  96  111.  491, 
and  Hudson  v.  Thome,  7  Paige,  261,  4  L.  ed. 
14a 

In  the  case  of  Keokuk  v.  Scroggs  it  appears- 
that  the  original  charter  conferred  a*  general 
power  upon  the  city  to  make  such  ordinancea 
as  should  be  necessary  to  secure  the  city  and 
its  inhabitants  from  injury  by  fire.  This  char- 
ter was  amended,  and  the  amendment  con- 
tained a  full  and  specific  enumeration  of  the- 
acts  which  the  city  might  do  for  the  purpose* 
of  guarding  against  calamities  by  fire.  In  the- 
enumeration  of  powers  in  the  amended  char- 
ter nothing  was  said  about  the  control  of  wood 
or  lumber  yards.  The  defendant  was  pros- 
ecuted for  the  violation  of  that  portion  of  the 
city  ordinance  relating  to  the  location  of  lum- 
ber yards  within  the  fire  limits.  And  the- 
court  said:  "The  power  to  pass  an  ordinance- 
requiring*  the  removal  of  a  lumber  yard  from, 
a  specified  portion  of  the  city  is  not  expressly 
conferred  in  the  charter,  nor  can  it  be  claimed 
that  it  is  necessary  to  make  the  power  con- 
ferred available."  And  further  that  the  gen- 
eral provision  contained  in  the  original  charter 
has  become  absorbed  in  the  particular  enum- 
eration in  the  amendment.  "Therefore  what- 
ever  power  is  conferred  upon  the  city  respect- 
ing fires  must  be  found  in  the  amendment  to- 
the  charter."  There  being  neither  a  general 
nor  special  power  in  the  charter  authorizing 
the  city  to  enact  the  ordinance  as  to  lumber 
yards,  the  court  held  no  such  power  existed. 

The  case  of  Pye  v.  Peterson,  45  Tex.  813,. 
was  a  case  involving  the  validity  of  a  fire  ordi- 
nance. The  charter  provi  ed  generally  that 
the  city  might  have  power  to  "ordain  and  es- 
tablish such  acts,  laws,  regulations  and  ordi- 
nances not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  this  State  as  shall  be  needful  for  the 
government,  interests,  welfare  and  good  order 
of  said  body  politic,"  also  "to  abate  and  re- 
move nuisances  and  to  punish  the  authors 
thereof  by  penalties,  fine  and  imprisonment, 
and  to  define  and  declare  what  shall  be  nuis- 
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And  the  court  said  that  "without  an 
express  grant  a  city  cannot  establish  fire  limits, 
declare  wooden  buildings  erected  therein  to  be 
nuisances,  and  provide  for  the  removal  of 
such  buildings  and  the  punishment  of  those 
erecting  them."  And  in  this  case  the  court 
also  said:  "The  form  of  the  ordinance  Indi- 
cates that  it  was  framed  under  the  latter  clause. " 
And  the  point  really  decided  was  that  the  coun- 
cil* had  no  power  to  declare  wooden  buildings 
to  he  nuisances. 

In  the  case  of  Kneedler  v.  29brristown,  100 
Pa.  368,  the  court  says:  "The  charter  of  the 
Borough  of  Korristown  contains  no  authority 
to  the  council  to  enact  ordinances  prohibiting 
the  erection  of  wooden  buildings.  Nor  is 
there  anything  in  the  grant  of  general  powers 
conferred  upon  the  borough  from  which  such 
an  authority  can  be  necessarily  inferred  or  to 
which  it  is  indispensable."  But  the  court  was 
apparently  influenced  in  its  decision  by  the 
fact  that  the  Legislature  bad  previously  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  of  the  subject,  and  had  ex- 
pressly enacted  that  wooden  ouildings  should 
not  be  erected  on  certain  streets  of  the  town, 
which  fact  was  a  very  strong  reason  for  the 
conclusion  that  it  had  not  delegated  the  power 
claimed  to  the  borough  itself.  And  further, 
the  court  seems  to  concede  that  if  the  power 
to  enact  the  ordinance  had  been  conferred  by 
the  charter  of  the  borough,  or  could  neces- 
sarily be  implied  from  any  of  the  provisions 
thereof,  it  would  have  been  valid. 

The  controversy  in  the  case  of  Champaign 
v.  Harmon,  08  IB.  491,  arose  out  of  a  claim 
made  by  the  city  to  certain  real  estate  pur- 
chased by  it  at  a  tax-sale;  and  the  court  very 
properly  held  that,  while  the  city  had  the 
power  to  purchase  and  bold  real  estate  neces- 
sary for  corporate  purposes,  it  could  not  do  so 
for  the  purposes  of  speculation  without  special 
power  granted  to  that  end. 

The  case  of  Hudson  v.  Thome.  7  Paige,  261, 
4  L.  ed.  148,  seems  strongly  to  support  the 
position  of  appellee.  Other  cases  are  also  cited 
by  counsel  bearing  more  or  less  directly  upon 
the  point;  but,  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  under  consideration,  and  of  the  decis- 
ions of  other  courts  of  high  standing  and  abil- 
ity to  the  contrary,  we  do  not  feel  pound  by 
these  decisions.  In  fact  we  do  not  think  they 
are  sustained  by  the  better  reason,  or  by  the 
weight  of  authority. 

Judge  Dillon  defines  the  powers  possessed  by 
municipal  corporations  to  be  (1)  those  granted 
in  express  terms;  (2)  those  necessarily  or  fairly 
implied  in  or  incidental  to  the  power  given; 
and  (8)  those  ersential  to  the  declared  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation.  1  Dillon, 
Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  89. 

And  taking  this  to  be  a  correct  statement  of 
the  law,  it  follows  that  if  the  charter  of  Olym- 
pia,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  or  fair 
implication,  gave  the  city  council  authority  to 
enact  the  fire  ordinance,  or  if  such  power  is 
essential  to  the  declared  objects  and  purposes 
of  the  municipality,  then  the  ordinance  ought 
to  be  sustained. 

The  power  to  do  a  particular  thing  may  be, 
and  often  is,  delegated  to  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion in  general  terms,  and  these  general  terms 
may  be  quite  as  broad  and  comprehensive  as  if 
expressed  in  specific  language.  In  the  case 
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before  us,  the  city  charter  confers  upon 
the  City  power  to  make  regulations  for  the 
prevention  of  accidents  by  ire,  and  to  pre- 
vent, by  all  possible  and  proper  means, 
danger  or  risk  of  injury  or  damages  by  fire 
arising  from  carelessness,  negligence  or  other* 
wise.  And  if  these  expressions  of  the  Legis- 
lature did  not  expressly  authorize  the  council  to 
establish  fire  limits  within  the  City,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  erection  of  wooden  buildings  therein, 
such  power  is  certainly  fairly  implied  in  what 
is  expressed,  provided  the  means  employed  are 
proper  or  necessary  to  prevent  accidents  or 
danger  or  risk  of  injury  or  damage  by  fire. 
The  propriety  or  necessity  of  the  methods  to  be 
pursued  to  accomplish  the  object  sought  was 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  council,  who  are  the 
representatives  of  the  people  themselves,  and 
who  are  the  sole  legislative  body  of  the  corpo- 
ration. The  council  having  by  its  acts  declared 
the  ordinance  to  be  a  proper  one,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  this  court  is  not  warranted  in  set- 
ting it  aside  as  invalid.  In  fact,  it  is  held  by 
learned  courts  and  text- writers  that  municipali- 
ties have  inherent  power  to  pass  ordinances  for 
the  protection  of  its  citizens  from  fire,  without 
express  legislative  authority.  In  a  recent  work 
upon  the  subject  of  municipal  police  ordinances 
we  find  this  language:  "The  power  to  take 
all  measures  necessary  to  prevent  fires  and  their 
spread  is  of  prime  importance  to  the  citizens  of 
every  community.  It  belongs  to  that  class  of 
powers  exercised  for  self-preservation,  which 
are  inherent  in  every  municipality,  and  which 
do  not  need  the  authorization  of  an  express 
grant.  Every  precaution  possible  should  bo 
taken  to  prevent  the  destruction  to  property 
and  the  danger  to  life  incident  to  conflagration; 
and  for  this  purpose  as  great  a  degree  of  inter- 
ference with  personal  rights  is  permitted  as  un- 
der any  other  power.  Private  interests  are  en- 
tirely subservient  to  the  public  safety. "  ' 'The 
first  preventive  step  taken  is  usually  to  pre- 
scribe fire  limits;  that  is,  territorial  limits  with- 
in which  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  erect  certain 
classes  of  buildings.  This  is  always  permissi- 
ble." "Owing  to  the  extreme  importance  of 
such  regulations,  and  their  vital  interest  to  the 
community,  one  would  hardly  think  that  the 
power  of  erecting  fire  limits  in  a  thickly  built- 
up  district  would  ever  be  denied;  still  it  is  sur- 
prising to  note  that  two  courts  have  insisted 
that  express  authority  must  exist  for  such  reg- 
ulations. It  seems  that  their  regard  for  per- 
sonal rights  had  been  carried  to  an  unwarranted 
extent,  in  view  of  the  importance  of  preventing 
the  destruction  of  property  by  fire;  and,  great 
as  our  regard  must  be  for  their  reasoning  and 
conclusions,  the  rule  above  enunciated  seems 
to  be  the  true  one,  and  the  great  majority  of 
the  well-advised  decisions  tends  to  its  support." 
Horr  &  Bemis,  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  g£  221,  222. 

In  the  case  of  Wadlngk  y.  Oilman,  12  Me, 
408,  the  court  held  that  an  ordinance  of  the 
city  government  of  Bangor  prohibiting  the 
erection  of  wooden  buildings  in  the  city  within 
certain  limits  was  within  the  authority  con- 
ferred,under  authority  in  the  charter,  * 'to  ordain 
and  establish  such  acts,  laws  and  regulations, 
not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  State,as  shall  be  needful  to  the  good  order 
of  said  body  politic." 

In  Alexander  v.  Greenville,  54  Miss.  669,  the 
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court  held  that  a  power  "to  provide  for  the 
prevention  and  extinguishment  of  fires"  im- 
plies a  right  to  establish  fire  limits. 

In  Monroe  v.  Hoffman,  29  La.  Ann.  651,  it 
was  decided  that  a  municipal  corporation  has 
inherent  power,  independent  of  legislative 
grant,  to  forbid  the  erection  and  compel  the 
removal  of  buildings  formed  of  combustible 
materials,  within  the  densely  built-up  parts  of 
a  town.  And  in  Baumgartrwr  v.  Hatty,  100 
Ind.  575,  after  citing  authorities  sustaining  the 
proposition  that  municipal  corporations  possess 
inherent  power  to  prohibit  the  erection  of 
wooden  buildings  within  prescribed  limits,  and 
to  cause  their  removal,  at  page  580,  the  court 
gays:  "These  cases  rest  on  solid  principle;  for 
the  rule  has  always  been  that  a  municipal  cor- 
poration has  inherent  power  to  enact  ordinances 
for  the  protection  of  the  property  of  its  citizens 
against  fire. "  And  the  court  says  further:  '  'A 
legislative  Act  granting  authority  to  take  pre- 
cautions against  fire,  and  ordinances  passed  un- 
der such  an  Act  authorizing  the  removal  of 
wooden  structures  erected  within  forbidden 
limits,  are  little  more  than  express  declarations 
of  the  existence  of  powers  which  existed  at 
common  law,  and  are  necessarily  Implied  in  the 
grant  of  a  charter  to  a  city."  rage  581.  See 
also  1  Dillon,  Mud.  Corp.  §  405.  We  will  not 
now  stop  to  notice  other  cases  cited  by  counsel 
to  the  same  effect,  as  many  of  them  are  com- 
mented on  and  approved  in  the  cases  already 
mentioned  by  us. 

It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  for  appel- 
lee that  the  ordinance  is  unreasonable,  and 
therefore  void  for  that  reason  1f  for  no  other. 
This  is  a  proper  question  for  the  court  to  deter- 
mine. The  city  council,  as  the  legislative  body 
of  the  municipality;  must  of  necessity  be 
vested  with  more  or  less  discretion  as  to  the 
reasonableness  of  the  means  necessary  to  effect- 
uate lawful  objects.  They  are  in  a  better 
position  than  the  court  to  judge  of  the  best 
course  to  pursue,  as  well  as  the  methods  best 
calculated  to  effect  desired  results,  and  tbe 
courts  should  not  set  aside  or  review  their  acts, 
unless,  upon  their  face,  they  are  manifestly  un- 
reasonable, or  based  upon  fraud,  or  passed  in 
wanton  disregard  of  private  rights,  or  are  in 
excess  of  the  power  of  the  council.  The 
motives  of  tbe  council  cannot  be  inquired  into, 
but  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  to  accom- 
plish tbe  natural  and  reasonable  result  of  their 
act.  We  see  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  ordi- 
nance, viewed  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  be- 
fore us.  Its  burdens,  if  any,  are  cast  alike 
upon  all  persons  within  the  limits  of  the  district 
prescribed  by  it,  and  the  city  council  had  law- 
ful authority  to  pass  it.  We  cannot  see  that 
it  is  unduly  oppressive,  or  that  it  discriminates 
against  any  particular  individual,  or  that  it 
was  passed  in  a  spirit  of  wanton  disregard  of 
proprietary  rights. 

For  tbe  foregoing  reasons,  the  jvdfjment  of 
the  court  below  will  be  reversed,  and  tbe  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  accordance 
with  this  opinion.     So  ordered. 

Hoyt,  J. ,  concurs. 

Scott,  J.: 

I  concur  in  all  that  is  said  in  regard  to  the 
power  of  the  City  of  Olvmpia  to  establish  fire 
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limits,  and  concur  in  the  result  reached,  be- 
caused  it  appears  to  me  the  question  as  to  the 
invalidity  of  the  ordinance  upon  the  ground  of 
its  unreasonableness  is  not  properly  before  us 
in  this  case .  I  do  not  think,  however,  a  munic- 
Ipality  has  the  power,  or  can  have  it  even  by 
express  legislative  enactment,  to  grant  or  re- 
fuse permission  at  its  pleasure  to  erect  wooden 
buildings  within  a  fire-limit  district  where  the 
same  are  prohibited  by  the  ordinance,  although 
an  attempt  is  made  therein  to  except  cases 
where  the  city  council  should  see  fit  to  grant 
a  special  permit,  unless  certain  rules,  regula- 
tions or  conditions  are  laid  down  by  ordinance 
which  apply  to  all  persons  alike,  and  are  con- 
clusive in  themselves;  that  it  cannot  exercise  the 
arbitrary  power  to  grant  such  a  permission  to 
one  person  and  refuse  it  to  another  under  like 
conditions  and  circumstances.  As  to  whether 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance  have  t  his 
effect,  or  might  be  so  applied,  and  if  so  whether 
the  entire  ordinance  is  thereby  invalidated,  or 
rendered  void  only  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
granting  of  such  special  permits,  and  be  other- 
wise valid,  which  would  prohibit  tbe  erection 
of  all  wooden  buildings  within  the  prescribed 
district  without  exception,  I  desire  not  to  ex- 
press an  opinion  in  the  absence  of  an  argument 
of  the  particular  questions.  Powers  granted 
to  a  municipality  must  be  reasonably  and  fairly 
exercised,  and  its  laws  made  applicable  to  all 
alike.  The  attempted  enforcement  of  power 
and  the  unreasonableness  and  injustice  of 
ordinances  whereby  a  different  result  could  be 
brought  about,  or  this  principle  violated,  can 
be  inquired  into  to  this  extent  at  least.  There 
was  no  attempt  to  attack  the  ordinance  upon 
this  ground  in  the  complaint,  but  it  is  alleged 
to  be  void  because  the  boundaries  of  the  tire- 
limit  district  as  fixed  therein  are  unreasonable, 
without  stating  the  facts  wherein  such  un- 
reasonableness consists. 

Stile*  J.: 

I  dissent.  No  objection  was  made  upon  the 
argument  here  to  the  discussion  of  tbe  question 
as  to  the  equality  and  fairness  of  sections  7-9  of 
the  Ordinance  which  it  was  assumed  was  raised 
by  paragraph  7  of  tbe  complaint,  and  to  my 
mind  those  sections  set  up  such  a  system  of 
arbitrary  control  of  buildings  in  tbe  City  of 
Olympia  by  the  council  as  is  not  entitled  to  be 
termed  reasonable.  The  establishment  of  fire 
limits  means  the  designation  of  a  territory  with- 
in which  wooden  buildings  must  not  be  erected. 
But  this  ordinance,  while  it  designates  limits, 
and  says  that  no  wooden  buildings  shall  be 
constructed  therein,  clearly  shows  t>y  its  con 
text  that  that  was  not  its  real  purpose.  The 
true  purpose  of  it  was  to  compel  every  person 
desiring  to  erect  a  wooden  building  to  go  be  fore 
the  council,  which  retained  within  itself  the 
power  to  say  whether  he  should  erect  it  or  not. 
not  according  to  any  fixed  rules  of  determina- 
tion, under  which  all  applicants  would  be 
treated  alike,  but  without  rules  or  regulations 
whereby  favoritism,  or  influence,  or  other 
motives  not  proper  to  the  determination  of  such 
a  que.Mioo,  might  enter  Into  and  actually  deter- 
mine it.  If  there  were  to  be  exceptions  to  the 
ordinance,  the  exceptions  should  have  been  de- 
clared, and  regulations  made  under  which  they 
could  have  been  availed  of.     If  there  was  ter- 
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ritory  embraced  in  the  ordinance  within  which 
it  was  not  expected  to  enforce  the  ordinance, 
by  reason  of  its  unsettled  condition,  it  was  un- 
reasonable to  so  embrace  it,  and  the  limits 
should  not  have  been  extended  over  it  until 
such  time  as  the  conditions  were  proper  for 
such  extension.    I  concur  in  holding  that  the 


City  of  Olvmpia  has  the  power  to  ordain  fire 
limits  implied  in  its  charter;  but  I  cannot  agree 
that  such  an  ordinance  was  ever  contemplated 
by  the  Legislature,  and  therefore  hold  the 
court's  action  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to 
have  been  eminently  right. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


X.  LYONS,   Treasurer  of  Antioch  Baptist 

Church,  et  aJ.,  Tiffs,  in  Err., 

v. 

PLANTERS'  LOAN  &  SAVINGS  BANK. 


.6*.. 


,.l 


#1.  Demurring  generally  to  the  plaintiff's 
petition  is  pleading  to  the  merits.  After  appear- 
ance at  the  first  term,  and  demurring  generally 
at  a  subsequent  term,  It  is  too  late  to  raise  the 
question  of  service  by  motion  or  otherwise. 

3.  The  omission  of*  prayer  for  process 
is  amendable,  and  is  waived  by  appearanoe  and 


3.  The    original    petition 
enonghto  amend » by,  and  the  amendment  al- 
lowed was  proper.  ' 

4.  The  petition  as  amended  embraced 
acasuseof  action.  A  promissory  note  given 
by  the  trustees  and  officers  of  a  ohuroh,  and  a  suit 
thereon  prosecuted  to  judgment  against  the  mak- 
ers, will  not  necessarily  extinguish  a  debt  of  the 
church  for  which  it  was  given.   The  question  of 

.  fact  whether  it  was  given  in  payment,  or  as  col- 
lateral only,  remained  open. 

6.  A  church  site  and  edifice  may  be  sold 
to  pay  the  salary  of  the  pastor.  In  contempla- 
tion of  law,  justice  Is  not  only  a  cardinal,  but  the 
pontifical*  virtue. 

6.  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  Fourth 
Equity  Rule*  touching  exhibits  to  pleadings, 
is  applicable  In  its  full  force,  since  the  Act  of  1887, 
establishing  uniformity  in  pleading .  Whether  so 
or  not,  the  right  result  of  a  case  on  its  merits  will 
not  be  disturbed  because  the  record  of  a  judg- 
ment referred  to  in  the  petition  was  not  copied 
and  annexed  as  an  exhibit. 

7*  Where  the  material  fact  In  contro- 
versy is  only  the  existence  of  the  debt, 
the  judge  may  decree  the  apppropriate  equitable 
relief  under  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  and 
the  admissions  of  the  answer,  upon  a  verdict  of  the 
Jury  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  so  much  for 
principal,  and  so  much  for  interest  The  decree 
rendered  in  this  case  that  the  church  property  be 
sold  by  the  sheriff,  the  proceeds  applied  to  the 
debt,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  turned  over  to 
the  trustee,  was  proper. 

(December  8L 1890.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Richmond 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  subject  church 
properly  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  by  it  to 
a  former  preacher  for  unpaid  salary.  Af- 
firmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

•Head  notes  by  Blecsxct,  Oh.  J. 
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Messrs.  Twiggs  A  Verdery  for  plaintiffs 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Charles  Z.  HcCord,  Leonard 
Phinisy  and  Foster  A  liamar  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Bleckley*  Gh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
tbo  court: 

1.  The  first  thing  is  the  question  of  service. 
If  the  defendants  below  were  not  before  the  court 
in  a  way  to  bind  them,  and  if  they  presented 
that  objection  in  due  time  and  manner,  what 
was  done  as  the  outcome  of  the  proceedings 
would  have  no  final  result.  The  complaint  as 
to  service  was  that,  although  there  was  a  sub- 
poena annexed  to  the  original  bill,  there  was  no 
copy  of  that  subpoena  served  on  the  defend- 
ants, copies  of  the  bill  only  being  served.  The 
case  was  returnable  to  the  October  Term,  1888. 
At  the  appearance  term,  the  names  of  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  as  appealing  in  their  behalf, 
were  entered  on  the  bench  docket  On  April 
12,  1890,  the  defendants  demurred  to  the  peti- 
tion, "because  said  petition,  and  the  matters 
therein  contained,  in  manner  and  form  as  there- 
in stated  and  set  forth,  are  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,"  and  on  several  special 
grounds,  one  of  which  was  "because  there  is 
no  copy  process  annexed  to  any  of  the  copy 
petitions  served  upon  defendants."  The  spec- 
ial demurrer  was  not  sworn  to  so  as  to  entitle 
it  to  stand  or  be  treated  as  a  dilatory  plea,  in 
which  character  it  would  have  to  be  sworn  to. 
Code,  £  8456.  Of  course,  such  an  averment, 
as  a  ground  of  special  demurrer,  was  no  more 
than  blank  paper,  for  no  such  defect  as  want 
of  process,  annexed  to  the  copy  petitions 
served  on  defendants,  appeared  upon  the  face 
of  the  petition  or  elsewhere  in  the  record.  To 
demur  generally  to  a  petition  as  presenting  no 
cause  of  action  is  to  plead  to  the  merits  of  the 
case.  Here,  then,  was  appearance  and  plead- 
ing to  the  merits,  which  under  the  Code  was  a 
waiver  of  service. — a  waiver  which  would  have 
been  effective  had  there  been  no  process  even 
to  the  original  petition  nor  any  service  what- 
ever. Code,  §  8885.  After  this  it  was  too  late 
to  raise  the  question  of  service,  whether  by 
motion  or  by  plea,  for  why  should  the  defend- 
ants invoke  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the 
cause  of  action  by  demurrer,  unless  they  were 
to  be  bound  by  that  judgment  when  rendered? 
The  demurrer  was  overruled  on  the  first  day  of 
the  April  Term,  which  was  the  21st  of  April, 
1890,  "upon  petitioner's  properly  verifying  the 
petition  and  amendments."  This  condition 
was  complied  with  on  the  29th  of  April,  and 
not  until  the  previous  day  was  any  separate 
motion  made  to  dismiss,  because  no  copy  proc- 
ess was  attached  to  the  copy  petitions  served 
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upon  the  defendants.  An  additional  ground 
of  the  motion  then  made  was  because  the  sher- 
iff failed  to  serve  the  defendants  personally 
with  a  copy  of  the  petition.  This  motion  was 
too  late,  as  coming  after  pleading  by  general 
demurrer  to  the  whole  action.  It  follows  that 
there  was  no  error  in  treating  the  defendants, 
in  all  the  subsequent  proceedings,  as  properly 
in  court. 

2.  We  think  this  was  true,  although  there 
was  no  prayer  for  process  either  in  the  original 
or  amended  petition,  since  all  such  defects  are 
now  amendable.  Code,  §  8479.  And  inas- 
much as  amendment  may  be  made  at  any  stage, 
even  after  verdict,  amendable  defects  are 
waived  by  appearance  and  pleading. 

8.  The  next  question  is  as  to  the  allowance 
of  an  amendment  to  the  plaintiff's  petition,  the 
amendment  being  objected  to  as  introducing  a 
new  cause  of  action,  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  original  petition  contained  nothing  to 
amend  by.  Without  going  fully  into  the  con- 
tents of  either,  we  may  state,  in  general  terms, 
that  the  original  petition,  although  very  mea- 
gre, set  up  a  claim  to  have  the  church  property 
In  question  applied  to  the  payment  of  a  debt 
which  the  church  owed  to  a  former  pastor  for 
services  as  a  clergyman.  It  alleged  that  this 
debt  was  evidenced  by  a  promissory  note  exe- 
cuted by  the  trustees  and  officers  of  the  church, 
in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  passed  by  the 
church,  which  note  had  been  indorsed  by  the 
payee,  and  that  suit  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
was  then  pending  upon  the  note  in  the  City 
Court  of  Augusta.  An  injunction  was  prayed 
for,  the  object  of  which  was  to  prevent  any 
disposition  of  the  church  property  before  the 
result  of  that  suit  should  be  reached,  and  to 
hold  the  title  of  the  property  in  statu  quo  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court,  the  legal  title 
being  in  the  Perkins  Manufacturing  Company 
and  the  equitable  ownership  in  the  church. 
The  amendment  amplified  the  statements  as  to 
the  debt;  alleged  it  to  be  the  debt  of  the 
church;  averred  that  the  suit  on  the  note  had 
been  litigated,  had  resulted  in  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff;  that  the  defendants  in 
that  suit  were  personally  insolvent,  and  that 
the  ft.  fa.  founded  on  the  judgment  had  been 
returned  nulla  bona.  It  prayed  tbat  the  church 
property  be  subjected  to  the  debt  as  the  debt 
of  the  church,  and  called  for  equitable  inter- 
vention because  the  legal  title  was  not  vested 
in  the  church,  nor  in  the  defendants  in  the 
common- law  judgment.  It  treated  that  judg- 
ment as  against  the  officers  and  trustees  of  the 
church,  in  their  personal  and  individual  charac- 
ter, and  not  in  their  character  of  trustees  and 
officers,  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff  evidently 
being  that  the  note  was  not  given  in  satisfac- 
tion or  extinguishment  of  the  debt  which  the 
church  owed  to  its  pastor,  but  only  as  collat- 
eral security  for  the  same.  The  original  peti- 
tion had  subserved  its  immediate  purpose  when 
the  amendment  was  offered.  It  had  kept  the 
title  to  the  church  property  in  statu  quo  until 
the  common- law  suit  had  proved  fruitless. 
But  it  had  a  further  object,  which  was  to  ren- 
der that  property  available  for  payment  of  the 
debt  in  case  payment  should  not  be  realized 
out  of  the  collateral  note  and  the  suit  predi- 
cated thereon.  The  petition  was  therefore  a 
foundation  on  which  to  build  by  amendment, 
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in  case  further  equitable  proceedings  should 
become  necessary,  and  this  contingency  wa* 
realized  when  the  makers  of  the  note,  at  the 
end  of  legal  process  against  them,  proved 
insolvent.  The  matter  of  the  amendment  was 
thus  proper  material  for  a  supplemental  bill, 
and,  by  our  Code,  §  4181,  could  be  brought  in 
by  way  of  amendment.  We  hold,  therefore, 
that  the  court  did  not  err  in  allowing  the 
amendment. 

4.  The  amendment  which  we  have  discussed 
was  filed  on  the  18th  of  April,  1889,  nearly  one 
year  before  the  demurrer  was  interposed.  Did 
the  petition,  as  amended,  present  a  cause 
of  action?  The  parties  before  the  court  were 
the  Bank  (the  indorsee  of  the  note  given  by  the 
officers  and  trustees  of  the  church)  as  plaintiff, 
and  the  church,  represented  by  the  trustees, 
the  Perkins  Manufacturing  Company,  together 
with  the  Indorser,  the  original  payee  of  the 
note,  as  defendants.  Thus  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  original  contract  between  the  church 
and  its  pastor,  and  in  the  ownership  of  the 
note  which  grew  out  of  that  contract,  were 
represented.  If  that  note  was  given  and 
taken,  not  in  extinguishment  of  the  church 
debt,  but  merely  as  collateral,  neither  the  note 
itself  nor  the  suit  and  judgment  thereon  in  the 
city  court  would  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the 
debt.     WyOy  v.  Offln*,  9  Ga,  224. 

The  petition  treats  the  debt  as  still  subsist- 
ing, and  as  one  to  be  paid  by  the  church,  now 
that  the  collateral  security  has  been  prosecuted 
to  a  return  of  nulla  bona*  This  security  is 
both  legally  and  equitably  the  property  of  the 
Bank,  the  Bank  having  purchased  it  for  value. 
Such  being  the  case,  the  Bank  has  the  equi- 
table ownership  of  the  debt  owing  by  the 
church,  the  collection  of  which  out  of  the 
church  property  is  the  ultimate  object  of  this 
action.  The  question  of  fact  whether  the  note 
was  given  in  discharge  of  that  dent  or  only  as 
collateral  security  for  it  would  be  for  determi- 
nation by  a  jury,  and  tbat  question,  we  may 
assume,  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury  on 
the  trial  which  finally  took  place. 

5.  Treating  the  debt  as  unpaid ,  can  the  ch  urch 
edifice  and  the  premises  on  which  it  stands,  the 
same  being  a  city  lot  in  the  City  of  Augusta, 
be  subjected  by  a  court  of  equity,  or  rather  by 
a  court  of  law  exercising  equitable  powers,  to 
its  payment?  The  church,  as  an  organization, 
is  the  Antioch  Baptist  Church,  and  the  equi- 
table ownership  of  the  property  is  in  it,  or  in 
the  trustees,  which  represent  it  in  this  action. 
The  formal  legal  title  is  outstanding  in  the 
Perkins  Manufacturing  Company,  which  once 
had  claims  upon  the  premises  as  security  for  a 
debt  now  satisfied.  Here,  then,  is  a  debtor 
having  some  property,  perhaps  sufficient  prop- 
erty to  discharge  the  debt.  Why  should  it  not 
be  so  applied?  If  any  debt  ought  to  be  paid, 
it  is  one  contracted  for  the  health  of  souls,— 
for  pious  ministrations  and  holy  services.  If 
any  class  of  debtors  ought  to  pay,  as  matter  of 
moral  as  well  as  legal  duty,  the  good  people  of 
a  Christian  church  are  that  class.  No  church 
can  have  any  higher  obligation  resting  upon  it 
than  tbat  of  being  just.  The  study  of  justice 
for  more  than  forty  years  has  impressed  me 
with  the  supreme  importance  of  this  grand  and 
noble  virtue.  Some  of  the  virtues  are  in  the 
nature  of  moral  luxuries,  but  this  is  an  abso- 
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lute  necessary  of  social  life.  It  is  the  bog  and 
hominy,  the  bacon  and  beam  of  morality, 
public  and  private.  It  1s  the  exact  virtue, 
being;  mathematical  in  its  nature.  Mercy,  pity, 
charity,  gratitude,  generosity,  magnanimity, 
etc.,  are  the  liberal  virtues.  They  flourish 
partly  in  voluntary  concessions  made  by  the 
exact  virtue,  but  they  have  no  right  to  extort 
from  it  any  unwilling  concession.  They  can 
only  supplicate  or  persuade.  A  man  cannot 
give  in  charity  or  from  pity,  hospitality  or 
magnanimity,  the  smallest  part  of  what  is 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  satisfy  the  demands 
of  Justice.  It  is  ignoble  to  indulge  any  of  the 
liberal  virtues  by  leaving  undischarged  any  of 
these  imperative  demands  against  us.  On  the 
credit  side  of  justice  we  can  make  any  sacrifice 
of  it  that  we  will,  but  on  the  debit  side  we  can 
make  none  whatever.  I  may  burn  as  an  offer- 
ing my  own  bull  or  lamb,  but  not  that  which 
rightfully  belongs  to  another  owner.  There  is 
nothing  more  exalted  than  a  strict  duty  and  its 
performance.  What  we  freely  give  cannot  be 
better  bestowed  than  what  we  pay  in  discharge 
of  a. perfect  obligation.  -The  law,  grants  ex- 
emptions of  property  to  families,  but  none  to 
private  corporations  or  collective  bodies,  lay  or 
ecclesiastical.  These  must  pay  their  debts  if 
they  can.  All  their  property,  legal  and  equi- 
table, is  subject.    Atlanta  v.  Grant,  57  Ga.  846. 

We  think  a  court  may  well  constrain  this 
church  to  do  justice.  In  contemplation  of 
law,  justice  is  not  only  one  of  the  cardinal 
virtues,  it  is  the  pontifical  virtue.  Certainly  it 
is  an  energetic  measure  to  sell  the  church  to 
pay  the  preacher;  nor  would  it  be  allowable  to 
do  no  if  other  means  of  satisfying  the  debt 
were  within  reach.  But  the  plain  implication 
from  the  facts  alleged  is  that  the  church  has 
no  assets  other  than  this  property,  and,  on 
looking  Into  the  answer,  we  find  that  tbe  an- 
swer makes  no  suggestion  of  any  other  assets. 

6.  Touching  that  ground  of  the  demurrer 
which  points  out  specially  that  the  plaintiff 
has  failed  to  annex  to  the  petition  a  copy  of 
the  record  upon  which  the  common-law  judg- 
ment therein,  referred  to  is  founded,  we  need 
say  but  little.  It  is  doubtful  whether,  since 
the  Act  of  1887  for  uniformity  of  pleading  in 
the  superior  court,  the  strict  equity  rule  for 
attaching  exhibits  any  longer  applies.  As  to 
how  that  rule,  while  in  force,  was  applied,  see 
Demere  v.  Seranton,  8  Ga.  48;  HoUidayY.  Eton* 
dan,  12  Ga.  417;  Grace  v.  Field,  18  Ga.  24; 
Brown  v.  Bedwyne,  16  Ga.  67;  Miller  v. 
Saunders  18  Ga.  483;  Behnr.  Young,  21  Ga. 
207;  Howard  Mfg.  Oo.  v.  Water-Lot  Go.  88 
Oa.  574,  68  Ga.  688;  Patterson  v.  Turner, 
«2  Ga.  674;  Graham  v.  DaMonega  G.  Min.  Go. 
71  Ga.  286;  MiUbank  v.  Penniman,  78  Ga.  186. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  Fourth  Equity 
Rule,  as  it  stands  in  the  Code  (page  1864), 
seems  to  omit  the  word  "  other  "  in  the  second 
line,  as  will  appear  from  a  copy  of  the  Seven- 
teenth Equity  Rule  in  2  Ga.  484.  It  may  be 
that,  under  the  new  Act,  there  ought  to  be 
some  degree  of  conformity  to  the  rule  in  plead- 
ing all  material  records  and  documents  referred 
to  in  the  petition.  But  where  a  case  has  had 
a  right  result  in  the  court  below  on  the  merits, 
we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment simply  because  that  court  may  have  been 
coo  liberal  to  one  of  the  parties  in  dispensing 
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with  the  formality  of  annexing  exhibits  to  the 
pleadings.  There  is  no  probability  that  the 
defendants  were  unacquainted  with  tbe  con- 
tents of  the  record  in  tbe  common-law  case,  or 
that  they  suffered  any  substantial  injury  or 
disadvantage  in  the  omission  to  set  it  out  as  an 
exhibit. 

7.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  as  follows: 
"  We,  the  jury,  find  verdict  for  plaintiff,  prin- 
cipal $278.75,  interest  $97.60."  On  this  ver- 
dict the  court  entered  up  a  decree  to  the  effect 
that  tbe  debt  is  that  of  the  Antioch  Baptist 
Church;  that  the  property  is  subject  thereto; 
that  the  debt  be  a  lien  upon  it;  that  the  sheriff 
levy  upon  it,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  decree, 
expose  it  for  sale  according  to  law,  and  execute 
title  to  the  purchaser;  that  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  the  debt  and  all  costs  be  discharged, 
and  that  the  overplus,  if  any,  be  paid  over  to 
the  trustees  of  the  church;  also  that  tbe  de- 
fendants be  perpetually  restrained  and  enjoined 
from  disturbing  or  in  any  way  interfering  with 
the  title  of  said  property,  or  the  sale  thereof, 
until  tbe  debt  and  costs  be  paid  off  and  dis- 
charged. This  decree  is  excepted  to  as  going 
beyond  the  verdict,  and  as  being  unwarranted 
thereby  in  the  light  of  the  pleadings.  On 
looking  into  tbe  answer,  we  find  that  it  raised 
but  one  material  issue,  the  other  material  facts 
being  expressly  or  by  fair  implication  admitted. 
Tbe  answer  insisted  that  the  note  on  which  the 
judgment  at  law  was  recovered  was  given  and 
received  in  full  satisfaction  and  extinguishment 
of  tbe  debt  due  from  the  church  to  tbe  pastor 
for  his  services,  and  that  the  note  was  executed 
by  the  makers  as  individuals,  and  not  as  officers 
of  the  church;  also  that  they  were  sued  as 
individuals,  and  judgment  recovered  against 
them  accordingly.  The  jury  having  found  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  they  must  necessarily 
have  determined  that  the  note  was  not  given 
in  extinguishment  of  tbe  debt.  This  was 
enough  to  warrant  the  court  in  decreeing  appro- 
priate relief,  adapted  to  the  allegations  of  the 
petition  and  the  admissions  of  tbe  answer. 
We  fail  to  perceive  that  the  relief  awarded  was 
inappropriate  or  otherwise  illegal  Tbe  decree 
devotes  the  property  to  the  payment  of  tbe 
debt,  by  judicial  sale  through  tbe  sheriff,  and 
directs  tbe  surplus  proceeds,  if  any,  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  trustees  of  the  church.  We  think 
the  decree,  as  a  whole,  was  a  proper  one. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


BATED  et  al.,  Ptffe.  in  Err.$ 

e. 

BROOKIN 

(....Ga.....) 

•  Where  a  deed  conveyed  land  to  A.,  m 
trustee  for  B.  and  her  children  (B.  having  at 
tbe  time  of  its  execution  no  children),— Held,  that 
the  children  of  BM  horn  subsequently  to  the  exe- 
cution of  this  deed,  took  no  interest  thereunder. 

(February  28, 1891.) 

ERROR   to  the  Superior   Court   for  Bibb 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
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defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pos- 
session of  certain  real  estate.     Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  H.  Wimberly  and  Bacon  A 
Rutherford  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mean.  Depavu  *  Bavrtlett  and  B.  W. 
Patterson  for  defendant  in  error. 

Lumpkin*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Maria  E.  8b i  vers,  by  a  deed  dated  December 
18, 1862,  in  consideration  of  $2,000,  conveyed 
certain  land  to  Charles  H.  Baird,  trustee  for 
Josephine  Baird  and  her  children,  "to  have 
and  to  hold  .  .  .  to  the  only  proper  use,  bene- 
fit and  behoof  of  him,  the  said  Charles  H. 
Baird.  in  special  trust  for  tbe  sole  and  separate 
use  oi  Josephine  Baird  and  her  children,  his 
heirs,  executors,  etc.,  in  fee  simple."  At  the 
time  this  deed  was  executed  no  children  had 
ever  been  born  to  Mrs.  Baird,  but  since  then 
she  has  become  the  mother  of  several  children. 
This  case  was  submitted  to  the  judge  below 
uppo  a  construction  of  this  instrument,  the 
question  being  whether  or  not  these  children 
of  Mrs.  Baird,  born  after  the  execution  of  tbe 
deed,  took  any  interest  thereunder  in  tbe  prop- 
erty. The  court  below  held  that  they  did  not, 
ana  in  accordance  with  this  opinion  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  It  is  conceded  that,  if 
tbe  court's  construction  of  the  deed  was  right, 
the  verdict  was  proper;  otherwise  it  was  not. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  ruling  of  the 
court  was  correct.  This  court  has  already  de- 
cided, in  the  case  of  Lofton  v.  Mtircftison,  80 
Ga.  891,  that  "a  will,  made  and  probated  in 
tbe  year  1847,  by  which  the  testator  devised  to 
his  daughter  certain  land,  'to  her  and  her 
children,  free  from  the  disposition  of  any 
future  husband '  (the  daughter  then  having  no 
children),  conveyed  to  her  an  absolute  fee; 
and  children  born  to  ber  after  the  testator's 
death  took  no  estate  under  tbe  will  by  way  of 
remainder  or  otherwise." 

Tbe  case  of  Wiley  v.  Smith,  8  Ga.  551,  was 
one  where  a  testator  devised  property  to  his 
executors,  in  trust  for  his  son,  William  Brant- 
ley, and  his  children  (William  at  the  time  hav- 
ing no  children)  with  devise  over  to  the  heirs 
named  in  his  will  upon  William  dying  without 
having  a  child  or  children;  and  it  was  held 
that  William  took  an  estate  toil,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  heirs  named  in  the  will,  and 
this,  of  course,  under  our  Statute,  made  a  fee 
simple  in  William,  the  first  taker.  A  devise 
to  "A's  children,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for- 
ever," vests  the  title  to  those  in  esse  at  the 
death  of  the  testator.  Wood  v.  McOuire,  15 
Ga.  208. 

Upon  a  deed  conveying  land  to  Mills,  trus- 
tee for  Mrs.  Mills  and  her  children  in  fee  sim- 
ple, it  was  held  that  Mrs.  Mills  and  her  chil- 
dren then  in  life  took  the  land  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  that  it  did  not  go  to  her  during 
her  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children.  Loy- 
lees  v.  Blackshear,  48  Ga.  827. 

Where  a  deed  was  made  by  A,  conveying 

Kroperty  to  the  heirs  of  B  (the  latter  then  hav- 
ig  three  children  in  esse),  the  title  passed  to 
those  three  children,  and  after  bom  children  of 
B  took  no  interest.  Tharp  v.  Yarbrough,  79 
Ga.  882. 

Tbe  case  of  Estill  v.  Beers,  82  Ga.  812,  was 
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one  in  which  a  deed  from  Gssaway  B.  Lamar 
conveyed  property  to  G.  de  Rosset  Lamar,  in 
trust  for  himself  and  his  three  sisters  (naming 
them),  the  portions  of  the  sisters  to  be  settled 
upon  them,  so  as  not  to  be  responsible  for  the 
debts  of  any  husband  they  might  have,  "  but 
for  the  sole  use,  benefit  and  advantage  of 
each  of  these  sisters  and  their  child  or  chil- 
dren." At  the  date  of  this  deed  one  of  the 
sisters  had  one  child,  and  the  others  had  none. 
In  that  case  the  precise  point  ruled  was  that 
the  child  in  existence  when  the  deed  was  made 
took  an  interest,  as  tenant  in  common,  with  his 
mother;  bat  Chief  Justice  Bleckley  also  re- 
marked that  "the  daughters  who  had  no  child 
or  children  took  an  estate  severally  to  them- 
selves in  fee  simple."  While  this  remark  was 
obiter,  it  shows  the  bent  of  tbe  court's  mind  at 
tbe  time,  and  is  now.  adopted  as  sound  law. 
The  head  note  in  that  case  is  manifestly  incor- 
rect, as  even  a  casual  reading  of  the  case  will 
show.  In  addition  to  what  it  contains,  it 
should  also  be  made  to  recite  that  tbe  convev- 
ance  was  to  G.  de  Rosset  Lamar,  in  trust  for 
himself  and  his  three  sisters,  and,  as  to  the  latter 
for  the  sole  use,  etc.*'  of  them  and  their  child  or 
children."  In  Wild's  Caeefi  Coke,  17,  the  second 
head  note  is  as  follows:  "A  devise  to  B,  and 
to  his  children  or  issues.  B  having  no  issue  at 
tbe  time  of  the  devise,  is  an  estate  tail;  other- 
wise when  he  has  issue  at  the  time; "  and  these 
comments  are  made  thereon:  "And  therefore 
this  difference  was  resolved  for  good  law: 
that  if  A  devise  his  lands  to  B  and  to  his  chil- 
dren or  issues,  and  he  hath  not  any  issue  at  the 
time  of  the  devise,  that  the  same  is  an  estate  tail; 
for  the  intent  of  the  devisor  is  manifest  and 
certain  that  his  children  or  issues  should  take, 
and  as  immediate  devisees  they  cannot  take, 
because  they  are  not  in  rerum  natwa,  and  by 
way  of  remainder  they  cannot  take,  for  that 
was  not  his  intent,  for  the  gift  is  immediate, 
therefore  there  such  words  shall  be  taken  as 
words  of  limitation,  soil.,  as  much  as  children 
or  issues  of  his  body,  for  every  child  or  issue 
ought  to  be  of  tbe  body;  and  therewith  agrees 
a  case,  Trin.  4  Eliz.,  reported  by  Serjeant 
Bendloes,  where  the  case  was  that  one  devised 
land  to  husband  and  wife,  'and  to  the  men 
children  of  their  bodies  begotten,'  and  it  did 
not  appear  in  the  case  that  they  bad  any  issue 
male  at  tbe  time  of  the  devise;  and  therefore 
it  was  adjudged  that  they  had  an  estate  tail 
to  them  and  the  heirs  males  of  their  bodies; 
but  if  a  man  devises  land  to  A  and  to  his  chil- 
dren or  issue,  aqd  they  then  have  issue  of  their 
bodies,  there  bis  express  intent  may  take  effect, 
according  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and 
no  manifest  and  certain  intent  appears  in  the 
will  to  the  contrary."  Following  WiUTe  Case, 
and  citing  it  as  authority,  is  the  case  of  Byng 
v.  Byng,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  170,  where  it  was  held 
that  "  when  there  is  a  devise  of  land  to  A  B 
and  his  children,  and  at  the  time  of  the  devise 
be  has  no  child,  the  word  'children'  is  prima 
facie  a  word  of  limitation,  and  the  first  taker 
shall  have  an  estate  tail."  In  this  case  concur- 
ring opinions  were  delivered  by  Lord  Chancel- 
lor Westbury  and  Lords  Cranwortb  and  Kings- 
down,  all  upholding  the  rule  in  WiloTs  Case, 
and  reaffirming  the  doctrine  therein  stated,  a* 
expressed  above.  See  also  ttoettapple  v.  Bin- 
don,  2  Vera.  688. 
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Tbe  learned  counsel  who  so  ably  argued  this 
use  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  undertook  to 
take  it  out  of  the  rule  in  Wild's  Case  on  three 
grounds:  (1)  because  tbe  instrument  now  un- 
der consideration  is  a  deed,  and  not  a  will,  and 
for  this  reason  a  different  rule  of  construction 
should  he  applied;  (2)  because  in  the  deed 
from  Mrs.  Shivers  a  trustee  is  appointed,  and 
the  conveyance  made  to  him,  instead  of  Mrs. 
Baird  and  her  children  directly,  whereby  the 
estate  might  be  preserved  till  children  should 
be  born;  and  (3)  because,  as  he  argued,  it  was 
ft  reasonable  inference,  from  tbe  terms  of  the 
deed  itself,  that  the  maker  intended  to  include 
in  its  benefits  the  after-born  children  of  Mrs. 
Baird.  Taking  these  propositions  in  their  or- 
der, we  will  first  discuss  whether  or  not  it 
makes  any  difference  Uiatthepaper in  question 
is  a  deed  Instead  of  a  will.  Under  our  system 
we  do  not  think  this  fact  should  vary  the  rule 
of  construction.  In  the  several  chapters  of 
our  Code  relating  to  the  creation  of  estates,  it 
seems  immaterial  whether  those  estates  are 
made  by  will  or  by  deed.  I  refer  especially  to 
section.  2350,  which  treats  of  gifts  or  grants 
such  as  would,  under  tbe  common  law,  create 
estates  tail,  without  making  any  distinction  as 
to  whether  such  estates  are  created  by  deed  or 
will.  It  is  true  that  the  deed  before  us  was 
made  a  short  time  betore  the  Code  went  into 
effect,  but  our  understanding  is  that  many  of 
the  various  sections  of  the  Code  in  the  chapters 
above  referred  to  simply  embody  the  spirit  of 
our  law  as  it  was  understood  and  enforced  be- 
fore the  adoption  of  the  Code.  In  support  of 
this  I  quote  from  the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice 
Lumpkin  in  Shumate  v.  WiUiams,  84  Ga.  249: 
"The  presumption  is  a  fair  one  that  the  Code 
correctly  renders  the  substance  of  all  statutes 
then  [that  is,  at  the  time  of  its  adoption]  in 
force,  except  where  modification  plainly  ap- 
pears. It  would  be  making  a  too  limited  use 
of  this  great  book  to  consult  it  only  for  the  pres- 
ent state  of  the  law,  overlooking  the  fact  that, 
while  it  introduces  numerous  changes,  it  is 
mainly  a  declaratory  exposition,  in  a  concise  and 
systematic  form,  of  the  body  of  laws,  common 
and  statute,  which  the  codiners  found  already 
established.  One  of  its  prime  objects  was  to 
clear  up  obscurities  ana  resolve  doubts.  It 
speaks  to  us  of  the  past,  as  well  as  of  the  present 
and  future;  not,  it  is  true,  in  the  same  impera- 
tive voice,  but  with  that  mitigated  authority 
which  belongs  to  legislative  interpretation,  led 
and  directed,  in  this  instance,  by  tbe  profes- 
sional ability  both  of  the  codifiers  themselves 
and  of  the  committee  of  lawyers  who,  after 
scrutinizing  their  work,  approved  and  recom- 
mended its  adoption/'  Another  view  of  this 
question  may  be  submitted.  Children  and 
grandchildren  being  the  natural  objects  of  a 
testator's  affections,  it  is  to  be  supposed  that 
in  the  making  of  his  will  he  usually  bears 
them  in  mind,  and  desires  them  to  share  in 
and  enjoy  his  bounty.  This  is  manifest  from 
the  large  number  of  wills  providing,  in  one 
way  and  another,  for  the  testator's  descendants. 
Deeds  are  contracts,  in  the  making  of  which 
both  contracting  parties  are  supposed  to  take 
care  of  themselves;  and  where  a  grantee  in- 
tends to  contract  for  the  benefit  of  his  children 
as  well  as  of  himself,  having  the  same  natural 
desire  in  their  behalf  as  in  case  of  a  testator 
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making  a  will,  and  being  a-party  to  the  instru- 
ment, be  has  the  opportunity  to  secure  the  end 
desired  by  having  the  deed  speak  its  real  pur- 
pose plainly  and  unmistakably.  It  would 
seem,  then,  that  no  rule  more  favorable  to  the 
interests  of  children  ought  to  be  allowed  in  the 
one  case  than  in  the  other.  We  have  seen 
what  construction  has  been  uniformly  put  up- 
on wills  containing  language  like  that  in  the 
deed  before  us;  ana,  on  general  principles,  we 
can  see  no  good  reason  why  such  deeds  should 
not  be  similarly  treated.  Indeed,  it  will  be  ob- 
served that  in  several  of  the  cases  above  cited 
the  instruments  construed  were  deeds,  and  yet 
no  distinction  was  made  In  any  of  them  De- 
cause  the  paper  under  consideration  was  a  deed, 
and  not  a  will.  In  the  second  place,  we  do 
not  see  that  the  interposition  of  a  trustee  should 
change  the  rule.  In  the  cases  above  cited  from' 
8  Ga.,  48  Ga.  and  82  Ga.,  the  titles  were  put  in, 
trustees.  The  instruments  construed  in  all 
these  cases  were  made  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  Act  of  1866r  known  as  the  "Woman's  Law," 
by  which  the  property  of  married  women  was 
vested  in  them  as  their  separate  estates.  In 
the  case  cited  from  48  Ga.  it  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume, and  in  that  cited  from  82  Ga.  it  plainly 
appears,  that  the  conveyance  of  the  property 
to  a  trustee  was  for  tbe  purpose  of  protecting 
it  from  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband.  The 
deed  now  under  consideration  was  made  in 
1862,  and  it  is  quite  as  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  the  conveyance  was  made  to  a  trustee  in 
order  to  protect  the  property  from  the  marital 
rights  of  Mrs.  Baud's  husband,  as  that  this 
was  done  to  preserve  the  estate  for  the  benefit 
of  children  yet  to  be  born;  and,  this  being  true, 
the  presence  of  the  trustee  in  the  deed  may  as 
well  be  accounted  for  upon  the  one  theory  as 
the  other.  As  Chief  Justice  Bleckley  remarked, 
discussing  another  question,  in  the  case  above 
cited  from  80  Ga.:  "When  a  third  thing  Is 
equally  compatible  with  either  of  two  others  it 
affords  no  reason  for  inferring  one  of  the  two 
rather  than  the  other."  Hence,  we  conclude 
that  a  deed  of  this  kind  should  be  treated  and 
construed  exactly  as  if  no  trustee  had  been 
interposed,  and  the  decisions'  of  this  court  to 
which  we  have  above  referred  seem  to  justify 
this  conclusion.  In  the  last  place,  in  reference 
to  tbe  well-settled  doctine  that  all  rules  of  con- 
struction should  yield  to  the  manifest  intention 
of  the  maker,  this  should  only  be  done  when 
such  intention  may  be  plainly  and  easily  gath- 
ered from  the  instrument  itself.  An  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  in  which  tbe  courts  have 
sought  to  follow  the  intention  of  the  maker  of 
an  instrument,  without  resorting  to  rules  of 
construction,  will  show  that  in  almost  every 
instance  there  were  superadded  words  which 
plainly  indicated  what  the  intention  was. 

In  the  case  of  Tode  v.  Perry,  80  Ga.  681, 
cited  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  it 
was  held  that  a  devise  to  the  testator's  daugh- 
ters and  their  children  would  not  only  include 
children  in  life  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  but 
also  others  born  after  his  death  by  the  daugh- 
ter's first  husband,  and  others  still  by  a  second 
husband,  whom  she  married  after  the  testator's 
death.  But  Justice  Bland  ford,  in  delivering 
tbe  opinon,  said  distinctly  that  this  conclusion 
was  reached  by  the  court  because  from  the 
language  used  in  the  will  itself  it  must  have 
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been  the  intention  of  tbe  testator  to  include 
rII  the  children  of  his  daughters,  no  matter 
when  they  might  he  horn;  and  this  statement 
is  based  upon  the  fact  that  in  this  particular 
will  the  testator  referred  to  tbe  present  or  any 
future  husbands  of  his  daughters;  and  declared 
that  the  husbands  of  those  under  coverture 
when  tbe  will  took  effect  should  be  the  trus- 
tees, respectively,  of  the  portions  given  to  their 
wives  and  children. 

In  the  cases  of  Brady  v.  Walton,  56  Oa.  25, 
and  Boyd  v.  England,  56  Ga.  598,  tbe  deeds 
contained  the  words,  "children  born  and  to  be 
born,"  and,  of  course,  in  these  cases  the  inten- 
tion was  clear,  because  it  was  plainly  expressed. 
8o  in  Chess  Carley  Co.  ▼.  PurteU,  74  Ga. 
457,  this  court  held  that  the  words  "her  pres- 
ent heirs"  manifestly  meant  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Purtell  then  living,  and  ruled  the  case  on 
the  idea  that  the  intention  waa  plain.    In  the 


deed  from  Mrs.  8hivers  there  were  no  super- 
added words  or  other  expressions  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  rule  in  WtkTi  Oam.  It  is  sim- 
ply a  plain  deed,  in  the  usual  form  of  such 
deeds,  and  no  more,  with  nothing  in  tbe  con- 
text outside  of  the  conveying  clauses  to  aid  in 
arriving  at  the  intention  of  the  paper.  We 
think  it  has  been  clearly  shown  that  if  this 
paper  was  a  will  there  would  be  no  question 
at  all  as  to  the  propriety  of  applying  the  rule 
stated;  and,  as  we  have  undertaken  to  show 
that  the  same  rule  should  be  applied  to  both 
wills  and  deeds,  it  follows  that  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Baird,  born  subsequently  to  the  execu- 
tion of  this  deed,  could  take  nothing  thereun- 
der, but  tbe  fee  was  absolutely  vested  in  tbe 
first  taker. 

The  judgment  cf  the  court  below  is  therefore 
affirmed. 
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ttesrligenee  in  blasting  for  the 
atrnetlon  of  a  aehoolhonae,  the  work  being 
purely  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  cannot  create 
any  liability  against  a  city,  unless  by  force  of 
some  statute. 

(April  1. 189L) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  ruling*  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Worcester  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant's servant,  In  which  a  verdict  was  ren- 
dered in  plaintiff's  favor.    Sustained. 

Plaintiff  was  traveling  upon  a  highway  in 
defendant  City  when  her  horse  was  frightened 
by  blasting  performed  under  the  direction  of 
one  Eenney  in  excavating  for  the  foundations 
of  a  public  school  building.  The  trial  court 
refused  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant,  but 
submitted  the  case  to  the  jury,  who  found  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  alleged  exceptions. 
Mr.  Frank  P.  Goulding,  for  defendant: 
The  case  is  within  the  principle  of — 
HiU  y.  Boston,  122  Mass.  844;  Tindley  v. 
Salem,  187  Mass.  171;  Fishery.  Boston,  104 
Mass.  87;  Hafford  v.  New  Bedford,  16  Gray, 
297;  Mower  v.  Leicester,  9  Mass.  247;  White  v. 
Phillipston,  10  Met.  108,  110;  Bigelow  v.  Ran 
dolph,  14  Gray,  641;  Doherty  v.  Braintree, 
148  Mass.  495;  Benton  v.  Boston  City  Hospital, 
140  Mass.  18;  Prince  v.  Lynn.  149  Mass.  198; 
Clark  v.  Waltham,  128  Mass.  567. 

A  town  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  its 
agents  or  servants  in  a  matter  in  which  it  has 
no  interest,  and  which  has  no  direct  or  natural 


tendency  to  injure  any  individual  in  person  or 
property,  and  which  it  has  in  charge  solely  m 
the  performance  of  a  public  duty  imposed  upon 
it  by  law. 

jS/effy.  WeUesley,  2  L.  B.  A.  500,  148  Mass. 
487,  498. 

Messrs.  F.  A.  Oavskill  and  Blavcluner  A 
Vauffhan,  for  plaintiff: 

Chief  Justice  Gray,  in  EiU  v.  Boston,  122 
Mass.  858,  very  clearly  illustrates  the  limit  of 
the  exemption  of  cities  from  liability  for  in- 
juries to  individuals:  "In  such  cases,  the 
cause  of  action  is  not  neglect  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  corporate  duty,  rendering  a  public 
work  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
intended,  but  it  is  the  doing  of  a  wrongful  act, 
causing  a  direct  injury  to  the  property  of  an- 
other, outside  of  the  limits  of  the  public  work." 

The  use  of  explosives,  dangerous  in  them- 
selves and  liable  to  escape  from  the  premises, 
used  so  near  tbe  highway,  "had  a  direct  ten- 
dency to  injure  the  person  or  property  of  an- 
other." The  City  knew  that  such  means  were 
to  be  used. 

At  their  peril  they  must  keep  the  dangerous 
substance  or  its  results  from  escaping  and  in- 
juring others. 

Deane  v.  Randolph,  182  Mass.  475:  Tindley 
v.  Salem,  187  Mass.  171;  Waldron  v.  Haver- 
hill, 8  New  Eng.  Rep.  688.  148  Mass.  582. 

C.  Allen*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tbe  City  contends  that,  even  assuming  that 
Keuney  whs  its  servant  in  such  a  sense  that  or- 
dinarily it  might  be  responsible  for  his  acts  or 
negligence,  it  is  nevertheless  exempt  from  re- 
sponsibility to  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case 
by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the  work  which  it 
was  carrying  on,  namely,  the  construction  of  a 
school  house  for  public  use.  It  was  held  in  the 
familiar  case  of  Hill  v.  Boston,  122  Mass.  844, 
that  a  city  is  not  responsible  in  damages  to  a 


Nora.— As  to  liability  of  municipality  for  negli-  I 
fence,  see  notes  to  Anderson  v.  East  (Ind.)  2  L.  R. 
A.  712;  Neff  y.  Welleaiey  (Mass.)  2  L.  R.  A.  600;  Lin-  ' 
12  L.  R.  A. 


coin  v.  Boston  (Mass.)  8LR.  A.  257;  Chope  v.  Eu- 
reka (Gal.)  4  L.  R.  A.  82ft;  Culver  v.  8treator  (TJ1.)  • 
L.  R.  A.  270;  Bulger  y.  Eden  (Me.)  y  Lb  R.  A.  207. 


See  also  IS  h.  R.  A.  131. 


1891. 


Pottkb  t.  Jones. 
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«hild  attending  a  public  school  Id  a  scboolhouse 
provided  by  the  city,  under  the  duty  imposed 
upon  it  by  general  laws  for  an  injury  sus' 
tained  by  the  child  by  reason  of  the  unsafe 
condition  of  a  staircase  in  the  building. 

In  Bigelow  v.  Randolph,  14  Gray,  541,  a  sim- 
ilar doctrine  was  applied  where  a  scholar  re- 
ceived an  injury  from  a  dangerous  excavation 
in  the  scboolhouse  yard.  The  doctrine  was  re- 
iterated in  BuUivan  v.  Boston,  126  Mass.  640. 
It  has  also  been  applied  to  other  public 
pounds,  like  Boston  Common.  dteele  v.  Bos- 
ton, 128  Mass.  688;  Veale  v.  Boston,  186  Mass. 
187;  Clark  v.  WaUham,  128  Mass.  667;  Oliver 
v.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  489. 

On  the  same  principle  a  city  was  declared  to 
be  exempt  from  responsibility  for  a  personal 
injury  received  in  consequence  of  the  defective 
-condition  of  a  public  hospital.  Benton  v.  Bos- 
ton Oity  Hospital,  140  Mass.  18.  In  other 
States  a  similar  rule  of  exemption  has  been 
adopted  in  reference  to  schoolhouses  and  other 
public  buildings  maintained  solely  for  public 
iis%  and  service.  Wixon  v.  Newport.  18  R.  I. 
454  (scboolhouse);  Eastman  v.  Meredith,  86  N. 
H.  2M(U>vrtihoxiBe);Hamitton  County  v.  Migh- 
ts, 7  Ohio  St.  109  (courthouse);  Board  of 
Choeen  Freeholders  of  Sussex  County  v.  8tra- 
•der,  18  N.  J.  L.  108,  121  (dictum  of  Horn- 
blower,  Ch.  /.,  as  to  court-houses  and  jails). 

The  principle  on  which  this  exemption  from 
responsibility  rests  is  that  in  the  various  in- 
stances referred  to  the  building  was  erected, 
or  the  grounds  were  prepared,  solely  for  the 
public  use,  and  with  a  sole  view  to  the  general 
benefit,  and  under  the  requirement  or  author- 
ity of  general  laws.  In  such  cases,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  statute  which  directly  or  by  im- 
plication gives  a  private  remedy,  no  action  lies 
in  favor  of  a  person  who  has  received  an  injury 
io  consequence  of  a  negligent  or  defective  per- 
formance of  the  public  service.    The  cases 


heretofore  cited  relate  to  injuries  received  after 
the  completion  of  the  work.  It  makes  no  dif- 
ference, however,  if  the  injury  is  caused  by  a 
negligent  act  done  in  the  direct  perform- 
ance of  the  service.  Tindley  v.  Salem,  187 
Mass.  171;  Lincoln  v.  Boston.  148  Mass.  678, 
8  L.  R.  A.  267;  Fisher  v.  Boston,  104  Mass. 
87;  Baffordv.  New  Bedford,  16  Gray.  297. 

The  plaintiff  seeks  to  establish  a  distinction 
on  the  ground  that  her  injury  was  received 
outside  of  the  limits  of  the  public  work,  re- 
lying on  an  expression  in  the  judgment  in  BUI 
v.  Boston,  above  cited,  at  page  868,  and  on  the 
various  decisions  where  cities  and  towns  have 
been  held  responsible  for  injuries  caused  by  or 
in  the  course  of  the  construction  of  roads  and 
bridges,  by  blasting  rocks,  setting  back  water, 
etc.;  for  example,  Deane  v.  Randolph,  182 
Mass.  476;  Lawrence  v.  Fairhaven,  6  Gray, 
110;  Waldron  v.  Haverhill,  148  Mass.  682,  8 
New  Eng.  Rep.  688.  Those  cases,  however, 
rest  on  grounds  which  take  tbem  out  of  the 
general  rule,  and  in  the  last  resort  it  must 
probably  be  considered  that,  taking  all  the 
statutes  together  which  relate  to  the  construc- 
tion of  roads  and  bridges,  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  recognize  the 
existence  of  a  liability  for  the  consequences  of 
negligence  in  the  performance  of  the  work. 
In  the  present  case,  the  service  in  which  the 
City  was  engaged  was  purely  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  and  we  think  the  case  falls  within 
the  general  rule  which  exonerates  it  from  re* 
sponsibility  for  the  consequences  of  its  serv- 
ant's negligence.  The  servant  himself  may  be 
responsible.  The  City  is  exempt.  See  also 
Neffv.  WeUesley,  148  Mass.  487,  2  L.  R.  A. 
500;  Curran  v.  Boston,  151  Mass.  606, 8  L.  R. 
A.  248;  Bates  v.  Westborough,  151  Mass.  174,  7 
L.  R.  A.  166.       . 

Exceptions  sustained. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Libby  POTTER,  Bespt., 

v. 

JOKES et  al,  Apple. 

(....Or.....) 


•1.  Delusions  are  conceptions'  that  orig* 
insvte  apoataneoualy  in  the  mind  without 

•Head  notes  by  Lord,  J. 


evidence  of  any  kind  to  support  them,  and  can  be 
accounted  for  on  no  reasonable  hypothesis.  They 
have  no  foundation  in  reality,  and  spring;  from  a 
diseased  or  morbid  condition  of  the  mind. 
8.  Where  a  person  persistently  be- 
lieves supposed  facts  which  have  no  real 
existence  except  in  his  perverted  imagination, 
and  against  all  evidence  and  probability,  and  con- 
ducts himself,  however  logically,  upon  the  as- 
sumption of  their  existence,  he  fe,  so  far  as  they 


N  on.— TestametUarp  capacity  a*  affected  byanirt- 

If  at  the  time  a  testator  makes  his  will  he  is  la- 
taring  under  an  insane  delusion,  either  In  regard 
to  tdt  property  or  the  natural  and  proper  objects  of 
his  bounty,  which  affects  the  disposition  whioh  he 
makes,  or  of  which  delusion  the  papers  are  the  off- 
-epring  or  fruit,  he  is  without  testamentary  capac- 
ity.  Note  so  Blkinton  v.  Brick  (N.  J.)  1 L.  R.  A.  161. 

The  definition  of  'Insane  delusion'*  given  in  the 
principal  case  is  the  one  almost  universally  acted 
iipon,  although  some  slight  modifications  of  it  Ap- 
pear In  some  cases  and  an  occasional  criticism. 
See  Smith  v.  Tebbitt,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  ft  Div.  401; 
Boughton  v.  Knight.  L.  R.  8  Prob.  ft  Div.  61 
12LR.A. 


There  must  be  a  belief  of  facts,  which  no  ration- 
al person  would  have  believed,  whioh  in  fact  have 
no  basis  in  reason  and  the  belief  In  whioh  neither 
reason  nor  evidence  can  expel.  Mere  mistake  of 
fact  is  not  sufficient,  nor  is  a  mistaken  belief  based 
on  false  statements.  See  Mlddledltch  v.  Williams, 
4  L.  R.  A.  788,  and  note,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  726:  Schouler, 
Wills,  1 146;  Oapp  v.  Fullerton,  84  N.  T.  197;  Stack- 
house  v.  Horton,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  228  (citing  Green- 
wood's Case,  as  stated  in  White  v.  Wilson,  18  Yes. 
Jr.  80);  Merrill  v.  Rolston,  5  Kedf.  251;  American 
Seamen's  Friend  Soc.  v.  Hopper,  38  K.  T.  619. 

The  delusion  must  point  to  actual  unsoundness 

of  mind:  it  must  be  an  Insane  delusion  (Brown  v. 

Ward,  58  MO.  392);  something  more  must  be  shown 

than  simply  a  mistaken  notion  on  the  part  of  the 
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are  concerned,  under  a  morbid  delusion,  and  de- 
lusion in  that  sense  Is  Insanity.  But  where  the 
belief  or  aversion  to  the  contestant  was  formed 
on  an  apparent  cause,  leading  on  his  part  to  a 
view  unjust  and  erroneous,  this  only  shows  an 
unfortunate  error  of  judgment  or  a  want  of  rea- 
soning power,  but  not  an  absolute  want  of  intel- 
lect on  the  subject.  It  shows  a  bad  judgment 
upon  an  insufficient  state  of  facts,  but  not  that 
his  conclusion  was  formed  without  any  f  ounda- 
.  tion  in  fact,  apparent  or  otherwise. 

3.  It  i»  not  enough  thavtav  delusion  mmy 
exist,  but  its  connection  with  the  testator*  will 
must  be  made  manifest  and  shown  to  have  Influ- 
enced its  provtaions  before  the  will  can  be  set 
aside  and  declared  void. 

4.  Whereit  wMcOalniedtnmttbete^tsv- 
tor  wawthe  attbjeet  off  an  lnssvne  delu- 
sion, but  ataittedto  be  of  sound  mind  on  all 
other  subjects  not  connected  with  such  delusion, 
but  which  delusion,  the  evidence  disclosed,— as- 
suming such  delusion  to  have  ever  existed,— was 
not  present  influencing  him  when  he  executed 
the  will,— Held,  that  the  wfll  was  valid. 

6.  While  it  sooms  ha\rsh  avnd  crnel  that 
av  parent  should  disinherit  one  off  hie 
children  and  devise  his  property  to  others,  or 
cut  them  all  off  and  devise  it  to  strangers,  from 

'  some  unworthy  motive,  yet  as  long  as  that  mo- 
tive, whether  from  pride  or  aversion,  spite  or 
prejudice,  is  not  resolvable  into  mental  perver- 
sion, no  court  can  interfere. 

6.  It  Is  enough  that  the  law 
the  right  off  the  parent  to  makesui 
mentary  disposition  of  his  property  as  he  chooses 
to  select  as  the  subject  of  bis  bounty,  and  In  the 
exercise  of  this  right  he  may  have  reasons  satis- 
factory to  himself  why  some  of  his  children 
should  enjoy  his  estate  while  others  are  exclud- 
ed. Some  may  be  more  deserving  than  others,— 
more  needful  of  help,  for  various  reasons;  some 
may  have  contributed  largely  .to  Its  acquisition. 
These  and  other  reasons  may  exert  an  Influence 
in  favor  of  some  and  in  exclusion  of  others. 

(January  6, 1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Clackamas  County 
affirming  a   judgment  of  the  County  Court 


which  set  aside  the  probate  of  the  will  of  Cy- 
rus W.  Jones,  deceased,  and  adjudged  it  to  be- 
null  and  void.    Revened. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jfoatrt.  C.  D.  Latousjette,  D.  C.  Laton- 
sjette  and  W.  Causey  Johnson  for  appellee. 

Mean.  Stewart  ss  Jones  for  respondent. 

Lord*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
This  was  a  proceeding  instituted  in  the 
County  Court  of  Clackamas  County  by  the 
contestant  to  have  the  order  admitting  to  pro- 
bate the  will  of  her  father,  Cyrus  W.  Jones, 
deceased,  vacated  and  annulled,  and  the  will 
set  aside  and  declared  roid.  The  wfll  was  ex- 
ecuted on  the  19th  day  of  January,  1887,  and 
the  testator  died  on  the  20th  day  of  August, 
1887,  leaving  several  children,  to  whom  he  de- 
vised his  property,  with  the  sole  exception  of 
the  contestant,  who  was  excluded  from  its- 
bounty.  The  proceeding  resulted  in  a  decree 
vacating  the  order,  and  setting  aside  the  will 
as  void,  which  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  a  de- 
cree of  the  circuit  court,  and  from  which  this 
appeal  is  taken.  The  theory  upon  which  the 
will  is  alleged  to  be  void  is  that  the  testator, 
though  conceded  to  be  of  sound  mind  upon  all 
other  subjects,  was  laboring  under  a  delusion* 
fn  relation  to  the  legitimacy  of  his  daughter, 
the  contestant,  causing  him  to  entertain  a  vio- 
lent hatred  or  insane  aversion  towards  her, 
which  rendered  him  wholly  incapable  of  doing 
any  legal  act  in  which  her  interest  was  in- 
volved, and  which  so  affected  and  influenced 
him  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  his  will  as- 
caused  him  to  deprive  her  of  all  benefit  in  bis 
estate.  The  record  discloses  that  the  testator 
was  married  to  his  wife  on  the  10th  day  of 
May,  1885,  in  the  State  of  Ohio;  that  a  few 
years  thereafter  they  emigrated  to  Missouri,, 
where  they  continued  to  reside  until  1861,. 
when  they  emigrated  to  Oregon,  having  at  this- 
time  a  family  of  ten  children,  and  settled  in. 
Marion  County,  on  what  is  commonly  known 
as  "  Mission  Bottom."  Here  they  continued, 
to  reside  until  1866,  when  they  started  on  a  re- 
turn trip  to  Missouri,  taking  with  them  two  of 
their  boys  and  three  of  their  girls,  one  of 


testator  as  to  the  feelings  or  intentions  of  his  rela- 
tives in  reference  to  him  or  his  property.  Hall 
v.Hall,  88  Ala.  184. 

Further,  the  delusion  must  eater  into  and  influ- 
ence the  testator's  action  in  making-  the  disposi- 
tions of  his  property  complained  of.  Dew  v.  Clark, 
3  Add.  Bed.  79:  Be  Cole's  Will,  40  Wis.  188;  Cotton 
v.  UUner,  46  Ala.  878;  Robinson  v.  Adams,  88  Me. 
400;  Benoist  v.  Murrin,  68  Mo.  884;  Boyd  v.  Bby,  8 
Watts,  71;  Rloe  v.  Bioe,  60  Mich.  466. 

So  a  will  may  be  sustained  although  the  testator 
may  toe  shown  to  have  been  subject  to  insane  delu- 
sions' on  certain  subjects,  for  the  ^Tisfrno*  of  delu- 
sion on  one  subject  Is  not  inconsistent  with  suffi- 
cient soundness  of  mind  on  another.  Shaver  v. 
McCarthy,  1  OentBep.  148, 110  Pa.  880;  note  to  Kerr 
v.  Lunsf  ord  ( W.  Va.)  8  L.  R.  A.  868. 

Although  a  testator  at  the  time  of  executing-  his 
will  may  harbor  insane  delusions,  yet  if  be  has 
mind  enough  to.  know  and  appreciate  his  relations 
to  the  natural  objects  of  his  bounty  and  the  char- 
acter and  effect  of  the  dispositions  of  his  will,  he 
has  a  mind  sufficiently  strong  to  enable  him  to 
make  a  valid  will.  Dunham's  App.  87  Conn.  806. 
See  also  James  v.  Langdon,  7  B.  Mon.  186;  Board- 
man  v.  Woodman,  47  N.  H.  180. 
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This  doctrine  is  not  uniform.  Some  cases  have 
held  that  an  Insane  delusion  on  one  subject  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  lack  of  testamentary  capacity  to 
avoid  a  will  made  by  one  shown  to  have  been  sub- 
ject to  such  delusion,  whether  it  appeared  to  have 
influenced  the  particular  dispositions  of  property 
complained  of  or  not.  See  Waring*  v.  Waring,  S> 
Moore,  P.  a  848;  Smith  v.  Tebbitt,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  ft 
Div.888. 

These  oases,  however,  have  not  received  the  ap- 
proval of  either  the  English  or  American  courts^ 
and  the  opposite  doctrine  has  prevailed.  Conse- 
quently an  insane  delusion  on  such  subjects  as 
wltohoraft,  spiritualism  or  spectral  or  supernatural 
influences  of  any  kind  will  rarely  justify  the  setting 
aside  of  the  will  of  one  entertaining  such  delusion. 
Note  to  Mlddledltoh  v.  Williams  (N.  J.)  4  L.  H.  A. 
788:  Be  Bonard's  Will,  10  Abb.  Pr.  184;  Addlngton 
v.Wilson,  6  Ind.  180. 

But  where  such  delusion  directly  affects  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will,  diverting  the  estate  from  its- 
just  and  natural  course  and  devoting;  it  to  purposes 
which  no  rational  man  would  countenance  or  sup- 
port, it  may  be  sufficient  to  destroy  the  will.  Set- 
Sohouler,  Wills,  1 168. 
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whom  is  the  contestant,  and  going  by  the  way 
of  California,  where  they  stopped  for  a  short 
time  and  where  the  two  boys  concluded  to  re- 
main. The  parents  with  these  three  daughters 
went  on  to  Missouri,  and  after  their  arrival 
there  his  wife  and  the  contestant  of  their  own 
choice  left  him  and  went  to  Ohio,  where  they 
remained  and  never  lived  afterwards  with  him. 
The  testator  returned  to  Oregon  in  1807  with 
the  other  two  girls.  He  bought  another  farm 
in  Marion  County,  where  he  resided  for  a  few 
years,  and  then  purchased  the  farm  in  Clacka- 
mas County  to  which  he  moved,  and  where 
he  was  living  when  the  will  was  executed  and 
until  his  death.  In  1872  he  obtained  a  decree 
of  divorce  from  his  wife  on  the  ground  of  de- 
sertion and  cruel  treatment.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  testator  was  a  man  of  sensitive 
disposition  and  of  a  nervous  and  jealous  tem- 
perament; that  early  after  his  marriage,  and 
especially  while  he  and  his  wife  resided  in  Mis- 
souri, he  became  suspicious  of  her  chastity, 
and  entertained  the  belief  that  she  was  intimate 
with  a  man  who  met  her  near  a  certain  spring 
for  adulterous  purposes,  and  that  two  of  the 
children — the  contestant  and  Calvin  Jones — 
were  the  offspring  of  such  adulterous  em- 
braces. He  also  expressed  the  belief  that 
another  person  in  Oregon,  while  they  lived  to- 
gether here,  was  on  intimate  terms  with  her, 
and  at  one  time  sought  to  chastise  him  for  his 
supposed  conduct.  This  belief,  however, 
in  the  infidelity  of  his  wife  and  the  illegiti- 
macy of  two  of  bis  children  was  not  pro- 
claimed from  the  housetop,  or  to  everyone; 
but  with  few  exceptions,  and  those  intimate 
friends,  it  was  only  communicated  to  his 
brothers.  His  daughters  who  lived  with  bim 
are  now  married,  and  never  seem  to  have 
beard  of  the  matter  or  knew  he  entertained 
*uch  a  belief  until  the  commencement  of  this 
suit  They  knew  that  there  was  an  estrange- 
ment between  their  parents  and  that  they  did 
not  live  happily  together,  but  they  never  sup- 
posed the  cause  of  it  was  due  to  any  morbid 
delusion  involving  the  chastity  of  their  mother 
or  the  illegitimacy  of  any  of  the  children.  To 
avoid  prolixity,  we  shall  say  our  conviction 
from  the  evidence  is  that  his  wife  was  a  chaste 
woman  and  faithful  to  her  marriage  vows,  and 
that  the  two  children  named  were  not  the 
spurious  product  of  her  adulterous  embraces 
with  another  man;  but  the  fact  remains,  ac- 
cording to  the  testimony  of  those  to  whom  be 
confided  his  domestic  troubles,  that  be  always 
furnished  some  grounds  for  his  belief.  He 
identified  the  party  and  the  place,  and  de- 
scribed the  clandestine  manner  in  which  their 
improper  meeting  was  effected.  That  such 
things  could  occur,  or  have  occurred  undor 
1»ss  probable  circumstances,  will  not  be  denied; 
they  are  only  rendered  improbable  in  the  pres- 
rnt  instance  by  the  absolute  confidence  ex- 
pressed in  her  marital  fidelity  by  her  acquaint- 
ances. While,  therefore,  we  shall  regard  this 
suspicion  or  belief  of  her  infidelity  to  her  mar- 
riage bed  with  its  attendant  circumstances  as 
unjust  and  unworthy  of  belief,  we  cannot  dis- 
regard the  fart  that  there  was  the  opportunity 
for  the  parties  to  have  met  at  the  spring,  and 
that  it  might  have  occurred  in  reality  for  per- 
fectly proper  and  innocent  purposes  or  without 
etil  design  or  any  concert  of  action;  yet  to  a 
12  L.  R  A. 


man  of  the  testator's  sensitive  and  jealous  dis- 
position a  trifling  circumstance  of  this  kind  or 
a  slightly  imprudent  act  would  incite  his  dis- 
trust and  flu  him  with  jealous  suspicions. 
Whether  there  were  any  such  visits  to  the 
spring  near  his  residence,  surreptitious  or 
otherwise,  by  his  wife  and  the  suspected  party 
while  they  lived  in  Missouri,  there  is  nothing 
shown  by  the  evidence,  except  his  declarations, 
to  the  persons  already  referred  to,  that  he  had 
often  seen  such  party  go  to  the  spring,  when 
his  wife  would  don  her  bonnet  and  go  clan- 
destinely to  the  same  place.  The  evidence  of 
those  whose  testimony  leads  to  the  conviction 
that  his  suspicions  or  accusations  were  on  just 
and  unfounded  rests,  not  upon  any  knowledge 
of  the  facts  one  way  or  the  other,  but  on  their 
knowledge  of  her  character  and  confidence  in 
her  chastity  as  inconsistent  with  such  conduct. 
Mr.  Sampson  Jones  and  his  wife,  people  of  ex- 
cellent character,  and  whose  testimony  is 
entitled  to  credit,  to  whom  the  testator  perhaps 
talked  and  gave  vent  to  his  insinuations  and 
suspicions  with  more  freedom  than  any  others, 
regarded  his  accusations  of  un^hastity  as  un- 
just and  untrue,  and  the  circumstances  which 
gave  rise  to  them  as  too  inconsistent  with  her 
character  to  be  worthy  of  belief,  and  express 
the  opinion  that  she  was  faithful  to  her  mar- 
riage vows  and  the  duties  of  a  wife,  and  that 
in  view  of  his  conduct  the  testator  was  labor- 
ing under  a  delusion  upon  this  matter.  Stress 
and  importance  have  been  given  to  this 
phase  of  the  case  and  the  evidence,  as  it  is  the 
main  starting  point  of  his  domestic  woes  and 
infelicities,  of  his  suspicions  of  his  wife's  in- 
fidelity and  the  illegitimacy  of  his  two  chil- 
dren,— the  contestant  and  her  brother  Calvin 
Jones.  It  is  true  that  while  thev  lived  in 
Missouri  and  in  Oregon  between  1861  and  1865 
their  married  lives  were  embittered  by  estrange- 
ments. Much  of  the  time  they  refused  to 
speak  with  each  other  or  to  conduct  themselves 
in  any  way  calculated  to  resume  confidence 
and  affection;  and  it  was  doubtless  during 
some  such  period,  when  the  cup  of  their  do- 
mestic unhappiness  was  overflowing,  that  the 
testator  was  disposed  to  give  vent  to  his  feel- 
ings and  indulge  in  unjust  accusations  against 
his  wife's  chastity  in  the  manner  described  by 
some  of  his  relatives.  It  was  about  this  time, 
when  the  testator  and  his  wife  were  estranged 
and  not  on  speaking  terms,  although  living  to- 
gether as  husband  and  wife,  that  the  conversa- 
tion with  Northcutt  took  place,  in  which  that 
witness  represents  him  as  inveighing  with 
great  temper  and  acrimony  against  his  wife's 
marital  infidelity.  There  fe  no  doubt  that  he 
was  extremely  jealous  of  his  wife,  and  enter- 
tained a  strong  suspicion,  if  not  conviction,  of 
her  infidelity  and  his  own  dishonor.  But  this 
was  the  time  when  their  domestic  troubles 
were  hastening  to  a  culmination  which  finally 
ended  in  separation.  When  they  arrived  in 
Missouri  after  leaving  this  State  in  1865,  Mrs. 
Wright,  one  of  the  daughters,  gives  an  account 
of  the  separation  of  the  testator  and  her 
mother.  She  heard  her  mother  say  to  her 
father:  "  '  You  have  brought  me  here  with 
the  intention  of  leaving  me  here; '  and  father 
said:  '  No,  I  did  not;  if  you  want  to  go  to 
Orecron  with  us  you  can;'"  and  that  her 
mother  said  she  was  going  to  Ohio;  that  as  to 
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tbe  children  "he  gave  us  the  choice  to  stay  or 
go  with  him;  thai  mother  left  us  and  went  to 
Ohio  with  Libby  Potter  [the  contestant]  and 
shortly  after  that  we  started  for  Oregon. 

Mrs.  White,  the  other  daughter,  testified  to 
the  same,  substantially.  The  contestant  re- 
membered "  that  her  mother  and  father  had  a 
conversation  after  they  went  back  to  Missouri 
about  separating."  She  does  not  know  tbe 
cause  of  it,  except  she  thought  they  were  in 
bad  humor;  nor  had  she  ever  heard  of  any  in- 
sane delusion  or  insanity  on  the  part  of  her 
father  until  after  his  death,  and  heard  that 
from  her  attorneys;  nor  does  she  remember 
that  she  ever  heard  her  mother  say  anything 
about  it  She  remembers  that  her  father  was 
not  given  to  caressing  bis  children, — never 
earessed  her  nor  repulsed  her.  Thinks  she 
disliked  her  father  at  the  time  her  mother  left 
him,  and  remembers  that  she  preferred  to  go 
with  her  mother  when  she  left  her  father  in 
Missouri  and  went  back  to  Ohio;  that  she 
slept  with  her  mother  and  father  on  the  trip  at 
the  foot  of  the  bed;  that  be  never  whipped  or 
abused  her;  that  she  saw  him  whip  one  of  the 
children;  that  her  father  gave  her  mother 
some  money  when  they  left  for  Ohio,  but  does 
not  think  it  exceeded  $800;  that  her  mother 
received  notice  of  the  divorce  proceedings  in 
Oregon  while  .she  was  living  in  Ohio;  that 
neither  her  mother  nor  the  contestant  ever 
lived  with  their  father  afterwards;  that  she  is 
married  and  has  two  children,  is  in  good  cir- 
cumstances, and  resides  in  Missouri.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  testator  and  his  other 
two  daughters  returned  to  Oregon,  and  finally 
settled  in  Clackamas  County,  and  lived  there 
until  bis  death,  in  1887.  The  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  the  execution  of  the  will  were  old 
acquaintances  living  in  tbe  neighborhood,  who 
had  traded  with  him,  hunted  and  traveled  to- 
gether, bad  visited  at  his  house,  attended 
school-meetings  together,  met  at  tbe  stores  and 
other  places,  and  they  concur  in  the  opinion 
that  his  mind  was  sound  and  free  from  all  dis- 
turbing influences  when  he  executed  bis  will; 
that  he  mentioned  the  portions  to  be  given  to 
each  of  the  children,  and  betrayed  no  bad 
humor,  or  anything  to  indicate  that  he  was  not 
rational;  that  he  understood  his  business  and 
the  property  he  possessed  and  how  be  wished 
to  have  it  distributed.  His  physicians,  who 
had  known  him  for  years  and  who  attended 
him,  also  express  tbe  opinion  that  be  was 
rational,  knew  what  he  was  doing  and  how  he 
was  doing  it,  and  that  he  was  competent  at  the 
time  to  execute  a  will,  and  that  it  was  tbe  prod- 
uct of  his  own  free  agency.  They  did  not 
interrogate  him  in  respect  to  his  family  mat- 
ters. They  never  had  bad  any  conversation 
with  him  on  this  subject,  and  perhaps  knew 
nothing  about  it,  and  only  think  from  what 
tbey  saw  and  observed  that  bis  mind  was  free 
from  any  disturbing  influences,  and  that  when 
he  executed  bis  will  he  knew  and  understood 
what  he  was  doing.  The  evidence  also  shows 
that  during  the  last  twenty  years—from  the  time 
he  returned  to  Oregon  until  his  death — he  ac- 
quired property,  was  industrious  and  frugal, 
was  a  man  of  good  judgment  and  business 
sagacity,  attended  to  his  own  affairs,  dealt  ex- 
tensively with  numerous  persons,  took  a  proper 
interest  in  neighborhood  matters,  livea  to  a 
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ripe  old  age, — past  threescore  and  ten, — and, 
with  the  cnildren  about  him  who  had  chosen 
to  remain  with  him,  made  his  will  giving  his 
property  to  them.  His  reasons  for  disposing 
of  his  property  in  tbe  manner  he  did  and  of 
excluding  tbe  contestant  from  his  bounty  are. 
taking  the  statement  of  the  witnesses  together 
for  brevity,  that  he  had  given  to  the  contestant 
and  her  mother  the  shares  to  which  they  were 
entitled  when  they  separated;  that  he  under- 
stood his  daughter  (tbe  contestant)  was  married 
and  had  a  good  home;  that  he  told  the  chil- 
dren that  all  of  them  that  wished  to  remain 
with  him  could  do  so,  and  that  they  did  so  ex- 
cept the  contestant,  but  that  he  said  nothing 
about  her  illegitimacy;  that  be  had  made  up 
his  mind  that  those  who  had  remained  with 
him  and  helped  to  earn  it  ought  to  have  the 
benefit  of  it.  Referring  to  the  fact  that  he 
wished  to  will  to  bis  wife  and  the  contestant 
one  dollar,  as  he  did  when  the  will  was  exe- 
cuted, he  was  asked,  "Why  do  you  intend  to 
make  your  will  in  that  way?"  and  he  said: 
"The  reason  is  very  simple.  When  I  left 
Missouri  the  children  all  went  with  me  except 
her,  and  I  gave  her  [his  wife]  some  money; 
and  I  came  back  here,  and  the  children.  I 
have  made  all  that  I  have  got  now  by  my  own 
hands,  me  and  the  children  here,  and  that  is 
the  reason."  That  he  was  in  good  humor; 
did  not  seem  to  be  annoyed,  but  felt  that  tbe 
children  who  had  remained  with  and  helped 
to  earn  the  property  which  be  had  acquired 
were  tbe  rightful  objects  of  his  bounty  and 
justly  entitled  to  it  under  the  circumstances. 
The  evidence  also  shows  that  at  the  times  men- 
tioned he  was  as  firm  in  the  suspicion  or  belief 
that  his  son  Calvin  Jones  was  illegitimate  as 
the  contestant,  and  that  he  had  indicated  such 
belief  by  much  more  emphatic  language  than 
he  bad  ever  indulged  in  of  the  contestant;  yet 
he  did  not  exclude  him  from  his  share  of  the 
estate,  but  provided  for  him  the  same  as  he  had 
the  other  children,  guided  by  the  principle 
that  those  who  had  remained  with  him  and 
helped  to  accumulate  the  property  which  he 
was  entitled  to  dispose  of  were  the  proper 
recipients  of  his  bounty,  and  its  application  in- 
cluded his  son  Calvin,  whom  he  had  denounced 
in  tbe  days  of  his  domestic  troubles,  and  just 
before  the  separation  from  his  wife,  as  a  "tow- 
headed  bastard." 

In  this  review  it  will  be  seen  nearly  all  the 
important  facts  in  reference  to  bis  declarations 
of  his  wife's  infidelity  and  the  illegitimacy  of 
the  two  children  extend  back  nearly  a  quarter 
of  a  century,  when  their  lives  were  embittered 
by  estrangement  and  their  paths  rapidly  di- 
verging, which  was  soon  to  terminate  in  final 
separation  and  divorce.  The  latest  evidence  of 
real  importance  is  Mrs.  Jones',  of  what  oc- 
curred about  the  time  he  procured  his  divorce 
in  1872,  in  which  be  reiterated  his  belief  in  his 
wife's  infidelity  and  exhibited  much  temper  in 
its  asseveration.  As  to  the  circumstances  upon 
which  he  predicates  his  belief  in  the  infidelity  of 
his  wife  and  the  illegitimacy  of  the  two  chil- 
dren, there  is  no  evidence  of  their  existence 
other  than  bis  declaration  as  stated  by  the  wit- 
nesses; but  we  think  the  evidence  shows  that 
tbe  testator  believed  that  his  wife  was  unfaith- 
ful to  him,  and  so  expressed  himself  to  those 
whom  he  could  talk  with  upon  the  subject  as 
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late  as  Mis.  Jones'  evidence,  to  which  we  have 
just  referred. 

After  this  there  is  little  or  nothing  heard  of 
it,  and  that  of  little  consequence,  and  when  he 
did  refer  to  it  just  before  making  his  will  it 
was  without  temper  or  reference  to  his  former 
suspicions  or  accusations,  and,  by  his  conduct, 
indicating  that  his  sense  of  injury  was  appar- 
ently healed  over  and  its  effects  passed  away. 
The  important  question  for  our  decision  now 
is,  Was  his  belief  in  the  infidelity  of  his  wife 
and  the  illegitimacy  of  the  two  children  an  in- 
sane delusion,  and,  if  so,  was  he  so  affected  by 
such  delusion  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
his  will  as  caused  him  to  deprive  the  contestant 
of  all  benefit  in  his  estate!  This  necessarily 
leads  to  the  inquiry,  What  is  an  insane  delusion  ? 
Sir  John  Nicholl  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Dew 
v.  Clark,  8  Add.  Eocl.  79,  defined  "insane  de- 
lusions" in  these  words:  "Wherever  the  pa- 
tient once  conceives  something  extravagant  to 
exist,  which  still  has  no  existence  whatever 
but  in  his  own  heated  imagination,  and  wher- 
ever at  the  same  time,  having  so  conceived,  he 
is  racapsffik  of  being,  or  at  least  of  being  per- 
manently, reasoned  out  of  the  conception,  such 
a  patient  is  said  to  be  under  a  delusion  in  a  pe- 
culiar, half -technical  sense  of  the  term,  and  the 
absence  or  presence  of  delusion,  so  understood, 
forms  in  my  lodgment  the  true  and  only  test 
or  criterion  of  present  or  absent  insanity.  In 
Boughton  v.  Knight,  6  Hoak,  Eng.  Rep.  852, 
Sir  John  Hannen  adopted  this  definition,  and 
expressed  the  belief  that  it  would  solve  most  if 
not  all  of  the  difficulties  which  arise  in  investi- 
gations of  this  kind.  In  Banks  v.  QootyeUow, 
LR5Q.B.  560,  Cockburn,  Gh  J.,  says: 
"When  delusions  exist  which  have  no  founda- 
tion in  reality,  and  spring  only  from  a  diseased 
and  morbid  condition  of  the  mind,  to  that  ex- 
tent the  mind  must  necessarily  be  taken  to  be 
unsound."  Chief  Justice  Denio  said:  "If  a 
person  persistently  believes  supposed  facts 
which  have  no  real  existence  except  in  his  per- 
verted imagination,  and  against  all  evidence 
and  probability,  and  conducts  himself,  how- 
ever logically,  upon  the  assumption  of  their 
existence,  he  is,  so  far  as  they  are  concerned, 
under  a  morbid  delusion;  ana  delusion  in  that 
sense  is  insanity."  American  Seamen's  Friend 
Soc.  v.  Hopper,  88  N.  Y.  634.  See  also  11  Am. 
&  Bug.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  107,  title  Insanity. 
The  belief  of  facts  which  no  rational  person 
would  have  believed  is  insane  delusion.  1 
Wins.  Eire.  85;  1  Redf.  Wills,  71.  And  in  a 
later  case,  MiddUditch  v.  William*,  45  N.  J. 
Eq.  796,  4  L.  R  A.  788,  Van  Fleet,  Vice- 
Ordinary,  said  that  "according  to  these  defini- 
tions, it  is  only  a  delusion  or  conception  which 
springs  up  spontaneously  in  the  mind  of  a  tes- 
tator, and  is  not  the  result  of  extrinsic  evidence 
of  any  kind,  that  can  be  regarded  as  furnishing 
evidence  that  his  mind  is  diseased  or  unsound; 
in  other  words,  that  he  is  subject  to  insane  de- 
lusions. If,  without  evidence  of  any  kind,  he 
imagines  or  conceives  something  to  exist  which 
does  not  in  fact  exist,  and  which  no  rational 

Serson  would,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  be- 
eve  to  exist,  then  it  is  manifest  that  the  only 
way  in  which  his  irrational  belief  can  be  ac- 
counted for  is  that  it  is  the  product  of  mental 
disorder.  Delusions  of  this  kind  can  be  ac- 
counted for  upon  no  reasonable  theory  except 
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that  tbey  are  the  creations  of  the  mind  in  which 
they  originate." 

Tested  by  these  definitions,  can  it  be  said 
upon  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  this  record  that 
the  testator  was  beset  with  an  insane  delusion 
in  respect  to  the  legitimacy  of  the  contestant 
and  her  brother?  The  circumstances  which  he 
relates  and  upon  which  his  belief  is  foundea 
fix  the  place,  identify  the  person  and  the  man- 
ner of  the  improper  meeting,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  to  show,  nor  is  there  any  attempt  to 
deny,  that  there  was  such  a  place  or  person  or 
that  such  a  meeting  might  not  have  occurred » 
only  that  the  adulterous  purposes  which  he  as- 
cribed and  professed  to  believe  to  be  the  object 
of  such  meeting  were  so  absolutely  inconsistent 
with  her  known  character  for  chastity  as  to  be 
utterly  unworthy  of  belief,  and  only  to  be  ac- 
counted for  in  him  upon  the  theory  of  an  un- 
natural dislike  or  aversion  which  amounted  to 
an  insane  delusion.  The  evidence  in  contra- 
diction of  his  belief  proceeds  on  the  assump- 
tion that  there  may  have  been  such  a  place  and 
man  and  meeting,  and  if  so,  her  known  char- 
actor  for  chastity,  her  every- day  walk  and  life, . 
render  it  impossible  that  it  could  have  occurred 
for  the  foul  purposes  which  he  imputes,  or 
otherwise  than  accidentally  and  without  con- 
cert, or  evil  design  in  thought  or  deed.  But 
these  facts,  however  falsely  or  unjustly  he  may 
have  reasoned  from  them,  or  however  absurd 
his  conclusions  as  applied  to  the  wife  and  con- 
testant impugned  by  them,  nevertheless  fur- 
nished the  evidence  which  inspired  his  sus- 
picions, and  the  ground  upon  which  his  belief 
was  founded.  It  is  conceded  that  the  conclu- 
sions he  drew  from  the  facts  are  wholly  un- 
warranted and  without  any  justification,  indi- 
cating at  least  an  unrelenting,  jealous  disposi- 
tion; but  unjust  and  absurd  as  they  may  be, 
they  were  not  the  pure  creations  of  a  perverted 
imagination  without  any  foundation  in  reality 
Delusions  are  conceptions  that  originate  spon- 
taneously in  the  mind  without  evidence  of  any 
kind  to  support  them,  and  can  be  accounted 
for  on  no  reasonable  hypothesis.  The  mind 
that  is  so  disordered  imagines  something  to  ex- 
ist, or  imputes  the  existence  of  an  offense, 
which  no  rational  person  would  believe  to  exist 
or  to  have  been  committed  without  some  kind 
of  evidence  to  support  it.  They  are  as  baseless 
as  the  fabric  of  a  dream  conjured  into  existence 
by  a  disordered  or  perverted  imagination  with- 
out any  sort  of  foundation  in  fact.  As  in  Smee 
v.  Smee,  L.  R  5  Prob.  &  Div.  84,  the  testator 
imagined  himself  to  be  the  son  of  George  IV., 
and  that  when  he  was  born  a  large  sum  of 
money  had  been  put  in  his  father's  hands  for 
him,  but  which  his  father  in  fraud  of  hia 
rights  had  distributed  to  his  brothers;  or  as  in 
Smith  v.  Tebbitt,  L.  R  1  Prob.  &  Div.  808,  the 
testatrix  imagined  herself  to  be  one  of  the  per- 
sons of  the  Trinity,  and  her  chief  legatee  to  be 
another.  In  cases  like  these  the  belief  is  the 
offspring  of  a  disordered  mind,  and  not  induced 
by  the  existence  of  any  facts  or  occurrences 
which  could  lend  any  sort  of  countenance  to  it. 
The  case  at  bar  is  not  such.  Here  there  is  a 
claim  of  facts  upon  which  the  belief  is  founded ; 
and  unjust  and  unfeeling  as  may  be  such  be- 
lief, in  view  of  the  known  character  of  his 
wife  for  chastity,  it  is  not  the  spontaneous 
product  of  pure  fancy,  but  a  grave  error  show- 
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log  a  lack  of  judgment  or  a  want  of  reasoning 
power,  the  outcome  of  an  over  sensitive,  jealous 
disposition,  prone  to  exaggerate  any  trifling 
circumstance  with  which  hS  wife  may  be  con- 
nected into  an  unworthy  and  wicked  import- 
ance, and  to  draw  from  them  conclusions  un- 
tenable, illogical  and  unworthy  of  belief. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  testator  was  ex- 
tremely jealous  of  his  wife,  and,  like  all  such, 
disposed  to  magnify  any  act  or  trifling  occur- 
rence into  undue  importance,  and  to  make  it 
the  occasion  to  draw  unworthy  conclusions  of 
her  marital  integrity.  The  experience  of  man- 
kind has  demonstrated  that  a  wife  may  have  a 
spotless  character,  she  may  be  justly  regarded 
in  the  estimation  of  her  friends  as  without 
moral  blemish  and  worthy  of  all  confidence 
and  affection,  and  yet  it  might  happen  to  her 
to  do  some  trivial  act  which  would  pass  unno- 
ticed by  them,  or  anyone  except  the  Argus  eyes 
of  an  ever-watchful  and  jealous  husband,  who 
would  stand  ready  to  draw  base  conclusions 
from  it  derogatory  to  her  chastity  and  charac- 
ter. To  minds  thus  constituted,  sometimes 
even  a  look  of  the  wife,  or  perhaps  a  facetious 
or  inadvertent  remark,  or  some  insignificant 
circumstance  with  which  she  may  be  associated, 
although  it  be  wholly  innocent,  excites  their 
distrust,  and  Alls  them  with  jealous  rage;  for 
it  is  as  true  now  as  when  first  uttered,  that 
"trifles  light  as  air  are,  to  the  jealous,  confir- 
mations strong  as  proofs  of  holy  writ"  To 
support  the  contention  for  the  contestant,  the 
belief  or  suspicion  the  testator  entertained  of 
his  wife's  infidelity  and  the* illegitimacy  of  the 
children  to  be  an  insane  delusion  must  have 
been  wholly  without  foundation  in  reality,  and 
the  mere  figment  of  his  perverted  imagination. 
But  the  evidence  discloses  that  it  was  formed 
on  an  apparent  cause,  leading  on  his  part  to  a 
view  of  his  wife's  conduct  which  we  have  ad- 
mitted was  erroneous,  unjust  and  unnatural; 
yet  this  only  shows  an  unfortunate  error  of 
judgment  or  a  want  of  reasoning  power,  but 
not  an  absolute  want  of  intellect  upon  the  sub- 
ject The  conclusion  which  he  drew  from  the 
facts  was  untenable  and  erroneous,  and  showed 
that  he  formed  a  bad  judgment  upon  an  in- 
sufficient state  of  facts,  but  does  not  show  that 
his  conclusion  or  belief  was  formed  without 
any  foundation  in  fact  whatever.  But  even  if 
we  assume  that  his  belief  was  utterly  ground- 
less and  without  any  cause,  actual  or  apparent, 
to  justify  it,  would  that  authorize  us,  in  view 
of  the  circumstances  of  this  cause,  to  declare 
the  testator  was  the  victim  of  an  insane  delu- 
sion? In  Be  Cole's  Will,  49  Wis.  181,  Lyon, 
J.,  said:  "It  must  be  conceded  that  the  belief 
of  the  deceased  in  respect  to  the  unchastity  of 
his  wife,  persisted  in  as  it  was  without  evidence 
to  support  it,  and  against  all  reasonable  proba- 
bilities of  its  truth,  looks  very  much  like  in- 
sane delusion.  Yet  it  is  not  necessarily  so. 
Observation  teaches  us  that  there  is  a  very 
large  class  of  people,  whose  sanity  is  undoubted, 
who  are  unduly  jealous  or  suspicious  of  others, 
and  especially  of  those  closely  connected  with 
them,  and  who  upon  the  most  trivial,  even 
whimsical,  grounds,  will  wrongfully  impute 
the  worst  motives  and  conduct  to  those  in 
whom  they  ought  to  confide.  This  insanity, 
which  is  developed  in  a  great  variety  of  forms, 
is  altogether  too  common,  and  too  many  per 
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sons  confessedly  sane  are  to  a  greater  or  less 
extent  afflicted  with  it,  to  justify  us  in  saying 
that  because  the  deceased  was  so  afflicted  he 
was  insane  or  the  victim  of  insane  delusion. 
The  line  between  the  unfounded  and  unreason- 
able suspicions  of  a  sane  mind  (for  doubtless 
these  are  such)  and  insane  delusions  is  some- 
limes  quite  indistinct  and  difficult  to  be  de- 
fined." Not  is  it  enough  that  a  delusion  mav 
have  existed,  but  its  connection  with  the  will 
must  be  made  manifest,  and  shown  to  have  in- 
fluenced its  provisions,  before  the  will  can  be 
set  aside  ana  declared  void. 

Nor  must  it  be  generally  overlooked,  in  con- 
sidering this  point,  that  the  period  of  time 
when  the  principal  witnesses  express  the  opin- 
ion that  he  was  the  victim  of  an  insane  delu- 
sion about  the  chastity  of  bis  wife  relates  to 
conduct  and  conversation  and  circumstances 
that  occurred  many  years  ago;  that  he  was  di- 
vorced from  his  wife  in  1872,  and  that  in  the 
years  succeeding  little  or  nothing  of  real  im- 
portance is  ever  heard  of  his  suspicions,  and 
when  he  did  speak  of  her  or  the  contestant  in 
relation  to  the  matter  in  hand  it  was  with 
composure,  or  without  insinuations  against 
her  marital  integrity  or  the  legitimacy  of  the 
children.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  show, 
not  only  that  he  was  the  subject  of  a  delusion, 
an  insane  hatred  or  aversion  to  his  daughter,  but 
that  it  was  present  when  he  executed  his  will, 
and  influenced  him  in  the  making  of  it  and  in 
excluding  her  from  its  benefits.  Upon  this 
point  the  evidence  has  already  been  detailed,  and 
ft  will  be  sufficient  to  briefly  advert  to  it  to 
show  that  those  who  were  present  at  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will,  including  the  subscribing 
witnesses  and  his  physicians,  all  concur  in  the 
opinion  that  he  was  in  the  possession  of  all  bis 
faculties  and  free  from  any  mental  disturbance 
impairing  his  free  agency;  that  he  understood 
the  extent  of  his  property,  and  specified  those 
among  whom  he  wished  it  to  be  distributed. 
Several  other  witnesses  there  are  with  whom  he 
conversed  just  prior  to  the  making  of  his  will 
which  show  his  reasons  for  excluding  the  con- 
testant, and  bis  appreciation  of  the  claims  of 
those  upon  whom  he  thought  his  property 
ought  to  be  bestowed.  Among  these  were 
that  the  contestant  was  then  in  good  circum- 
stances; that  she  had  separated  from  him  in 
early  life  and  chose  to  remain  with  her  mother; 
that  the  property  he  had  acquired  was  earned  by 
himself  and:  those  to  whom  he  intended  to  will 
it;  that  they  had  helped  to  lighten  his  burdens, 
sympathized  with  him  and  cheered  him  in  ad- 
versity and  disappointment,  and  were  partners 
in  its  accumulation,— the  justice  of  whose 
claims  entitle  them  to  it.  Among  those  to  whom 
he  distributed  his  property  was  Calvin  Jones, 
whom  he  had  considered,  as  the  contestant,  to 
be  illegitimate  in  the  years  gone  by,  yet  he 
gave  him  his  share  based  upon  the  principle 
already  stated,  and  which  he  conceived  to  be* 
just,  and  not  on  account  of  any  belief  in  his  il- 
legitimacy. It  would  seem  if  he  had  been  be- 
set by  any  delusion  of  this  kind  it  would  have 
operated  against  him,  for  its  effect  is  to  impair 
free  agency  and  cause  the  testator  to  do  what 
he  otherwise  would  not  have  done  but  for  the 
presence  of  such  delusion.  His  conduct  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  are 
inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  such  delu- 
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sion;  no  feeling  of  hatred  or  aversion  Is  evinced; 
his  mind  acts  from  a  sense  of  justice  and  affec- 
tion which  he  feels  he  owes  to  those  who  have 
been  his  co-laborers,  including  Calvin,  and  in- 
fluenced by  that  principle  be  distributes  his  es- 
tate accordingly.  It  may  be  harsh,  and  under 
some  ciitrnmstanpea cruel,  to  disinherit  one  child 
and  to  distribute  the  estate  among  the  others, 
but  if  the  testator  be  of  sound  mind  and  exe- 
cute his  will  as  prescribed  by  law  no  court  can 
interefere.  "It  may  be  contrary  to  the  princi- 
ples of  Justice  and  humanity,  its  provisions 
may  be  shockingly  unnatural  and  extremely 
unjust,  nevertheless,  if  it  appears  to  have  been 
made  by  a  person  of  sufficient  age  to  be  com- 
petent to  make  a  will,  and  also  to  be  the  free 
and  unconstrained  product  of  a  sound  mind, 
the  courts  are  bound  to  uphold  it"  Middle- 
ditch  v.  Williams,  tupra.  Sir  John  Hannen 
said:  "He  may  disinherit  either  wholly  or 
partially  his  children,  and  leave  his  property 
to  strangers  to  gratify  his  spite,  or  charities  to 
gratify  pis  pride,  and  we  must  give  effect  to 
his  will,  however  much  we  may  condemn  the 
course  he  has  pursued."  Baugnton  v.  Knight, 
supra.  And  among  the  considerations  which 
turn  the  scale  in  favor  of  the  exercise  of  this 
testamentary  power  which  may  disregard  the 
claim  of  kindred  and  disappoint  their  expecta- 
tions, Cock  burn,  Oh.  J.t  mentioned  these: 
"Among  those  who,  as  a  man's  nearest  rela- 
tions, would  be  entitled  to  share  the  fortune  he 
leaves  behind,  some  may  be  better  provided 
for  than  others;  some  may  be  more  deserving 
than  others;  some,  from  age,  sex  or  physical  in- 
firmity, may  stand  in  greater  need  of  assist- 
ance. Friendship  and  tried  attachment  or 
faithful  services  may  have  claims  that  ought 
not  to  be  disregarded.  In  the  power  of  reward- 
ing dutiful  and  meritorious  conduct,  paternal 
authority  finds  a  useful  auxiliary;  age  secures 
the  respect  and  attention  which  are  its  chief 
consolations."  Banks  v.  QootyeUow,  supra. 
The  law  is  settled  that  if  a  testator,  competent 
to  make  a  will,  executes  it  according  to  law,  it 
•cannot  be  disturbed  for  an  inequality  or  un- 
reasonableness in  the  distribution  of  his  estate. 
He  is  under  no  obligation  to  devise  it  equally 
to  his  children  or  otherwise,  but  may  devise  it 
to  a  stranger.  That  fact  may  be  considered 
as  a  circumstance  in  determining  testamentary 
•capacity,  but,  of  itself,  is  not  sufficient  to  set 
it  aside.  Where  a  delusion  exists,  and  it  is 
shown  to  have  had  an  influence  on  the  testa- 
mentary disposition  of  the  property,  as  in  Dew 
v.  Clark,  supra,  consisting  of  an  aversion  to 
kindred,  it  is  usually  accompanied  "with  other 
signs,"  says  Sir  John  Hannen,  "which  may  be 
Tehed  on  to  assist  us  in  forming  an  opinion  up- 
on that  point."  In  the  case  at  bar  we  look  in 
vain  for  them,  but  in  that  case  it  was  the  ex- 
traordinary importance  the  testator  attached 
to  medical  electricity  as  a  means  of  cure,  which 
he  conceived  might  be  applied  to  almost  every 
purpose.  That  case  well  illustrates  the  exist- 
ence of  a  delusion,  which  consisted  in  an  in- 
sane hatred  without  even  the  shadow  of  a 
xause  of  his  child,  persisted  in  through  life, 
and  his  will,  being  shown  to  be  the  direct  off- 
spring of  this  delusion,  was  set  aside  and  de- 
clared void.  The  facts  in  that  case  show  that 
the  testator  entertained  an  unnatural  dislike  to 
his  only  daughter,  whom  he  imagined  vile  and 
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profligate,  and  whom  he  treated  with  the  ut- 
most severity,  stripping  her  naked  and  unmer- 
cifully flogging  her,  and  then  rubbing  her  back 
with  brine,  compelling  her  to  do  degrading 
work,  denying  her  decent  clothes,  denouncing 
her  whenever  she  came  in  his  presence,  when 
she  was* In  fact  amiable,'  of  superior  talents, 
dutiful  and  affectionate;  indicating  that  his  in- 
stincts and  affection  had  become  perverted,  and 
his  mind  a  prey  to  an  insane  delusion  which 
had  affected  his  will  and  cut  her  off  with  an 
inadequate  provision.  But  what  possible  si- 
militude  can  the  case  at  bar  bear  to  that  case? 
It  is  true  the  father  of  the  contestant  did  not 
caress  her,  nor  does  it  seem  that  he  did  the 
other  children;  but  he  did  not  repulse  her,  and 
she  owns  that  she  disliked  him,  and  perhaps 
Justly;  but  he  did  not  whip  her,  although*  he 
did  some  of  the  other  children;  nor  did  he  mal- 
treat her,  or  make  any  display  of  any  unkind 
feeling.  When  his  wife  decided  to  leave  him 
and  the  contestant  chose  to  go  with  her  he  gave 
them  money,  and  the  preponderance  of  evt- 
denee  is  that  he.  gave  them  their  share  of  what 
he  then  possessed i  He  does  not  seem  > to  have  • 
been  a  lovable  man.  He  was  sensitive  and 
jealous,  and,  like  all  such,  when  brooding 
over  some  supposed  wrong,  indulged  in  a  harsh 
and  cruel  Judgment  against  the  fTdelity  of  his 
wife  and  the  legitimacy  of  two  of  the  children, 
but  this  conduct  was  marked  by  no  course  of 
harsh  treatment,  no  bursts  of  violence,  no  dis- 
play of  outrages,  or  other  indignities  that  we 
have  noticed,  and  these  were  only  denounced 
to  a  few,  and  general Iv  to  those  In  whom  he 
bad  a  right  to  confide.  The  truth  is,  after 
their  separation,  as  time  passed,  his  sense  of 
injury  seems  to  have  gradually  healed  over 
and  its  effects  to  have  passed,  away,  for  after 
this  he  begins  to  acquire  property,  to  take  an 
interest  in  the  affairs  of  his  community,  and 
to  command  the  respect  and  confidence  of  his 
friends  and  acquaintances  for  his  probity  and 
business  character;  and  during  all  this  time  so 
little  is  said  by  him  to  anyone  of  his  former 
grievances  or  belief,  that  his  daughters  are  not 
aware  of  it  until  the  commencement  of  this 
trial.  Nor  can  we  find  any  case  upon  facts 
analogous  to  these,  in  which  it  has  been  held 
fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  will. 

In  a  recent  case  (Barbo  v.  Rider,  67  Wis.  600), 
in  which  it  was  held  that  the  appellant  was 
the  victim  of  an  insane  delusion  and  mentally 
incompetent  to  care  for  himself  or  his  estate, 
the  evidence  showed  that  his  health  had  been 
impaired  by  excessive  drinking;  that  after  liv- 
ing happily  with  his  wife  for  more  than  twenty 
years,  suddenly  and  without  cause  he  conceived 
the  idea  she  had  been  untrue  to  him,  that 
she  submitted  her  person  to  the  criminal  em- 
braces of  a  number  of  men,  some  of  whom  she 
scarcely  knew,  and  that  some  of  these  men 
had  begotten  children  upon  her;  that  he 
charged  her  with  it  and  repeated  it  to  all  who 
would  listen  to  him,  wrote  an  incoherent  and 
indecent  letter  on  the  subject,  became  morose 
and  sullen,  ceased  to  take  any  interest  in  his 
family  or  business,  and  wandered  aimlessly 
into  the  fields;  that  he  begged  for  a  division  of 
the  property,  refused  to  take  medicine,  and  be- 
lieved that  bis  friends  were  trying  to  poison 
him.  As  the  court  said:  "No  argument  is  re- 
quired to  prove  that  such  a  change  in  the  nat 
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we  tad  conduct  of  Barbo,  such  unreasonable- 
neas  and  unfounded  hallucinations  respecting 
tbe  chastity  of  bis  wife,  and  his  causeless  hos- 
tility to  his  family,  which  yield  to  no  reason 
or  persuasion,  are  sufficient  evidence  that  he 
is  the  unfortunate  -ictim  of  insane  delusion." 
These  cases  illustrate  delusions,  but  they  are 
essentially  different  from  the  case  under  con- 
sideration. While  it  seems  harsh  and  cruel, 
so  counter  to  all  the  feelings  of  our  nature, 
that  a  parent  should  disinherit  one  of  his  chil- 
dren and  devise  his  property  to  the  others,  or 
to  cut  them  all  off  and  devise  it  to  strangers, 
from  some  unworthy  motive,  yet  so  long  as 
that  motive,  whether  from  pride  or  aversion, 
spite  or  prejudice,  is  not  resolvable  into  mental 
perversion,  no  court  can  interfere.  Reliance 
can  usually  be  placed  on  the  affections,  inde- 
pendent of  the  law,  which  parents  have  for 
their  children,  to  recognise  their  claim  in  tbe 
testamentary  disposition  of  their  estate.  But 
while  this  is  so.  the  law  recognizes  the  right  of 
tbe  testator  to  leave  -his  property  to  whomso- 
ever he  choses  to  bestow,  it,  and* in  itbeexercte 
of  that  right,  he  may  have  reason  satisfactory 


to  himself  why  some  of  his  children  should 
enjoy  bis  estate  while  others  are  excluded. 
Some  may  be  more  deserving  than  others,— 
more  needful  of  help  for  various  causes;  some 
may  have  contributed  largely  to  itsacquigltioo. 
These  and  various  other  reasons  may  exert  an 
influence  in  favor  of  some  and  in  exclusion  of 
others.  Tbe  law  being  so,  upon  the  facta  as 
disclosed  by  this  record,  we  must  give  it  as  our 
judgment  tnat  tbe  will  of  the  testator,  sought 
to  be  impeached  by  this  proceeding,  is  valid, 
and  not  the  product  of  an  insane  delusion; 
and  in  conclusion  it  is  perhaps  due  to  say  that 
whatever  suspicions  or  belief  the  testator  en- 
tertained of  his  wife's  infidelity  are  refuted  by 
this  record;  that  no  wife  or  mother  could  be 
guilty  of  dishonoring  the  bed  of  ber  husband^ 
and  bastardizing  her  children,  whose  reputa- 
tion for  chastity  and  domestic  duties  were  at- 
tested by  so  many  respectable  witnesses  and 
contradicted  by  none. 

The  decree  mu$t  be  reverted,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 
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R   D.  WOOD  et  ok 

CORRY  WATER  WORKS  CO.  et  at. 
(441Ted.Rep.14S.) 

1*  A  cor porsvtlon  which  hays  entered  Into 
and  received  the  benefits  of  ft>  contract 


which  It  had  the  power  to  make  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  avoid  paying  the  oonslderatloo  money, 
by  showing  that  in  making:  the  contract  it  did  not 
conform  to  the  statutory  requirements  and  Hmi- 
tations  Imposed  on  it. 

8.  The  fact  that  the  constitutional  re- 
quirement as  to  notice  to  stockholders  was 
not  complied  with  before  tbe  execution  of  e  moru 


Nom— Corporation  estopped  to  deny  UabQtty  on 
its  contracts. 

A  corporation  which  takes  and  retains  the  benefit 
of  a  contract  made  for  it  by  its  promoters,  although 
made  prior  to  its  corporate  existence,  is  estopped 
to  deny  that  the  contract  is  its  contract.  McLaugh- 
lin v.  Concordia  College,  2  West.  Rep.  426, 20  Mo. 
App.  42. 

If  a  private  corporation  has  accepted  and  retained 
the  full  benefit  of  a  contract,  the  same  having  been 
fully  performed  by  the  other  party  thereto,  who 
has  no  adequate  relief  at  his  oommand,  the  defense 
of  ultra  vires  may  be  disallowed.  Denver  F.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  McClelland,  9  Colo.  11;  Camden  si.lLB.Oo. 
v.  May's  Landing*  E.  H.  G.  B.  Co.  4  Cent.  Bep.  801, 
48  N.  J.  L.  690. 

Having  availed  Itself  of  the  benefits  of  a  contract 
of  purchase  by  using  the  articles  bought.  It  is 
estopped  from  setting  up  the  fact  that  the  agent 
exceeded  his  powers  in  making  the  purchase.  Ten 
Broek  v.  Winn  Boiler  Compound  Co.  2  West  Bep. 
442. 20  Mo.  App.  19,  citing  Lungstrass  v.  German  Ins. 
Co.  SI  Mo.  109;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston  v. 
State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  644, 19 
L.  ed.  1018;  8outhgate  v.  Atlantic  ft  P.  B.  Co.  61  Mo. 
94;  Green*  Brloe,  Ultra  Vires,  474, 784. 

The  eourts  have  gone  a  long  way  to  enable  par- 
ties who  have  parted  with  property  or  money,  on 
the  faith  of  such  contracts,  to  obtain  justice  by 
recovery  of  the  property  or  the  money  specifically, 
or  as  money  had  and  received  to  plaintiff's  use. 
Salt  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118  TJ. 8.266, 80  L.  ed. 
176,  citing  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  B.  Co.  101  0.  8. 
71.25L.ed.9G0;  Louisiana  v.  Wool,  102  TJ.  8. 894, 20 
L.  ed.  168:  Chapman  v.  Douglas  County  Comrs.  107 
U.  8. 866, 27  L.  ed.  881* 
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Where  the  obligors  In  a  bond  were  all  members 
of  a  company,  had  all  participated  in  the  action  of 
the  company  in  giving  a  note  secured  by  a  bond 
and  became  guarantors  of  tbe  notes,  they  are 
estopped  from  denying  the  authority,  either  of  the 
company  or  of  themselves,  to  do  what  they  did. 
Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Olney  (Mich.)  6  West.  Bep.  708. 

A  contract  of  a  corporation,  within  the  discre- 
tionary power  of  the  directors,  cannot  be  assailed 
by  a  stockholder  as  utora  vine.  Leslie  v.  Lorlllard, 
1  L.R.  A.  466,110  N.Y.  519. 

One  becoming  a  stockholder  Is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  have  contracted  with  reference  to,  and  to 
have  assumed,  all  liability  described  by  the  law  of 
the  domicil  of  the  corporation.  MoKlm  v.  Glenn.  6 
Cent.  Bep.  776,  66  Md.  479;  Canada  South.  B.  Co.  v. 
Gebhard.109  U.  8.  £27. 27  L.  ed.  1020;  Glenn  v.  Oa- 
baugh,  66  Md.  66u 

A  stockholder  In  the  new  company,  knowing  the 
purpose  of  its  organisation,  which  purpose  the  old 
organisation  had  abandoned,  is  estopped  from  as- 
serting any  interest  as  a  stockholder  of  the  old 
company.  St.  Louis  ft.  8.  Coal  ft  Min.  Co.  v.  Sando- 
val Coal  ft  Min.  Co.  2  West.  Bep.  924,116  HL  170, 
citing  Wade  v.  Bunn,  84  111.  117;  Vldrldge  v.  Walker, 
80  111.  270;  Noble  v.  Chrisman,  88  I1L 186;  Anderson 
v.  Armstead,  69  DL  452;  Lloyd  v.  Lee,  46  111.  277; 
Weaver  v.  Poyer,  79  111.  417;  1  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  12th  ed. 
M  886, 889^Herman,  Estoppel,  1886.  See  notes  to  Peo- 
ple v.  North  River  Sugar  Bef .  Co.  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  B.  A .  38; 
Jemison  v.  Citizens  8av.  Bank  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  B.  A.  70S; 
Portland  I*.  ft  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bast  Portland  (Or.)  6  L. 
B.  A.  290;  Bookhold  v.  Canton  Masonic  Mat.  Ben. 
Asso.  (111.)  2  L.  B.  A.  420;  Soranton  Electric  L.  ft  H. 
Co*  App.  (Pa.)  1  L.  B.  A.  286. 


See  also  36  L.  R.  A.  664. 
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gage  of  the  corporate  properly  to  not  a  valid 
defense  to  a  suit  on  the  mortgage,  if  every  stock- 
holder was  present  when  the  mortgage  was  deter- 
mined on  and  voted  In  favor  of  it,  and  the  corpo- 
ration has  received  the  benefit  of  the  money 
raised  thereby. 

S.  A  corporation  which  ha*  rooeived 
and  enjoyed  the  fruits)  of  it*  mortgage 
bonds  cannot  assail  their  validity  in  the  hands  of 
n  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  on  the  ground  that 
they  exceeded  in  amount  one  half  of  the  capital 
stock  paid  in,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute. 

4.  The  State  alone  can  complain  of  a 
completed  contract  entered  into  by  a  corporation 
in  violation  of  constitutional  or  statutory  require- 
ments. 

(November  tt,  I860.) 

BILL  In  equity  to  enjoin  the  exercise  of  a 
power  of  aale  contained  Id  a  mortgage 
given  to  secure  the  payment  of  certain  corpo- 
rate bonds.    Dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

JbV«»rt.  Samuel  Dickson  and  R.  C.  Dale 
for  complainants. 

Metsr*.  George  Shiraa,  Jr.,  and  Johns 
McCleaTe  for  aefendant  the  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Company. 

Atcaeson,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

On  the  29th  day  of  March.  1886,  the  firm  of 
Samuel  R.  Bullock  &  Co.  and  the  Cony  Water 
Works  Company,  a  corporation  of  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  entered  into  a  contract  whereby 
the  former  agreed  to  construct  for  the  latter 
water-works  in  the  City  of  Corry,  Erie  Coun- 
ty, Pa.,  according  to  certain  plans  and  specifi- 
cations, and  to  pav  all  the  expenses,  legal  fees 
and  salaries  which  might  be  needed  to  main- 
tain and  operate  the  works  for  a  period  of  six 
months  after  completion,  and  to  pay  the  first 
six  months'  interest,— viz.,  $8,000* —on  the 
hereinafter-mentioned  mortgage  bonds  of  the 
Water- Works  Company;  and,  in  consideration 
thereof,  the  Water- Works  Company  agreed  to 
issue  and  deliver  to  said  Bullock  &  Co.  $100,- 
000  in  bonds,  and  $136,000  in  the  full  paid- 
up  non-assessable  stock  of  the  Water- Works 
Company.  Bullock  &  Co.  proceeded  to  con- 
struct the  water-works,  and  fulfilled  their 
part  of  the  contract,  and  the  Water- Works 
Company  issued  and  delivered  to  them  the 
bonds  and  stock,  as  agreed  on.  The  bonds 
bear  date  April  1,  1886,  are  each  of  the  de- 
nomination of  $1,000,  and  are  payable  to  Sam- 
uel R.  Bullock  &  Co.,  or  bearer,  on  the  1st  day 
of  April,  1916,  with  interest  coupons  annexed 
payable  to  bearer,  semi-annually,  and  the 
bonds  are  secured  by  a  mortgage,  or  deed  of 
trust,  of  even  date,  covering  all  the  property, 
real  and  personal,  rights,  privileges  and  fran- 
chises of  the  Water- Works  Company,  executed 
and  delivered  by  said  Company  to  the  Farm- 
ers' Loan  &  Trust  Company  (defendant  in  this 
suit),  a  corporation  of  the  State  of  New  York. 
as  trustee.  The  last-named  Company  accepted 
the  trust,  and  the  mortgage,  or  trust  deed,  was 
duly  recorded  in  the  County  of  Erie,  Pa.,  on 
April  13,  1886.  Id  the  month  of  October, 
1886,  the  National  Water-Works  Investment 
Company,  a  corporation  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  purchased  from  Samuel  R.  Bullock  &  j 
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Co.  all  of  said  bonds,  together  with  $50,000  of 
their  said  stock,  for  the  cash  price  of  $90,000, 
which  sum  was  paid  to  Bullock  &  Co.  by  said 
investment  company  upon  the  delivery  of 
the  bonds,  and  said  bonds  are  still  owned  by 
that  company.  The  Water-Works  Company 
made  default  of  the  payment  of  the  interest  on 
said  bonds,  due  April  1, 1880,  and  thereupon, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  mort- 
gage, or  trust  deed,  the  National  Water- Works 
Investment  Company,  the  holder  of  the  whole 
issue  of  said  bonds,  elected,  as  it  had  the  right 
to  do,  to.  declare  the  principal  of  the  bonds  to 
be  doe  and  payable;  and,  after  such  election, 
the  default  stilt  continuing,  the  Farmers'  Loan 
&  Trust  Company,  the  trustee,  upon  the  writ- 
ten request  of  the  holder  of  the  bonds,  took 
possession  of  the  property  embraced  in  the 
mortgage,  or  trust  deed,  for  the  purposes 
therein  declared;  and,  in  further  execution  of 
the  power  thereby  conferred,  advertised  at 
public  sale,  and  was  about  to  proceed  so  to  sell, 
the  mortgaged  property  ana  the  rights  and 
franchises  oi  the  Water-Works  Company,  when 
the  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs, 
R.  D.  Wood  &  Co.,  stockholder*  of  the  Corry 
Water- Works  Company. 

The  main  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  enjoin 
the  exercises  by  the  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 
Company  of  the  power  of  sale  given  by  the 
said  trust  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  the 
same  is  an  invand  instrument,  and  conferred 
no  estate  or  rightful  authority  upon  the  trustee. 
In  support  of  this  proposition,  three  reasons 
were  assigned  and  urged  by  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel  at  the  final  hearing,  namely:  "  First. 
Because  the  issue  of  bonds  which  it  attempts 
to  secure  was  an  increase  of  the  corporate  in- 
debtedness without  the  consent  of  the  persons 
holding  the  larger  amount  in  value  of  the 
stock  obtained  at  a  meeting  to  be  held  after 
sixty  days'  notice.  Second.  Because  the 
amount  of  mortgage  bonds  issued  exceeded 
one  half  of  the  capital  stock  paid  in,  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause  showing,  substantially,  that 
nothing  was  ever  paid  in  on  account  of  the 
capital  stock.  Third.  Because  it  appears  from 
the  evidence  that,  by  the  attempted  issue  of 
stock  and  bonds  to  Bullock  <fe  Co.,  under  the 
construction  contract,  there  was  a  fictitious 
increase  of  stock  and  indebtedness,  which,  by 
the  terms  of  the  Constitution,  are  void." 

The  plaintiffs  rely  upon  the  provisions  of 
the  Corporation  Laws  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania,  which  limit  the  right  of  such 
a  corporation  to  issue  bonds  secured  by  a 
mortgage  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  one  half 
the  capital  stock  paid  in,  and  require  the  pre- 
vious consent  of  the  stockholders  at  a  meeting 
called  for  the  purpose,  and  upon  section  7,  art 
16,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  which  pro- 
vides: "  No  corporation  shall  issue  stocks  or 
bonds  except  for  money,  labor  done  or  money 
or  property  actually  received;  and  all  fictitious 
increase  of  stock  or  indebtedness  shall  be  void. 
The  stock  and  indebtedness  of  corporations 
shall  not  be  Increased,  except  in  pursuance  of 
general  law,  nor  without  the  consent  of  the 
persons  holding  the  larger  amount  in  value  of 
the  stock  first  obtained  at  a  meeting  to  be  held 
after  sixty  days'  notice  given  in  pursuance  of 
law." 

Before  approaching  the  consideration  of  the 
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legal  questions  involved,  certain  matters  of 
fact  must  be  stated.  It  appears  that  the  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders  of  the  Water- Works 
Company,  at  which  the  issue  of  the  mortgage 
bonds  was  authorized,  was  not  called  for  that 
purpose,  but  to  vote  upon  the  proposition  to 
increase  the  capital  stock  from  $20,000  to 
$200,000.  i  It  is,  however,  shown  that  all » the 
stockholders  of  the  Company  except  one, — viz., 
Charles  8.  Wallace, — were  present  at  that 
meeting,  and  voted  in  favor  of  the  issue  of  the 
bonds  and  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  or 
trust  deed,  to  secure  them;  and  it  is  further  sat- 
isfactorily established  that  Wallace  was  only 
the  nominal  owner  of  the  stock  standing  in 
his  name,  and  that  the  real  owner  thereof  was 
Ellis  Morrison,  who  was  present  at  the  meet- 
ing and  voted  in  favor  of  the  issue  of  the  mort- 
gage bonds.  Furthermore,  the  trust  mortgage 
on  its  face  bears  this  recital:  "  And  whereas, 
this  form  of  mortgage,  or  trust  deed,  was  at  a 
meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Water 
Company,  held  on  the  29th  day  of  March, 
A.  D.  1886,  duly  approved  and  ratified, 
and  the  proper  officers  directed  to  execute 
the  same  in  the  name  of  the  Water  Com- 
pany." 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  cost  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  said  water  works  was  only  about 
$00,000,  but  the  proofs  do  not  sustain  this  alle- 
gation. On  the  contrary,  Samuel  R.  Bullock 
testifies  that  the  entire  cost,  including  the  ex- 
penses the  contractors  assumed  for  the  first  six 
months  after  completion,  etc.,  "was  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $121,000,"  and  I  do  not  see 
why  this  estimate  should  not  be  accepted  as 
substantially  correct.  The  plaintiffs  claim  to 
be  the  owners  of  1,420  shares  of  the  stock  of 
the  Corry  Water- Works  Company.  The  whole 
of  this  stock,  however,  came  from  Samuel  R. 
Bullock  A  Co.  originally,  and  was  part  of  the 
stock  that  firm  received  from  the  Water- Works 
Company,  under  their  construction  contract. 
The  plaintiffs'  title  to  920  shares  of  this  stock 
is  under  an  assignment  from  said  firm,  dated 
November  10,  1888,  and  they  have  possession 
of  the  stock  certificate  for  these  920  shares. 
But,  in  fact,  that  certificate  had  been  surren- 
dered to  the  Company  for  cancellation,  and 
other  certificates  had  been  issued  for  at  least 
part  of  this  stock,  and  how  much  stock,  if  any, 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  on  this  certificate 
is  not  shown.  The  plaintiffs'  title  to  the  other 
500  shares  of  stock  is  good.  They  acquired 
those  shares  in  February,  1889.  from  the  Na- 
tional Water- Works  Investment  Company,  at 
a  valuation  of  $1  per  share,  the  transaction 
being  this:  The  plaintiffs  were  creditors  of 
Samuel  R.  Bullock  &  Co.,  and  held,  as  collat- 
eral securities  for  their  claims,  stocks  in  various 
water- works  companies;  and  the  investment 
company  was  also  the  holder  of  such  stock 
which  had  been  acquired  from  said  firm.  Up 
on  the  failure  of  that  firm,  with  a  view  to  a 
severance  of  their  interests,  mutual  stock  trans- 
fers were  made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
investment  company,  and  the  plaintiffs  thus 
acquired  said  500  shares  of  the  Corry  Water- 
Works  Company's  stock  at  the  valuation  men- 
tioned. 

Upon  the  undisputed  facts,  it  is  very  difficult 
to  see  the  standing  the  plaintiffs  have  in  a  court 
of  equity,  in  virtue  of  any  rights  of  their  own, 
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to  assail  the  transaction  between  the  Corry 
Water- Works  Company  and  Samuel  R.  Bui 
lock  A  Co.,  of  which  they  complain.  Dimp/H 
v.  Ohio  A  M.  R.  Go.  110  TJ.  S.  209.  28  L.  ed. 
121;  Columbia  Nat.  Banks  App.  16  W.  N.  a 
857;  Graham  v.  La  Crosse  <fc  M.  R.  Go.  102  U. 
8.  148,  26  L.  ed.  106;  Monroe  v.  Smith,  79  Pa. 
459.  They  were  not'  shareholders'  of  (he  cor- 
poration at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  and 
were  not  injured  by  what  took  place.  The 
contract  had  been  fully  executed  long  before 
the  plaintiffs  acquired  their  shares  of  stock, 
and  they  took  them  with  full  knowledge  that 
the  bonds  and  mortgage  of  the  corporation 
were  outstanding  and  unpaid.  Moreover,  the 
very  stock  they  now  hold  was  part  of  the  issue 
to  Samuel  R.  Bullock  &  Co.,  under  the  con- 
struction contract  which  they  now  impugn. 
But  in  this  controversy  the  plaintiffs  may  be 
considered  as  representing  the  corporation  it- 
self, aud  clothed,  with  its  rights.  la  it  then 
open  to  the  corporation  to  defend  against  the 
bonds  and  mortgage,  or  trust  deed,  or  to  ques- 
tion their  validity!  At  the  outset  of  the  dis- 
cussion, it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  bonds 
are  negotiable  instruments,  and  were  purchased 
before  maturity  in  the  open  market,  for  a  large 
price,  by  the  "National  Water- Works  Invest- 
ment Company,  without  notice  of  anything 
affecting  their  validity.  Furthermore,  this  is 
not  a  case  of  a  total  want  of  power  in  the  cor- 
poration to  act.  Undoubtedly,  the  Corry 
Water- Works  Company  had  the  right  to  create 
an  indebtedness  for  the  purpose  of  construct- 
ing its  works,  and  to  issue  therefor  bonds  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  or  trust  deed;  and  the 
utmost  that  can  be  said  in  impeachment  of  its 
action  is  that,  in  the  exercise  of  the  power,  it 
did  not  conform  to  the  requirements  and  limi- 
tations which  the  law  imposed  upon  the  Com- 
pany. But,  in  Oil  Greek  6  A.  River  R  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Transp.  Co.,  88  Pa.  160,  it  was 
distinctly  ruled  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Penn- 
sylvania that  where  a  corporation  has  entered 
into  a  contract  which  has  been  fully  executed 
by  the  other  party,  and  nothing  remains  to  be 
done  but  for  it  to  pay  the  consideration  money, 
it  will  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  that  the  contract 
was  ultra  vires.  .  And  in  Wright  v.  Pipe  Line 
Co.,  101  Pa.  204,  it  was  held  that  where  a  cor- 
poration, although  prohibited  by  its  charter, 
contracted  for  the  purchase  of  stock  in  another 
corporation,  and  the  contract  was  executed  by 
the  delivery  of  the  stock,  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  given  for  the  price  of  the  stock, 
in  the  hands  of  a  holder  for  value,  it  could  not 
defend  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
beyond  its  corporate  powers. 

Turning  now  to  the  specific  objections  urged 
against  the  validity  of  the  bonds  and  trust 
mortgage,  we  find  that  in  the  case  of  Colum- 
bia Nat.  Banks  App.,  supra,  in  which  an  issue 
of  corporate  stock  was  involved,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania  held  that  the  only  ob- 
ject of  the  prescribed  notice  of  a  proposed  in- 
crease of  stock  was  to  give  information  to  the 
shareholders,  and  if  they  had  such  knowledge 
from  any  source  it  was  enough.  Now,  every 
shareholder  of  the  Corry  Water- Works  Com- 
pany was  present  when  the  issue  of  the  bonds 
and  trust  mortgage  was  determined  on,  and  all 
voted  in  favor  of  that  measure.  Again,  in 
Manhattan  Hardware  Co.  v.  Phalen,  128  Pa. 
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110,  where,  to  a  scire  facias  on  a  mortgage  of 
a  corporation,  the  receiver  of  the  corporation 
made  defense  that  the  debt  was  not  authorized 
by  a  previous  meeting  and  consent  of  stock- 
holders, as  directed  by  section  7,  art.  16,  of  the 
Constitution,  and  the  Act  of  April  18,  1874, 
the  defense  was  overruled,  the  court  holding 
that  when  a  corporation  has  received  the  bene- 
fit of  money  borrowed  on  its  mortgage,  and 
the  stockholders  knew  of  it,  and  made  no  ob- 
jection within  a  reasonable  time  to  the  lack  of 
authority  in  the  corporate  officers  to  make  the 
loan,  neither  the  corporation,  its  stockholders 
oor  its  creditors  can  set  up  such  want  of  au- 
thority in  a  suit  on  the  mortgage,  nor  can  the 
receiver  of  the  company  do  so  for  them.  In 
Heed's  App.,  122  Pa.  565,  it  was  declared  by 
the  court  that  a  contractor  who  had  knowledge 
that  under  a  trust  mortgage  of  a  corporation 
the  issue  of  bonds  was  in  excess  of  the  capital 
stock  paid  in,  and  who  was  a  participant  in 
the  fraud  of  such  issue,  could  not  attack  the 
validity  of  the  mortgage  as  in  violation  of  the 
Statute.  No  more,  In  my  judgment,  is  it  com- 
petent for  the  corporation  itself,  which  has  re- 
ceived and  enjoys  the  fruits  of  its  mortgage 
bonds,  to  assau  their  validity  in  the  hands  of 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  on  such  ground. 
We  have  already  seen  that  the  consideration 
which  passed  from  Samuel  R.  Bullock  &  Co.  to 
the  Cony  Water- Works  Company  was  largely 
in  excess  of  the  whole  issue  of  the  mortgage 
bonds,  and  this,  too,  without  taking  into  consid- 


eration a  contractor's  profit.  Therefore,  there 
is  really  no  ground  for  the  assertion  that  the 
indebtedness  so  created  was  fictitious,  and,  cer- 
tainly, under  the  facts  of  this  case,  neither  the 
corporation  nor  its  stockholders  can  be  heard 
so  to  allege  to  the  prejudice  of  the  innocent 
bondholder.  If  the  construction  contract,  as  a 
whole,  offepded  against  the  constitutional  and 
statutory  provisions  here  invoked,  the  correc- 
tive power  resides  in  the  Commonwealth, 
which  alone  can  now  complain  of  the  com- 
pleted transaction.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank's  App. 
rapra. 

This  principle,  which  indeed  is  decisive  of 
the  entire  case,  was  recognized  as  sound,  and 
was  enforced,  in  Union  Nat,  Bank  of  8t.  Louis 
v.  Matthew,  98  U.  8.  621,  25  L.  ed.  188,  where 
a  mortgagor  sought  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  under  a  power  contained  in 
the  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  taken 
in  violation  of  the  National  Banking  Law;  and 
in  Fritts  v.  Palmer,  133  U.  8.  282.  88  L.  ed. 
817.  where  a  foreign  corporation  had  purchased 
land,  and  taken  a  conveyance  thereof  in  direct 
violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the 
land  was  situated,  it  was  nevertheless  held  that 
the  corporation  took  the  title  as  against  its 
grantor  and  his  subsequent  grantee,  and  that 
it  was  for  the  State  alone  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  cor- 
poration. 

Let  a  decree  be  drawn  dismissing  the  bill  of 
complaint,  with  costs. 


MINNE80TA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Mary  B.  LEE  et  al.t  Respts., 

e. 

H.  E.  FLETCHER  et  al.,  Appts. 

(....Minn..:..) 

•1.   No  psurttculavr  form  or  ceremony  is 
aamnnttal  to  constitute  too  delivery  of 

*Head  notes  by  Couias,  J". 


Manual  possession  thereof  by  the 
grantee  is  not  necessary.  Whether  there  has 
been  a  delivery  depends  upon  the  Intent  of  the 
grantor,  and,  tf  his  intent  to  deliver  is  apparent, 
delivery  for  record,  although  not  known  by  the 
grantee,  is,  tf  followed  by  his  assent,  good  deliv- 
ery. 

8.  The  validity  of  av  mortgage  does  not 
depend  upon  the  description  of  tho 


NOTB.-DeHwn/qf  deed  essential  to  transfer  tlfle. 

The  party  who  is  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed 
should  prepare  it.  Wlllard  v.  Tayloe,  75  U.  S.  8  WalL 
467, 19L.ed.601;  Church  v.  Oilman.  16  Wend.  666:  Bl- 
sey  v.  Metcalf,  1  Denlo,  828;  Gifford  v.  Gorrigan,  7 
Cent.  Bep.  2TT,  106  N.Y.  228.  See  note  to  Standlford 
▼.  Standiford  (Mo.)  8L.  B.  A.  290. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed  is  essential  to  the  transfer 
of  the  title.  Younge  v.  Guilbeau,  70  U.  8.  8  WalL 
486, 18  L.  ed.  282;  Pannelee  v.  Simpson,  72  U.  8. 5 
Wall.  81. 18  L.  ed.442;  Tompkins  v.  Wheeler,  41 U. 
8. 16  Pet.  108,  10L.ed.  908;Dwinell  v.  Bliss,  2  New 
Bog.  Bep.  605, 58  Vt.  868;  Soobey  v.  Walker,  12  West 
Kep.  922, 114  Ind.  264;  Yaughan  v.  Godman,  94  Ind. 
191;  Fitzgerald  v.  Golf,  99  Ind.  28;  Quick  v.  Milllgan, 
a  West.  Bep.  888, 108  Ind.  419;  The  Lady  Superior  v. 
MoNamara,  8  Barb.  Gh.  875, 5  L.  ed.  909;  Stephens  v. 
Buffalo  A  N.  Y.  Gent.  B.  Go.  20  Barb.  888;  Roberts 
v.  Jackson,  1  Wend.  478;  Clark  v.  Gifford;  10  Wend. 
S10;  Gilbert  v.  North  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  28  Wend. 
48;  Fain  v.  Smith,  14  Or.  82. 

A  deed  takes  effect  only  from  the  time  of  its  de- 
livery. Calhoun  County  .v.  American  Emigrant 
<X>.  98  U.  S.  124,  28  L.  ed.  826. 

A  deed  of  which  the  consideration  is  marriage 
must  be  delivered,  to  be  operative.   Scott  v.  Boott, 
14  West  Bep.  812, 96  Mo.  800. 
13L.R.A. 


Actual  manual  delivery  not  essenUoL 

It  Is  not  necessary,  to  constitute  a  delivery  of  a 
deed,  that  there  should  be  an  actual  manual  deliv- 
ery; if  it  is  so  disposed  of  as  to  evinoe  clearly  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  that  it  should  take  effect  as  a 
conveyance,  It  Is  a  sufficient  delivery.  Conlan  v. 
Grace,  86  Minn.  276;  Ward  v.  Small  (Ky.)  12  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  68,  citing  Stevens  v.  Hatch,  6  Minn.  64: 8ohmitt 
v.  Schmitt,  81  Minn.  106;  Thompson  v.  Baston,  Id. 
99;  Gaston  v.  Merriam,  88  Minn.  271;  Newton  v. 
Dealer.  41  Iowa,  884;  Somen  v.  Pumphrey,  24  Ind. 
281, 248;  Orr  v.  Clark  (Vt.)  April  22, 1890;  Hubbard 
v.  Cox,  76  Tex.  289. 

Where  the  grantee  in  a  deed  of  trust  agreed  to 
accept  the  trust,  and  the  deed  was  put  on  reoord 
pursuant  to  directions  of  the  grantor,  the  delivery 
was  sufficient.  Steele  v.  Lowry,  4  Ohio,  72, 19  Am. 
Deo.  688. 

But  a  delivery  of  a  deed  not  beneficial  to  the 
grantee,  of  property  heavily  incumbered,  cannot 
be  inferred  from  the  bare  record  of  the  deed.  Gif- 
ford v.  Gorrigan,  7  Cent.  Bep.  277,  106  N.  Y.  228. 
See  Jackson  v.  Fhipps,  12  Johns.  418;  Jackson  v. 
Bodle,  20  Johns.  184;  Church  v.  Oilman,  16  Wend. 
666;  Blsey  v.  Metcalf,  1  Denlo,  828. 

The  acknowledging  and  recording  of  a  deed 
without  grantee*  knowledge  or  oonseut  does  not 


See  also  19  L.  R.  A.  242;  22  L.  R.    A.  153;  38  L.  R.  A.  238. 
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debt,  nor  upon  the  form  of  the  indebtedness;  It 
depends  rather  upon  the  existence  of  the  debt  it 
was  given  to  secure.  ]t  may  be  valid  without  a 
note  or  bond,  although  it  purports  to  secure,  and 
substantially  describes,  a  note  or  bond.  The 
true  state  of  the  indebtedness  need  not  be  dis- 
closed by  the  Instrument,  but  In  cases  free  from' 
fraud  may  be  shown  by  parol. 
8«  It  being  evident  that  a  claim  asserted  to 
certain  real  property  by  one  of  two  defendants 
was  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  as  determined 
upon  the  trial,  it  was  error,  as  to  suoh  defendant, 
for  the  court  below  to  grant  plaintiffs'  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

<April8.189L> 

APPEAX  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County 
granting  plaintiffs  a  new  trial  in  an  action 
brought  to  determine  adverse  claims  to  certain 
real  estate,  in  which  judgment  had  been  or- 
dered in  defendants*  favor.  Reversed  in  part. 
Affirmed  in  part. 


The  facts  are  stated  io  the  opinion. 

Mean.  Gilfillsvn,  Belden  *  Willavrd 

for  appellants. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Koon,  with  Menrt.  Little  * 
Nunn,  for  respondents: 

The  mortgage,  if  there  was  anything  what- 
ever for  it  to  secure,  would  stand  for  security 
for  only  the  actual  indebtedness  of  the  mort- 
gagor to  the  mortgagee.  The  Indebtedness  is 
the  principal  thine  and  the  mortgage  is  an  in- 
cident to  the  indebtedness,  and  without  such 
indebtedness  intended  thereby  to  be  secured 
there  can  be  no  valid  mortgage. 

Hodgdon  v.  Shannon,  A  N".  H.  572;  Baker 
t.  CoUine,  0  Allen,  268;  Bramhall  r.  Flood, 
41  Conn.  68. 

The  mortgagee  or  her  assigns  cannot  tack  to 
or  substitute  for  the  actual  indebtedness  in- 
tended to  be  secured  other  or  different  indebt- 
edness though  equally  meritorious  with  that 
Intended  to  be  thus  secured;  much  less  an  in- 
debtedness that  exists  merely  in  conjecture. 

Edwards  v.  Dmght,  88  Ala.  889;  WiOcerson 


of  itself  amount  to  delivery.  Weber  v.  Christen,  9 
West  Rep.  796,  121  SI.  SI,  citing  Parker  v.  Hill,  8 
Met.  447;  Jackson  v.  Phtpps,  supra;  Woodbury  v. 
Fisher.  20  Ind.  888;  Parmelee  v.  Simpson,  78  U.  S.  5 
WalLSl,  18  L.  ed.  648;  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  8  111.  278. 

Where  the  grantor  shortly  after  the  execution 
and  record  of  his  deeds  repossessed  himself  of  them, 
retaining  possession  until  his  death,  and  remaining 
in  possession  of  the  property,  there  was  no  delivery 
of  the  deeds.    Weber  v.  Christen,  supra. 

But  a  mere  execution  of  a  voluntary  deed,  with 
neither  the  trustee  nor  the  beneficiary  present,  and 
no  publication  of  its  contents  made,  will  not  be 
construed  a  delivery  of  it.  Wood  v.  Ingrabam,  8 
Strobh.  Rq.  106, 61  Am.  Dec  078.  And  see  Fisher  v. 
Hall,  41  N.  Y.  422. 

Exception  to  rule. 

To  constitute  a  delivery,  the  grantor  must  part 
with  the  possession  of  the  deed,  or  the  right  to  re- 
tain it.  Younge  v.  Guilbeau,  70  U.  8. 8  Wall.  686, 18 
L.ed.8B2. 

But  It  Is  not  necessary,  to  constitute  complete  de- 
livery, that  the  instrument  should  leave  the  actual 
possession  of  the  grantor.  FoJly  v.  Vantuyi,  9  N. 
J.  L.  196;  Crawford  v.  Bertholf ,  1 N.  J.  Bq.  458;  Can- 
non v.  Cannon,  26  N.  J.  Bq.  819;  Buckman  v.  Buck- 
man,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  864. 

Where  a  deed  is  sealed  and  delivered,  and  there  Is 
nothing  to  qualify  the  delivery  except  the  keeping 
of  the  deed  in  the  hands  of  the  executing  party, 
and  nothing  to  show  that  he  did  not  Intend  It  to 
operate  immediately,  it  is  a  valid  deed.  Duraind  v. 
Dych,  7  Cent.  Rep.  80S,  116  Fa.  98. 

The  mere  fact  of  the  maker  retaining  the  instru- 
ment in  his  own  keeping.  Intending  that  it  should 
be  considered  as  executed  and  delivered,  will  not 
render  it  invalid  for  waut  of  delivery.  Wall  v. 
Wall,  80  Miss.  97;  Squires  v.  Summers.  86  Ind.  264: 
Bogie  v.  Bogle,  86  Wis.  669;  Porter  v.  Cole,  4  Me.  26; 
Blight  y.  8ohenok,  10  Pa.  286;  Welch  v.  Sackett,  18 
Wis.  244;  Wallace  v.  BerdeU,  97  N.  Y.  22;  hinted, 
Fisher  v.  Hall,  41 N.  Y.  422.  See  Payne  v.  Powell,  6 
Bush,  261;  Wallace  v.  fierdell,  97  N.  Y.  22. 

If  fully  executed  It  is  valid  in  the  hands  of  the 
grantor.  If  there  be  nothing  to  qualify  the  delivery. 
Roosevelt  v.  Carow,  6  Barb.  196. 

If  both  parties  are  present,  and  the  contract  to 
all  appearances  consummated,  it  is  a  complete  and 
valid  deed,  notwithstanding  It  remains  in  custody 
of  the  grantor.  Rose  v.  Rose,  7  Barb.  176;  McLean 
v.  Button,  19  Barb.  468. 

A  deed  will  take  effect  though  found  in  grantor's 

12  L.  R  A. 


desk,  if  circumstances  indicate  an  intention  to  con- 
sider it  delivered.  Linton  v.  Brown,  20  Fed.  Rep. 
487;  Adams  v.  Adams,  88  U.  S.  81  Wall.  186.  S  L.  ed. 
604. 

Undoubtedly  the  general  rule  is,  a  deed  takes 
effect  from  its  delivery  and  acceptance,  and  most 
generally  mutual  and  concurrent  acts.  When  the 
exception  to  the  general  rule  is  most  frequently 
recognized  is  in  oases  of  voluntary  settlements.  In 
such  oases  a  common  rule  of  the  law  of  general  ap- 
plication is,  the  "first  deed  and  the  last  wOl"  shall 
stand.  A  will  is  most  generally  retained  by  the  tes- 
tator, and  so  a  deed  making  a  voluntary  settlement 
may  be  retained  by  the  grantor  and  still  take  effect, 
Cline  v.  Jones,  111  111.  674. 

A  voluntary  settlement  fairly  made  is  always 
binding  on  the  grantor,  unless  there  be  dear  and 
decisive  proof  that  be  never  parted  nor  intended 
to  part  with  the  possession  of  the  deed,  even  if  he- 
retains  it.  Shrader  v.  Bonker,  66  Barb.  615;  Brinck- 
erhoff  v.  Lawrence,  2  Sandf.  Oh.  406,  7  L.  ed.  643; 
Dempsey  v.  Tylee,  8  Duer,  96;  Brown  v.  Brown,  1 
Woodb.  ft  M.  881. 

There  must  be  other  facts  to  show  that  It  was  not 
Intended  to  be  absolute.  Wallace  v.  BerdeU,  91 K. 
Y.  22;  Van  Yalen  v.  Sobemerhorn,  22  How.  Pr.  480. 

Where  a  man  declared  his  Intention  to  convey 
lands  to  his  minor  son,  and  executed  a  deed  and 
delivered  It  to  a  neighbor,  saying  to  him,  "You 
take  that  deed  and  file  it  for  record,"  and  on  the 
tetter's  suggestion  not  to  file  it  at  present  he  re- 
sponded, "You  take  that  deed  and  keep  it  safely,** 
the  delivery  must  be  held  to  have  been  absolute. 
Standlf  ord  v.  Standif  ord,  8  L.  B.  A.  299,  and  note,  97 
Mo.  281. 

A  subsequent  tiling  for  record,  whether  before 
or  after  the  father's  death,  was  merely  the  consum- 
mation of  the  delivery  to  the  son  as  of  the  date  of 
the  delivery  to  the  neighbor  in  trust    Ibid. 

Effect  of  retention  by  vendor  VOL  hit  death. 

If  It  be  retained  in  the  possession  and  control  of 
the  grantor  until  his  death  it  cannot  become  effect- 
ive by  delivery  thereafter  by  an  agent,  under  his 
Instructions.  Welsinger  v.  Cocke,  67  Miss.  511.  See 
Cook  v.  Brown,  84  N.  H.  460;  Brown  v.  Brown,  66* 
Me.  816;  Prutsman  v.  Baker.  80  Wis.  644. 

There  can  be  no  valid  delivery  of  a  deed  after 
the  grantee's  death.  MoElroy  v.  fllner,  183 I1L  186; 
Stone  v.  French,  87  Kan.  146;  Duraind  v.  Dych,  7 
Cent.  Bep.  896. 116  Fa,  96. 

Though  both  husband  and  wife  have  executed  a 
deed,  yet  If  it  has  not  been  delivered  until  after 
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▼.  Tillman,  6ft  Ala.  582;  Hamilton  Bldn.  Asso. 
v.  Reynold*,  5  Duer,  671;  Savage  v.  Scott,  45 
Iowa,  184;  Bacon  v.  CottreU,  18  Minn.  194  (Gil. 
188);  KeUy  v.  Falconer,  45  N.  Y.  42. 

The  actual  indebtedness  is  all  that  can  be 
held  to  be  secured  by  the  mortgage. 

Nazro  v.  Ware,  88  Minn.  448;  John  v.  New 
York  Guaranty  &  1.  Co.  101  U.  S.  632,  25  L. 
ed.  1090. 

The  debt  and  mortgage  are  inseparable. 

Wilson  v.  Eigenbrodt,  80  Minn.  4. 

The  fact  that  the  note  was  never  executed 
has  an  important  bearing  upon  the  question  of 
delivery. 

Brigham  v.  Brown,  44  Mich.  60;  Jones,  Mori 
§614. 

The  delivery  and  acceptance  must  be  the 
concurrent  act  of  both  parties.  The  registra- 
tion of  a  deed  by  the  grantor,  without  the 
grantee's  knowledge  or  assent,  does  not  of  it- 
self operate  as  delivery  of  a  deed. 

1  Devlin,  Deeds,  S  290;  8  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
4th  ed.  p.  292;  Rvckman  v.  Ruckman,  6  Fed. 


Rep.  225-227;  Flannigan  v.  Goggins,  71  Wis. 
28;  Watson  v.  Hiliman,  57  Mich.  607:  ffawkes 
v.  Pike,  105  Mass.  560;  Maynard  v.  Maynard, 
10  Mass.  455;  Samson  v.  Thornton,  8  Met.  275; 
Patterson  v.  Snell,  67  Me.  562;  Price  v.  Hud- 
son, 125  111.  284;  Barr  v.  Schroeder,  82  Gal. 
617;  Parmelee  v.  Simpson,  72  U.  S.  5  Wall.  81, 
18  L.  ed.  542;  Tounge  v.  Guilbeau,  70  TJ.  S.  8 
Wall.  641, 18  L.  ed.  268:  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Campbell,  95  III.  268. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed  after  the  death  of  the 
grantor  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  title. 

Jackson  v.  Leek,  12  Wend.  107;  Fisher  v. 
Baa,  41  N.  Y.  416:  Jackson  v.  Phims,  12 
Johns.  418;  Walsh  v.  Vermont  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  54  Vt.  852;  Prutsman  v.  Baker,  80  Wis. 
644. 

Collins,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  to  determine  adverse 
claims  made  by  the  defendants  to  lots  4  and  5, 
block  84,  in  one  of  the  additions  to  8t  An- 


her  death,  it  will  not  be  enf  oroed  against  her  heirs. 
Shoenberger  v.  Zook.  84  Pa.  24;  Shoenberger  v. 
Haokman,  87  Pa.  87;  1  Devlin,  Deeds,  p.  86. 

A  deed  in  due  form,  properly  signed  and  ac- 
knowledged, but  never  delivered,  its  existence  be- 
ing unknown  to  Che  grante%  until  alter  the  grant- 
or's death,  passes  no  title.  Miller  v.  Murfleld,  79 
Iowa,  64.    See  Otto  v.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  26, 

Where  a  deed  was  placed  in  a  trunk  by  the  grant- 
or, to  be  taken  possession  of  by  his  wife  only  In  the 
event  of  his  death,  where  it  remained  for  twenty 
years,  the  grantee  taking  no  possession  of  it  until 
institution  of  a  mechanics*  lien  suit  against  her, 
when  she  destroyed  it,  there  was  no  delivery. 
Price  v.  Hudson,  146  HI.  284. 

Where  the  grantor  lived  in  the  family  of  his  son, 
and  made  no  effort  to  deliver  the  deed,  and  gave 
no  authority  to  grantee  to  take  It  from  the  tin  box 
in  which  It  was  placed,  and  never  spoke  of  the 
•deed,  and  the  deed  could  not  be  found  after  the 
grantor's  death,  it  cannot  be  held  to  have  been  de- 
livered. The  presumption  is  that  the  grantor  de- 
stroyed it.  Anderson  v.  Anderson  (Ind.)  June  6, 
1*90. 

Where  a  deed  which,  although  purporting  to  be 
absolute,  was  intended  to  operate  only  upon  the 
grantor's  death,  after  being  retained  for  some  time 
by  the  grantor,  was  delivered  to  the  grantee  to  be 
deposited  in  a  box  for  safe  keeping,  and  not  with  a 
view  of  vesting  in  him  a  present  ownership  of  the 
property,  there  is  no  delivery  of  it,  as  the  deed  of 
the  grantor;  and  being  an  attempted  testamentary 
disposition  not  in  compliance  with  the  Statute  of 
Wills,  the  title  never  passes  out  of  the  grantor. 
Bovee  v.  Hinde  OIL)  Oct.  81, 189a  See  Stone  v. 
French,  37  Kan.  145. 

But  under  the  Arkansas  statutes  a  deed  convey- 
ing an  estate  of  freehold  to  commence  in  fvturo  Is 
valid;  and  a  deed  to  grantor's  son  to  take  effect  at 
grantor's  death,  duly  slimed,  acknowledged  and  de- 
livered. Is  a  conveyance  of  the  present  title,  with 
possession  and  use  postponed,  and  not  a  will. 
Bunch  v.  Nicks,  60  Ark.  867. 

Formal  dtitoery  not  necessary* 
No  particular  formality  Is  necessary  to  the  de- 
li very  of  a  deed.   The  Lady  Superior  v.  McNamara, 
3  Barb.  Ch.  876. 6  L.  ed.  9*. 

A  deed  may  be  delivered  by  doing  something  and 
faying  nothing,  or  by  saying  something  and  doing 
nothing,  or  It  may  be  by  both.  Flint  v.  Phipps,  16 
Or.  487.  See  Jackson  v.  Phipps,  12  Johns.  421;  Byers 
v.  McClanahan,  6  Gill  ft  J.  266;  Stewart  v.  Redditt 
12L.R.A. 


8  Md.  79;  Bryan  v.  Wash,  7  HL  667;  Ounnell  v.  Oook- 
erill,  79  I1L  79;  Ryan  v.  Spencer,  101  TJL  489;  8 
Washb.  Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  286;  Ttedeman,  Real 
Prop.  6  818;  8hep.  Touoh.  68. 

The  form  and  manner  of  delivery  at*  not  import- 
ant so' long  as  it  is  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
grantor  to  deliver.  Hubbard  v.  Cox,  76  Tex.  289; 
Ward  v.  Small  (Ky.)  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  66;  Conlan  v. 
Grace,  86  Minn  876;  Devlin,  Deeds, «  861.  288,  889. 

It  Is  sufficient  If  It  is  so  disposed  of  as  to  evince 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  it  should 
take  effect  as  a  conveyance.  Orr  v.  Clark  (Vt.) 
April  28,  1890;  Conlan  v.  Grace,  supra:  8  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  880. 

To  constitute  a  delivery  of  a  deed  there  must  be  a 
complete  surrender  and  parting  with  the  control 
of  the  same  by  the  grantor,  and  It  must  pass  under 
the  control  and  power  of  the  grantee  or  some  per- 
son in  his  behalf.  Anderson  v.  Anderson  (Ind.) 
June  6,  I860;  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  160  Mass.  667. 

Intention  necessary  to  aMnery  of  deed. 

Intention  Is  necessary  to  the  delivery  of  a  deed, 
and  must  exist  in  the  minds  of  the  parties,  evi- 
denced by  words  or  acts.  H1U  v.  MoNlchol,  6  New 
Bng.  Rep.  446. 80  Me.  809;  Weber  v.  Christen,  9  West. 
Rep.  790, 121  111.  91;  Stevens  v.  CssteL,  6  West.  Rep. 
727, 63  Mich.  Ill;  Bryan  v.  Wash.  7  HI.  687;  Gunnell 
v.  Cockerlll.  79  HI.  79;  Dwinell  v.  Bliss,  2  New  Eng. 
Rep.  606, 58  Vt.  868;  Coin  v.  Coin,  24  &  C.  607. 

There  must  be  a  clear  manifestation  of  the  in- 
tention of  the  grantor  to  give  up  control  of  It  and 
that  it  shall  at  onoe  become  operative  to  pass  the 
title.  Boveev.  Hinde  (111.)  Oct.  81, 1890:  Byars  v. 
Spencer,  101  111.  429. 

Delivery  a  question  of  intent. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed  Is  a  question  of  intent. 
McGrath  v.  Hyde,  81  CaL  88;  Hlbberd  v.  Smith,  67 
Gal.  664. 

And  intention  is  a  fact  to  be  found  by  the  trier; 
thus,  a  recorded  deed  was  declared  void,  where  the 
master  found  that  the  grantor  merely  left  it  in  the 
possession  of  the  grantee,  but  never  delivered  ft  as 
a  deed.  Dwinell  v.  Bliss,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  606,  68 
V t.  868. 

This  intention  may  be  made  satisfactorily  to  ap- 
pear, either  from  the  circumstances  of  the  trans- 
action or  from  the  acts  or  words  of  the  grantor. 
Crawford  v.  Bertholf .  1 N.  J.  Bq.  467;  Folly  v.  Van- 
tuyl,  9K.J.L  198;  Gannon  v.  Cannon,  26  N.  J.  Bq. 
816;  Ruokman  v.  Ruokman,  82  N.  J.  Bq.  250;  Brown 
v.  Brown,  66  Me.  816;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  19 
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thony,  in  the  actual  possession  of  plaintiffs. 
The  defendant  Gilflllan  disclaimed  any  interest 
in  lot  4,  but  set  up  a  counterclaim  of  title  to  an 
undivided  half  of  lot  5.  The  referee,  by  whom 
the  case  was  tried,  found  him  to  be  the  owner 
of  such  undivided  half,  and  this  seems  to  be 
conceded  by  all  parties.  The  defendant  Libby 
was  not  served  with  the  summons,  nor  did  she 
appear  on  the  trial.  The  issues  raised  by  the 
answer  of  defendant  Fletcher  were  passed  upon 
by  the  referee,  who  ordered  judgment  on  his 
findings  of  fact  against  the  plaintiffs,  and  from 
an  order  of  the  district  court  granting  a  new 
trial  the  answering  defendants  Gilflllan  and 
Fletcher  appeal  There  was  but  little  dispute 
over  the  facts.  Plaintiffs  have  the  legal  title 
to  that  portion  of  the  property  not  owned  by  the 
defendant  Gilflllan,  having  derived  their  title 
from  a  purchaser  at  a  sale  made  by  the  admin- 
istrator of  the  estate  of  James  A.  Lennon,  de- 
ceased. Lennon  was  the  owner  in  fee  on  July 
10,  1877.  He  was  then  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant Sarah  Libby,  in  the  sum  of  $700,  at 


least.  Miss  Libby  was  not  then  in  the  8tate  of 
Minnesota,  her  residence  being  in  Massa- 
chusetts. On  the  day  last  mentioned  Lennon 
executed  and  acknowledged  a  mortgage  in  due 
form  upon  this  and  other  real  property  to  de- 
fendant Libby,  to  secure. the  payment  to  her, 
as  was  therein  stated,  of  the  sum  of  $5,000,  ac- 
cording to  the  conditions  of  his  promissory 
note  of  even  date.  On  the  morning  of  July 
12,  Lennon  left  this  mortgage  with  the  register 
of  deeds  at  his  office,  with  instructions  to  place 
the  same  upon  record,  which  was  done.  He 
gave  no  instructions  as  to  a  disposition  of  the 
instrument  when  recorded.  In  the  afternoon 
of  the  same  day  Lennon  took  his  own  life. 
There  bad  never  been  any  agreement  between 
him  and  Miss  Libby  that  she  should  be  secured 
by  a  mortgage,  nor  did  the  mortgagee  know 
of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  until  some 
days  after  Lennon  had  suicided  ;  nor  was  there 
a  note  of  any  amount  executed  by  him  to  Miss 
Libby.  In  the  vear  1878  the  attorney  for  the 
mortgagee  obtained  possession  of  the  recorded 


N.  J.  Eq.867;  Weber  v.  Christen.  9  West.  Rep.  7M» 
121  IlL  91. 

Delivery  of  a  deed  Is  presumed  from  concurrent 
acts  of  parties  recognizing  a  transfer  of  title. 
Gould  v.  Day,  94  U.  8. 406, 24  L.  ed.  288. 

The  delivery  and  acceptance  of  a  deed  is  suffi- 
ciently proved  by  evidence  of  the  grantor  that  *he 
meant  to  execute  a  will,  and  thought  the  instru- 
ment exeouted  by  her  was  a  will,  together  with  the 
testimony  by  the  judge  before  whom  it  was  drawn 
that  he  read  a  portion  and  explained  the  rest  of  the 
deed  to  her,  and  that  nothing  was  said  about  a  will, 
Meeselback  v.  Norman,  46  Hun,  414. 

Deeds  were  duly  delivered  where  they  were  hand- 
ed with  other  papers  to  one  of  the  grantees  by  the 
grantor,  saying,  'There  are  the  deeds;  put  them 
away;*1  and,  later,  "Put  these  papers  away  care- 
fully; they  will  be  of  use  to  you  when  I  am  gone.** 
Lutes  v.  Beed  (Fa.)  Nov.  &  1890. 

Where  a  husband  bad  a  deed  of  land  duly  ex- 
ecuted, and  went  home  and  threw  It  on  the  table, 
saying,  'There  is  a  deed  of  that  property  to  you; 
put  it  away;"  and  the  wife  took  It  up  and  looked  at 
it,  and,  after  saying  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
have  it  recorded,  the  husband  put  it  away  in  bis 
trunk,— It  was  held  a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  wife. 
McOrath  v.  Hyde,  81  CaL  88. 

Delivery  to  third  penon  sufficient 

A  delivery  of  a  deed  to  a  third  person  for  the 
benefit  of  the  grantee  is  a  sufficient  delivery,  where 
there  is  no  contingency.  Boee  v.  Baker,  18  Barb. 
233;  Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  880;  Munos  v. 
Wilson,  111  N.  Y.  808:  Murphy  v.  Brlggs,  89  N.  Y. 
400;  Peavey  v.  Tilton,  18  N.  H.  151;  Buffum  v. 
Green,  5  N.  H.  80;  Hatch  v.  Hatch,  9  Mass.  807, 
0  Am.  Dec.  87;  Jones  v.  Jones.  6  Conn.  Ill,  10  Am. 
Dec.  39;  Bunn  v.  Winthrop,  1  Johns.  Gh.  887,  1 
L.  ed.  182;  Shrader  v.  Bonker,  86  Barb.  615; 
Ernst  v.  Reed,  49  Barb.  867;  Brown  v.  Austen,  85 
Barb.  841;  Roosevelt  v.  Oarow,  6  Barb.  190:  Ver- 
plank  v.  Sterry.  IS  Johns.  586;  Rathbun  v.Rathbun* 
G  Barb.  98:  Diefendorf  v.  Diefendorf,  29  N.  Y.  8. 
R.  1*2;  Ward  v.  Small  (Ky.)  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  58. 

Yet  such  a  delivery  will  not  be  good,  as  against  ac 
intervening  attachment,  prior  to  the  assent  of  the 
grantee.    Deny  Bank  v.  Webster,  44  N.  H.  269. 

A  deed  left  unconditionally  with  a  third  person 
for  the  use  of  a  grantee  who  is  not  under  guardian- 
ship, and  received  by  the  grantee  under  droum- 
Btanoes  indicating  acceptance,  is  sufficiently  de- 
livered, and  conveys  title  even  though  the  grantee 
be  of  unsound  mind.  Campbell  v.  Kuhn,  45  Mich. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


516;  Hosley  v.  Holmes,  27  Mich.  418;  Latham  v.  Udell. 
88  Mich.  238;  Gardner  v.  Collins,  8  Mason.  898:  Gould 
v.Day.  94  U.  &  406, 24  L.  ed.  288;  Cooeord  Bank  v. 
fiellts,  lOCush.276;  Regan  v.  Howe,  121  Mass.  424; 
Hastings  v.  Merriam,  117  Mass.  245;  Buffum  v. 
Green,  5  N.  H.  71;  Merrills  v.  Swift,  18  Conn.  257; 
Tibbals  v.  Jacobs,  81  Conn.  428;  Jones  v.  8wayze,  42 
N.  J.  L.  279;  Mitchell  v.  Ryan.  8  Ohio  St.  877;  Berry 
v.  Anderson,  22Ind.  88;  Kingsbury  v.  Burnstde.58 
III.  810;  Robinson  v.  Gould,  26  Iowa,  89:  Kerr  v. 
Birnle,  25  Ark.  225;  Farrar  v.  Bridges,  5  Humph. 
411;  Wesson  v.  Stephens,  2  Ired.  Rq.  557;  Frost  v. 
Peaoock,  4  Edw.  Ch.  678, 6  L.  ed.  1016. 

Where  one  brother  sold  land,  executed  a  deed 
therefor,  and  left  it  with  a  sister,  and  received  the 
purchase  price  from  the  grantee,  the  deed  must  be 
regarded  as  having  been  delivered  to  the  grantee. 
MoCormiok  v.  MoOormick,  71  Iowa.  879. 

Under  a  oon  tract  to  sell  and  convey  to  several 
persons,  a  delivery  to  one  of  the  co-contractors  is  a 
delivery  to  alL    Payne  v.  Echols  (Pa.)  Oct.  29, 1888. 

A  deed  to  two  trustees  is  sufficiently  delivered 
when  it  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  one  of  them,  who 
received  and  held  it  for  some  time,  and  then  gave 
it  to  the  party  chiefly  interested,  for  safe  keeping. 
Hits  v.  National  Metropolitan  Bank,  111  TJ.  3. 722, 
28L.ed.577. 

There  is  a  sufficient  delivery  of  a  written  instru- 
ment executed  by  Joint  tenants  for  the  purpose 
of  conveying  the  fee  to  the  survivor,  where  it  is  by 
mutual  consent  left  In  the  possession  of  the  tenant 
by  whom  it  was  drawn,  with  a  declaration  as  to  its 
purpose.    Orr  v.  Clark  (VU  April  22, 1890. 

A  deed  delivered  to  a  third  party  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  grantee  named  therein  will  be  oper- 
ative upon  its  delivery  after  the  death  of  the 
grantor,  and  such  delivery  will  relate  back  to  the 
prior  delivery.  Jones  v.  Jones.  6  Conn.  Ill,  16  Am. 
Dec  40;  Wheelwright  v.  Wheelwright,  2  Mass.  454. 8 
Am.  Dec  66;  Mather  v.  Corliss,  108  Mass.  568;  Stone 
v.  Duvall.  77  HI.  475;  Th9tcber  v.  St.  Andrew** 
Church,  37Mloh.  264;  Stephens  v.  Rlnehart,  72  Pa. 
484;  Hathaway  v.  Payne,  84  N.  Y.92;  Wallace  v. 
Harris,  82  Mich.  880;  Ellis  v.  8ecor.  81  Mich.  185.  18 
Am.  Dec  188;  Goodpaster  v.  Leathers,  128  led.  121; 
Brown  v.  Danforth,  29  N.  T.  8.  R.  420. 

Where  a  father  purchases  land  and  directs  the 
conveyance  to  be  made  to  his  daughter,  who  is  now 
compos,  saying  that  he  does  it  as  a  provision  for  her 
on  account  of  her  infirmity,  a  delivery  of  the  deed 
to  the  father  is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  daughter, 
whose  assent  will  be  presumed.  Basthamv.PoweU* 
51  Ark.  580. 
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mortgage  for  her,  it  having  previously  been 
in  the  bands  of  the  administrator  before  men- 
tioned. The  defendant  Fletcher  is  the  owner 
and  bolder  of  the  mortgage,  having  purchased 
the  same  from  defendant  Libby,  and  it  was 
(his  mortgage  interest  which  he  asserted  against 
the  plaintiffs'  claim  of  title  in  fee  to  the  real 
property  described  in  the  complaint.  For  sev- 
eral years  prior  to  his  decease  Lennon- and  Miss 
Libby  had  been  engaged  to  be  married.  Dur- 
ing this  engagement,  at  various  times,  she  had 
sent  him  money  to  invest  for  her.  He  had  ac- 
counted for  this  money  in  part ;  the  indebted- 
ness referred  to  was  for  the  balance.  The  ref- 
eree found  that  when  Lennon  executed  the 
mortgage  he  intended  to  give  to  Miss  Libby 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  such  in- 
debtedness (the  exact  amount  not  being  found) 
and  the  sum  of  (5,000 ;  and,  further,  that  he 
intended  to  thus  secure-to  her,  by  means  of  the 
mortgage,  the  amount  of  his  debt  and  the 
amount  of  his  gift.  As  a  consequence,  the 
referee  held  and  declared  the  mortgage  to  be  a 


valid  lien  on  plaintiffs'  lots  in  the  sum  of 
$5,000,  with  interest  from  date.  It  is  this  find- 
ing and  conclusion  which  we  shall  consider, 
principally,  as  was  the  case  in  the  district  court 
when  passing  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
'  It  was  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
mortgage  did  not  constitute  a  lien  for  any  sum 
whatsoever  upon  their  property  for  two  rea- 
sons :  first,  it  was  never  delivered  to  the  mort- 
gagee ;  and,  second,  that,  as  the  note  therein  de- 
scribed was  not  made  by  the  mortgagor,  and 
the  indebtedness  therein  mentioned  never  ex- 
isted, the  instrument  itself  must  necessarily  be 
invalid  and  of  no  effect.  To  render  the  mort- 
gage effectual  there  must  have  been  an  actual 
or  constructive  delivery  of  the  same  to  the 
mortgagee,  prior  to  the  death  of  the  mortga- 

Sor.  There  was  no  actual  delivery  in  this  case; 
ut  the  mortgagor,  Lennon,  owed.  Miss  Libby, 
the  woman  to  whom  he  was  engaged,  on  ac- 
count of  money  which  she  had  sent  him  to  in- 
vest, and  which  he  may  have  used  in  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property  in  question.     She  waa 


DeUoery  fn  escrow. 

Where  an  Instrument  has  been  deposited  as  a 
writing  or  escrow  of  the  grantor.  It  does  not  become 
a  deed,  and  no  estate  passes,  until  the  event  has 
happened  upon  which  It  Is  to  be  delivered  to  the 
grantee,  or  until  the  delivery  by  the  depositary  to 
the  jrrantee.  Schmidt  v.  Deegan,  60  Wis.  800}  Cal- 
houn County  v.  American  Emigrant  Oo.  86  U.  8. 124, 
23L.ed.ttft. 

A  deed  cannot  be  delivered  in  escrow  to  the  gran- 
tee. Darling  v.  Butler  <N.  Y.)  10  L.  B.  A.  400,  and 
note. 

Where  upon  an  exchange  of  lands  both  plaintiff 
and  defendant  exeoute  deeds  and  place  them  with 
a  third  person  in  escrow,  to  be  delivered  upon  con- 
ditions as  to  the  title,  which  are  not  performed,  the 
depositary  is  Justified  in  redelivering  the  defend- 
ant's deed  to  him.  Hayden  v.  Meeks  (Ark.)  Nov.  22, 
1800. 

A  real-estate  agent  is  not  necessarily  incapaci- 
tated by  his  agency  from  acting  as  the  oustodlan 
of  an  escrow  between  his  principal  and  the  pur- 
chaser. McLaughlin  v.  WheeJer  (B.  Dak.)  Jan.  80, 
1801.  8ee  Cincinnati,  W.  ft  Z.  B.  Co.  v.  Hiff,180hio 
St.  254. 

The  authority  of  the  custodian  of  a  deed  deliv- 
ered as  an  escrow  need  not  be  in  writing.  Gannon 
v.  Handley,  72  CaL  13& 

Where  a  married  woman  Joined  with  her  husband 
In  executing  a  deed,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  for 
delivery,  he  had  authority  to  arrange  the  details  of 
receiving  payment  and  consummating  the  delivery. 
The  placing  It  in  escrow  was  a  step  in  the  delivery, 
and  the  wife's  signature  to  the  stipulation  making 
the  escrow  was  unnecessary.  Hughes  v.  Thistle- 
wood,  40  Kan.  282. 

Where  a  deed  which  Is  delivered  In  escrow  Is 
afterwards  delivered  to  the  vendee,  the  fact  that 
such  delivery  and  lease  did  not  take  place  until 
after  the  time  provided  In  the  preliminary  agree- 
ment for  such  offense  is  immaterial.  McDonald  v. 
Huff,  77  Cal.  279. 

Where  a  deed  remains  in  escrow  until  the  first 
payment  Is  made,  and  is  then  delivered  as  the  deed 
of  the  parties,  this  Is  equivalent  to  a  mortgage  to 
secure  the  first  payment.  Brown  v.  Oilman,  17  U. 
8. 4 Wheat. 255, 4 Led.  564. 

A  deed  cannot  be  made  in  escrow  by  any  other 
declarations  of  the  grantor  than  are  made  at  the 
time  of  signing  and  executing  It.  Bhghtv.Schenck, 
10  Pa.  286,  M  Am.  Dec.  48L 

Xfeet  of  deUvery  in  escrow. 
A  deed  delivered  In  escrow  cannot  be  revoked  by 
li  L.  R.  A. 


the  grantor.  Gannon  v.  Handley,  72  CaL  180;  Millett 
v.  Parker,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  608. 

Upon  performance  by  a  grantee  of  the  condition 
upon  whloh  a  deed  is  delivered  In  escrow,  the  de- 
positary becomes  the  custodian  of  the  grantee,  and 
his  possession  is  the  possession  of  the  latter.  Can- 
non v.  Handley,  supra:  Shirley  v.  Ayrea,  14  Ohio, 
808. 

The  destruction  or  detention  of  the  deed  by  the 
grantor,  after  being  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee,  cannot  devest  grantee's  title.  Began  v. 
Howe,  121  Mass.  426;  Poster  v.  Mansfield,  8  Met  412: 
Jacobs  v.  Alexander,  19  Barb.  245;  8crugfaam  v. 
Wood,  15  Wend.  545;  Moore  v.  Haselton,  9  Allen, 
106. 

A  deed  delivered  in  escrow  dees  not  by  delivery 
to  the  grantee  after  the  grantor's  death  take  effect 
by  relation,  as  against  a  devise  of  the  land  by  the 
grantor.    Chadwiok  v.  Tatem,  0  Mont  864. 

Delivery  by  act  of  recording. 

A  deed  may  be  delivered  by  the  grantor's  having 
It  recorded.  If  his  purpose  be  to  effectuate  a  deliv- 
ery. Vaughan  v.  Godmaa,  1  West.  Hep.  547,  103 
Ind.  480,  dtlngTaylor  v.  MoClure,  28Ind.  89;  Somers 
v.  Pumphrey.  24  Ind.  281;  Mallett  v.  Page,  8  Ind* 
864;  Tallman  v.  Cooke,  89  Iowa,  402.  See  Ward  v. 
Small  (Ky.)  12  Ky.  L.  Bep.  58;  Younge  v.  Guilbeau,  70 
U.  8.  8  WalL  686, 18  L.  ed.  282. 

A  deed  executed  and  recorded,  If  not  delivered, 
will  convey  no  title.  McGraw  v.  McGraw,  4  New 
Bng.  Bep.  415, 79  Me.  257;  Hill  v.  MoNlchol,  6  New 
Bng.  Bep.  445, 80  Me.  209;  Stone  v.  French,  87  Kan. 
145. 

The  execution  and  registration  of  a  deed,  and 
delivery  of  it  to  toe  register  for  that  purpose,  do 
not  vest  the  title  in  the  grantee,  unless  the  register 
is  his  agent  to  reoeivu  it.  Parmelee  v.  Simpson,  79 
U.  8. 5  WalL  81, 18  L.  ed.  542;  Maynard  v.  Maynard, 
10  Mass.  456;  Samson  v.  Thornton,  8  Met.  281;  Younge 
v.  Guilbeau,  70  U.  8. 8  Wall.  641, 18  L.  ed.  263. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed  in  which  the  grantees 
were  numerous,  to  the  clerk  to  be  recorded,  may 
be  considered,  if  no  condition  is  annexed,  to  be  a 
delivery  to  the  grantees.  Tompkins  v.  Wheeler,  41 
U.  8. 16  Pet.  106, 10  L.  ed.  908. 

Presumption  of  delivery. 

Possession  by  the  grantee  of  a  deed  duly  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged  is  presumptive  evidence 
of  Us  delivery.  Scott  v.  Scott,  14  West.  Bep,  842, 95 
Mo.  800:  Green  v.  Yarnall,  6  Mo.  826;  Ward  v. 
Dougherty,  75  Cal.  240;  Blair  v.  Howell,  68  Iowa,  619; 
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tome  distance  from  him,  residing  in  the  State 
of  Massachusetts.  With  much  care  he  pre- 
pared with  his  own  bands  a  mortgage,  in 
which  she  was  named  as  mortgagee,  upon  this 
and  other  real  property,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  a  note,  never  executed,  for  a  much  larger 
sum  than  the  amount  of  his  debt.  A.  few  hours 
before  he  killed  himself,  and,  undoubtedly,  in 
contemplation  of  the  act,  he  took  this  instru- 
ment to  the  proper  office,  and  gave  it  to  the 
register  of  deeds,  with  directions  to  record  the 
same  at  his  expense.     When  he  placed  the 


mortgage  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  for 
record  it  was  clearly  bis  intention  to  do  all  that 
he  could,  under  the  circumstances,  towards  de- 
livering it,  to  put  it  beyond  his  own  control, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee.  No  particu- 
lar ceremony  is  essential  to  the  delivery  of 
such  an  instrument.  It  may  consist  in  an  act 
without  words,  or  in  words  without  any  act. 
Manual  possession  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee  is 
not  necessary.  Whether  there  has  been  a  de- 
livery to  him  depends  upon  the  intent  of  the 
grantor ;  and,  if  such  an  intent  is  manifest,  de- 


Den  y.  Farlee.  21 N.  J.  L.  280;  Black  v.  Shreve,  18  N. 
J.  Eq.  465;  Benson  v.  Woolverton,  16  N.  J.  Bq.  168; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  668;  Dunn  v.  Games. 
1  McLean,  883:  Butrlck  v.Ti]ton,2  NewBng.Bep. 
848. 141  Mass.  08;  Games  v.  Dunn.  88  U.  8. 14  Pet  888, 
10  L.  ed.  476;  Stcard  v.  Davis,  81 U.  8. 6  Pet.  124, 8  L, 
ed.842. 

But  such  presumption  Is  rebutted  where,  after 
the  asserted  delivery,  the  property  is  treated  in  all 
respects  by  grantor  and  grantee  as  the  land  of  the 
grantor.    Scott  v.  Boot*,  eupra. 

Where  a  grantee  is  In  possession  of  a  deed  which 
upon  the  face  of  it  is  regularly  executed,  and  has 
had  it  recorded,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  duly 
delivered.  Hanriek  v.  Neely,  77  U.  8. 10  WalL*64, 
18L.ed.847;  Carver  v.  Jackson.  28  U.  8. 4  Pet.  1. 84, 
7  L.  ed.  761, 780;  Ward  v.  Lewis,  4  Pick.  620. 

Where  a  deed  was  ma'dc  by  a  father  to  his  child- 
ren, the  presumption  of  delivery  thereof,  arising 
from  their  possession  of  the  deed,  is  not  rebutted 
by  proof  showing  that  the  deed  was  not  recorded 
until  after  the  grantor's  death,  and  that  (under  a 
reservation  in  the  deed)  he  remained  in  possession 
during  his  life,  and  that  the  land  was  assessed  to 
htm  and  the  taxes  paid  by  him,  and  that  he,  after 
the  date  and  acknowledgment  of  the  deed,  offered 
the  land  for  sale.  Blair  v.  Howell,  supra.  See 
Stewart  v.  8tewart,  60  Wis.  446. 

There  is  a  strong  implication  that  a  deed  duly 
executed,  found  among  papers  of  grantee  after  his 
death,  has  been  delivered.  GrhUn  v.  Griffin,  126 
D1.4B0. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the 
production  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee  is  prima  fade 
evidence  of  its  delivery.  Andrews  v.  Dyer,  8  New 
Bng.  Rep.  228, 78  Me.  427,  citing  Maynard  v.  May- 
nard,  10  Mass.  466;  Hatch  v.  Haskins,  17  Me.  881:  2 
Greenl.  Ev.  •  287. 

But  no  presumption  of  delivery  arises  where  a 
deed  running  to  Mercy  A.  is  produced  by  Melissa 
A.,  whose  deceased  husband  was  the  grantor.  An- 
drews v.  Dyer,  supra. 

Possession  of  an  unregistered  deed  does  not  raise 
a  presumption  of  its  delivery,  but  it  is  a  fact  from 
which  the  jury  may  infer  a  delivery  in  the  absence 
of  rebutting  evidence.  Tuttle  v.  Bainey,  98  N.  C. 
613. 

Presumption  as  to  time  of  delivery. 

Where  a  document  purporting  to  be  a  duly  ac- 
knowledged deed,  with  regular  evidence  of  its  exe- 
cution, upon  its  face,  is  found  in  the  hands  of  the 
grantee,  or  if  suoh  a  deed  is  found  upon  the  proper 
records,  a  presumption  arises  that  it  was  deliv- 
ered at  the  time  it  bears  date,  or  at  some  time  prior 
to  the  date  of  its  acknowledgment.  Vaughan  v. 
Godman,  94  Ind.  101;  Wheeler  v.  Single,  ft*  Wis.  880: 
Wallace  v.  Berdell.  97  N.  Y.  18;  People  v.  Snyder,  43 
N.  Y.  887;  Canandarqua  Academy  v.  McKeohnie,  90 
N.  Y.  618;  Knolls  v.  Barn  hart,  71 N.  Y.  474;  McCur- 
dy's  App.  66  Pa.  290;  Abb.  Tr.  Ev.  694;  Steph.  Dig. 
Ev.  164:  Wood,  Pr.  Ev.  241. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  a  deed  was  delivered  at  its  date. 
T'urdy  v.  Ooar,  XI  Genu  Rep.  6tt,  109  N.  7. 448;  Ward 
12  L.  R.  A. 


v.  Dougherty,  75  CaL  240;  CaL  Civ.  Code,  6 1066 
United  States  v.  Le  Baron,  60  U.  &  19  How.  78.  IT 
L.  ed.  62b;  2  Greenl.  Bv.  i  267;  Van  Rensselaer  v. 
Viclrery.  8  Lans.  69:  Slsey  v.  Metoalf ,  1  Denio.  888: 
Harris  v.  Norton.  16  Barb.  264. 

Where  there  is  no  evidence  beyond  what  is  fur- 
nished by  the  instrument  itself,  showing  the  date 
of  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  the  legal  presumption 
must  prevail  that  it  was  delivered  on  the  day  of  it* 
date.  Walker  v.  Band,  181 DL  27,  citing  Hardin  v. 
Crate,  78  111.  888;  Hardin  v.  Osborne,  60 I1L  98;  Dcin- 
inger  v.  McOonnei,  41  DL  227;  Jayne  v.  Gregg,  42 
HI.  418;  Darst  v.  Bates,  61 HL  488. 

But  this  presumption  may  be  removed,  £y  evi- 
dence that  It  was  delivered  on  some  subsequent 
day.   United  States  v.  Le  Baron,  supra. 

When  a  delivery  on  a  subsequent  day  la  shown, 
the  deed  speaks  on  that  subsequent  day,  and  not 
on  the  day  of  Its  date.  United  8tates  v.  Le  Baron, 
supra. 

Under  the  Maryland  Act  of  1766,  a  deed  signed, 
sealed  and  delivered  Is  complete,  and  will  take 
effect  as  of  that  date.  If  subsequently  acknowl- 
edged and  enrolled,  without  regard  to  an  Interven- 
ing Bankrupt  Act.  Wood  v.  Owing*,  6U.8.1 
Cranoh,  286, 2  L.  ed.  94. 

The  deed  iUelf  ae  evidence  of  dsHoery. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed  complete  on  its  face  to  the 
grantee  Is  absolute,  whatever  conditions  may  be 
orally  annexed  to  qualify  or  postpone  its  operation. 
Hargrave  v.  Melbourne,  86  Ala.  230. 

A  notary's  seal  la  not  essential  to  delivery.  Rob- 
inson v.  Robinson,  2  West.  Rep.  848, 116  DL  260. 

That  a  deed  contains  the  words  "signed,  sealed 
and  delivered,"  is  not  evidence  of  dell  very.  Hill 
v.  McNichol.  6  New  Eng.  Bep.  446. 80  Me.  208. 

The  certificate  of  a  proper  officer,  made  under 
the  Statute,  that  the  grantor  signed,  sealed  and  de- 
livered the  deed  or  mortgage  as  his  voluntary  act 
and  deed,  is  cogent  evidence  of  delivery.  Den  v. 
Farlee,  21 N.  J.  L.  286. 

Parol  evidence  at  to  delivery. 

Delivery  of  deed  may  be  proved  by  parol.  Cola 
v.  Coin,  24  8.  C.  697. 

So,  It  is  always  competent  to  show  by  parol  that 
there  has  not  been  a  delivery.  Stephens  v.  Buffalo 
6  N.  Y.  C.  R.  Co.  20  Barb.  888;  Roberts  v.  Jackson, 
1  Wend.  478;  Clark  v.  Gilford,  10  Wend.  810:  Gilbert 
v.  North  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  28  Wend.  43;  The 
Lady  Superior  v.  MoNamara,  8  Barb.  Co.  376, 6  L. 
ed.989. 

Where  the  only  act  looking  toward  a  delivery  is 
the  recording  of  the  deed,  the  effect  of  such  re- 
cording is  governed  by  the  intention  of  the  party 
recording,  and  Is  shown  by  what  he  said  to  the  reg- 
ister of  deeds  when  he  left  the  instrument  with 
him  for  record;  and  what  he  said  is  part  of  the  ret 
gestae  and  admissible  to  explain  the  character  of  his 
1  n tent.  Stevens  v.  Caatel,  6  West  Rep.  724, 68  Mich. 
Ill,  citing  Felt  v.  Amldon,  43  Wis.  407;  Lund  v. 
Tyngsborough,  9  Gush.  86. 

Grantor's  declarations  in  disparagement  of  gran- 
tee's title,  in  presence  of  the  grantee,  are  admissible 


1891. 


Lee  v.  Fletcher. 


177 


livery  for  record,  although  not  known  by  the 
grantee,  is,  If  followed  by  bis  assent,— as  was 
the  case  here,— a  good  delivery.  Stevens  v. 
Hatch,  6  Minn.  64  (Gil.  10);  Oasion  v.  Merriam, 
48  Minn.  271;  Gordon  v.  Grace,  86  Minn.  276; 
Nazro  v.  Ware,  88  Minn.  448. 

The  finding  of  the  referee  as  to  delivery  of 
the  mortgage  was  abundantly  supported  by  the 
testimony.  But  there  was  no  note  of  any  de- 
scription executed  by  Mr.  Lennon.  A  note 
•corresponding  with  that  described  in  the  mort- 


ige,  had  such  a  one  been  made,  might  have 
en  evidence  of  his  intent  to  present  the 
amount  thereof  to  Miss  Libby,  or  of  his  intent 
to  give  to  her  the  difference  between  the 
amount  of  his  indebtedness  and  the  sum  of  $5> 
060.  It  may  have  been,  as  determined  by  the 
referee,  that  Mr.  Lennon'  intended  this  differ- 
ence as  an  outright  gift  to  Miss  Libby,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  of  such  an  intent.  As 
was  said  by  the  court  below  when  granting  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  such  a  purpose  rested 


upon  the  question  of  delivery  of  the  deed  (Spen- 
cer v.  Bobbins,  8  West.  Rep.  702,  108  Ind.  680);  but 
each  declarations  made  In  the  absence  of  the  gran- 
tee are  not  admissible.  Spencer  v.  Bobbins,  supra, 
siting  MoSweeney  v.  MoMillen.  06  Ind.  296. 

Evidence  that  an  attorney,  at  the  request  of  the 
grantee,  prepared  a  deed,  which  was  signed  and 
acknowledged  before  him  as  notary,  and  handed  it 
to  the  grantor,  who  retained  it  till  the  death  of  the 
grantee,  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  delivery. 
McBlroy  v.  Hlner,  188  111.  166. 

Where  a  deed  was  made,  and  the  grantor  said 
that  the  land  belonged  to  the  grantee,  but  the  deed 
never  was  recorded,  and  was  found  among  the  pa- 
pecs  of  the  grantor  after  his  death,  there  was  no 
•delivery.    Maddox  v.  Gray,  75  Ga.  468. 

Where  grantee  had  actual  possession  of  the  deed, 
up  to  a  short  time  before  his  death,  and  was  in  full 
possession  of  the  land,  and  there  is  evidence  tend- 
ing; to  pro  ve  that  be  purchased  and  paid  for  the 
land,  and  that  the  deed  was  properly  in  his  posses- 
ion untfl  his  father  obtained  possession  of  it  and 
destroyed  it,  this  is  sufficient  evidence  of  delivery 
of  the  deed.  Robinson  v.  Robinson,  2  West  Rep. 
4*9,116111.280.   See  Teller  v.  Brower,U  Or.  406. 

Acceptance  by  grantee, 

A  deed,  to  become  effective,  must  be  either  de- 
livered to  the  grantee  or  his  agent,  or  such  oiroum- 
•etances  must  be  shown  as  will  raise  a  reasonable 
presumption  of  its  acceptance  by  the  grantee. 
Ward  v.  Small  (Ky.)  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  88;  Moore  v. 
Flynn  (111.)  Nov.  6, 1880. 

Acceptance  by  the  grantee  win  be  presumed  from 
4ris  conduct,  without  an  express  acceptance.  Ward 
v.  Small,  supra. 

Where  a  grant  is  to  a  child,  by  way  of  gift,  and 
la  beneficial  in  effect,  acceptance  of  the  deed  will 
i»  presumed  although  retained  by  the  grantor. 
Vaughan  v.  Godumn,  1  West  Rep.  647, 106  Ind.  480, 
siting  Cecil  v.  Reaver,  28  Iowa,  241,  4  Am.  Rep.  174; 
Spencer  v.  Garr,  45  N.  Y.  406, 6  Am.  Rep.  112;  Guard 
v.  Bradley,  7  Ind.  600;  8quires  v.  Summers,  86  Ind. 
38%  Bryan  v.  Wash.  7  I1L  567;  Reed  v.  Douthit,  62 
111.  848;  Bi  vard  v.  Walker,  80  DL  418;  8  Washb.  Real 
Prop.  4th  ed.  284:  Jones  v.  Loveless,  09  Ind.  317; 
Fitzgerald  v.  Goff,  Id.  28;  Bremmerman  v.  Jen- 
nings, 101  Ind.  258. 

Where  a  deed  from  a  woman  to -her  daughter  is 
•delivered  to  the  daughter's  husband,  and  her  gran- 
tor announoes  an  Intention  to  convoy  to  her  the 
property,  a  presumption  of  acceptance  arises. 
•Grain  v.  Wright,  114N.  Y.  807. 

It  seems  that  when  a  grantor,  contracting  to  con- 
vey land  In  unequal  proportions  to  several  gran- 
tees as  co-tenants,  delivers  a  deed  thereof  to  one  of 
them,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  delivered  It  as  a 
conveyance  to  all,  and  unless  all  accepted  there 
was  no  delivery.  Smith  v.  Cole,  12  Gent.  Rep.  774, 
100N.Y.486. 

A  delivery  of  a  deed  to  one  who  had  no  express 
authority  to  receive  It  and  was  not  empowered  to 
act  as  the  grantee's  agent  is  sufficient  where  the 
jrrantee  subsequently  ratified  the  action  of  the 
-agent  by  accepting.  Ward  v.  8maU  (Ky.;  12  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  68. 
12L.  R.A. 


Recording  by  grantee. 

Where  a  deed  is  legally  executed  and  regularly 
recorded  by  the  grantee,  delivery  will  be  presumed 
where  the  transaction  would  otherwise  stand  with- 
out rational  explanation,  unless  such  presumption 
is  repelled  by  other  proofs.  Collins  v.  Collins,  45  N. 
J.Rq.813. 

When  a  deed  is  delivered  in  the  execution  of  the 
contract  with  the  intention  that  it  shall  be  opera- 
tive when  the  grantee  approves  ol  the  title,  be  has 
the  right  to  put  the  deed  on  record,  on  his  approv- 
ing of  it  and  tendering  the  consideration  money. 
Ryan  v.  United  States,  188  U.  8. 68, 84  L.  ed.  44T,  :h  „ 

Recording  a  deed  is  equivalent  to  a  delivery 
thereof,  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud  on  the  gran- 
tor.   Levy  v.  Oox,  22  Fla.  646.  * 

Mortgage;  sufficiency  of  description  of  mortgaged 
premises. 

An  insufficient  description  In  a  mortgage  will  not 
Itself  render  It  void;  its  office  is  not  to  Identify  the 
property,  but  to  furnish  means  for  identification. 
Thomson  v.  Madison  Bldg.  &  Aid  Asso.  1  West.  Rep. 
269, 108  Ind.  279. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  Identify  mort- 
gaged property.  Rubey  v.  Missouri  Coal  &  Min. 
Co.  3  West.  Rep.  758, 21  Mo.  App.  160;  Jones,  Ghat. 
Mort.  1 64;  Cake  v.  Cake,  127  Pa.  400. 

Literal  exactness  in  describing  the  title  to  be  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  Is  not  required.  Morris  v. 
Murray,  82  Ky.  86. 

It  is  sufficient  if  the  description  be  correct,  as  far 
as  it  goes,  and  full  enough  to  direct  attention  to  the 
sources  of  full  and  correct  information.  lMa\\ 
Jones,  Mort  18  70,  844. 

If  the  description  be  sufficient  to  identify  the 
property,  it  is  sufficient.  Wlnchell  v.  Coney,  2  New 
Bng.  Rep.  827,  64  Conn.  24;  Rochat  v.  Emmett,  85 
Minn.  420;  Worthington  v.  Hylyer,  4  Mass.  196. 

A  wrong  description  does  not  affect  the  rights 
of  the  parties  where  there  is  no  question  as  to  what 
property  was  intended  to  be  mortgaged.  Koevenig 
v.  Schmltz,  71  Iowa,  175. 

A  mistake  in  the  number  of  the  block  in  which 
property  is  situated  is  not  sufficient  to  affect  the 
validity  of  a  mortgage  or  a  sale  of  the  property 
thereunder,  where  it  could  not  have  misled  any- 
one.   Cake  v.  Cake,  127  Pa.  400. 

Where  the  lands  conveyed  by  a  mortgage  are 
therein  described  as  "330  acres  of  land  known  as  the 
Mlddlebrooks  Place,  where  the  said  H  lived  last 
year,  and  where  T  now  lives,**  the  mortgage  is  not 
void  for  uncertainty.  Tranum  v.  Wilkinson,  81 
Ala.  408. 

A  mortgagor  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  of  an 
indefinite  description  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  a  sale  under  the 
description.  Graham  v.  Stewart,  63  Cal.  874,  citing 
Whitney  v.  Buckman,  18  Cal.  636;  Tryon  v.  Sutton* 
Id.  490. 

Where  a  party  points  out  a  specific  parcel  of  land 
to  another,  and  represents  that  it  is  described  in  a 
particular  way,  the  party  to  whom  the  statement 
is  made  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  it.  McCasland  v. 
.Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  6  West.  Rop.  274, 108  Ind.  406. 
13 
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•wholly  in  conjecture.  The  rift.  If  really  con- 
templated, waa  never  made ;  if  intended,  it  was 
unexecuted,  and  hence  invalid.  But  from  the 
facts  which  did  appear  on  the  trial  it  might 
fairly  be  assumed  that,  although  the  mortga- 

Sr  failed  to  make  a  note  corresponding  with 
it  described  by  him,  or  for  the  amount  of 
.his  actual  indebtedness,  he  intended  to  secure 
,hifl  creditor  for  that  amount,  whatever  it  may 
have  been.  A  note  for  the  amount  he  owed, 
or  even  for  a  greater  sum,  would  not  have 
added  to  his  indebtedness  as  such.  It  would 
have  been  evidence  of  it  only.  And  if  it  satis- 
factorily appeared  that,  when  giving  the  mort- 
fage,  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  maker  to  secure 
is  debt,  the  non-execution  of  a  note,  or  the  ex- 
ecution of  a  note  for  a  larger  or  smaller  sum, 
would  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  invalidate 
the  security.  The  validity  of  a  mortgage  does 
not  depend  upon  the  description  of  the  debt, 
jior  upon  the  form  of  the  indebtedness ;  it  de 
pends  rather  upon  the  existence  of  the  debt  it 
was  given  to  secure.  It  may  be  valid  without 
any  note  or  bond,  although  it  purports  to  se- 
cure a  note  or  bond,  and  substantially  de- 
scribes \\.  Jones,  Mort.  %  858,  and  cases  cited 
in  notes.  The  true  state  of  the  indebtedness 
need  not  be  disclosed  by  the  Instrument  itself, 
but,  in  cases  free  from  fraud,  may  be  shown 
by  parol.  In  such  cases  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  it  was 
given  for  a  larger  sum  than  that  actually  due, 
or  that  its  condition  misrepresents  the  obliga- 
tion or  liability  in  fact  secured  or  intended  to 
be  secured.  Nazro  v.  Ware,  supra,  and  cases 
cited. 

To  the  extent  indicated— that  is,  to  the 
amount  actually  due  the  mortgagee  when  the 
mortgage  was  executed— it  was  and  is  a  valid 
lien  upon  the  real  estate  covered  thereby.  Had 
this  amount  .been  found  by  the  referee,  so  that 
a  Judgment  on  such  finding  could  have  been 
ordered,  or  had  be  simply  declared  that  to  this 
extent  the  mortgage  was  a  lien,  leaving  the 
amount  to  be  subsequently  ascertained  in  an 
action  brought  by  defendant. Fletcher  to  fore- 
close or  by  plaintiffs  to  redeem,  and,  in  addi- 
tion, ordered  judgment  for  the  defendants, — 
as  he  did,— a  new  trial  would  have  been  un- 


necessary. But  the  referee  erred  in  finding 
as  a  fact  that  the  mortgage  waa  given  not  only 
to  secure  the  amount  of  Lennon's  indebtedness 
to  Miss  Libby,  but  also  to  secure  to  her  as  a 
gift  the  sum  In  excess  of  the  indebtedness  un- 
to (5,000,  and  also  erred  in  his  conclusion  of 
law  that  to  the  amount  of  $5,000,  with  interest, 
the  instrument  in  question  was  a  valid  snort- 
gage  on  plaintiffs'  property.  If  permitted  to 
stand  without  objection,  such  a  finding  would 
conclude  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  fact,  and  on 
the  conclusion  of  law,  as  found  by  the  referee. 
Judgment  could  be  entered  fixing  the  amount 
of  the  lien.  The  question  would  then  he  res 
adjudicate.  The  district  court  was  correct  in 
granting  the  plaintiffs  a  new  trial  as  to  defend- 
ant Fletcher,  the  sole  owner  and  holder  of  the 
mortgage.  The  defendant  Gilfillan  claims, 
however,  that  as  to  him  the  order  must  be  re- 
versed. In  his  answer  be  had  alleged  owner- 
ship in  fee  to  an  undivided  half  of  one  of  these 
lots,  and  had  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the  bal- 
ance of  the  property.  When  proving  their 
case  plaintiffs  made  no  attempt  to  show  that 
thev  were  the  owners  of  this  undivided  half, 
and,  immediately  upon  resting,  stipulated  that 
it  was  owned  in  fee  by  Gilfillan.  The  referee 
so  found,  ordering  Judgment  in  his  favor  as  to 
an  undivided  half,  ana  no  one  seems  to  ques- 
tion the  correctness  of  this  finding  and  conclu- 
sion. But,  notwithstanding  this,  the  plaintiffs' 
motion  waa  for  a  new  trial  as  to  both  defend- 
ants, and  it  was  this  motion  which  was  granted. 
The  motion  as  to  Gilfillan  may  have  been  in- 
advertently made  by  counsel  for  respondents, 
and  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  court  below 
overlooked  the  situation  with  respect  to  him, 
but  the  fact  remains  that  to  avoid  a  new  trial 
he  has  been  obliged  to  appeal  from  the  order. 
It  was  not  incumbent  upon  him  to  ask  that  the 
order  be  modified  by  the  district  court 

The  order  appealed  from  is  reverted  as  to  de- 
fendant OiyiOan. 

Am  to  the  defendant  Fletcher  it  is  affirmed. 

Vanderburgh,  J^  took  no  part  in  this 
case.  Mitchell,  /.,  being  absent  when  this 
decision  was  made  and  filed,  did  not  partici- 
pate therein. 


WI8CONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Louis  WETZLER,  Bespt., 

e. 
Pauline  A.  DUFFY,  Appt. 

(....Wis.....) 

1.  The  lose  by  lire  ofa  house  on  land  In 
the  actual  possession  of  a  vendee  as 

owner,  he  having  secured  part  of  tbe  purchase 
money  by  mortgage  and  paid  the  balance,  must 
be  borne  by  him,  although  he  holds  under  a  de- 
fective deed,  as  he  to  tbe  equitable  owner  of  the 
premises. 

2.  Upon  the  correction  by  the  court  of 
a  deed  which  defectively  describes  premises, 
tbe  equitable  title  to  which  is  In  the  vendee,  his 
legal  title  relates  bach  to  its  execution  and  de- 
livery. 
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8.  Unleae  a  pai^ealU  the  attention  of 
the  court  to  a  matter  of  fact  upon  which 
be  desires  a  separate  finding  he  cannot,  on  ap- 
peal, avail  himself  of  the  neglect  of  the  court  t» 
make  such  finding,  if  the  evidence  sustains  the 
findings  made  and  is  not  sufficient  to  require  ad- 
ditional ones  as  matter  of  law. 

4*  It  will  be  presumed  upon  appeal 
that  the  court  found  against  a  counterclaim  if  it 
omitted  to  set  out  any  finding  in  regard  to  it  and 
the  evidence  clearlyijustifles  a  finding  against  it 

(November  86,1800) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  lodgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Ashland  County  in- 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
form a  deed  and  foreclose  a  mortgage.  Af 
firmed* 
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The  facte  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Cole  A  O'Keefe,  for  appellant: 

Where  the  loss  occurs  before  delivery  of  the 
.title  deed, — and  it  matters  not  that  an  errone- 
ous deed  was  delivered,  as  vendee  is  entitled  to 
a  perfect  deed  properly  describing  the  prem- 
ises as  well  as  one  with  all  the  necessary  essen- 
tials according  to  agreement  of  sale,— the  loss 
falls  upon  the  vendor. 

Weils  v.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  514. 

Defendant  had  a  right  to  have  the  issues 
raised  on  her  counterclaim  decided,  and  if  the 
defendant  would  have  the  right  to  recover 
back  the  purchase  money  paid,  the  same  would 
be  a  good  counterclaim. 

Thompson  v.  Gould.  87  Mass.  184. 

If  the  defendant  after  the  property  was  de- 
stroyed owed  tf»e  balance  of  the  purchase 
money,  $700  therein  sued  for,  there  was  at  the 
time  such  sum  became  due  a  failure  of  consid^ 
eration  and  a  part  of  defendant's  title  had  failed, 
and  the  same  would  be  an  absolute  defense  to 
a  suit  for  such  purchase  money. 

Boone,  Real  Prop.  p.  488;  WeUs  v.  Calnan 
and  Thompson  v.  Gould,  supra;  Bend  v.  Ruck- 
man,  17  Week.  Dig.  158,  Wicks  v.  Bowman,  5 
Dajvf225. 

The  defendant  is  not  required  to  accept  the 
deed  as  the  value  of  the  property  is  reduced 
and  changed,  and  she  is  entitled  to  recover  back 
the  purchase  money. 

Boone,  Real  Prop.  p.  488;  Walls  v.  Calnan, 
Thompson  v.  Gould,  Bend  v.  Buekman  and 
Wicks  t.  Bowman,  supra. 

Messrs.  Sleight  Jfc  Foster  for  respondent. 

Taylor,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: On  the  14th  of  May,  1887,  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  convey  to  the  said  defendant  a  cer- 
tain lot  of  land  situate  in  Ashland  County,  de- 
scribed as  follows:  " Commencing  at  the  north- 
west corner  of  lot  No.  one  (1),  in  block  No.  six 
(6),  of  the  Village  of  Hurley,  according  to  the 
recorded  plat  thereof;  thence  east  twenty-five 
(25)  feet;  thence  south  ninety  (90)  feet;  thence 
west  twenty-five  (26)  feet;  and  thence  north 
ninety  (90)  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning,"—- 
for  the  consideration  of  $2,500  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  the  defendant.  That  on  the  same  day 
the  plaintiff  executed  a  deed  of  conveyance  to 
the  said  defendant,  which  both  parties  sup- 
posed contained  a  correct  description  of  the 
property  sold  to  the  defendant;  but,  in  fact, 
the  description  was  imperfect,  and  does  not 
describe  the  land  sold  and  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed. The  description  in  the  deed  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  following  described  real  estate 
situated  in  the  County  of  Ashland,  and  State 
of  Wisconsin, — to  wit:  commencing  at  the 
northwest  corner  of  lot  number  one  (1),  in 
block  number  six  (6),  in  the  Village  of  Hurley, 
according  to  the  recorded  plat  thereof;  running 
thence  west  twenty-five  (25)  feet;  thence  south 
ninety  (90)  feet;  thence  east  twenty  five  (25) 
feet;  thence  north  ninety  (90)  feet  to  the  orig- 
inal point  of  beginning."  Said  deed  was  re- 
corded in  the  proper  recorder's  office,  and  on 
the  same  day  the  defendant  executed  and  de- 
livered to  the  plaintiff  a  mortgage  upon  the 
property  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
in  which  mortgage  the  property  is  correctly 
12L.RA. 


described,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $1,000, 
part  of  the  purchase  money.  The  complaint 
alleges  the  nonpayment  of  a  part  of  the  money 
due  upon  the  mortgage,  and  asks  judgment, 
first  to  correct  the  description  in  the  deed  from 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  for  a  Judg- 
ment to  foreclose  the  said  mortgage.  The  an- 
swer admits  all  the  material  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  and  further  admits  that,  supposing 
the  plaintiff's  deed  had  conveyed  to  her  the 
land  she  purchased,  she  went  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  same,  and  paid  $800  of  the  sum 
secured  by  said  mortgage;  that  on  the  27th  day 
of  June,  A.  D.  1887,  a  fire  broke  out  in  the 
frame  store  building  situate  on  said  lot,  and  it 
was  wholly  destroyed  by  fire,  the  defendant 
having  no  insurance  thereon,  thereby  destroy- 
ing the  greater  part  of  the  value  of  said  lot  to 
the  defendant.  It  is  admitted  that  this  frame 
building  was  on  the  lot  when  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  defendant, 
and  at  the  time  the  deed  was  in  fact  made, 
and  the  mortgage  back  to  the  plaintiff  given  to 
secure  the  $1,000,  part  of  the  purchase  price. 
The  defendant  also  alleges  in  her  answer  that, 
at  the  time  she  purchased  the  lot  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  building  on  said  lot  was  insured  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $800,  in  a  reliable  in- 
surance company;  and  that  he  agreed  to  trans- 
fer said  insurance  policy  to  the  defendant,  for 
the  sum  of  $40,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  neglected  and  refused  to 
transfer  said  insurance  policy  to  the  defendant, 
to  her  damage.  The  defendant  also  alleges  a 
refusal  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  a 
good  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  property  actu- 
ally purchased  by  her,  and  sets  up,  as  a  coun- 
terclaim, a  demand  for  the  money  actually  paid 
by  her  upon  such  purchase.  The  action  was 
tried  by  the  court,  and,  after  hearing  the  testi- 
mony offered  by  the  respective  parties,  the 
court  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  gave 
judgment  reforming  the  deed  and  for  a  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage.  The  defendant  ex- 
cepted to  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law.  After  a  careful  reading  of  the  testi- 
mony, we  think  it  very  clear  that  the  findings 
of  fact  are  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and 
the  conclusions  of  law,  and  the  judgment 
thereon  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  are  clearly 
right. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  con- 
tends that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  because 
it  clearly  appears  from  the  findings  and  the  ev- 
idence that,  before  the  commencement  of  this- 
action,  and  before  a  perfect  deed  had  been  given 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  for  the  real 
estate  in  dispute,  the  building  situate  thereon 
had  been  burned;  and  so  the  plaintiff  could  not 
make  a  perfect  title  to  the  premises  sold  to  the 
defendant,  the  house  burned  being  a  very  ma- 
terial part  of  the  lot  sold.  He  argues  that  when 
a  party  agrees  to  convey  real  estate  to  another 
for  a  fixed  price,  and  when  a  considerable  por- 
tion of  such  price  is  paid  for  the  buildings  sit- 
uate thereon,  and  such  buildings  are  destroyed 
by  fire,  without  the  fault  of  the  purchaser, 
before  the  title  is  conveyed  to  him,  he  may  re- 
fuse to  take  a  conveyance,  and  recover  the 
purchase  money  already  paid;  and  to  this 
proposition  he  cites  Thompson  v.  Gould,  20 
Pick.  134,  and  Wells  v.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  514. 

We  think  this  case  is  clearly  distinguishable 
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from  the  cases  cited.  In  those  cases  the  build- 
ings on  the  premises  were  destroyed  before  the 
time  for  making  the  deed  bad  arrived,  and  it 
does  not  appear  in  the  case  last  cited  that  the 
purchaser  had  taken  possession  under  bis  con- 
tract. In  the  case  at  bar.  the  contract  was  a 
sale  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery  of  a  deed,  and 
the  deed  was  to  be  delivered  immediately.  A 
deed  was  delivered  which  was  supposed  to 
convey  the  land  to  the  defendant,  and  she  took 
actual  possession,  as  owner  thereof,  gave  back 
a  mortgage  to  secure  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  the  other  part  having  been  paid  in  cash. 
We  think  it  very  clear  that,  when  this  imperfect 
deed  was  given,  the  purchase  price  paid,  and 
possession  taken  of  the  property  intended  to  be 
conveyed  by  the  defendant,  the  whole  equitable 
title,  at  least  to  the  land,  vested  in  the  defend- 
ant; and  while  such  equitable  title  was  vested 
in  the  defendant,  the  house  was  destroyed  by 
fire.  Upon  its  destruction  the  defendant  did 
not  seek  to  avoid  her  contract,  but  rebuilt  on  the 
lot,  and  continued  in  the  actual  possession  of 
the  same  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action.  Uudersuch  a  state  of  facts,  we 
think  the  defendant  must  be  considered  the 
owner  of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  fire, 
and  the  loss  must  fall  on  her.  Whether  we 
would  feel  bound  to  follow  the  decisions  of  the 
court  of  Massachusetts,  had  the  defendant  been 
in  possession  of  the  lot  under  a  contract  for  a 
deed  to  be  executed  at  some  future  time,  and 
before  that  time  had  arrived  the  house  had  been 
destroyed  by  fire,  without  the  fault  of  either 
party,- need  not  be  determined  in  this  case. 
For  all  practical  purposes,  the  defendant  was 
the  owner  of  the  house  and  lot  when  the  fire 
occurred,  and  the  Massachusetts  cases  place 
their  decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  actual 
owner  must  stand  the  loss.  In  addition  to  this, 
when  the  court  by  its  Judgment  corrected  the 
deed,  the  legal  estate  became  vested  in  the  de- 
fendant from  the  time  of  the  execution  and  de- 
livery of  the  deed. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  urges 
another  point  as  error,  viz. :  That  the  court  aid 
not  make  any  findings  upon  his  counterclaim 
for  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff  to  transfer  to  her  the  policy  of  in- 
surance he  held  upon  the  building  at  the  time 
the  same  was  burned.  We  have  looked  into  the 
testimony  which  bears  upon  that  question,  and 
think  it  is  entirely  insufficient  to  sustain  a  find- 
ing thereon  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  But  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that,  if  it  be 
admitted  tbat  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  still,  it 
was  error  for  the  court  not  to  make  a  finding 
on  the  question.  The  exceptions  of  the  de- 
fendant are  not  sufficient  to  raise  that  question 
in  this  court.  The  record  does  not  show  that 
he  called  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the 
matter,  or  that  he  asked  the  court  to  make  a 
finding  on  tbat  point.  All  he  did  was  to  except 
to  tbe  findings  because  there  was  no  finding  on 
that  question.  These  exceptions  are  not  made 
in  court,  and  probably  never  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  court  until  he  was  asked  to 
ijra  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  case. 

The  rule  was  established  in  this  court  in 
WiUtineon  v.  Wilkinson,  59  Wis.  657,  560; 
Barry  v.  Schmidt,  57  Wis.  172;  Wriggleeworth 
v.  Wrigglesvortfi,  45  Wis.  255-257;  Mead  v. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Chippewa  County  Supn.M  Wis.  205;  WiUiame 
v.  Steven  Point  Lumber  Go.t  72  Wis.  487 — 
that,  if  a  party  to  an  action  desires  any  partic- 
ular finding  of  fact,  he  must  call  the  attention 
of  the  court  to  the  matter  of  fact  upon  which 
he  desires  a  separate  finding;  otherwise,  he  can- 
not avail  himself  of  the  neglect  of  the  court  to 
make  such  finding.  This  rale  is  only  appli- 
cable to  a  case  where  the  testimony  sustains  the 
findings  made  by  the  court,  and  there  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  in  the  case  to  require,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  a  finding  different  from  those 
found  by  the  court  upon  tome  other  material 
matter.  In  this  case,  the  court  having  omitted 
to  find  for  either  party  on  the  counterclaim 
made  by  the  defendant  In  her  answer,  and  tbe 
evidence  being  of  such  a  character  as  would 
have  clearly  Justified  the  court  in  finding 
against  such  counterclaim,  we  must  Infer,  from 
his  omission  to  make  a  special  finding  on  that 
point,  that  he  found  against  the  defendant's 
claim.  We  think  the  case  was  fairly  tried,  and 
that  the  Judgment  Is  right 
The  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  ie  affirmed. 


STATE  of  Wisconsin,  ex  nrf.  Patrick 

GRADY,  Appt., 

e. 

CHICAGO,  MADISON  A  NORTHERN 

R.  CO.,  BeepL 

(....Wis..—) 

1.  Maadsunus  is  the  proper  remedy  to 

oompel  a  railroad  oompany  to  perform  its  stat- 
utory duty  to  construct  a  farm  crossing'. 


Nora.— Jfondamut  to  compel  performance  of  corpo- 
rate rftitfet, 

Mandamus  is  the  appropriate  remedy  to  oompel 
a  railway  company  to  perform  the  public  duties  re- 
quired of  It  by  11b  charter,  and  Imposed  on  It  by 
law.  Railroad  Oomrs.  ▼.  Portland  ft  O.  Cent.  B.  Go. 
68  Me.  280;  Mobile  ft  O.  R.  Oo.  v.  Wisdom,  5  Hefek. 
125.   Bee  State  ▼.  New  Haven  ft  N.  Oo.  41  Goon.  1M. 

Duty  of  railroad  company  to  fence  tbe  Crock*. 

The  Minnesota  Statute  requiring;  railroads  to  be 
fenced  Is  not  a  law  for  line  or  partition  fences. 
Smith  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Oo.  87  Minn.  108: 
Gillam  v.  Sioux  City  ft  St.  P.  R.  Oo.  88  Minn.  888. 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  Wisconsin  as  amended, 
requiring*  railroad  oompanies  to  fence  their  tracks, 
and  making  them  absolutely  liable  for  damages  oc- 
casioned by  their  failure  to  do  so,  is  valid;  and  it  ex- 
cludes the  defense  of  contributory  nefrUffenoe. 
Quaokenbush  v.  Wisconsin  ft  M.  R.  Oo,  71  Wis.  4». 

The  negieot  of  a  railroad  company  to  properly 
fence  its  track  is  sufficient  negiigenoe  to  make  the 
oompany  liable  for  animals  killed  by  a  train.  Tal- 
bot v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  ft  8. 8.  M.  R.  Oo.  (Mfon.) 
Julys,  1890;  Flint  ft  P.M.  R. Oo.  v. Lull.  2B  Mich. 
610;  Grand  Rapids  ft  LR.Oo.  v.  South  wick,  80  Mich, 
444. 

Although  the  fencing  of  a  track  is  not  Imposed 
upon  a  railroad  oompany  as  a  duty,  yet  the  fact 
that  the  track  is  nnf enoed  of  Itself  conclusively  es- 
tablishes negiigenoe  of  the  company,  where  stock 
is  killed  or  injured  thereon.  Hlndman  v.  Oregon 
R.ANav.0o.l7  0r.6U. 

A  railroad  company  is  liable  in  damages  for  in- 
jury to  stock  through  its  negligence,  where  the 
owner  contributed  to  the  Injury  only  by  permittinjr 


See  also  23  L.  R.  A.  708;  30  L.  R.   A.  590. 


1881. 


State,  ex  rel.  Grady.  v.  Ciucaoo,  M.  &  N.  R.  Oo. 
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8.   If  cither  the  right  to  maintain  actions 
Iter  penalties  or  to  file  a  bill  in  equity 

lor  av  mandatory  Injunction,  nor  the  fact  that  an 
Indictment  will  lie  because  of  the  refusal  of  a 
railroad  company  to  make  a  farm  crossing,  con- 
stitutes suoh  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  as  to  bar 
a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the  construction 
of  a  crossing. 
8.  A  writ  of  mandamus  la  properly  di- 
rected to  a  corporation  in  Its  corporate  name. 

(March  17, 188U 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Green  County  quashing 
an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  directing  re- 
spondent to  construct  a  farm  crossing  on  rela- 
tor's land  or  show  cause  why  it  should  not  do 
so.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  B.  Dnnwiddie*  for  appellant: 

The  respondent  Company  bavins  neglected 
to  construct  the  crossing  as  required  by  statute, 
the  relator  was  warranted  in  instituting  manda- 
mus proceedings  oo  the  authority  or  general 
principles,  as  adjudicated  by  the  common-law 
courts. 

See  Crary,  Spec.  Pi.  p.  272;  People  v.  New 
York,  10  Wend.  895-887;  Adriance  v.  New  York 
Suprs.  12  How.  Fr.  224;  Boyce  v.  Cayuga  Coun- 


ty Supra.  20  Barb.  294;  ReWiUiamsburph  Trtu- 
tses,  1  Barb.  84;  Lyon  Y.Green  Bay  db  M.  ROo. 
42  Wis.  544;  NeOson  ▼.  Chicago,  M  &N.  W.  B. 
Co.  58  Wis.  519;  Ohio  AM.  ROo  y.  Peothe,  11 
West.  Rep.  875,  121  HI.  488;  Bogg$  ▼.  Chicago, 
B.  dk  Q.  R.  Co.  te  Iowa,  485;  High.  Extr.  Legal 
Bern.  1874,  pp.  200-228. 

Messrs.  B.  J.  Stevens  and  P.  J.  Claw- 
ion,  for  respondent: 

The  Statute  is  designed  to  protect  trains  on 
railroads  as  much  as  domestic  animals  straying 
upon  them*  Its  object  is  to  protect  the  public 
generally. 

MeCaU  ▼.  Chamberlain,  18  Wis.  687:  Blair 
v.  Milwaukee  dt  Pr.  du  OK  R  Oo.  20  Wis.  254; 
Curry  ▼.  Chicago  dk  N.  W.  R  Co.  48  Wis.  665; 
1  Sanb.  A  B.  Ann.  Stat.  1085. 

The  discretion  of  determining  what  shall  be 
"suitable  and  convenient"  crossings  is  one  for 
the  Company,  subject  to  review  by  the  court 

Jones  v.  tieligman,  81  N.  Y.  191. 

For  aught  that  appears  in  the  petition,  it  may 
well  be  that  the  cut  in  question  was  so  deep 
and  wide  as  to  render  the  costof  abridge,  such 
as  would  be  proper  to  protect  the  public  as  well 
as  the  cattle  of  the  appellant  from  danger, 
greater  than  either  portion  of  the  farm,  and, 
hence,  unwarranted,  as  a  suitable  crossing. 

darkey.  Rochester,  L.  dbfr  F.  ROo.  18Barb. 
850. 


his  stock  to  run  at  large.  Moses  v.  Southern  P.  R. 
Co.  8 1*.  R.  A.  186,  and  note.  18  Or.  385. 

In  such  case  the  failure  to  fence  will  be  ooortd- 
ered  the  proximate  cause  of  the  Injury.  Sullivan 
v.  Oregon  R.  ft  Nav.  Oo.  (Or.)  June  10, 1890. 

Duty  of  railroad  compacted  to  fence  tracks.  See 
notes  to  Gallagher  v.  New  York  ft  N.  R.  B.  Co. 
(Conn.)  5  L.  R.  A.  787 :  Donnegan  v.  Erhardt  (N.  Y.) 

7L.aA.ser. 

ConMilutionality  of  statutes. 

A  statute  making  the  failure  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  fence  Its  track  conclusive  proof  of  negli- 
gence, and  making  It  liable  for  stock  killed  In  con- 
sequence of  suoh  failure,  is  not  obnoxious  to  the 
constitutional  provisions  requiring  due  process  of 
law  and  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Sullivan 
v.  Oregon  R.  ft  Nav.  Oo.  supra;  Oregon  R.  ft  Nav. 
Oo.  v.  Dacres  (Wash.)  March  8,  1800;  Oregon  B.  ft 
Nav.  Co.  v.  Smalley  (Wash.)  March  8, 1800. 

It  Is  only  where  a  duty  Is  specific  and  plainly  im- 
posed upon  a  corporation  that  the  oourt  may  act 
by  mandamus.  People  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  6  Cent.  Bep.  80, 104  N.  Y.  88 ;  People  v.  Dutches* 
ft  a  B.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  158;  People  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R. 
Oo.  70  N.  Y.  680:  People  v.  Rochester  ft  8.  L.  B.  Oo. 
7ft  N.  Y.  204;  Ohio  ft  M.  B.  Co.  v.  People^  0  West 
Bep.  167,  120  111.800. 

The  erection  of  a  station-house,  or  Its  enlarge- 
ment, not  being  a  specific  duty  prescribed  by  stat- 
ute, courts  cannot  enforce  Its  performance  by 
mandamus.  People  v.  Borne,  W.  ft  0.  B.  Co.  4 
Cent.  Bep.  107, 108  N.  Y.  06. 

Mandamus  Is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel  a  com- 
pany to  construct  Its  fences  In  compliance  with  the 
Statute  (Ohio  ft  M.  B.  Co.  v.  People,  11  West.  Bep. 
875. 121 I1L  488);  or  to  baud  a  bridge.  Ohio  ft  M.  B. 
Co.  v.  People,  9  West.  Rep.  167, 130  Dl.  200 ;  New  Or- 
leans, M.  ft  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Mississippi,  112  U.  8. 12, 28  L. 
ed.  610;  People  v.  Boston  ft  a.  B.  Oo.  70  N.  Y.  680. 

Mandamus  lies  to  compel  a  company  to  operate 
Its  road  a*  a  continuous  line,  to  oompel  it  to  run 
daily  trains,  and.  where  there  Is  a  statute  expressly 
requiring  it,  to  oompel  a  stoppage  of  at  least  two  of 
Its  trains  each  day  at  a  particular  station.  Ohio  ft 
M.  B.  Co.  v.  People,  9  West.  Bep.  167,  120  111.  200; 
12  L.  R-  A 


Union  Pao.  B.  Co.  v.  Hall,  01 TJ.  S.  818, 28  L.  ed.  428 ; 
Be  Brunswick  etc  B.  Co.  1  Pugs,  ft  B.  (N.  B.)  687 ; 
Com.  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  108  Mass.  264. 

So  it  lies  to  compel  a  company  to  grade  Its  tracks 
and  crossings,  and  construct  its  road  across  a 
stream,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  navigation. 
Ohio  ft  M.  B.  Oo.  v.  People,  0  West.  Bep.  167, 120  DL 
200;  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  v.  People,  66  10.  885; 
State  v.  North  Eastern  B.  Co.  0  Rich.  L.  247. 

But  mandamus  will  not  be  granted  In  any  case 
where  it  is  clear  it  would  prove  unavailing;  henoe, 
a  railroad  company  cannot  be  oompelled  to  repair 
its  road  and  put  it  In  safe  condition  for  passengers 
when  the  company  has  neither  the  funds  nor  the 
means  of  raising  them.  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  People, 
0  West.  Rep.  167,  ISO  111.  200.  See  People  v.  Chicago 
ft  A.  B.  Co.  66  111.  06;  People  v.  JJeb,  86  DL  484;  Peo- 
ple v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  86  111.  618;  Oristman  v. 
Peck,  00  HI.  160;  People  v.  Hatch.  88  HL  0. 

A  mandamus  on  the  ground  of  a  statutory  duty 
must  be  to  oompel  the  very  duty  enjoined  by  the 
statute.  People  v.  Emigration  Comrs.  22  How.  Pr. 
281. 

In  suoh  proceedings,  where  the  question  is  one 
of  public  right,  it  Is  sufficient  for  the  relator  to 
show  that  be  is  a  citizen  of  the  oounty  and  as  suoh 
is  interested  In  the  execution  of  the  laws.  State  v. 
Grace  (Or.)  81  Am.  ft  Bug.  Corp.  Gas.  406;  State  v. 
Ware,  18  Or.  880. 

Rule  applied  in  other  eases. 

Mandamus  will  issue  against  the  the  cashier  of  a 
bank  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the 
books;  and  the  bank,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  is 
not  a  proper  party  defendant  on  a  petition  to  com- 
pel a  bank  to  permit  aooess  to  and  inspection  of  its 
books.  Winter  v.  Baldwin  (Ala.)  April  80,  1880: 
People  ▼.  Throop,  12  Wend.  188;  People  v.  Mott,  1 
How.  Pr.  247. 

Mandamus  will  issue  to  restore  to  membership  in 
an  incorporated  society  one  suspended  for  failure 
to  pay  a  penalty  not  authorized  by  the  constitution 
or  by-laws.  Erd  v.  Bavarian  Nat.  A.  ft  L.  Asso.  11 
West.  Rep.  171, 67  Mich.  283. 

Or,  where  a  member  baa  been  expelled  without 
being  given  the  opportunities  for  defense  provided 
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The  Freeport  road  runs  along  on  tbe  east 
side  of  tbe  two  parts  of  relator's  tract  separated 
by  tbe  railroad,  and  connects  tbe  same,  and  it 
is  in  this  road,  where  it  crosses  tbe  railroad,  that 
tbe  highway  bridge  over  the  deep  cut  is  con- 
structed. The  appellant's  land  extends  to  tbe 
center  of  this  road,  and  hence  to  the  center  of 
tbe  bridge.  May  not  this  bridge,  situate  in  half- 
part  lengthwise  upon  his  own  land,  be,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  "  suitable  and  conven- 
ient" farm  crosslngof  tbe  Statute? 

See  Kimball  v.  Kenosha,  4  Wis.  821;  Knee- 
land  v.  Van  Valkenburgh,  46  Wis.  484;  Ham- 
mond v.  McLachlan,  1  Sandf.  828;  Mariner  v. 
Schulte,  18  Wis.  692;  Arnold  y.  Elmore,  16 
Wis.  509:  Gove  v.  White,  20  Wis.  426;  Norcros* 
y.  Griffith*,  66  Wis.  699;  White  y.  Godfrey,  97 
Mass.  472. 

Tbe  appellant  bad  an  ample  and  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  and  also  in  equity  as  well,  and 
was  under  no  necessity  for  resoriing  to  manda- 
mus. 

State  y.  Washington  County  Suprs.  2  Pinn. 
662;  State  v.  Fond  Du  Lac,  42  Wis.  287;  State 
y.  Joint  School  Diet.  65  Wis.  681;  High,  Bztr. 
Legal  Rem.  §§  42,  288. 

Tbe  Statute  gives  to  the  owner  tbe  personal 
right  to  have  constructed,  in  proper  places, 


farm  crossings,  and  provides  a  method  for  en- 
forcing the  right  by  suit  to  recover  tbe  ex- 
traordinary penalty  of  $10  for  each  passing 
locomotive;  and  this  recovery  can,  of  course, 
be  bad  only  at  law.  Tbe  rule  is  settled  that 
where  tbe  Statute  "confers  a  right  and  pre- 
scribes the  remedy  for  its  enforcement,  such 
remedy  must  be  pursued  to  tbe  exclusion  of  all 
others." 

Burns  v.  Milwaukee  A  M.  R.  Co.*  Wis.  455; 
Bohlman  v.  Green  Bay  A  L.  P.  R.  Co.  80  Wis. 
105;  Andrews  v.  Farmers  L.  A  T.  Co.  22  Wis. 
288- Sherman  v.  Milwaukee,  L.8.AW.R.O0. 
40  Wis.  645:  HanUn  v.  Chicago  AN.  W.  R.  Co. 
61  Wis.  515;  Slate  y.  MUwaukee,  20  Wis.  87. 

In  addition,  there  is  the  remedy  by  indict- 
ment. 

People  v.  New  York  Cent.  AH.RR.Cb.1i 
N.  Y.  802;  Gear  v.  C.  C.  A  D.  JBL  Co.  48  Iowa,  88. 

Not  only  has  tbe  appellant  legal  remedies 
which  are  adequate  ana  ample,  but  tbe  reme- 
dy in  equity  is  far  more  appropriate  and  more 
efficient,  and  is  of  itself  altogether  adequate. 

Wademan  v.  Albany  68.  R.  Go.  51 N.  Y.  568; 
Jones  v.  Seligman,  16  Hun,  280,  81  N.  Y.  191; 
Jamestown  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  N.  R.  Co.  69  Wis. 
649;  Johnston  v.  Providence  AS.  R.  Co.  10  R.  L 
865. 


for  by  tbe  by-laws  of  the  association,  to  oompe- 
hls  restoration  to  membership.  People  v.  Mu- 
sloai  Mut  Pros.  Union,  118  N.  Y.  101 ;  Sperry* 
App.  8  Cent.  Rep.  230, 116  Pa.  891:  People  v.  Musical 
Hut.  Prot  Union,  47  Hun.  298;  Wachtel  v.  Widows 
ft  Orphans  Benev.  800. 84  N.  Y.  28;  Loubat  v.  Le 
Boy,  40  Hun,  646;  Murdook  y.  Phillips  Academy,  12 
Plok.  244;  Hutchinson  v.  Lawrence,  67  How.  Pr.  88; 
Usher  v.  Keane,  L.  B.  11  Oh.  Div.358:  Hopklnson  v. 
Skater,  L.  B.  6  Bq.  68;  Labouohere  v.  Wharncliffe, 
LbB.18  0h.Dlv.848;  Wood  v.Woad,  L.B.8  Exoh. 
180;  Innes  v.  Wylie,  1  Oar.  ft  K.  262;  Willis  v.  Child* 
18  Bear.  117. 

The  only  ground  on  which  the  Michigan  Supreme 
Court  can  interfere  in  aid  of  a  member  Is  that,  as 
corporations,  they  are  subject  to  Judicial  oversight 
to  prevent  their  depriving  members  of  corporate 
privileges.    Burt  v.  Michigan  Grand  Lodge,  F.  ft 

A.  Masons,  0  West.  Bep.  688, 68  Mloh.  86.  8ee  Burt 
v.  Free  Masons,  44  Mich.  206. 

Where  execution  on  a  judgment  against  a  benefit 
association  has  been  returned  unsatisfied,  further 
proceedings  for  collection  should  be  in  equity,  and 
mandamus  will  not  lie.  Miner  v.  Michigan  Mut. 
Ben.  Asso.  8  West.  Bep.  188, 65  Mich.  84. 

The  right  of  any  person  to  a  commutation  ticket 
at  rates  equal  to  those  offered  by  a  carrier  to  the 
public  may  be  enforced  by  mandamus.  State  v. 
Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  B.  Co.  2  Cent.  Bep.  726, 48  N.  J. 
L.  65;  State  v.  New  Haven  ft  N.  B.  Co.  87  Conn.  164: 
Chicago  ft  N.W.B.  Co.  v.  People,  58  I1L  866;  High, 
Bztr.  Legal  Bern.  •  822. 

It  lies  to  compel  delivery  of  grain  by  a  carrier  to 
the  elevator  to  which  it  is  consigned,  without  dis- 
crimination. Soofield  v.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  B.  Co. 
1  West.  Bep.  826,  48  Ohio  St.  571;  Chicago  ft  N.  W. 

B.  Co.  v.  People,  supra;  Vincent  v.  Chicago  ft  A.  B. 
Co.  49  Hi.  38. 

Where  it  is  the  duty  of  a  gas  company  to  furnish 
gas  to  a  city  at  the  rates  fixed  by  an  ordinance,  it 
may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  do  so,  so  long 
as  it  oontinues  to  exercise  and  enjoy  its  franchises 
us  a  gas  company.  Zanesville  Gaslight  Co. v.  Zanes- 
vflJe,  47  Ohio  St.  85. 

The  city  solicitor  may  bring  a  suit  to  compel  a 
gas  company  to  furnish  gas  to  a  city  at  the  rates 
fixed  by  the  city  council.    Ibid 
18  L.  R-  A. 


A  stockholder  of  a  manufacturing  company  may 
compel  the  production  of  its  books  and  papers,  to 
enable  him  to  prepare  a  bill  for  grievance  by  fraud- 
ulent mismanagement,  after  proper  demand  made. 
Phoenix  Iron  Co.  v.  Com.  5  Cent.  Bep.  688, 118  Pa, 
508;  Com.  v.  Allegheny  County  Oomrs.  88  Pa.  228. 

The  trustees  of  a  religious  corporation  will  be 
compelled  by  mandamus  to  open  tbe  meeting- 
bouse  to  a  minister  regularly  appointed  to  that 
place  by  an  annual  conference  under  the  usages 
and  discipline  of  the  denomination.  People  v.  Gon- 
ley,  42  Hun,  96. 

8ee  generally,  as  to  power  of  court  over  religious 
Institutions,  Isham  y.  Fullager,  14  Abb.  N.  GL  868; 
First  Bef  .  Presby.  Church  v.  Bowden,  Id.  856;  Isham 
v.  Trustees  First  Presby.  Church,  68  How.  Pr.  465. 

The  right  to  a  mandate  to  compel  a  telephone 
oompany  to  give  telephone  connections  and  facili- 
ties as  required  by  statute  is  not  abridged  or  taken 
away  by  the  fact  that  the  Statute  fixes  a  penalty  for 
violation  of  the  law.  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  ▼. 
State,  118  Xnd.  184;  Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  State.  2 
West  Bep.  778, 106  Ind.  1. 

The  right  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  requiring  tele- 
phone companies  to  furnish  telephone  service  to 
persons  entitled  thereto  has  been  upheld  in  State  v. 
American  U.  Teleph.  Co.  86  Ohio  St.  286;  Bell  Teleph. 
Co.  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  April  10, 1886. 

It  will  lie  to  prevent  a  telephone  oompany  from 
making  discrimination  in  its  service,  and  to  compel 
It  to  grant  service  to  the  relator,  although  respond- 
ent is  a  licensee  of  the  telephone  patents,  and  the 
licensor  oompany  is  not  a  party.  Bell  Teleph.  Co. 
v.  Com.  (Pa.)  8  Cent.  Bep.  807.  8ee  State  v.  Nebras- 
ka Teleph.  Co.  17  Neb.  126,  24  Am.  L.  Beg.  N.  & 
268;  Louisville  Transf .  Co.  v.  American  Diet.  Tel. 
Co.  10  Chicago  Legal  News,  15;  American  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  1  MoCrary,  175. 

In  proceeding  to  compel  a  telephone  oompany  to 
furnish  petitioners  a  telephone  Instrument  cer- 
tainty to  a  common  Intent  is  all  that  is  necessary  in 
the  pleadings,  and  an  answer  which,  without  am- 
biguity or  evasion,  responds  to  and  denies  tbe  as- 
sertions of  the  petition  is  sufficient  Central  Diet, 
ft  Print  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Com.  6  Cent  Bep.  151, 114  Pa. 
682;  Com.  v.  Allegheny  County  Comrs.  82  Pa.  21C 


1891. 


Statr,  ex  teL  Grady,  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  N.  R.  Co. 


183 


The  writ  should  have  been  addressed  to  the 
directors  of  the  Company. 

High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem.  §§  543-545;  State  v. 
Mineral  Print  Supre.  22  Wis.  898. 

Cole,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  relator  is  the  owner  of  a  farm  across 
which  the  defendant  Company  has  constructed 
its  railway  track,  dividing  the  farm  into  two 
separate  parcels.  The  Company  has  been  oper- 
ating its  road,  running  daily  trains  of  cars 
over  the  same,  for  more  than  a  year,  but -has 
neglected  to  construct  suitable  farm  crossings 
for  the  convenience  of  the  relator  in  passing 
with  his  teams  and  stock  from  one  part  of  his 
premises  to  the  other;  and  this  application  is 
for  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  Company  to 
construct  proper  crossings.  On  motion,  the 
alternative  writ  was  quashed,  and  the  appeal 
is  from  the  order  quashing  the  writ.  In  sup- 
port of  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court,  it  is 
argued  that  the  petition  does  not  state  facts 
showing  that,  the  relator  is  entitled  to  the  re- 
lief demanded;  in  other  words,  that  it  fails, to 
show  that  it  is  thegiuty  of  the  Company  to  con- 
struct such  farm  crosringa.  This  is  a  mistake 
as  to  the  duty  which  the  Statute  imposes  on 
the  Company.  Chapter  198,  Laws  1881,  which 
amends  section  1810  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
provides,  in  effect,  that  every  railroad  corpor- 
ation operating  any  railroad  shall  erect  fences 
on  both  sides  of  its  road  of  the  height  pre- 
scribed, with  openings  or  gaps  or  bars  therein, 
and  suitable  and  convenient  farm  crossings  of 
the  road  for  the  use  of  the  occupant  of  the  lands 
adjoining.  Thus,  it  will  be  seen,  the  Statute 
imposes  a  distinct  and  absolute  legal  duty  upon 
the  Company  to  construct  these  farm  crossings. 
The  language  of  the  Statute  is  clear  and  spe- 
cific, and  cannot  be  made  plainer  by  illustra- 
tion or  argument.  It  is  imperative  or  manda- 
tory, requiring  the  corporation  to  perform  its 
legal  duty.  It  is  said  it  appears  from  the  pe- 
tition that  there  is  a  public  highway  which 
runs  along  on  the  east  side  of  the  relator's  farm, 
and  connects  the  two  portions  thereof,  and 
that  where  the  railway  crosses  this  highway  a 
bridge  has  been  built  over  a  deep  cut,  which, 
it  is  claimed,  answers  every  purpose  of  a  farm 
•crossing.  We  can  make  no  such  an  inference 
from  the  matters  stated  in  the  petition,  nor  hold 
that  the  bridge  meets  the  requirements  of  the 
Statute,  and  relieves  the  Company  from  the 
•duty  of  constructing  any  other  farm  crossing. 
It  is  possible  that  the  Company  can  show  by 
•evidence  that  this  bridge  on  the  highway  fully 
answers  the  end  and  object  of  the  Statute,  but 
we  cannot  presume  that  it  does.  On  the  con- 
trary, as  the  Statute,  in  absolute  terms,  makes 
it  the  duty  of  the  Company  to  construct  farm 
•crossings  for  the  use  of  the  occupants  of  the 
adjoining  lands,  the  Company  is  under  obliga- 
tion to  show  some  valid  excuse  for  neglecting 
to  perform  its  duty.  We  therefore  hold,  as  the 
•duty  of  the  Company  was  absolute  and  clear  to 
make  the  proper  farm  crossings,  unless  there 
is  some  other  objection  to  granting  the  writ,  it 
was  error  to  quash  it  on  the  facts  stated. 
Again,  it  is  said  the  court  always  refuses  to 
grant  a  writ  of  mandamus  where  the  party  has 
another  adequate  legal  remedy.  But  has  the 
relator  such  a  remedy?  Section  1818  provides, 
12  L.  R.  A 


where  a  railroad  corporation  neglects  to  con- 
struct farm  crossings  proper  for  the  use  of  the 
lands  over  which  its  road  is  operated,  the  own- 
er or  occupant  may  give  the  corporation  writ- 
ten notice  to  construct  such  necessary  farm 
crossings,  and  if  the  company,  after  being  so 
notified,  neglects  for  three  months  to  construct 
the  crossings,  it  shall  be  liable  to  pay  the  own- 
er or  occupant  $H)  for  each  and  every  locomo- 
tive that  may  thereafter  pass  through  the  lands 
until  the  farm  crossing  is  made.  This  provis- 
ion enables  the  owner  to  sue  the  corporation 
and  recover  damages  or  penalties  for  its  failure 
to  perform  its  legal  duty;  but  that  will  not  se- 
cure the  construction  of  the  necessary  farm 
crossing,  nor  will  it  afford  an  adequate  rem- 
edy. The  writ  of  mandamus  would  seem  to 
be  the  most  efficient,  if  not  the  only  adequate, 
means  for  compelling  the  corporation  to  do  its 
legal  duty.  It  is  true,  in  Jamestown  v.  Chica- 
go. B.&N.R.  Oo.t  89  Wis.  648,  and  (hhkoeh 
v.  Milwaukee  db  L.  W.  R.  Oo.t  74  Wis.  584,  a 
bill  in  equity  for  a  mandatory  injunction  was 
sustained  to  compel  a  corporation  to  restore  a 
highway  or  street  to  its  former  condition  of 
usefulness.  Perhaps  that  remedy  might  haye 
been  resorted  to  in  the  present  case,  but,  though 
a  party  may  have  redress  in  equity,  that  of  it- 
self is  not  a  conclusive  objection  to  granting 
the  writ  of  mandamus.  It  may  possibly,  and 
would,  influence  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  which  it  possesses  in  granting  the  writ 
under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  par- 
ticular case,  but  does  not  affect  its  right  or  ju- 
risdiction. Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  party  is 
liable  to  indictment  and  punishment  for  his 
omission  to  do  the  act  to  compel  the  perform- 
ance of  which  the  writ  is  sought  constitute 
any  objection  to  granting  the  writ.  People  v. 
New  York,  10  Wend.  898;  Shortt,  Inform. 
Prohib.  and  Mand.  285.  It  seems  to  us  clear 
that  mandamus  is  the  only  legal  remedy  to 
which  the  relator  can  resort  in  this  case  to  en- 
force his  rights  to  compel  the  corporation  to 
perform  the  duty  which  the  law  imposes.  The 
fact  that  the  Company  is  liable  to  pay  $10  for 
each  and  every  locomotive  which  passes  over 
the  land  while  it  neglects,  after  notice  for  three 
months,  to  construct  the  proper  farm  crossing, 
constitutes  no  reason  for  denying  the  right. 
That  does  not  take  away  the  remedy,  and  does 
not  profess  to  be  exclusive  of  other  means  of 
redress.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  Com  pany 
says,  to  entitle  a  person  to  the  wiit  two  things 
must  concur:  (1)  a  clear  right  to  have  the  act 
done  to  compel  the  doing  of  which  the  writ  is 
sought;  and  (2)  that  there  is  no  other  adequate 
legal  remedy  by  which  the  performance  of  the 
specific  duty  can  be  enforced;  and  that  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duty  is  not  discretionary.  These 
conditions  concur  in  the  present  case.  The 
relator  certainly  has  a  clear  legal  right  to  have 
the  farm  crossings  constructed  for  his  use  in 
cultivating  the  farm,  and  there  is  no  other  ade- 
quate legal  remedy  to  compel  the  Company  to 
do  That  act.  If  it  shall  appear  on  the  hearing 
of  the  answer  of  the  corporation  that  the  mak- 
ing of  the  farm  crossing  is  unnecessary  because 
of  the  existence  of  a  highway  on  the  east  side 
of  the  farm  and  the  bridge  over  the  cut 
furnishing  all  needful  facilities  for  passing 
from  one  part  of  the  premises  to  the  other,  or 
that  the  construction  of  a  farm  crossing  would 
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be  impracticable  on  account  of  the  situation  of 
the  land,  these  facts  can  be  made  to  appear  on 
the  hearing.  But,  upon  the  matters  set  forth 
in  the  petition,  nothing  is  shown  which  ex- 
cuses the  Company  from  performing  its  statu- 
tory duty. 

'The  writ  is  directed  to  the  corporation  in  its 
corporate  name,  and  it  is  insisted  that  it  is  mis- 
directed; but  we  are  inclined  to  hold  the  di- 


rection good.  Of  course,  the  corporation  must 
act  through  its  officers  and  agents,  but  w  boas- 
duty  it  is  to  see  to  the  construction  of  farm 
crossings  may  not  be  known.  We  hold  the 
direction  is  sufficient. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  the  order  ef 
the  Circuit  Court  quashing  the  writ  must  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  he  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  according  to  law* 


TENNESSEE  SUPREME  COURT. 


W.  L.  PATTON,  Admr.  of  John  0.  Tip- 
ton, Deceased,  Appt., 
v. 
EAST  TENNESSEE,  VIRGINIA  A  GEOR- 
GIA R.  CO. 

(....Tenn ) 

1.  HeffUgenee  of  a  railroad  eompsvny 
in  fsviltog  to  nae  proper  appliance*  and 
emplojrooatpeient smii  s  milijirlilnh  results 
In  the  breaking*  In  two  of  a  moving*  train,  will 
not  warrant  a  recovery  against  It  by  one  who, 
after  waiting  for  the  first  section  of  the  train  to 
pass  blm,  and  without  observing-  the  approach  of 
the  other  section,  steps  onto  the  track  In  front  of 
it  and  Is  Injured.  Such  negligence  Is  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  Injury. 

8.  When  a  railroad  train  breaks  in  two 
leaving  eerrante  of  the  company  on 
the  rear  section,  which  is  permitted  to  con- 
tinue on  its  way  by  force  of  gravitation,  the  com- 
pany owes  the  duty,  even  to  persons  trespassing 
on  its  tracks,  to  station  lookouts  in  such  positions 
on  the  moving  oars  that  they  can  watch  the 
tracks  ahead  of  them  and  warn  persons  thereon 
of  their  danger,  a  neglect  of  whioh  may  render 
the  oompany  liable  for  the  injuries  caused  there- 
by. 

8*  The  Jury  moat  determine  whether  or 
not  a  person  was  guilty  of  such  con- 
tributory negliffenee  as  will  prevent  his  re- 
covering damages  from  a  railroad  company  for 
Injuries  received  while  he  was  walking  upon  its 
tracks,  where  he  had  left  the  track  to  allow'  a 
train  to  overtake  and  pass  him  and  then  returned 
to  it  in  front  of  a  section  of  the  train  which  had 
become  detached  and  was  following  the  first  seo- 
tJon  by  the  force  of  gravitation,  the  approach  of 
which  he  failed  to  discover  because  he  was  cross- 
ing a  bridge  over  a  waterfall  the  noise  of  which 
prevented  his  hearing  the  approaching  oars. 

4.  Going;  upon  a  railroad  track  with- 
out looking*  and  listening,  even  after  a 
train  has  just  passed,  and  continuing  thereon  un- 
conscious of  danger  until  overtaken  and  Injured 
by  a  section  of  the  train  which  had  become  de- 
tached and  was  being  propelled  by  the  force  of 
gravitation,  Is  negligence  whioh  must  be  allowed 
in  mitigation  of  damages,  even  If  the  jury  think 
It  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident. 

(November  6, 1890.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Washington  County,  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  In  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  resulting  in  death,  and  alleged  to  have- 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  He- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Newton  Hacker  and  Deaderiek 
at  Epps  for  appellant 

Messrs.  Kirkpavtrick  *  Williams,  for 
appellee: 

Tenn.  Code  (M.  A  V.),  8  1206  M)»  requires- 
lookout  to  be  on  locomotive  and  always  look- 
ing ahead,  or  in  the  direction  the  train  Is  going, 
and  has  no  application  here. 

Moran  v.  Nashville  SO.  R.  Go.  2  Bart  879; 
Louisville,  2T.  6Q.  8.R  Co.  ▼.  Reidmond,  11 
Lea,  211. 

Plaintiffs  intestate  was  a  trespasser  on  the 
track. 

Cooley,  Torts,  679;  East  lennessee,  V.  <§  0. 
R  Co.  v.  Fain,  12  Lea,  48;  Kelly  ▼.  Michigan 
Cent.  R.  Co.  65  Mich.  186,  8  West.  Rep.  177.  * 
Am.  St  Rep.  876;  Blanchard  v.  Lake  Shore  <r> 
M.  8.  R.  Co.  126  HI.  416,  0  Am.  St.  Rep.  630, 
and  authorities. 

His  going  upon  the  track  in  the  manner 
shown  was  negligence.  Even  a  traveler  upon 
a  highway,  where  be  is  as  a  matter  of  right,  is- 
required  to  look  and  listen. 

Cooley,  Torts,  664-666,  680;  Borer,  Rail- 
roads, 1082;  Laverens  v.  0.  R  L  &  P.  Rm  Co. 
68  Iowa,  821,  6  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  274;. 
Benee  v.  8t.  Louie,  K.  0.  £  if.  R  Co.  71  Mo. 
686,  2  Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  219. 

The  negligence  of  intestate  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  Injury. 

Cases  cited  supra;  Bupard  ▼.  Chesapeake  d\ 
0.  R  Co.  (Ky.)  7  L.  R.  A.  816;  2  Rorer,  Rail- 
roads,  1088,  1089;  4  Am.  A  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  82, 98. 

This  negligence,  the  Statute  not  applying, 
does  not  merely  mitigate  damages,  but  bars  a 
recovery. 

tfashville  &  C.  R  Go.  v.  Smith,  9  Lea.  470; 
Railway  Companies  v.  Foster,  88  Tenn.  676;. 
Railway  Company  v.  Hull,  Id.  88. 

The  intestate  had  no  right  to  expect  adapta- 
tions to  be  made  in  running  trains  in  conse- 
quence of  his  probable  presence,  or  any  pre- 


Nora.— As  to  duty  of  railroad  company  to  per- 1  trespasser,  see  note  to  Toomey  v.  Southern  Pae.  B» 


tons  trespassing  on  Its  tracks,  see  notes  to  Toomey 
v.  Southern  Pao.  R.  Oo.  (Cal.)  10  L.  R.  A.  189;  Cincin- 
nati, L  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper  (Ind.)  6LB.A. 
M8. 

As  to    effect   of   contributory   negligence   of 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Oo.  supra. 

As  to  duty  of  person  walking  to  look  and  listen* 
see  note  to  Freeman  v.  Duluth,  8.  8.  *  A.  B.  C6» 
(Miofa.)8L.B.A.  fifii. 
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trillions  taken  to  meet,  in  advance,  the  contin- 
gency of  his  presence. 

East  Tennessee,  V.  dk  0.  B  Co.  v.  Fain,  12 
Lea,  43,  19  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  102,  and 
cases  cited. 

In  a  similar  case,  the  Texas  court  held  that 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  was  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  intestate's  death. 

Galveston,  H.  dk&  A.  B  Oo.  ▼.  Chambers,  78 
Tex.  296. 

In  an  identical  case  the  Kentucky  court  held 
that  plaintiff  should  he  nonsuited. 

John  v.  Louisville  db  X.  B.  Oo.  10  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  757. 

The  allegation  that  the  peril  of  intestate 
ought  to  hare  been  seen  and  could  have  been 
teen,  by  the  servants  of  defendant,  is  not  suf- 
ficient He  being  a  trespasser  defendant's 
duty  to  him  followed  discovery  of  his  danger- 
ous situation. 

Cooley,  Torts,  674;  St.  Louis,  1.  M.  db  S.  B 
Co.  v.  Monday,  49  Ark.  257;  Torre  Haute 
dtLB  Co.  v.  Graham,^  Ind.  286, 12  Am.  & 
Eog.  B.  R.  Cas.  77;  Louisville  db  N.  B  Co.  v. 
Howard,  82  Ey.  212,  19  Am.  A  Eng.  R  R 
Cas.  98. 

Even  under  the  strict  Missouri  rule,  this  al- 
legation is  held  insufficient  where  the  person 
injured  is  a  trespasser. 

Donohue  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  db  8.  B.  Co.  8 
West  Rep.  628.  91  Mo.  857,  28  Am.  6  Eng. 
R.  R  Cas.  675;  Keim  v.  Union  B  &  T.  Co.  7 
West  Rep.  144,  90  Mo.  814. 

Intestate  was  in  a  place  where  he  could  not 
tc  expected  to  be,  and  injured  in  a  manner 
which  ordinary  prudeuce  could  not  have  an- 
ticipated or  averted. 

East  Tennessee,  V.  db  O.  B.  Co.  v.  Fain, 
John  v.  Louisville  db  N.  B.  Co.  and  Louisville 
&X  B  Co.  v.  Howard,  supra. 

Lurton,  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

John  C.  Tipton  was  killed  by  collision  with 
a  train  operated  by  defendant  in  error  while 
walking  upon  the  track.  His  administrator 
brought  this  suit  to  recover  damages  for  the 
negligent  killing  of  his  intestate.  A  demurrer 
was  filed  to  the  declaration,  and  upon  argument 
was  sustained,  and  the  suit  dismissed.  The 
lint  count  of  the  declaration  in  substance  al- 
leges that  the  intestate  was  walking  upon  the 
irack,  about  one  mile  west  of  Telford  Station. 
That  he  was  overtaken  by  a  train  of  freight 
care  going  west,  and  stepped  aside  until  the 
train  passed,  when  he  returned  to  the  track, 
and  resumed  his  journey  in  rear  of  the  train 
just  passed.  While  passing  over  a  bridge  and 
waterfall,  and  unconscious  of  the  approach  of 
another  train,  he  was  overtaken  and  killed 
by  some  detached  freight  cars  which  belonged 
to  the  train  Just  passed.  That  the  freight  train, 
while  going  down  grade,  had  broken  in  two, 
and  that  the  rear  portion  was  following  the 
front  section  by  force  of  gravity  at  a  distance 
of  about  200  yards.  That,  though  there  were 
upon  this  detached  portion  servants  and  em- 
ployes of  the  Company,  there  was  no  one  upon 
tbe  lookout  ahead,  to  give  warning  of  the  ap- 
proach of  these  cars,  or  to  make  an  effort  to 
stop  them  by  putting  down  the  brakes.  It 
charges  that  intestate  was  in  a  position  where 
be  could  have  been  seen  if  there  had  been  any- 
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one  upon  the  front  end  of  tbe  detached  cars, 
and  that  it  was  negligence  not  to  have  someone 
in  such  position  that  a  person  on  the  track 
could  have  been  seen  and  warned  of  his  danger 
or  tbe  train  stopped.  A  second  count  charges 
that  tbe  breaking  of  the  train  into  two  parts 
was  the  result  of  defective  machinery  and  un- 
skillful servants. 

The  demurrer  to  the  second  count  was  prop- 
erly sustained.  The  connection  between  this 
accident  and  the  negligence  by  which  this  train 
became  broken  into  two  parts  is  too  remote. 
Such  negligence,  upon  the  facts  stated,  waa 
not  the  proximate  cause  of  this  injury.  As  ob- 
served by  counsel  for  the  Railway  Company, 
"a  proximate  cause  is  indicated  by  a  probable 
result,  and  not  a  result  extraordinary,  or  which 
could  not  have  been  expected  or  anticipated." 

Does  the  first  count  state  such  a  case  as  en- 
titles plaintiff  to  go  to  a  jury?  We  agree  with 
the  learned  circuit  judge  in  holding  that  the 
statutory  precautions  prescribed  by  section 
1168,  subsec.  5,  of  the  Code,  do  not  apply  to 
the  movement  of  detached  cars,  such  as  those . 
causing  this  death.  Tbe  case  provided  for  by 
the  Statute  is  that  of  a  train  pulled  by  a  loco- 
motive, and  the  precautions  are  those  required 
to  be  observed  by  those  servants  upon  the  en- 
gine, and  have  regard  to  obstacles  on  the  track 
in  front  of  or  ahead  of  the  engine.  The  per- 
sons  required  by  the  Code  to  be  on  the  lookout 
are  "the  engineer,  fireman  or  some  other  person 
upon  the  locomotive."  He  is  to  be  on  the 
lookout  "ahead;"  that  is,  in  the  direction  in 
which  the  engine  is  moving.  The  precautions 
to  be  observed  when  any  person  or  obstruction 
appears  on  the  track  are  chiefly  such  as  can 
only  be  found  upon  the  engine.  It  does  not 
at  all  follow  that,  because  the  statutory  pre- 
cautions do  not  apply  to  the  movement  of  cars 
detached  as  these,  therefore  the  Railway  Com- 
pany was  under  no  responsibility  to  take  care 
that  in  the  movement  of  such  cars  it  did  no  in- 
jury to  persons  upon  its  track.  The  principles 
of  the  common  law  govern  in  cases  not  within 
the  purview  of  the  Statute. 

Tbe  first  question,  then,  to  be  considered  is 
as  to  the  duty  of  the  Railway  Company  with 
reference  to  the  movement  of  trains  or  cars 
having  no  locomotive  In  front  to  warn  persona 
upon  its  track.  Obviously,  if  a  person  is  seen 
upon  tbe  track,  and  so  near  as  to  be  apparently 
in  danger,  the  duty  of  the  company,  irrespec- 
tive of  the  Statute,  would  be  to  do  all  that  waa 
possible  to  prevent  an  accident,  by  giving  an 
alarm,  and  stopping  the  train;  ana  so  this  court 
has  frequently  said  that  the  common  law  is 
only  re-enacted  by  our  Statute  with  reference 
to  the  duty  of  the  company  when  a  person 
or  obstruction  is  seen  on  the  track.  Knowledge 
of  the  danger  imposes  the  duty  to  do  all  that  is 
possible  to  stop  the  train  and  prevent  the  acci- 
dent. East  Tennessee,  V.  db  G.  B.  Co.  v. 
Humphreys,  12  Lea.  200;  Home  v.  Memphis  do 
O.BCo.l  Coldw.  76;  East  Tennessee,  V.  db  G. 
B  Oo.  v.  Pratt,  85  Tenn.  18. 

This  much  is  clear.  But  it  is  argued  that 
tbe  declaration  does  not  allege  that  the  intestate 
was  seen  on  the  track,  and  that  at  the  common 
law  tbe  duty  to  do  all  that  is  possible  to  prevent 
an  accident  only  arises  with  reference  to  a  tres- 
passer upon  the  track  when  such  person  is  seen 
to  be  on  the  track  and  in  danger.    Upon  this* 
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point  the  declaration  charges  "that  while  de- 
fendant's servants  were  upon  said  detached 
portion  of  said  train,  there  was  no  one  on  the 
lookout  ahead  on  the  front  portion  thereof  to 
give  plaintiffs  intestate  warning  of  its  approach, 
and  defendant's  employes  on  said  train  could 
have  seen  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  and  ought  to 
have  seen  him,  upon  its  track."  While  this 
is  somewhat  vague,  yet  we  understand  it  in 
substance  to  charge  that  there  were  servants 
upon  the  cut-off  cars,  who  could  have  seen 
plaintiff,  if  they  had  been  on  the  lookout. 
When  a  train  is  thus  broken  in  two  by  accident 
it  ought  to  appear  that  after  the  breaking  of 
the  train  there  were  servants  upon  the  detached 
part,  and  that  there  was  time  sufficient  for  each 
servant  before  the  happening  of  the  accident  to 
have  taken  such  place  and  position  on  the  front 
of  the  detached  part  so  that  the  track  could  be 
watched  ahead.  The  allegations  of  the  declar- 
ation that  there  were  servants  upon  the  care 
clearly  meets  the  first  requisition,  and  the  fur- 
ther allegation  that  these  servants  "could  have 
seen  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  and  ought  to  have 
seen  him,"  implies  that  they  were  at  the  time 
of  the  accident  in  such  place  as  to  have  been 
able  to  keep  watch  over  the  track. 

It  is  not  charged  that  the  deceased  was  upon 
the  road  at  a  public  crossing,  nor  upon  a  part 
of  the  road  commonly  used  by  the  public  as  a 
walkway,  and,  therefore,  presumably  by 
license.  He  must  therefore  be  regarded  as  a 
trespasser.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  this 
fact  will  preclude  him  from  an  action.  "The 
mere  fact  that  a  party  is  a  trespasser,"  says 
Judge  Cooper  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  Q.  JR. 
Go.  v.  Fatn,  "will  not  prevent  him  from  re- 
covering for  injuries  negligently  inflicted  by 
another,  which  might  have  been  averted  by 
ordinary  and  proper  prudence  on  the  part  of 
the  latter.  And,  therefore,  although  a  person 
be  injured  while  unlawfully  on  the  track  of  a 
railroad,  or  while  contributing  to  the  injury  by 
his  own  carelessness  or  negligence,  yet,  if  the 
injury  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  use  of 
ordinary  care  and  caution  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany, the  company  will  be  liable  for  damages." 
12  Lea,  41. 

A  railway  company  in  the  operation  of  its 
trains  owes  a  duty  to  trespassers  without  re- 
gard to  our  Statute.  "The  rule  is,"  says  Mr. 
Wood,  after  a  consideration  of  this  subject  in 
the  li^ht  of  the  decisions,  "that  a  railway  com- 
pany is  bound  to  keep  a  reasonable  lookout  for 
trespassers  upon  its  track,  and  is  bound  to  ex- 
ercise such  care  as  the  circumstances  require 
to  prevent  injury."  2  Wood,  Railway  Law, 
1267. 

Where  cars  are  being  moved  by  gravitation, 
and  therefore  with  comparatively  little  noise, 
we  think  the  duty  quite  clear  that  a  railway 
company  should  have  someone  on  the  lookout 
for  the  purpose  of  warning  persons  on  the 
track.  A  decent  regard  for  the  sanctity  of 
human  life  would  seem  to  require  that  a  rea- 
sonable watch  should  be  kept  over  a  track  upon 
which  a  train  is  moving,  and  that  a  person 
upon  the  track,  and  near  enough  to  be  appar- 
ently in  danger,  should  be  warned  of  the  ap- 
proach of  a  train.  If  the  usual  warning  is 
ineffective  to  arouse  to  a  consciousness'  of 
danger,  then  the  failure  to  use  every  possible 
means  to  stop  the  train  would  be  inexcusable 
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negligence.  The  more  populous  the  neighbor- 
hood in  which  a  train  is  moving,  the  greater 
the  necessity  for  vigilance  in  observing  the 
track  at  crossings  and  points  where,  by  license, 
express  or  implied,  the  track  is  used  as  a  walk- 
way, the  more  imperative  the  duty.  But  the 
duty  la  not  altogether  relaxed  by  the  fact  that 
this  injury  probably  occurred  at  a  point  where 
the  public  had  no  right  We  think,  upon  the 
facts  stated  in  this  case,  that  it  was  negligence 
when  this  train  parted  not  to  have  had  someone 
in  position  to  observe  the  track  and  warn 
persons  on  it  of  its  approach.  The  duty  of 
keeping  a  lookout  we  do  not  understand  to 
rest  alone  upon  our  Statute.  This  provision 
Is,  under  our  decisions,  but  a  re-enactment  of 
the  rule  at  common  law.  East  Tennessee,  V. 
&G.  R  Co.  v.  Fain,  12  Lea,  41:  East  Tennes- 
see. V.  <fc  G.  R  Co.  v.  Pratt,  85  Tenn.  18. 

In  the  latter  case  Judge  Snodgrass,  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said,  in  consid- 
ering the  requirement  of  the  Code  concerning 
the  avoidance  of  accidents:  "This  section  im- 
poses no  duty  on  the  railroad  companies  that 
would  not  have  existed  at  common  law.  The 
duty  to  keep  someone  on  the  lookout,  sound  the 
alarm  whistle  when  any  person,  animal  or 
other  obstruction  appears  on  this  road,  then  put 
down  brakes,  and  use  every  possible  means  em- 
ployed for  such  purpose  to  stop  the  train  and 
prevent  an  accident,  is  but,  in  other  words,  the 
duty  to  watch  the  road,  warn  anyone  who  ap- 
pears on  it  to  get  off  by  such  noise  or  alarm  as 
will  most  effectually  do  this,"  etc. 

We  have  next  to  consider  whether  the  de- 
ceased was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negli- 
gence as  should  bar  a  recovery.  That  it  is 
negligence  to  go  upon  a  railroad  track  without 
taking  the  precautions  to  look  and  listen  is 
well  established.  Chicago,  R  i.  *  P.  R  Co. 
Houston,  05  U.  8.  697,  24  L.  ed  542.  He  is  as 
a  prudent  man  bound  to  look  and  listen,  and 
take  such  measures  as  common  prudence,  in 
view  of  the  danger  and  consequences  of  a  neg- 
lect to  do  so,  suggest.  "This  is  a  rule  of  law, 
says  Mr.  Wood,  "and  it  is  only  in  exceptional 
cases  that  the  question  as  to  whether  his  neg- 
lect to  take  sucn  precaution  is  excusable  is  for 
the  jury."  2  Wood.  Railway  Law,  1804, 1305. 
The  authorities  to  this  effect  are  numerous, 
and  are  collected  in  the  work  cited.  It  is  not 
charged  in  this  declaration  that  the  intestate 
did  look  or  listen  before  going  on  the  track  and 
resuming  his  journey,  and  this  is  one  ground 
of  demurrer.  Ordinarily  this  would  be  fatal 
In  a  case  not  coming  within  the  letter  of  our 
Statute,  which  allows  damages  upon  failure  of 
the  railway  company  to  observe  the  precau- 
tions therein  prescribed,  regardless  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  party  injured,  such  negligence 
going  only  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Railway 
Companies  v.  Foster,  88  Tenn.  672,  where  all 
our  cases  are  reviewed. 

The  case  stated  in  the  declaration  makes  an 
exceptional  case,  and  one  which  should  go  to  a 
jury.  The  deceased  stepped  off  to  permit  the 
approaching  train  to  pass  him.  When  it  had 
passed  it  was  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  it 
bad  all  passed.  The  duty  to  look  and  listen 
when  going  upon  a  railway  track  is  a  continu- 
ing duty  so  long  as  one  continues  upon  it, 
using  it  as  a  wnlkway.  The  duty  of  a  person 
so  situated  to  continue  to  look  out  for  himself. 
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in  view  of  the  consequence  likely  to  result  from 
inattention,  cannot  be  less  imperative  than  the 
duty  of  the  employes  operating  a  train  to  look 
oat  for  him.  The  Statute  not  being  applicable, 
the  negligence  of  each  may  appear  equal,  and 
in  that  case  there  can  be  no  recovery.  The 
peculiar  circumstances  under  which  this  intes- 
tate went  upon  the  track,  and  the  fact  stated 
to  account  for  his  failure  to  observe  this  train, 
that  be  was  crossing  a  bridge,  under  which 
was  a  waterfall,  the  noise  of  which  probably 
prevented  his  hearing,  alone  prevent  the  negli- 
gence of  the  deceased  from  barring  any  recov- 


ery. The  fact  that  tbe  deceased  went  on  the 
track  without  looking  or  listening,  and  that  be 
continued  upon  it  unconscious  of  danger  until 
overtaken  and  run  down,  is  negligence  which 
cannot  be  overlooked,  and  for  this  negligence 
he  cannot  be  entirely  exonerated,  and  this 
must  be  allowed  in  mitigation  of  damage,  even 
if  the  Jury  shall  think  mat  it,  under  the  pecu- 
liar facts  of  this  case,  was  not  the  more  im- 
mediate cause  of  the  accident. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained  as  to  the 
second  county  and  overruled  a*  to  the  first.  The 
case  will  be  remanded  for  further  pleading. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT  (2d  Div.). 


Eb.  ROZELLE,  Respt., 

v. 
Jacob  HARMON,  Appt. 
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1.   There  cm  be  no  executor  de  son  tort 

where  the  statute  laws  of  a  State  on  tbe  subject 
of  administration,  taken  together  as  forming-  one 
entire  system,  are  wholly  repugnant  to  and  In- 
consistent with  the  common  law  In  that  respect. 
£•  A  creditor  of  a  decedent  esvnnotbMe 
a  rif lit  of  action  against  a  third  person  on 
the  hitter's  conversion  of  assets  of  the  estate  in  a 
State  where  the  law  does  not  recognize  executors 
desofitort 

(February  24, 188L) 

CERTIFICATION  by  the  Kansas  City 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  an  action  appealed  from 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Holt  County,  which  was 
brought  to  hold  defendant  liable  as  executor 
deson  tort  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  B.  W. 
Ross,  deceased,  and  which  resulted  in  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff,  which  Judgment  tbe 
Court  of  Appeals  reversed.  Judgment  of  re- 
versal affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  L.  R.  Knowles,  John  Edwards 
and  H.  8.  Kelley  for  appellant 

Messrs.  E.  Van  Bnakirk  and  T.  C.Dan-. 
ffan  for  respondent. 

Macfarlane,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  suit  was  commenced '  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Holt  County.  Plaintiff  was  a  cred- 
itor of  one  B.  W.  Ross,  deceased.  The  suit 
was*  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  amount 
of  tbe  debt  from  defendant  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  wrongfully  appropriated  and  convert- 
ed the  assets  belonging  to  Ross'  estate  to  his 
own  use.  Plaintiff  recovered  Judgment  in  the 
circuit  court,  and  defendant  appealed  to  the 
Kansas  City  Court  of  Appeals,  where  the  Judg- 
ment was  reversed.  The  case  was  certified  to 
this  court  by  the  court  of  appeals  on  the  ground 
that  the  decision  rendered  therein  was  in  con- 
flict with  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  cases 
of  Foster  v.  Nowlin,  4  Mo.  18,  and  Megner  v. 
Ryan,  19  Mo.  196.  The  question  presented 
by  the  record  in  this  case  is  sufficiently  stated 
by  Judue  Philips  (29  Mo.  App.  578)  to  be 
"  whether  there  can  be,  under  the  probate  sys- 
tem in  this  State,  an  executor  de  son  tort,  in  so 
far  as  to  authorize  a  single  creditor  of  the 
intestate  to  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against 


Nora— Executor  de  son  tort. 

At  common  law  an  executor  de  son  tort  is  one 
who,  without  authority  from  the  deceased  or  the 
court  of  probate,  does  suob  acts  as  belong  to  the 
office  of  an  executor  or  administrator.  Emery  v. 
Berry,  26  N.  H.  481;  Edwards  v.  Harden.  2T.  R.  807. 

He  1s  an  executor  subject  to  all  the  trouble  of  an 
executorship,  without  the  profits  or  advantages. 
2  BL  Com.  607. 

But  merely  doing?  acts  of  necessity  or  humanity 
will  not  amount  to  such  an  intermeddling  as  will 
charge  a  man  as  executor  de  son  tort.  Audley's 
Case,  Dyer,  166;  Barasieu  v.  Odum,  17  Ark.  126; 
Bennett  v.  Ives,  80  Conn.  829;  Wiley  v.  Truett,  12 
Ga.  58*  Barron  v.  Barney,  88  Ga.  264;  White  v. 
Mann,  26  Me.  861;  Noon  v.  Finnegan,  20  Minn.  421; 
Harmon  v.  Short,  8  Miss.  487;  Magner  v.  Ryuo,  10 
Mo.  106;  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  26  N.  H.  486;  Winn  ▼. 
Slaughter,  6  Heiak.  104:  Anderson,  Law  Diet.  482. 

He  is  chargeable  with  debts  of  the  deceased  so 
far  as  assets  come  into  his  hands.  Audley's  Case, 
•if  pro. 

An  executor  de  son  tort  wOl  be  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion, unless  be  has  delivered  over  the  goods  of  the 
in  testa  ce  to  the  rightful  administrator  before  action 
is  brought  against  him,  and  he  cannot  retain  the 
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property  of  the  intestate  In  discharge  of  his  own 
debt,  although  it  is  a  debt  of  a  superior  degree. 
Curtis  v.  Vernon,  8  T.  R.  600;  Padget  v.  Priest,  2  T. 
R.  100,  cited  in  2  Bl.  Com.  609,  note. 

Where,  a  short  time  after  the  death  of  a  married 
woman,  her  executrix  died,  and  no  steps  were 
taken  for  some  time  to  have  the  will  proved,  the 
husband  of  the  testatrix,  having  her  estate  in  his 
hands  and  not  causing  the  delay,  cannot  be  treated 
as  an  executor  de  son  tort.  Blodgett  v.  Converse, 
6  New  Entr.  Rep.  869, 60  Vt.  416. 

One  who  intermeddles  with  the  goods  of  deceased, 
or  does  any  act  characteristic  of  the  office  of  exec- 
utor, becomes  an  executor  de  son  tort.  Swift  v. 
Martin,  2  West.  Rep.  140, 10  Mo.  App.  488. 

The  administrator  of  a  deceased  partner  has  no 
authority  to  meddle  with  tbe  firm  assets,  or  to  in- 
troduce into  the  inventory  the  value  of  his  intes- 
tate's share  of  them.  Snipe's  App.  6  Cent.  Rep.  149. 
114  Pa.  206. 

If  one  who  intermarries  with  the  widow,  who  is 
administratrix,  intermeddles  with  the  assets  by 
converting  them  into  other  property  in  his  own 
name,  he  will  be  held  as  a  trustee  for  the  heirs,  as 
to  the  property  acquired  by  the  cc aversion. 
Graves  v.  Pincbback.  47  Ark.  470. 
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him,  as  here  sought,  and  thereby  appropriate 
the  whole  aase.s  to  the  payment  of  his 
debt." 

The  system  provided  by  the  laws  of  our  State 
for  the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons was  evidently  intended  to  be  exclusive  of 
all  others.  The  Constitution  provides  for  the 
establishment  of  a  probate  court  in  each  county, 
which  shall  have  Jurisdiction  in  all  matters  per- 
taining to  probate  business.  The  laws  of  the 
State  governing  the  procedure  in  the  manage- 
ment and  settlement  of  estates  are  ample  and 
sufficient  to  meet  any  emergency  that  may  pos- 
sibly arise  during  administration.  They  pro- 
vide for  the  appointment  of  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, for  the  preservation  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  collection  of  the  debts  of  the  es- 
tate. They  also  provide  summary  and  efficient 
proceedings  for  the  discovery  of  assets,  and 
for  their  recovery  from  the  possession  of  one 
who  intermeddles  with  them.  Under  them 
any  creditor  can  have  an  administrator  ap- 
pointed. Each  county  is  provided  with  a  pub- 
lic administrator,  already  qualified,  whose  duly 
requires  him  summarily  to  take  charge  of  all 
estates  in  which  the  property  is  left  in  a  situa- 
tion exposed  to  loss  or  damage  ;  and  the  court 
is  given  power  to  require  bim  to  take  charge  of 
any  other  estates  in  case  of  necessity.    Ample 

§  revision  is  made  for  the  allowance  and  classi- 
cation  of  debts,  converting  the  assets  into 
money,  and  paying  the  debts  of  all  creditors 
pro  rata  according  to  classification.  Executors 
and  administrators  alone,  under  these  laws, 
can  recover  the  assets  or  damages  for  its  con- 
version. All  these  provisions  of  the  law  are 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  executors 
de  eon  tort  as  at  common  law.  The  Adminis- 
tration Laws  of  the  State  do  not  recognize  the 
the  right  to  wrongfully  administer,  nor  the 
right  of  one  creditor  to  secure  payment  of  his 
debt  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  It  is  insisted 
by  plaintiff  that  this  State  has  adopted  the 
common  law,  and  that  under  the  rules  of  the 
common  law  his  action  is  authorized,  and 
that  the  rules  of  the  common  law  on  this  sub- 
ject have  not  been  abrogated  by  the  statutes. 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  decedent  simply  as  such 
cannot  maintain  a  suit  against  tbe  executor  de  wn 
tort,  but  in  such  a  cose  the  proper  course  is  to  pro- 
cure the  appointment  of  an  administrator  and  have 
tbe  suit  instituted  in  bis  name.  Ferguson  v.  Barnes, 
68  Ind.  175;  Muir  v.  Trustees  of  L.  &  W.  Orphan 
House,  8  Barb.  Ch.  477. 5  L.  ed.  978. 

Rights  and  liabilities. 

An  executor  de  son  torU  who  has  paid  a  mortgage 
debt  whioh  is  entitled  to  priority,  with  proper  ex- 
penses of  the  sale,  may  be  allowed  credit  therefor, 
when  called  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  the 
mortgaged  property.  Davega  v.  Henry,  81  8.  01 
413. 

The  estate  of  a  widow  who  took  possession  of 
her  husband's  property  without  authority,  and  car- 
ried on  the  business  left  by  him,  should  be  oredited 
for  no  more  than  the  amount  of  debts  of  her  hus- 
band whJob  sbe  pnld.  Jenks  v.  Breen,  4  Gent.  Bep. 
92,  42  N.J.  Eq.  326. 

A  bill  praying  that  a  decree  be  rendered  against 
the  son  of  a  person  against  whom  a  former  decree 
was  taken,  and  who  was  acting  as  executor  de  son 
tort  for  his  father's  estate,  for  tbe  amount  of  the 
prior  decree  or  for  the  value  of  the  property  con- 
12  L.R.  A. 


It  is  contended  that  under  proper  rules  of  con- 
struction a  statute  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law  must  be  strictly  construed,  and  that 
none  of  its  rules  can  be  changed,  except  by  ex- 
press terms  of  the  statute,  or  oy  necessary  im- 
Slication  therefrom.  That  rule  of  construction 
i  not  of  universal  application.  It  depends 
much  upon  the  character  of  the  law  to  be  af- 
fected. In  case  of  statutes  penal  in  their  char- 
acter, or  in  derogation  of  common  right,  a 
strict  construction  is  required ;  but  in  regard  to 
statutes  merely  remedial  in  their  character  a 
fair,  if  not  liberal,  construction  should  be 
given.  0$ter  v.  Rabeneau,  46  Mo.  605;  Put- 
nam v.  Boss,  Id.  887;  Chamberlain  v.  Western 
Transp.  Co.  44  N.  Y.805;  Buchanan  ▼.  Smith, 
48  Miss.  00. 

The  Statute  of  this  State,  adopting  the  com- 
mon law,  itself  limits  or  modifies  the  rule  of 
construction  insisted  upon.  Section  8117, 
Stat.  1870,  provides  that  the  common  law, 
which  is  not  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with 
the  Constitution  of  this  State  or  the  statute  lawa 
in  force  for  the  time  being,  shall  be  the  rule  of 
action  and  decision  in  this  State.  The  exam- 
ination we  have  given  shows  conclusively  that 
the  statute  laws  of  this  State  on  the  subject  of 
administration,  taken  together  as  forming  one- 
entire  system,  are  wholly  repugnant  to  and  in- 
consistent with  the  common  law  in  respect  to 
administrators  de  eon  tort  We  must  there- 
fore conclude  that  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture was  to  supersede  the  common  law  on  that 
subject  altogether.  The  early  cases  of  this 
court  referred  to  by  the  court  of  appeals  do 
seem  to  have  recognized  and  acted  under  the 
common-law  doctrine  invoked  by  plaintiff  in 
this  case,  but  since  that  early  day  the  Adminis- 
tration Laws  of  the  State  have  been  greatly  en- 
larged, the  Jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court 
extended,  and  the  powers  and  duties  of  admin- 
istrators and  executors  increased  until  there  is 
no  longer  a  place  in  the  system  for  the  in- 
equitable, expensive  and  tedious  proceedings 
required  bv  the  rules  of  the  common  law  in 
bringing  inter  meddlers  to  settlement.  Tbe 
opinion  of  Philips,  P.  J.,  in  this  case  when 

verted  by  the  son,  .on  demurrer,  shows  equity. 
Ellis  v.  McGee,  68  Miss.  168. 

An  executor  de  son  tort  is  liable  for  the  amount 
wrongfully  collected  by  bim,  to  tbe  rightful  repre- 
sentative of  deceased;  and  after  his  death  his  es- 
tate is  liable.  A  cause  of  action  against  him  does 
not  depend  upon  the  debts,  but  upon  their  collec- 
tion; and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  has  no  bearing. 
Swift  v.  Martin,  2  West.  Bep.  148,  10  Mo.  App.  488. 

He  is  liable  only  for  what  comes  into  his  hands. 
Blake  v.  Hawkins,  98W.8.816,25L.ed.ll». 

He  is  liable  in  an  action,  not  only  by  the  rightful 
executor,  but  also  by  a  creditor  of  deceased.    Ibid. 

The  effect  of  the  Oregon  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
is  to  abolish  the  common-law  rule  making  one  who* 
wrongfully  Interferes  with  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
person  an  executor  de  son  tort,  and  takes  away  the 
remedy  which  a  creditor  formerly  had  to  charge- 
tbe  intermeddler  as  such.  Rutherford  v.  Thomp- 
son, 14  Or.  286. 

His  remedy  now  is  to  procure  the  appointment 
of  an  administrator,  and  have  a  proceeding  insti- 
tuted in  the  name  of  the  latter  to  recover  the  prop- 
erty misappropriated.    Ibid. 

In  California  there  is  no  such  officer  recognised 
as  an  executor  de  son  torL  Bowden  v.  Pierce,  7* 
Cal.  4fi0. 


1801. 


St.  Louis.  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hopkins. 
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before  the  court  of  appeals,  and  which  is  re- 
ported in  29  Mo.  App.  670,  with  the  authorities 
cited  by  him,  is  convincing  and  conclusive, 
and  is  adopted  as  the  opinion  of  this  court. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  af- 
firmed, and  that  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Holt 
County  reversed. 

All  the  Judges  of  this  division  concur. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


ST.  LOUIS,  IRON  MOUNTAIN  A  SOUTH- 
ERN  R.  CO.,  Appt., 

i. 
John  T.  HOPKINS. 

(....Ark.....) 

1*  The  lfcU  of  a  Ukrge  wooden  sign  of  its 

own  weight  from  its  position  over  a  public  side- 
walk raises  the  presumption  of  negligence  in  re- 
spect to  its  fastenings. 

*.  It  is  the  duty  of  one  who  knows  that 
hie  office  sign  fastened  over  a  sidewalk 
has  boon  removed  from  its  fastenings  by 
workmen  of  an  electric-light  company,  and  re- 
placed by  them,  to  see  that  the  fastenings  are 
safely  restored,  and  he  is  liable  for  failure  to  do 
so  if  anyone  is  injured  by  its  fall. 

3.  An  Injury  is  not  attributable  to  an 
act  of  God*  but  to  neglect,  where  It  Is  caused 
by  the  fall  of  a  sign  in  a  wind  such  as  might  be 
expected  in  the  regular  course  of  the  seasons. 

flTebruary.U,  1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Pulaski  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 


have  resulted  from   defendant's  negligence* 


he  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Dodge  *  Johnson,  for  appellant: 

The  placing  of  the  sign  before  the  defend- 
ant's ticket  office  was  the  work  of  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  for  whose  negligent  acts  the 
defendant  cannot  be  held  liable. 

St.  Louis,  1.  M.  &  8.  B.  Co.  ▼.  Yonley,  9  L. 
R  A.  604,  58  Ark.  608. 

This  action  cannot  be  maintained  on  the 
ground  of  a  nuisance,  created,  maintained  or 
authorized  by  the  defendant 

Dickinson  v.  New  York,  92  N.  T.  588;  Nolan 
v.  King,  97  N.  Y.  571;  Howard  ▼.  Bobbins,  1 
Lans.  65;  Peckham  v.  Henderson,  27  Barb.  207; 
Griffith  v.  McOuUnm,4&  Barb.  561;  Com.  v. 
Passmore,  1  Berg.  A  R.  219;  People  v.  Cunning- 
ham,  1  Denio,  588;  Davis  v.  New  York,  14  N. 
Y.  524;  Beedie  ▼.  London  A  N.  W.  B.  Co.  4 
Exch.  244;  Moore  v.  Gadsden,  98  N.  Y.  17; 
Enupfle  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  84  N.  Y.  491. 

Negligence  is  never  to  be  presumed,  but 
must  he  proved  by  competent  evidence. 

Brown  v.  Congress  &  B.  8t.  B.  Co.  49  Mich. 
158,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  888;  Allen  v. 
Willard,  57  Pa.  374;  Dobbs  v.  Murray  County 
Justices,  17  Ga.  624;  Lansing  v.  Btone,  87  Barb. 


Nora.— JWdWHti/  o/  abutting  property  owner  for  in- 
juries caused  by  materials  faUina  into  street. 

The  general  rale  is  that  the  owner  of  a  building 
or  structure  abutting  on  a  highway  is  liable  for 
injuries  caused  by  the  rail  therefrom  into  the  street 
of  materials  composing  part  of  the  structure,  or 
which  the  owner  has  attached  thereto  for  his  own 
convenience,  as  well  as  of  those  which  have  ac- 
cumulated on  or  around  the  building  from  natural 
causes,  which  the  owner  ought  to  have  foreseen 
and  provided  against.  The  only  uncertainty  ap- 
pears to  be  as  to  how  far  the  owner  is  relieved  from 
liability  by  the  acts  of  third  persons,  and  as  to  how 
far  negligence  must  be  shown  on  the  part  of  the 
landowner  in  order  to  fix  his  liability.  Smoe  the 
-doty  to  keep  the  building  in  repair  rests  primarily 
on  the  landowner,  it  seems  that  If  the  building  is 
Actually  in  his  possession,  and  is  permitted  to  re- 
main in  a  defective  and  dangerous  oondition,  he  is 
liable  for  injuries  resulting  therefrom,  whether 
the  defect  is  caused  by  the  act  of  a  third  person  or 
by  that  of  an  independent  contractor,  who  has 
been  at  work  on  the  building.  Thus,  in  Khron  v. 
Brock,  4  New  Bug.  Rep.  424, 144  Mass.  619,  the  court 
aaid  it  cannot  be  contended  that  if  the  work  was 
oompleted,  the  owner  would  not  be  responsible  Cor 
injuries  resulting  from  the  Imperfect  construction 
or  dangerous  oondition  in  which  it  was  permitted 
by  him  to  remain,  and  ruled  that  an  instruction 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  unless  the  zino 
(toy  the  falling  of  which  the  injury  occurred)  was 
unfastened  by  him  and  was  negligently  and  care- 
lessly left  so  unfastened,  was  properly  refused. 
So,  where  a  stranger  without  the  owner's  consent 
•  attaches  a  wire  to  a  chimney,  by  which  the  chim- 
ney is  rendered  unsafe  and  liable  to  iall,  and  it  so 
12L.R.A. 


remains  for  some  time,  when  It  falls  and  Inflicts  in- 
Jury,  the  owner  is  liable.  Gray  v.  Boston  Gas  Light 
Co.  114  Mass.  168. 

So  where  a  former  tenant  attached  an  unsafe 
hoisting  apparatus  to  the  building  and  the  landlord 
subsequently  leased  the  building  with  such  appara- 
tus attached,  he  is  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  its 
f alL   Hungerford  v.  Bent,  66  Hun,  6. 

So  where  defendant  had  by  a  lease  acquired  prac- 
tical ownership  of  premises  for  a  term  of  years  and 
erected  a  building  thereon,  which  was  subsequent- 
ly burned,  leaving  a  wall  standing  next  to  the 
street,  and  he  sold  the  machinery,  etc.,  in  the  ruins 
to  a  third  person,  who  took  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises for  the  purpose  of  removing  it,  and  during 
such  possession  the  building  fell  causing  injury, 
both  defendant  and  the  third  person  were  held  lia- 
ble therefor.  Grogan  v.  Pope  I.  ft.  M.  Go.  8  West. 
Bep.  288,  87  Mo.  32L  See  also  Tarry  v.  Ashton,  L. 
B.1Q.  B.Div.820. 

Upon  the  question  whether  or  not  proof  of  neg- 
ligence is  necessary,  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  land- 
owner constructs  his  building  so  near  the  street 
with  a  roof  of  such  a  shape  that  at  oertaln  seasons 
of  the  year  snow  and  ice  will  inevitably  be  precipi- 
tated upon  the  sidewalk  below,  he  must  at  his  peril 
keep  the  ice  and  snow  from  doing  injury,  and  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  he  was  negligent  In  not 
oaring  for  it  under  the  circumstances  and  with  the 
roof  in  that  condition  Is  immaterial*  Shipley  v. 
Fifty  Associates,  101  Mass.  262, 106  Mass.  199;  Han- 
nem  v.  Pence,  40  Minn.  127. 

In  a  case  where  a  briok  fell  from  a  dilapidated 
wall,  causing  injury,  the  court  ruled  that  the  duty 
is  imposed  upon  abutting  property  owners  of  keep- 
ing their  premises  in  such  repair  that  persons  law- 
fully using  the  streets  shall  do  so  without  injury, 


See  also  20  L.  R.  A.  300,  812;  2«   L.  R.  A.  250;  44  L.  R.  A.  oOO. 
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Abkasbas  Supreme  Coubt. 


Feb.. 


15;  Pittsburgh,  C.  dt  St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  William; 
74  Ind.  4«2;  Flannery  v.  Waterford  &  L.  R. 
Co.  11  Ir.  C.  L.  80;  Lindsay  v.  Connecticut 
dt  P.  R.  R.  Co  27  Vt.  648;  Mynning  v.  Detroit, 
L.  dt  N.  R.  Co.  7  West.  Rep.  824,  64  Mich.  93, 
23  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  818;  Buel  v.  New 
York  Cent.  R.  Go.  81  N.  Y.  814;  Terry  v.  New 
York  Cent.  R.  Co.  22  Barb.  574;  Philadelphia 
W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  8tebbing,  62  Md.  504,  19 
Am.  A  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  86;  Case  v.  Chicago,  R. 
J.  db  P.  R.  Co.  64  Iowa,  762,  19  Am.  A  Eng 
R.  R.  Cas.  142;  Brown  v.  Congress  dt  B.  8t.  R. 
Co.  49  Mich.  158,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Caa. 
885;  Marquette,  H.  dt  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Kirkwood, 
45  Mich.  51;  Indiana,  B.  dt  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ham- 
mock, 12  West  Rep.  297,  118  Ind.  1,  82  Am. 
A  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  128. 

Where  one  contract*  to  do  a  thing  not  neces- 
sarily a  nuisance  or  dangerous,  ana  he  can  do 
that  thing  without  wrong  or  injury  to  anybody, 
yet,  in  bo  doing,  by  his  negligent  acta,  he  injures 
another  or  creates  a  nuisance,  the  principal  is 
not  liable,  but  the  contractor  is. 

Murtfeldt  v. -New  York,  W.  8.  dt  B.  R.  Co. 
8  Cent.  Rep.  418,  102  N.  Y.  708,  25  Am.  A 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  144;  Wabash,  81.  L.  dt  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Farter,  0  West.  Rep.  621,  111  Ind.  195, 
81  Am.  &Eng.  R.  R.  Caa.  184;  Hughes  v.  Cin- 
cinnati dtS.R  Co.  39  Ohio  St.  461, 15  Am.  A 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  100;  Hexamer  v.  Webb,  2  Cent. 
Rep.  439,  101  N.  Y.  877. 

A  person  is  not  bound  to  anticipate  remote 
and  improbable  contingencies,  and  it  is  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  in  such  cases  what  precau- 
tion the  defendant  has  failed  to  take  which  he 
might  have  taken. 

Hhearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §§  4,  12;  Thomp. 
Keg.  §§  12,  84;   Tutein  v.  Hurley,  98  Mass. 


211 ;  Washington  ▼.  Baltimore  dt  0.  R.  Co. 
17  W.  Ya.  190,  10  Am.  A  Eng.  R  R.  Caa. 
754. 

Mr.  T.  J.  OUphint,  for  appellee: 

The  injury  did  not  occur  while  the  contrac- 
tors were  engaged  in  doing  the  work.  When 
the  work  is  done,  then  liability  begins  for 
maintenance,  with  the  added  duty  to  see  that 
the  work  is  properly  done  in  the  first  in- 
stance. 

Wharton,  Neg.  §  181:  Hexamer  ▼.  Webb,  2 
Cent.  Rep.  489,  101  N.  Y.  377. 

The  owner  of  a  building  under  his  control 
and.  in  his  occupation  is  bound,  as  between 
himself  and  the  public,  to  keep  it  in  such 
proper  and  safe  condition  that  travelers  on  the 
highway  shall  not  suffer  injury. 

Gray  v.  Boston  Gas  Light  Co.  114  Mass.  149; 
Milfard  y.  HoSbrook,  9  Allen,  17;  Shipley  v. 
Associates,  101  Mass.  251,  and  cases 
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The  owner  and  occupier  Is  only  relieved  by 
independent  contractors,  strangers,  etc.,  for  in- 
jury done  by  them  at  the  time 'they  are  doing 
the  work  or  interfering  with  the  building. 

See  Gonners  v.  Hennessey,  112  Mass.  96; 
Rapson  ▼.  Oubitt,  9  Mees.  A  W.  710;  HiUiard 
v.  Richardson,  3  Gray,  849;  Sturges  v.  Society 
for  Promotion  of  Theological  Education,  190 
Mass.  414;  Gorham  v.  Gross,  125  Mass.  232; 
Butler  y.  Hunter,  7  Hurlst  A  N.  826;  8t*rr* 
v.  Utioa,  17  N.  Y.  107, 72  Am.  Dec.  487. 

Where  plaintiff  is  lawfully  in  the  highway, 
and  an  adjoining  building  falls  upon  and  in- 
jures him,  on  showing  these  facts  he  shall  be 
entitled  to  recover. 

Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  p.  427;  Mullen  t. 
St.  John,  57  N.  Y.  567;  Gee  v.  Metropolitan  R. 


and  held  the  landowner  liable.  Hurray  v.  Me- 
Shane,  52  Md.  217. 

8o  where  a  Umb  fell  from  an  ornamental  tree, 
causing  injury.  Weller  v.  MoCormick,  8LE.A. 
798, 52  N.  J.  L.  470. 

So  where  the  wail  of  a  partially  burned  building 
was  left  standing  until  it  fell,  causing  injury* 
Beotor  of  Church  of  Ascension  v.  Buckhart,  8H111, 
193, 

So  where  timber  was  so  piled  by  the  side  of  the 
highway  that  it  was  thrown  down  by  a  passing 
team  and  injured  plaintiff.  Pastene  v.  Adams,  48 
Gal.  87.  See  also  Maddox  v.  Cunningham,  68  Ga. 
431;  Earl  v.  Crouch,  82  N.  T.  S.  B.  18. 

So  one  who  maintains  a  lamp  over  the  highway 
has  the  duty  to  keep  it  in  such  state  of  repair  as 
not  to  prejudice  the  public  (Tarry  v.  Ashton,  L. 
R.  1 Q.  B.  Div.  820);  although  one  of  the  judges 
seems  to  limit  the  owner's  responsibility  to  investi- 
gating from  time  to  time  and  repairing  defects 
when  be  became  or  ought  to  have  become  aware 
of  their  existence. 

The  New  Hampshire  court  holds  that  a  complaint 
hi  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  caused 
by  snow  sliding  from  a  roof  Into  the  street  is  not 
good  If  it  falls  to  charge  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  owner,  stating  that  the  case  is  within  that  class 
where  a  man  will  not  be  answerable  for  the  conse- 
quences of  enjoying  his  own  property  in  the  way 
suoh  property  is  usually  enjoyed,  unless  an  Injury 
has  resulted  to  another  from  the  want  of  proper 
care  or  skill  on  his  part.  Garland  v.  Towne,  65  N. 
H.5G. 

There  is  a  distinction  made  in  that  case,  however, 
in  case  the  building  is  a  nuisance,  the  court  stating 
that  if,  under  the  law  of  the  State,  the  erection  or 
continuance  of  a  building  or  any  portion  thereof 
12  L.  R.  A. 


over  a  highway  tea  nuisance,  and  the  eaves  project, 
so  that  snow  and  ice  are  precipitated  therefrom 
into  the  street,  liability  exists  without  proof  of 
negligence. 

It  has  been  held  that  any  bulldtng  which  is  al- 
lowed to  become  out  of  repair  so  as  to  endanger 
the  safely  of  persona  passing  on  the  street  Is  a  nui- 
sance.   Beg.  v.  Watts,  1  Salk.  887. 

And  whore  a  sign  is  hung  over  the  street  in  vio- 
lation of  a  oity  ordinance  the  fact  that  the  owner 
used  due  care  is  immaterial.  Salisbury  v.  Heroben- 
roder,  108  Mass.  488. 

Even  though  negligence  is  regarded  as  necessary 
to  a  recovery,  the  tendency  of  the  courts  is  to  ap- 
ply the  maxim  res  ipsa  loQutturand  hold  that  proof 
of  the  happening  of  the  accident  Is  sufficient  proof 
of  negligence  in  the  absence  of  explanatory  cir- 
cumstances. 

So  held  where  the  wall  of  a  building  fell  Into  the- 
street  (Mullen  v.  St.  John,  67  N.  Y.  571);  where  a 
barrel  fell  from  a  window  (Byrne  v.  Boodle,  t 
Hurlst  ft  C  722);  where  bags  of  sugar  fell  (Scott  v. 
London  Dock  Co.  8  Hurlst.  ft  O.  886);  where  snow 
fell  from  a  roof  into  the  street.  Smethurst  v.  In- 
dependent Cong.  Church,  2  L.  B.  A.  686, 148  Mass. 
261. 

Where  a  railroad  company  carried  its  tracks  over 
a  highway  by  means  of  a  bridge,  which  rested  in 
part  on  a  briok  pier,  the  court  held  that  the  com- 
pany was  under  the  common-law  liability  to  keep- 
the  bridge  in  safe  condition  for  the  publio  using 
the  highway  to  pass  under  it,  and  the  fact  that  the- 
slight  vibration  caused  by  a  passing  train  resulted 
in  the  fall  of  a  brick,  which  injured  plaintiff, 
showed  negligence.  Kearney  v.  London,  B.  ft  8.. 
C.  B.  Co.  L.  K.6Q.  a  760.  See  also  Garland  v.  ■ 
Towne,  65  N.  H.  56. 
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St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hopkins. 
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Co.  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  161.  5  Moak,  Eng.  Rep.  169; 
Edgerton  v.  Aw  For*  <fc  it  #.  (&.  89  N.  Y. 
227;  Oirrtft  v.  Rochester  &  8.  R.  Co.  18  N.  Y. 
584;  George  v.  &.  Ion*,  i.  Jf .  eft  A  £.  Co.  84 
Ark.  618. 

The  sign  was  a  nuisance. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  2d  ed.  g  275;  Shipley  v. 
Fifty  Associate*,  101  Mass.  251,  106  Mass.  194; 
BaU  ▼.  Nye,  99  Mass.  582;  Dygert  v.  Qchenck, 
23  Wend.  447;  Ryland*  v.  Fletcher,  L.R.8H. 
L.  880;  Jb/u»  v.  Boston,  104  Mass.  75;  Congreve 
▼.  firoflA,  18  N.  Y.  81. 

CockrilU  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant  maintained  a  ticket-office  in 
City  of  Little  Rock,  and  advertised  the  fact  by 
means  of  a  large  wooden  sign  fastened  to  the 
wall  over  the  entrance  from  the  street,  fifteen 
feet  above  the  sidewalk.  The  sign  fell  upon 
the  appellee,  and  injured  him,  without  fault  of 
his,  while  he  was  upon  the  sidewalk.  This 
appeal  is  prosecuted  to  reverse  a  Judgment  for 
damages  in  the  sum  of  |750,  recovered  by  the 
appellee  for  the  injury.  When  the  sign- board 
was  first  put  up  it  was  securely  fastened.  Its 
weight  was  supported  by  brick  projections  from 
the  walL  Subsequently  the  servants  of  an 
electric-light  company  removed  it  from  its 
fastenings  in  order  to  run  electric  wires  into 
the  railway  office.  That  fact  was  known  to 
the  railway  agent  in  charge  of  the  office.  He 
had  been  warned  at  the  outset  by  the  contrac- 
tor who  put  the  sign  in  position  that  the  electric- 
light  workmen  would  be  compelled  to  loosen 
the  fastenings  if  they  were  permitted  to  follow 
instead  of  preceding  him.  The  sign  was  re- 
placed in  position  by  the  electric-light  work- 
men, and  two  months  thereafter  fell  and  in- 
jured the  plaintiff.  An  inspection  of  it  after 
the  accident  showed  that  the  wires  which  were 
used  to  hold  it  on  two  of  the  three  hooks  had 
been  cut  with  scissors  close  to  the  sign.  The 
supposition  of  all  the  witnesses  was  that  the 
cutting  was  done  by  the  electric-light  work- 
men. There  was  no  positive  proof  of  that  fact. 
The  sign  fell  in  the  month  of  March.  There 
was  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  usual 
March  winds  of  this  latitude  prevailed  at  the 
time,  while  other  witnesses  thought  there  was 
no  disturbance  of  any  object  on  the  street  from 
wind. 

The  Railway,  complains  of  the  following  part 
of  the  charge  to  the  jury:  "If  you  find  from 
the  evidence  that  the  defendant  caused  the  sign 
mentioned  in  this  action  to  be  placed  on  the 
side  of  and  in  front  of  its  ticket  office,  in  the 
City  of  Little  Rock,  and  over  and  above  the 
sidewalk,  which  is  a  public  highway,  and  that 
while  the  plaintiff  was  on  said  sidewalk,  and 
under  said  sign,  the  same  fell  of  its  own  weight 
from  its  place,  and  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  in- 
jured him,  you  are  instructed  that  the  fact  of 
said  falling  of  said  sign  in  the  msnoer  afore- 
said raises  a  presumption  of  negligence  in  main- 
taining said  sign,  and  you  would  find  for  the 
plaintiff,  unless  you  should  find  that  said  pre- 
sumption is  overcome  by  a  fair  preponderance 
of  evidence  going  to  show  that  a  proper  degree 
of  diligence  had  been  exercised  by  defend- 
ant." It  is  argued  that  the  charge  directs  the 
Jury  to  presume  negligence  without  finding 
proof  of  it.  If  it  had  left  the  jury  to  find 
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against  the  Railway  merely  upon  proof  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  injured  by  the  falling  of 
a  sign  from  a  building  in  which  the  Railway 
was  an  occupant,  it  would  be  subject  to  the 
objection  urged,  and  therefore  erroneous.  But 
the  charge  must  be  read  in  the  light  of  the  ad* 
milted  facts  and  of  the  hypothesis  upon  which 
it  is  based.  They  are  as  follows:  The  sign 
was  placed  in  a  position  where  it  was  sure  to 
fall  upon  the  sidewalk,  if  it  should  fall  at  all, 
in  a  much  frequented  part  of  the  city.  It  was 
maintained  there  by  the  defendant  solely  for 
its  convenience.  It  was  heavy,  and  required 
precaution  in  fastening  it  in  position  to  pre- 
vent it  from  falling.  It  fell  "of  its  own 
weight,"— that  is,  because  of  insufficient  fasten- 
ings to  hold  it  under  ordinary  circumstances, — 
and  thereby  an  injury  was  inflicted  upon  one 
who  was  rightfully  in  the  public  street.  Upon 
such  a  case  found,  negligence  is  an  inference 
of  law.  The  reason  is  as  follows:  The  de- 
fendant was  under  a  duty  to  the  public  to  ex- 
ercise common  prudence  to  place  and  keep  its 
sign  in  such  position  as  not  to  endanger  the 
safety  of  pedestrians  in  the  street.  As  long  as 
it  performed  that  duty  no  injury  would  be  in- 
flicted, in  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  The 
happening  of  the  accident  is  evidence,  there- 
fore, of  the  neglect  of  the  duty,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  that  it  happened  out  of  the  ordinary 
course.  Mullen  v.  St.  John,  57  N.  T.  567: 
Kearney  v.  London,  B.  d;S.  (7.  &  Cb.  L.  R  6 
Q.  B.  759,  10  Cent.  L.  J.  261,  and  numerous 
cases  cited. 

It  is  argued  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable, 
because  the  evidence  shows  that  the  sign  fell, 
not  from  insecurity  of  the  original  fastening, 
but  because  the  sustaining  wires  had  been  cut 
by  a  third  person.  We  must  take  it  as  settled 
by  the  verdict  that  the  wires  were  cut  by  the 
electric-light  company's  workmen.  The  testi- 
mony furnished  no  reasonable  probability  that 
it  was  done  by  another.  The  managing  agent 
of  the  defendant's  office  knew  that  it  was  neces- 
sary for  these  workmen  to  cut  or  loosen  the 
fastenings  in  order  to  complete  the  work  the 
Railway  Company  desired  to  be  done  in  its 
office,  and  knew  that  the  sign  had  been  re- 
moved for  that  purpose.  It  was  the  Company's 
duty,  therefore,  to  see  that  the  fastenings  were 
safely  restored.  In  no  other  manner  could  it 
guard  against  the  danger  to  which  the  public 
would  otherwise  be  exposed,  and  it  is  liable  foi 
the  consequences  of  having  neglected  to  do  so. 
Orayv.  Boston  Gas- Light  Co.  114  Mass.  149- 
158.  The  fact  that  the  electric-light  company 
was  an  independent  contractor,  and  not  the 
servant  of  the  railway,  in  performing  the  work 
in  the  prosecution  of  which  the  wires  were  cut, 
did  not  relieve  the  Railway  of  its  duty  to  the 
public  to  see  that  the  sign  was  secure  after  the 
contractor  had  completed  his  work.  Khron  v. 
Brock,  144  Mass.  516,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  424. 

If  the  injury  had  been  inflicted  through  the 
negligence  of  the  contractor's  servants  while 
in  the  execution  of  the  contract,  no  liability 
would  have  attached  to  the  Railway.  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.&8.  R  Co.  v.  Yonley,  53  Ark.  508, 9  L.  R. 
A.  604.  But  no  such  case  was  made  by  the 
proof.  The  court  did  not  err,  therefore,  in  re- 
jecting the  Railway's  prayer  to  charge  upon 
the  subject  of  its  non  liability  for  work  done 
by  an  independent  contractor.    The  court  re- 
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Pennsylvania  Supbbms  Court. 
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Cased  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendant 
was  not  liable  for  the  injury  if  the  sign  fell 
from  the  act  of  God.  There  was  no  testimony 
to  base  the  charge  upon.  The  strongest  testi- 
mony for  the  defendant  was  that  the  accident 
happened  on  a  windy  day  in  March.  Bat  it 
was  the  defendant's  duty  to  take  such  precau- 
tion in  fastening  its  sign  as  to  make,  it  secure 
against  the  ravages  of  such  winds  as  might  be 
expected  in  the  regular  course  of  the  seasons. 


Southern  Bzp.  Co.  ▼.  Texarkana  Water  Co. 
(Ark.)  Jan.  17, 1891.  An  injury  resulting  from 
a  failure  to  take  such  precaution  is  attributable 
to  its  neglect,  and  not  the  act  of  God. 

Other  requests  to  charge  the  jury  preferred 
by  the  defendant  were  ^rejected,  but  all  they 
contained  that  could  legally  be  demanded  to 
go  to  the  jury  was  submitted  in  the  court's 
charge. 

As  there  is  no  error,  the  Judgment  i*  affirmed. 


PENNSYLVANIA   SUPREME  COURT. 


George  W.  RYMER,  Appt., 

«. 

LUZERNE  COUNTY. 

(....Pa.....) 

▲  statute  which  applies  only  to  a  limit- 
ed number  of  counties*  although  not  local 
or  special  for  the  reason  that  it  applies  to  all  of 
a  certain  class  created  by  the  Constitution  itself, 
is  not  impliedly  repealed  by  a  general  statute 
without  negative  words. 

(April  W.  WW.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Luzerne 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  upon  a  case 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  object 
of  which  was  to  determine  plaintiff's  right  to 
compensation  for  services  performed  as  county 
•editor,  the  agreement  being  that  if  the  court 
was  of  opinion  that  the  Act  of  May  12, 1887, 
was  in  force  in  the  County  and  repealed  prior 
Acts,  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  plaintiff, 
if  not,  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  defend- 
ant.   Affirmed. 
The  opinion  states  the  case. 
Mr.  John  McGahren  for  appellant 
Mr.  Joseph  Moore  for  appellee. 

Per  Curiam: 

Luzerne  County  has  a  population  exceeding 
160,000.  Section  5,  art  14,  of  the  Constitu- 
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tion  provides  that  "in  all  counties  containing 
over  150,000  inhabitants,  all  county  officers 
shall  be  paid  by  salary,  and  the  salary  of  any 
such  officer  and  his  clerks,  heretofore  paid  by 
fees,  shall  not  exceed  the  aggregate  amount  of 
fees  earned  during  his  term  andcollected  by  or 
for  him."  The  Uth  section  of  the  Act  of 
March  81,  1876  (Pub.  Laws,  18),  was  intended 
to  give  effect  to  this  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  provides  that  the  salaries  of  county 
auditors  in  counties  containing  over  150,000  in- 
habitants shall  .be  $500  each.  This  fixes  the 
salary  of  the  county  auditors  of  Luzerne  at 
that  sum.  It  was  contended  that  the  Act  of 
1876  was  repealed  by  the  Act  of  May  12,  1887 
(Pub.  Laws,  95),  which  fixes  the  compensation 
of  county  auditors  at  $8  per  day  and  mileage. 
It  is  not  to  be  presumed,  however,  that  the 
Legislature  intended  the  Act  of  1887  to  operate 
in  counties  when  a  salary  had  been  fixed  by 
the  Act  of  1876  in  obedience  to  the  constitu- 
tional requirement.  The  Act  of  1887  contains 
no  repealing  clause,  and  while  the  Act  of  1876 
is  neither  a  local  nor  a  special  law  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  applies  to  all  counties  of  a  certain 
class,— and  that  class  created  by  the  Constitu- 
tion itself, — yet  its  operation  is  confined  to  a 
limited  number  of  counties,  and  we  think 
comes  within  the  reason  of  the  rule  laid  down 
in  numerous  cases,  that  a  general  statute  with- 
out negative  words  does  not  repeal  a  previous 
statute  which  is  particular,  even  though  the 
provisions  of  one  be  different  from  the  other. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


1801.  Cabby  v.  CntcurwATi  Typographical  Unioh,  No.  8. 

UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT,  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  OHIO. 


CASEY 
e. 


CraomNATI  TYPOGRAPHICAL 
UNION,  NO.  8,  ei  aL 

(46  Fed.  Rep.  135.) 

1.  A  boycott  ft  an  illegal  conspiracy  In  re- 
straint of  trade. 

*•  An  injunction  may  be  lamed  to  restrain 
the  publication  and  circulation  of  posters,  circu- 
lars, etc,  for  carrying  out  a  conspiracy  to  boy- 
cott the  complainant. 

3.  Statements  of  advertiser*  in  a,  news- 
paper at  the  time  of  withdrawing  their 
patronage  that  It  was  because  they  had  been 
visited  by  a  committee  of  a  typographical  union 
and  were  threatened  with  loss  of  business,  are 
admissible  as  part  of  the  res  oesftsm  an  action  to 
enjoin  a  boycott. 

•4.  Upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion  for  a 
preliminary  injunction,  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence are  applied  less  strictly  than  upon  the  final 
hearing  of  the  cause,  and  consequently  evidence 
that  would  net  be  competent  In  support  of  an  an* 
nUeation  for  a  perpetual  injunction  may  be  ad- 


(January  81,  1WL) 

SUIT  to  enjoin  defendants  from  boycotting 
plaintiff's  newspaper.     On   motion  for 
temporary  injunction.     Granted. 
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Statement  by  Sage*  J.: 

The  complainant,  proprietor  and  publisher 
of  The  Commonwealth,  a  daily  and  weekly 
newspaper  published  at  Covington,  Ky.,  sues 
to  restrain  the  defendant,  the  Cincinnati  Typo- 
graphical  Union,  No.  8,  which,  the  bill  avers, 
is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
Ohio  as  a  trades  union  or  labor  organization, 
composed  of  type-setters  and  printers,  and  the 
individual  defends  ate,  who,  it  is  averred,  are 
its  officers  and  managing  agents,  from  "boy- 
cotting" the  complainant  and  his  newspaper. 

A  restraining'  order  to  remain  in  force  until 
the  hearing  and  disposition  of  complainant's 
motion  for  a  temporary  injunction  having  been 
granted  when  the  biu  was  nkd,  the  cause  is 
now  before  the  court  upon  that  motion. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  that  in  September, 
1800,  and  at  various  other  times,  the  defend- 
ant, the  Typographical  Union,  demanded  that 
the  complainant  sbowd  unionize  his  office,  that 
is  to  say,  publish  and  conduct  hia  pe^r  accord- 
ing to  the  customs,  rules-  and  regulations  laid 
down  and  prescribed  by  said  Typographical 
Union,  and  that  he  should  pay  his  employes 
wages  at  each  rates  as  should  be  ftxsd  from 
time  to  thne  by  said  Union,  and  discharge 
from  his  employment  all  persons  sot  members 
thereof. 

The  bill  further  avers  that  upon,  complain- 
ant's refusal  to  comply  with  said  demands, 
def endanto  illegally  and  unlawfully  and  with 
latent  to  injure  complainant,  and  to  destaoy 


.  NoCTv-CoiMpinMv  defined. 

A  conspiracy  Is  a  combination  of  two  or  more 
persons,  by  some  concerted  action,  to  accomplish 
-some  orimmel  or  unlawful  purpose,  or  to  accom- 
plish a  purpose  not  unlawful  by  unlawful  means. 
Owens  v.  State,  IB  Lea,  1;  Spies  v.  People,  ID  West. 
Rep.  101,  IS  m.  1;  United  States  ▼.  Wootten,29Fed. 
Bep.  TOs;  United  States  ▼.Lancaster  (Ga.) ID  L. R.  A. 

It  is  a  joint  willful  and  malicious  common  pur- 
pose. People  v.  Petherane,  7  West.  Rep.  SOS,  64 
Mich.  268. 

To  constitute  a  conspiracy  the  combination  must 
*e  corrupt.  Wood  v.  State,  1  Gent.  Bep.  441, 47  N. 
-J.L.46L 

Concurrence  of  sentiment  and  oo-operative  con- 
duct in  a  criminal  enterprise  are  the  essential  in- 
gredlentsof  a  criminal  conspiracy.  McKee  v.  State, 
w  West.  Bep.  840,  111  Ind.  878,  citing  Archer  v.  State. 
4  West.  Bep.  728,106  Ind.  436;  2  Wharton,  Crim,  Law, 
1808. 

As  soon  as  the  union  of  wills  for  the  unlawful 
purpose  is  perfected,  the  offense  of  conspiracy  is 
'complete.    Spies  ▼.  People,  supra. 

The  offense  is  complete  when  the  unlawful  con- 
spiracy, combination  or  agreement  is  made;  and  a 
criminal  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy 
is  not  necessary  to  j  ustif  y  a  con  viction  for  the  crime 
-of  conspiracy  itself.    United  States  v.  Lancaster, 


Coercing  choice  of  employment. 

Brerr  man  has  a  right  to  determine  the  branch 
of  business  he  will  pursue,  to  make  his  contracts 
with  whom  he  pleases  or  refuse  to  deal  with  any 
man  or  class  of  men,  or  to  work  under  a  certain 
twice  or  without  certain  conditions.  Oarew  ▼. 
Rutherford,  108  Mass.  L   See  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Met. 
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Ill:  Boston  Glass  Mfry.  v.  Bmney,  4  Pick.  426;  Bow- 
en  v.  MStheson,  U  Alien,  410. 

If  two  or  more  persons  combine  to  coeroaa  nmws 
choice  in  the  employment  of  bis  talents,  mdustty 
and  capital.  It  to  a  criminal  conspiracy,  whetherthe 
means  employed  are  actual  violence  or  asneeie»of 
intimidation  that  works  upon  the  mind.  State  ▼• 
Stewart,  4  New  Bus.  Bep.  87B.80  VL  97*. 

But  a  person  has  no-  right  of  protection  aawJost 
competition,  and  if  disturbance  or  loss,  somes  as  a 
result  of  competition,  or  the  exercise  of  like  rights 
by  others,  it  is  danmwn  assess  injurs*.  Walker  v. 
Cronin.  107  Mass.  666. 

Lawful  eombinatione  of  workmen. 

Combinations  of  artisans  for  their  common  bene* 
fit,  as  for  the  development  of  their  skill,  or  tor 
protection  from  overcrowding  of  their  trade,  are 
not  opposed  to  public  pouoy.  Greenhood,  Pub. 
Pol.  048,  citing  Snow  v.  Wheeler,  118  Mass.  1ft; 
Oarew  v.  Rutherford,  108  Mass.  1;  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4 
Met.  Ill;  Wolfe  v.  Mathews,  L.  B.  a  Gnw  Div.  IS* 
Beg.  ▼.  Rowlands,  17  Q.  B.  071. 

It  Is  not  illegal  for  workman  to  form  and  act  as 
an  association  to  protect  themselves  against  "en- 
croachments" of  their  employers.  Snow  v.  Wheat* 
er.llBMass.17B. 

A  combination  between  stevedores  of  a  post  to 
fix  rates,  and  penalties  for  their  violation,  is  net 
invalid.  Master  Stevedores  Asso.  v.  Walsh,  S  Bar** 
1;  Collins  v.  Locke,  L.  B.4  Apu.  Gas.  ett;  Says*  v. 
Louisville  Union  Ben.  Asm.  1  Dvrall,  140;  HIMonv. 
Bokersley,6ia.«BL47;  Beg.  v.  Bowlanda,  17  Q.  & 
671, 6  Cox,  Cr.  Gas.  498;  Beg.  ▼.  Dufleld,  6  Cox,  Or. 
Gas.  404. 

The  legality  of  an  association  depends  on  the 

means  to  be  used  for  the  accomplishment  of  its 

object,  whether  snoh  object  be  Innocent  < 

wise.   Com.  ▼.  Hunt,s«pra, 

13 


See.  also  19  L.  R.  A.  382,  387,  395,  403,  408;  20  L.  R.  A.  342;  21  L.  R.  A.  337; 
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the  circulation  of  bis  newspaper,  and  its 
value  as  an  advertising  medium,  conspired 
and  combined  to  boycott  him  and  his  newspa- 
per, and  to  that  end  caused  to  be  printed  and 
posted,  in  conspicuous  places,  large  hand-bills, 
calling  upon  all  persons  to  withdraw  their 
patronage  from  complainant's  newspaper,  and 
issued  circulars,  signed  by  said  Typographical 
Union  and  addressed  to  advertising  patrons  of 
the  complainant,  requesting  them  to  with- 
draw their  advertisements  from  the  said  news- 
paper, threatening  that  upon  failure  to  do  so 
they  would  be  vfeted  with  the  ill  will  and  in- 
cur the  enmity  of  all  organized  labor,  and  that 
they  would  induce  all  members  of  labor  asso- 
ciations to  withdraw  all  patronage  from  them. 
It  is  also  averred  that  said  Typographical 
Union  sent  circulars  to  the  news  agents  hand 
ling  and  selling  complainant's  newspaper, 
threatening  that  unless  they  ceased  selling  said 
paper  they  would  in  like  manner  lose  the  pat- 
ronage of  and  be  antagonized  by  the  members 
of  all  labor  organizations. 
>  The  bill  further  sets  forth  that  said  Typo- 
graphical Union,  through  its  agents  and  em- 
ployes, visited  persons  regularly  advertising  in 
complainant's  newspaper,  and  threatened  them 
that  unless  they  withdrew  their  advertisements 
they  would  incur  the  enmity,  ill  will  and  an- 
tagonism of  all  organized  labor  and  of  the 
friends  of  such  labor,  who  would  withdraw 
from  them  their  entire  business  patronage. 

The  answers  of  the  defendants  have  not  yet 
been  filed.  The  hearing  of  the  motion  was 
upon  the  bill,  and  upon  affidavits  filed  on  be- 
half of  the  complainant,  and  on  behalf  of  the 


defendants.  There  is  not  much  dispute  as  to 
the  facts.  Excepting  the  averment  that  the 
Typographical  Union,  through  its  agents,  vis- 
ited the  advertising  patrons  of  The  Common- 
wealth, or  any  other  patrons  of  the  complain- 
ant, and  threatened  to  boycott  them  unless  they 
withdrew  their  patronage,  the  averments  of 
the  bill  are  substantially  admitted. 

The  complainant,  in  his  affidavit,  states  that 
compliance  with  the  demand  made  upon  him 
in  September  by  the  individual  defendant* 
who  acted  in  that  behalf  as  a  committee  fron* 
the  Typographical  Union,  that  he  should  union- 
ize his  office,  would  have  necessitated  the  dis- 
charge of  all  the  printers  employed  by  him 
and  the  substitution  and  the  exclusive  employ- 
ment of  what  are  known  as  "union  printers/'' 
that  is,  members  of  some  typographical  union, 
and  that  there  was  not  then,  nor  is  there  now,, 
any  complaint  upon  the  part  of  his  employes. 
He  says  that  he  refused  to  comply  with  the 
demands  so  made,  and  continued  to  run* his- 
office  as  before,  paying  his  printers  the  price 
agreed  upon,  which  was  satisfactory*  to  them. 

The  complainant  further  sets  form  in  his  af- 
fidavit particulars  of  the  boycott  thereupon* 
inaugurated  against  him,  and  his  paper  and 
Job  office,  as  set  forth  in  the  bflL  Copies  or 
the  hand-bills  and  circulars  referred  to  are- 
filed  with  the  affidavits,  and  the  names  of  cus- 
tomers to  whom  they  were  sent  are  given. ' 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  hand-bill  re- 
ferred to  in  complainant's  affidavit: 

"Zb  Workingmm  and  all  Ponon*  Interutett 
in  Organised  Labor:    The  Covington  Daily 


Boycotting 

The  term  "boycotting'"  was  derived  from  the 
name  of  Captain  Boycott,  an  agent  of  Lord  Barne, 
and  a  farmer  of  Lough  Mask,  in  the  District  of 
Oonnemara,  Ireland.  The  people  of  his  neighbor- 
hood took  offense  at  him,  and  resolved  not  to  have 
or  allow  others  to  have  any  communication  with 
him  England  under  Gladstone,  by  Justin  H.  Mc- 
Carthy. See  State  v.  Glldden,  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  848, 
66  Conn.  41 

The  boycott  is  not  the  remedy  to  adjust  differ- 
ences between  capital  and  labor.  State  v.  Stewart, 
4  New  Bng.  Bep.  878,  60  Vt.  878. 

An  unlawful  combination  to  prevent,  by  vio- 
lence and  Intimidation,  a  certain  oompany  from 
retaining  and  taking  into  its  employ  certain  work- 
men la  an  indiotabJe  oonsptraoy.   ibid. 

Persons  styling  themselves  the  "Executive  Board 
of  the  Ocean  Association  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Union,'*  not  In  plaintiff's  employ,  who  procured  Its 
workmen  to  quit  in  a  body  and  declare  a  boycott 
on  its  business,  to  compel  it  to  pay  the  wages  de- 
manded by  them,  were  guilty  of  illegal  and  action- 
able acts,  and  were  liable  to  arrest.  Old  Dominion 
as. do.  v.MoKenna,24  Blatohf . 244,  80  Fed. Rep. 
48. 

All  associations  designed  to  interfere  with  the 
perfect  freedom  of  employers  in  the  proper 
management  and  control  of  their  lawful  busi- 
ness, or  to  dictate  in  any  particular  terms  upon 
which  their  business  shall  be  conducted,  by  means 
of  threats,  or  by  intef  erence  with  their  property  or 
traffic  or  with  their  lawful  employment  of  other 
persons,  are  pro  tanto  Illegal  combinations  or  asso- 
ciation*. Ibid.,  citing  Johnston  Harvester  Go.  v. 
Meinhardt,  SO  How.  Pr.  188;  Slaughter- House  Oases, 
88  U.  a  16  Wall.  36, 116, 21  L.  ed.  884,421;  Tarleton  v. 
M'Gawley,  Peaks,  *5B06;  Bafael  v.  Verelst,  8  W.  Bl. 
1066;  Lumley  v.  Gye,  2  EL  ft  BL  816;  Bowen  v.  Hall, 
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L.  B.6  Q.  B. Div. 888, 887;  Gregory  v.  Brunswick,  a/ 
Man.  &  G.  206;  Gunter  v.  Astor,  4  Moore,  1&  8ee- 
Greenhood,  Pub.  PoL  648, 658. 

CombinaHon  of  persons,  when  a  contpbwcy. 

A  combination  Is  a  conspiracy  in  law  whenever 
the  act  to  be  done  has  a  necessary  tendency  to- 
prejudice  the  publio  or  oppress  individuals,  by  un- 
justly subjecting  them  to  the  power  of  the  confed- 
erates and  giving  effect  to  the  purposes  of  the  lat- 
ter, whether  of  extortion  or  mischief.  1  Hawk,  P_ 
G.  chap.  27, 1  2;  2  Buss.  Or.  874;  8  Wharton,  Crlm.. 
Law,  1 28S2;  2  Bishop,  Grim.  Law,  I  ITS;  Desty,  Crlm. 
Law,  111:  8Chitty,Grlm.  Law,  1188;  Archb.  Crlm.. 
Pr.  and  PI.  1880. 

The  offense  has  been  held  to  consist  in  the  con- 
spiracy, and  not  in  the  acts  oommlttod  in  carrying 
it  into  effect,  and  the  charge  is  sufficient  if  made  in. 
general  terms  describing  an  unlawful  conspiracy 
to  effect  a  bad  purpose.  State  v.  Stewart,  4  New 
Eng.  Bep.  878, 60  Vt.  278,  citing  People  v.  Fisher,  14* 
Wend.  9;  State  v.  Donaldson,  82  N.  J.  L.  151;  Snow 
v.  Wheeler,  118  Mass.  186;  State  v.  Noyes,  25  Vt.  416;. 
State  v.  Burnham,  16  N.  H.  886;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co. 
v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  178:  Mogul  S.  S.  Oo.  v. 
McGregor,  L.  B.  16  Q.  B.  Div.  476. 

Printer?  unions. 

A  combination  of  persons  constituting  a  print- 
ers*  union  conspiring  to  use  means  of  intimidation- 
to  compel  a  publishing  oompany  to  abstain  from 
keeping  in  its  employ  workmen  of  its  own  ohoice  is 
clearly  prohibited  by  statute.  State  v.  Glidden.  C 
New  Bng.  Bep.  849. 66  Vt  40. 

Where  the  purpose  was  to  prevent  the  publlshlng- 
oompany  from  carrying  on  Its  business  in  Its  own- 
way,  the  motive  being  to  gain  an  unjust  advantage 
to  themselves,  the  act  was  legally  corrupt;  and  at- 
the  means  adopted  to  carry  out  the  purpose  wer* 
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Commonwealth,  after  two  years'  promising 
repeatedly  to  unionize  their  office,  stated  to  a 
committee  from  the  Typographical  Union  that 
they  would  not  employ  union  printers  on  their 
paper.  Therefore  the  Typographical  Union 
asks  all  workingmen  and  women  who  sympa- 
thize with  laborers  to  let  The  Commonwealth 
severely  alone,  and  patronize  those  who  em- 
ploy union  men.  and  who  believe  'the  laborer 
is  worthy  of  his  hire/  " 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  a  circular: 
44  To  Workingmen:  The  proprietor  of  The 
Covington  Commonwealth  (daily  and  weekly), 
after  two  years  of  opposition  to  organized  la- 
bor, be  haying  repeatedly  promised  to  union- 
ize his  office,  now  refuses  to  keep  his  word, 
and  says  that  he  will  not  employ  union  print- 
ers. All  working  men  and  women  who  be- 
lieve that  the  laborer  is  worthy  of  his  hire  will 
confer  a  favor  on  Typographical  Union  by 
withdrawing  their  patronage  from  The  Coving- 
ton Commonwealth.'9 

In  the  Union  Bulletin  of  October  1, 1890,  is- 
sued under  the  auspices  of  Cincinnati  Typo- 
graphical Union,  No.  3,  and  published  at  Cin- 
cinnati, is  to  be  found  the  following: 

"Tam  Notick. 
"It  is  requested  of  all  who  are  friendly  to 
organized  labor  that  they  buy  nothing  from 
the  following  firms:  .  .  .  The'Commonwealth 
(newspaper  and  job  office),  Covington,  Ken- 
tucky/' 

Alike  notice  is  published  in  the  Union  Bul- 
letin of  October  29,  1890. 


The  complainant  attaches  to  his  affidavit  a 
copy  of  a  communication  which,  he  stated,  was 
sent  by  the  Union  to  Messrs.  Griffin,  agents  for 
sale  of  complainant's  paper,  and  which  reads  as 
follows: 

"Officii  of  Ttfogbaprical  Union,  No.  8. 

"November  8, 1890. 
"Jfotrt.  Griffin: 

"Dear  Birs:  About  twoyears  ago  the  union 
compositors  employed  on  The  Covington  Daily 
Commonwealth  quit  working  because  Col. 
Casey,  the  proprietor,  would  not  live  up  to  the 
scale  of  prices  of  this  Union.  Mr.  Casey  after- 
wards promised  to  employ  union  men,  and  the 
Union,  relying  on  the  promise,  looked  for  the 
fulfillment  of  the  same. 

"On  Monday,  September  23,  1890,  a  com- 
mittee from  Typographical  union,  No.  8, 
waited  upon  Mr.  Casey,  and  asked  him  to  keep 
the  promise  he  had  so  often  made.  Col.  Casey 
informed  the  committee  that  he  would  not  em- 
ploy union  printers. 

,yThe  committee  then  reported  his  answer  to 
the  Union.  The  Union  now  appeals  to  all  in 
sympathy  with  labor  to  use  their  influence 
with  Mr.  Casey,  try.  to  show  him  the  error  of 
his  way,  and,  failing  in  that,  to  withdraw  their 
patronage  from  the  'rat'  or  'scab'  Common- 
wealth until  it  is  unionized. 

"Very  respectfully, 
"Typographical  Union,  Nfl.  8. 

"This  Union  will  consider  it  a  great  favor 
for  you  to  give  up  the  agency  of  The  Common- 
wealth. If  you  do  not  do  so,  we  will  have  to 
consider  you  an  enemy  to  organized  labor. 'r 


intended  to  harm  the  company,  it  was  therefore 
malicious,  and  constituted  an  offense  within  the 
statute,    ibid. 

'  An  Information  charging  the  object  of  a  conspir- 
acy to  have  been  to  compel  a  newspaper  company, 
against  its  will,  by  means  of  the  boycott,  to  dis- 
charge workmen  of  its  own  choice  and  employ  de- 
fendants and  such  persons  as  they  should  name, 
chargei  acta  prohibited  by  statute.   Ibid, 

If  defendants  In  their  circular,  reading:  "A  word 
to  the  wise  Is  sufficient.  Boycott  the  company,"— 
used  the  word  in  its  original  sense  in  its  application 
to  the  company,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  their 
criminal  intent.    Ibid. 

Dictation  to,  and  coercion  of*  employers  and  em- 
ptoyts. 

A  combination  of  employes  whose  aim  Is  to  dic- 
tate to  an  employer  whom  he  should  discharge  from 
his  employ  is  unlawful,  as  an  unwarrantable  inter- 
ference with  the  conduct  of  his  business.  State  v. 
Donaldson,  82  N.  J.  L.  166;  Rex  v.  Ferguson,  3  Stark. 
480;  Bex  v.  Byokerdlke,  1  Mood.  *B.  179. 

A  letter  written  by  a  "chairman"  of  an  organised 
body  to  an  employe  in  a  shop  that  he  might  remain 
in  It  to  do  a  particular  kind  of  work,  but  to  con- 
fine himself  to  work  designated  by  the  writer,  is  an 
unwarrantable  interference  with  the  business.  Be 
Wabash  B.  Co.  24  Yea.  Rep.  290. 

It  is  an  indictable  conspiracy  for  several,  em. 
ployes  to  combine  and  notify  their  employer  that, 
unless  he  discharges  certain  enumerated  persons, 
they  will  in  a  body  quit  bis  employment.  State  v. 
Donaldson,  supra,  following  State  v.  Norton,  23  N. 
J.  L.  44,  and  disapproving  State  v.  Biokey,  9  N.  J. 
L.  864;  Old  Dominion  &  &  Co.  v.  MoXenna,  24 
Blatonf.  244, 80  Fed.  Bep.  48. 
•  Where  shoemakers  .combine,  agreeing  not  to 
work  for  anyone  who  employs  men  working  below 
12  !,R.A. 


the  standard  of  wages  fixed  by  themselves,  the 
combination  is  void.  People  v.  Fisber,  14  Wend.  9; 
The  Oordwalner*s  Case,  1  Yates,  SeL  Gas.  11$  People 
v.  Trequier,  1  Wheeler,  Grim.  Gas.  142. 

Where  penalties  are  prescribed  by  a  trades  union 
to  be  paid  by  employers  for  violation  of  Its  rules 
in  order  to.  secure  immunity  from  Interference 
wltlLthe  employers  It  is  Illegal.  Carew  v^Buther- 
ford,  108  Mass,  L 

Bules  which  provide  that  no  member  shall  call  at 
any  shop,  where  a  dispute  has  arisen,  and  for  ref- 
erence to  the  executive  council  of  such  dispute,  are 
illegal.    Hornby  v.  Close,  L.  B.  2  Q.  B.  153. 

So  an  association  formed  under  a  rule  which  pro- 
vides that  a  member  binding  his  son  in  a  shop 
where  non-union  men  are  employed  should  be 
fined  Is  illegal.  Rigby  v.  Connol,  L.  B.  14  Ch.  Div. 
482;  Hornby  v.  Close,  supra. 

Intimidation  and  ttircaU. 

Displaying  banners  with  devices  as  a  means  of 
threat  and  intimidation  to  prevent  others  from  en- 
tering into  a  person's  employment  will  be  restrained 
by  injunction  at  the  suit  of  the  employer.  Sherry 
v.  Perkins.  0  New  Bng.  Bep.  661,  147  Mass.  212: 
Walker  v.  Cronln,  107  Mass.  566;  Gilbert  v.  Mlckle,  4 
8andf.  Cb.  867, 7  L.  ed.  1182:  Springhead  Spinning  Go. 
v.  Riley,  L.  B.  0  Eq.  551;  Boston  Diatite  Co.  v.  Flor- 
ence Mfg.  Co.  114  Mass.  69;  Prudential  Aasur.  CO.  v. 
Knott,  L.  B.  10  Ch.  142:  Saxby  v.  Basterbrook,  L.  B. 
8  G.  P.  Div.  839;  Hermann  Loog  v.  Bean,  L.  B.  » 
Ch.  Div.  806;  Thai-ley's  Cattle  Food  Co.  v.  Massam, 
L.  B.  14  Ch.  Div.  763;  Thomas  v.  Williams,  Id,  884; 
Hill  v.  Hart-Davles.  L.  B.  21  Ch.  Div.  798;  Day  v. 
Brownrigg,  L.  B.  10  Oh.  Div.  294;  Gaskin  v.  Balls,  L. 
R.18Ch.  Div.324. 

To  threaten  or  Intimidate  any  person,  to  compel 
him  against  his  will  to  do  or  abstain  from  doing 
any  act  which  he  has  a  legal  right  to  do,  is  an  of- 
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This  was  melted  at  Cincinnati  to  Griffins' 
Novelty  Bazar,  101  York  Street,  Newport.  Ky . 

Complainant  also  attaches  a  copy  of  the 
Union  Bulletin  of  December  1,  18ft,  which 
contains  the  following  article: 

"Boycott  Thr  Commoh-wsalth. 

"We  understand  that  Mr.  Casey  is  going 
around  and  telling  his  advertisers  and  subscrib- 
ers that  his  office  is  now  a  union  office;  that  the 
difficulty  with  the  Typographical  Union,  No. 
8,  has  been  adjusted. 

"Such  is  not  the  case,  however.  The  boy- 
cott is  still  on,  and  will  be  until  the  proprietor 
of  thatVrat'  sheet  employs  union  men. 

4 'We  request  all  K.  of  L.  assemblies,  unions 
and  working  men  to  bear  in  mind  that  Mr. 
Casey  refuses  to  employ,  or  in  any  way  recog- 
nize, organized  labor.  We  ask  your  aid  in 
compelling  Mr.  Casey  to  recognise  the  rights  of 
labor.  Withdraw  your  patronage  from  the 
•scab*  Commonwealth,  and,  if  possible,  let  Mr. 
Casey  know  why  you  stop  his  'ratf  paper. 

"Do  not  patronise  a  merchant  who  adver- 
tises in  the  'raf  Commonwealth. 

"If  you  see  the  paper  in  any  place  of  busi- 
ness, refuse  to  buy  goods  unless  the  merchant 
immediately  stops  the  'rat'  sheet 

'Typographical  Union,  No.  3,  both  in  letter 
and  spirit,  has  performed  its  part  of  the  con- 
tract with  Mr.  Casey,  and  equal  good  faith  is 
expected  from  the  proprietor  of  The  Common- 
wealth; but  he  persistently  refuses  to  live  up  to 
promises  made. 

"Members  of  labor  organizations  in  Coving* 
ton,  Newport,  Dayton,  Bellevue  and  Ludlow 
are  requested  to  take  a  personal  interest  in  our 
light  against  the  'raf  Commonwealth. 

"When  you  observe  the  Commonwealth  im- 
print on  any  work  in  your  locality,  or  run 
across  any  work  that  you  think  has  been  done 
in  Covington,  please  inquire  into  the  matter, 
a*d  serve  the  interests  of  ail  concerned. 

"The  merchant  who  will  patronisse  the  'raf 


Jam., 


Commonwealth,  after  the  decided  stand  of  the 
proprietor  (Mr.  Casey)  has  taken  against  organ- 
bed  labor,  does  not  deserve  your  patronage. 

'* We  call  upon  every  friend  of  organized  la* 
bor  to  get  his  printing  done  in  the  union  print- 
ing offices.  Beware  of  that  'raf  trap  at  Fifth 
and  Scott  Streets,  Covington,  Ky. 

"Mr.  Casev  states  that  he  publishes  the  only 
daily  paper  fa  Covington,  and  should  not  be 
discriminated  against  by  the  citizens. 

"Did  Mr.  Casev  think  of  discrimination 
when  he  shut  out  his  union  printers  (three  of 
them  residents  of  Covington),  in  1888,  and 
compelled  them  to  seek  employment  else- 
where?" 

The  complainant  filed  the  affidavit  of  J. 
Plant,  a  member  of  a  Arm  of  Jewelers  at  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio.  He  states  that  the  firm  received 
by  mail  on  or  about  December  1, 1890,  the  fol- 
lowing circular: 

"Dear  Sir;  We  beg  leave  to  call  your  at- 
tention to  the  trouble  between  The  Covington 
Daily  Commonwealth  and  Typographical 
Union,  No.  &  In  the  spring  of  1888  the  pro- 
prietor of  The  Commonwealth  refused  to  pay 
the  scale  of  wages  agreed  upon,  and  the  union 
men  quit  working.  Mr.  Casey  afterwards 
promised  to  pay  the  scale,  but  kept  putting  it 
off,  and  now  refuses  to  keep  his  promise. 


The  Typographical  Union,  No.  8,  has  lived 
up  to  its  part  of  the  contieaet,  but  Mr.   Casey 

refuses  to  recognize  labor  in  any  way.  There- 
fore we  request  your  aid  in  unionizing  The 
Commonwealth. 

"You  are  a  business  man,  and  no  doubt  rely 
upon  the  workingmen  for  some  trade.  If  you 
wish  to  retain  the  good- will  of  labor,  withdraw 
your  advertising  from  The  Commonwealth,  re- 
fuse to  subscribe  for  the  sheet,  and  your  aid  in 
our  behalf  will  be  highly  appreciated. 
"Very  respectfully, 
"Typographical  Union, No. ** 


fense  against  the  statute,  and  appllesto  all  persona 
State  v.  Glidden,  8  New  Bng.  Rep.  849, 66  Vt.  40. 

A  simple  request  to  do  or  not  to  do  a  thing;,  made 
by  one  or  more  of  a  body  of  strikers  under  circum- 
stances which  convey  a  threatening;  intimidation, 
is  not  less  obnoxious  than  the  use  of  physical  force, 
and  is  punishable  as  such.  Be  Dooltttle,  28  Fed. 
Bep.646. 

Where  one  of  the  rules  of  a  trades  union  provid- 
ed for  the  intimidation  of  men  employed  to  take 
the  places  of  union  men  who  have  "struck"  for 
higher  wages,  the  association  was  illegal.  Oarew  y. 
Rntherf  ord,  106  Mass.  1;  Reg.  v.  Druitt,  16  L.  T.  N. 
a  866;  Reg.  v.  Rowlands.  17  Q.B.  671,  cited  in  Green- 
hood.  Pub.  PoL  66L 

A  combination  of  employes  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  an  employer  from  taking;  soto 
his  employ  certain  persons,  or  for  totfmldatlng  such 
persons  to  prevent  their  employment,  is  an  illegal 
conspiracy.  State  v.  Stewart,  8  New  Bng.  Rep.  878, 
WVt.278. 

<  An  unlawful  conspiring  to  terrify,  intimidate  and 
drive  away  by  threats  workmen, with  the  malicious 
intent  to  control  and  injure  the  oompany,is  punish- 
able.  Ibid. 

If  large  bodies  of  men  collect  by  previous  ar- 
rangement for  oonoerted  action,  with  the  intention 
of  compelling  others  to  quit  working,  by  force, 
threats  and  menaces  of  harm,  such  combination 
will  be  unlawful.  Newman  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  6  Cent. 
Rep.  407. 
12  L.  U.  A. 


I  Conspiracies  acNondbU. 

Conspiracy  to  do  an  illegal  thing  Is  actionable  If 
Injury  proceed  from  It;  and  where  the  illegal 
purpose  has  been  executed.  It  is  false  and  ma- 
Rotous,  wherever  the  motive  for  the  conspiracy  to 
execute  It  was  false  and  maUoious.  Smith  ▼.  Nip- 
pert,  76  Wis.  86.  See  Haldemao  v.  Martin,  10  Pa, 
870. 

An  action  will  lie  for  a  combination  or  conspira- 
cy, by  fraudulent  and  malicious  acts,  to  drlre  a 
trader  out  of  business,  resulting  In  damages.  Tan 
Horn  y.  Van  Horn,  10  L.R.  A.  184, 88  N.  J.  L.  184.  See 
not*  to  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref .  Go.  fN. 
YJSL.R.  A.88. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  against  a  corpora- 
tion, to  recover  damages  for  conspiracy.  Buffalo 
Lubricating  OH  Oe.  v.  Standard  OR  Co.  8  Oast.  Rep. 
887, 106  N.Y.  888,  otttag  Morton  ▼.  Metropolian  L. 
Ins.  Go.  84  Hun,  886,  affirmed,  4  Cent.  Rep.  887. 188 
N.Y.  646;  Reed  t.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  188  Mass.  448; 
Krulevitx  v.  Eastern  R.  Oo.  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  87, 148 
Mass.  8X8;  Western  News  Co.  v.  Wilmarth,  88  Kan. 
616. 

An  unlawful  combination  to  Injure,  oppress, 
threaten  and  Intimidate  a  ettiaen  of  the  (Jutted 
States  to  the  free-exercise  of  a  right  and  privilege 
secured  to  him  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  because  of  Ms  having  so  exer- 
cised the  same.  Is  a  conspiracy  indictable  and  pun- 
ishable under  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.,  1 6508.  Untted  States 
T.  Lancaster  (Ga.)  10  L.  R.  A.  888. 


lew. 


Cabby  t.  GmeansATi  Typographical  Union,  No.  3. 
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The  oomnlainant  alto  presents  to  the  coun 
the  affidavits  of  sundry  of  Me  advertising  pat- 
rone*  prasuneni  business  men  of  the  Gity  of 
ClnciDiiatiLaikd  of  the  Cities  of  Covington  and 
Newport,  fcy.,  showing  the  receipt  by  then  of 
the  areolars  above.  *  These  affidavits  make  H 
dear  that  by  concerted  action  oomplainan  t's  ad* 
vertising  patrons,  who  furnished  him  the  bulk 
of  his  business  in  that  line,  were  plied,  through 
the  mails,  nr>  so  the  iasaance  of  the  restraining 
•order  beseim,  wilii  circulars  calling  upon  them 
to  withdraw  their  advertisements  under  penalty 
of  the  loss  of  the  trade  and  the  good-wtW  of 
mesnben  of  labor  anions,  and  of  all  in  sy  mpa- 
thywkh  them. 

Theveiaalso  an  affidavit  of  Henry  M.  Devfe, 
advertising  solicitor  fsi  Cincinnati  tor  oom- 

f lament.  He  states  that  Mabley  6V  Carew  and 
'eehheiraer  Bros.  A  Oo.>  business  firms  in  Cin- 
cinnati, were  op  to  the  1st  of  October,  1800, 
regular  advertisers  in  The  Commonwealth,  and 
that  their  advertisements  were  of  the  value  of 
abort  $160  per  month  to  complainant  Early 
in  October,  1890,  he  visited  said  firms,  and,  as 
usual,  solicited  their  advertisements,  which 
were  refused,  fer  the  reason,  as  stated  by  their 
advertising  managers,  that  they  had  been 
visited  by  a  committee  of  said  Typographical 
Union,  and  threatened  that  unless  they  with- 
drew their  advertisements  no  member  of  any 
trades  union  or  labor  association  would  pur- 
chase from  them;  and  that  he  had  sinee  then  re- 
peatedly visited  and  solicited  them,  and  in  each 
case  met  with  the  same  refusal,  stated  to  be 
lor  the  same  reason,  and  that  the  advertising 
patronage  of  said  firms  had  been  wholly  with- 
drawn from  said  paper  because  of  said  threats. 
The  affiant  mentions  several  other  firms  of 
Cincinnati,  advertising  in  The  Commonwealth, 
who  reported  to  him  that  they  were  in  like 
manner  threatened. 
On  behalf  of  the  defendants  there  was  pre- 


sented the  Joint  affidavit  of  the  defendants  J. 
B.  Sloop,  Oscar  Bailey  and  Frank  L.  Hist,  who 
say  that  they  are  members  of  said  Typograph- 
ical Union,  and  connected  with  its  management, 
and  well  acquainted  with  all  the  facts  and  acts 
of  said  Union,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  matters 
alleged  by  the  complainant. 

They  further  say  that  in  the  fall  of  1888,  and 
at  divers  times  between  that  date  and  Septem- 
ber 89, 1890,  committees  of  the  Union,  whereof 
one  or  more  of  the  affiants  in  each  instance 
were  members,  called  upon  complainant  and 
urged  and  requested  him  to  employ  members 
of  the  UbIou  m  the  publication .  of  his  news- 

.per  and  the  carrying  on  of  his  business  of 


i 


b  printing,  and  to  pay  the  prices, which  were 
air  and  reasonable,  fixed  by  the  scale  adopted 
by  said  Union,  and  that  the  complainant  from 
time  to  time  promised  said  committees,  and  in 
divers  ways  induced  them  to  believe,  that  he 
would  comply  with  their  request 

They  admit  that  they  visited  the  complainant 
in  September,  1890,  as  hie  alleges  in  his  affida- 
vit, and  they  say  that  they  then  reminded  him 
of  his  promises  as  above  stated,  and  requested 
him  to  comply  with  them,  which  he  refused  to 
do,  and  informed  them  that  he  would  not 
employ  union  printers,  that  is  to  say,  members 
of  said  Typographical  Union,  in  his  office  at 

all, 

They  farther  deny  that  any  of  the  circulars 
or  other  publications  mentioned  by  complainant 
in  his  affidavit  misrepresent  the  facts  as  they 
existed. 

They  further  say  that  none  of  the  firms  men- 
tioned in  complainant's  affidavit  were  at  any 
time  visited  by  a  committee  from  said  Typo- 
graphical Union ;  that  no  such  committee  was 
ever  appointed  by  said  Union;  and  that  the 
members  of  said  Union  individually,  so  far  as 
is  known  to  affiants,  and  known  to  the  defend- 
ants named  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  have  not 


When  there  Is  a  conspiracy,  and  the  means  of  ao- 
oomplishment  are  not  specifically  agreed  npon, 
each  becomes  responsible  for  the  means  used  by  a 
co-conspirator,  although  there  was  no  specific  in- 
tent or  malice  against  the  person  slain.  Spies  v. 
People,  lowest  Bap.  101,  128  DL  L  Bee  State  ▼. 
MoCWbdU  (Iowa)  Deo.  a,  188ft, 

Everyone  who  enters  into  a  common  purpose  or 
dedsm  Is  generally,  in  law,  a  party  to  every  act 
wbteh  bad  before  been  done  by  the  others,  and  a 
party  to  every  act  which  may  afterwards  be  done 
by  any  of  the  others,  in  furtherance  of  such  com- 
mon design.  Card  v.  State,  7  West.  Rep.  88, 109  Ind. 
415;  McKee  ▼.  State,  0  West.  Rep.  888,  111  Ind.  878. 
See  Williams  v.  State.  47  Ind.  668;  Jones  v.  State,  64 
rod.  498;  Walton  v.  State,  88  Ind.  9;  Archer  v.  State* 
4  West.  Rep. AM,  10ft  Ind.  488;  1  GreenL  Br.  §  111. 

All  persons  engaged  therein  wffl  be  guilty  of  oon- 
sseraoy,  whether  actually  present  at  the  commis- 
sion of  any  not  of  violence  or  not.  Newman  v. 
Goes,  <PaJ6  Ooat.  Rep.  497. 

JDotdsnee,  acts  and  declarations. 

When  evidence  has  been  adduced  prima  facie 
establishing  a  conspiracy  among  the  several  de- 
fendants, the  acts  and  declarations  of  each  in  for- 
theraaoe  of  the  common  design  are  the  acta  and 
declarations  of  aQ.  Spies  v.  People,  10  West.  Rep. 
101, 188  ID. 1:  Williams  v.  State,  81  Ala.  1;  Brown  ▼. 
flerr.  81  Neb.  11*  Card  v.  State,  7  West.  Rep.  a,  109 
Ind.416;  8tater.Qlfc«em3  New  Bng.  Rep.  849,  85 
Ooan.  4fc  Tucker  v.  Finch,  68  Win,  17;  Owens  ▼. 
State,  14  Lea,  1. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  same  rule  as  to  the  admission  of  acta  or  dec- 
larations of  one  oonspirator  applies  in  criminal  as 
in  civil  cases.  Card  v.  State,  supra,  citing  Smith  v 
Freeman.  71  Ind.  86;  Hogue  v.  MoQlntook,  76  Ind. 
805;  Wolfe  v.  Fogb,  101  Ind.  898;  Daniels  v.  McGHn- 
nis,97Itt4L  649. 

Only  those  declarations  are  admissible  which 
were  made  during  the  progress  of  the  conspiracy 
and  in  furtherance  of  its  objects.  United  States  v. 
Chmnell,  8  Cent.  Rap.  764, 5  Maokey,  196;  Onrd  v. 
State,  supra. 

When  the  common  design  has  been  consum- 
mated, nothing  said  or  done  by  one  can  affect  the 
others.  Owens  v.  State,  supra,  citing  1  Wharton* 
Crlm.  Law,  §  798;  1  GreenL  Ev.  §  111. 

It  is  discretionary  to  admit  proof  of  declaration* 
before  proof  of  conspiracy.  Spies  v.  People,  10 
West.  Rep.  701, 188  UL 1,  citing  State  v.  Winner,  17 
Kan.  898;  1  GreenL  Bv.  I  HI;  Roseoe,  Or.  Ev.  7th  ed. 
p.  41*. 

Rvidenoe  Is  admissible  of  a  eon  venation  between 
five  or  six  members  of  the  union,  which  inaugu- 
rated and  prosecuted  the  boycott,  that  they  were 
to  pay  fifty  cents  a  week  for  the  expense  of  the 
boycott,  and  that  it  .would  be  paid  for  by  the  com- 
pany.   State  v.  Glidden,  supra. 

One  oonspirator  cannot  testify  for  another.  A 
continuance  will  not  be  given  to  allow  one  conspir- 
ator who  is  evading  arrest  to  testify  for  another. 
Lisle  v.  Com.  88  Ky.  810. 

Joint  assent  of  minds  may  be  established  by  cir- 
cumstantial evidence.  Spies  v.  People,  supra*  cit- 
ing 8  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  6 190,  and  note  7. 
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United  Statbs  Circuit  Court,  Southern  District  of  Ohto. 
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at  any  time  visited  said  firms  or  any  other  per- 
sons In  regard  to  the  differences  between  the 
complainant  and  the  said  Union,  or  its  mem- 
bers. Nor  has  said  Union,  or  its  members,  in 
any  manner,  through  its  committees  or  agents, 
threatened  said  firms  or  any  other  persons  as 
complainant  has  alleged  in  his  affidavit ;  nor 
has  said  Union,  or  any  committee  therefrom, 
or  any  of  its  members,  so  far  as  is  known  to 
affiants,  in  any  wise  interfered  with  the  print- 
ers employed  by  the  complainant,  or  with  any 
of  his  employes. 

They  deny  that  any  committee,  officer  or 
agent  of  the  Union  has  at  any  time  visited  the 
firm  of  Mabley  &  Carew,  or  the  firm  of  Fech- 
beimer  Bros.  &  Co.,  in  respect  to  said  differ- 
ences, or  threatened  said  firms,  or  either  of 
them,  in  any  manner,  through  committees  or 
agents,  as  is  charged  upon  hearsay  in  the  affi- 
davit of  Henry  M.  Davis. 

They  further  deny  that  the  porters,  circulars 
and  other  publications  mentioned  in  complain- 
ant's affidavit  coutained  or  were  intended  to 
express  any  threats  or  to  seek  by  intimidation 
to  interfere  with  the  business  of  the  complain- 
ant They  affirm  that  said  posters  and  circu- 
lars and  other  publications  were  intended  to 
present,  and  did  in  fact  present,  reasons  why 
they  should  give  their  patronage  to  and  employ 
the  members  of  said  Typographical  Union ; 
and  to  those  employers  who  were  friendly  to 
and  willing  to  employ  members  of  said  Union 
and  like  unions  of  organized  labor. 

Defendants  also  file  the  affidavit  of  Henry 
Curtin,  the  advertising  manager  of  Mabley  & 
Carew,  and  of  Ed.  Renau,  advertising  man- 
ager of  Fechheimer  Bros.,  who  say  that  they 
have  read  the  affidavit  of  Henry  M.  Davis,  and 
that  it  is  not  true  that  they  or  their  firm  were 
threatened  by  said  Union,  or  any  committee 
thereof,  with  the  loss  of  patronage  if  they  con- 
tinued to  advertise  in  The  Covington  Common- 
wealth, and  they  deny  that  they  so  stated  to 
Davis. 

Appended  to  the  affidavit  of  Renau  Is  the 
affidavit  of  Jacob  8.  Fechheimer,  of  the  firm  of 
Fechheimer  Bros.  &  Co.,  and  with  Renau  in 
charge  of  the  advertising  matters  of  said  firm. 
He  states  that  he  has  read  Renau's  affidavit,  and 
that  it  is  true  in  its  statements  of  facta. 

Messrs.  Simrall  St  Mavek  and  James  W. 
Bryan  for  complainant. 

Messrs.  Kittredfre  St  Wilby  for  defend- 
ants. 

Sage*  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion  : 
After  the  presentation  of  the  facts  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  motion,  the  court  called  upon 
counsel  for  the  defendants  to  6tate  the  grounds 
of  their  objections  to  the  granting  of  an  in- 
junction. They  first  challenged  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity,  citing  Kidd  v.  Barry ;  28  Fed. 
Rep.  778 ;  New  York  J.  0.  8oc.  v.  Roosevelt,  7 
Daly,  188, 190;  Prudential  Assur.  Co.  v.  Knott, 
L.  R.  10  Ch.  142;  Richter  v.  Journeymen  Tail- 
ors Union,  24  Weekly  Law  Bulletin,  189; 
Mayer  v.  Journeymen  Stonecutters  Asso.  (N.  J.) 
20  Atl.  Rep.  492 :  Mogul  8.  8.  Co.  v.  McGregor, 
L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Div.  476,  and  Moore*  v.  Brick- 
layers Union,  No.  1,  23  Weekly  Law  Bulletin, 
48. 

Kidd  v.  Horry,  supra,  was  an  application  to 
12  L.  R.  A. 


restrain  the  defendant  by  injunction  from  pub- 
lishing certain  circulars  alleged  to  be  libelous 
and  injurious  to  complainants'  patent-rights 
and  business,  and  from  making  and  uttering 
libelous  and  slanderous  statements  concerning 
the  validity  of  complainants*  letters-patent  or 
their  title  thereto,  or  concerning  their  business, 
during  the  pendency  of  a  suit  to  restrain  the 
infringement  of  saia  patents.  Justice  Bradley, 
who  decided  the  case,  in  the  course  of  his  opin- 
ion said  that  the  application  rested  principally 
upon  a  line  of  recent  English  authorities, 
which  depended  on  certain  Acts  of  Parliament, 
and  not  on  the  general  principles  of  equity 
jurisprudence,  but  that  neither  the  statute  law 
of  this  country,  nor  the  well-considered  judg- 
ment of  a  court,  had  Introduced  this  new 
branch  of  equity  into  our  jurisprudence, 
'•There  may  be  a  case  or  two  looking  that  way, 
but  none  that  we  deem  of  sufficient  authority 
to  justify  us  in  assuming  the  jurisdiction.  .  .  . 
We  do  not  think  that  the  existence  of  malice 
in  publishing  a  libel,  or  uttering  slanderous 
words,  can  make  any  difference  in  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  Malice  is  charged  in  al- 
most every  case  of  libel,  and  no  cases  of  au- 
thority can  be  found,  we  think,  independent  of 
statutes,  in  which  the  power  to  issue  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  a  libel  or  slanderous  words  has 
ever  been  maintained,  whether  malice  was 
charged  or  not." 

This  case  was  approved  and  followed  in  Bal- 
timore Wheel  Co.  v.  Bemis,  29  Fed.  Rep.  95.  by 
Judges  Colt  and  Carpenter,  in  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Massachusetts.  To  the  same 
effect,  see  Boston  Diatits  Co.  v.  Florence  Mfy. 
Co.  114  Mass.  69.  Mr.  Justice  Gray  was  then 
the  chief  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Massachusetts,  and  pronounced  the  opinion, 
holding  that  "  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
chancery  does  not  extend  to  cases  of  libel  or  of 
slander  or  of  false  representations  as  to  the 
character  or  quality  of  the  plaintiff's  property, 
or  as  to  his  title  thereto,  which  involve  no 
breach  of  trust  or  of  contract"  Upon  the  au- 
thority of  this  case,  and  of  Prudential  Assur. 
Co.  v.  Knott,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachu- 
setts held  in  Whitehead  v.  Kitson,  119  Mass. 
484,  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  to 
restrain  a  person  falsely  representing  that  the 
plaintiffs  patent  infringed  a  patent  owned  by 
himself,  and  thereby  deterring  others  from 
purchasing  the  plaintiff's  invention. 

The  case  in  7  Daly  was  upon  a  motion  to  va- 
cate a  preliminary  injunction,  which  had  been 
granted,  restraining  the  defendants. as  members 
or  visitors  of  the  state  board  of  charities,  from 
publishing  the  proceedings  before  them  in  their 
inspection  and  examination,  under  the  Statute, 
of  the  affairs  and  conduct  of  the  complainant 
and  its  officers,  which  proceedings,  it  was 
averred,  were  secret  and  ex  parte,  the  society 
having  been  excluded  from  being  present  by 
counsel,  and  not  allowed  to  cross-examine  wit- 
nesses or  produce  testimony  on  its  own  behalf, 
or  to  know  even,  except  from  the  publications 
of  the  proceedings,  what  charges  were  made 
against  it  or  its  officers.  The  court  held  that, 
conceding  the  facts  as  stated,  and  that  the  mat- 
ter published  was  defamatory  and  libelous,  the 
defendants  could  not  be  restrained  by  a  court 
of  equity,  and  that  those  injured  must  seek 
their  remedy  by  a  civil  action,  or  by  an  indict- 
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in  the  criminal  courts;  the  exercise  of 
-any  equitable  jurisdiction  to  restrain  publica- 
tion! being,  repugnant  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision that  every  citizen  may  fairly  speak, 
write  and  publish  bis  sentiments  on  all  sub- 
jects, being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that 
Tigbt,vand  that  no  law  should.be  passed  te  re- 
-straio  the  liberty  of  speech  and  of  the  press. 

In  Prudential  Aeaur.  Oo.  v.  Knott  the  court 
was  asked  to  restrain  the  publication  of  a 
pamphlet  which,  it  was  charged,  contained 
false  statements  of  the  rates  of  premium 
•charged  by  complainant,  and  represented  the 
company  as  being  managed  with  reckless  ex- 
travagance, and  as  being  in  a  state  of  insolv- 
*ency,  and  unable  to  fulfill  its  engagements;  and 
it  was  averred  that  the  continued  publication 
would  be  very  injurious  to  the  company's 
credit,  and  could  not  fail  greatly  to  damage  its 
business  and  diminish  its  profits.  Hall,  V.  0., 
refused  to  grant  an  injunction,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, by  way  of  appeal,  applied  to  Lord  Cairns, 
I*.  C,  who  held  that  there  was  no  ground 
whatever  for  the  interference  of  the  court;  that 
if  the  publications  did  not  amount  to  libels,  and 
were  therefore  innocuous  and  justifiable  in  the 
•eye  of  the  court  of  common  law,  he  was  at  a 
loaa  to  understand  upon  what  principle  the 
court  of  chancery  could  interfere;  and  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  comments  were  libelous, 
it  was  clearly  settled  that  the  court  of  chancery 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  restrain  their  publica- 
tion. 

In  RUhUr  v.  Journeymen  Tailors*  Union  a 
similar  rule  was  applied.  In  that  case  the  pe- 
tition set  forth  that  the  defendants  unlawfully 
combined  and  conspired  to  break  up  and  de- 
stroy plaintiff's  business,  and  that  in  order  to 
accomplish  that  purpose  they  maliciously  com- 
pelled plaintiff's  employes  to  quit  working  for 
him,  and  prevented  others  from  working  for 
Win.  The  means  by  which  this  was  accom- 
plished were  not  specified.  "Whether  it  was 
done  by  moral  suasion,  by  argument,  by  rea- 
son or  by  intimidation  and  violence,  is  not 
ahown  by  either  the  petition  or  the  evidence." 
All  that  did  appear  was  that  the  defendants 
•printed  and  published  circulars,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  lost  customers  because  the  latter 
had  heard  that  plaintiff  was  employing  scab 
or  inferior  tailors.  It  was  not  shown  from 
what  source  the  alienated  customers  derived 
their  information,  but  it  was  assumed  by  coun- 
sel for  the  plaintiff  that  it  was  from  the  circu- 
lars. The  court  held  that  the  only  question  be- 
fore it  was  whether  it  could  enjoin  the  publica- 
tion of  a  libel,  and  that  the  only  remedy  against 
auch  publication  was  at  law.  To  the  same  ef- 
fect is  Mayer  v.  Journeymen  Stone-  Gutter?  Aseo. 
Indeed,  the  law  as  stated  in  all  these  cases  is  so 
thoroughly  established  as  to  be  beyond  contro- 
versy, and  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  more  par- 
ticularly to  other  cases  cited  in  support  of  it. 
Francis  v.  Flinn,  118  U.  8.  886,  SOL.  ed.  165. 
is  quite  as  strong  an  authority  as  any  cited. 

The  question  with  which  we  have  to  deal  is 
whether  this  case  falls  within  the  rule.  That 
the  defendant,  the  Typographical  Union,  set 
•on  foot  a  boycott  against  the  complainant,  as 
stated  in  the  bill,  and  in  the  affidavits  on  file, 
is  not  denied.  That  this  boycott  was  to  be  en- 
forced by  threatening  loss  of  business  to  those 
who,  having  no  connection  with  the  Union, 
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should  continue  to  advertise  with,  or  in  any 
way  patronize,  the  complainant,  is  clearly 
shown.  True,  it  is  claimed  that  no  threats 
were  used;  but  the  language  of  the  circulars 
has  no  doubtful  meaning.  The  affidavits  on 
file  show  that  it  was  perfectly  understood-  by 
those  whoreceived  them;  and  the  citcumataoces 
indicate  that  it  was  intended  that  it  should  be 
so  understood.  In  Brace  v.  Shane  (Pa.),  18  R. 
R.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  661,  it  was  held  that  the  word 
"boycott"  is  in  itself  a  threat.  "In  popular 
acceptation  it  is  an  organized  effort  to  exclude 
a  person  from  business  relations  with  others, 
by  persuasion,  intimidation  and  other  acts 
which  tend  to  violence,  and  thereby  coerce 
him,  through  fear  of  resulting  injury,  to  sub- 
mit to  dictation  in  the  management  of  his  af- 
fairs." But  it  is  insisted  for  the  defendants 
that  every  representation  of  fact  contained  in 
their  band-bills  and  circulars  is  true;  that  is  to 
say,  that  the  complainant  had,  in  1888,  broken 
with  the  Typographical  Union,  discharged  all 
union  employes,  and  had  since  that  date  em- 
ployed only  those  who  were  not  members  of 
the  Union;  and  that  after  repeatedly  promising 
to  unionize  his  office  he  had  finally,  in  Septem- 
ber, 1890,  refused  to  do  so,  and  declared  that 
he  would  not  employ  any  person  who  was  con- 
nected with  the  Union.  All  these  are  conced- 
ed facts.  Therefore,  argue  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendants, this  is  only  a  case  of  lawful  compe- 
tition. The  complainant  having  declared  that 
he  would  not  employ  any  member  of  tbe 
Union,  the  Union  had  a  right  to  say  that  Hs 
members  would  not  patronize  the  complain- 
ant. Nobody  disputes  that  proposition.  If 
that  were  all  that  is  involved  in  this  case,  there 
would  be  nothing  for  the  court  to  act  upon; 
But  it  is  not  all  by  any  means.  Instead  of 
"fair,  although  sharp  and  bitter,  competition,* 
as  is  contended  by  counsel,  it  was  an  attempt, 
by  coercion,  to  destroy  all  competition  affect- 
ing the  Union.  It  was  an  organized  conspiracy 
to  force  the  complainant  to  yield  his  right  to 
select  his  own  workmen,  and  submit  himself 
to  the  control  of  tbe  Union,  and  allow  it  to 
regulate  prices  for  him,  and  to  determine  whom 
he  should  employ  and  whom  discharge.  In 
other  words,  it  was  and  is  an  organized  effort 
to  force  printers  to  come  into  the  Union,  or 
be  driven  from  their  calling  for  want  of  em- 
ployment, and  to  make  the  destruction  of  the 
complainant's  business  the  penalty  for  his  re- 
fusing to  surrender  to  the  Union.  Whatever 
moral  obligation  may  have  been  incurred  by 
complainant  by  reason  of  his  promises  to  union- 
ize his  office,  they  were  wholly  without  con- 
sideration, and  they  amount  to  nothing  what- 
ever in  law  or  in  equity. 

No  case  has  been  cited  where,  upon  a  proper 
showing  of  facts,  an  unsuccessful  appeal  has 
been  made  to  a  court  of  chancery  to  restrain  a 
boycott.  The  authorities  are  all  the  other 
way.  At  common  law  an  agreement  to  con- 
trol the  will  of  employers  by  improper  molesta- 
tion was  an  illegal  conspiracy.  In  New  York 
it  has  been  held  that  the.  "boycott"  is  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade.  People  v.  Wilzig* 
4  N.  Y.  Crim.  R.  408;  People  v.  Kostka,  Id. 
429.  So  also  in  Virginia:  Com  v.  Shelton,  11 
Va.  L.  J.  834.  And  in  Connecticut:  State  v. 
Qlidden,  66  Conn.  46,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  849. 
And  in  England:    Beg.v.  Barrett,  18  L.  J.  480 . 
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hxSmaek  v.  Kane,  U  Fed.  Sep.  47,  the 
United  Slates  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern 
District  of  Illinois  held  that,  equity  had  Juris- 
diction t©  restraia  an  attempted  intimidation 
by  one  issuing  circulars  threatening  to  bring 
suits  for  infringement  against  persons  dealing 
in  a  competitor's  patented  article,  the  bill 
charging,  and  the  proof  showing,  that  the 
charges  of  infringement  were  not  made  in  good 
faith,  but  with  malicious  intent  to  injure  com- 
plainant's business.  Judge  Blodget*  recog- 
nized, in  his  decision,  the  authority  of  Kidd  v. 
Horry  and  Baltimore  Wheel  Oo.  v.  Bcrmu,  cited 
for  the  defendants  in  this  case,  but  said  that 
the  case  before  him  was  fairly  different  and 
distinguishable  from  those  cases  in  a  material 
and  vital  feature.  In  those  cases  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  court  was  sought  to  restrain  the 
publication  ,of  libelous  attacks  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  the  complainant.  In  JBmack  v.  Kane 
the  gist  of  the  complaint  was  that  the  publica- 
tions were  only  means  employed  to  carry  into 
effect  aonalioions  intent  to  injure  and  destroy 
the  complainant's  business.  Judge  Blodgett 
said:  "I  cannot  believe  that  a  man  is  remedi- 
less against  persistent  and  continued  attacks 
upon  nis  business,  such  as  have  been  perpe- 
trated by  these  defendants  against  the  com- 
plainant, as  shown  by  the  proofs  in  this  case. 
It  shocks  my  sense  of  justice  to  say  that  a  court 
of  equity  cannot  restrain  systematic  and  meth 


odical  outrages  like  this  by  one  man  upon  an- 
other's property  rights.  If  a  court  of  equity 
cannot  restrain  an  attack  like  this  upon  amanfe 


business,  then  the  party  is  certainly  remediless, 
because  an  action  at  law,  in  most  cases,  would 
do  no  good,  and  ruin  would  be  accomplished 
before  an  adjudication  would  be  reached. 
True,  it  may  be  said  that  the  injured  party  has 
a  remedy  at  law;  but  that  might  imply  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits,  which  equity  of  ten  interposes 
to  relieve  from.  But  the  still  more  cogent 
reason  seems  to  be  that  a  court  of  equity  can, 
by  its  writ  of  injunction,  restrain  a  wrong- 
doer, and  thus  prevent  injuries  which  could 
not  be  fully  redressed  by  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment for  damages  at  law.  Redress  for  a  mere 
personal  slander  or  libel  may  perhaps  properly 
lie  left  to  the  courts  of  law,  because  no  false- 
hood, however  gross  and  malicious,  can  wholly 
destroy  a  man's  reputation  with  those  who 
know  him;  but  statements  and  charges  intend- 
ed to  frighten  away  a  man's  customers,  and 
intimidate  them  from  dealing  with  him,  may 
wholly  break  up  and  ruin  him  financially  with 
no  adequate  remedy  if  a  court  of  equity  cannot 
afford  protection  by  its  restraining  writ." 

This  is  a  clear  and  forcible  statement  of  the 
law,  and  is  in  accord  with  the  general  current 
of  authority. 

How  strongly  it  applies  in  this  case  may  be 
readily  seen  by  referring  to  the  editorials  in 
the  Bulletin,  the  organ  of  the  Onion,  and  to 
the  hand-bills  and  circulars  set  forth  in  the 
statement  of  facts.  The  editorial  in  the  Bul- 
letin of  December  1  declares  that  the.  boycott 
"is  still  on,  and  will  be  until  the  proprietor  of 
the  'rat'  sheet  employs  union  men."  It  re- 
quests "all  K.  of  L.  assemblies,  unions  and 
workingmen  to  bear  in  mind  that  Mr.  Casey 
refused  to  employ  or  in  any  way  recognize  or- 
ganized labor."  It  asks  their  aid  in  compel- 
ling complainant  to  recognise  the  rights  of  la- 
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bor  by  withdrawing  their  patronage  i 
paper,  and  if  possible  let  him  know 
calls  upon  them  not  to  patronize  any  i 
who  advertise  in  complainant's  newspaper, 
and  if  they  see  the  paper  in  any  place  of  basin 
to  refuse  to  buy  goods  unless  the  mere* 
immediately  stops  the  "rat"  sheet  The 
munication  sent  by  the  Union  on  the  8d  of  No- 
vember to  Messrs.  Griffin,  agents  for  die  sale 
of  complainant's  paper,  contains  the  following: 

"This  Union  will  consider  it  a  great  favor 
for  you  to  give  upthe  agency  of  The  Common- 
wealth. If  you  do  not  do  so,  we  will  have  te> 
consider  you  the  enemy  of  organized  tabor/' 

These  are  fairsamptea,  and  they  indicate  the 
method  by  which  the  boycott  waa  to  be 
effective.  Yet  counsel  say  that  these  i 
threats;  that  the  defendants  were  only  < 
ing  their-  constitutional  right  to  freely 
and  publish  their  opinions;  that  what  di 
ants  have  done  is  a  necessary  and  natural  and 
proper  incident  of  bitter,  but  yet  lawful*  com- 
petition, and  that  this  was  only  fair  argument 
and  persuasion.  These  propositions  are  hi 
direct  conflict  with  decisions  made  long  ago, 
and  recognizedin  all  sufcsequentcasea.  in  Urn 
v.  Ecdee,  1  Leach,  274,  the  defendants  were 
indicted  for  conspiring  to  impoverish  a  tailor, 
and  by  direct  means  to  prevent  him  from  car- 
rying on  his  trade.  They  were  convicted,  and 
upon  a  motion  in  arrest  of  Judgment  it  waa  ob- 
jected that  the  indictment  ought  to  have  stated 
the  acts  that  were  committed  to  impoverish  the 
tailor  and  to  prevent  him  from  carrying  on  his 
trade  in  order  that  the  defendants  might  there- 
by have  notice  of  the  particular  charges  they 
were  called  upon  to  answer.  Bat  Lard  Mane 
tteld,  without  hearing  the  proseoution,  said  that 
that  was  certainly  not  necessary.  ''The  offense 
does  not  consist  in  doing;  the  acts  by  which  the 
mischief  is  effected,— for  they  may  be  perfectly 
indifferent, — but  the  conspiring  with  a  view  to 
effect  the  intended  mischief  bv  amy  means. 
The  illegal  combination  is  the  gist  of  the 
offense."  See  also  Be  Wabash  R.  Oo.  2*  Fed. 
Rep.  217.  In  that  case  the  following  notice 
was  sent  to  various  foremen  of  the  shops  of  the 
railroad  company,  during  a  strike  organized  to 
resist  a  reduction  of  wages,  the  railroad  com- 
pany being  at  that  time  in  the  hands  of  a  receiv- 
er appointed  by  the  United  States  circuit 
court: 

"  'Officii  of  Local  Committer. 

"  'June  17,  1885. 

" ' ,  Foreman :    You  are  requested  to 

stay  away  from  the  shop  until  the  present  dif- 
ficulty is  settled.  Your  compliance  with  this 
will  command  the  protection  of  the  Wabash 
employes.  But  in  no  case  are  you  to  consider 
this  an  intimidation/ 

"Held,  that  this  was  an  unlawful  interference 
with  the  management  of  the  road  by  the  receiv- 
er, and  a  contempt  of  court,  for  which  the 
writer  should  be  punished. " 

The  court,  in  passing  upon  the  case,  said: 
"The  statement  in  all  these  notices  that  they 
are  not  to  be  taken  as  intimidations  goes  to 
show  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  writer  knew  he 
was  violating  the  law,  and  by  this  subterfuge 
sought  to  escape  its  penalty." 

In  United  Staies  v.  Kane,  28  Fed.  Rep.  748, 
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Judge  Brewer,  after  stating  that  "every  man 
has  a  right  to  work  for  whom  he  pleases,  and 
co  where  he  pleases,  provided  in  so  doing  he 
does  not  trespass  on  the  rights  of  others,  by 
way  of  illustrating  what  is  a  threat,  supposes 
that  one  of  two  workmen  is  discharged.  The 
other  is  satisfied  with  his  employment  and 
wishes  to  stay.  The  discharged  workman 
comes  with  a  large  party  of  his  friends,  armed 
with  revolvers  ana  muskets,  and  says:  "Now 
my  friends  are  here— you  belter  leave— I  re- 
quest you  to  lea*e."  In  terms  there  is  no 
threat,  but  it  is  a  request  backed  by  a  demon- 
stration of  farce,  intended  and -calculated  to  in- 
timidate, and  the  man  leaves  really  because  he 
ia  intimidated.  A^ain,  armed  robbers  stop  a 
coach.  One  of  their  number  politely  requests 
the  passengers  to  step  out  and  hand  over  their 
valuables,  and  they  do  so.  To  the  charge  of 
robbery  the  defense  is  made  that  there  was  bo 
violence;  there  were  no  threats;  there  was  only 
a  polite  request,  which  was  complied  with. 
The  court  said  that  any  Judge  who  would  rec- 
ognise sueh  a  defense«desesved  to  be  despised, 
and  the  court  was  right 

In  State  v.  Gtiddsn,  cited  hereinbefore,  Judge 
Carpenter,  speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Connecticut,  states  that  the  defendants  said  in 
effect  to  the  publishing  company:  "You  shall 
discbarge  men  you  have  in  your  employ,  sod 
you  shall  hereafter  employ  only  such  men  as 
we  shall  name,  it  is  true,  we  have  no  interest 
In  your  business;  we  have  no  capital  invested 
therein;  we  are  in  no  wise  responsible  for  Us 
losses  or  failure;  we  are  not  directly  benefited 
bj  its  success;  and  we  do  not  participate  in  its 
profits— yet  we  have  a  right  to  control  its  man- 
agement, and  compel  you  to  submit  to  our  dic- 
tation." 

The  court  said  that  the  bare  assertion  of 
such  a  right  was  startling;  that,  if  it  existed, 
all  business  enterprises  were  alike  subject  to 
the  dictation  and  control  of  those  who  asserted 
it,  and  upon  the  same  principle  and  for  the 
same  reason  the  right  to  determine  what  busi- 
ness men  shall  engage  in,  and  when  and 
where  and  how  H  shall  be  carried  on,  will  be 
demanded,  and  must  be  conceded  to  associa- 
tions of  workingmen  of  the  class  of  those 
whom  it  would  be  necessary  to  employ.  The 
opinion  in  this  case,  although  the  case  itself 
arose  upon  an  indictment  for  conspiracy,  is  a 
well-considered  discussion  of  the  law  with  re- 
lation to  boycotting.  See  also  Old  Dominion 
8.  8.  Co.r.  McKtnna,  80  Fed.  Rep.  48. 

In  the  light  of  these  authorities  it  is  idle  to 
talk  about  the  defendants'  acts  and  publications 
as  mere  incidents  of  a  competition  set  on  foot 
by  complainant's  declaration  that  he  would  not 
employ  union  printers;  that  the  publications 
are  shielded  by  constitutional  guaranties;  or 
that,  viewed  in  the  most  unfavorable  light, 
they  are  nothing  more  than  libels,  and  the  only 
remedy  for  any  injury  resulting  is  by  an  action 
at  law. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  secital  in  the  affidavit 
of  Davis  of  what  was  said  to  him  by  the  man- 
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agers  of  the  advertising  department  of  Mablc y 
&  Oarew  and  of  Fecbheimer  Bros.  &  Co.. 
when  they  withdrew  their  patronage  from  The 
Gommon wealth,  to  wit,  that  it  was  because  they 
had  been  visited  by  a  committee  of  the  Typo- 
graphical Union,  and  were  threatened  with  the 
loss  of  business,  ought  not  to  be  considered, 
because  it  is  hearsay. 

There  are  two  answers  to  this  claim: 

First.  What  was  said  is  clearly  admissible  as 
part  of  the  res  gestae  to  show  the  state  of  mind 
of  the  .persons  in  doing  the  act  which  their 
declarations  accompanied. 

Second.  Upon  the  bearing  of  a  motion  for  a 
preliminary  injunction,  the  rules  of  evidence 
are  applied  less  strictly  than  upon  the  final 
hearing  of  the  cause,  and  consequently  evidence 
that  wouM  not  be  competent  in  support  of  an 
application  for  a  perpetual  injunction  should 
be  admitted.  Buck  v.  Ssrmanoe,  1  Blatchf  . 
883;  MoWwu*  v.  Iran,  Olad  Mfg.  do.  19  Fed. 
Bep.  821.  The  reason  for  the  rule  is  plain. 
Probability  of  right  is  sufficient  to  authorise  a 
preliminary  injunction.  In  many  cases  it  is 
granted  to  preserve  property  in  statu  quo  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  suit  in  which  the  rights 
to  it  are  to  be  decided,  and  that  without  ex* 
pressing,,  and  oftentimes  without  having  the 
means  of  forming,  any  opinion  as  to  such 
rights.  Great  Western  B.  wo.  v.  Birmingham 
dO.J.RCo.2  Phil.  Ch.  597. 

The  rule,  with  the  reason  for  it,  applies  with 
peculiar  force  when  it  is  sought  to  exclude  the 
statements  referred  to  from  consideration. 
The  advertising  managers  made  haste  to  deny 
that  any  threats  were  uttered  to  them  by  any- 
body representing  the  Typographical  Union. 
They  did  not.  however,  set  forth  what  was 
said,  nor  did  they  deny  that  they  withdrew 
their  advertisements  from  The  Common  weal  l  h, 
nor  intimate  any  reason  for  so  doing  other  than 
that  stated  by  Davis.  It  is  not  now  the  proper 
occasion  to  consider  fully  what  prompted  their 
denials.  That  should  be  reserved  until  the 
final  hearing,  after  full  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine  Davis  upon  the  one  hand,  and  the  ad- 
vertising managers  who  made  the  denials  upon 
the  other  hand,  and  to  present  to  the  court  a 
full  showing  of  all  that  was'  said  when  they 
were  called  upon  by  the  committee  of  the 
Union.  According  to  the  logic  of  counsel  for 
defendants  almost  anything  might  have  been 
said  without  precluding  the  denude. 

I  have  made  the  statement  of  the  facts  as 
they  are  set  forth  in  the  bill  and  affidavits  quite 
full,  and  have  entered  somewhat  at  length  up- 
on the  discussion  of  the  questions  involved, 
because  of  the  request  by  counsel  on  both 
sides  for  a  full  statement  of  the  case,  with  the 
reasons  of  the  courts  for  its  conclusions,  inas- 
much as  the  decision  upon  the  motion  may 
practically  settle  the  entire  controversy  between 
theparties. 

The  motion  for  a  temporary  injunction,  to 
continue  in  force  until  the  final  decree  in  this 
cause,  will  be  granted. 


*» 


North  Carolina  Sufbbmb  Court. 
NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


STATE   of  North    Carolina,  ex  rd.  Stacey 

VAN  AMRINGE,  Appt., 

v. 

John  D.  TAYLOR 

(......If.  0..-....J 

1.  An  election  Is  not  valid,  although  con- 
ducted fairly  and  honestly^]*  the  statutory  pro- 
vislocs  and  rules  are  not  substantially  observed. 

8.  A  mere  intruder*  who  without  color 
of  authority  simply  assumes  to  act  as 
an  offloer,  is  not  an  offioer  de  facta,  where  the 
publio  knew  or  ought  to  know  that  he  is  a  usurp- 
er and  his  acts  are  absolutely  void  for  all  pur* 
poses. 

8.  An  election  held  by  amove  usurper 
of  the  office  of  registrar*  who  had  fraudu- 
lently obtained  the  books  and  set  up  his  claim  to 
the  office  for  the  first  time  on  election  day*  when 
the  lawful  registrar  publicly  demanded  the  re- 
turn of  the  books,  is  void. 

<Marob24,189U  . 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  New  Hanover  Coon 
ty  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  contest  defendant's  alleged  election  to  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  Superior  Court  for  New 
Hanover  County.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Merrimon,  Oh.  J.: 
The  relator  alleges  in  his  complaint  that  he 
was  duly  elected  clerk  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  Ckmnty  of  New  Hanover  at  the  regular 
election  held  in  that  county  in  November  of 
1890;  that  nevertheless  the  county  canvassing 
board  of  that  county  falsely  and  wrongfully 
ascertained  and  declared  that  the  defendant, 
who  was  his  competitor  at  the  said  election, 
was  duly  elected  to  said  office,  and  afterwards 
he  was  inducted  into  and  now  holds  and  exer- 
cises and  receives  the  fees  and  emoluments 
thereof,  and  refuses  to  surrender  the  same, 
etc. ;  that  the  said  board  so  ascertained  by  re- 
fusing to  count  the  vote  cast  at  Cape  Fear  pre- 
cinct, in  said  county,  which,  if  the  same  bad 
been  counted,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  would 
have  given  him  a  just  and  clear  majority  of 
the  whole  number  of  votes  cast  in  said  county, 
etc.  He  demands  judgment  that  he  was  so 
duly  elected;  that  defendant  was  not;  that  he 
be  inducted  into  office,  etc.  The  defendant 
denies  that  plaintiff  was  so  elected  clerk;  al- 
leges that  he  was;  admits  that  if  the  vote  which 
puported  to  be  cast  at  the  said  Cape  Fear  pre- 
cinct had  been  lawful,  and  had  been  counted 
by  the  said  canvassing  board,  then  the  relator 
would  have  been  elected;  but  be  alleges  that 
the  said  election  at  said  precinct  was  absolutely 
void,  because  it  was  not  held  by  a  registrar 
and  judges  of  election,  according  to  law,  etc. 
On  the  trial  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury 
this  issue:  "  Was  the  plaintiff,  relator,  S.  Van 
Amringe,  duly  elected  to  the  office  of  clerk  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  New  Hanover  County 


Note.— Offloer  de  facto.  See  notes  to  State  v. 
Lewis  (N.  OULR.  A.  105;  State  v.  Peelle  find.)  8 
L.  R.  A.  228. 
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on  the  4th  day  of  November,  1880,  and  is  he 
entitled  to  be  inducted  into  said  office?"  There 
was  a  verdict  and  Judgment  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  relator  appealed  to  tjite  court/assigning 
as  grounds  of  error:  (2)  The  refusal  of  the 
court  to  submit  issues  offered  by  the  relator., 
(4)  Charging  that  if  Thomas  obtained  the  reg- 
istration Dooks  fraudulently  under  promise  to 
return  them,  and  assumed  to  act  as  registrar, 
he  was  an  intruder,  and  had  no  authority,  and 
could  perform  no  lawful  official  act,  and  in 
consequence  the  election  held  by  him  and  his 
appointees  was  void.  (5)  In  charging  that  if 
they  found  that  Cowan  continued  to  act  as 
registrar,  and  employed  Thomas,  a  clerk,  to 
assist  him,  and  that  Thomas,  while  sustaining 
this  relation  fraudulently  obtained,  etc.,  asset 
out  in  above  section  No.  4. 

Mr.  D.  L.  Russell,  for  appellant: 

Here  was  an  election  held  by  men  possessing 
the  insignia  of  office — the  books  and  the  boxes 
and  the  regular  polling  place.  The  electoral 
body,  composed  of  both  parties,  recognized 
them  as  election  officers  by  casting  a  full  vote. 
General  recognition  is  as  good  as  color  to  con- 
stitute a  de  facto  offioer. 

State  v.  VarroU,  88  Conn.  449. 

Thomas  had  color  of  appointment  to  act  ss 
registrar.  The  book  was  given  to  him  by  the 
lawful  registrar  "to  represent  him"  on  revision 
Saturday.  On  the  morning  of  his  appointment 
there  were  only  two  days  of  active  service  to  be 
performed  by  the  registrar— revision  Saturday 
and  election  day.  Thomas  was  appointed  to  act 
for  the  first  day  and  held  over  wrongfully  on  the 
second.  How  does  this  differ  in  principle  from 
the  cases  so  often  decided  when  the  acts  of  an 
officer  holding  over  after  expiration  of  his  term 
have  been  upheld? 

Den  v.  Rcddick,  4  Ired.  L.  888;  Wilcox  v. 
Smith,  5  Wend.  281 ;  ThreadgiU  v.  Carolina 
Oent.R.  Cb.78N.  C.  178. 

In  almost  every  reported  case  in  North  Car- 
olina the  officer  whose  acts  have  been  assailed 
has  been  held  to  be  de  facto,  and  hence  his  acts 
good  as  to  third  persons. 

See  People  v.  McKee,  68  N.  C.  429;  Slate  v. 
Tate,  68  N.  C.  646;  People  v.  Staton,  78  N.  C. 
646;  Keeler  v.  Nevibern,  Phil.  L.  505. 

The  reasons  of  public  policy  upon  which  it 
is  held  that  the  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto  are 
not  to  be  called  in  question  collaterally,  but  are 
valid  as  to  third  persons,  may  apply  to  the  case 
where  such  an  officer  is  a  usurper  and  intruder. 

PetereiUa  v.  Stone,  119  Mass.  467. 

In  face  of  the  evidence  of.  the  de  facto  char- 
acter exhibited  by  Thomas  upon  the  day  of 
the  election  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  in  re- 
spect to  validity  betwixt  the  votes  of  those 
v>ters  that  day  who  did  and  those  who  did  not 
believe  him  to  be  the  legal  registrar. 

Jewell  v.  Gilbert,  64  N.  H.  18,  10  Am.  St. 
Rep.  856. 

The  action  of  Thomas  at  the  day  of  revision 
made  his  action  on  the  day  of  election  repeated 
action  as  registrar.  And  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Reg. 
v.  Murphy,  8  Car.  &  P.  297,  809,  said  that  even 
one  previous  official  act  (and  that  by  an  officer 
who  had  no  insignia)  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
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lory  of  bit  right  to  do  tbe  act  in  question:  and 
in  State  v.  Eodgskins,  19  Me.  166, 86  Am.  Dec. 
748,  tbe  test  is  said  to  be  that  tbe  person  wbose 
official  character  is  in  question  had  been  either 
-in  tbe  habit  of  acting,  or  had  acted." 

Messrs.  Maw»den  Bellamy  and  George 
Ronntree,  for  appellee: 

An  election  held  by  usurpers  is  void. 

Paine,  Elections,  gg  4*7,  499;  Blue  v.  Peter, 
40  Kan.  701. 

The  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage  shall  be 
prescribed  by  previous  law;  its  qualifications 
shall  be  prescribed  by  previous  law ;  the  manner 
of  its  exercise,  under  whose  supervision  (always 
sworn  officers  of  the  law),  is  to  be  prescribed. 
And  then  again  the  results  are  to  be  certified  to 
the  central  power  by  some  certain  rule,  by  some 
known  public  officers  in  some  clear  and  definite 
form. 

Paine,  Elections,  p.  3. 

Tbe  right  to  vote  is  not  a  "natural  right," 
protected  by  tbe  Bill  of  Righ  ts,  but  it  is  a  po- 
litical right,  the  creature  of  positive  law  and 
must  be  exercised  in  subordination  thereto. 

Minor  yv  HapperseU,  68  U.  8. 21  Wall.  169, 
22  L.  ed.  697;  Cooley,  Const  Law,  p.  948  et 
esq.;  Foster  v.  Scarf,  16  Ohio  St.  684;  Cooley, 
Const  Lim.  4th  ed.  761;  Luther  y.  Borden,  48 
U.  S.  7  How.  1, 12  L.  ed.  681.  8ee  also  Sawyer 
v.  Havdon,  1  Kev.  76;  People  v.  Welter,  11  Cai 
49:  Bright  Elect  Oas.  448. 

Tbe  election  will  be  void'if  held  by  improper 
persons,  persons  having  neither  right  nor  color 
of  right  to  hold  the  election. 

Bex  v.  Lisle,  Strange,  1090:  Bright.  Elect. 
Oas.  451;  Jukerv.  Fisher,  20  Pa.  484;  Com.  y. 
County  Comrs.  6  Rawle,  76. 

An  election  must  also  be  conducted  by  the 

nier  officers;  an  election  held  by  mere  in- 
era,  without  title  or  color  of  tide,  may  be 
disregarded. 

Brfebt  Elect.  Cas.  461;  Paine,  Elections,  p. 
826;  McCrary,  Elections,  $  217. 

All  official  acts  of  usurpers  are  void. 

Cooke  v.  Cooke,  Phil.  L.  688;  Keeler  v.  Note 
Bern,  Id.  606;  People  v.  Cook,  14  Barb.  289, 
8  N.  Y.  87;  People  v.  White,  24  Wend.  286. 

The  mere  assumption  of  office  is  insufficient 
to  make  one  an  officer  defaeto. 

Hen.  VL  pt  8,  Act  L  Scene  II.  8ee  Hick- 
man y.  Jones,  76  (J.  S.  9  Wall.  200.  19  L.  ed. 
652;  Williamsv.  BrvJfy,M  U.  8. 176,  24  L.  ed. 
716;  8teven$  v.  Griffith,  111  TJ.  8.  48,  28  L.  ed. 
848;  Lambert  v.  People,  76  N.  Y.  287,  288;  Den 
v.  Beddick,  4Ired.  L  868;  Keeler  v.  New  Bern, 
supra;  Paine,  Elections,  p.  822,  note  6;  Parker 
v.  KetU  1  Ld.  Raym.658;  jfev  v.  Bedford  Level, 
6  East,  856. 

There  can  be  no  officer  de  facto  where  there 
is  an  officer  de  Jure  in  possession  of  tbe  office. 

Abbott  of  FonUin's  Cam,  4  Y.  B.  9  Hen.  VL 
p.  26,  pi.  21;  Boardman  v.  Hdlliday,  10  Paige, 
232,  4L  ed.  967;  Braidv  v.  Thcritt,  17  Kan. 
468;  State  y.  Blossom,  19  Nev.  812;  Jester  v. 
Spurgeon,  27  Mo.  App.  477;  McCrary,  Elec- 
tions, §  219. 

Where  a  person  assumes  to  be  an  officer, 
under  an  appointment  or  election,  it  is  insuffi 
cient  to  constitute  "color"  unless  the  appoint- 
ment or  election  proceeds  from  the  person  or 
persons  bavins:  authority  to  appoint  or  elect 

People  v.  Albertson,  8  How.  Pr.  868;  State  v. 
Lewie,  11  L.  B.  A.  105, 107  N.  C.  967. 
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Merrimon,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  ascertainment  of  tbe  popular  will  or  de- 
sire of  the  electors,  under  the  mere  semblance 
of  an  election  unauthorized  by  law,  is  wholly 
without  legal  force  or  effect,  because  such  elec- 
tion .  has  no  legal  sanction.  In  settled,  weH- 
regulated  government,  the  voice  of  electors 
must  be  expressed  and  ascertained  in  an  orderly 
way,  prescribed  by  law.  It  is  this  that  gives 
order,  certainty,  integrity  of  character,  dig- 
nity, direction  and  authority  of  government  to 
tbe  expression  of  tbe  popular  will.  An  elec- 
tion without  the  sanction  of  law  expresses 
simply  the  voice  of  disorder,  confusion  and 
revolution,  however  honestly  expressed.  Gov- 
ernment cannot  take  notice  of  such  voice  until 
it  shall  in  some  lawful  way  take  on  the  Quality 
and  character  of  lawful  authority.  This  is 
essential  to  the  integrity  and  authority  of  gov- 
ernment. Hence,  if  a  person  assume  to  be  a 
registrar  of  elections,  and  four  others  likewise 
assume  to  be  judges  of  election,  and  purport 
and  undertake  to  hold  an  election  on  election 
day,  in  an  election  precinct,  and  take  and 
count  the  votes  cast  at  it  honestly,  such  action 
and  proceeding  would  be  no  election,  nor 
would  it  be  accepted  and  treated  as  such  by 
authority.  An  essential  element  of  a  valid 
election  is  that  it  shall  be  held  by  lawful 
authority,  substantially  as  prescribed  by  law. 
It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  be  simply  conducted 
honestly;  it  must  as  well  have  legal  sanction. 
The  statutory  provisions  and  regulations  in  re- 
spect to  public-  elections  in  this  State  must  be 
observed  and  prevail,  certainly  in  their  sub- 
stance. Otherwise  the  election  will  be  void, 
and  so  treated.  Therefore  the  contention  that 
if  the  election  in  question  was  simply  con- 
ducted fairly  and  honestly  it  wss  valid,  is  un- 
fouuded. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  Thomas 
was  registrar  defaeto,  if  tbey  believed  either  of 
two  aspects  of  the  evidence,  and  tbe  election 
would  hence  be  valid.  As  to  this  there  was  no 
exception.  But  the  court  said  further:  "  If 
you  find  from  the  evidence  that  Cowan  con- 
tinued to  actas  registrar,  and  employed  Thomas 
as  clerk  to  assist  him,  and  that  Thomas,  while 
sustaining  this  relation  to  Cowan,  fraudulently 
obtained  possession  of  the  books  on  the  second 
Saturday  preceding  the  election  under  a  prom- 
ise to  return  them,  and  assumed  to  act  as  reg- 
istrar, be  was  an  intruder,  and  had  no  author- 
ity, and  could  perform  no  lawful  official  act, 
and  in  consequence  the  election  held  by  him 
and  his  appointees  was  void,  and  your  answer 
to  the  issue  should  be  'No.1"  This  is  made 
the  principal  ground  of  assignment  of  error. 
The  instruction  thus  complained  of  must  be 
taken  in  connection  with  the  whole  of  the  in- 
structions given,  and  in  view  of  all  the  evidence 
pertinent.  The  evidence  tended  to  prove  that 
one  Cowan  was  duly  appointed  to  be  registrar; 
that  be  accepted  the  office,  and  acted  as  and 
claimed  to  be  such  continuously,  until  the  day 
of  the  election;  that  he  did  not  resign  or  pro- 
fess to  resign;  that  he  did  not  appoint,  or  un- 
dertake to  appoint,  Thomas  to  be  registrar; 
that  he  was  employed  and  treated  simply  as 
his  clerk;  that  Thomas  fraudulently  got  the 
registration  books  from  the  registrar  under  the 
false  promise  to  return  the  same;  that  he  did 
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not  do  so,  but  on  the  day  of  election  expressly 
refused  to  surrender  the  registration  books, 
and  then  assumed  to  be  registrar,  acted  as  such 
and  undertook  and  purported  to  appoint  three 
judges  of  election,  who,  with  a  judge  regularly 

3>pointed,  co-operated  with  him  in  holding  the 
ection.  The  evidence  fully  warranted  the 
instruction,  if  it  was  correct  in  point  of  law. 
It  is  difficult  to  define  in  precise  terms  what 
constitutes  an  officer  de  facto  in  all  eases.  In- 
deed, what  may  constitute  such  officer  in  one 
case  may  not  in  another.  A.  variety  of  facts 
and  circumstances  tending  to  show  authority 
of  the  person  claiming  and  exercising  it  go  to 
constitute  such  officer,  and,  upon  grounds  of 
necessity  and  public  policy,  to  give  his  acts 
validity  as  to  the  public  and  persons  taking 
benefit  of  his  official  acts.  There  most  be 
something,  some  consideration,  evidence,  facte, 
circumstances  or  conditions,  that  reasonably 
lead  those  persons  who,  in  the  course  of  the 
administration  and  the  discharge  of  the  duties 
of  the  office,  must  in  some  way  have  relations 
or  business  with  it,  to,  recognize  and  treat  the 
person  claiming  to  be  officer  as  the  lawful  in- 
cumbent. But,  as  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Ruffin  in  Burke  v.  Elliott,  4  Ired.  L.  861: 
"The  mere  assumption  of  the  office  by  per- 
forming one  or  even  several  acts  appropriate 
to  it,  without  any  recognition  of  the  person  as 
officer  by  the  appointing  power,  may  not  be 
sufficient  to  constitute  him  an  officer  de  facto. 
There  must  at  least  be  some  colorable  election 
and  induction  into  office  ab  origins,  and  so  long 
an  exercise  of  the  office,  and  acquiescence 
therein  of  the  public  authorities,  as  to  afford 
to  the  individual  citizen  a  presumption  strong 
that  the  party  was  duly  appointed,  and  there- 
fore that  every  person  might  compel  him 
for  the  legal  fees  to  do  his  business,  and  for 
the  same  reason  was  bound  to  submit  to  his 
authority  as  an  officer  of  the  country."  What 
was  thus  said  was  afterwards  approved  in  Den 
v.  Beddick,  4  Ired.  L.  868;  Burton  v.  Patton,  2 
Jones,  L.  124;  Trenton  Comrs.  v.  McDanid,  7 
Jones,  L.  107,  and  in  People  v.  Staton,  78  N. 
C.  646,  in  which  case  Mr.  Justice  Reade  said: 
"  I  scarcely  think  it  necessary  to  cite  authority 
to  show  the  distinction  between  mere  usurpers 
and  officers  de  facto  and  dejure.  A  usurper  is 
one  who  takes  possession  without  any  author- 
ity. His  acts  are  utterly  void,  unless  he  con- 
tinues to  act  for  so  Ion?  a  time,  or  under  such 
circumstances,  as  to  afford  presumption  of  bis 
right  to  act.  And  then  his  acts  are  valid  as  to 
the  public  and  third  persons.  But  he  has  no 
defense  in  a  direct  proceeding  against  himself. 
A  de  facto  officer  is  one  who  goes  in  under  color 
of  authority."  Keeler  v.  ifcwbern,  Phil.  L. 
605.  In  a  late  case  (Stale  v.  Lewie,  107  N. 
C.  967,  11  L.  R.  A.  106)  Justice  Avery  cites 
with  approval  State  v.  Carroll,  88  Conn.  449, 
in  which  Chief  Justice  Butler  reviews  very 
thoroughly  and  ably  the  whole  subject  of  offi- 
cers de  facto,  and  reaches  substantially  this 
conclusion:  "An  officer  de  facto  is  one  whose 
acts,  though  not  those  of  an  officer,  the  law, 
upon  principles  of  policy  and  justice,  will  hold 
valid  so  far  as  they  involve  the  interests  of  the 
public  and  third  persons,  when  the  duties  of 
the  office  were  exercised :  first,  without  a  known 
appointment  or  election,  but  under  such  cir- 
cumstances of  reputation  or  acquiescence  as 
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were  calculated  to  induce  people  without  in- 
quiry to  submit  to  or  invoke  his  action,  anp- 
posing  him  to  be  the  officer  he  assumed  to  be; 
second,  under  color  of  a  known  and  vaMd  ap- 
pointment or  election,  but  where  the  officer  has 
failed  to  conform  to  some  precedent,  require- 
ment or  condition,  as  to  take  an  oath,  give  a 
bond,  or  the  like;  third,  under  color  of  a 
known  election  or  appointment,  void  because 
the  officer  was  not  eligible,  or  because  there 
was  a  want  of  power  in  the  electing  or  appoint- 
ing body,  or  by  reason  of  some  irregularity  or 
defect  m  its  exercise,  such  ineligibility,  want 
of  power  or  defect  being  unknown  to  the  pub- 
lic; fourth,  under  color  of  an  election  or  ap- 
pointment by  or  pursuant  to  a  public  uncon- 
stitutional law,  before  the  same  is  adjudged  to- 
be  such. " 

This  summary  designates  to  a  very  large  ex- 
tent, if  not  altogether,  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  circumstances,  conditions,  the  character  of 
the  evidence  and  the  recognition  by  the  public 
essential  in  varying  pertinent  cases  to  consti- 
tute an  officer  de  facto.  A  mere  intruder  or 
usurper  is  not  ordinarily,  but  mar  become,  an 
officer  dM  facto  in  some  cases.  This  can  hap- 
pen only  by  the  continued  exercise  of  the  office 
by  him,  and  the  acquiescence  therein  by  the 
public  authorities  and  the  pubfic  for  such 
length  of  time  as  to  afford  to  citizens  generally 
a  strong  presumption  that  be  had  been  duly 
appointed.  But  when,  without  color  of  au- 
thority, he  simply  assumes  to  act, — to  exercise 
authority  as  an  officer,— and  the  public  know 
the  fact,  or  reasonably  ought  to  know,  that  he 
is  a  usurper,  his  acts  are  absolutely  void  for  all 
purposes.  The  mere  fact  that,  apart  from  his 
usurpation,  his  supposed  official  acts  were  fair 
and  honest,  could  not  impart  to  them  validity 
and  efficiency.  Burke  v.  jBltiott,  People 
v.  Staton  and  State  v.  Carroll,  supra;  Mc- 
Crary,  Elections,  §  217;  Paine,  Elections. 
§8  880,  881. 

The  citizen  is  justly  chargeable  with  laches, 
does  that  which  is  in  his  own  wrong  and  wrong 
to  the  public,  when  he  recognises,  tolerates,, 
encourages  and  sustains  a  mere  usurper,— one 
whom  he  knows,  or  ought  under  the  circum- 
stances to  know,  to  be  such.  In  such  case, 
neither  justice,  necessity  nor  public  policy  re- 
quires that  the  acts  of  the  usurper  shall  be  up- 
held as  valid  for  any  purpose.  Indeed,  these 
things,  the  spirit  and  purpose  of  government, 
strongly  suggest  the  contrary.  When,  there- 
fore, Thomas  obtained  from  the  registrar,  Cow- 
an, the  registration  books  fraudulently,  under 
promise  to  return  the  same,  and  assumed  to- 
act  as  registrar,  he  was  simply  an  intruder,  and 
had  no  authority  and  could  perform  no  lawful 
official  act  as  such,  and  the  election  which  he 
and  the  supposed  judges,  his  appointees,  co- 
operating with  him,  held,  was  void.  The  in- 
struction of  the  court  to  the  jury  excepted  to- 
wns pertinent,  and  had  reference  to  the  evi- 
dence going  to  prove  that  Thomas  so  fraudu- 
lently obtained  the  registration  books,  and  as- 
sumed to  act  as  registrar,  and  the  jury  must 
have  found  that  he  did.  The  jury  found  that 
be  was  not  registrar  de  facto,  by  reason  of  color 
of  appointment.  They  found,  also,  that  he 
was  a  fraudulent  intruder;  but  they  did  not 
find,  nor  was  there  evidence  to  warrant  suck 
finding,  that  he  was  an  intruder  under  such. 
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circumstances  and  conditions  as  to  constitute 
bhn  registrar  dc  facto.  The  evidence  went  to 
show  that  he  had  been  the  clerk  of  the  regis- 
trar; that  he  did  not  claim  to  be  or  act  as  reg- 
istrar until  the  day  of  election;  that  he  bad  no 
such  reputation,  that  the  electors  had  not  so 
recognized  him;  that  no  public  authority  had 
so  recognized  him  at  any  time;  and  that  on  the 
morning  of  the  day  of  the  election,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  electors,  the  lawful  registrar  had  pub- 
licly demanded  that  he  surrender  to  him  the 
registration  books,  to  the  end  that  he  and  the 
lawfully  appointed  Judges  of  election  might 
hold  the  election  according  to  law,  and  he  re- 
fused to  do  so.  The  evidence  went  to  prove, 
and  the  Jury  found,  that  Thomas  was  a  naked 
intruder,  with  no  attending  circumstances  and 
conditions  that  rendered  him  registrar  de  facto. 
The  electors  had  notice  that  Cowan  was  the 
lawful  registrar;  that  he  had  been  duly  ap- 
pointed; that  be  acted  as  such.  There  was  no 
notice  that  he  had  resigned  his  office,  nor  had 
he  done  so.  On  the  contrary,  on  the  morning 
of  the  election  he  claimed  his  right  and  au- 
thority to  hold  the  election.  This  was  notice 
— important  notice— that  Thomas  was  an  in- 
truder, and  the  election  was  not  such  in  con- 
templation of  law.  The  electors  ought  not  to 
have  recognized  the  intruder;  they  did  so  in 
their  own  wrong;  they  ought  to  have  demand- 
ed and  required  that  the  registrar,  and  the  law- 
ful Judges  of  election,  holdthe  election  accord- 
ing to  law.  It  was  their  duty  to  themselves 
and  to  the  public  to  have  done  so,  and,  failing 
in  this  for  any  cause,  they  ought  not  to  have 

£>ne   through   an  empty  form  that  had  no 
gal  effect.    They  lost  their  votes  and  their 
voice,  in  part,  through  their  own  laches. 

The  issue  of  fact  submitted  to  the  Jury  was 
broad  and  comprehensive.  It  embraced  the 
whole  of  the  matter  at  issue.  The  relator 
could  readily,  as  he  did,  put  in  all  pertinent 
evidence,  and  avail  himself  of  it  before  the 

ry.    He  was  not  necessarily  prejudiced  by 
nor  can  we  see,  nor  does  ft  at  all  appear, 
that  he  was.    The  other  exceptions  are  with- 
out merit. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Basil 


DEVBREUX 
e. 


Michael  MoMAHOS  <*  «*.,  AppU. 
1.  An  objection  that  there  is  a  variance 


i  the  original  deed  and  a  copy 

I  of  ita  record,  which  oopy  to  made  evldeno©  by 
Code,  1 1261,  without  accounting*  for  the  original 
unless  upon  a  rule  or  order  of  court  suggesting  a 
variance  or  other  sufficient  ground,  and  which  has 
been  read  to  the  jury,  cannot,  In  ease  of  the  sub- 


sequent voluntary  production  of  the  original 
without  any  order  of  court,  be  made  available  by 
objecting  to  the  admission  of  the  copy  In  evi- 
dence. 

8.  A  cross  mark  opposite  a  seal  made 
by  the  grantor  of  a  deed  Immediately  un- 
dera  clause  containing  his  name  and  stating  that 
he  has  'Mgned  his  name  and  affixed  bJsseaV'  con- 
stitutes a  sufficient  signature  and  may  be  con- 
strued as  an  adoption  of  the  name  in  such  clause 
as  a  signature. 

8.  A  mistake  of  the  regiater  of  deeds  in 
copying;  the  tme  name  of  a  witness  to 
a  deed  on  the  reoords  Instead  of  the  letters  "D.  & 
C  which  constituted  the  actual  signature  of  the 
witness,  will  not  annul  the  probate  or  destroy  the 
competency  of  a  copy  of  the  record  as  evidence. 

4.  The  letters  "D.  B.C.."  written  by  the 
witness  to  a  deed*  whose  name  Is  Solomon 
Davis,  may  constitute  a  sufficient  signature  as  a 
witness. 

5-  The  signing*  of  a  deed  by  the  grantor  and 
its  possession  by  the  grantee  constitute  prima 
facie  evidence  of  delivery. 

(February  24,  1881.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Halifax  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  certain  real  estate.  Af 
Jtrfned. 

Statement  by  Avery*  J.: 

Tbfe  was  a  civil  action,  brought  for  tbe  re- 
covery of  possession  of  land,  and  tried  at  Sep- 
tember Term,  1890,  of  tbe  Superior  Court  of 
Halifax  County  before  Armfleld,  J. 

The  plaintiff  was  introduced  as  a  witness. 
and  testified  that  the  land  was  worth  $40  or 
$50  a  year.  On  cross-examination  by  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  he  testified  that  Thomas  Al- 
exander was  carried  by  him  from  his  home  In 
Halifax  County  to  the  plaintiff's  home  in  Nash 
County,  in  order  that  be  might  take  bettor  care 
of  him.  "Tom  wanted  to  go.  He  died  about 
a  week  afterwards.  He  signed  the  deed  about 
12  o'clock  in  the  day,  and  died  about  the  same 
hour  that  night.  They  tried  to  read  the  deed 
to  him,  but  he  said  it  made  no  difference.  He 
asked  who  wrote  it,  and  was  told  it  was  Mr. 
Thorp.  He  asked  if  he  was  a  lawyer,  and  was 
told  'Yes.'  They  tried  to  read  it  to  him,  but 
eoold  not  make  it  out  He  asked  if  it  stipu- 
lated that  he  (Basil)  should  take  care  of  him 
and  Frankie  during  their  lives.  Was  told 
'Yes; '  and  said  that  he  was  satisfied.  I  told 
him  what  was  in  the  deed.  Solomon  Davis 
was  tbe  one  who  tried  to  vead  the  deed.  John 
Cobb  was  not  then  present  Davis  witnessed 
the  deed.  Cobb  came  later  in  the  day,  and 
Tom  acknowledged  tbe  deed  again  before  bim, 
and  he  wrote  these  words  on  it:  'John  Cobb 
witness  towards  of  what  was  ass*,  Thomas  Alex- 
ander did  agree  to  the  Deed.'"  The  plaintiff 
than  rested  hie  case. 


Nora.— Dee*:  lignofiure  by  mark  or  cross. 
If  a  person  Is  designated  by  Ms  proper  name  to 
the  body  of  a  deed,  the  fact  that  he  signs  by  a  wrong 
name  will  not  invalidate  the  deed.    HSddleton  v. 
Media,  21  Cat  IB. 

~8o  a  signature  by  a  mark  or  cross  Is  sufficient,  the 
deed  being  In  other  respects  regular,  although  the 
vendoroould write.  Biokley  v.Keenan,00Ala.B9S; 
Truman  v.  Lore,  14  Ohio  8t  144;  Frost  v.  Deerlng, 
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21  Me.  156:  Jackson  v.  Tan  Dusen,  ft  Johns.  144;  Ton- 
nelev.  Hafl, 4  N.  Y.  14ft. 

Bo  the  absenoe  of  an  attestation  to  such  a  signa- 
ture would  not  detract  from  its  sufficiency,  al- 
though it  might  have  tbe  effect  to  render  proof  of 
the  execution  of  the  instrument  muoh  more  diffi- 
cult Wlmberly  v.  Dallas,  62  AJa.  106;  Bailey  v. 
Bailey,  tt  Ala.  687.  See  8  Washb.  Seal  Prop.  244; 
Baker  v.  Dening,  8  Ad.  &  EL  94. 
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Tbe  defendants  offered  the  paper  purporting 
to  be  the  original  deed  from  Alexander  to 
Devereux.  In  the  attestation  clause  the  words 
"Solomon  Davis"  are  not  written  out,  but  the 
letters  "D.  S.  C."  are  followed  by  certain  flour- 
ishes. Tbe  defendants  then  introduced  the 
will  of  Thomas  Alexander,  in  which  he  de- 
vised the  locu$  in  quo  to  the  defendants.  The 
defendant  M.  McMahon  was  then  introduced, 
who  testified  that  he  bad  known 'Thomas  Al- 
exander twenty-five  or  thirty  years,  and  had 
had  considerable  dealings  with  him,  and  he 
could  not  read  or  write.  The  defendants  then 
introduced  W.  T.  Purnell,  who  testified  that  he 
knew  Tom  Alexander  well.  Saw  him  at  Hali- 
fax depot  on  the  day  that  he  went  to  Nash. 
Tried  to  talk  to  him,  but  he  was  so  sick  that  he 
could  not  talk,— was  paralyzed, — and  witness 
thought  that  he  was  dead.  Was  lust  as  bad 
off  as  a  man  could  be.  His  feet  had  been  badly 
burned.  He  was  at  the  depot  in  a  bed,  and 
feathers  were  all  over  him.  W.  D.  Willcox 
was  introduced  by  the  defendants,  and  testi- 
fied: "I  saw  Tom  the  day  he  was  carred  to 
Nasb.  He  was  in  a  bed.  Looked  very  bad." 
Defendants  then  introduced  Alfred  Walters, 
who  testified  that  the  day  before  he  left  home 
be  saw  Tom  Alexander,  and  helped  to  dress 
him  on  the  morning  he  left  "He  did  not 
speak  from  his  home  to  Halifax.  He  said  that 
he  would  be  back  to-morrow.  He  was  as  bad 
off  as  he  could  be  when  I  left  him  on  the  train. 
Tom  is  an  uncle  of  the  plaintiff,  and  raised 
him.  Tom  had  no  children.  I  married  Tom's 
niece."    Defendants  rest. 

The  testimony  of  Solomon  Davis,  who  was 
next  introduced  for  plaintiff,  is  embodied  in 
tbe  opinion.  Plaintiff  introduced  Simon  Beck- 
ton,  wjio  testified:  "I  was  there  when  Tom 
signed  tbe  deed.  I  got  there  about  11  o'clock. 
Tom  talked  with  good  sense.  I  saw  Tom  take 
tbe  pen  and  have  the  paper.  His  mind  seemed 
good  then.  He  was  talking  about  being  burned ; 
how  he  came  to  be  there;  said  Basil  would  do 
more  for  bim  than  anyone  else,  etc.  I  saw 
Basil  give  him  the  deed,  and  having  it  fixed  up 
by  Mr.  Thorp.  He  said  it  was  to  be  signed 
to-morrow.  Tom  said:  'Better  fix  it  now; 
we  can't  tell  what  a  day  may  bring  forth.' 
Tom  asked  him  what  was  in  the  deed,  and 
Basil  told  him.  I  [witness]  can't  read  or 
write.  Tom  was  in  the  bed  when  he  signed 
the  deed.  David  had  hold  of  the  end  of  the 
pen  when  Tom  signed."  Plaintiff  then  intro- 
duced Nat.  Alexander,  who  testified:  "I  am 
an  illegitimate  son  of  Tom  Alexander.  Before 
he  went  to  Nash  County  he  proposed  to  me  to 
take  him  to  my  house,  and  take  care  of  him 
and  his  sister,  Frankie,  during  their  lives,  and 
he  would  give  me  a  deed  to  the  land.  I  told 
him  I  was  not  able  to  do  it,  and  he  said  he  was 
going  to  write  for  Basil  to  come.  He  wrote  to 
Basil,  and  after  that  Basil  came.  He  did  not 
take  him  home  that  time,  but  did  shortly  after." 
Defendants  objected  to  this.  The  objection 
overruled,  and  defendants  excepted.  The  de- 
fendants objected,  among  other  things, through- 
out the  trial,  that  the  deed  was  never  signed; 
and,  secondly,  that  plaintiff  fraudulently  in- 
duced Alexander  to  sign  it.  The  plaintiff  then 
introduced  John  Williams,  who  testified  he 
had  heard  Tom  say  McMahon  had  failed  to 
take  care  of  him.  Said  he  was  going  to  write 
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Basil  to  come  and  take  him  in  hand.  Said  he 
hadn't  seen  Basil  in  twelve  years.  This  was  in 
1886.  Basil  came  in  1887.  The  plaintiff  was 
recalled,  and  testified  that  three  or  four  years 
before  Tom  died  he  came  up  and  attended  to 
his  matters  for  him;  that  be  took  Tom  off  just 
before  Christmas,  and  he  lived  one  week,  and 
until  Friday  night  of  the  next  week.  Mr. 
Thorp  testified  that  be  wrote  the  paper  on  the 
18th  and  dated  it  on  the  14th;  that  he  gave  the 
deed  to  Basil  on  the  18th.  Defendants  then 
introduced  McMahon,  who  said  that  Basil's 
statement  that  he  was  inattentive  to  Tom's 
wants  was  false;  that  he  did  not  know  he  was 
at  the  depot  the  day  he  went  to  Nash;  and  that 
he  had  several  times  sent  him  clothing  and 
other  things.  The  defendant's  counsel  claimed 
in  his  argument  (1)  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
signing  of  said  deed  or  paper;  (2)  that  it  waa 
not  lawfully  and  properly  registered;  (S)  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  its  delivery.  His 
honor  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  found  from 
the  evidence  that  Thomas  Alexander,  after  be- 
ing made  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  the 
paper  or  deed,  with  intent  to  execute  it,  made 
the  cross-mark  opposite  the  word  "[Seal]"  free- 
ly and  voluntarily,  and  then  had  sufficient 
mental  capacity  to  understand  the  nature  of 
the  transaction  and  the  situation  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  his  circumstances,  it  was  in  law  a 
sufficient  signing.  Defendants  excepted.  He 
further  charged  that  if  the  jury  believed  from 
the  evidence  that  Solomon  Davis  was  in  the 
habit  of  signing  his  name  by  the  letters  "D.  S. 
C. ,"  and  made  nis  signature  in  this  way  to  said 
deed,  at  tbe  request  of  Thomas  Alexander,  it 
was  a  sufficient  attestation.  Defendants  ex- 
cepted. His  honor  further  charged  that  if  the 
jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Alexander 
signed  the  deed  for  the  purposes  expressed,  and 
Davis,  after  signing  as  a  witness,  handed  it  to 
Devereux,  in  his  presence,  and  with  his  assent, 
or  if  Alexander  handed  it  to  Devereux,  there 
was  some  evidence  of  delivery  to  be  considered 
by  tbem.  Defendants  excepted.  Verdict  for 
the  plaintiff.  Defendants  move  for  a  new  trial 
for  alleged  errors  above  set  forth.  Motion  re- 
fused. Defendants  except.  The  material  por- 
tions of  tbe  original  deed  and  of  the  record  in 
the  registrar's  office  are  incorporated  in  the 
opinion. 

Messrs.  Thomas  N.  Hill  and  W.  H.  Day* 

for  appellants: 

An  illiterate  person  should  be  able  to  make  a 
mark  or  device  that  he  would  know  and  rec- 
ognize himself  easily,  and  that  others  might 
know  just  as  they  might  know  the  handwrit- 
ing of  any  person. 

Tatom  v.  White,  95  N.  C.  460;  State  v.  Byrd „ 
98  N.  C.  824. 

The  mark  must  be  a  distinguishing  one. 

Ingram  v.  Ball,  1  Hay  w.  194 ;  3  Washb. 
Heal  Prop.  248. 

The  deed  was  written  by  Tborp  and  on  its 
face  the  signing  of  the  name  of  Dexereux 
purports  to  have  been  made. 

Baughton  v.  Barney,  2  Ired.  Eq.  898. 

There  was  no  delivery. 

Baldwin  v.  Maultsby,  5  Ired.  L.  505;  Moore 
v.  Collins,  4  Dev.  L.  884;  Clayton  v.  Literman, 
4  Dev.  &  B.  L.  288. 

Mr.  R.  O.  Burton,  Jr.,  for  appellee,  cited: 
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JVoiesio  Waller  v.  Waller,  42  Am.  Dec  571; 
Baker  v.  Dening,  8  Ad.  &  El.  94;  Re  Savory,  15 
Jar.  1042;  Be  Redding,  2  Rob.  EccL  889,  14 
Jut.  1052;  Be  Clarke,  4  Jar.  N.  S.  248  ; 
Tiedeman,  Heal  Prop.  §  80?  ;  Truman  v.  Love, 
14  Ohio  8t.  154;  8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  248;  Co. 
LiU,  171  b;  1  Wms.  Bxrs.  07,  72;  5  Lawson, 
Rights,  Remedies  and  Practice,  22*0;  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Brown,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  198; 
Yarborough  v.  Monday,  8  Dev.  L.  420;  N .  C. 
Code.  $  1554;  Be  Garner,  10  Jacob's  Fisher's 
Dig.  17022 ;  7  Mews,  Dig.  pp.  880,  881 ;  5 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  440;  State  v. 
Byrd,  93  N.  C.  624;  Sellers  v.  Sellers,  98  N. 

C.  18;  Tatom  v.  White,  95  K.  C.  460;  Pridgen 
t.  JVttfcws,  18Ired.  L.  g  200. 

Averjr,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court; 

It  is  provided  by  statute  (Code,  §  1251)  that 
"the  registry  or  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the 
record  of  any  deed,  eta,  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence in  any  court,  and  shall  be  held  to  be  full 
and,  sufficient  evidence  of  such  deed,  eta, 
although  the  party  offering  the  same  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  original,  and 
shall  not  account  for  the  non-production  there- 
of unless,  upon  a  rule  or  order  of  the  court 
suggesting  some  material  variance  from  the 
original  in  such  registry,  or  other  sufficient 
ground,  such  party  shall  have  been  previously 
required  to  produce  the  original,  in  which  case 
the  same  shall  be  produced,  or  its  absence  duly 
accounted  for,  according  to  the  course  and 
practice  of  the  court."  After  the  plaintiff  had 
read  the  deed  recorded  in  the  register's  book, 
which  was  made  competent  evidence  by  the 
Statute,  he  furnished  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, voluntarily,  and  not  in  obedience  to 
an  order  of  the  court,  the  original.  The  latter 
could  not  then  avail  himself  of  the  objection 
that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  original 
and  what  purported  to  be  a  copy  on  the  book 
of  the  register  by  objecting  to  the  admission  in 
evidence  of  the  copy.  If  there  had  been  any 
ground  of  complaint,  the  point  intended  to  be 
raised  was  fairly  presented  by  the  exceptions 
to  the  charge  of  the  court  at  a  later  stage  of 
the  trial,  the  defendant  having  meantime 
offered  the  original  deed  in  evidence.  The 
last  clause  of  the  original  deed,  and  the  attesta- 
tion clause  with  signatures,  were  as  follows: 

"In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Thomas  Alex- 
ander bath  hereunto  stoned  his  name  and 
affixed  his  seal  the  day  and  date  above  written. 

X    [Seal.l 

"Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  presence  of 
X  John  Cobb,  witness  towards  of  what  waa 
sed,  Thomas  Alexander  did  agree  to  the  Deed. 

D.  S.  C." 

The  same  portion  of  the  deed  was  recorded 
in  the  register's  office  as  follows: 

"In  witness  whereof,  the  said  Thomas  Alex- 
ander bath  hereunto  signed  his  name  and 
fixed  his  seal  the  day  and  date  above  written. 

"Witness:  X     [Seal.] 

"Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  pres- 
ence of  X  John  Cobb,  witness  toward  of  what 
was  etd,  Thomas  Alexander  did  agree  to  the 
deed.  Solomon  Davis." 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  deed  was 
not  signed  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  our  Statute  of  Frauds  (Code,  §  1554), 
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and  that  the  judge  below  should  have  instructed 
the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  adduce 
any  evidence  tending  to  show  title  in  himself, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  recover. 

Under  the  8axon  rule  in  England,  it  was 
only  required  that  deeds  should  be  subscribed 
with  the  sign  of  the  cross.  It  was  not  neces- 
sary that  a  seal  should  be  attached.  After  the 
Norman  conquest,  sealing  became  a  requisite, 
but  signing  of  all  kinds  ceased  to  be  required. 
8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  242;  Co.  Litt  1716;  2  BL 
Com.  809. 

After  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  enacted  it 
became  essential  that  every  deed  purporting  to* 
convey  land,  and  every  other  instrument  re~ 

Suired  under  its  provisions  to  be  in  writing, 
lould  be  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged 
therewith.  It  is  now  an  established  rule  that 
the  name  of  the  party  to  be  charged  may  be 
written  by  an  agent,  in  his  presence,  and  un- 
der his  direction;  the  act  of  the  authorized 
agent  being  theoretically  the  act  of  the  princi- 
pal. Tiedeman,  Real  Prop.  §807;  Pierce  v« 
Bakes,  28  Pa.  281;  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Brown,  80  N.  J.  Eg.  193;  Browne,  Stat  Fr.  12; 
Kims  v.  Brooks,  9  Ired.  L.  218;  Frost  v.  Deer* 
ing,  21  Me.  156;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  5  Cush. 

Under  the  provisions  of  our  Statute  (Code, 
§  1554)  all  of  the  instruments  enumerated  are 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
party,  etc.,  while  in  the  statutes  of  some  of  the 
other  States  the  word  "subscribed"  is  substi- 
tuted for  "signed."  Modern  text  writers  gen- 
erally concur  in  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  essen- 
tial that  the  signature  should  be  placed  at  the 
end  of  the  deed  or  other  instrument,  where  the 
law  requires  signing  only.  Marlindale,  Conv. 
§  6;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  441;  Tied- 
eman, Real  Prop,  §  807. 

In  the  construction  of  statutes  in  reference 
to  wills  a  similar  rule  has  been  generally 
adopted.  Signatures  in  the  body  of  the  will 
have  been  declared  to  constitute  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirement  that  there 
should  be  a  signing,  and  the  courts  have  gone 
so  far  as  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  execution 
of  a  will  where  the  name  of  the  testator  waa 
written  under  the  names  of  the  witnesses  to 
the  attestation  clause  after  having  been  written 
also  as  a  part  of  that  clause  by  him.  7  Mews, 
Com.  Law  Dig.  879;  1  Wms.  Exrs.  60. 

It  is  conceded  that,  where  another  person 
has  already  written  the  signature  of  one  who  is 
illiterate,  the  latter  may  adopt  the  signing  sub- 
sequently by  attaching  a  cross  or  other  mark 
used  by  him  as  a  substitute  for  an  actual  signa- 
ture, though  he  could  not  so  ratify  the  act  of 
an  agent  who  signed  his  name  not*  in  his  pres- 
ence except  by  attaching  such  mark.  The 
grantor  in  this  case  inquired  who  had  written, 
(he  deed,  and  was  told  that  it  was  written  by 
Mr.  Thorp,  a  lawyer,  and,  in  substance,  what 
were  its  contents.  It  was  insisted  with  much 
force  by  the  learned  counsel  on  the  argument 
that  when  Thomas  Alexander  made  the  cross- 
mark  opposite  to  the  seal  and  beneath  the 
clause  reciting  his  name,  he  adopted  the  sign- 
ing of  his  name  in  that  clause,  the  name  being 
in  close  proximity  to  the  cross  and  seal.  It  is 
well  established  that  any  number  of  grantor* 
may  by  delivery  adopt  a  seal  opposite  to  the 
name  of  the  first  of  the  number,  who  signs  the 
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deed,  there  being  a  recital  in  it  that  they  bad 
attached  their  seals;  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
where  there  is  no  such  recital,  a  seal  attached 
to  the  name  will  be  deemed  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute the  instrument  a  deed.  8  Washb.  Real 
Prop.  244,  246;  Tiedeman,  Real  Prop.  %  808; 
Tarborough  v.  Monday,  2  Dev.  L.  498. 

It  seems  not  unreasonable  to  be  guided  by 
the  principle  so  often  invoked  in  tbe  construc- 
tion of  deeds  and  wills,  that  the  law  will  favor 
those  who  are  inops  eonsUii  and  illiterate,  and 
attempt  to  arrive  at  and  carry  out  their  true 
intent  by  a  liberal  application  of  technical 
rales.  Washburn,  supra,  at  page  344,  says: 
"Affixing  a  mark  by  tbe  grantor  agaiast 
his  name,  though  written  by  another,  is  a 
signing,  although  it  do  not  appear  that  he 
could  not  write  bis  own  name." 

It  being  settled,  then,  that  our  Statute  does 
not  require  that  the  name  should  be  subscribed 
at  tbe  end  of  the  instrument,  when  written  by 
the  party  to  be  charged  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing, it  would  seem  to  be  an  unreasonable  dis- 
crimination against,  instead  of  in  favor  of,  an 
illiterate  person  to  declare  his  conveyance  null 
and  void  because  he  attempted,  by  a  mark 
placed  m  proximity  to  tbe  seal,  at  the  end  of 
the  deed,  to  adopt  a  signing  of  his  name  in  tbe 
last  clause  of  Die  instrument.  The  courts, 
since  the  enactment  of  tbe  Statute  of  Frauds 
(99  Oar.  II.),  have  used  the  maxim  "qui  facit 
per  alium  facit  per  se,"  with  great  liberality, 
especially  in  mating  auctioneers,  by  implica- 
tion of  law,  the  agents  of  those  who  bid  for 
land  at  sales.  Tn  construing  the  act  of  making 
tbe  mark  in  this  case  as  an  adoption  of  the  sig- 
nature just  above  it  m  the  body  of  the  deed, 
we  can  foresee  no  greater  danger  of  opening  a 
door  for  the  evasion  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
than  in  any  other  case  where  the  mark  is  used 
and  placed  in  juxtaposition  to  tbe  written 
name.  In  cither  ease  tbe  execution  of  the  in- 
strument must  be  ordinarily  shown  by  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  maker,  or  tbe  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  who  saw  it  made,  and  even 
where  both  the  maker  and  subscribing  witness 
may  have  died,  the  necessity  foT  proving  tbe 
genuineness  of  tbe  signature  of  the  witness,  or 
some  distinguishing  feature  in  the  mark  made 
by  the  grantor,  is  an  ample  guaranty  that  the 
opportunity  or  incentive  to  evade  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  will  not  be  enhanced  by  sustaining 
the  validity  of  the  signing  by  Thomas  Alex- 
ander.    Davis  v.  Biggins,  91  N.  C.  889. 

If  there  had  been  no  witness  to  tbe  deed, 
then  it  could  not  have  been  admitted  to  pro- 
bate without  proof  that  tbe  mark  was  habitu- 
ally used  by  Alexander  as  a  substitute  for 
signing  his  name,  and  that  there  was  some 
peculiarity  in  its  appearance  which  distin- 
guished it  from  other  marks,  and  enabled  the 
witness  to  recognize  it  as  be  would  the  peculi- 
arities of  handwriting.  Sellers  v.  fietters,  98 
N.  0.  16;  State  v.  Byrd,  98  N.  C.  024;  Howell 
v.  Bay,  99  N.  C.  510. 

In  support  of  this  view  Justice  Merrrmon, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  State  v. 
Byrd,  supra,  said:  "While,  generally,  a  mere 
cross-mark  employed  by  a  person  who  cannot 
write  as  evidence  that  be  executed  a  paper 
writing  to  which  it  is  affixed  cannot  be  proven, 
yet  a  person  may  have  a  mark  so  peculiar  and 
to  uniformly  used  bj*  him  for  such  purpose  as 
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that  it  may  become  well  known  as  his  mark, 
and  may  be  proven,  just  as  tbe  signature  of 
one  who  writes  may  be  proven  to  be  in  his  own 
handwriting.  A  mark  like  the  signature  of  a 
party  is  intended  to  be  evidence  of the  fact  that 
the  party  making  it  made  it,  and  identifies 
himself  with  the  paper  writing  signed  in  the 
way  and  for  the  purpose  indicated  in  it;  and  it 
is  just  aa  binding  ordinarily  without  a  subscrib- 
ing witness  as  with  one,  but  it  may  be  proven, 
aa  a  signature  may  be  by  one  who  saw  it  made, 
or  who  heard  the  maker  acknowledge  it  to  be 
his,  and  the  maker  himself  is  generally  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  that  be  made  it." 
HoweU  v.  Bay,  92  N.  C.  610. 

We  have  reproduced  this  extract  to  make  it 
clear  that  we  are  sustained  by  an  adjudication 
of  this  court,  in  which  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
principle,  in  the  most  explicit  way,  that  an  in- 
strument purporting  to  be  a  deed,  and  required 
to  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party 
charged  thereby,  is  not  void  upon  fts  face  be- 
cause the  maker  or  grantor  has  signed  by  mak- 
ing a  simple  cross,  nor  even  if  there  is  no  wit- 
ness to  such  signing.  Tbe  law  still  leaves  tbe 
way  open  for  proof  of  its  execution  by  show- 
ing it  to  be  a  peculiar  substitute  babttually 
used  by  the  grantor,  instead  of  an  ordinary 
signature,  or  for  evidence  from  an  eve- witness 
that  he  saw  tbe  mark  attached,  just  aa  he 
could  testify  to  the  act  of  subscribing  the  name, 
Our  view  of  the  subject  is  sustained  by  reason 
and  the  current  of  authority.  While  ft  is  not 
probable  that  any  case  precisely  similar  in  all 
respects  to  that  under  consideration  has  ever 
arisen,  the  principle  announced  finds  abun- 
dant support  in  tbe  adjudications  of  other 
courts,  and  the  conclusions  deduced  from  them 
by  leading  writers  upon  the  subject  of  deeds 
and  conveyances.  5  La wson, Rights,  Remedies 
and  Practice,  $  2270,  says  a  person  physically 
unable  or  too  illiterate  to  write  bis  name  may 
sign  by  making  a  cross,  a  straight  or  crooked 
line,  a  dot  or  any  other  symbol.  In  Martin- 
dale,  Con  v.,  §  190,  the  rule  is  stated  as  follows: 
<4 As  to  what  will  constitute  a  sufficient  sign- 
ing, it  may  be  observed  that  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  parry  should  write  his  own  name. 
His  mark  is  sufficient  though  he  be  able  to 
write."  In  section  6  tbe  same  author  says: 
"  It  seems  that  putting  initials  to  a  document, 
the  name  appearing  elsewhere,  is  a  sufficient 
signing  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  tbe  Stat- 
ute." If  the  initial  letters  of  one's  name  be 
allowed  to  serve  as  a  substitute  for  a  formal 
signature  because  the  name  is  signed  in  full  in 
the  body  of  tbe  deed,  why  should  we  hold  that 
a  mark,  tbe  making  or  distinctive  character  of 
which  is  susceptible  of  proof,  is  insufficient 
under  similar  circumstances? 

Tbe  second  ground  of  exception  was  that 
the  deed  was  not  lawfully  and  properly  regis- 
tered. The  certificate  of  probate  and  fiat  are 
as  follows:  "State  of  North  Carolina,  Nash 
County.  I,  John  T.  Morgan,  clerk  of  tbe  su- 
perior court,  do  hereby  certify  that  the  execu- 
tion of  the  annexed  deed  was  this  day  proven 
before  me  by  the  oath  and  examination  of 
Solomon  Davis,  the  subscribing  witness  there- 
to, who  says  that  the  deed  was  signed  and  de- 
livered in  his  presence,  January  18, 1888,  to  the 
grantee  for  tbe  purposes  therein  expressed. 
Witness  mv  hand  and  official  seat,  this  30th 
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day  of  January,  1888."  (Signed  and  sealed  by 
the  clerk.)  "State  of  North  Carolina,  Halifax 
County.  In  the  superior  court,  February  9, 
1888.  The  foregoing  certificate  of  John  T. 
Morgan,  Clerk  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Nash 
County  t  duly  attested  by  bis  official  seal,  is  ad- 
judged to  be  correct;  Let  the  instrument,  with 
the  certificates,  be  registered.  [Signed]  John 
T.  Gregory,  Clerk  Superior  Court"  "Filed 
for  registration,  February  9,  1888.  [Signed] 
L.  Vinson,  Register  of  Deeds." 

If  the  objection  to  the  probate  is  based  upon 
the  ground  that  the  original  deed  shows  that 
Solomon  Davis,  instead  of  signing  his  full 
name  to  the  attestation,  wrote  the  letters  "  D. 
8.  C,"  and  the  register  recorded  the  signature 
"Solomon  Davis,"  we  think  it  is  clearly  un- 
tenable. Registrations  are  not  rendered  void 
by  reason  of  a  mistake  by  the  officer  in  record- 
ing deeds,  but  the  registration  is  presumptive- 
ly correct;  and  the  remedy  for  such  defective 
record  Is  to  demand  the  original,  which,  if 
legible,  is  the  highest  evidence  of  the  form  of 
the  deed  and  probate.  Davis  v.  Inscoe,  84  N. 
C.  896;  Low  y.  Harbin,  87  N.  C.  249. 

When  this  case  was  brought  to  this  court  by 
a  former  appeal,  Detereuz  v.  McMahon,  102 
N.  C.  284,  we  held  that  the  fact  that  a  witness 
had  made  a  cross-mark  in  attesting  a  deed  did 
not  affect  his  competency  to  prove  its  execu- 
tion. See  also  5  Lawson,  Rights,  Remedies 
and  Practice,  §  2271;  Nelius  v.  BrickeU,  1 
Hayw.  19. 

Upon  the  principle  already  announced  in 
discussing  the  signature  of  the  grantor,  there 
can  be  no  further  controversy  as  to  his  eligibil- 
ity when  it  appears  that  be  used  characters  so 
peculiar,  as  a  substitute  for  signing  his  name. 
Taiom  v.  White,  95  N.  C.  458;  State  v.  Byrd 
and  Sellers  v.  SeUers,  supra;  Martindale, 
Cony.  §  6.  His  testimony  was  as  follows:  "I 
witnessed  the  deed.  I  saw  Tom  sign  the  deed, 
and  he  handed  it  to  me,  and  asked  me  to  wit- 
ness it.  That  is  my  name.  D.  S.  for  Davis, 
C.  for  Solomon.  That  is  the  way  I  sign  it. 
The  rest  was  put  there  merely  to  fill  in.  I 
thought  the  old  man  was  in  his  right  mind. 
I  did  not  hear  anyone  read  the  deed  to  Tom. 
Tom  asked  Basil  if  he  had  got  the  deed  fixed 
up.  He  said  'Tea.'  Tom  asked  who  fixed  it 
He  said,  'Mr.  Thorp,  a  lawyer;'  and  told  him 
what  was  in  it.  Tom  signed  the  deed  about 
twelve  o'clock  in  the  day,  and  died  about 
twelve  o'clock  that  night  I  handed  the  deed 
either  to  Basil,  in  Tom's  presence,  or  back  to 
Tom,  and  he  handed  it  to  BasiL" 


We  think  that,  though  there  was  a  mistake 
in  recording  the  deed,  it  did  not  affect  the  right 
given  by  statute  to  the  plaintiff  to  read  the  rec- 
ord, as  already  stated,  subject  to  the  right  of 
defendant,  if  the  original  could  be  produced, 
to  correct  such  mistakes  by  its  introduction. 
The  deed  was  properly  proven  by  Solomon 
Davis,  who  was  a  competent  witness.  The 
effect  of  showing  the  mistake  of  the  register  of 
deeds  was  not  to  annul  the  probate,  not  even 
to  destroy  the  competency  of  the  copy  upon 
the  book  as  evidence,  but  simply  to  rebut  the 
presumption  that  the  copy  was  correct,  and 
open  the  way  for  the  consideration  and  discus- 
sion of  the  question  whether  the  paper  writing, 
in  its  original  shape,  was  upon  its  face  an  in- 
strument that  under  our  statute  might  be  pro- 
bated and  admitted  to  registration.  Defend- 
ant's counsel  insisted  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  delivery.  Though  neither  proof  of 
possession  of  the  deed  by  the  grantees  alone, 
nor  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the  bar- 
gainor, unconnected  with  the  facts,  will  raise 
a  presumption  of  delivery,  so  as  to  dispense 
with  actual  proof  of  it,  yet,  when  both  the 
signing  by  the  grantor  and  possession  of  the 
grantee  are  shown,  there  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  delivery.  Williams  y.  Borings,  7 
Ired.  L.  884;  WhttseU  y.  Mebane,  64  N.  C.  845; 
Ingram  v.  Hall,  1  Hayw.  198. 

But  the  witness  Davis  testified  that  when  the 
deed  was  handed  to  him  by  the  grantor  he 
either  handed  it,  in  bis  presence,  and  with  his 
acquiescence,  to  the  grantee,  Basil  Devereux, 
or  he  returned  it  to  Alexander,  who  handed  it 
to  Devereux.  That  was  evidence,  if  believed, 
of  an  actual  delivery.  The  failure  to  read  a 
deed,  or  the  misrecital  of  its  contents  to  an  il- 
literate grantor,  who  asks  to  know  what  it 
contains,  constitutes  a  fraud  in  the  factum,  and 
on  proof  of  the  facts  the  instrument  was  for- 
merly treated  as  void  in  a  court  of  law,  and 
can  now  be  attacked  without  initiating  a  direct 
proceeding  to  impeach  it  But  where  a  gran- 
tee, though  an  illiterate  man,  does  not  demand 
that  the  deed  shall  be  read,  and  all  of  the  testi- 
mony tends  to  show  that  a  witness  told  him  in 
substance  what  its  provisions  were,  there  is  no 
evidence  of  fraud  to  be  submitted  to  the  Jury. 
School  Committee  v.  Kesler,  87  N.  C.  448; 
Nicholls  y.  Holmes,  1  Jones,  L.  860;  Ganoy  v. 
Troutman,  7  Ired.  L.  155. 

There  is  no  error,  and  the  judgment  must  As 
affirmed. 


COLORADO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  C.  BRACE,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Ella  A. 

Rouse,  Deceased, 

e. 

Vary  E.  CHARTRAND  et  al.,  Appts. 

(....Colo. ) 

*1*  The  society  known  me  the  "Ancient 
•Head  notes  by  Hatt,  jr. 


Order  of  United  Workmen,**  so  far  as  It  Is 

engaged  in  the  business  of  life  insurance,  must 
be  treated  in  law  as  a  mutual  life  insurance  com- 
pany. 

8.  The  certificate  of  insurance  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  written  contract,  and,  so  far  as  it 
goes,  it  Is  the  measure  of  the  rights  of  all  parties. 

3.  It  Is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  favor 
▼ested;  rather  than  contingent,  estates. 


Hora-Ortt/feafes  of  membersMp  in  o«KfW  society  I  Ulng  the  holder  on  hto  death  to  $1,000  to  be  paid  from 
in  effect  insurance  policies.  a  fund  to  be  raised  by  assessments  is  in  legal  ef- 

A  certificate  issued  by  a  mutual  aid  society  enti-  '  feet  a  policy  of  life  insurance.   BUchart  Mut  Aid 
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4.  A  policy  of  Ufa  Insurance  n  In  the  nat- 
ure of  a  testament,  and,  although  not  a  testa- 
ment, in  construing  it  the  courts  will  so  far  as 
possible  treat  it  as  a  wilL 

5.  Under  a>  certificate  providing  that 
upon  the  death  of  a  member  the  insuranoe  shall 
be  paid  to  his  wife,  and  in  ease  of  her  death  to 
his  children,  the  right  to  the  fund  vests  in  the 
surviving  wife  immediately  upon  the  death  of 
the  husband,  and  upon  her  death  the  fund  passes 
to  the  administrators  ss  a  part  of  her  estate. 

(February  18,1891.)* 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Boulder  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  an  in- 
surance policy,  in  which  defendant  had  paid 
the  money  into  court  and  procured  other  claim- 
ants of  the  fund  to  be  substituted  in  its  stead. 
^firmed. 

Statement  by  Heart,  J.  : 

It  appears  from  the  record  in  this  case  that 

•An  opinion  was  handed  down  in  this  ease  April 
18. 1890,  reversing  the  lodgment  below.  After  a 
rehearing  the  court  withdrew  from  its  former  po- 
sition and  affirmed  the  Judgment  of  the  lower  court. 
The  former  opinion  therefore  become*  unimpor- 
tant, especially  since  the  material  portions  of  it 
are  set  out  in  the  dissenting  opinion,  and  it  is  there- 
fore omitted.   [Hep.] 


in  September,  1886,  the  Ancient  Order  of 
United  Workmen,  a  secret  society  organized 
and  established  for  the  purpose,  among  other 
things,  of  insuring  the  lives  of  its  members,  is- 
sued to  one  Starling  D.  Bouse,  a  member  of 
the  order,  a  certificate  of  insurance  in  the  fol- 
lowing words  and  figures,  omitting  the  formal 
parts,  to  wit:  "This  certificate,  issued  by  the 
authority  of  the  Supreme  Lodge  of  the  Ancient 
Order  of  United  Workmen,  witneaseth,  that 
Brother  Starling  D.  Bouse,  a  master  workman, 
degree  member  of  Centennial  State  Lodge,  No. 
8,  of  said  Order,  located  at  Boulder,  in  the 
State  of  Colorado,  is  entitled  to  all  the  right* 
and  privileges  of  membership  in  the  Ancient 
Order  of  United  Workmen,  and  to  participa- 
tion in  the  beneficiary  fund  of  the  oroer  to  the 
amount  of  two  thousand  dollars,  which  sum 
shall  at  his  death  be  paid  to  his  wife,  Ella  A. 
Bouse,  and,  in  case  of  her  death,  to  Mary  R, 
Clara  D.  and  Anna  L.  Bouse,  children.  Tbia 
certificate  is  issued  upon  the  express  condition 
that  said  8tarling  D.  Bouse  shall  in  every  per* 
ticular,  while  a  member  of  said  order,  comply 
with  all  the  laws,  rules  and  requirements  there- 
of." 

On  December  80,  1886,  said  Starling  D. 
Bouse  died,  leaving  his  said  wife  and  children, 
him  surviving.  In  less  than  one  month  there- 
after, January  28, 1887,  and  before  any  portion, 
of  the  insurance  money  had  been  paid  to  the 
wife,  she  also  died.    Appellee,  Brace,  having 


B.  *  B.  Asso.  v.  Houghton,  1  West.  Rep.  04,  108 

Ind.  286. 

Whatever  may  be  the  terms  of  payment  of  the 
consideration  by  the  assured  or  the  mode  of  esti- 
mating or  securing  payment  of  the  Insuranoe 
money,  it  Is  still  a  contract  of  insuranoe  by  what- 
ever name  it  may  be  called.  Com.  v.  Wetherbee, 
106  Mass.  149;  State  v.  Farmers  ft  M.  Mut.  Benev. 
Asso.  18  Neb.  281. 

Where  the  primary  purpose  of  the  association  of 
the  Ancient  Order  of  United  Workmen  Is  to  pro- 
vide a  beneficiary  fund  to  be  paid  on  the  death  of 
each  member,  and  the  avowed  fraternal  character 
of  the  organization  is  merely  Incidental  thereto,  it 
is  a  life  insurance  company.  State  v.  Bankers  ft  M. 
Mut.  B.  Asso.  28  Kan.  490;  Folmer's  App.  87  Pa.  183; 
Illinois  Mason's  Ben.  Soc.  v.  Winthrop,  86  I1L  687; 
Illinois  Mason's  Ben.  Soc  v.  Baldwin,  86  111.  479; 
State  v.  St  Louis  Citizen's  Ben.  Asso.  6  Mo.  App. 
168;  Bolton  v.  Bolton,  78  Me.  200;  Bacon,  Ben.  Socie- 
ties, I SL 

Distinction  between  certificate  and  Ufe  poWoy. 

Tbe  essential  difference  between  a  certificate  of 
membership  in  a  beneficiary  association  and  a  Ufe 
policy  is,  that  in  the  latter  the  rights  of  the  benefi- 
ciary are  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  while  in 
the  former  they  depend  upon  the  certificate  and 
the  rights  of  the  member  under  the  constitution 
and  by-laws  of  the  society.  Holland  v.  Taylor,  0 
West.  Bep.  606,  111  Ind.  181;  Hellenberg  v.  District 
No.  1  of  Ind.  Order  of  R  R  84  N.  Y.  680;  Kentucky 
Mas.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Miller,  18  Bush,  480;  Com.  v. 
Wetherbee.  106  Mass.  140:  Masonic  Mut.  Ben.  Asso. 
v.  Burkhart.  7  West.  Bep.  620, 110  Ind.  180. 

In  the  one  oase  the  rights  of  the  beneficiary  are 
fixed  and  vested  from  tbe  moment  the  policy  takes 
effect.  In  the  other  they  are  subject  to  suoh 
changes  as  the  law  of  the  association  authorises 
the  member  to  make.  All  that  a  beneficiary  has 
during  tbe  lifetime  of  the  member,  owing  to  his 
right  of  revocation,  is  a  mere  expectancy  depend- 
ent upon  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  bolder  of  tbe 
12  L.  B.  A. 


certificate.  This  expectancy  is  not  property.  Do- 
rian v.  Central  Verein  of  Hermann's  Sonne,  7  Daly* 
168;  Tennessee  Lodge  v.  Ladd,  6  Lea,  716;  Swift  v. 
BaUway  Pass,  ft  F.  a  Mut  Aid  ft  Ben.  Asso.  06  DL 
800;  Knights  of  Honor  v.  Watson,  6  New  Bug.  Bap. 
888, 64  N.  H.  617;  Supreme  Conclave  Royal  Adeiphia. 
v.  Cappella,  41  Fed.  Bep.  L 

A  life  policy  for  the  benefit  of  the  family,  though 
not  a  testament,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  testament, 
and  in  oonstruing  it  the  courts  should  treat  it,  as 
far  as  possible,  as  a  wilL  Duvall  v.  Goodaon,  TO* 
Ky.  224;  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42  Conn. 
66;  Thomas  v.  Leake,  67  Tex.  460;  National  Asso.  of 
the  Nat.  Am,  Asso.  v.  Klrgln,  28  Mo.  App.  80. 

As  wills  take  effect  upon  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator and  are  treated  as  speaking  from  that  time 
(Shotts  v.  Poe,  47  Md.  618;  Davidson  v.  Dallas,  14 
Yes.  Jr.  676),  so  by  analogy  upon  the  death  of  the 
member  of  a  benevolent  association  the  benefit 
certificate  takes  effect  so  far  as  to  vest  in  the  bene- 
ficiary an  absolute  right  to  the  benefit  money. 
Union  Mut.  Asso.  v.  Montgomery,  14  West.  Ren* 
877, 70  Mioh.  687;  Thomas  v.  Leake,  67  Tex.  469. 

The  general  rule  applicable  to  beneficiary  or 
charitable  associations  Is  that  the  beneficiary  ao- 
quires  no  vested  right  to  the  benefits  which  are  to- 
accrue  upon  the  death  of  a  member  until  the  death 
of  the  member  occurs.  During  his  lifetime  the- 
member  may  therefore  exercise  the  power  of  ap- 
pointment, without  other  limits  or  restrictions  ex- 
cept suoh  ss  are  Imposed  by  the  Organio  Law,  or 
by  rules  and  regulatk  ns  or  the  society,  duly  adopt- 
ed In  compliance  therewith.  Splawn  v.  Chew.  60' 
Tex.  582;  Expressmen^  Aid  Boo.  v.  Lewis,  0  Mo. 
App.  412;  Ballou  v.  Gile,  80  Wis.  614;  Dietrich  v.  Mad- 
ison Belief  Asso.  46  Wis.  84;  Richmond  v.  Johnson, 
28  Minn.  447;  Eastman  v.  Provident  Mut.  B.  Asso. 
62  N.  H.  666, 20  Cent.  L.  J.  266;  Gentry  v.  Supreme 
Lodge  K.  of  H.  28  led.  Bep.  718,  20  Cent.  L.  J.  801. 
See  note*  to  Lawler  v.  Murphy  (Conn.)  8  L.  K.  A. 
118:  Milner  v.  Bowman  (Ind.)  6  L.  R.  A.  08;  Marsh  v« 
Supreme  Council  Am.  L.  of  H.  (Mass.;  4  L.  B.  A» 
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appointed  administrator  of  said  Ella  A. 
Rouse,  commenced  this  suit  in  the  county  court 
against  the  Order  of  United  Workmen,  to  re- 
coyer  the  insurance,  as  part  of  said  Ella's  es- 
tate. The  children  named  in  the  certificate 
also  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  insurance.  The 
defendant  appeared,  and  requested  to  be  per- 
mitted to  deposit  said  sum  of  $3,000,  "subject 
to  the  order  of  the  court,  according  to  the  very 
right  of  the  case;"  and  it  was  accordingly  so 
ordered,  and  the  defendant  was  dismissed  as  a 
party.  Mary  E.  Chartrand,  formerly  Mary  E. 
Rouse,  Clara  D.  Rouse  and  Anna  L.  Rouse, 
minors  (said  last  two  appearing  by  John  H. 
Nicholson,  their  guardian),  were  substituted  as 
parties  to  the  action  in  place  of  defendant,  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  assert  in  this 
action  their  claim  to  the  insurance  money. 
Judgment  having  been  rendered  in  the  county 
court,  the  action  was  appealed  to  the  district 
court,  where  an  amended  answer  was  filed  in 
behalf  of  said  children  and  their  guardian, 
claiming  the  insurance  money.  The  amended 
answer  shows,  inter  alia,  that  the  children 
named  in  tbe  certificate  of  insurance  are  the 
children  of  said  Starling  D.  Rouse  by  his  first 
wife,  who  died  many  years  before;  that  they 
were  his  only  children,  and  with  his  said  wife, 
Ella,  were  the  only  members  of  his  family  de- 
pendent upon  him  for  support;  that  his  said 
wife,  Ella,  was,  and  had  been  for  years,  an  in- 
valid, and  left  no  surviving  children.  The 
amended  answer  further  shows:  "That  said 
Grand  Lodge  of  the  A.  O.  U.  W.  is  a  volun- 
tary beneficiary  association,  not  incorporated; 
that  its  constitution  and  laws  in  force  at  the 
time  said  Starling  D.  Rouse  became  a  member, 
and  when  he  died,  provided,  among  other 
things,  that  the  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries 
named  in  the -certificates  issued  to  members 
should  be  confined  to  one  or  more  of  the  fam- 
ily of  the  members,  or  some  person  or  persons 
related  to  him  by  blood,  or  who  shall  be  de- 
pendent upon  him;  that  the  amount  of  the 
beneficiary  certificate  upon  the  death  of  its 
members  shall  be  collected  by  assessments  upon 
its  members,  the  assessment  to  be  made  upon 
the  first  day  of  the  next  month  after  receiving 
notice  from  the  recorder  of  the  lodge  of  which 
tbe  deceased  was  a  member,  and  payment  by 
the  members  is  voluntary,  and  cannot  be  en- 
forced, except  by  suspension  of  the  members; 
that  notice  of  the  death  of  said  Starling  D. 
Rouse  was  received  by  the  grand  recorder  of 
the  said  Grand  Lodge  of  the  A  O.  U.  W.,  Janu- 
ary 11,  1887;  that  the  assessment  to  pay  the 
beneficiaries  named  in  his  certificate  was  not  in 
fact  made  <ratil  and  on  March  1,  1887,  and  the 
money  to  pay  the  same  was  not  collected  and 
in  the  treasury  of  said  grand  lodge,  and  proper 
officers  ready  to  draw  warrant  and  pay  the 
same,  until  the  27th  day  of  March,  1887/' 

Upon  motion  of  the  administrator,  the  dis- 
trict court  rendered  judgment  upon  the  plead- 
ings in  his  favor,  from  which  judgment  this 
appeal  is  taken. 

Messrs.  Charles  M.  Campbell  and 
Javmes  M.  North,  for  appellants: 

Ella  A.  Rouse,  the  wife  of  the  assured,  dy- 
ing before  the  assessment  was  made  to  pay  the 
beneficiary  certificate,  the  contract  to  pay  the 
fond,  when  collected,  to  the  children,  was  com- 1 
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plete,  and  the  money,  when  due  and  collected 
by  the  process  marked  out  in  the  laws  of  the 
order,  was  payable  to  them. 

Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs, 
84  Conn.  806;  Ricltmond  v.  Johnson,  28  Minn. 
447. 

The  vesting  in  this  case  was  not  and  could 
not  be  until  the  fund  was  in  em;  then,  when 
received  by  said  grand  lodge  it  vested  in  the 
children  and  should  have  been  paid  to  them. 

Ohapin  v.  FeUowes,  86  Conn.  182,  4  Am. 
Rep.  49;  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bur- 
roughs, 84  Conn.  805.  See  Be  Protective  F. 
Ins.  Co.  9  Biss.  188;  May,  Ins.  8  660,  and  note. 

In  cases  like  this  courts  will  construe  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  an  association  like  the 
A.  O.  TJ.  W.  liberally,  in  order  to  effect  its  be- 
nevolent purpose. 

Ballon  v.  6 He,  60  Wis.  614;  Com.  v.  Wether- 
bee,  106  Mass.  149;  Kentucky  Mas.  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Miller,  18  Bush,  489;  A.  0.  U.  W.  v. 
Moore  (Ey.)  19  Ins.  L.  J.  689. 

Contracts  should  be  so  construed  as  to  give 
effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  when 
that  intention  is  sufficiently  apparent,  effect 
should  be  given  to  it,  even  though  violence  be 
thereby  done  to  its  words;  for  greater  regard  is 
to  be  given  to  the  clear  intent  of  the  parties 
than  to  any  particular  words  they  may  have 
used  in  the  expression  of  their  intent 

Walker  v.  Douglas,  70  111.  445;  1  Chitty, 
Cont.  4th  Am.  ed.  104,  106;  8t.  Clair  County 
Benev.  Soe.  v.  Futsam,  97  I1L  474;  Boskowits 
v.  Baker,  74  HI.  264;  Aurora  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Eddy,  49  HI.  108. 

The  charter,  constitution  and  laws  of  tbe 
order,  and  not  the  beneficiary  certificate,  con- 
tain the  real  contract. 

Highland  v.  Highland,  109  HI.  866;  Presby- 
terian Mut.  Assur.  Fund  v.  Allen,  4  West.  Rep. 
712,  106  Ind.  598;  Stephenson  v.  Stepltenson,  64 
Iowa,  684;  Swift  v.  Railway  Pass,  dt  F.  C. 
Mut.  Aid  A  Ben.  Asso.  96  111.  809. 

The  performance  of  contracts  must  be  such 
as  is  required  by  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
contract  and  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  ex- 
pressed therein. 

Bhodes  v.  Wilson,  12  Colo.  G6:Moffatt  v.  Corn- 
ing,  14  Colo.  104;  Bates  v.  Wilson,  Id.  140; 
Heinssen  v.  State,  Id.  228. 

Contracts  of  insurance  are  to  be  construed  as 
other  contracts  in  order  to  carry  out  the  inten- 
tion of  both  parties. 

State  Ins.  Co.  of  Des  Moines  v.  Taylor,  14 
Colo.  499. 

The  thought  intended  to  be  conveyed— the 
intention  of  the  contractor— is  to  be  effectuated 
if  it  can  be  discovered. 

People  v.  May,  9  Colo.  80;  Wilson  v.  Haw- 
thorne, 14  Colo.  580. 

Granting  that  the  fund  did  vest  in  Mrs. 
Rouse  at  the  instant  of  S.  D.  Rouse's  decease, 
which  vesting  would  meet  and  satisfy  the  set- 
tled policy  of  the  law,  it  was  subject  to  be  de- 
vested and  was  devested  by  her  dying  not  hav- 
ing used  it,  sold  it  or  touched  it,  and  appel- 
lants then  and  ever  since  surviving  and  being 
named  in  the  contract  Vested  estates  and  fees 
simple  may  be  devested. 

Oreer  v.  Pate,  85  Ga.  552;  Oyster  v.  KnuU, 
187  Pa.  448;  Lewis  v.  Pitman,  101  Mo.  282; 
Bills  v.  Barnard,  9L.RA.  211, 152  Mass.  67; 
Kilgore  v.  Eilgore  (Ind.)  Dec.  18, 1890. 
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Many  retted  estates  are  only  Ufa  estates. 

Larsen  v.  Johnson  (Wis.)  Dec.  16. 1800. 

Court*  in  construing  wills  will  give  doe  re- 
gard to  the  natural  Impulses  anal  feelings  of 
mankind. 

Henry  v.  Thomas,  118  Ind.  88. 

The  paramount  object  to  be  reached  in  the 
construction  of  a  will  by  a  court,  is  so  to  con- 
strue it  as  to  express  the  true  intention  and 
meaning  of  the  testator. 

Bee  Kilgore  v.  Kilgore  and  HiUs  t.  Barnard, 
supra. 

In  Oyster  v.  Knull,  supra,  we  read:  "A  tes- 
tator bequeathed  to  his  son  a  farm  'for  his  sup- 
port and  if  he  should  be  spared  to  have  family 
I  desire  the  aboTe  estate  to  go  to  the  use  of  his 
children.'  Held  that  the  son  took  a  life  estate 
only  .  .  .  also  that  the  word  '  children'  in  a 
will  is  primarily  and  generally  a  word  of  pur- 
chase.'' 

8ee  Lewis  v.  Pitman,  supra;  Smith  v.  BeU,  81 
U.  8.  6  Pet  68,  8  L.  ed.  822;  Harbison  v.  James, 
7  West  Rep.  288,  90  Mo.  411;  Giles  v.  Little, 
104  U.  8.  291,  26  L.  ed.  745;  SUgwatd  v.  Sieg- 
wold,  87  I1L  486:  Green  v.  Hewitt,  97  HI.  118. 

Mr.  Oeeavr  P.  A.  Greene,  for  appellee: 

The  certificate  in  a  benefit  association  is  a 
contract 

National  Ben.  Asm.  of  Indianapolis  ▼.  Bow- 
man, 9  West.  Rep.  186, 110  Ind.  856. 

It  is  the  business  of  the  courts  to  pass  on  the 
rights  of  parties  as  they  find  them,  and  not  to 
make  contracts  for  parties. 

BlatcMey  v.  Coles,  6Colo.  849. 

The  argument  that  this  contract  is  to  have 
some  peculiar  method  of  construction  on  ac- 
count of  the  manner  of  the  payment  of  the 
benefit  and  on  account  of  the  benevolent  char- 
acter of  the  lodge  is  not  tenable. 

Aurora  F.  Ins.  Co.  t.  Eddy,  49  HL 106:  Com. 
v.  Wetherbee,  105  Mass.  149;  Wiggin  v.  Knights 
of  Pythias,  81  Fed.  Rep.  182. 

A  written  contract  of  insurance  must  be  taken 
to  contain  all  the  essential  elements  of  the  con- 
tract and  no  verbal  agreement  made  before  or 
at  the  time  of  the  written  contract  is  admissible 
to  vary  its  terms. 

National  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  t.  Heekman,  86 
Ky.254. 

When  the  assured  dies  the  right  to  the  bene- 
fit vests  at  once  in  the  properly  designated  ben- 
eficiary. 

Richmond  v.  Johnson,  28  Minn.  447;  St.  Clair 
County  Benev.  8oe.  v.  Fietsam,  97  111.  474. 

With  the  vesting  of  the  right  in  the  wife,  the 
operative  purpose  of  the  lodge  was  exhausted 
in  the  premises.  After  such  vesting  it  mattered 
not  what  became  of  the  woman  or  money  so 
far  as  any  contract  with  the  lodge  was  con- 
cerned. 

See  Maneely  v.  Knights  of  Birmingham,  '7 
Cent  Rep.  688,  115  Pa,  805. 

Even  on  the  assumption  that  the  alleged  in- 
tention did  exist  in  the  mind  of  the  assured  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument  and 
was  subsisting  in  an  operative  form  in  his  mind 
until  time  of  pis  death,  it  would  only  be  a  case 
of  mistaken  conception  of  the  legal  significance 
of  the  terms  of  a  contract  that  he  had  accept- 
ed. A  mistake  at  law  pure  and  simple  is  not 
adequate  ground  for  relief. 

BiVbie  v.  Lundey,  8  East,  469;  9  Pom.  Eq. 
Jurisp.  p.  804. 
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In  such  a  case  as  this  the  right  Tests  at  once 
in  the  beneficiary  upon  the  death  of  the  as- 
sured, and  the  manner  and  time  of  payment 
and  delay  in  the  payment  do  not  affect  the 
interest  so  vesting. 

Union  Mut.  Asso.  of  Battle  Creek  y.  Montgom- 
ery, 14  West  Rep.  677,  70  Mich.  587;  Fttm- 
gerald  t.  Equitable  Reserve  Fund  L.  4**.  18N. 
T.  8.  R  914. 

The  death  of  Starling  D.  Rouse,  and  not  the 
death  of  the  wife,  Ella  H.  Rouse,  fixed  the 
rights  of  the  beneficiaries. 

See  United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  Mutual  Ben. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  8.  R.  597,  84  N.  Y.  8.  R. 
1;  Titsworth  v.  Titsworth,  40  Kan.  571;  Dew- 
row  v.  Family  Fund  Soe.  42  Hun,  845. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  member  then  the  ben- 
efit certificate  takes  effect,  so  far  as  to  Teat  in 
the  beneficiary  an  absolute  rigjit  to  the  benefit 
money. 

Thomas  V.  Leake,  67  Tex.  469;  Union  Mut. 
Asso.  of  Battle  Creek  v.  Montgomery,  supra/  S 
Jarman,  Wills,  5th  Am.  ed.  from  the  4th  Lon- 
don ed.  406;  Bacon,  Ben.  Societies,  par.  891; 
Bolton  v.  Bolton,  ft  Me.  299;  JBtna  L.  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Mason,  14  R  L  588;  Supreme  Commandery 
Kef  G.  R  v.  Ainsworth,  71  Ala.  486. 

When  property  is  devised  or  bequeathed  to 
a  party,  and  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  such 
party  then  to  some  other  named  party,  the  first 
party  surviving  the  testator,  the  interest  in  the 
property  vests  absolutely  in  the  parry  so  first 
named  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

2  Redf.  Wills,  3d  ed.  224,  258,  254,  860; 
Cent.  L.  J.  p.  160,  Aug.  22, 1890;  King  v.  frisk, 
185  Pa,  575. 

The  certificate  must  govern. 

Supreme  Lodge  K.qf  H.Y.  Nairn,  60  Mich. 
44;  Foots  t.  jBtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  571; 
Worley  v.  Northwestern  Masonic  Aid  Asm.  10 
Fed.  Rep.  827. 

Havjrt,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  amended  answer  admits,  by  failing  to 
deny,  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  and, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  the  new  matter 
set  up  in  this  answer  must  also  be  taken  as 
true.  Upon  these  facts,  the  position  of  appel- 
lee is  that  upon  the  death  of  the  insured  the 
right  to  the  fund  vested  absolutely  in  the  wife, 
Ella  A.  Rouse,  and  that  upon  her  death  the 
right  to  the  uncollected  fund  passed  as  part  of 
her  estate  to  her  administrator,  to  be  by  him  dis- 
posed of  as  other  assets  of  the  estate.  The 
contention  of  appellant  is  that  as  the  fund  had 
not  been  paid  over  or  collected  at  the  time  of 
the  death  of  the  wife,  the  right  thereto  became 
vested  in  the  children,  under  the  terms  of  the 
policy.  The  certificate  is,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, a  policy  of  life  insurance,  and  to  be  con- 
strued as  such.  That  the  amount  can  only  be 
collected  by  assessment  upon  members  of  the 
association,  after  due  notice  of  death,  and  the 
payment  of  such  assessment  is  purely  volun- 
tary, can  make  no  difference.  The  association, 
so  far  as  it  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  life  in- 
surance, must  be  treated  in  law  as  a  mutual 
life  insurance  company.  The  certificate  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  written  contract,  and,  so  far 
as  it  goes,  it  is  the  measure  of  the  rights  of  all 
parties.  Bolton  v.  Bolton,  78  Me.  899;  Com. 
v.  Wetherbee,  105  Mass.  149;  State  v.  Farmers 


MM. 


Brack  v.  Chabthahtj. 


218 


A  M.  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  18  Neb.  281;  Wiagin  v. 
Knights  of  Pythias,  81  Fed.  Rep.  122;  Supreme 
J*dge  K.  ofk  v.  Nairn,  80  Mich.  44;  8tate 
In*.  Go.  v.  Earner,  14  Colo.  881. 

Turning  to  the  policy  executed  in  this  case, 
we  find  the  disposing  clause  to  be  couched  in 
the  following  language:  "Which  sum  shall, 
at  bis  death,  be  paid  to  bis  wife,  Ella  A.  Rouse, 
and,  in  case  of  her  death,  to  Mary  E.,  Clara  D. 
said  Anna  L.  Rouse,  children."  It  would  be 
difficult  to  find  language  to  more  clearly  and 
definitely  fix  the  time  at  which  the  right  to 
this  money  vested  In  Ella  A.  Rouse  than  the 
words  "at  his  death."  It  is  claimed,  however, 
that  the  words  following,  "in  case  of  her 
death,  to  Mary  E.,  Clara  D.  and  Anna  L. 
Rouse,  children,"  qualify  the  words  immedi- 
ately preceding,  and  that,  when  construed  to- 
Cer,  they  give  to  the  children  a  right  to  the 
I  so  long  as  the  same  is  capable  of  practi- 
cal identification  and  control,  and  has  not  been 
otherwise  appropriated  by  the  wife,  although 
the  wife  in  fact  survives  the  husband .  But  the 
plain  intent  of  the  language  of  the  policy  is 
against  such  construction.  The  words,  "which 
sum  shall,  at  his  death,"  fix  the  time  at  which 
the  right  to  the  fund  is  to  be  determined,  and 
the  words  following  provide  for  the  payment  to 
the  children  in  case  the  wife  shall  not  be  living 
at  that  time.  The  children  were  only  to  re- 
ceive the  money  upon  the  happening  of  certain 
contingencies.  The  risk  taken  by  the  associa- 
tion was  upon  the  life  of  the  assured.  By  his 
death  the  policy  became  fixed,  and  the  right  to 
the  fund  vested.  The  wife  having  survived 
the  husband,  her  right  became  absolute  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  policy.  This  construction 
finds  support,  not  alone  in  the  language  of  the 
contract,  out  is  also  in  accordance  with  the  set- 
tled policy  of  the  law.  which  is  to  favor  vested, 
rather  than  contingent,  estates;  the  first,  rather 
than  the  second,  taker.  King  v.  Frick,  185 
Pa.  675;  Smith9*  A  pp.  28  Pa.  9;  Womrath  v. 
MeCormick,  51  Pa.  504;  Fdton  v.  Sdwyer,  41 
N.  H.  202;  2  Redf.  Wills,  »353;  Union  Mut. 
A$90.  ef  Battle  Greek  v.  Montgomery,  70  Mich. 
587,  14  West.  Rep.  877. 

A  policy  of  life  insurance  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  testament,  and,  although  not  a  testament,  in 
construing  it  the  courts  will  so  far  as  possible 
treat  it  as  a  will.     Bolton  v.  Bolton,  supra. 

In  King  v.  Friek,  supra,  an  absolute  devise 
was  made  by  a  father  to  his  son,  followed  by  a 
proviso  to  the  effect  that,  in  case  the  devisee 
should  die  without  children,  grandchildren  or 
wife,  living,  the  estate  should  go  over.  The 
words  "die  without  children,"  etc,  were  held 
to  refer  to  the  death  of  the  son  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  and  the  son,  having  survived 
the  testator,  was  declared  the  owner  of  the  fee. 

The  case  of  Union  Mut  Amso.  of  Battle  Greek 
v.  Montgomery,  supra,  is  in  some  respects  quite 
analogous  to  the  case  at  bar.  It  was  provided 
by  the  certificate  issued  in  that  case  that  the  in- 
surance should  be  paid  to  the  son  and  daughter 
of  the  insured  equally,  if  living,  and,  if  not  liv- 
ing, to  his  heirs;  in  case  of  the  death  of  either 
the  son  or  daughter,  the  full  amount  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  survivor;  snd  the  court  held  the 
provision  as  to  survivorship  related  to  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  donor.  And  it  appearing 
that  both  beneficiaries  were  living  at  that  time, 
although  one  had  died  before  the  payment  of 
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the  benefit,  his  executor  was  entitled  to  the 
share,  and  not  the  survivor.  In  the  course  of 
the  opinion  the  court  said:  ''The  scheme  of 
the  corporation  is  to  raise  a  fund  which  shall 
pass  to  designated  beneficiaries  at  the  death  of 
a  member.  The  right,  which  before  was  in* 
choate  and  contingent,  becomes  upon  the  death 
of  the  member  fixed  and  certain  in  the  benefi- 
ciaries. .  .  .  The  time  of  payment  provided 
for,  namely,  ninety  days  after  the  death  of  the 
member,  has  no  reference  to  who  shall  take  as 
survivor."  8o,  in  the  case  at  bar,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that,  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
policy,  the  right  to  the  fund  became  vested  in 
Ella  A.  Rouse  upon  the  death  of  her  husband. 
Consequently,  upon  her  death,  the  fund  should 
pass  to  the  administrator  as  a  part  of  her  es- 
tate. There  is  nothing  in  the  constitution  or 
by-lawsof  the  association,  as  pleaded,  to  change 
this  result.  Whatever  rights,  if  any,  may 
have  been  reserved  to  the  society  by  these  in- 
struments, have  been  waived  by  it,  and  the 
fund  deposited  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court. 
While  we  feel  that  our  conclusion  as  to  the 
party  entitled  to  the  fund  must  necessarily  fol- 
low as  a  matter  of  law,  in  answer  to  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  based  upon  the  duty  of  the  de- 
ceased father  to  provide  ior  his  children,  it  may 
be  said  that  it  was  equally  his  duty  to  provide 
for  his  invalid  wife.  She  was  the  person  hav- 
ing the  strongest  claim  upon  his  estate  and 
bounty.  If  the  construction  contended  for  by 
counsel  be  adopted,  the  wife  could  not  use  the 
fund,  no  matter  to  what  extremity  she  may 
have  been  driven  in  the  final  sickness  interven- 
ing between  the  death  of  her  natural  and  legal 
protector  and  her  own  death.  She  could  not, 
by  anticipating  the  payment  of  the  legacy,  sur- 
round herself  with  the  things  that  might  have 
been  absolutely  necessary  to  sustain  her  life 
from  day  to  day.  In  addition  to  this,  it  would 
place  the  beneficiary  primarily  entitled  to  the 
fund  to  a  great  extent  within  the  power  of  the 
insurer.  For  instance,  by  withholding  pay- 
ment, the  beneficiary  would  be  compelled  to 
bring  suit  for  the  money,  the  ultimate  decision 
of  which  might  be  delayed  for  years;  and  if, 
during  the  time,  the  wife  should  die,  others 
would  receive  the  reward  of  her  endeavors 
without  sharing  the  expense.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  easily  to  be  seen  that  the  in- 
surance corporation  or  association  could  com- 
pel the  wife  in  many  instances  to  accept  less 
than  the  face  of  the  policy,  rather  than  insti- 
tute a  suit,  no  matter  how  clear  her  right  of 
recovery  might  be. 

We  think  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is 
right,  and  it  is  accordingly  affirmed. 

Elliott, /.,  dissenting : 

I  cannot  concurttn  the  foregoing  opinion.  In 
the  original  investigation  of  this  case  the  vari- 
ous questions  involved  in  the  record  were  care- 
fully considered.  By  the  reargument  nothing 
essentially  new  has  been  presented.  Hence  1 
now  feel  constrained  to  refile  the  former  unan- 
imous opinion  of  this  court  as  ah  expression  of 
the  reasons  for  my  present  dissent.  The  part 
relating  to  the  construction  of  the  certificate 
was  as  follows :  "While  the  certificate  is  to  be 
construed  as  a  contract,  nevertheless,  it  being 
in  the  nature  of  a  policy  of  insurance, — a  post 
mortem  provision  for  the  benefit  of  those  de- 
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pendent  upon  the  assured  for  support,— it  is, 
like  the  provisions  of  a  will,  to  be  liberally  con- 
strued in  favor  of  those  who  may  naturally  be 
presumed  to  have  been  the  objects  of  their 
lather's  bounty.  In  order  to  correctly  under- 
stand and  give  effect  to  the  contract  over  which 
(his  controversy  has  arisen,  certain  rules  for  the 
interpretation  and  construction  of  written  in- 
struments will  be  noticed.  Primarily  to  be  con- 
sidered is  the  intention  of  the  husband  and 
father  in  effecting  the  insurance,  and  this  is  to 
be  ascertained  from  the  language  of  the  cer- 
tificate itself,  construing  its  words  according  to 
their  common  and  reasonable  signification,  so 
as  to  give  effect  to  the  entire  instrument  as  far 
as  practicable ;  secondly,  the  language  of  the  in- 
strument is  to  be  construed  in  the  fight  of  ex- 
trinsic circumstances  attending  its  execution, 
considering  the  situation  and  relations  in  life 
of  the  several  parties  therein  mentioned,  and 
the  objects  and  interests  to  be  thereby  secured. 
We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  rule  which  ex- 
cludes the  proof  of  contemporaneous  oral 
language  to  vary  the  terms  of  valid  written  in- 
struments. 2  Bl.  Com.  pp.  879-881 ;  1  Bedf. 
Wills,  pp.  421,  668;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  275-277; 
8t.  Louts  AD.  L.  AMin.  Co.  v.  Tierney,  5  Colo. 
582;  Ballon  v.  QUe,  50  Wis.  014;  Clarke  v. 
Johnston,  85  U.  8.  18  Wall.  502,  508,  21  L.  ed. 
906;  McDerntott  v.  Centennial  Mut.  L.  Asso. 
24  Mo.  App.  78;  Walker  v.  Douglas,  70  DL  445; 
8t.  Oair  Go.  Ben.  Soe.  v.  Fietsam,  97  111.  474. 
What,  then,  was  the  intent  of  the  assured  in 
causing  to  be  inserted  in  the  certificate  of  in- 
surance the  provision  that  tbe  money  should, 
'  at  his  death  be  paid  to  his  wife,  Ella  A.  Rouse, 
and,  in  case  of  her  death,  to  Mary  E.,  Clara  D. 
and  Anna  L.  Bouse,  children  ? '  It  is  claimed 
by  counsel  for  the  administrator  that  by  the 
terms  of  the  certificate  the  right  to  the  insur- 
ance money  vested  in  Ella  A.  Rouse  immedi- 
ately upon  the  death  of  her  husband.  This 
claim  is  based  upon  the  words  of  the  certificate 
that  the  money  shall '  at  his  death  be  paid  to 
his  wife,  Ella/  But  these  are  not  the  only 
words  of  tbe  instrument  relating  to  that  sub- 
ject It  also  contains  the  words, '  case  of  her 
death  ; '  that  is,  it  is  further  provided  that  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  wife,  Ella,  the  money 
shall  be  paid  to  Mary,  Clara  and  Anna,  chil- 
dren of  the  assured.  In  argument,  however, 
counsel  have  sought  to  maintain  the  adminis- 
trator's claim  by  construing  the  certificate : 
First,  as  though  the  children  were  not  named 
therein  as  beneficiaries;  and,  second,  as  though 
they  were  only  entitled  to  tbe  insurance  in  case 
the  wife  should  die  before  the  death  of  the  as- 
sured. Tbe  argument  is  not  well  founded.  It 
violates  an  elementary  rule  for  the  construction 
of  contracts,  in  that  it  does  not  give  effect  to 
the  whole  language  of  the  instrument.  In 
the  first  instance  it  omits,  and  in  the  second 
adds,  important  words.  The  effect  of  the  ad- 
dition, as  well  as  tbe  omission,  is  to  defeat  the 
clearly  expressed  intention  of  the  assured.  It 
is  true  the  certificate  was  framed  so  that  the 
wife's  right  vfested  immediately  upon  her  hus- 
band's death,  but  such  right  was  not  indefeas- 
ible. On  the  contrary,  it  was  subject  to  be  de- 
vested by  her  own  death.  The  certificate 
expresslv  provides  that,  in  case  of  the  wife's 
death,  the  insurance  shall  be  paid  to  tbe  chil- 
dren; aLd  thus  provision  was  made  for  the 
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vesting  of  the  children's  rights  just  as  surely  as 
for  the  vesting  of  her  own.  This  last  provis- 
ion is  in  no  way  limited  or  qualified  as  to  the 
time  of  her  death;  it  is  direct  and  unequivocal 
to  tbe  effect  that,  in  case  of  the  wife's  death, 
either  before  or  after  tbe  death  of  the  assured, 
the  money  shall  be  paid  to  the  children  named 
in  the  certificate.  The  intention  is  clear  that, 
in  the  event  of  tbe  wife's  death  at  any  time 
while  the  insurance  money  should  be  unpaid, 
so  as  to  be  capable  of  practical  identification 
and  control,  it  should  be  paid  to  the  children, 
thus  giving  them  the  greatest  advantage  that 
could  arise  from  such  a  contingency,  so  long  as 
the  fund  should  not  be  otherwise  appropriated 
by  the  wife.  Thus  effect  is  given  to  the  entire 
certificate  without  doing  violence  to  its  obvious 
meaning  or  to  any  of  its  words;  and  thus  a 
construction  is  reached  in  accordance  with  well- 
settled  legal  rules,  as  well  as  in  harmony  with 
tbe  dictates  of  reason  and  humanity.  The  ad- 
judicated cases  cited  in  behalf  of  the  adminis- 
trator's claim  do  not  necessarily  militate  against 
the  foregoing  construction.  In  the  case  of 
Richmond  v.  Johnson,  28  Minn.  447,  the  wife 
only  was  named  as  the  beneficiary  in  the  cer- 
tificate. In  the  case  of  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Burroughs,  84  Conn.  805,  the  policy 
was  made  payable  to  the  children  only  in  case 
tbe  wife  should  die  before  her  husband's  death 
should  occur ;  and  in  Chopin  v.  FeUowes,  86 
Conn.  182,  tbe  policy  contained  a  similar  pro- 
vision. In  each  of  the  Connecticut  cases  the 
wife  died  before  the  husband.  In  tbe  former 
case  the  wife  had  made  an  absolute  assignment 
of  her  interest  in  the  policy  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, but  the  children  nevertheless  were 
allowed  to  recover  against  the  claim  oi  the  as- 
signee. In  the  latter  case  the  children  were 
protected  against  tbe  claims  of  the  creditors  of 
the  husband.  Thus  it  appears  how  jealously 
the  rights  of  beneficiaries  of  such  insurance, 
even  in  the  second  degree,  are  guarded  by  the 
courts. '  Our  attention  has  not  been  called  to 
any  case  where  the  provisions  of  the  policy  or 
certificate  of  insurance  were  identical,  or  so 
nearly  analogous  to  the  one  under  consideration 
as  to  affect  our  conclusion.  It  is  always  safer 
to  be  guided  by  legal  principles,  founded  on 
justice  and  equity,  than  to  attempt  to  follow 
case  precedents  based  on  facts  or  circumstances 
not  strictly  analogous  or  controlling.  In  this 
connection  we  quote  the  language  of  an  emi- 
nent author  upon  the  construction  of  instru- 
ments of  this  character:  'Precedents  ought 
never  to  be  allowed  an  arbitrary  and  unbending 
control  of  any  case  not  piedsely  analogous;  we 
might  say,  not  strictly  identical.  And  while 
all  analogies,  however  remote,  must  be,  and 
should  be,  allowed  to  have  their  just  and  proper 
weight,  and  the  more  weight  in  proportion  to 
the  nearness  of  the  analogy,  in  determining 
future  cases,  we  ought  never  to  forget  that 
mere  analogies  never  rise  above  the  character 
of  assistants.  We  should  not,  therefore,  allow 
ourselves  to  become  slaves  to  tbem.'  Again, 
after  adverting  to  the  fact  that  the  English 
courts  follow  precedents  in  matters  of  this  kind 
more  strictly  than  do  the  American  tribunals, 
the  same  author  adds :  '  But,  at  the  same  time, 
when  cases  occur,  as  will  always  be  the  fact  in 
regard  to  the  largest  proportion,  which  have  to 
be  determined  upon  their   peculiar   circum 
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stances,  the  English  courts  manifest  no  reluc- 
tance to  grapple  with  the  difficulties  which 
present  themselves,  however  formidable  or 
-embarrassing,  and  to  place  all  cases  upon  their 
proper  basis  of  truth  and  justice,  without  re- 
gard to  the  entire  want  of  precedent  to  maintain 
them.  .  .  .  And  the  same  tendency  is  observ- 
able in  decisions  of  the  American  courts.'  1 
Redf.  Wills,  p.  428.  Reading  the  certificate  in 
the  light  of  the  extrinsic  circumstances  as 
•shown  by  the  amended  answer,  and  considering 
the  condition  of  the  assured  and  of  the  differ- 
•ent  members  of  his  family,  and  the  relations 
they  sustained  to  each  other  at  the  time  of 
-effecting  the  insurance,  no  one  can  doubt  for  a 
moment  that  it  was  the  father's  intention  that 
the  insurance  money  should  be  paid  to  his 
infant  daughters  in  case  his  invalid  wife  should 
die  either  before  his  own  death  should  occur, 
•or  before  the  money  should  be  paid  to  her. 
These  children  were  his  legitimate  heirs,  de- 
pendent upon  him  for  support,  and,  next  after 
his  wife,  the  natural  objects  of  his  bounty. 
They  were  not  the  children  of  his  wife,  Ella, 
and  could  not  inherit  from  her ;  hence  we  per- 
•ceive  his  prudent  foresight,  as  well  as  fatherly 
care,  in  causing  their  names  to  be  inserted  as 
beneficiaries  in  the  certificate,  contingent  upon 
his  wife's  expected  death.  If  anything  further 
were  needed  to  strengthen  the  construction  we 
have  given  this  instrument,  the  objects,  pur- 
poses, rules  and  regulations  of  the  benevolent 
order  from  which  this  certificate  of  insurance 
emanated  might  be  considered.  But  it  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  invoke  cumulative  au- 
thority to  confirm  the  view  that  it  was  the 
father's  intention,  in  case  of  his  wife's  death, 
that  the  insurance  money  should  go  to  his 
doubly  orphaned  minor  children,  instead  of  the 
administrator  of  the  deceased  wife,  either  for 
the  payment  of  her  debts,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
her  heirs,  who  were  to  him  as  strangers,  having 
no  special  claim  upon  his  fortune,  his  benev- 
olence or  the  fruits  of  his  labor."  Henry  v. 
Thomas,  118  Ind.  27. 

In  the  opinion  on  the  rehearing,  the  major- 
ity of  the  court  place  great  reliance  upon  the 
•case  of  Union  Mut.  Asso.  of  Battle  Greek  v. 
Montgomery,  70  Mich.  687.  That  case,  to  use 
the  language  of  Judge  Red  field,  quoted  in  the 
former  opinion,  is  neither  "precisely  analo- 
gous" nor  ''strictly  identical"  with  the  one  now 
under  consideration.  In  that  case  the  certif- 
icate was  for  $1,500  upon  the  life  of  Edward 
<J.  Franklin,  payable  ninety  days  after  satis- 
factory proof  of  his  death,  and  the  conclud- 
ing clause  was  as  follows:  "The  said  union 
mutual  association  agrees  to  pay  to  bis  son  and 
daughter,  K.  Lyon  and  Charlotte  A.  Franklin, 
equally, — in  case  of  death  of  either,  full  amount 
to  go  to  the  survivor, —one  thousand  five  huu- 
<lred  dollars,  if  living;  if  not  living,  to  the 
heirs  of  said  member."  Both  beneficiaries 
were  living  at  the  death  of  the  assured.  Satis- 
factory proofs  of  the  death  of  the  assured  were 
made,  and  both  beneficiaries  claimed  payment 
of  their  respective  moieties;  but  before  the 
money  was  paid  one  of  the  beneficiaries  died 
leaving  a  will  by  which  his  interest  in  the  cer- 
tificate was  disposed  of.  The  court  held  that 
the  words  "if  living"  and  'if  not  living"  refer 
to  living  at  the  time  of  the  assured's  death;  and 
that  the  share  of  each  beneficiary  vested  abso- 
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lutely  at  the  death  of  the  assured,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  policy  of  the  Michigan  statutes 
favors  vested  estates  in  preference  to  contin- 
gent, unless  an  intention  appears  to  the  con- 
trary, and  that  the  share  of  the  deceased  bene- 
ficiary could  be  disposed  of  by  bis  last  will. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  question  the  correctness 
of  the  Michigan  decision  in  construing  the  in- 
strument before  us.  In  that  case  it  was  neces- 
sary to  construe  the  words  "if  living"  and  "if 
not  living"  with  reference  to  somewparticu1ar 
date  or  event  connected  with  the  vesting  of  the 
fund  specified  in  the  certificate.  No  such  ne- 
cessity exists  in  the  case  before  us.  The  certifi- 
cate does  not  contain  the  words  "if  living" 
or  "if  not  living,"  or  other  equivalent  words; 
but,  as  was  said  in  the  former  opinion,  the 
provision  in  regard  to  the  children's  interest 
"is  in  no  way  limited  or  qualified  as  to  the  time 
of  the  wife's  death;"  so  that,  whether  the  wife 
be  living  or  not  living  at  the  death  of  the  as- 
sured, the  direct  and  unequivocal  provision  of 
the  certificate  is  that,  "in  case  of  her  death," 
the  money  shall  be  paid  to  rne  children  named 
therein.  It  does  not  appear  in  the  record  be- 
fore us  that  the  wife,  either  by  will  or  other- 
wise, ever  attempted  to  dispose  of  the  insur- 
ance money,  or  of  her  interest  in  the  certificate. 
If  she  had  needed  the  fund  to  provide  for  her 
necessities  while  living,  and  had  actually  dis- 
posed of  or  hypothecated  it  for  that  purpose, 
as  indicated  in  the  present  opinion  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  court,  and  such  fact  had  been 
properly  pleaded,  perhaps  the  claim  of  the 
children  might  have  been  defeated  in  whole  or 
in  part  for  that  reason.  But  it  is  vain  to  spec- 
ulate as  to  matters  not  set  forth  in  the  record. 

Much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  rule  that  the 
law  favors  vested  estates  in  preference  to  con- 
tingent, unless  an  intention  appears  to  the 
contrary.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  rule  thus 
stated  is  pregnant  with  two  very  important  and 
significant  admissions:  first,  that  contingent 
estates  may  be  created;  and,  second,  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  creating  an  estate  is  to 
be  considered  in  determining  its  character. 
Let  us  test  the  certificate  in  the  light  of  this 
rule.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  a  contingent 
estate  is  contemplated  by  its  express  terms;  in- 
deed, a  series  of  contingencies  are  contem- 
plated. In  the  first  place,  the  very  object  of 
procuring  the  certificate  of  insurance  was  to 
provide  for  the  family  of  the  assured  in  the  con- 
tingency of  his  own  death  while  they,  or  some 
of  them,  were  living.  The  first  contingency 
was  that  the  insurance  money  should  be  paid  to 
his  wife.  Thus  far  there  is  no  dispute.  It  is 
also  undisputed  that  in  a  certain  contingency 
the  insurance  should  be  paid  to  his  children. 
What  was  the  latter  contingency  ?  It  is  plainly 
stated  in  the  certificate  to  be  the  contingency  of 
the  wife's  death,— no  more,  no  less.  There  are 
no  other  words  limiting  or  qualifying  the  latter 
contingency.  First,  then,  the  husband,  antic- 
ipating his  own  death,  procures  the  insurance 
for  his  wife's  benefit.  Second,  knowing  that 
his  wife,  according  to  the  course  of  nature, 
must  certainly  die  sometime,  he  provides  that, 
in  case  of  her  death,  the  insurance  shall  be 
paid  to  his  children.  The  wife  being  an  in- 
valid, and  presumably  older  than  his  minor 
children,  it  is  reasonable  to  presume  the  as- 
sured expected  them  to  survive  her  death.    In 
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the  light  of  inch  facta  and  circumstance!,  what 
intention  is  conveyed  by  the  terms  of  the  certi- 
ficate? The  entire  operative  words  have  been 
considered.  Nothing  has  been  added  thereto 
or  subtracted  therefrom.  Legitimate  facts  and 
circumstances  only  have  been  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  construing  the  language  of  the  writ- 
ten instrument.  The  reasonable  legal,  inference 
to  be  drawn  from  such  language,  under  the 
circumstances,  is  that  the  father  intended  the 
insurance  should  go  to  the  invalid  wife  for  her 
use  while  living,  with  remainder  to  his  own 
children  in  the  contingency  of  the  wife's  death 
whenever  it  should  occur;  and  so  he  used  the 
unlimited  words,  "in  case  of  her  death  to  be 
paid  to  the  children/'  inasmuch  as  they  could 
not  inherit  from  their  step-mother.  Words 
might  have  been  inserted  in  the  certificate  pro- 
viding for  the  payment  of  the  insurance  to  the 
children  only  in  the  contingency  of  the  wife's 
death  before  the  death  of  the  assured.  If  such 
words  had  been  inserted,  they  would  neces- 
sarily have  controlled  the  interpretation  of  the 
instrument.  But  such  words  were  not  in- 
serted, and  they  certainly  should  not  be  sup- 
plied by  implication,  when,  from  all  the  facts 
and  circumstances  legitimate  to  be  considered 
in  construing  the  instrument,  the  obvious  effect 
of  supplying  them,  as  contended  by  appellee, 
would  be  to  defeat,  not  to  effectuate,  the  in- 
tention of  the  assured. 

In  the  many  elaborate  briefs  and  arguments 
of  counsel  for  the  administrator  it  is  nowhere 
claimed  that  Starling  D.  Bouse  could  or  did 
have  any  intention  of  making  provision  for 
strangers  to  the  exclusion  of  any  member  of 
his  own  dependent  family.  But  the  conten- 
tion is  that  a  certain  "formula  of  words"  used 
in  the  certificate  has  been  construed  by  the 
courts  to  have  a  certain  and  definite  significa- 
tion, and  that  this  court  should  feel  itself  bound 
by  such  precedents.  As  heretofore  shown,  no 
case  has  been  cited  in  which  the  language  was 
"precisely  analogous"  or  "strictly  identical" 
with  the  certificate  under  consideration;  nor 
has  any  case  been  cited  where  the  circumstances 
and  relation  of  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  the 


instrument  were  either  precisely  or  substan- 
tially analogous  to  those  under  consideration. 
It  has  been  before  observed,  and  it  can  scarcely 
be  made  clearer  by  repetition,  that  the  courts, 
especially  the  American  courts,  will  not  allow 
themselves  to  become  slaves  to  "arbitrary  and 
unbending"  precedents,  when  the  effect  of 
such  servility  is  to  do  manifest  injustice.  But 
they  will  rather  "grapple  with  the  difficulties 
which  present  themselves,  however  formid- 
able and  embarrassing,'9  in  each  particular 
case,  and  determine  the  same  with  reference  to 
its  "peculiar  circumstances,"  placing  the  de- 
cision "upon  the  proper  basis  of  truth  and  Jus- 
tice, without  regard  to  the  entire  want  of  prec- 
edent"   1  Redf.  Wills,  supra. 

The  law  is  not,  and  in  the  nature  of  things 
cannot  be,  an  exact  science,  like  mathematics. 
Long  ago  able  jurists  gave  up  the  idea  of  for- 
mulating specific  rules  adapted  to  the  exigen- 
cies of  each  particular  case.  At  the  best,  the 
law  is  but  a  rational  science,  founded  on  gen- 
eral principles  of  right  and  Justice.  Experience 
has  shown  that  these  principles,  when  intelii 
gently  and  conscientiouslv  applied,  insure  sub- 
stantial Justice  in  the  larger  proportion  of 
litigated  controversies.  In  mere  matters  of 
procedure,  which  are  but  the  means  to  the  end, 
specific  rules  of  comparative  uniformity  may 
be  formulated,  and  many  precedents  may  be 
thereby  established,  though,  even  in  this  branch 
of  the  law,  much  must  necessarily  be  left  to 
sound  judicial  discretion.  But  m  the  great 
field  of  jurisprudence,  relating  to  rights  of  per- 
sons and  rights  of  property,  arbitrary  and  un- 
bending precedents  have  ever  been  found  too 
narrow  for  the  multitude  of  vexatious  and  com- 
plicated controversies  arising  from  the  varied 
transactions  of  an  enlightened  and  progressive 
people.  Precedents  are  valuable  aids  to  those 
who  can  utilize  them  with  intelligent  discrim- 
ination; but  to  those  who  are  dependent  upon 
such  assistants,  precedents  are  liable  to  become 
uncertain  and  misleading  guides. 

Petition  for  second  rehearing  overrated. 
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Mary  RODQERS 

e. 

Joseph  LEES  et  al.,  AppU. 

c.-.Pa,....) 

1.  A  child  of  tender  yearn  nasty  be '» 
trespasser  and  be  subject  to  the  oonsequenoes 
of  his 


8.  A  boy  six  ot  seven  j«u*©ld,wh©  gets 
upon  svbaOl  attached  to  m  chain  used  avs 
a  hoisting  apparatus  for  a  mUl  while  it  is 
In  motion  for  the  express  purpose  of  riding  upon 
It,  although  warned  by  a  oompanion  not  to  do  it . 
Is  chargeable  with  the  oonsequenoes  of  his  reck- 
lessness,  and  no  recovery  canibe  had  for  his 
death  by  failing. 

8*  A  millowner  is  not  liable  for  injury 


Not*.— Contributory  negligent*  of  infant  of  tender 
age. 
The  rule  of  law  in  regard  to  the  negligence  of  an 
adult  and  of  an  infant  of  tender  yean  Is  different 
as  to  the  measure  and  degree  of  care  the  omission 
of  which  would  constitute  contributory  negligence, 
which  is  to  be  graduated  by  the  age  and  oapaoity 
of  the  individual.  Washington  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Glad- 
mon,  82  U.  8. 16  Wall.  401,  21  L.  ed.  114;  Sioux  City 
ftP.R.Oo.v.  Stout. 84  U.S.  17 Wall. 657,  21  L.ed. 
T45;  Birge  v.  Gardiner,  19  Conn.  607;  Daley  v.  Nox- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


wich  ft  W.  B.  Co.  SS  Conn.  801;  Powell  v.  New  York 
Cent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  22  Hun,  66;  Reynolds  v.  New 
York  Cent  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  249;  Thurber  v. 
Harlem  Bridge  M.  ft  7.  R.  Co.  60  N.  Y.  888:  McGot- 
ern  v.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  «7  N.  Y.  417. 
In  Massachusetts  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  boy 
was  In  the  exercise  of  snob  care  as  oould  reasona- 
bly be  expected  of  one  of  his  age  and  oapaoity  he 
might  recover.  Dowd  v.  Chleopee,  US  Mass.  94; 
Plumley  v.  Birge.  124  Mass.  67;  Lynch  v.  Smith,  104 
Mass.  62;  Carter  v.  Towne,  98  Mass.  807:  Munn  ▼. 


S«>o  also  32  T..  K.  A.  825;  38  L.  R.    A.  033:   3W  L.  II.  A.   U2;  44  L.  R.  A.  ttfS. 
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to  m  bcfi  who  wm  a  trespasser,  by  a  fall  from 
a  ball  and  chain  used  for  hoisting  material,  where 
the  boy  got  npon  It  while  It  was  in  motion  only  a 
moment  after  It  had  been  in  use.  the  ball  bavin* 
been  stopped  and  hung  up  out  of  reach,  but  In 
some  way  having  gotten  In  motion  again  and  not 
having  been  left  carelessly  dangling  In  condition 
to  move. 

(Ctarfc,  J.,  dttsentaO 

OfarobllHU 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of   Common   Pleas  for  Mont- 
gomery County  in  an  action  broughtjto  re- 


cover damages  for  the  death  of  plaintiff's  son, 
which  was  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  de- 
fendants' negligence.    Reversed. 

Defendants  were  owners  and  operators  of 
woolen  mills,  in  one  of  which  was  a  hoisting 
apparatus  consisting  of  machinery, pulleys,  etc. , 
inside  the  building  and  chain  terminating  in 
hooks  on  the  outside  where  the  hoisting  was 
done.  Above  the  hooks  and  fastened  to  the 
chain  is  an  iron  ball  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
the  chain  taut  and  perpendicular. 

The  deceased,  a  boy  six  or  seven  years  old, 
attempted  to  ascertain  how  high  he  dared  to 
permit  the  apparatus  to  carry  bim  and  was 
taken  to  the  third  story  of  the  building,  when 
he  became  frightened  and  unable  longer  to 
cling  to  the  chain  and  fell  to  the  ground  and 
was  killed. 

The  defendants  requested  inter  alia  instruc- 
tions to  the  effect,  (1)  that  the  boy  was  a  tres- 
passer and  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  and  (8) 
that  the  verdict  must  be  for  defendants,  both 
of  which  were  refused. 


Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  Hunsicker,  for  appellants: 

The  boy  was  a  trespasser  and  no  recovery 
can  be  had. 

Gillespie  v.  MeGowan,  100  Pa.  144 ;  Balti- 
more AO.R.  Co.  v.  Schwindling,  101  Pa.  208; 
Philadelphia  6R.R.  ft.  v. £1/01020*/,  44 Pa.  875; 
Flower  ^.Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  69  Pa.  210;  Duffr. 
Allegheny  Valley  R.  Oo.  9  Pa.  458;  Oauley  v. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  JkSt.L.R.  Co.  95  Pa.  898,  98  Pa. 
496 ;  RestonviUe  Pass.  B.  Co.  v.  OonneU,  88  Pa, 
590 ;  Moore  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  99  Pa.  801 ; 
Oil  City  A  Petroleum  Bridge  Co.  v.  Jackson, 
5  Cent.  Rep.  824,  114  Pa,  821 ;  Oavghan  v. 
Philadelphia,  12  Cent.  Rep.  148, 119  Pa.  508. 

Messrs.  H.  H.  Lsurolere  and  H.  M. 
Gibson,  for  appellee : 

A  child  injured  while  trespassing  has  no 
right  of  action,  unless  injured  by  the  negligence 
of  defendants,  when  the  injury  might  have 
been  avoided  by  ordinary  care  on  defendants' 
part.  But  when  a  child  of  tender  years  com- 
mits a  mere  technical  trespass,  and  is  injured 
by  agencies  that  to  an  adult  would  be  open  and 
obvious  warnings  of  danger,  but  not  so  to  a 
child,  he  is  not  barred  from  recovering,  if  the 
things  instrumental  in  his  injury  were  left  ex- 
posed and  unguarded,  and  were  of  such  a 
character  as  to  be  likely  to  attract  children,  ex- 
cite their  curiosity  and  lead  to  their  injury, 
while  they  were  pursuing  their  childish  in- 
stincts. 

4  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  58,  ft  96; 
Philadelphia  £  R.  JR.  Co.  y.  Spearen,  47  Pa, 
800 ;  Smith  v.  O'ConnerJA  Pa.  230 ;  Kay  y. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  65  Pa.  269 ;  Schilling  v. 
Abernethy,  8  Cent.  Rep.  168, 112  Pa.  487;  Bid- 


Reed,  4  Allen.  48L  Bee  Melons  v.  Dodge,  88  Wis. 
sou. 

In  an  action  brought  by  an  Infant,  as  a  general 
rule  the  same  defense  may  be  Interposed  as  in  case 
of  an  adult  plaintiff;  so  it  has  been  held  that  In  an  ac- 
tion for  personal  Injuries  by  negligence  contribu- 
tory negligence  may  be  shown  in  defense.  Hart- 
field  v.  Roper,  21  Wend.  S15;  Honegsberger  v.  Sec- 
ond Ave.  R.  Oo.  88  How.  Pr.  198. 

But  this  rule  will  hardly  be  applied  against  an  in- 
fant of  snob  tender  age  as  to  be  Incapable  of  self- 
control  and  personal  protection  to  the  same  extent 
as  to  an  adult.  Mangam  v.  Brooklyn  R.  Oo.  88  N. 
Y.  455;  Robinson  v.  Gone.  28  V 1 218;  Lynch  v.  Nur- 
din,  1  a  B.  «8,  cited  in  Tyler,  Infants,  194. 

It  has  been  held  In  Pennsylvania  that  parents 
who  permit  their  children  to  trespass  npon  the 
property  of  a  railroad  company  are  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, and  that  when  a  child  of  tender  age  Is  al- 
lowed so  to  do  the  company  owes  it  no  duty  and  Is 
not  liable  to  either  party  for  the  injury.  See  the 
earUer  cases  of  Wulherrin  v.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R. 
Go.  81  Pa.  886;  little  Schuylkill  Nav.  R.  Oo.  v.  Nor- 
ton, 24  Pa.  486:  Philadelphia  &  .B.  R.  Go.  v.  Long.  75 
-Pa.  285. 

A  distinction  is  made  between  the  case  of  a  boy 
who  uses  the  highway  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
playing  and  who  meets  with  an  injury  from  a  de- 
fect in  the  highway.  Blodgett  v.  Boston,  8  Allen, 
287:  Tlghe v.  Lowell,  119 Mass.  472:  Gulllne  v.  Lowell, 
4  New  Eng.  Rep.  286, 144  Mats.  491,  a  case  where  a 
boy  did  not  cease  to  be  a  traveler,  but  merely  step- 
ped aside  for  an  instant  to  clasp  In  play  a  post  in 
the  highway  and  almost  in  his  path.  In  that  case 
he  was  entitled  to  recover. 

Where  a  father  had  given  permission  to  his  son* 
a  lad  seven  years  of  age,  to  cross  the  bridge,  and 
the  father  was  fully  acquainted  with  its  eondi- 
12L.RA. 


Hon,  the  father  oould  not  recover.  Oil  City  ss 
Petroleum  Bridge  Oo.  v.  Jackson,  5  Cent  Rep.  824, 
114Pa.82L 

Where  a  boy  was  found  drowned  in  a  hole  along- 
side of  asewer  on  private  lands,  fifty  or  sixty  feet 
from  the  street,  and  where  the  city  was  under  no 
obligation  to  keep  the  place  in  a  safe  condition,  the 
city  Is  not  liable.  Murphy  v.  Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y. 
575. 

Where  a  boy  for  his  own  amusement  left  a  trav- 
eled track  sufficiently  prepared  for  travel,  and  went 
upon  a  part  of  the  highway  not  so  prepared,  and 
fell  into  a  hole  filled  with  water,  and  was  drowned, 
the  town  is  not  liable;  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the 
town  to  prepare  the  highway  its  whole  width. 
Goelts  v.  Ashland,  75  Wis.  643,  citing  Kelley  v. 
Fond  du  Lao,  81  Wis.  179;  Hawes  v.  Pox  Lake,  88  Wis. 
448;  Matthews  v.  Baraboo,  89  Wis.  877;  Prideaux  v. 
Mineral  Point,  48  Wis.  628;  James  v.  Portage,  48 
Wis.  681;  Gartright  v.  Belmont,  58  Wis.  878. 

Contributory  negligence  of  infant.  See  note  to 
fflattery  v.  O'Oonnell  (Mass.)  10  L.  R.  A.  654. 

That  an  infant  is  not  chargeable  with  contributo- 
ry negligence,  see  notes  to  Cleveland  Rolling  Mill 
Oo.  v.  Oorrigan  (Ohio)  8  L.  B.  A.  888;  Chicago  City  BL 
Oo.  v.  Robinson  (111.)  4  L.  R.  A.  127;  Winter  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Cable  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  6  L.  R.  A  586. 

Infant,  when  chargeable  with  contributory  neg- 
ligence. See  note  to  Winter  v.  Kansas  City  Gable 
R.  Co.  supra. 

Suit  by  parent  for  damages.  Wymore  v.  Mahas- 
ka County,  6  L.  R.  A.  545, 78  Iowa,  896. 

Negligence  of  parent  not  Imputable  to  child. 
See  note  to  Chicago  City  R.  Oo.  v.  Wilcox  (BL)  8  L. 
R.A.495. 

Suit  by  infant  for  personal  injuries.  See  note  to 
Chicago  City  R.  Oo.  v.  Robinson,  supra. 
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die  v.  Hestonville,  M.  <b  F.  Pass.  R.  Oo.  8  Cent 
Rep.  404, 112  Pa.  651;  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  1Q.B. 
39;  Woodbridge  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  106 
Pa.  464;  Powers*. Harlow,  58  Mich.  607, 61  Am. 
Rep.  154;  Harriman  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  <t  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  9  West.  Rep.  488,  46  Ohio  8t  11 ; 
Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  88  Pa.  882. 

Green*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

If  the  chain  and  ball  at  the  defendants'  mill 
had  been  running  regularly  in  the  actual 
business  of  raising  or  lowering  grain  or  flour, 
and  the  plaintiff's  son  had  jumped  upon  the 
ball  to  ride  up  in  the  air,  and  fallen,  it  certainly 
could  not  be  held  that  the  defendants  would  be 
liable  for  the  consequences.  They  would  have 
been  in  the  lawful  prosecution  of  their  business, 
with  an  apparatus  proper  for  such  uses,  and 
•owing  no  duty  of  protection  to  passing  children 
-against  the  consequences  of  their  reckless  acts 
in  rushing  into  so  manifest  a  danger.  So  if  a 
boy  of  tender  years  attempts  to  climb  upon  a 
train  of  cars  while  in  active  movement,  regard- 
less of  the  dangerous  results  likely  to  ensue, 
and  is  injured,  he  certainly  cannot  recover 
damages  from  the  company  upon  the  theory 
that  he  cannot  be  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. If  in  the  present  case  the  chain  and 
ball  bad  not  been  in  motion,  but  were  at  rest, 
and  the  boy  had  jumped  upon  the  ball  precisely 
as  he  did,  and  his  act  had  set  the  chain  to  run- 
ning, and  started  the  ball  upward,  there  would 
be  plausibility  in  tbe  argument  for  a  recovery 
that  the  boy  was  ignorant  of  the  effect  of  his 
act.  The  case  then  would,  perhaps,  have  come 
within  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Hydraulic  Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  83  Pa,  882.  That 
decision  was  put  expressly  upon  the  ground 
that  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  tbe  dangerous 
character  of  the  platform,  which  was  so  placed 
that  it  was  liable  at  any  moment  to  fall  and 
crush  children  beneath  it  like  mice  in  a  dead- 
fall. 

In  the  case  of  Gillespie  v.  McGowan,  100  Pa. 
144,  we  said  that  case  "was  decided  upon  its 
own  peculiar  circumstances,"  and  we  also  said 
"it  was  not  intended  to  assert  the  doctrine  that 
%  child  cannot  be  treated  as  a  trespasser  or 
wrongdoer,  and  so  far  as  it  appears  to  sanc- 
tion such  a  doctrine  it  must  be  considered  as 
overruled."  We  also  said:  "Hydraulic  Works 
Co.  v.  Orr,  is  authority  only  for  its  own  facts." 
We  further  said :  "It  is  settled  by  abundant 
authority  that,  to  enable  a  trespasser  to  recover 
for  an  injury,  he  must  do  more  than  show 
negligence.  It  must  appear  that  there  was  a 
wanton  or  intentional  injury  inflicted  on  him 
by  tbe  owner."  That  a  child  of  tender  years 
may  be  a  trespasser,  and  be  subject  to  the  con- 
sequences of  his  trespass,  has  been  decided  by 
this  court  so  many  times,  and  in  so  many  vary- 
ing circumstances,  that  the  question  is  no  long- 
er open  to  discussion.  Philadelphia  A  R.  R.  Co. 
v.  Hummell,  44  Pa.  875;  Flower  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  69  Pa.  210;  Duff  v.  Allegheny  Valley 
R.  Oo.  91  Pa.  458 ;  Cauley  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  A 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  95  Pa.  898,  98  Pa.  496 ;  Heston- 
viUe  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Connell,  88  Pa.  520;  Moore 
v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  99  Pa.  801 ;  Baltimore 
4  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Schwindling,  101  Pa.  258 ;  Oil 
tespie  v.  McQowan,  100  Pa.  144 ;  Oil  City  & 
Petroleum  Bridge  Co.  v.  Jackson,  114  Pa.  821, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


5  Cent.  Rep.  824 ;  McMullen  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  182  Pa.  107. 
In  Cauley  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  db  St.  L.  R.  Co  , 

98  Pa.  498,  we  held  that  where  a  boy  seven 
years  old,  who  was  playing  upon  a  sand-car, 
was  ordered  off  the  car  by  the  conductor  while 
the  car  was  moving  slowly,  and  who,  in  get- 
ting off,  was  injured,  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery. When  the  case  was  first  beard  in  this 
court  (reported  in  95  Pa.  898)  we  said:  "In  re- 
gard to  the  suit  brought  for  the  child  by  his 
father  as  his  next  friend  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that,  the  child  being  unlawfully  upon  the  car, 
the  defendant  company  owed  it  no  duty,  and 
is  not  liable  for  tbe  injury." 

In  Hestonaille  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Connell,  88 
Pa.  520,  where  a  child  six  years  and  nine 
months  old  was  injured  in  attempting  to  get  on 
the  front  platform  of  a  car  while  in  motion, 
we  held  there  could  be  no  recovery.  Mr. 
Justice  Gordon,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  said : 
"Nevertheless  it  may  be  assumed  that  a  child 
old  enough  to  be  trusted  to  run  at  large  has 
wit  enough  to  avoid  ordinary  danger,  and  so 
persons  who  have  business  on  the  streets  may 
reasonably  conclude  that  such  a  one  will  not 
voluntarily  thrust  itself  under  the  feet  of  his 
horses,  or  under  the  wheels  of  his  carriage;  a 
fortiori  may  they  conclude  that  they  are  not  to 
provide  against  possible  damages  that  may  re- 
sult to  the  Infant  from  its  own  willfu)  trespass. " 

In  the  case  of  Moore  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Oo.% 

99  Pa.  801,  a  boy  of  ten  years  was  walking 
along  the  track  on  tbe  sleepers,  and  was  run 
over  by  a  passing  train  and  killed.  We  held 
there  could  be  no  recovery  because  he  was  n 
trespasser.  We  said :  ' 'The  circumstance  thai 
the  trespasser  in  this  instance  was  a  boy  ten 
years  of  age  cannot  affect  the  application  of  the 
rule.  The  defendant  owed  him  no  greater  duty 
than  if  he  had  been  an  adult.  They  are  not 
subject  to  an  obligation  to  take  precautions 
against  any  class  of  persons  who  may  walk  on 
and  along  their  tracks." 

In  Oil  City  <&  Petroleum  Bridge  Co.  v.  Jack 
son,  114  Pa.  821,  a  boy  of  seven  years,  while 
crossing  upon  defendant's  bridge,  got  upon  a 
gas-pipe,  five  inches  in  diameter,  at  a  place 
where  there  was  an  opening  in  the  floor,  and 
while  walking  on  the  pipe  fell  into  the  river 
below  and  was  drowned.  We  held  there  could 
be  no  recovery.  Mr.  Justice  Paxson,  deliver- 
ing the  opinion,  said:  "The  child  who  was 
killed  was  not  using  it  [the  bridge]  in  tbe  ordi- 
nary way.  He  was  walking  upon  the  gas-pipe, 
where  he  ought  not  to  have  been,  and  which 
was  so  dangerous  that  his  younger  brother  re- 
monstrated with  him,  and  warned  him  to  get 
off.  It  is  not  necessary  to  impute  negligence 
to  the  child;  it  is  sufficient  that  he  was  injured, 
not  as  the  result  of  the  use  of  the  bridge,  but 
as  the  consequence  of  his  venturing  in  his 
childish  recklessness  where  no  one,  child  or 
adult,  had  any  business  to  be." 

These  principles  are  precisely  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  The  chain  and  ball  were  not 
at  rest;  they  were  in  actual  motion,  and  the 
boy,  fully  knowing  that,  and  intending  to  do 
exactly  what  he  did  do,  jumped  upon  the  ball 
for  the  very  purpose  of  riding  upward  on  it 
The  boy  who  was  with  bim,  and  who  testified 
for  tbe  plaintiff,  said:  "  The  ball  was  down. 
When  both  of  us  met  he  said:    •  Hello,  Kinn i«- 
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I  bet  I  can  go  op  higher  on  the  ball  than  you.' 
I  told  him  he  had  better  not,  he  would  fall.  I 
did  not  hear  him  say  anything  then.  He  got 
on  the  ball,  and  aat  on  the  ball  and  held  the 
chain.  Then  when  he  was  going  up  he  tried 
to  get  down.  He  got  down  from  the  ball,  and 
the  hook  catched  him, — I  think  that  the  hook 
catched  him,— and  then  when  be  was  going  up 


of  the  mill,  and  when  be  saw  the  boy  going  up 
he  ran  to  leave  the  ball  down.  Then  the  boy 
fell  before  he  had  time."  It  fe  thus  fully 
proved  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  contradicted, 
that  the  boy  got  upon  the  ball  for  the  express 
purpose  of  riding  up  on  it,  and  notwithstand- 
ing his  companion  warned  him  not  to  do  it, 
saving  he  might  fall.  His  death  was  caused 
solely  by  his  own  rash  and  reckless  act  while 
in  a  place  where  he  had  not  the  least  right  to 
be.  Of  course  he  was  a  trespasser,  in  every 
sense  of  the  word.  The  ball  and  chain  were 
not  used  for  any  purpose  of  conveying  persons 
up  or  down,  and  the  case  is  therefore  stronger 
than  either  Cauley  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  A  St.  L. 
ILGo.ot  HestonvUle  Pass.  B.  Co.  v.  Connell. 
We  can  see  no  reason  why  the  principle  of 
those  cases  is  not  strictly  applicable  to  this,  only 
in  a  greater  degree.  And  the  doctrine  of  Bal- 
timore A  0.  S.  Co.  v.  Schmndling,  Philadel- 
phia A  R.  R.  Co.  v.  HummeU  and  Oil  City  A 
Petroleum  Bridge  Co.  v.  Jackson,— that  the  boy 
was  in  a  place  where  he  had  no  right  to  be,  and 
where  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  protection 
from  the  defendants  against  his  own  reckless 
trespass, — is,  if  anything,  still  more  applicable. 
In  the  Bridge  Case  the  boy  had  a  right  to  be  on 
the  bridge  for  the  purpose  of  crossing  it,  and 
in  the  txhunndling  Case  the  boy  was  not  neces- 
sarily a  trespasser  by  being  on  the  platform; 
bat  here  the  trespass  was  absolute,  and  very 
gross.  There  was  no  right  or  justification  or 
excuse  of  any  kind  for  the  presence  of  the  boy, 
or  of  any  other  person,  on  the  ball  for  any  pur- 
pose whatever,  much  less  for  the  purpose  of 
riding  on  it.  In  point  of  fact,  the  ball  and 
chain  bad  been  in  use  for  hoisting  up  material 
until  almost  the  moment  of  the  accident.  One 
of  the  men  was  still  in  the  mill.  A  number  of 
the  defendants'  bands  testified  that  the  ball  was 
stopped,  and  bung  up  out  of  reach,  but  in  some 
way  they  could  not  account  for  it  had  got  in 
motion  again,  showing  that  the  ball  was  not 
carelessly  left  dangling  and  in  a  condition  to 
move.  In  this  momentary  interval  it  happened 
that  the  plaintiff's  son  came  along  and  Jumped 
upon  H.  Upon  the  whole  case  we  think  the 
defendants'  first  and  second  points  should  have 
been  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Clark,  •/.,  dissents. 


Barclay  JOHNSON  etcd.,  Appts., 
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of  ground  rent  in  '*Span- 
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tsh  milled  silver  dollars"  without  specify- 
ing their  weight  or  fineness  at  a  time  when  they 
were  legal  tender  by  Act  of  Congress  is  presumed 
to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the  rent,  and 
a  tender  of  such  dollars  for  the  rent  is  good  even 
after  Congress  has  demonetized  them  and  Spain 
has  ceased  to  coin  them  and  provided  for  their 
withdrawal,  substituting  a  new  coinage,  the  use 
of  which  is  obligatory. 

(April  27. 180L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  2,  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  defendant 
upon  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
the  object  of  which  was  to  determine  the  suffi- 
ciency of  a  tender  of  ground  rent.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  test  the  sufficiency  of  a 
tender  of  Spanish  milled  dollars  in  payment  of 
arrears  of  ground  rent  due  in  September,  1880, 
on  premises  in  Philadelphia. 

The  most  important  parts  of  the  case  stated 
are  as  follows:  In  1792  Congress  adopted  the 
Spanish  milled  silver  dollar  as  the  standard  of 
value  of  the  United  States  dollar  authorized  to 
be  coined  by  that  Act.  In  1806  Congress  made 
Spanish  milled  silver  dollars  (of  17  pwts.  7grs. 
in  weight)  a  legal  tender  for  all  debts  at  the 
rate  of  one  hundred  cents  of  United  States  cur- 
rency; and  they  so  continued  until  demone- 
tized in  1867.  In  1808,  at  which  time  Spanish 
milled  dollars  were  a  legal  tender  and  a  part 
of  the  money  current  in  the  United  States,  the 
ground  rent  in  question  was  reserved  in 
"Spanish  milled  silver  dollars  and  two  thirds 
of  a  dollar"  without  specifying  their  weight  or 
fineness;  and  in  other  parts  of  the  ground-rent 
deed  the  word  "dollars"  was  used  without 
specifying  the  kind  of  dollars  referred  to.  In 
1867  Congress  demonetized  Spanish  milled 
silver  dollars.  In  1868  Spain  adopted  the  cur- 
rency of  the  Latin  Union  in  which  the  dollar 
had  no  place,  made  the  new  coinage  obligatory 
and  provided  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  old 
currency.  In  1890  quarterly  payments  of  the 
ground  rent  fell  due  and  payment  thereof  was 
tendered  in  Spanish  milled  dollars  and  United 
States  cents,  which  tender  was  refused. 

Messrs.  Samuel  Hinds*  Thomas  A 
Henry  Pleasants,  for  appellants: 

No  weight  or  fineness  is  specified  for  the 
coins,  and  the  word  "dollars,"  without  fur- 
ther designation,  is  used  throughout  the  deed, 
except  in  the  reservation  clause.  These  features 
distinguish  the  case  at  bar  from  Mather  v. 
Kinike,  61  Pa.  426;  Christ  Church  Hospital 
v.  Fuechsel,  64  Pa.  78;  Perot  v.  EZchhob,  26 
W.  N.  C.  627,  and  Dutton  v.  PaUaret,  52  Pa. 
109. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  the  opinion  that 
the  tender  of  the  forty-one  Spanish  milled  sil- 
ver dollars  and  one  cent  was  a  sufficient  tender, 
then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  in  favor  of 
the  defendant;  otherwise  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  for  $41.01  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States  of  America,  with 
costs.* 

Judgment  was  entered  by  the  court  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  upon  the  case  stated. 

The  absence  of  designated  weight  for  the 
dollars  reserved  In  the  case  at  bar  indicates 
that  the  reservation  was  intended  simply  as  a 
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reservation  of  such  Spanish  doDars  as  were 
lawful  money;  and  "contracts  for  lawful  mon- 
ey" are  contracts  for  the  payment  of  the  legal 
tender  of  the  country. 

Butler  v.  Horwita,  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  861, 10 
L.  ed.  160;  Mather  v.  Kinike,  51  Pa.  429. 

The  legal  tender  Spanish  dollar  was  intended 
to  be  reserved  in  this  deed. 

Button  y.  Pailaret,  52  Pa.  112. 

The  fact  that  coins  were  stipulated  for  be- 
comes in  this  case  an  important  consideration, 
as  evidencing  that  the  reservation  was  not  of  a 
mere  commodity,  since  in  this  case  the  dollars 
reserved  were  "coins  that  our  land  recognizes 
as  money." 

Mather  v.  Kinike,  51  Pa.  429. 

The  Spanish  milled  dollars  contemplated  in 
the  reservation  clause  in  this  deed  were  such 
Spanish  milled  dollars  as  were  a  legal  tender 
under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  180o,  and  the 
reservation  is  not  for  a  specific  article  or  a 
mere  commodity,  but  for  lawful  money;  and 
as  these  Spanish  dollars  were  demonetized  in 
1857,  the  rent  reserved  could  no  longer  be  paid 
in  such  dollars,  but  must  be  paid  in  such  legal 
tenders  as  the  government  provides  and  sanc- 
tions when  the  time  for  payment  arrives. 

Knox  y.  Lee.  79  U.  a  12  Wall.  467, 20  L.  ed. 
805;  Perot  v.  Eichhok,  25  W.  N.  C.  525;  Maule 
v.  8tokes,  8  W.  N.  C.  878;  Morris  v.  Bancroft, 
9  Phila.  277. 

In  every  reported  case  where  the  contract 
has  been  held  to  be  for  a  specific  article  and 
not  for  lawful  money  legal  tenders  are  "ex- 
pressly excluded"  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract "unless  they  should  happen  to  correspond 
with  the  standard  adopted  by  the  parties  as  a 
law  unto  themselves." 

Button  v.  Pailaret,  52  Pa.  118. 

A  tender  of  demonetized  or  obsolete  coin  is 
no  more  a  payment  of  the  debt  contracted  than 
would  a  present  tender  of  notes  of  the  late 
Confederate  States  be  payment  of  a  contract 
lawfully  made  in  the  insurgent  States  during 
the  civil  war.  Under  such  circumstances  the 
rule  has  been  clearly  enunciated  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  that  the 
value  of  the  demonetized  or  obsolete  currency 
is  to  be  estimated  "in  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States  at  the  time  when  and  place 
where  such  contracts  were  made." 

Efflnger  v.  Kenney,  115  U.  S.  566,  29  L.  ed. 
495. 

Mr.  Joseph  M.  Pile  for  appellee. 

Per  Curiam: 

The  court  below  properly  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  obliged  to  receive  the  kind  of 
money  his  contract  called  for.  It  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  when  the  ground  rent  was  created 
the  reservation  of  the  rent  in  "Spanish  milled 
silver  dollars"  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
of  the  rent.  It  was  certainly  not  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  ground  tenant.  The  plaintiff,  having 
enjoyed  what  benefit  there  was  under  the  con- 
tract, may  well  take  the  disadvantages  thereof, 
if  there  are  any. 

Judgment  affirmed, 
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A  railroad  is  located  so  mm  to  esexode 
the  appropriation  of  the  land  selected 
hy  third  persons  Iter  other  uses  when  e 
definite  location  has  been  adopted  by  the  action 
of  the  company,  but  the  act  of  an  engineer  la 
statin*  out  the  line  is  not  a  sufficient  location. 

(April  ft,  188L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Lycoming 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  enjoin  defendant  from  locating  its 
railroad  upon  land  alleged  to  have  been  pre- 
viously appropriated  by  plaintiff.    Reversed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Henry  C.  Larsons  and  Wayne 
MacVeagh*  for  appellant: 

The  location  of  a  railroad  is  the  act  of  the 
corporation  and  must  be  with  the  bona  fide  in- 
tention of  building  the  road. 

Pittsburgh,  V.  &  0.  R  €b.  v.  Oom.  101  Pa. 
196. 

The  location  of  the  road  is  the  actual  taking 
of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  a  railroad,  and 
not  a  mere  survey. 

Neat  t.  Pittsburgh  dbO.B.  Co.  2  Grant,  Caa. 
188. 


norm. -Location  of  raOroad;  what  sufficient  to  ar- 
elude  appropriation  of  land  by  rival  road. 

The  question  what  constitutes  an  appropriation 
by  a  railroad  company  of  particular  land  for  use 
as  a  right  of  way  whieh  will  exclude  other  com- 
panies from  occupying;  the  same  land  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  received  much  attention  by  the  courts. 
The  doctrine  stated  in  Contra  Costa  Coal  Mines  K. 
Co.  v.  Moss,  28  Oal.  880,  that  priority  of  location  and 
appropriation  gives  priority  of  right,  is  not  ques- 
tioned in  the  absence  of  statutes  which  either  di- 
rectly or  by  implication  give  one  of  the  claimants 
the  better  right  See  fiarre  B.  Co.  v.  Montpeuer  Jc 
W.  River  B.  Go.  4  L.  B.  A.  786,  and  not*  flVtt 

If  such  statutes  exist  they  of  course  control  the 
matter.  Chesapeake  *  O.  Canal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  as 
O.B.C0.4G111&J.1. 

The  question  seems  to  have  been  more  frequently 
passed  upon  in  Pennsylvania  than  elsewhere,  bus 
as  the  principal  case  settles  the  law  there  and  many 
of  the  expressions  of  opinion  by  judges  of  that 
State  are  obiter  they  will  not  be  noticed. 

Morris  *B.B.  Co.  v.  Blair.  9  N.J.Eq.  S4&,  holds 
that  mere  experimental  surveying  of  a  route  will 
not  confer  any  vested  or  legal  right  until  it  shall 
have  been  adopted,  and  that  the  company  which 
first  adopted  a  route  and  first  filed  its  survey  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state  had  the  better  right. 

In  Sioux  City  AD.  M.  R.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  M.  *  St. 
P.  b.  Co.,  27  Fed.  Bep.  770,  defendant  set  forth  tea 
claim  to  the  land  in  controversy  by  stating  that  in 
the  summer  of  1881  It  caused  surveys  to  be  made 
for  such  line,  and  in  the  fall  of  1881  it  located  the 
same;  that  in  June,  1888,  it  retraced  Its  located  line 
and  permanently  located  it,  mar  king  it  with  stakes 
driven  in  the  center  line,  and  alleged  that  IS  was 
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Messrs.  Addison  Candor  and  C.  La 
Roe  MaBfon,  for  appellee: 

On  a  question  of  location  between  two  rival 
companies,  that  which  has  first  made  a  survey 
and  staked  out  a  centre  line  is  entitled  to  prl- 
ortv  of  right. 

Davis  v.  TitusviUe  A  OH  Oity  R  Oo.  5  Cent. 
Rep.  906, 114  Pa.  812.  See  O'Hara  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R  Oo. 28 Pa. 448; Pittsburgh,  V.AC.R 
Co.  v.  Com.  supra;  Titusvitte  A  P.  C.  B.  Co.  r. 
Warren  A  V.  R  Co.  12  Phila.  842;  Heist  v. 
Pennsylvania  R  Oo.  82  Pa.  72. 

Williams,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  important  question  presented  by  this 
appeal  fe,  What  constitutes  a  valid  location  on 
the  ground  of  a  projected  line  of  railroad?  It 
is  singular  that  such  a  question  should  be  to 
any  extent  an  open  one  in  a  State  remarkable, 
as  "Pennsylvania  is,  for  the  number  and  extent 
of  its  railroads.  The  act  of  location  is  an  ap- 
propriation of  private  property  by  virtue  of  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  with  which  the  State 
baa  invested  the  railroad  company,  either  by  the 
Act  of  incorporation  or  by  virtue  of  general 
laws. 

The  requisites  of  a  valid  location  may  be  con- 
sidered, first,  with  reference  to  the  private 
owners  upon  or  over  whose  lands  the  location 
is  made,  and  next,  with  reference  to  third 
parties  and  other  corporations. 

The  successive  steps  contemplated  by  the 
Act  of  1849  and  subsequent  legislation  as  nec- 
essary to  vest  a  title  to  the  roadway  in  the  cor- 
poration are  these : 

Pint.  A  preliminary  entry  on  the  lands  of 
private  owners  for  the  purpose  of  exploration, 


This  is  made  by  engineers  and  surveyors  who 
run  and  mark  one  or  more  experimental  lines, 
and  who  report  their  work  with  such  maps  and 
profiles  as  may  be  necessary  to  present  it  prop- 
erly to  the  company  that  employs  them. 

Second.  A  selection  and  adoption  of  a  line, 
or  one  of  the  lines  so  run,  as  and  for  the  loca- 
tion of  the  proposed  railroad.  This  is  done  by 
the  corporation  and  it  requires  the  action  in 
some  form  of  the  board  of  directors.  This  makes 
what  was  before  experimental  and  open  a  fixed 
and  definite  location.  It  fastens  a  servitude 
upon  the  property  affected  thereby  and  so  takes 
from  the  owner  and  appropriates  to  the  use  of 
the  corporation. 

Third.  Payment  to  the  owner  for  what  is 
taken  and  the  consequences  of  the  taking,  or 
security  that  it  shall  be  made,  when  the  amount 
due  him  is  legally  ascertained. 

The  title  of  the  owner  is  not  devested  until 
the  last  of  these  steps  has  been  taken.  Lever- 
ing v.  Philadelphia,  O.  A  IS.  B.  Co.  8  Watts 
&  8.  480;  McGlinton  v.  Pittsburgh,  Ft  W.  A 
C.  R  Oo.  88  Pa.  404 :  Dimmick  v.  Brodhead, 
75  Pa.  484;  Buffalo,  IT.  T.  A  Phila.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Harvey,  107  Pa.  819 ;  Qilmore  v.  Pittsburgh,  V. 
A.  C.  R  Oo.  104  Pa.  275. 

As  against  him  the  corporation  can  acquire 
only  a  conditional  title  by  its  act  of  location, 
which  ripens  into  an  absolute  one  upon  making 
compensation.  As  to  third  persons  and  rival 
corporations,  however,  the  action  of  the  com- 
pany adopting  a  definite  location  is  enough  to 
give  title.  For  this  reason  in  several  of  the 
United  States  provision  is  made  by  law  for  re- 
cording the  action  of  the  company  and  the  line 
adopted  by  it,  so  as  to  give  notice  to  the  public, 
and  to  settle  questions  of  priority  of  title.    We 


permanently  located  in  June,  1886.  Complainant 
claimed  to  have  located  itelinein  October,  1886,  and 
alleged  that  on  the  17th  of  the  preceding  August  It 
had  purchased  the  land  in  controversy.  The  court 
held  that  at  that  time  defendant's  line  was  per- 
manently located  and  marked  on  the  tract,  and 
that  defendant  had  the  better  right  to  oonstruot 
tta  road  over  the  same. 

In  Denver  ft  B.  G.  B.  Oo.  v.  Ailing,  90  IT.  8. 463, 86 
I*  ed.  488,  it  was  held  that  surveying  and  staking  a 
route  Is  not  a  sufficient  location  and  appropriation 
of  It  to  exclude  the  subsequent  appropriation  of 
part  of  it  by  a  rival  oompany,  unless  the  survey 
was  followed  by  actual  occupation  and  use  for 
railroad  purposes.  But  in  that  case  occupation  for 
the  purpose  of  construction  in  1878  of  a  route  sur- 
veyed In  1871  and  1878,  the  actual  occupation  being 
prior  to  that  of  the  rival  oompany  and  early  enough 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  claimant's 
charter,  was  held  sufficient  to  establish  the  claim- 
ant's title  to  the  route. 

Where  two  street  railway  oompanles  were  each 
granted  the  right  to  extend  its  track  through  a 
certain  street  to  reach  a  ferry,  the  oompany  which 
first  actually  took  a  qualified  possession  of  the 
middle  of  the  street  by  locating  and  constructing 
its  extension  therein  until  interfered  with  by  the 
other  oompany  was  held  to  have  acquired  the  right 
to  finish  and  operate  its  road  as  thus  located  free 
from  interference  by  the  other  company.  Water- 
bury  v.  Dry  Dock,  R.  B.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  M  Barb.  408. 

The  question  as  to  what  Is  a  sufficient  appropria- 
tion as  against  a  rival  oompany  is  frequently  made 
to  depend  on  the  construction  of  state  statutes; 
thus  In  Baxre  B.  Oo.  v.  Montpeller  ft  W.  River  R. 
Oo„  4  L.  B.  A.  TB6, 61 V 1. 1,  the  statute  provided  that 
before  a  oompany  commences  proceedings  for  the 
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purpose  of  acquiring  title  to  real  estate  or  an  Interest 
therein  it  shall  cause  the  location  of  Its  road  signed 
by  a  majority  of  its  directors,  defining  the  oourses, 
distances  and  boundaries  of  the  same  ...  to  be  re- 
corded in  the  respective  town  clerks*  offices  of  the 
towns  through  which  it  passes;  and  the  court  held 
that  when  such  location  had  been  signed  and  filed 
the  oompany  acquired  the  right  to  the  location 
as  against  subsequent  purchases  or  locations. 
The  oourt  intimated,  however,  that  this  right 
might  be  lost  by  a  neglect  to  follow  up  the  first 
steps  with  proper  diligence. 

The  New  York  Statute  provides  that  before  con- 
structing any  part  of  its  road  the  oompany  must 
make  and  file  a  map  and  profile  of  the  route  in- 
tended to  be  adopted  and  give  written  notice  to  all 
occupants  of  the  land  affected,  of  the  time  and 
place  of  filing  and  that  the  route  designated  passes 
over  the  land  of  such  occupants.  In  Rochester,  H. 
ft  L.  B.  Co.  v.  New  York,  L.  H.  ftW.B.  Oo..  U0  N. 
Y.  188,  the  oourt  held  that  compliance  with  those 
requirements  fixed  the  company's  right  to  the 
route  as  against  other  oompanles,  and  In  New  York 
ft  A.  B.  Co.  v.  New  York,  W.  8.  ft  R  B.  Co.,  11  Abb. 
N.  C.  806,  it  was  decided  that  merely  filing  the  map* 
was  not  sufficient. 

Where  two  rival  companies  have  each  received 
permission  to  oonstruot  a  railway  system  in  the 
streets  of  a  oity  the  one  which  first  begins  work  on 
a  line  involving  a  certain  street  In  good  faith 
and  acting  within  the  terms  of  Its  grant  has 
the  better  right  to  the  use  of  that  portion  of  the 
street  which  Its  tracks  will  cover,  and  this  right 
will  continue  so  long  as  money  is  expended  and 
work  diligently  prosecuted  with  a  view  to  its  com- 
pletion. Indianapolis  Gable  Street  B.  Co.  v.  Citizens 
Street  R.  Oo.  Ond.)  8L.  R.  A,  5801 
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have  no  such  statute  and  tbe  action  of  the  com- 
pany must  be  proved  by  other  competent 
evidence.  Jleise  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Go.  62 
Pa.  72.  But  when  proved  it  has  the  same  ef- 
fect upon  all  interested  as  though  it  had  been 
recorded.     It  settles  ibe  date  of  actual  appro- 

S rial  ion,  and  shows  the  exact  location  of  the 
ne  of  the  road  proposed.  An  examination  of 
our  own  case  will  show  that  the  conclusions 
we  have  reached  are  fairly  deduciblefrom  them. 
In  New  York  A  E.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Young,  88  Pa. 
175,  it  was  held  that  the  location  of  the  line  of 
its  road  is  intrusted  by  the  law  to  the  company 
alone ;  and  after  it  has  exercised  the  discretion- 
ary power  confided  to  it  its  action  is  final  as  to 
third  persons  and  cannot  be  reviewed.  The 
same  doctrine  was  again  asserted  in  Cleveland 
A.  P.  R.  Co.  v  Speer,  56  Pa.  825,  and  it  has  been 
adopted  in  many  subsequent  cases.  The  effect 
of  a  location  when  made  so  far  as  the  line  and 
the  ground  covered  by  it  are  concerned  was 
considered  in  Pittsburgh,  F.  A  0.  R.  Co.  v. 
Com.,  101  Pa.  102,  and  it  was  held  the  act  of 
the  company  in  adopting  a  definite  and  per- 
manent location  for  its  road  was  an  appropria- 
tion of  the  ground  covered  by  it  whether  such 
ground  was  within  the  inclosure  of  a  private 
owner  or  in  the  public  highway;  in  other  words, 
this  is  the  method  by  which  the  corporation  ex- 
ercises the  power  of  eminent  domain  with 
which  the  State  invested  it  at  its  creation,  and 
takes  what  before  belonged  to  others  for  its 
corporate  use.  It  may  acquire  land  by  pur- 
chase, if  its  charter  authorizes  it  to  do  so,  be- 
fore a  location  of  its  road ;  but  if  it  does  so  it 
holds  the  land  as  any  other  purchaser  would, 
subject  to  the  right  of  anyone  having  the  right 
to  do  so,  to  enter  and  appropriate  it  by  virtue 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  That  a 
corporation  cannot  exercise  the  power  to 
appropriate  land  until  it  has  located  its  line 
is  well  settled.  Thus,  if  a  company  has  an 
option  between  <wo  or  more  lines  or  routes  it 
must  make  its  election  by  an  actual  adoption 
of  one  of  them  before  it  can  acquire  title  by 
appropriation  upon  either.  1  Red  field,  Rail- 
ways, 240.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  act  of 
location  is  at  the  same  time  the  act  of  appropria- 
tion. The  space  covered  by  the  line  as  located 
is  thereby  seized  and  appropriated  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
railroad  by  virtue  of  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  and  nothing  remains  to  be  done  ex- 
cept to  compensate  the  owner.  After  the  act 
of  location  by  the  company,  the  owner  or  the 
company  may  proceed  at  once  to  secure  an 
ascertainment  of  damages.  Until  such  act 
neither  can  do  so,  for  no  right  to  damages  vests 
in,  or  accrues  to,  the  owner  until  there  has 
been  an  appropriation  of  his  property  by  the 
corporation.  Davis  v.  Titusville  A  Oil  City  R. 
Co.  114  Pa.  808.  5  Gent  Rep.  908. 

There  should  be  no  unnecessary  delay  in 
completing  the  preliminary  exploration  and 
making  a  location,  if  priority  is  to  be  secured. 
In  New  Brighton  A  NCR.  Go's  App.t  105  Pa, 
18,  private  parties  in  contemplation  of  securing 
a  charter  caused  a  preliminary  survey  to  be 
made  over  a  route  for  a  railroad  projected  by 
them.  They  afterwards  secured  a  charter  and 
the  corporation  adopted  the  line  of  the  prelim- 
inary survey  as  the  location  of  its  road.  In  the 
meantime  another  corporation  had  made  a  pre- 
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liminary  survey  over  tbe  same  ground  and  made 
a  final  location  of  its  road.  It  was  held  that  the 
latter  company  had  the  better  title,  and  that  the 
adoption  by  the  former  company  of  the  line  run 
before  its  incorporation  could  not  carry  its  title 
back  to  the  date  of  the  preliminary  survey. 

The  application  of  the  rule  now  laid  down  as 
to  what  constitutes  a  valid  location  to  the  case 
before  us  disposes  of  this  appeal.  The  plaintiff 
Company  has  the  right  under  its  charter  and 
subsequent  legislation  to  build  its  road  from  it* 
present  terminus  at  Halls  to  Williamsport  and 
connect  with  the  Philadelphia  &  Erie  Railroad. 

In  1886,  and  again,  a  year  or  more  before  the 
bill  was  filed  in  this  case,  the  engineer  of  the 

{riaintiff  ran  over  a  route  from  Halls  to  Wil- 
iamsport  connecting  with  the  road  of  the 
Philadelphia  &  Erie  Company,  near  tbe  lot  de- 
scribed in  the  bill  as  the  Metzgar  lot  and  set 
stakes  alone  it  It  does  not  appear  in  the  bill 
or  in  the  evidence  that  this  preliminary  survey 
was  ever  reported  to  the  plaintiff  Company  or 
that  anv  action  was  ever  taken  by  the  Company 
to  fix  the  location  of  its  road  between  Halls  and 
the  intersection  with  the  Philadelphia  &  Erie 
in  Williamsport. 

In  the  meantime  the  latter  Company  in  lo- 
cating a  branch  of  its  road  had  run  and  adopted 
a  line  crossing  one  corner  of  the  Metzgar  lot 
over  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  made 
a  location  by  the  act  of  its  engineer,  and  waa 
proceeding  to  have  an  assessment  of  the  dam- 
ages made  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  when 
this  bill  was  filed  and  an  injunction  obtained 
in  the  court  below  restraining  the  defendant 
from  proceeding  further  in  its  effort  to  perfect 
its  title  to  the  location  made  for  its  branch  over 
the  Metzgar  lot.  The  answer  denied  the  plain- 
tiff's title  in  these  words:  "  The  defendant  de- 
nies that  the  said  plaintiff  ever  made  a  valid  and 
legal  location  of  the  line  of  its  railroad  upon  the 
lot  of  the  said  John  Metzgar."  The  plaintiff 
was  thus  called  upon  to  show  the  fact  of  tbe 
location  of  its  road  upon  the  land  or  upon  some 
part  of  the  land  which  the  defendant  claimed 
the  right  to  occupy  under  its  location  of  its- 
branch.  It  did  not  show  or  make  any  effort  to* 
show  the  location  of  the  line  of  its  road.  When 
this  want  of  title  in  the  plaintiff  was  urged  upon 
the  attention  of  the  learned  judge  of  the  court 
below  he  seemed  to  recognize  its  importance  as 
a  general  proposition,  but  to  think  that  it  waa 
rendered  of  no  consequence  in  this  case  by  the 
state  of  the  pleadings.  He  said:  "  It  is  urged 
by  the  defendant  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  directors  of  the  plaintiff  ever  authorized  the 
location  of  this  road.  It  might  be  sufficient 
answer  to  this  allegation  to  say  that  there  waa 
no  such  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings."  But 
we  have  seen  that  it  was  distinctly  raised.  The 
learned  master  found  that  the  plaintiffs  road 
had  been  located  by  an  engineer.  He  did  not 
find  that  the  Company  had  ever  taken  any  ac- 
tion whatever  either  before  or  after  the  engineer 
ran  over  the  route.  He  could  not  from  the  ev- 
idence. An  engineer  may  make  explorations 
in  advance  of  a  location,  or  he  may  re-mark  the 
line  or  adjust  tbe  grades  after  the  adoption  of 
a  location,  but  an  engineer  alone  cannot  locate 
a  railroad  so  as  to  give  title  to  the  company  that 
employs  him.  He  is  not  the  company.  The 
right  of  eminent  domain  does  not  reside  in  him. 
Until  the  plaintiff  was  able  to  show  that  it 
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bad  acquired  title  to  the  Metzgar  lot  or  soma 
portion  of  it  by  the  location  of  its  road  upon  it, 
it  had  no  standing  ground  in  a  court  of  equity 
from  which  to  ask  an  injunction  in  this  case, 
and  it  should  not  have  been  granted.  It  sought 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  making  an  entry 
on  the  Metzgar  lot  because  that  lot  bad  been 
already  appropriated  by  itself  to  its  own  cor- 
porate uses.  The  fact  on  which  its  right  to  be 
heard  rested  was  clearly  and  flatly  denied  by 
the  defendant.  No  effort  was  made  to  show  it, 
and  without  it  the  plaintiff  was  without  a 
foundation  on  which  his  prayer  for  an  injunc- 
tion could  rest. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  reversed*  the 
Injunction  is  dissolved  and  the  bill  dismissed  at 
the  costs  of  the  plaintiff,  the  appellee. 


APPEAL  OF  THIRD  NATIONAL  BANK 
of  Philadelphia  etal. 

Be  Distribution  of  Assets  of  VAN  HAAGEN 
SOAP  MANUFACTURING  GO. 

(....Pa.....) 

▲  loan  of  money  to  m  corporation  will 
reader  It  liable  for  the  debt  although  the 
note  of  Individuals,  Instead  of  the  note  of  the 
corporation,  was  taken  therefor  because  It  was 
supposed  to  be  better  security.  The  test  is, 
whether  the  note  was  received  as  a  consideration 
for  the  money  or  only  as  a  security. 


(April  0,UGL) 

APPEAL  by  certain  creditors  of  the  Van 
Haagen  Soap  Manufacturing  Company 
from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
No.  1,  for  Philadelphia  County  sustaining  ex- 
ceptions taken  by  the  National  Security  Bank 
of  Philadelphia  and  William  H.  Lambert  to  the 
report  of  the  auditor  appointed  to  distribute 
the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  of  such 
Company  which  disallowed  a  claim  made  by 
the  exceptants  to  share  in  such  assets,  and 
recognizing  their  claims.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Theodore  P.  Jenkins,  E*. 
Cooper  Shapley  and  George  Northrop, 
for  appellants : 

The  National  Security  Bank  must  be  ex- 
cluded from  participating  in  the  fund. 

Ex  parte  Blackburn*,  10  Yes.  Jr.  204;  North 
Penna.  Goal  Go's  App.  45  Pa.  185;  Bond  v.  Ait- 
kin, 6  Watts  &  S.  105;  Qraeff  ▼.  Hitehman,  5. 
Watts,  454;  Story,  Partn.  §§  184, 186. 

The  auditor  found  "that  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor  was  not  created  and  at  no 
time  existed  between  Mr.  Lambert  and  the 
'86ap  Company." 

The  facts  found  by  an  auditor  are  conclusive 
unless- clear  mistake  be  shown. 

BedeWsApp.  87  Pa.  510. 

Messrs.  Henry  N.  Paul,  Jr.,  S.  S.  HoU 
lingsworth  and  Edwavrd  H.  Well,  for 
appellees: 

The  receipt  of  a  note  or  check,  either  of  the 
debtor  or  a  third  party,  for  a  debt,  does  not 


Norn.— Ifcs  one  receiving  credit,  the  one  responsible 
for  the  debt. 

The  doctrine  seems  to  be  universal  that  the  one 
to  whom  and  upon  whose  credit  money  is  loaned 
or  properly  advanced  is  liable  for  the  debt  regard- 
less of  the  fact  that  his  name  may  not  appear  on 
the  security  taken.  If  such  security  is  regarded  by 
the  parties  purely  as  collateral.  Thus,  if  a  sale  is 
made  to  and  upon  the  credit  of  a  partnership  con- 
cern, the  concern  will  be  liable  for  the  debt  al- 
though the  individual  paper  of  one  of  the  partners 
was  taken  as  collateral  security.  See  Emly  v.  Lye, 
15  Bast.  7;  8uTkin  v.  Walker,  2  Gam pb.  808;  Burns  v. 
Pariah,  8  B.  Mon.  8;  Cunningham  v.  Smithson,  12 
Leigh,  38;  Beebe  v.  Sogers,  8  G.  Greene,  819;  Spauld- 
ln*  v.  Ludlow  Woolen  Mills,  86  V 1. 150. 

Likewise  money  borrowed  by  one  partner  and 
secured  by  his  individual  note  is  not  a  partnership 
debt  although  afterwards  put  into  the  business  of 
the  firm.  Prltchett  v.  Pollock,  82  Ala.  168:  Graeff 
v.  Hitehman,  5  Watts,  464  (citing  Bevan  v.  Lewis,  1 
Sim.  876;  Stokes  v.  Whitaker,  1 8im.  876);  Maoklin  v. 
Outcher,  6  Bush,  403;  Willis  v.  Hill,  2  De v.  ft  B.  L. 
281. 

When  a  member  of  a  partnership  borrows  money 
on  his  own  account  the  partnership  is  not  liable  for 
it  although  the  lender  is  given  to  understand  that 
it  Is  to  be  used  in  the  partnership  business.  Ah 
Lap  v.  Gong  Choy,  18  Or.  206. 

The  prima  facie  liability  of  partners  for  a  debt 
contracted  by  one  partner  may  be  rebutted  by  evi- 
dence that  credit  was  given  to  the  Individual  part- 
ner alone.  Tyler  v.  Waddlngham,  8LB.A.  667, 
56  Conn.  875. 

So  in  the  case  of  credit  obtained  by  an  agent,  if  it 
was  given  to  blm  alone  the  principal  cannot  beheld 
liable,  but  if  given  to  the  principal,  he  must  pay 
the  debt,  although  the  agent's  paper  is  taken  as 
collateral.   See  Pens  v.  Stanton,  10  Wend.  271. 

So  the  Indorsee  of  a  dishonored  check,  who  has 
used  it,  is  liable  for  money  borrowed  to  pay  the 
12  L.  R.  A. 


oheok  if  the  loan  was  made  to  him  as  the  debtor* 
Bailey  v.  Hurlbut,  40  Fed.  Bep.  414. 

The  person  to  be  held  liable  seems  to  be  purely  a 
matter  of  agreement  (Partee  v.  Bedford,  61  Miss. 
84);  consequently  if  money  is  loaned  or  goods  de- 
livered to  one  with  the  understanding  that  the  note 
of  another  should  be  taken  as  payment  no  recov- 
ery can  be  had  by  the  creditor  against  the  one  re- 
ceiving the  money  or  goods.  Bonnell  v.  Chamber* 
lln,  26  Conn.  487. 

To  whom  the  credit  was  actually  given  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  depending  upon  the  intent,  un- 
derstanding; and  agreement  of  the  parties.  Smith 
v.  Collins,  115  Mass.  898  (citing  Taylor  v.  Wilson,  11 
Met.  44;  Allen  v.  Colt,  6  Hill,  818;  Thompson  v.  Per- 
cival,  6  Barn.  ft  Ad.  926);  Pents  v.  Stanton,  10  Wend. 
277  (citing  Bently  v.  Griffin,  5  Taunt  856;  Leggat  v. 
Seed,  1  Oar.  ft  P.  16). 

It  would  seem  that  to  be  bound  by  his  election 
the  creditor  must  act  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts,  as  is  evidenced  by  the  familiar  example  of 
the  creditor's  seeking  payment  from  the  principal, 
for  whose  benefit  the  contract  was  made,  but  who 
was  not  disclosed  at  the  time  by  the  agent. 

Effect  of  taking  security  as  influenced  by  kind  taken 
and  time  of  taking* 

The  form  of  the  security  taken  does  not  in  gen- 
eral preclude  the  creditor  from  showing  to  whom 
the  credit  was  actually  given.  Allen  v.  Colt,  6  Hill, 
818  (citing  Denton  v.  Bodle,  8  Campb.  498;  Ex  parte 
Bolitho,  Buck,  100;  Bank  of  South  Carolina  v.  Case,  8 
Barn,  ft  C.  427);  Duvall  v.  Wood,  3  Lans.  48L 

If  the  jury  or  the  court  should  find  as  a  fact  that 
the  money  was  borrowed  by  and  loaned  to  the  firm 
and  upon  its  credit,  then  the  taking  of  the  individ- 
ual note  of  one  member  of  the  firm  would  not  be  a 
payment  of  the  firm  debt,  unless  it  was  affirmative- 
ly shown  that  such  note  was  taken  in  payment  of 
the  same.  Hoeflinger  v.  Wells,  47  Wis.  681  (citing; 
Sheehy  v.  Mandeville,  10  U.  8. 6  Cranoh,  266, 8  L.  ed. 
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operate  as  payment  or  satisfaction  unless  ex- 
pressly so  agreed.  In  case  the  note  or  check 
is  disallowed  the  original  indebtedness  revives. 

Sheeny  v.  MandeviUe,  10  U.  8.  6  Cranch,  258, 
264,  8  L.  ed.  215,  218:  Hart  ▼.  Boiler,  15  Sere. 
&  R  162;  Davis  v.  Desauque,  5  Whart.  523; 
Weakly  v.  Bell,  0  Watts,  280;  Mason  ▼.  Wicker- 
s/iam,  4  Watts  &  S.  100;  Leas  v.  Jams*,  10 
Berg.  &  R.  807,  815;  Tarns  v.  Hitner\  9  Pa. 
441,  448;  Mclntyre  v.  Kennedy,  20  Pa.  448; 
Tyson  v.  PoUock,A  Penr.  &  W.  876;  Patton  v. 
-4*\  7  Berg.  &  R.  116;  Sfoiu  v.  Miller,  16  Pa. 
450. 

Even  a  higher  security  for  a  debt  given  by 
different  parties  or  for  a  different  sum,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  the  Intention  of  the  parties, 
is  presumed  to  have  been  accepted  as  collateral 
security,  and  not  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt 

Jones  v.  Johnson,  8  Watts  &  S.  276;  Eby  v. 
Ebju,  5  Pa.  440;  Eby  v.  Hoopes,  1  Pennyp.  175. 

Borne  cases  have  recognized  an  exception  to 
this  rule  when  the  note  of  a  third  party  is 
taken  for  a  contemporaneous  debt,  holding 
that  a  presumption  arises  that  the  note  was 
taken  in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  that  the 
debt  was  merged  into  the  note.  This,  bow- 
ever,  is  only  a  presumption.  It  may  be  rebut- 
ted by  showing  the  actual  intention  of  the 
parties  to  have  been  otherwise;  in  other  words, 
by  showing  that  it  was  intended  that  the  pri- 


mary debt  should  remain,  and  that  the  note 
was  only  given  aa  an  additional  security  for 
the  same. 

Bew  ▼.  Barber,  8  Cow.  279;  Torn  t.  Eaettew, 
27  Barb.  196;  Gordon  ▼.  Price,  10  fred.  L.  888; 
Youngs  v.  BtaheUn,  84  K.  Y.  258,  265;  Bond 
r.  Aitkin,  6  Watts  A  S.  165, 168;  Bayard  v. 
Shunk,  1  Watts  &  8.  92,  95. 

Many  cases,  however,  are  to  the  effect  tost 
no  such  distinction  aa  to  the  presumption  of 
payment  exists. 

Johnson  v.  Weed,  9  Johns.  810;  Bartseh  ▼. 
Atwater,  1  Conn.  409;  Porter  ▼.  Talcott,  1  Cow. 
859,  888;  Monroe  v.  Hoff,  5  Denio,  862;  Ran- 
dolph, Com.  Paper,  g  1548;  Parsons,  Bills  and 
Notes,  §  287. 

In  order  that  the  supposed  exception  may 
apply  the  note  must  be  that  of  a  third  party, 
and  the  acknowledged  and  known  agent  of 
the  principal  debtor  is  not  such  a  third  party. 

Everett  v.  Collins,  2  Gampb.  515;  Porter  t. 
Talcott,  I  Cow.  882.  Bee  Maffet  v.  Leuekel,  93 
Pa.  468. 

Clavrk,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

The  controversy  in  this  case  arises  upon  the 
distribution  of  the  assets  of  the  Van  Haagen 
Soap  Manufacturing  Company,  in  the  handa  of 
John  H.  Connellan,  assignee  for  creditors,  in 


216;  Folk  v.  Wilson,  21  Md.  548;  Glenn  v.  Smith,  2 
Gill*  J.  60S;  Maryland  ft  N.  Y.  Goal  &  Iron  Go.  v. 
Wingert,8Gill,  176;  Whitney  v.  Goin,  20  N.  H.  854; 
Wright  v.  Crookery  Ware  Co.  1 N.  H.  881;  Johnson 
v.  Weed,  9  Johns.  810;  Sohemerhorn  v.  Loines,  7 
Johns.  811;  Monroe  v.  Hoff,  5  Denio,  800;  Porter  v- 
Taloott,  1  Cow.  888;  Vail  v.  Foster,  4  N.  T.  818;  Mill- 
ion v.  Whitlook,  1  Cow.  890;  Breed  v.  Cook,  15 
Johns.  Ml;  Wtllaon  v.  Foree,  6  Johns.  110;  Bead  v. 
Hutchinson,  8  Gampb.  851;  Owenson  v.  Morse,  7  T. 
B.  64;  8offe  v.  Gallagher,  8B.D.  Smith,  507;  Blunt 
v.  Walker,  11  Wis.  884;  Ames  v.  Ames,  5  Wis.  169; 
Williams  v.  Starr,  6  Wis.  584;  Davenport  v.  Sehram, 
9  Wis.  119:  Bsstman  v.  Porter,  14  Wis.  89;  Ford  v* 
Mitchell,  15  Wis.  804;  Webster  v.  Stadden,  14  Wis. 
277;  Lindsey  v.  McClelland,  18  Wis.  481;  Williams  v. 
Ketohum.  81  Wis.  432;  Paine  v.  Voorhees,  86  Wis* 
588;  Aultman  v.  Jett,  48  Wis.  488). 

There  is  some  tendency  In  the  authorities,  how- 
ever, to  make  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  the  case 
of  the  taking-  of  a  bond  from  one  partner.  In  such 
cases  It  has  been  held  that  the  one  giving  the 
bond  was  alone  liable  for  the  debt  whloh  it  was 
given  to  secure,  and  some  have  even  held  that  it 
could  not  be  afterwards  shown  that  the  credit  was 
given  to  the  firm.  Thus  it  was  held  in  Tom  v. 
Goodrich,  8  Johns.  221,  that  the  surety  upon  a  bond 
given  by  one  partner  to  the  United  States,f  or  duties 
on  goods  imported  by  the  firm,  could  not  look  to 
the  firm  for  reimbursement  in  case  he  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  debt;  that  he  could  look  only  to 
his  principal.  And  in  United  States  v.  Astley,  8 
Wash.  G.  G.  518,  a  recovery  by  the  obligee  agatnst 
the  firm  was  refused  where  one  partner  had  given 
his  bond  for  the  duties.  The  reasoning  of  that  case 
is,  however,  quite  teoanical.  It  attempts  to  dis- 
tinguish United  States  v.  Lyman,  1  Mason,  488,  in 
which  Tom  v.  Goodrich  is  doubted,  upon  the 
ground  that  in  United  States  v.  Lyman  the  bond 
was  that  of  a  third  person  and  unquestionably  no 
more  than  collateral  security,  thereby  implying 
that  the  bond  of  a  partner  could  not  be  taken  as 
collateral  for  the  debt  of  the  firm.  Tom  v.  Good- 
rich was  followed  in  Krafts  v.  Creighton,  8  Rich. 
L.878. 
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And  in  Moore  v.  Stevens,  60  Miss.  809,  one  partner 
became  a  surety  on  a  forthcoming  bond  for  the 
benefit  of  the  firm,  and  it  was  held  that  the  firm 
was  not  liable  to  meet  the  obligation  thereby  in- 
curred, placing  its  ruling  upon  the  ground  that  the 
giving  of  such  bond  was  not  within  the  objects  of 
the  partnership;  but  there  is  an  implication  that 
had  the  transaction  been  within  such  objects  a  lia- 
bility might  have  been  Incurred. 

On  the  contrary,  In  Weaver  v.  Tapsoott,  9  Leigh. 
484,  where  one  partner  gave  a  bond  for  the  hire  ot 
a  slave  used  by  the  partnership  and  the  surety 
thereon  was  compelled  to  pay  it,  he  was  held  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  amount  from  the  firm. 

The  Pennsylvania  doctrine  seems  to  be  that  If  the 
bond  of  one  partner  is  given  at  the  time  of  the 
loan  as  a  consideration  therefor  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  the  individual  debt  of  the  obligor  un- 
less there  is  positive  evidence  showing  an  agree- 
ment to  the  contrary.  Bond  v.  Aitkin,  6  Watts  Si 
&  166:  North  Penna.  Goal  Go's  App.  45  Pa.  ML 

There  is  now  no  dissent  from  the  position  that  as 
to  pre-existing  debts  there  Is  no  presumption  that 
the  giving  to  the  creditor  of  the  note  of  a  third  per- 
son was  intended  as  payment.  See  Randolph,  Com. 
Paper,  1 1585;  Stevens  v.  Anderson,  801nd.S91;  Kep- 
hart  v.  Butcher,  17  Iowa,  240;  Am.  notes  to  Cumber 
v.  Wane,  1  Smith,  Lead..  Gas.  148. 

The  exception  as  to  contemporaneous  debts  men- 
tioned In  the  appellee's  brief  in  the  principal  case 
appears  to  exist.  See  Stephens  v.  Thompson,  28 
Vt.77. 

But,  as  stated  In  the  brief,  if  there  Is  such  excep- 
tion It  can  amount  to  no  more  than  a  presumptioo 
that  the  obligor  on  the  paper  is  the  true  debtor; 
and  the  distinction  was  practically  ignored  in  Por- 
ter v.  Talcott,  1  Cow.  888,  Sutherland,  X,  saying 
that  the  taking  of  the  note  of  a  third  person  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract  is  not  payment  unless 
there  is  an  agreement  that  it  shall  be,  and  citing 
Clerk  v.  MundalL,  12  Mod.  208;  Ward  v.  Evans,  2  Ld. 
Baym.  980;  Owenson  v.  Morse,  7  T.  B.  64;  Johnson 
v.  Weed,  9  Johns.  810;  Whltbeok  v.  Tan  Ness.  U 
Johns.  409. 
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Appeal  of  Third  National  Bank. 


the  Common  Fleas,  No.  l,of  Philadelphia.  At 
the  bearing  before  the  auditor,  the  National 
Security  Bank  of  Philadelphia  presented  a 
•claim  for  $5,000,  the  amount  of  a  loan  alleged 
to  have  been  made  to  the  Company  in  June, 
1885,  for  which  the  Bank,  at  the  time  of  the 
loan,  took  the  note  of  Anthony  Van  Haagen, 
payable  to  the  order  of  John  Hunter,  ana  by 
him  indorsed.  William  H.  Lambert  also  pre- 
sented a  claim  of  $5,000,  a  loan  alleged  to  have 
been  made  on  the  15th  of  May,  1885,  for  which 
he  took  the  note  of  John  Hunter.  Both  of 
these  notes  were  from  time  to  time  renewed  until 
February,  1887,  the  interest  thereon  being  paid 
by  John  Hunter.  Both  claims  were  objected 
to,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  loans,  not  to 
the  Van  Haagen  Soap  Company,  but  to  An- 
thony Van  Haagen  and  John  Hunter  respect- 
ively, and  that  there  was  no  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  Soap  Company  to  pay  them. 

The  appellees'  contention,  however,  is  that 
the  respective  loans  were  in  fact  negotiated  for 
and  in  behalf  of  the. Company,  and  although 
the  notes  of  Van  Hat  gen  and  Hunter  were,  for 
supposed  prudential  reasons,  taken  as  a  secu- 
rity for  payment  thereof,  the  Company  actually 
incurred  the  debt  and  is  liable  therefor,  and 
that  the  claims  should  therefore  be  allowed  in 
this  distribution. 

The  auditor  apparently  determined  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Company's  liability  upon  the  fact 
that  upon  neither  of  the  notes  did  the  name  of 
the  Van  Haagen  Soap  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany appear,  either  as  maker,  indorsee  or  other- 
wise; he  was  of  opinion,  therefore,  "  that  the 
relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  was  not  created, 
and  at  no  time  existed  between  these  claimants 
and  the  Soap  Company."  Referring  to  the 
Lambert  claim  be  says,  in  substance,  there  was 
aome  testimony  that  th*  money  was  wanted  for 
the.  Soap  Company,  but  as  the  Company  was 
known  to  be  in  a  not  very  promising  state,  he 
could  readily  understand  wh  v,  although  having 
a  friendly  feeling  for  the  Company  Lambert 
would  see  to  it  that  the  person  to  whom  he 
advanced  the  money  would  be  able  to  repay  it 
when  it  became  due.  This  he  thinks  Lambert 
did.  "  At  the  date  of  these  transactions,"  he 
amys,  "  Mr.  John  Hunter's  name  and  credit  in 
the  commercial  world  were  without  blemish. 
He  occupied  the  position  of  receiver  of  taxes 
•of  Philadelphia,  was  in  receipt  of  a  large 
annual  salary,  and  was  otherwise  supposed  to 
be  a  man  of  great  influence  and  large  wealth. 
It  is  very  certain  that  at  the  time  indicated  he 
had  not  the  slightest  premonition  of  the  finan- 
cial and  family  calamity  by  which  he  was 
subsequently  overwhelmed.  It  is  quite  natu- 
ral, therefore,  that  individuals  and  banks  could 
be  found  who  would  be  willing  to  lend  their 
money  upon  the  faith  and  credit  of  John  Hun- 
ter's paper,  whilst  they  would  be  unwilling  to 
advance  it  to  a  corporation  which  was  admit- 
tedly hanging  on  the  ragged  edge  of  a  stoppage 
of  its  operations."  "  A  man  who  lends  his 
money  to  another  may  or  may  not  approve  of 
the  use  to  which  his  debtor  intends  to  devote 
the  money,  but  he  has  the  right  to  say,  before 
he  parts  with  the  cash,  and  he  generally  does 
•ay,  upon  what  terms  and  on  what  security  he 
will  make  the  loan.  When  he  stipulates  and 
exacts  terms  and  security,  clearly  and  distinctly 
expressed  in  writing,  it  would  be  taking  great 
12  L.  R  A. 


liberty  with  him  and  his  contract  to  say  that 
he  did  not  mean  what  he  had  caused  to  be 
written,  but  he  meant  something  else  of  an 
entirely  different  character."  This  is  substan- 
tially the  view  taken  by  the  auditor;  he  fails  to 
find,  in  any  explicit  form,  what  is  the  control- 
ling fact  in  the  cause, — whether  the  loan  of  the 
money  in  each  case  was  in  fact  to  the  Com- 
pany or  to  the  parties  on  the  note;  that  is  to 
say,  whether  the  notes  were  received  as  a  con- 
sideration for  the  money,  or  as  a  security 
merely. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  if  in  June,  1885, 
Hunter  had  taken  the  note  of  Van  Haagen  to 
the  Bank  and  there  had  it  discounted,  the  pro- 
ceeds passing  to  his  individual  credit,  without 
more,  the  Bank  would  have  been  obliged  to 
rely  upon  the  parties  to  the  note  for  payment; 
or,  as  stated  in  Ex  parte  Blackburn*,  10  Ves. 
Jr.  204,  cited  by  the  appellants:  "  If  there  is 
no  antecedent  debt,  and  A  carries  a  bill  to  B 
to  be  discounted,  and  B  does  not  take  A's  name 
upon  the  bill,  if  it  is  dishonored  there  is  no 
demand,  for  there  was  no  relation  between  the 
parties  except  that  transaction,  and  the  cir- 
cumstance of  not  taking  the  name  upon  the 
bill  is  evidence  of  a  purchase  of  the  bill."  It 
is  true,  and  the  appellants  contend,  that  an 
analogous  principle  .should  prevail  here,  that  if 
a  partner  borrows  a  sum  of  money  and  gives 
his  own  security  for  it,  it  does  not  become  a 
partnership  debt  merely  because  it  is  applied 
to  partnership  purposes.  Oraeff  v.  Hitchman, 
5  Watts,  454. 

"  It  is  entirely  .competent  for  one  partner  to 
borrow  money  or  to  buy  goods,  or  to  enter  into 
contracts  on  his  sole  and  exclusive  credit  with 
third  persons;  and  on  the  other  hand  it  is 
equally  competent  for  them  to  rely  on  that 
exclusive  credit,  and  either  to  refuse  to  con- 
tract with  the  firm,  or  to  exonerate  the  firm 
from  all  liability  upon  any  contract  which 
would  otherwise  bind  the  firm,  as  being  for 
their  account  or  benefit."  Story,  Partn.  184- 
136. 

It  may  be,  also,  as  was  held  in  Bond  v.  Ait- 
kin, 6  Watts  &  8.  165,  and  North  JPenna.  Choi 
Co'*  App.,  45  Pa.  181,  that  when  there  is  no 
antecedent  debt,  and  the  partner  executes  his 
bond,  which  is  a  security  of  a  higher  nature, 
as  a  consideration  for  money  loaned,  it  would 
require  stronger  proof  to  establish  an  express 
agreement  by  parol  that  the  partnership  was 
nevertheless  to  be  held  for  the  debt. 

Similar  principles  perhaps  apply  in  certain 
cases  to  companies  or  corporations.  "  It  may 
therefore  be  taken  to  be  established,"  says 
Lindley  on  Partnership,  864,  "that  a  partner- 
ship or  company  not  liable  on  a  contract  when 
entered  into  does  not  become  liable  upon  it  by 
reason  of  having  benefited  by  it;  and  further, 
that  a  companyor  partnership  which  has  bene- 
fited by  a  contract,  not  binding  on  it,  is  not  to 
be  deemed  to  have  thereby  ratified  that  con- 
tract, nor  to  have  incurred  an  obligation  quart 
ex  contractu,  similar  to  that  which  would  have 
been  incurred  if  the  contract  had  been  binding 
on  the  firm  or  company  in  the  first  instance." 

As  the  giving  of  the  note  was  in  this  case  con- 
temporaneous with  the  creation  of  the  debt,  the 
presumption,  we  think,  was,  that  the  note  was 
discounted,  or  that  it  was  given  as  a  consider- 
ation, and  not  as  a  security  for  the  money. 
15 
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But  this  is  only  a  presumption  of  fact,  and  may 
be  rebutted  by  showing  the  actual  intent  of 
the  parties  to  have  been  otherwise.  It  is  not 
disputed  that  Van  Haagen  and  Hunter  had  the 
power  to  bind  the  Company  for  borrowed 
money;  it  was  competent,  therefore,  for  the 
National  Security  Bank  to  show  that  the  money 
was,  in  fact,  loaned  to  the  Company  for  the 
Company's  use;  that  the  transaction  was  not 
the  discount  of  a  note,  but  a  loan  of  money  to 
the  Company,  the  note  being  in  the  nature  of  a 
collateral  security  for  the  repayment  thereof . 
Maffet  v.  Leuekd,  98  Pa.  408. 

In  the  case  cited,  the  facts  found  by  the  ref- 
eree were  as  follows:  Maffet  &  Rhoads,  the 
defendants,  during  the  year  1866  were  part- 
ners, engaged  in  building  a  section  of  the  Le- 
high &  Susquehanna  Railroad.  Rhoads  ap- 
plied to  the  plaintiff,  Leuckel,  for  $200,  repre- 
senting that  he  wished  the  same  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  the  men  in  the  defendants' 
employ,  and  thereupon  the  said  amount  was 
advanced  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  sum  was 
used  by  Rhoads  for  the  purpose  mentioned,  he 
giving  the  plaintiff  his  own  individual  note  for 
the  amount  Suit  was  brought,  not  upon  the 
note,  but  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  ad- 
vanced, and  Judgment  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiff.  When  the  cause  came  here  this 
court,  in  a  per  curiam,  said:  "There  was  noth- 
ing in  the  form  of  the  note  produced  in  evi- 
-  dence  to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  showing 
that  it  was  given  for  a  partnership  debt;  that 
it  was  not  accepted  in  satisfaction,  but  merely 
as  a  collateral  security.  It  matters  not  that  the 
making  of  the  note  was  contemporaneous  with 
the  partnership  debt.  On  the  facts  found  by 
the  referee  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment was  right" 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  money  in 
both  cases  at  bar  was  borrowed  for  the  use  of 
the  Company.  Both  loans  were  solicited  in  the 
first  instance  by  Van  Haagen,  to  provide  means 
for  the  purchase  of  stock  and  materials  for  the 
Company.  It  is  of  no  consequence  that  the 
money  wss  put  to  the  credit  of  John  Hunter, 
for  John  Hunter  was  the  Company's  banker. 
He  owned  practically  all  of  the  stock,  and  the 
Company's  funds  were,  up  to  that  time  at  least, 
supplied  from,  and  deposited  in,  his  private 
account  The  testimony  of  Van  Haagen,  Lam- 
bert and  Connellan  in  the  one  case,  and  of  Van 
Haagen,  McGuire,  Connellan  and  Cox,  the 
cashier,  in  the  other,  is  clear  and  convincing 
on  this  point  The  only  contradiction  is  by 
John  Hunter,  whose  answers  to  questions  put 
to  him  are  so  manifestly  equivocating  and 
evasive  as  to  render  his  testimony  very  unsat- 
isfactory. But  from  the  tenor  of  the  testi- 
mony, as  a  whole,  there  can  be  no  conclusion 
of  fact  more  clear  than  that  both  of  these  loans 
were  effected  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  Van 
Haagen  Soap  Manufacturing  Co.  It  is  equally 
clear,  not  only  from  what  occurred  at  the  time, 
but  before,  and  after,  that  this  was  the  under- 
standing of  all  the  parties  concerned,  not  only  of 
Van  Haagen,  Hunter  and  the  Soap  Manufact- 
uring Company,  on  the  one  side,  but  of  the 
Bank  and  Lambert  on  the  other;  and  also, 
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that  the  money  ultimately  went  into  the  Com- 
pany and  was  used  in  the  business.  It  is  un- 
necessary for  us  to  refer  in  detail  to  the  evi- 
dence. In  eo  doing  we  would  be  obliged  to 
extend  the  bounds  of  this  opinion  to  an  undue 
extent.  What  we  have  said  Ja  the  result  of  a 
careful  study  of  the  testimony,  and  it  is  only 
required  that  we  should  state  our  conclusions. 

In  rebuttal  of  the  presumption  which  is  sup- 
posed to  arise,  in  such  a  case,  we  have  to  be- 
gin with  the  fact  that  the  loans  were  for  the 
Company's  use,  that  all  the  parties  concerned 
so  understood  it  and  that  the  money  was  in  fact 
so  applied.  As  to  the  contemplated  liability  of 
the  Company  to  repay  the  debt,  we  may,  in 
addition  to  what  has  already  been  said,  refer 
briefly  to  the  testimony.  The  bank  officers  re- 
garded Van  Haagen  and  Hunter  as  the  Com- 
pany. Mr.  Gilbach,  at  the  time  of  the  loan, 
when  Cox,  the  cashier,  expressed  surprise  that 
the  Company's  name  was  not  on  the  paper,  re- 
plied that  the  parties  to  the  note  were  the 
whole  Company.  When  McGuire  came  to  re- 
new the  note,  the  last  time,  he  asked  Cox  if  the 
Bank  would  be  willing  to  renew  it  Mr.  Cox 
inquired  how  the  Soap  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany was  getting  along.  McGuire  replied  that 
they  were  setting  along  very  well,  and  that  the 
''Company''  would  not  want  the  note  renewed 
again;  that  this  was  the  last  Mr.  Connellan,  the 
assignee,  testified  that  shortly  after  his  appoint- 
ment as  assignee,  in  June,  1889,  he  had  a  con- 
versation with  Mr.  Hunter  in  the  president's 
room  of  the  Keystone  National  Bank,  and  that 
Hunter  said  he  was  very  sorry  for  the  Nation- 
al Security  Bank;  that  they  had  been  very 
kind  to  him,  and  the  note,  which  they  dis- 
counted at  the  request  of  Mr.  Van  Haagen, 
was  really  for  the  benefit  of  the  Van  Haagen 
Soap  Manufacturing  Co.,  and  should  be  a 
claim  on  the  fund  In  his  hands,  as  assignee. 
"He  also  told  me,"  says  Mr.  Connellan,  "there 
was  another  note,  which  had  been  given  to 
Mr.  Van  Haagen's  son-in-law,  Mr.  William  H. 
Lambert,  and  that  that  should  also  be  a  claim 
on  this  fund.  I  told  him  that  I  had  been  over 
the  books  of  the  Company,  and  that,  on  the 
face  of  the  matter  at  least,  the  Company  was 
not  liable  for  this  loan.  He  said  that  Mr. 
Lambert,  at  the  time  he  took  this  note,  thought 
that  he,  Mr.  Hunter,  was  stronger  than  the 
Company,  and  that  that  was  why  the  note  waa 
signed  that  way,  instead  of  the  Company's 
note  being  given.1* 

That  the  notes  were  taken  for  greater  secur- 
ity than  if  signed  by  the  Company  cannot  be 
Jiuestioned,  but  if  the  contract  was  with  and 
or  the  Company,  the  notes  would  stand  as  a 
collateral  security  for  the  Company's  delit 
The  learned  Judge  of  the  court  below  was  of 
opinion  that  the  testimony  was  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  presumption  that  the  notes  were 
taken  as  a  consideration  for,  or  in  payment  of, 
the  debt,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  he  was 
right 

The  decree  of  the  Common  Pleae  is  affirmed^ 
and  the  appeal  dismissed  at  the  cost  of  the  ap- 
pellants. 
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Be  ESTATE  OF  James  M.  VANCE,  D+ 


APPEAL  OP  CONTRIBUTORS  TO 
PENNSYLVANIA  HOSPITAL. 


APPEAL  OF  James  Vance  QUINTON. 


APPEAL  OF  PRESBYTERIAN  HOS- 
PITAL in  Philadelphia. 

1.  The  election  of  a  widow  to  take 
against  her  deceased  fanebaad'e  wiU 

la  equlralent  to  her  death  as  reapeota  the  pay- 
ment of  legacies  and  the  distribution  of  that  part 
of  the  estate  which  is  to  be  distributed  under  the 
will  upon  the  happening  of  that  event. 

%.  The  rosldnai  jr  estate  most  bear  the 

whole  loss  caused  to  the  beneficiaries  by  the 
widow's  election  to  take  against  the  will,  and 
cannot  share  it  with  specific  legacies  if  there  re- 
mains enough  to  pay  the  latter,  unless  there  Is  a 
pain  intention  In  the  will  that  the  residuary  leg* 
\  a  a  preferred  object  of  testator's  bounty. 

(SUrrctt*  J„  dissents.) 


(AprfltjlaUl 

APPEALS  from  a  decree  of  the  Orphans' 
Court  for  Philadelphia  County  dismissing 
exceptions  filed  to  the  distribution  ordered  by 
the  adjudication  in  the  matter  of  the  account  of 
the  executors  of  James  M.  Vance,  deceased. 

XtvO09*Sft(* 

James  M.  Vance  died  July  23, 1887,  distribut- 
ing his  estate  of  upwards  of  $400,000,  by  will,  as 
follows:  The  real  estate  and  the  income  of  his 
personal  estate,  after  paying  certain  annuities! 
to  his  wife  for  life.  At  her  death  he  gave  certain 
specific  legacies  to  nephews  and  charities,  and 
directed  that  the  residue  be  distributed  among 
his  brothers  and  sisters  and  their  heirs. 

The  widow  elected  to  take  against  the  will 
and  was  awarded  one  half  of  the  personal  es- 
tate absolutely. 

The  auditing  judge  decreed  that  the  pecuni- 
ary legacies  should  abate  one  half  in  common 
with  the  residuary  estate  and  should  be  paid 
immediately,  and  directed  distribution  on  that 


These  appeals  call  in  question  the  legality  of 
such  distribution. 

Messrs.  E.  F.  Hoffinaa  and  Biddle  as 
Ward  for  appellants. 

Mr.  John  G.  Johnson  for  appellees. 


Nora-TTOta;  rule  of  election  between  inconsistent 
fights. 

A  person  cannot  accept  and  reject  the  same  in- 
strument: and  this  a  the  foundation  of  the  Law  of 
Section.  Morrison  v.  Bowman,  29  Gal.  SIS;  Apper- 
son  ▼.  Bolton, »  Ark.  418;  Ailing  v.  Chatfleld,  42 
Oonn.  276;  George  v.  Bussing,  16  B.  Mon.  668;  Young 
t.  Pickens,  19  Ind.  £8;  Metteer  v.  Wiley,  84  Iowa, 
214  Smith  v.  Guild.  84  Me.  447;  Weeks  v.  Patten.  18 
Me.  42;  Parker  ▼.  8owerby,  4  DeG.  M.  ft  G.  821;  Pad- 
bury  v.  Clark.  8  Macn.  ft  G.  298;  Dummer  v.  Pltoh- 
er.  8  MyL  ft  K.  86%  Ustioke  ▼.  Peters,  4  Kay  ft  J.  487; 
lPom.Bq.  Jur.686. 

The  doctrine  of  election  a  the  same  when  applied 
to  a  widow  claiming  a  devise  under  the  will  of  her 
husband,  as  it  a  when  applied  to  any  other  devisee 
In  the  will.    Leonard  ▼.  Steele,  4  Barb.  28. 

The  election  which  a  widow  to  required  to  make 
a  between  rights,  and  not  between  benefits;  and  the 
choice  does  not  depend  on  the  mention  or  omission 
of  her  in  the  will,  or  on  the  quantum  of  benefits  she 
receives  or  renounces  under  it.  Cunningham's  Es- 
tate. 187  Pa.  fttL 

The  rigat  of  a  widow  to  elect  between  her  statu- 
tory dower  or  under  her  husband's  will  to  a  strictly 
personal  right, whioh  can  be  exercised  by  her  alone, 
and  expires  with  her  death,  although  it  occurs 
before  the  .expiration  of  the  time  for  election. 
Tosher  v.  Gullllama,  180  Ind.  178,  citing  1  Woerner, 
Administration,  270. 

A  widow  surrendering  righto  under  Intestate  Law, 
and  accepting  under  will,  to  treated  as  a  purchaser. 
Finney's  App.  8  Cent  Rep.  604, 118  Pa.  11;  Seed  v. 
Beed,9Watta,268. 

Election  to  take  under  witL 

The  widow  a  deemed  to  have  elected  to  take  un- 
der the  will,  unless  within  one  year  after  her  hus- 
band's death  she  begins  proceedings  to  recover  her 
dower,  or  enters  on  the  lands  assigned  for  dow- 
er. Lewis  v.  8mith,  9  N.  Y.  604.  611;  Jackson  v. 
Churchill,  7  Cow.  287;  Bull  v.  Church,  6  Hill,  206; 
Church  v.  Bull,  8  Denio,  480;  Leonard  v.  Steele,  4 
Barb.  20;  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  608. 

By  electing  to  take  under  the  will  a  widow  ac- 
cepts the  benefit  conferred  by  it,  and  at  the  same 
time  signifies  her  intention  to  assume  the  trust  im- 
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posed,  under  which  she  to  legally  responsible  onl* 
for  the  original  amount,— the  principal.  Cassldy 
v.  Hyuton.  6  West.  Bep.  806, 44  Ohio  St.  680. 

Where  a  widow  in  Indiana  elected  to  take  under 
her  husband's  will,  and  gave  a  note  for  a  debt 
against  the  estate,  which  was  a  charge  on  the  prop- 
erty, her  Uability  on  the  note  to  not  affected  by  sub- 
sequent proceedings  whereby  the  court  releases  her 
from  her  election  to  take  under  the  wilL  Kayser 
v.  Hodopp,  116  Ind.  488. 

The  fact  that  the  widow  did  not  renounce  the 
provisions  in  a  will  only  bars  her  as  to  those  inter- 
ests as  to  which  such  provalons  take  effect.  Ward 
v.  Ward,  9  West.  Hep.  178, 120 I1L  11L 

A  widow  who  has  aoquiesoed  in  a  sale  of  lands 
under  the  will  of  her  deceased  husband,  and  made 
claim  to  the  proceeds,  thereby  relinquishes  her 
dower,  but  the  fund  to  to  be  treated  as  still  realty 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  quantum  of  her 
Interest  therein,  which  to  for  life  only.  Cunning- 
ham's Estate,  187  Pa.  62L 

She  may  release  all  her  claims,  both  at  law  and 
under  the  will,  for  a  specific  sum,  payable  out  of 
the  general  residue.  Stewart's  App.  1  GenkBep. 
680, 110  Pa.  410,  citing  Sendee's  App.  66  Pa.  814;  Gal- 
lagher's App.  87  Pa.  200. 

An  election  to  take  under  the  aw,  instead  of  un- 
der the  will  of  her  husband,  to  not  a  contest  of  his 
will,  within  the  meaning  of  Civil  Code,  making  the 
probate  of  the  will  conclusive  unless  contested 
within  one  year.    Re  Gwin's  ustate,  77  CaL  818. 

She  to  not  estopped  to  make  her  election  to  take 
under  the  law  by  causing  the  will  to  be  probated  and 
becoming  the  administratrix  thereof.  Ibid. ;  Frey 's 
Estate,  62  Oal.  668.  See  note  to  McQuerry  v.  Gilli- 
land  (Ky.)  7  L.  R.  A.  464. 

Election,  how  made. 

In  making  her  election  the  widow  must  either  ac- 
quiesce in  her  husband's  will,  or  disregard  it  and 
assert  her  legal  rights,  there  being  no  middle  course. 
Cunningham's  Bstate,  187  Pa.  621. 

Whether  her  filing  of  a  formal  paper  was  volun- 
tary or  under  the  stress  of  an  order  from  the  oourt 
to  Immaterial,  such  writing,  although  proper  for 
convenience  and  certainty  of  evidence,  being  oth- 
erwise unimportant.  Ibid.,  citing  Light  v.  Light,  81 
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PSNHtTLTAHU.  SUPREME  OOUBT. 


Mitchell,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

These  appeals  are  ruled  by  Fergveon'i  Estate 
(Pa.),  37  W.  N.  C.  68,  decided  since  the  adjudi- 
cation in  the  court  below.  That  case  was  the 
necessary  sequence  of  Goover'sApp.,  74  Pa.  148; 
QaUagher**  Ettate,  76  Pa.  296,  and  Eeinman'i 
%  App.,  92  Pa.  95;  and  these  appeals  might  be 
rested  on  its  authority.  But  out  of  deference 
to  the  opinion  of  the  learned  court  below  and 
the  argument  of  counsel,  we  have  reviewed  the 
ground  there  taken  as  if  the  question  were  still 
open. 

The  widow's  statutory  rights  In  her  hus- 
band's estate  are  paramount  to  his  will,  and  he 
is  presumed  to  know  that  fact  It  is  there- 
fore not  accurate  to  say  that  his  whole  scheme 
of  disposition  of  his  property  is  destroyed  by 
the  widow's  election.  It  is  disarranged  pro 
Umto,  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  reference  to 
such  contingency  or  provision  for  it  in  the  will, 
there  is  ordinarily  nothing  on  which  to  found 
•  presumption  that  he  would  have  made  any 
specific  difference  in  distribution  had  he  known 
she  would  exercise  her  right— certainly  not 
that  he  would  have  decreased  any  of  the  defi- 


nite pecuniary  legacies  to  swell  the  amount 
going  at  the  end  of  the  list  to  the  residuariea. 
fto  court  is  authorized  to  make  a  new  distri- 
bution for  the  sake  of  equality.  The  testator's 
scheme  must  be  carried  out  as  he  made  it, 
except  so  far  as  that  has  been  rendered  impos- 
sible by  the  widow's  action,  and  in  so  far  a 
court  of  equity  interferes  to  preserve  an  intent 
which  would  otherwise  be  sacrificed.  Such 
interference  is  the  pure  creation  of  equity,  and 
had  its  origin  in  the  doctrine  of  equitable  elec- 
tion, which  compelled  one  taking  a  benefit 
under  a  will  to  acquiesce  in  other  provisions  of 
the  same  instrument  which  for  any  reasons 
were  not  binding  upon  him.  Equity  com- 
pelled him  to  elect,  and  if  he  chose  to  assert 
his  prior  rights  against  the  will,  the  chancellor 
treated  the  provision  of  the  will  in  his  favor  as 
forfeited,  and  then  used  the  benefit  created  by 
such  provision  as  a  fund  to  be  administered  so 
as  to  carry  out  as  nearly  as  might  be  the  pur- 
poses of  the  testator,  which  would  otherwise 
iaiL  In  England  the  point  arose  most  fre- 
quently in  cases  where  the  testator,  having 
only  a  life  estate  or  a  qualified  interest  or  power 
over  the  subject,  undertook  to  dispose  of  a 


Pa.  407;  Bradf  ords  v.  Kents,  18  Pa.  474;  Kennedy  v. 
Johnston,  66  Pa.  4SL 

Her  right  of  election  to  take  is  a  statutory  pri v- 
Oege  which  most  be  exercised  in  substantial  oom- 
phanoe  with  the  statute.  Fosher  v.  Gulliams,  120 
Ind.  ITS;  Swing;  v.  Swing;,  44  Mo.  28;  Dougherty  v. 
Barnes,  64  Ho.  US. 

She  may  make  her  election  to  claim  dower,  some 
yean  after  her  husband's  death,  even  where  she 
has  received  that  which  was  intended  to  be  m  Ueo 
of  dower,  if  she  acted  In  any  degree  in  Ignorance  of 
her  rights.  But  where  she  has  acted  with  a  full 
knowledge  of  her  rights,  in  the  acceptance  of  the 
testamentary  pro viskm  instead  of  her  dower,  she 
will  be  bound  by  her  acceptance.  United  States  v. 
Duncan,  4  McLean,  100;  Jfc  Nagel*  Estate,  86  N.  T. 
&R.245. 

The  object  of  the  Statute  undoubtedly  was  to 
compel  the  widow  to  make  her  election  to  take  her 
dower,  instead  of  the  Jointure  or  other  provisions 
made  in  lieu  thereof,  within  a  limited  period  after 
the  death  of  her  husband.  Akin  v.  Kellogg,  89  Hun, 
860. 

A  widow  cannot  take  a  portion  of  her  deceased 
husband's  real  estate  under  the  will,  and  also  her 
distributive  share  under  the  statute,  when  to  do  so 
would  be  to  take  all  the  real  estate,  and  defeat  a 
devise  to  a  daughter  of  a  portion  thereof.  Sever- 
son  v.  Seversoo,  68  Iowa,  666. 

By  electing  to  take  under  the  will  giving  her  a 
life  estate,  she  devestB  herself  of  her  statutory  right 
to  take  one  third  of  his  lands,  but  not  of  her  right 
of  inheritance  as  his  heir  in  respect  to  a  portion  of 
the  land  as  to  whioh  he  died  intestate  because  a 
devise  thereof  had  lapsed.  Collins  y.  OoDJns  (Ind.) 
Nov.  11,  I860. 

Election,  how  manifested. 

Where  a  party  is  bound  to  elect  between  two  in- 
consistent rights,  and  the  contention  is  that  an 
election  has  been  made  by  conduct,  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  party  acted  with  a  knowledge  of 
his  rights  and  the  real  value  and  condition  of  the 
property;  that,  knowing  that  he  could  not  hold  the 
property  which  be  was  entitled  to,  and  that  given 
to  him  by  the  will,  he  acted  with  the  intention  to 
relinquish  the  former  and  accept  the  latter.  1  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  660;  Wilson  v.  Thornbury,  L.  R.  10  Gh.  280; 
Dillon  v.  Parker,  1  Swanst.  860, 879, 880;  Padbury  v. 
Clark,  8  Macn.  &  G.  288;  Spread  v.  Morgan,  11 H.  L. 
19  L.  R.  A. 


Gas.  688;  1  Jarman,  Win*,  471;  8  Jarman,  Wills, 
Band,  &  T.  ed.  40;  Maoknet  v.  Maoknet,  28  N.  J.  Bq. 
64;  Dabney  v.  Bailey,  48  Ga.  681:  Bichart  v.  Bichart, 
80  Iowa,  466. 

Where  the  wife  and  obildren  accept  the  provis- 
ions of  the  will  and  carry  them  oat  by  partition. 
It  will  be  held,  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  that  she 
elected  to  take  under  the  will,  and  the  remainder 
given  after  her  life  estate  win  be  valid.  Bogers  t. 
Trevathan,  67  Tex.  406. 

The  portions  of  the  real  estate  whioh  the  son  wan 
entitled  to  receive  under  testator's  will,  at  different 
periods  of  his  life,  would  thereupon  be  segregated 
from  the  estate,  and  the  income  therefrom  would 
be  no  longer  paid  to  the  beneficiaries  named  In  the 
wilL   Ford  Y.Ford,  70  Wis.  lfc 

Where  a  deed  was  made  to  plalntUTft  husband, 
and  her  own  name  omitted  therefrom,  which  she 
did  not  know  until  his  death,  by  acoepting  under 
his  will  a  devise  of  dwelling-house  and  other  prop- 
erty, with  the  sum  of  $10,000,  In  lieu  of  dower,  the 
rest  of  his  estate  being  all  willed  to  others,  she 
must  be  held  to  have  elected  to  take  under  the  will, 
and  thereby  lost  her  right  to  resort  to  the  other 
remedy.  Haaokv.Weleken,48Hun,486.  SeeThel- 
lusson  v.  Woodford,  18  Ves.  Jr.  284;  Ker  v.  Wau- 
ohope,  1  Bligh,  81,  28;  Tibbits  v.  Tibbits,  18  Ves.  Jr. 
668;  Havens  v.  Beckett,  16  N.  Y.865. 

Act*  which  determine  an  election. 

The  acts  which  determine  an  election  are  gener* 
ally  of  a  very  decided  character.  Receiving  of  a 
legacy  for  five  years,  entering  on  property  and 
receiving  the  rents  and  profits,  and  an  entry 
Into  possession  and  exercising  acts  of  owner- 
ship, were  held  sufficient  to  constitute  an  election, 
English  v.  English,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  618,80  Am.  Deo.  736; 
Ardesoif e  v.  Bennet,  8  Diok.  468;  Butricke  v.  Broad- 
burst,  1  Yes.  Jr.  178;  Northumberland  v.  Aylesford, 
Amb.  640;  Sanger  v.  Wood,  8  Johns,  Ch.  418, 1 1*  ed, 
668. 

Where  there  is  no  obligation  to  elect,  oonduct  in- 
dicating an  election  is  explainable  and  acts  done 
under  it  revocable.    King  v.  Legrange,  60  CaL  328. 

As  to  mistake  of  party's  legal  rights,  see  Light  v. 
light,  21  Pa.  407;  Bradfords  v.  Kents,  48  Pa.  476;  Ad- 
ait  v.  Add  t,  2  Johns.  Ch.  448, 1 L.  ed.  446. 

To  constitute  an  election  by  the  wife  to  take  un- 
der the  will  of  her  husband  instead  of  her  interest 
in  the  community  property,  It  must  appear  that 
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>  interest  to  the  prejudice  of  the  legatees' 
*ght.    Strtatftdd  v.  &reatfteld,  Cas.  t. 

lb.  176. 1  White  &  T.  Lead.  Oas.  in  Eq.  897; 
mod  see  the  eases  cited  in  Story,  Eq.  §§  1063, 
IMS,  nets. 

In  this  country  such  cases  are  rare;  bat  the 
statutory  rights  of  widows  as  to  personalty,  as 
well  as  dower,  have  frequently  created  the 
same  situation,  and  the  same  doctrine  has  been 
uniformly  applied.  It  was  long  a  debatable 
Question  whether  the  refractory  legatee  for- 
feited absolutely  all  the  benefits  intended  for 
him  by  the  will,  or  only  so  much  as  might  be 
required  to  make  good  that  part  of  the  scheme 
of  the  testator  which  his  action  had  disap- 
pointed. The  question  can  hardly  be  said  to 
be  entirely  at  rest  yet;  but  though  the  founder 
tioo  of  the  chancellor's  action  is  a  forfeiture  by 
the  assertion  of  a  conflicting  right,  yet  the 
better  opinion  now  certainly  Is  that  such  for- 
feiture will  be  enforced  only  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary  to  make  good  the  failure  of  the 
testator's  other  intent;  in  other  words,  it  is 
forfeiture  only  for  the  purpose  and  to  the 
extent  of  compensation. 

The  American  cases,  as  already  noted,  arising 


chiefly  from  the  assertion  by  a  widow  of  her 
statutory  rights  against  the  provisions  of  the 
husband's  will,  have  uniformly  treated  the  ben- 
efits intended  by  the  will  for  her  as  a  fund 
which  could  be  sequestrated,  and  used  as  a 
trust  to  carry  out  the  other  provisions  of  the 
will.  But  the  precise  limits  of  the  interference 
of  equity,  by  way  of  rearrangement  of  the 
distribution  of  the  decedent's  estate,  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  much  discussed.  None 
of  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  touch  the  exact 
point,  how  far  equity  will  interfere  in  behalf 
of  mere  residuary  legatees,  and  such  research 
as  I  have  had  opportunity  to  make  has  found 
but  one.  In  Firth  v.  Denny,  2  Allen,  468, 
there  was  a  fund  provided  for  the  widow  for 
life,  and  after  her  death  one  half  of  it  to  cer- 
tain specified  legatees,  and  the  residue  of  the 
estate,  including  the  other  half  of  the  widow's 
fund,  to  trustees  for  charity.  The  widow 
elected  to  take  against  the  will,  and  thereby 
took  more  than  the  fund  set  apart  for  her,  but 
there  was  enough  estate  to  pay  all  the  definite 
legacies  and  leave  a  balance  for  the  residu* 
aries.  The  court  held  that  the  ultimate  loss 
must  of  course  fall  on  the  residuaries,  but 


she  accepted  some  benefit  under  the  will  incon- 
sistent with  her  claim  to  one  half  of  the  estate. 
Mayo  T.Tiidor,  74  Tex.  40,  citing  Phllleo  v.Holll- 
day,  24  Tex.  45;  Little  y .  Bfedwell,  87  Tex.  691;  Mor- 
rison v.  Bowman,  SO  Gal.  847;  4  Kent,  Com.  68. 

If  the  widow  accepts  devises  and  bequests  pro- 
vided for  her  by  the  will  of  her  husband,  which 
disposes  of  the  entire  community  property,  she 
thereby  makes  her  election  and  affirms  the  disposi- 
tion made  by  her  husband  of  the  community  prop- 
erty. Asttiewart,74C»L99,ortfiigNoev.Snlr?als, 
64  GaL  SOB;  Morrison  v.  Bowman, 29  Osi.  8*7. 

An  agreement  by  the  widow  and  the  sons,  who 
were  the  beneficiaries  in  a  will,  to  sen  the  house, 
not  carried  out,  is  not  an  election  by  the  legatees 
so  take  the  land  instead  of  the  proceeds.  Baldwin 
v.Vreelajid,  9Gant.  Rep.687,48  N.J.Bq,4i6.  flee 
English  y.  English,  8N.  J.  Bq.604. 

Notice  of  election  by  widow. 

Where  the  widow  gives  a  written  notice  of  snob 
election  to  the  person  who  is  in  the  possession  of 
the  tend  in  which  she  Is  entitled  to  dower,  or  Is  in 
possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  claim- 
ing title  to  the  land,  and  such  person  thereupon 
admits  her  right,  and  voluntarily  pays  here  part 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  as  and  for 
her  dower  therein,  it  must,  in  this  court  at  least,  be 
considered  as  an  assignment  of  her  dower,  or  an 
entry  on  the  lands,  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  statutory  provision.  Zaegel  v.  Kuster,  61 
Wis.  88. 

Where  a  widow,  within  a  week  after  the  filing  of 
letters  testamentary,  filed  in  the  probate  office  a 
paper  stating  that  she  **waives  and  declines  to  ac- 
cept" the  provision  of  her  husband's  will,  and 
-hereby  gives  notice  that  she  will  claim  her  dow- 
er," it  was  an  election  to  olalm  dower,  and  not 
merely  a  waiver  of  the  will;  and  a  subsequent  writ- 
ten claim,  filed  more  than  two  years  thereafter, 
claiming  the  statutory  interest,  cannot  control  the 
first  election.  Mathews  v.  Mathews,  8  New  Bng. 
Rep.  867, 141  Mass.  61L 

Where  she  fails  to  file  her  election  to  accept  the 
provision  made  for  her  in  the  will,  within  the  six 
months  after  nottoe,  as  required  by  law,  her  in- 
terest in  the  personal  property  under  the  win  being 
only  for  Ufe,  it  to  subject  to  distribution  as  if  there 
had  been  no  wilL   Be  Tester's  Will,  78  Iowa,  886. 

Under  the  Wisconsin  Statutes  nottoe  of  thewid- 
12L.R.A. 


ow*s  election  must  be  filed  within  one  year  after 
the  death  of  the  husband;  and  such  time  Is  not  ex- 
tended by  a  stay  of  proceedings  during  the  pen- 
dency of  an  appeal  from  an  order  refusing  to  ad- 
mit the  will  to  probate.  Albright  v.  Albright,  10 
Wis.  688. 

A  widow  for  whom  her  husband  made  provision 
In  his  wfil  in  lieu  of  dower  Is  bound  to  know  that 
the  law  compels  her  to  make  her  election  within  a 
year,  and  ignorance  of  the  law  Is  no  excuse.  Akm 
v.  Kellogg,  48  Hun,  4M,  affirmed  in  119  N .  T.  441. 

Widow,  when  put  to  her  election. 

To  exolude  the  widow  from  her  legal  right  either 
there  must  be  an  express  declaration  to  that  effect 
or  it  must  clearly  appear  that  it  was  testator's  in- 
tention to  Rive  her  some  interest  wholly  Inconsist- 
ent with  the  enjoyment  of  that  legal  right.  Young 
v.  Boyd,  64  How.  Pr.  816;  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  841;  Fuller 
v.  Yates,  8  Paige,  886, 4  L.  ed.  446;  Sanford  v.  Jack- 
son, 10  Paige,  866, 4  L.  ed.  971;  Smith  v.  Kniskern,  4 
Johns.  Oh.  6, 1 L.  ed.  746:  Savage  v.  Bornham,  17  N. 
Y.  661,  877;  Tobias  v.  Ketohum,  88  N.  Y.  819,  886; 
Vernon  y.  Vernon,  63  N.  Y.  861, 888;  Lefevre  v.  Le- 
fevre,  69  N.  Y.  486;  Leonard  v.  Steele,  4  Barb,  80; 
Lasher  v.  Lasher,  18  Barb.  103;  Mills  v.  Mills,  86 
Barb.  464;  Vedder  v.  Saxton,  46  Barb.  188;  Evans  v. 
Webb,  1  Yeates,  424;  Hamilton  v.  Buckwalter,  t 
Yeates,  889;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  Id.  808;  Webb  v. 
Evans,  1  Binn.  665, 678;  Oauffman  y.  Oauffman,  IT 
Serg.  &  B.  16,86;  Preston  v.  Jones,  8  Pa,  466,460;  Ful- 
ton y.  Moore,  86  Pa.  468;  Cox  v.  Rogers,  77  Pa.  160; 
Giddings  v.  Eastman,  6  Paige,  669, 8  L.  ed.  888. 

It  requires  a  strong,  unequivocal  expression  or 
indication  of  an  Intent  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
to  bestow  the  entire  property,  and  not  simply  hie 
own  interest  in  it,  or  to  bestow  the  property  freed 
from  its  incumbrances  and  charges,  in  order  to 
raise  the  necessity  for  an  election  between  her 
dower  and  the  legacy  in  the  will.  BanoUffe  v. 
Parkyns,  6  Dow.  186;  Maddlson  v.  Chapman,  1  Johns. 
A H. 470;  Wlntour  v.  Clifton,  8DeG.  M.  A  G.  641: 
Dummer  v.  Pitcher,  8  MyL  &  K.  968.  6  81m.  85; 
Shuttleworth  v.  Greaves,  4  Myl.  A  C.  85;  Stephens 
v.  Stephens,  1  DeG.  &  J.  88;  Wilkinson  v.  Dent,  L. 
B.  6  Cb.  889;  GrisseU  v.  Swinhoe,  L.  B.  7  Eq.  291; 
Havens  v.  Saokett,  15  N.  Y.  866;  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  N. 
Y.  608;  Bull  v.  Church,  6  Hill,  806;  Sanford  v.  Jack- 
son, supra;  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur,  688;  Puller  y.  Yates, 
supra* 
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ordered  the  payment  of  the  definite  legacies  to  I 
be  postponed  until  the  actual  death  of  the 
widow,  and  the  interest  upon  the  fund  in  the 
meantime  to  be  paid  to  the  residuaries;  and 
this  was  done  without  question,  apparently, 
though  the  opinion  says:  "  It  does  not  appear 
exactly  to  what  extent  the  election  made  by 
the  widow  left  the  residue  of  the  estate  less 
than  it  would  have  been  if  she  had  accepted 
the  provision  made  in  the  will  in  her  behalf." 
It  was  argued  by  distinguished  counsel  that 
the  special  circumstances  showed  that  the  resid- 
uary legatees,  though  lowest  in  the  list,  were 
in  truth  the  chief  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  and  as  they  seem  to  have  been  given 
the  bulk  of  the  estate  there  was  fair  argument 
for  8uch  view;  but  the  court  did  not  put  its 


decision  on  that  ground.  The  opinion  is  not 
fortified  by  the  citation  of  a  single  authority, 
nor  is  it  reasoned  out  from  principles.  A> 
already  said,  the  result  seems  to  have  bee* 
accepted  as  the  unquestionable  consequence  of 
the  mere  fact  of  the  disappointment  of  the 
residuary  legatees  in  the  amount  of  the  fond 
coming  to  them.  It  may  be,  however,  that  the 
doctrine  of  acceleration  of  the  time  of  pay- 
ment of  legacies  dependent  on  the  life  of  the 
widow,  by  her  election  to  take  against  the  will, 
does  not  obtain  in  Massachusetts.  The  opinion 
of  the  court  in  Brandenburg  v.  Thorndike,  189 
Mass.  102,  looks  in  that  direction,  and  if  so,  it 
is  clear  why  the  judge  in  Fifth  v.  Denny, 
supra,  thought  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  rea- 
sons for  the  decision.    It  would,  however,  at 


A  bequest,  "I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  be, 
loved  wife  one-half  part  of  my  whole  estate,  ac- 
cording to  law,  with  the  exception  of  her  Interest 
In  two  Indentured  servants,  and  one  bay  mare  here- 
inafter mentioned,**  will  put  the  widow  to  her  elec- 
tion. Warren  v.  Morris,  4  Del.  Ch.  289;  Barton  v. 
Barton,  4  Harr.  (DeL)  88;  Horsey  v.  Horsey,  1 
Houflt.  488. 

The  only  sufficient  and  adequate  demonstration 
which,  in  the  absence  of  express  words,  will  pot 
the  widow  to  her  election,  is  a  clear  InoomparJ- 
bility  arising  oo  the  face  of  the  will,  between  a 
olalm  of  dower  and  a  claim  to  the  benefit  given  by 
the  will.  Konvallnka  v.  Sehlegel,  6  Gent,  Bep.  88, 
104N.Y.18O. 

Provisions  in  wOt  must  bs  fneontSatent  wUh  dower 
riflM. 

Where  the  provisions  in  a  will  are  clearly  Incon- 
sistent with  the  right  of  dower,  the  widow  will  be 
put  to  an  election.  It  must  be  reasonably  dear 
that  the  provisions  were  intended  In  lieu  of  dower. 
Wright  r.  Jones,  8  West.  Bep.  864, 406  Ind.  17,  olting 
Kelly  v.  Stinson,  8  Blackf .  887;  Young  v.  Pickens, 
48  Ind.  28:  Holdioh  v.  Hoidloh,  8  Yoange  &  a  18; 
fitrahan  v.  Sutton,  8  Yes.  Jr.  848;  Lasher  v.  Lasher, 
18  Barb.  106;  Carroll  v.  Carroll,  80  Tex.  781;  Puller  v. 
Yates,  8  Paige,  886,  4  L.ed.  446;  Brown  v.  Caldwell, 
1  Speer,  Bq.  888;  8  Bedf.  Wills,  788;  1  Pom.  Bq.  Jur. 
64L  See  Bond  v.  McNiff.  8  Jones  6  8.  94;  Sanf ord 
v.  Jackson,  10  Paige,  871, 4  L.  ed.  974. 

So  where  the  management  of  the  estate  and  the 
power  to  make  repairs  are  given  to  trustees  they 
are  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  dower.  Wright 
v.  Jones, .  West.  Bep.  864, 106  Ind.  17,  olting  Parker 
v.  8owerby,  4  DeO.  M.  &  G.  881;  Batcher  v.  Kemp, 
6Madd.  Ch. 61;  Boadley  v. Dixon, 8 Buss.  188:  Miall 
v.  Brain,  iMadd.  Ch.  118;  Goodfellow  v.  Goodfellow, 
18Beav.856. 

The  terms  and  provisions  of  the  will  must  be 
totally  inconsistent  with  her  olalm  of  dower  in  the 
property  in  which  such  dower  was  claimed;  so  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  In  relation  to  some 
part  of  the  property  devised  to  others  would  be  de- 
feated if  such  olalm  was  allowed.  Church  y.  Bull, 
8Denlo,  481;  Irving  v.  DeKay,  9  Paige,  688, 4  L.  ed. 

The  devises  In  the  will  must  be  so  repugnant  to 
the  claim  of  dower  that  they  cannot  stand  to- 
gether.   Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  N.  Y.  611. 

Where  the  provisions  of  the  will  manifest  a  dear 
and  unequivocal  intention  on  the  part  of  the  tes- 
tator to  bar  his  wife's  dower,  it  is  sufficient,  without 
express  words,  to  put  her  to  her  election  between 
the  provision  made  for  her  In  the  will  and  that 
made  for  her  by  law.  Stark  v.  Hunton,  1  N.  J.  Eq. 
216;  Colgate  v.  Colgate,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  378;  Stewart  v. 
Stewart,  81 N.  J.  Bq.  806;  Brokaw  v.  Brokaw,  4  Cent 
Bep,  848,  41 N.  J.  Bq.  804. 

Although  the  provisions  In  a  will  are  not  declared 
12  L.  R.  A. 


to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  yet  an  authority  given  to 
the  executors  to  sell  the  real  estate  not  devised  to 
the  wife,  at  a  price  fixed,  Is  Inoonafsteot  with  a 
claim  for  dower,  and  the  widow  Is  put  to  her  elec- 
tion.  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  68  N.  Y.  888. 

Where  the  will  worked  an  equitable  conversion 
of  the  realty  Into  personalty,  and  vested  the  execu- 
tors with  the  title,  the  income  of  a  portion  of  the 
proceeds,  when  sold,  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  for 
life,  the  remainder  of  the  proceeds  being  absolute- 
ly disposed  of  the  widow  must  elect.  Young  v. 
Boyd,  64  How.  Pr.  816;  Savage  v.  Burnham,  IT  N. 
Y.661;  Tobias  v.  Ketohum,88N.  Y.819;  Adatt  v.  Ad- 
sit,  8  Johns.  Ch.  448, 1 L.  ed.  446. 

Whennotputtohm-eUction, 

A  devise  to  the  widow  for  life,  or  during  widow- 
hood, of  a  dwelling-house,  with  bequest  of  certain 
household  furniture  and  cattle,  dividing  the  rest  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate  between  testator's  two 
sons,  who  were  to  aid  In  the  widow's  support,  on 
request,  does  not  put  the  widow  to  her  election. 
Jackson  v.  Churchill,  7  Cow.  887,  17  Am.  Deo.  616; 
Kennedy  v.  Nedro  w,  1U.8.1  DaU.  418, 1  I*  ed.  808; 
Bvans  v.  Webb,  1  Yeates,  484, 1  Am.  Deo.  808. 

A  devise  to  the  wife  of  lands  in  another  State  wfll 
not  bar  her  dower  to  lands  lying  in  this  BUte.  Van 
Arsdale  v.  Van  Arsdale,  96  N.  J.  L.  415;  Smith  v. 
Kniskern,  4  Johns.  Ch.  9, 1  L.  ed.  746;  Harrison  v. 
Harrison,  1  Keen,  766;  9  Story,  Bq.  6  1088,  note  4; 
Stalggr.  Atkinson,  4  New  Bng.  Bep.  861, 144  Mass. 
864. 

Nor  would  It  affect  her  right  of  dower  In  other 
lands,  whloh  the  husband  had  alienated  during 
coverture.  Braxton  v.  Freeman,  6  Bloh.  L.  86,  67 
Am.  Dec  776;  Cunningham  v.  Shannon,  Bq.  Ms*.  H. 
407;  Borland  v.  Nichols,  18  Pa,  88,  61  Am.  Deo.  819: 
Gray  v.  MoOune,  88  Pa.  449. 

In  case  of  a  legacy  to  the  widow  wtth  no  other 
mention  of  her  In  the  will  and  nothing  whloh  by 
common  law  or  under  the  statutes  of  this  State  put 
the  widow  to  an  election,  she  was  entitled  to  the 
legacy  In  addition  to  her  rights  at  law  In  the  real 
estate  of  her  husband.  Brown  v.  Brown,  66  N.  H. 
108;  Parker  v.  Sowerby,  4  DeO.  M.  *  O.  881;  Jack- 
son v.  Ohurohill,  7  Cow.  887;  Strahan  v.  Sutton,  8 
Ves.  Jr.  819;  Bills  v.  Lewis,  8  Hare,  810. 

Where  the  testator  gave  to  his  wife  a  legacy  of 
$400  and  made  no  other  mention  of  her  In  his  wfll 
and,  after  other  bequests,  made  B  his  residuary 
legatee,  the  widow  was  not  put  to  an  election,  but 
was  entitled  to  the  legacy  in  addition  to  her  rights 
at  law  in  the  real  estate  of  her  husband.  Brown  v. 
Brown,  Parker  v.  Sowerby,  Jackson  v.  Churchill 
and  EUls  v.  Lewis,  supra ;  Bull  v.  Church,  6  Hill, 
206;  Fuller  v.  Yates,  8  Paige,  885,  4  L.  ed.  449;  t 
Story,  Bq.  1 1068;  8  Bedf.  Wills,  chap.  8. 8  6. 

Where  the  testator  did  not  declare  In  express 
terms  that  the  devise  should  be  in  lieu  of  dower, 
nor  is  any  such  intention  deduoible  by  clear  and 
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the  same  time,  be  ample  reason  why  Firth  v. 
Denny  should  not  be  authority  in  this  State, 
where  the  doctrine  of  acceleration  is  firmly  es- 
tablished.    Coovcr'a  App.  74  Pa.  143. 

But  the  time  of  payment  being  held  to  be  ac- 
celerated, sound  reason  requires  us  to  bold  that 
the  widow's  election  shall  be  treated  u>  all  its 
results  as  equivalent  to  her  death.  The  testa- 
tor's disposition  of  his  estate  is  interfered  with 
pro  tanto,  but  the  court  must  carry  it  out  as 
nearly  as  possible  in  all  other  respects.  No  de- 
parture from  it  can  be  admitted  except  from 
necessity,  and  then  only  to  the  extent  that 
necessity  absolutely  requires. 

The  amount  of  the  legacies  actually  coming 
to  the  legatees  is  only  one  incident  of  a  will. 
The  order,  of  precedence  is  another,  and  it  does 


not  seem  necessary  that  the  latter  should  be 
disturbed  because  of  a  change  in  the  former. 
Hence  no  provision  of  the  will  ought  to  be  in- 
terfered with  by  the  court  except  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  one  of  superior,  or  at  least  equal, 
rank  in  the  testator's  scheme,  and  as  residuary 
gifts  are  from  their  nature  ordinarily  the  lowest 
in  rank,  no  others  can  be  interfered  with  for 
the  sake  of  benefiting  them.  From  their  very 
definition  they  come  in  last,  and  the  testator, 
with  knowledge  of  this  fact,  declares  that  they 
shall  get  nothing  until  after  all  others  are  paid 
in  full.  Mere  diminution  of  the  amounts  com- 
ing to  the  residuaries  does  not  in  any  way  jus- 
tify interference  in  the  regular  and  established 
order  of  priority.  When,  therefore,  it  is  said. 
as  in  8andoet9App.t  66  Pa.  314,  that  equity  will 


manifest  triplication  from  the  provisions  of  the 

i  will,  she  la  not  compelled  to  elect  between  her 

1^  X  dower  and  the  devise  In  her  favor,  but  Is  entitled 

*+  to  both.  Stewart  v.  MoMartin,  5  Barb.  4*3;  Wood 

y.  Woed,  5  Paige,  60S,  8  L.  ed.  844;  Tompkins  v. 

Fond*  4  Paige,  448, 8  L.  ed.,610. 

Where  a  provision  in  a  will  is  declared  to  be  in 
Hen  of  aoy  otherlhterests  which  the  widow  might 
have  In  testatorlfeejate,  the  declaration  to  a  con- 
dition In  hecjeteptssioe  of  the  provision  made  for 
ben  and  jeflMbon  to  take  under  the  will  is.  In 
legal  effeWan Abandonment  of  all  other  claims 
against  the  estate.  Langley  v.  Mayhew,  8  West. 
Ben.  T28, 107  Ind.  198.  flee  Morrison  v.  Bowman,  28 
Oal.837. 

A  devise  of  the  testator's  whole  estate  to  his 
widow  for  life,  with  remainder  over,  is  not  a  pro- 
vision in  lieu  Of  dower  itself  .  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  N. 
Y.612L 

But  if  her  acceptance  of  bis  bounty  be  not  re- 
pugnant to  the  provisions  of  the  will,  she  might  ac- 
cept of  the  donation  without  the  surrender  of  her 
right  to  the  half  of  the  community  estate.  Mor- 
rison v.  Bowman,  29  CaL  848. 

If  the  husband  makes  provision  for  her  by  his 
will,  and  does  not  declare  that  It  shall  be  in  Ueu  of 
dower,  she  to,  as  a  general  rule,  entitled  to  both  the 
provision  and  dower.  Dodge  v.  Dodge,  81  Barb* 
417,  &  How.  Pr.  SB,  10  Abb.  Pr.  406. 

A  will  made  In  a  State  where  a  gift  to  the  wife 
would  be  In  addition  to  dower  unless  the  contrary 
was  expressed  does  not  acquire  a  new  meaning 
upon  the  subsequent  removal  of  testator  into  a 
State  where  testamentary  gifts  are  In  lieu  of  dower, 
unless  shown  to  be  In  addition  to  It.  Stalgg  v.  At- 
kinson, 4  New  Bng.  Bep.  851, 144  Mass.  664;  Holmes 
v.  Holmes,  1  Buss,  &  M.  600. 

An  estate  for  life  given  to  a  widow  by  will  does 
not  prevent  her  from  taking  dower,  unless  the 
otelm  for  dower  is  inconsistent  with,  and  win  de- 
feat, some  provision  of  the  will.  Howard  v.  Wat- 
eon,  78  Iowa,  229,  citing  Dougherty  y.  Dougherty, 
89  Iowa,  677. 

If  no  notice  is  served  upon  a  widow,  she  Is  not 
bound  to  make  any  election,  under  Iowa  Code,  in 
order  to  enjoy  the  provision  made  for  her  In  the 
will.    Howard  v.  Watson,  tuprcL 

An  annuity  or  rent  obarge  In  favor  of  the  widow, 
upon  lands  in  which  she  Is  otherwise  dowerable,  or 
upon  real  and  personal  property  devised  and  be- 
queathed to  others,  Is  not  in  Itself  inconsistent 
with  the  widow's  claim  to  dower  in  the  same  lands. 
1  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  651;  Lasher  v.  Lasher,  18  Barb.  106; 
Hatch  v.  Bassett,88N.  Y.  858;  White  v.  White,  16 
X.  J.  L.  208. 211. 

Where  the  annuity  abated,  any  election  the 
widow  had  made  should  not  impair  her  right  to 
dower.  Hone  v.  Van  Sohaick,  7  Paige,  288, 4  L.  ed. 
186, 20  Wend,  664;  Howland  v.  Heokscher,  8  Sandf . 
Ch. 519, 7 Led.  948;  Hlndley  v.  Hlndley,  29  Hun, 
13L.R.A. 


818:  Manioe  v.  Manice,  1  Lans.  848, 48  N.  Y.  806;  Akin 
v.  Kellogg,  89  Hun,  266. 

Where  a  testator  owning  an  estate  in  lands  only 
for  the  life  of  another  makes  a  win  providing  for 
the  support  during  her  life  of  his  granddaughter, 
who  was  the  owner  of  the  estate  In  remainder, 
there  is  no  case  for  an  election  by  her.  Belrne  v. 
Von  Ahlefeldt,  88  W.  Va.  668. 

A  clause  in  a  win  "I  give  to  my  mother  and 
to  my  aunts  M.  and  8.  jointly  all  my  Interest  in  the 
estate  on  Broad  Street,  In  the  City  of  Providence, 
where  I  now  reside,  to  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns 
forever,"  will  not  put  the  widow  to  her  election 
The  clause  devises  only  the  testator's  interest,  and 
his  interest  does  not  include  her  Interest  or  right  of 
dower.  Durfee,  Petltioner,14  B.  L  64;  Charter  v. 
Otis,  41  Barb.  688;  2  Jarman,  Wills,  6th  Am.  ed.  22 
et  §uk  Drummer  v.  Pitcher,  2  MyL  6  K.  262, 274. 

Effect  a/  eUeUon  by  widow. 

If  a  widow  whose  interest  in  the  community 
property  was  devised  by  her  husband  has  received 
no  benefit  under  the  will  inconsistent  with  her 
right  to  claim  one  half,  the  heirs  of  one  of  the  tes- 
tator's ohildren  cannot  complain  of  her  election  to 
take  her  share  of  the  community  property,  on  the 
ground  that  such  ohildren  did  not  receive  a  full 
share  of  the  estate.   Mayo  v.  Tudor,  74  Tex.  47L 

The  provisions  in  the  Mississippi  Code  for  the  re- 
nunciation by  the  widow  of  a  devise  or  bequest,  so 
that  she  may  secure  her  dower  right,  apply  only 
when  she  is  a  co-heir,  and  not  where  the  testator 
devises  only  a  part  of  his  estate  to  her,  leaving  at 
his  death  no  ohildren  or  descendants  of  nhti^i^n, 
Wall  v.  Dickens,  66  Miss.  666. 

The  fact  that  the  widow  refuses  to  take  under 
the  wtil  giving  her  a  life  estate,  with  remainder 
over  to  residuary  legatees,  will  not  Invalidate  the 
wul  as  to  the  latter,  7»bo  are  entitled  to  take  upon 
satisfying  the  widow'*  claim  of  dower  and  paying 
debts  of  the  estate.  Be  Bawling1*  Estate  (Iowa) 
Jan.  27, 1891. 

Equity  treats  substituted  devises  and  bequests  to 
the  widow  as  a  trust  in  her  for  the  benefit  of  the 
claimants  disappointed  by  her  election  to  take  at 
law  to  the  amount  of  their  interest  therein;  and 
the  court  win  sequester  the  benefit  Intended  for 
the  refusing  wire,  in  order  to  seoure  compensation 
to  those  whom  her  election  disappoints.  Batione's 
App.  186  Pa.  807,  citing  Sandoe*  App.  66  Pa.  814; 
Gallagher's  App.  87  Pa.  200. 

Devises  or  bequests  subordinate  to  a  life  estate 
in  the  widow  and  contingent  upon  her  death,  or 
payment  of  which  to  postponed  until  that  time,  be- 
come presently  payable  upon  her  election  to  take 
under  the  Intestate  Laws;  and  such  election  is,  in 
its  effect  upon  all  claims  under  the  will,  equivalent 
to  her  deatb.  Ferguson's  App,  (Pa.)  27  W.  N.  a  63; 
Coover's  A  pp.  74  Pa,  148. 
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sequester  the  benefit  intended  for  the  wife  to 
secure  provision  for  those  who  are  disappointed 
by  her  action,  the  disappointment  to  be  under- 
stood is  the  failure  of  the  testator's  intent  in  re- 
gard to  other  beneficiaries.  These  will  be  pro- 
tected, not  for  their  own  sakes,  but  of  necessity 
in  order  to  preserve  the  wishes  of  the  testator, 
and  such  necessity  does  not  extend  to  the  in- 
terference with  any  beneficiaries  prior  in  rank 
for  the  sake  of  the  residuaries.  One  of  the 
chances  the  latter  take  fiom  the  nature  of  their 
position  is  that  the  share  coming  to  them  may 
undergo  changes  in  amount  before  the  period 
of  distribution. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  argument  that  the 
general  pecuniary  legatees  have  no  cause  of 
complaint  at  being  postponed  until  the  death 
of  the  widow,  as  tneir  legacies  by  the  terms  of 
the  will  are  not  payable  until  that  event;  for 
neither  are  the  residuary  legatees.  The  ad- 
vancement of  the  time  of  payment  is  the  legal 
consequence  of  the  termination  of  the  purpose 
of  the  postponement,  and  both  the  definite  and 
the  residuary  legatees  share  this  advantage  in 
common. .  To  postpone  the  definite  legatees  and 
transfer  the  income  of  their  legacies  to  the  re- 
siduaries during  the  widow's  life,  is  not  In  fur- 
therance of  any  direction  of  the  will,  but  in  direct 
violation  of  the  testator's  intent  that  the  definite 
legacies  should  be  paid  in  full  before  the  residu- 
aries get  anything.  Nor  is  it  in  pursuance  of  the 
equitable  doctrine  of  sequestration  of  the  bene- 
fits intended  for  the  widow,  for,  as  already 
said,  that  never  ought  to  reverse  the  testators 
order  of  priority.  Nor  does  it  even  accom- 
plish, except  by  accident,  its  nominal  purpose 
of  preserving  the  relative  amounts  as  they  were 
at  the  testator's  death.  The  exact  figures  in 
the  present  case  we  have  not  before  us,  but  the 
possibilities  of  the  plan  adopted  were  shown 
very  forcibly  by  the  illustration  of  one  of  the 
appellant's  counsel  at  the  argument.  If  the 
general  legacies  were  $100,000,  and  the  residue 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  $5,000,  the 
sequestration  of  the  interest  on  the  former  for 


the  benefit  of  the  latter  would  give  the  latter 
an  income  of  one  hundred  per  cent  a  year  dur- 
ing the  widow's  life.  Of  course  no  court  of 
equity  would  apply  the  plan  without  modifica- 
tion to  such  a  case,  and  the  omission  of  the  court 
in  Firth  v.  Denny,  mora,  to  require  the  exact 
figures  was  probably  because  it  was  understood 
all  around  that  even  with  the  income  during- 
the  widow's  life  the  residuaries  would  still  be* 
the  losers.  But  such  a  possible  result  could 
only  be  avoided  by  a  balancing  of  accounts  te> 
each  case  that  would  be  beyond  the  sphere  eves* 
of  a  court  of  equity.  How  far  a  sum  in  band 
is  preferable  or  otherwise  to  a  larger  sum  at  an 
indefinite  future  date  is  a  problem  with  too- 
many  elements  of  personal  preference,  necessity 
and  circumstance,  to  be  solved  by  a  court  apes* 
the  rates  of  interest  and  tables  of  the  expec- 
tancy of  life.  As  said  in  Fergueon'e  Rotate, 
euvra,  the  law  must  have  a  settled  and  uniform-  £  „  . 
rule,  and  it  is  that  as  to  provisions  in  a  will  for   4jp*v  , 


legacies  subordinate  to  a  life  interest  in  the- 
widow  and  contingent  upon  her  death,  or_pay- 
ment  of  which  is  postponed  till  then,  her  elec- 
tion to  take  against  the  will  isequyralent  to  her 
death.  By  such  election  thejrifow  takes  her 
share  as  if  the  husband  had  aeAptestate,  audi 
the  will  then  operates  on  the  festMDh|  estate- 
precisely  as  if  the  widow  were  dead^l  court 
of  equity  will  interpose,  if  necessity  requires, 
to  preserve  the  intention  of  the  testator  from 
destruction,  but  such  interposition  never 
should  take  place  in  favor  of  a  subordinate  as> 
against  a  preferred  or  superior  intent,  and 
therefore  never  in  favor  of  a  residuary  as* 
against  a  definite  legatee  unless  upon  a  plain 
implication  in  the  will  that  the  residuary  lega- 
tee was  In  fact  a  preferred  object  of  the  testa- 
tor's bounty.  There  is  nothing  in  the  will  of 
the  testator,  Vance,  to  require  any  departure* 
from  the  general  rule  thus  expressed. 

Decree  reversed,  and  record  remitted  far  die- 
tribuUon  to  be  made  ae  herein  indicated. 

Sterrett,  /.,  dissents. 


ALABAMA  SUPREME  COURT. 


James  T.  HOLLAND,  Admr.,  etc.,  AppL9\ 

TENNESSEE  COAL,  IRON  &  R.  CO. 

C Ala.. ..J 

1.  If  work  may  be  well  done  by  un- 
skilled a\nd  inexperienced  persona,  a 

master  is  not  negligent  in  respect  to  his  duty  to 
other  employes  by  employing  them. 

8.  Evidence  that  many  well  regulated 
furnace*  habitually  employ  inexpe- 
rienced men  for  a  particular  service  is  admis- 
sible on  the  question  of  negligence  In  employing 
such  men  for  that  kind  of  work  in  a  furnaoe. 

8*  A  mater  need  not  instruct  hie  em- 
ployes as  to  an  open  and  onobsenred 


Nora.— As  to  master's  duty  to  instruct  his  serv- 
ant, in  regard  to  dangers  incident  to  the  employ- 
ment, see  notes  to  Brennan  v.  Gordon  (N.  T.)  8  L. 
R.  A.  818;  Brazil  Block  Goal  Co,  v.  Gaflney  (IndJ  4 
L.R.A.850. 
12L.R.A. 


_  from  a  boa  of  Iron  so  situated  1 
melted  iron  would  flow  into  the  trench  where 
the  men  are  working,  If  a  wall  of  earth  between 
the  trench  and  the  boil  was  broken  through. 

4.  The  danger  of  flying*  molten  iron* 
when  aboil  of  Iron  Is  pnnctnred  should 
be  pointed  out  to  employes  working  in  a  trench 
into  which  the  iron  would  flow  if  a  wan  of  earth 
was  punctured,  and  who  would  be  instantly  en- 
veloped by  the  flying  metal  If  it  should  be- 
thrown  out. 

6.  The  fact  that  one  Is  panic  stricken, 
and  his  energies  paralysed  by  the  awful 
nature  of  an  Impending  catastrophe  will  not  re- 
lieve him  from  the  duty  of  exercising  diUgenos- 
ln  attempting  to  escape  or  oondone  negligence  in 
in  case  he  is  guilty  of  it,  but  it  may  be  considered 
in  determining  what  effort  would  amount  to  due- 
dfligenoe  or  what  omission  of  effort  would 
amount  to  negligence  under  all  the  oiroum- 
stanoes. 

6.  An  instruction  subject  to  criticism 
In  the  abstract  Is  not  prejudicial  if  it i 
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Holland  t.  Tbknb8bbb  Goal,  Iron  A  R.  Co. 


ooraotwhen  toted  by  the  only  evidence  in  the 
case  to  whiob  It  could  relate. 

CDeoember  ft,  18B0D 

APPEAL  br  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  resulting 
in  death  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed, 

Defendant  owned  and  operatejl  a  smelting 
furnace.  Plaintiff's  intestate  was  employed 
by  defendant  in  the  capacity  of  a  stock-house 
man.  Help  was  needed  at  the  furnace  to  dig 
a  trench  to  draw  off  a  "  boil "  of  iron,  and  the 
raperintendentof  the  furnace  sent  to  the  stock- 
house  for  the  needed  assistance.  Plaintiff's 
intestate  and  two  other  stock-house  men  were 
delegated  for  that  service.  The  men  so  dele- 
gated were  unfamiliar  with  the  work  assigned 
to  them.  Such  work  involved  no  special  dan- 
ger, as  the  trench  is  never  dug  so  close  to  the 
"  boil  "but that  a  sufficient  wall  of  earth  is  left 
between  the  "  boil "  and  the  trench  to  confine 
the  molten  metal  until  the  men  are  out  of  the 
trench,  when  the  remaining  wall  is  punctured. 

The  superintendent  directed  the  men  how  to 
do  the  work,  and  at  the  proper  time  told  them 
to  get  out  of  the  ditch,  at  the  same  time  telling 
them  not  to  puncture  the  wall  confining  the 
molten  metal  Notwithstanding  this  instruc- 
tion one  of  the  men  in  some  way  did  puncture 
it  before  the  men  were  out  of  the  trench,  and 
the  molten  iron  ran  out  and  upon  the  men, 
burning  plaintiff's  intestate  so  severely  that  he 
died. 

The  further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  M.  Chilton  and  Cabaolss  A 
WeaJdey,  for  appellant: 

The  law  imposes  on  the  master  the  duty  of 
seeing  to  it  that  only  suitable  and  competent 
persons  are  employed  to  discharge  his  work, 
and  that  incompetent  servants  are  not  retained. 
This  duty  he  owes  to  each  of  his  servants,  with 
regard  to  fellow  servants,  and  is  answerable 
for  injuries  resulting  from  his  want  of  care  or 
skill  in  these  respects. 

Tywn  v.  South  dt  North  Ala.  R.  Go.  61  Ala. 
664:  Smooth  Mobile  db  M.  R.  Co.  67  Ala.  18; 
Mobile  4  M.  B.  Go.  v.  Smith,  69  Ala.  246; 
Walker  v.  Boiling,  22  Ala.  294;  7  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encvclop.  Law,  888;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg. 
§12*. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  charge  the 
master  that  he  should  have  known  of  the  in- 
competency of  the  servant.  If  by  the  use  of 
due  care  and  diligence  he  could  have  discov- 
ered it  he  is  liable. 

Alabama  &  F.  S.  Go.  v.  Waller,  48  Ala,  469; 
7  Am.  A  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  882;  Sbearm. 
A  Redf .  Keg.  86. 

If  the  master  orders  the  servant  into  danger 
or  into  service  other  than  that  for  which  he  is 
employed,  his  obedience  will  not,  as  matter  of 
law,  be  negligence. 

Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  182;  Luebke  v.  Chicago, 
M  A  St.  P.  RCo.6§  Wis.  127,  48  Am.  Rep. 
483. 

The  servant  takes  the  risk  of  seen  dangers 
only,  and  is  entitled  to  have  pointed  out  to  him 
distinctly  any  danger  connected  with  the  em- 
ployment which  ordinary  inspection  and  care 
on  his  part  will  enable  him  to  avoid. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  188;  Smith  v.  Penin- 
sular Car  Works,  60  Mich.  601, 1  Am.  St.  Rep, 
642;  7  Am.  A  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  838. 

Messrs.  Hewitt,  Walker  A  Porter  and 
R.  H.  Pearson  for  appellee. 

McClellaa,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries  to  appellant's  intestate  resulting  in  his 
death.  The  complaint  contains  three  counts, 
each  of  which  relies  upon  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  Company,  and  not  upon  that  of 
fellow  servants.  The  case  is  therefore  not 
brought  under  the  Employees  Act  (§  2690  et 
%eq. ,  Code).  The  first  count  alleges  that  the  de- 
fendant, being  engaged  in  the  business  of 
operating  a  furnace  for  the  purpose  of  smelt- 
ing iron  ore,  so  negligently  conducted  said 
business  as  to  cause  molten  iron  to  come  in 
contact  with  the  person  of  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate, inflicting  injuries  from  which  he  died 
a  few  days  afterward^  The  second  and  third 
counts  proceed  on  thetheory  that  the  defend- 
ant negligently  employed  incompetent  servants 
in  the  particular  work  upon  which  they  and 
the  intestasa  were  engaged  at  the  time  of  the 
accident*  and  the  injury  resulted  from  the  in- 
competency of  these  co-servants  of  the  intes- 
tate. The*  trial  developed  three  controverted 
issues:  (1)  whether  defendant  was  negligent 
in  employing  stock-house  men  having  no  spec- 
ial knowledge,  skill  or  experience  to  do  the 
work  in  which  the  in  jury  occurred;  (2)  whether 
defendant  was  negligent  in  failing  to  instruct 
said  employes  as  to  the  perils  incident  to  the 
work  they  were  put  to  do;  and  (8)  whether 
plaintiff's  intestate  was  himself  guilty  of  negli- 
gence which  proximately  contributed  to  the  in- 
jury. 

1.  With  respect  to  the  care  a  master  or  em- 
ployer must  exercise  in  the  selection  of  servants 
and  in  the  use  of  machinery  and  appliances  in 
his  business,  our  own  decisions,  following  long 
and  well  established  principles,  leave  no  room 
for  doubt.  The  master  is  in  no  case  an  insurer 
of  the  absolute  safety  of  the  appliances  and 
machinery  employed  in  the  business.  He  is  in 
no  case  held  to  an  undertaking  to  select  abso- 
lutely competent  and  careful  servants.  The 
rule  requires  of  him  no  more  than  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  care  in  either  case — such  care 
only  as  men  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  pru- 
dence exercise;  and  when  he  has  done  this  he 
cannot  be  held  responsible  for  injuries  which 
result  from  the  incompetency  of  servants,  or 
latent  defects  in  machinery  so  selected  and  em- 
ployed. The  only  further  duty  then  upon  him 
is  the  exercise  of  care  in  ascertaining  any  in- 
competency of  the  servant  or  defect  in  the 
machinery  which  the  service  may  develop,  and 
thereupon  discharging  the  one  and  discarding; 
the  other.  The  selection  of  a  servant  must,  of 
course,  be  made  with  a  view  to  the  nature  of 
the  employment.  If  it  involves  special  knowl- 
edge or  experience,  only  men  of  special  knowl- 
edge and  experience  should  be  employed.  If 
the  work  may  be  well  done  by  the  unskilled 
and  inexperienced,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
master  was  lacking  in  the  measure  of  care  he 
owes  to  other  employes  should  he  employ  un- 
skilled and  inexperienced  men  upon  it.  Mo- 
bile &  0.  R.   Co.  v.    Wiomas,  42  Ala,  672; 
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Smart  v.  Mobile  6  M.  R.  Co.  67  Ala.  18;  2Jf- 
ton  v.  Av^A  4  North  Ala.  R  Co.  61  Ala. 
554;  JfeMfe  db  M.  R  Co.  v.  Aftttft,  59  Ala.  246. 

2.  The  men  employed  in  the  work  of  cutting 
a  trench  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  off  the 
boil  of  molten  iron  were  stock-house  men.  It 
appears  that  the  ordinary  duties,  of -such  men 
were  not  such  as  to  afford  them  any  training 
or  experience  with  respect  to  the  work  these 
employes  were  put  to  do,  and  it  did  not  appear 
In  fact  that  they  had  had  any  experience  or 
training.  As  bearing  on  the  question  of  de- 
fendant's care  and  diligence  in  employing  them 
for  this  purpose,  evidence  was  received,  against 
plaintiffs  objection,  that  many  well-regulated 
furnaces  habitually  employed  this  class  of  men 
for  this  particular  service.  The  assignments 
of  error  bring  under  review  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  this  regard.  It  is  admitted  in  argu- 
ment, and  fully  established  in  our  decisions, 
that  the  custom  and  usage  of  other  well-regu- 
lated businesses  of  the  like  kind  as  to  the  use 
of  certain  machinery  and  mechanical  appli- 
ances may  always  be  adduced  in  evidence  as 
tending  to  negative  the  charge  of  negligence 
when  that  charge  is  based  upon  the  use  of  such 
machinery  or  appliances  by  the  defendant. 
Louisville  AKRCo.  v.  Allen,  78  Ala.  494; 
Georgia  Foe.  R.  Co.  v.  Propst,  88  Ala.  518; 
Alabama  G.  8.  R  Co.  v.  Arnold,  84  Ala.  159. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  same  rule  does  not 
apply  with  respect  to  the  employment  of  human 
beiogB.  We  are  unable  to  perceive  any  sound 
reason  for  this  insistence,  at  least  as  applied  to 
this  case.  The  presumption  is  that  well-reg- 
ulated furnaces  exercise  due  care  in  the  conduct 
of  their  business.  If  it  is  customary  for  them 
to  employ  a  particular  class  of  men  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  the  further  presumption  is  that 
that  class  of  men  is  competent  for  the  work  in 
hand;  and  their  competency  may  be  the  result 
either  of  special  knowledge  or  experience  with 
respect  to  the  particular  thing  to  be  done,  or 
from  the  work  being  such  as  to  require  no 
special  knowledge  or  experience.  In  either 
case,  the  fact  of  the  custom  or  usage  of  pru- 
dently managed  furnaces  to  employ  that  class 
of  men  is  some  evidence  that  the  defendant 
Company  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  their 
employment. 

Whether  the  defendant  was  negligent  or  not 
in  failing  to  notify  and  instruct  the  intestate 
and  his  fellow  servants  as  to  the  dangers  of  the 
work  they  were  directed  to  do  depends  upon 
the  further  consideration  whether  the  peril  in- 
volved in  it  was  patent  or  latent, — such  as 
could  be  seen  and  known  by  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  in  the  use  of  the  senses,  or  such  as 
was  obscured  and  could  not  be  seen  or  appre- 
ciated. If  the  former,  the  law  is  well  settled 
that  the  master  need  not  advise  his  servants  of 
its  existence,  and  instruct  them  as  to  the  means 
necessary  to  its  avoidance,  since  they,  equally 
with  himself,  are  held  to  know  both  the  fact 
of  peril  and  how  to  avoid  or  escape  it.  Wood, 
Mast,  and  S.  §  885;  Perry  v.  Marsh,  25  Ala. 
659;  2  Thomp;  Neg.  p.  971,  §  2,  p.  979.  §  9; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  203.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  the  master 
to  inform  the  servant  of  all  latent  dangers  in- 
cident to  the  service,  and  instruct  him  as  to 
their  avoidance.  Wood,  Mast  and  S.  §  854, 
and  authorities  supra. 
12L.R.A. 


The  evidence  tended  in  some  degree  to  show 
two  distinct  elements  of  danger  incident  to  the 
work  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was 
engaged  when  the  injury  was  suffered, — one 
open  to  ordinary  observation  and  capable  of 
being  measured  and  judged  of  by  men  of  no 
special  knowledge  or  instruction  in  the  prem- 
ises; and  the  other  latent  in  character,  with 
nothing  which  could  be  seen  and  understood 
by  the  unskilled  and  uninstructed  to  give  warn- 
ing of  its  presence,  or  suggest  means  of  avoid- 
ing it.  The  boil  of  iron,  while  its  lower  pari 
had  sunk  down  considerably — two  and  a  naif 
or  three  feet,  may  be— into  the  earth,  yet  pro- 
truded above  the  surface,  and  was  visible  to 
those  engaged  in  cutting  the  trench.  It  was 
common  knowledge,  appreciable  by  inexpe- 
rienced as  well  as  experienced  persons,  that  if 
the  ditch  was  open  entirely  up  to  the  melted 
mass,  its  bottom  being  below  the  lowest  es- 
timated point  of  the  boil,  the  iron  would  im- 
mediately flow  into  and  along  the  trench,  thus 
imperiliog  those  who  should  be  in  there  at  the 
time.  This  was  the  open  and  unobscured 
danger  which  was  sought  to  be  guarded  against 
by  leaving  a  wall  of  earth  between  the  trench 
and  the  boil  of  from  eight  to  twelve  inches 
thick,  the  purpose  being  to  break  down  this 
wall  by  piercing  it  with  a  long  crow-bar  after 
the  laborers  had  left  the  trench.  Of  such  a 
patent  danger  there  was  no  duty  on  the  de- 
fendant to  give  the  employes  warning.  The 
other  peril  arose  from  the  fact,  supported  by  a 
tendency  of  the  evidence  here,  that  a  boil  of 
iron,  upon  being  punctured  and  having  its 
shell  broken,  bursts  and  throws  out  molten 
metal  in  all  directions— "explodes,"  as  some 
of  the  witnesses  stated  as  to  this  one,  though 
this  term  was  said  to  be  inapt  and  inaccurate  by 
others.  Of  this  peril.— the  danger  of  this  flying 
molten  iron,— resulting  from  unseen  and  unap- 
preciated conditions  and  forces,  the  inexpe- 
rienced man  would  know  nothing  by  the  exer- 
cise of  his  senses.  It  was  a  state  of  things 
which  would  not  address  itself  to  his  compre- 
hension, and  of  which  he  could  only  come  to  a 
knowledge  by  being  instructed  in  regard  to  it* 
We  are  .of  the  opinion  that  plaintiff's  intestate 
and  his  fellow  servants  should  have  been  ad- 
vised of  this  latent  danger  when  they  were  put 
to  work  so  near  the  boil  as  thai  the  lack  of  or- 
dinary prudence  and  care  on  their  part  might 
not  only  have  started  the  flow  of  iron  into  the 
trench— this  they  could  see  and  perhaps  could 
have  escaped  from— but  also  have  instantly 
enveloped  them  in  the  flying  metal— which 
they  could  not  anticipate,  and  from  which 
there  was  no  time  to  escape.  Smith  v.  Penin- 
sular Car  Works,  60  Mich.  501. 

Whether,  in  point  of  fact,  however,  this 
latent  danger  did  exist,  was  a  question  for  the 
Jury.  It  was  also  for  their  determination 
whether,  conceding  its  existence,  the  injury 
resulted  from  it,  from  the  natural  flow  of  the 
metal  along  the  trench,  or  from  both  com- 
bined. They  might  have  reached  either  one  of 
the  four  possible  conclusions  in  this  connection. 
If  they  found  the  latent  danger  referred  to  did 
exist,  then  they  could  not  have  rendered  a  ver- 
dict against  the  defendant  for  negligence  in 
failing  to  give  notice  of  the  patent  danger, 
since  no  such  duty  rested  on  the  defendant  If 
their  conclusion  was  that,  although  the  latent 
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that  the  men  were  burned  to  death  by  the  metal 
flowing  down  along  the  ditch— the  injury  thus 
being  produced  by  the  patent  danger,  in  respect 
to  which  there  was  no  duty  of  instruction  upon 
the  defendant— it  still  cannot  be  said  that  the 
accident  was  chargeable  to  defendant's  negli- 
gence in  failing  to  give  proper  warning  of  the 
unseen  peril,  which  did  not  cause  the  injury 
complained  ol  We  assume  that  the  jury  were 
correctly  instructed  as  to  defendant's  liability, 
if  they  found  the  existence  of  the  unseen  dan- 

St,  that  the  injury  resulted  from  it,  and  that 
ere  was  a  negligent  failure  on  the  part  of 
those  who  represented  the  furnace  company 
to  instruct  its  servants  in  regard  to  it,  since  the 
record  indicates  nothing-to  the  contrary.  The 
instructions  which  were  given,  as  shown  by  the 
record,  for  the  defendant,  and  which  proceeded 
on  the  theory,  supported  by  one  asnect  of  the 
evidence,  that  the  onh  danger  incident  to  the 
work  was  an  open  ana  unobscured  one,  or  that 
whether  the  only  one  or  not,  it  produced  the 
injury,  were  to  the  effect  that  if  the  jury 
found  the  danger  to  be  one  that  could  be  read- 
fly  seen  by  common  observation,  and  this  dan- 
ger was  set  in  motion,  so  to  speak,  by  an  act 
of  intestate's  co-laborer,  against  which  he  bad 
been  warned  and  instructed,  the  defendant  was 
not  liable,  etc.,  are'  correct  expositions  of  the 
law  applicable  to  that  phase  of  the  facts. 

a  The  action  being  for  the  negligence  of  the 
master,  and  not  under  the  statute  for  that  of  a 
fellow  servant,  it  follows,  of  course,  that  the 
defendant  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  produced 
by  an  act  of  intestate's  fellow  servant,  done  not 
only  beyond  the  scope  of  his  employment,  but 
against  the  express  orders  of  the  defendant's 
•gent  in  charge  of  the  work.  We  understand 
charges  1  and  2  to  assert  this  doctrine.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  support  the  facts  they 
hypothesize.  If  there  was  another  state  of 
facts  which  the  evidence  tended  to  support,  and 
upon  which  the  defendant  would  be  liable  for 
the  act  referred  to,  and  the  plaintiff  apprehend- 
ed the  charges  as  given  might  mislead  the  jury 
by  obscuring  this  other  aspect  of  the  evidence, 
be  should  have  asked  an  explanatory  charge, 
or  an  independent  instruction,  upon  that  phase; 
and,  for  aught  the  record  shows,  such  a  charge 
may  have  been  asked  and  given. 

4.  It  only  remains  to  be  considered  whether 
the  Instructions  given  in  respect  of  the  alleged 
contributory  negligence  of  plaintiff's  Intestate 
were  correct.  Charges  7  and  8  on  this  su  biect, 
to  the  effect,  respectively,  that  the  jury  "can- 
not  find  for  the  plaintiff  if  you  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  injury  to  plaintiff's  intestate 
was  in  part  caused  by  his  own  negligence,  and 
thai  such  negligence  on  his  part  proximately 


contributed  to  his  injury,"  and  that  "it  was  the 
duty  of  plaintiff's  intestate  to  have  used  due  dili- 
gence in  trying  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  mol- 
ten iron,  when  he  saw  it  flowing  towards  him  in 
the  ditch  (if  you  believe  he  saw  it.  or  could 
have  seen  it  by  the  exercise  of  due  care),  and  if 
he  failed  to  do  so,  and  because  of  such  failure 
he  was  burned  and  injured,  then  you  must  find 
for  the  defendant,"  are  manifestly  sound  state- 
ments of  the  doctrine  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. The  fact,  if  it  be  one,  that  the  intestate 
was  panic-BtrUpen,  and  his  energies  paralyzed, 
by  the  awfuJptature  of  the  impending  catastro- 
phe, might  be  proper  to  be  considered  by  the 
jury  in  determining  what  effort  would  amount 
to  due  diligence,  or  what  omission  of  effort 
would  be  negligence  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, but  no  such  consideration  can  relieve 
from  the  duty  of  diligence  on  the  one  hand,  or 
condone  negligence  on  the  other. 

5.  Charge  5,  given  for  defendant,  is  in  the 
following  language:  "If  you  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  guilty 
of  negligence,  I  charge  you  that  however  slight 
that  negligence  on  his  part  may  have  been,  ft  it 
was.  such  that  but  for  that  negligence  the  acci- 
dent could  not  have  happened,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover."  There  are  very  respectable 
authorities  which  hold  that  the  abstract  propo- 
sition of  this  instruction  is  sound.  Mureh  v. 
Concord  B.  Corp.  29  N.  H.  9;  Potter  v.  Chicago 
&  N.W.B.  Co.  21  Wis.  872. 

We  apprehend,  however,  that  the  language 
employed  is  open  to  criticism,  if  not  to  con- 
demnation, for  that  a  case  may  be  conceived 
in  which  the  negligence  of  the  party  injured, 
while  such  as  that  without  it  the  injury  would 
not  have  been  inflicted,  yet  is  not  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  accident.  We  need  not  decide 
this,  however.  The  charge  may  be  sustained 
on  another  consideration.  All  charges  must  be 
referred  to  and  tested  by  the  evidence  in  the 
cause.  Applying  that  principle  here,  and  look- 
ing to  the  testimony,  it  Is  seen  that  the  only 
negligence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff's  intestate 
which  finds  any  lodgment  in  the  tendencies  of 
the  evidence,  and,  therefore,  the  only  negli- 
gence to  which  the  charge  can  be  held  to  relate, 
consisted  in  the  injured  party's  failing  to  get 
out  of  the  ditch  when  he  was  ordered  to  do  so, 
or  when  he  saw  or  should  have  seen  the  molten 
iron  flowing  towards  him.  Unquestionably, 
this  was  proximate  contributory  negligence 
{Columbue  dW.B.  Co.  v.  Bradford,  86  Ala. 
574),  and  the  charge,  construed  with  reference 
to  it,  becomes  a  proper  statement  of  the  law, 
or  at  least  is  shorn  of  all  capacity  to  work 
prejudice  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  jury. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Andrew  0.  JOHNSTON  etal,  Apple., 

v. 

STATE  of  Indiana,  ex  rel.  Oliver  C.  SEFTON. 

( Ind. » 

1.  Election  officer*  may  be  compelled 
hy  mandamus  to  perform  a  statutory  duty  of 


determining*  by  lot  the  person  entitled  to  an  office 
In  ease  of  a  tie  vote;  and  they  cannot  by  adjourn* 
ing  evade  the  performance  of  such  duty. 

8*  Constitutional  provisions  are  to  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  prior  well-known  prac- 
tices and  usages. 

8.  ▲  statute  providing  that  a  tie  vote 


Nor*.— See  note  to  Maynard  v.  Board  of  Can- 1 
vassers  (Mich.)  11 L.  B.  A.  888;  People  v.  New  York  I 
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Infant  Asylum  (N.  T.)  10  L.  B.  A.  881;  Lawrence  v* 
Ingersoll  (Tenn.)  6LB.A*  808. 
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may  be  determined  by  lot  does  not  violate 
a  constitutional  provision  that  all  elections  shall 
be  by  ballot. 

4.  A  candidate  is  not  estopped  from  ob- 
taining a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  election 
officers  to  decide  a  tie  vote  by  lot  according  to 
law,  by  the  fact  that  he  requested  them  not  to  do 
so,  since  all  parties  had  equal  knowledge  of  the 
law  and  the  duty  was  to  the  publio  and  not  sim- 
ply to  the  candidate. 


(April  8,1801.) 


ta^ld 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a^hdgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Decatur  County  In 
favor  of  relator  in  a  proceeding  instituted  to 
compel  defendants  to  determine  by  lot  the  per- 
son entitled  to  a  certain  office  as  the  result  of 
an  election  at  which  a  tie  vote  was  cast  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  In  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  A*  Myers  and  Bonner*  Tock- 
ett  &  Bennett  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Miller  A  Gravin  and  Ewing  4h 
Swing  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  relator,  Oliver  C.  Sefton,  William  A. 
Williams  and  James  Parker  were  candidates 
for  the  office  of  township  trustee.  Alexander 
C.  Johnston  was  the  inspector,  and  Samuel  T. 
Meek  and  John  Foley  were  the  Judges  of  the 
election.  At  the  close  of  the  election  the  votes 
cast  were  counted  and  canvassed  by  the  election 
board,  and  it  was  found  that  the  relator  had  re- 
ceived eighty  nine  votes,  Williams  eighty-nine 
votes  and  Parker  two  votes.  The  election  offi- 
cers certified  that  the  relator  and  Williams  bad 
received  the  highest  number  of  votes  cast  at  the 
election.  They  refused,  however,  to  determine 
by  lot  which  of  the  two  candidates  were  entitled 
to  the  office;  and,  although  requested  in  writing, 
refused  to  re-assemble  and  determine  which  of 
the  two  candidates  who  received  the  highest 
number  of  votes  should  be  declared  entitled  to 
the  office  of  township  trustee.  Our  Statute 
provides  that,  "  if  two  or  more  have  the  high- 
est and  an  equal  number  of  votes  for  the  same 
office,  ->*ich  judges  shall,  when  the  result  is 
certified,  determine  by  lot  the  person  entitled 
to  the  office;  and  the  next  day  the  inspector 
shall  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  person  elect- 
ed, when  demanded,  a  certificate  to  each  per- 
son elected  to  any  office  in  said  township,  ex- 
cept justices  of  the  peace."    Rev.  Stat.  §  4786. 

Assuming  that  the  statutory  provision  quoted 
is  valid,  the  remedy  adopted  by  the  relator, 
mandamus,  is  appropriate.  The  duties  of  elec- 
tion officers  when  prescribed  by  statute,  as  in 
this  instance,  are  imperative,  and  perform- 
ance may  be  coerced  by  the  writ  of  mandamus. 
Nor  can  the  election  officers  evade  their  duties 
by  adjourning  without  taking  the  action  re- 
quired by  law.  In  discussing  this  question  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  said,  in  the  case  of 
Atty-Oen.  v.  Iron  County  Board  of  Canvassers, 
64  Mich.  607,  in  speaking  of  the  members  of 
the  election  board,  that  "  until  they  have  done 
so  they  have  no  right  to  dissolve  their  meeting. 
They  can  only  get  out  of  their  office  by  com- 
pleting their  work.  It  would  be  worse  than 
absurd  to  allow  a  board  of  canvassers  to  defeat 
the  popular  will  and  destroy  an  election  by 
Id  L.  R.  A. 


neglecting  to  do  what  the  law  requires  them 

The  cases  are  harmonious  upon  the  proposi- 
tion we  have  asserted.  Brewer  v.  GBrien,  & 
Ind.  433;  Kisler  v.  Cameron,  89  Lid.  488;  Moore 
v.  Kessler,  59  Ind.  162;  State  v.  Gibbs,  18  Fla. 
66,  7  Am.  Rep.  288;  Hagertv  v.  Arnold,  la 
Ean.  867;  Lewis  v.  Marshall  County  Comrs.  1$ 
Kan.  102,  22  Am.  Rep.  276;  People  v.  8chid 
lein.  95  N.  Y.  124;  State  v.  Stearns,  11  Neb.  104; 
Stale  v.  Peacock,  15  Neb.  442;  People  v.  Nord- 
heim,  99  111.  658. 

The  question  upon  which  the  case  hinges  is,, 
whether  the  statutory  provision  quoted  is  valid. 
The  appellant's  counsel  ingeniously  and  plaus- 
ibly argue  that  the  provision  is  invalid  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  in  conflict  with  the  provision, 
that  all  elections  shall  be  by  ballot  Coast 
art.  2,  §  18. 

We  cannot  concur  with  counsel  that  where 
an  election  is  held  and  results  in  a  tie  vole  for 
opposing  candidates,  the  General  Assembly  may 
not  provide  for  determining  the  right  to  the 
office  otherwise  than  by  making  provision  for 
another  election. 

Constitutions  are  framed  by  existing  and  or- 
ganized society,  and  are  to  be  construed  with 
reference  to  well-known  practices  and  usages. 
State  v.  Noble,  118  Ind.  860-861, 4  L.  R.  A.  101; 
Durham  v.  State,  117  Ind.  477:  Cooley,  Const 
Dm.  5th  ed.  78. 

We  know  that  the  practice  of  determining  a 
tie  vote  by  lot  prevailed  before  our  Constitution 
was  adopted,  and  it  is  our  duty  to  presume  that 
the  f  ramers  of  that  instrument  were  not  igno- 
rant or  unmindful  of  this  ancient  usage.  It 
is  therefore  no  more  than  reasonable  to  hold 
that  a  statute  providing  for  an  election  by 
ballot  is  valid,  although  it  also  provides  for  de- 
termining a  tie  vote  by  lot,  for  the  framers  of 
the  Constitution  may  well  be  deemed  to  have 
had  this  usage  in  view  and  to  have  intended 
that  it  shoulof  be  resorted  to  in  case  where  an 
election  should  result  in  a  tie  between  opposing- 
candidates.  Such  a  statute  as  the  one  before 
us  does  give  the  electors  an  opportunity  to  voter 
by  ballot,  and  affixes  to  each  vote  all  the  force 
it  is  possible  to  assign  it  In  no  respect  is  the 
elector's  right  abridged  or  limited;  all  that  is, 
done  is  to  provide  that  in  cases  where  the  electors 
fail  to  make  a  choice  the  choice  may  be  deter- 
mined by  lot  between  the  candidates  who  have 
received  the  highest  number  of  votes.  This- 
course  gives  to  all  the  votes  cast  full  weight 
and  force,  and  prevents  the  nullification  of  the 
election  where  a  tie  vote  results.  Unless  there 
is  power  in  the  General  Assembly  to  provide 
for  the  determination  of  a  tie  vote,  an  incum- 
bent of  an  office  might  hold  far  beyond  his- 
term,  since  it  is  conceivable  that  many  elections- 
might  result  in  a  tie. 

The  authorities  give  full  support  to  our  asser- 
tion that  the  Legislature  may  provide  that  a  tie 
vote  may  be  determined  by  lot  Webster  v. 
Qilmore,  91  JJL  824;  People  v.  Robertson,  27 
Mich.  116;  People  v.  Sutherland,  41  Mich.  177; 
State  v.  McKinnon,  8  Or.  501;  State  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 28  Neb.  711;  Hammock  v.  Barnes,  4  Bush, 
891. 

We  have  found  no  Judicial  decision  conflict- 
ing with  the  cases  to  which  we  have  referred, 
nor  have  we  been  referred  to  any  by  appellant's, 
counsel.    The  report  of  the  congressional  com- 
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mittee  to  which  we  are  referred  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  authority. 

While  we  are  satisfied  that  no  statute  can  be 
upheld  which  assumes  to  destroy  the  right  of 
the  inhabitants  of  a  township  to  elect  their  own 
trustee,  jet  we  are  also  satisfied  that  where  a 
full  opportunity  is  given  them  to  make  a  choice, 
and  they  equally  divide  their  votes,  it  is  within 
the  power  of  the  General  Assembly  to  make 
provision  for  determining  the  result  of  the  elec- 
tion. Our  Constitution  provides  that  "  such 
other  county  and  township  officers  as  may  be 
necessary  shall  be  elected  or  appointed  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law."    Art 

It  seems  clear  to  us  that,  taking  this  provision 
in  connection  with  the  general  one  respecting 
elections,  and  construing  them  in  accordance 
with  the  principles  to  which  we  have  referred, 
the  General  Assembly  did  not  transcend  its 
power  in  enacting  the  Statute  under  considera- 
tion. 

Counsel's  argument  that  the  policy  of  deter- 
mining the  right  to  an  office  by  lot  is  an  evil 


one  might  have  weight  with  a  legislative 
assembly,  but  it  can  have  none  with  the  courts. 
Questions  of  policy  and  expediency  are  legisla- 
tive and  not  judicial.  Beauehamp  v.  State,  6 
Blackf.  209;  Hedderieh  v.  State,  101  Ind.  661, 
and  authorities  cited. 

The  appellant's  position  that  the  relator  can- 
not successfully  urge  his  claim  to  the  office  for 
the  reason  that  he  created  an  estoppel  against 
himself  by  requesting  the  election  officers  not 
to  determine  the  result  of  the  election  cannot 
be  defended.  The  duties  of  the  election  offi- 
cers were  prescribed  by  a  public  law,  and  all 
the  interested  parties  had  equal  knowledge  so 
that  no  estoppel  could  possibly  arise.  But 
more  than  this,  the  public  had  an  interest  in 
having  the  election  officers  perform  the  duty 
enjoined  upon  them  by  law,  and  it  was  not  for 
the  relator  to  relieve  them  from  that  duty,  and 
this  they  were  bound  to  know.  School  Dtst.No. 
8  v.  Root,  61  Mich.  878. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Miller,  J.,  did  not  take  part  in  the  decision 
of  this  case. 


NEW  YCRK  CCURT  OF  APPEAIA 


Oliver  T.  HOPPER,  Re*pt.t 

e. 

Mary  C.  HOPPER,  Exrx.,  eta,  of  Inslee 

A.  Hopper,  Deceased,  Appt. 

(...-N.  Y....J 

1*  ▲  foreign  executor  becomes  a  domestic 
executor  liable  to  be  sued  as  such  In  the  State  in 
which  be  takes  out  ancillary  letters. 

aV  ▲  nonresident  plaintiff  may  sue  a 
foreign  executor  who  has  taken  out  ancillary 
letters  although  the  precise  force  and  effect  o* 
the  judgment  In  such  a  case  is  not  determined. 

(January  27, 1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Genera]  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
First  Department,  reversing  a  fragment  of  the 
New  York  Special  Term  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint in  an  action  brought  to  charge  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  partner  with  a  partnership  debt. 
A'ffitrtned. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Robert  T.  B.  Easton  for  appellant 
Mr.    Horace    Secor,    Jr.,    with    Mr. 
Charles  B.  Page,  for  respondent 

Finch,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  court: 
The  last  will  of  Inslee  A.  Hopper,  a  resident 
of  New  Jersey,  was  admitted  to  probate  in  that 
State,  and  letters  testamentary  issued  thereon 
to  Mary  C.  Hopper.  The  testator  had  been 
engaged  in  business  as  a  broker  in  connection 
with  other  parties  in  the  City  of  New  York, 
and  the  executrix,  presumably  because  there 
were  assets  in  this  State,  took  out  ancillary 


Nora— As  to  powers,  duties  and  liabilities  of 
ancillary  administrators,  see  notes  to  Gara  v.  Aus- 
tin (Iowa)  9  L.  EL  A.  H8;  Welch  v.  Adams  (Mass.)  9 
I*.  B.  A.  ft*  Sehluter  v.  Bowery  Bar.  Bank  (N.  Y.) 
♦  L.R.A.54L 
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letters  testamentary  within  our  Jurisdiction. 
The  plaintiff  was  and  is  a  resident  of  the  State 
of  Georgia.  He  had  dealt  with  the  firm  in  the 
City  of  New  York  of  which  the  testator  was  a 
member,  and  claimed,  as  a  result  of  that  deal- 
ing, that  it  became  indebted  to  him  iu  a  large 
amount  Coming  into  this  State,  and  finding 
the  executrix  here,  clothed  with  testamentary 
authority  under  our  law,  and  seeking  to  re- 
coyer  a  debt  which  originated  here,  he  brought 
this  action  against  her,  in  her  representative 
capacity,  alleging  the  insolvency  of  the  surviv- 
ing members  of  the  firm,  and  asking  Judgment 
for  the  amount  which  he  claimed  to  be  due. 
He  was  defeated  at  the  special  term,  but,  on 
appeal,  that  judgment  was  reversed,  and  from 
that  reversal  the  executrix  appeals  to  this 
court.  Her  counsel  advocated  here  the  doc- 
trine which  prevailed  in  the  trial  court— that  the 
ancillary  executor,  by  reason  of  the  temporary 
purpose  of  his  appointment,  and  the  restricted 
limitation  of  his  duties,  does  not  become  a  do- 
mestic executor,  liable  to  be  sued  here,  and 
that  the  defendant,  who  was  a  foreign  executor 
by  the  issue  of  her  original  letters,  remained 
such,  notwithstanding  her  ancillary  appoint- 
ment in  this  State. 

By  the  phrase  "foreign  executor/'  the  courts 
never  mean  the  mere  nonrcsidence  of  the  indi- 
vidual holding  the  office,  but  the  foreign  origin 
of  the  representative  character.  That  is  the 
sole  product  of  the  foreign  law,  and,  depend- 
ing upon  it  for  existence,  cannot  pass  beyond 
the  Jurisdiction  of  its  origin.  The  individual 
may  come  here  and  acquire  rights  or  incur  lia- 
bilities which  our  tribunals  will  defend  or  en- 
force, but  he  can  have  no  representative  rights 
or  liabilities,  since  we  recognize  in  him  no  rep- 
resentative character.  The  foreign  executor 
may  make  a  contract  here  which  our  courts 
will  compel  him  to  perform  because  it  is  his 
contract,  but,  where  it  is  the  testator's  only,  he 
cannot  sue  or  be  sued  upon  it,  since  the  right 
or  the  liability  is  purely  representative,  and 
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exists  only  by  force  of  the  official  character, 
and  so  cannot  pees  beyond  the  Jurisdiction 
which  gave  it  Johnson  ▼.  Wattis,  112  N.  Y. 
280.  2  L.  R.  A.  828. 

And  thus  it  is  not  the  residence  of  the  exec- 
utor out  of  the  State  which  makes  him  a  for- 
eign executor,  but  the  creation  of  his  official 
character  under  and  by  force  of  a  law  foreign 
to  our  own.  He  may,  nevertheless,  become  an 
executor,  and  clothe  himself  with  a  represen- 
tative character  under  our  law,  and  by  force  of 
an  authority  conferred  within  our  Jurisdiction. 
The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
indicate  when  and  in  what  manner.  By  the 
terms  of  section  2695,  the  surrogate  haying 


Jurisdiction  may,  upon  production  of  an  exem 

"fled  copy  of  the  foreign  will,  and  the  foreign 

letters  and  probate,  issue  to  the  executor  andl- 


plifle 


lary  letters  testamentary.  He  thereby  neces- 
sarily acquires  an  official  and  representative 
character  under  our  law,  and  becomes  an  exec- 
utor here. 

In  Cvmmings  v.  Banks,  2  Barb.  002,  he  is 
correctly  described  as  "an  officer  of  our  State, 
acting  under  our  laws."  As  a  consequence  he 
gains  a  standing  in  our  courts  which  in  the 
character  of  foreign  executor  merely  was 
denied  to  him.  Having  thus  become  the  law- 
ful representative  of  the  testator  in  our  juris- 
•  diction,  he  may  sue  in  our  tribunals  as  such 
representative.  It  seems  to  follow  that  in  that 
character  he  may  also  be  sued.  The  courts  are 
thrown  open  to  him,  when  he  sues  as  an  execu- 
tor here,  representing  the  estate  by  our  author- 
ity. He  has  become  a  domestic  executor.  Is 
he  any  the  less  so  when  some  creditor  of  the 
estate  sues  him?  Before  the  Code  and  before 
the  Revised  Statutes  the  foreign  executor  who 
came  into  our  jurisdiction,  and  intermeddled 
with  assets  here,  could  be  sued  as  executor  ds 
son  tort.  The  law  regarded  him  not  as  foreign 
executor,  but  as  executor  here,  having  made 
himself  such  by  his  own  wrongful  conduct. 
Campbell  v.  Totisey,  7  Cow.  65.  Now  that 
such  remedy  is  abolished,  and  a  way  opened 
for  a  rightful  possession  of  assets,  founded  on 
an  official  character,  granted  by  our  law  to  the 
ancillary  executor,  the  right  to  sue  him  in  that 
representative  character  would  seem  to  be  still 
more  certain  and  plain.  I  do  not  understand 
that  to  be  denied  where  the  plaintiff  is  citizen 
of  our  own  State,  but  only  where  he  is  a  non- 
resident. What  has  been  said  allows  of  no 
such  discrimination.  The  ground  of  the  citi- 
zen's action  is  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  for- 
eign executor  whom  he  cannot  sue,  but  an  ex- 
ecutor here,  whom  be  can  sue.  How  is  the  de- 
fendant any  the  less  an  executor  here  because 
the  creditor  is  a  nonresident?  Let  us  suppose 
that  the  transaction  in  New  York  upon  which 
this  suit  was  brought  had  been  with  the  testa- 
tor alone,  instead  of  with  a  firm  of  which  he 
was  a  member;  that  the  citizen  of  Georgia 
came  here  to  settle  up  the  account,  and  that 
the  ancillary  executor,  claiming  he  was  a  debt- 
or in  the  dealing,  had  sued  him  in  our  courts. 
Nobody  doubts  or  disputes  the  right  to  do  so. 
But  can  it  then  be  true  that,  the  balance  being 
the  other  way,  the  nonresident  cannot  sue  the 
ancillary  executor  to  establish  his  claim?  A 
nonresident  may  sue  a  domestic  executor  in 
this  State  beyond  any  question.  Does  it  alter 
the  rule  that  the  domestic  executor  has  become 
12LRA. 


such  by  receiving  ancillary  Instead  of  original 
letters?  The  Code  provides  (section  2708)  that 
all  the  provisions  of  its  18th  chapter,  relating 
generally  to  surrogates'  courts,  and  proceedings 
therein,  and  to  the  rights,  powers,  duties  and 
liabilities  of  an  executor  or  administrator, 
shall,  with  some  minor  exceptions,  apply  to  a 
person  to  whom  ancillary  letters  are  granted, 
and  thus  puts  him  upon  a  level,  so  far  as  his 
official  character  Is  concerned,  with  the  ordi- 
nary executors  appointed  by  our  courts. 

Two  things  are  said,  however,  as  peculiar  to 
the  case  of  a  nonresident  plaintiff.  One  is  that 
he  must  show  some  statutory  authority  for  the 
right  to  sue.  and  without  it  can  have  none.  I 
do  not  think  the  right  was  ever  denied  where 
the  cause  of  action  accrued  within  our  bound- 
aries. Indeed,  it  has  been  said  that  one  non- 
resident may  sue  another  in  our  courts  for  a 
tort  committed  abroad,  so  far  as  the  question 
of  actual  Jurisdiction  Is  concerned,  and  that  we 
simply  decline  the  Jurisdiction  from  motives  of 

Sttcy  and  convenience,  not  that  we  do  not 
veit.    Gardner*.  Thomas,  14  Johns*  184.* 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  do  not  originate, 
but  simply  restrain,  the  original  jurisdiction. 
Thus  it  is  provided  by  section  1780  that  an  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  against  a  foreign  cor- 
poration by  another  foreign  corporation,  or  by 
a  nonresident,  "in  one  of  the  following  cases 
only."  The  word  "only"  is  inserted  as  a 
word  of  restriction,  and  Implies  a  general  ju- 
risdiction, purposely  narrowed  and  restrained. 
Robinson  v.  Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Oo.  113  N.  Y. 
315,  2  L.  R  A.  686. 

One  of  the  cases  is  where  the  sctlon  Is  for 
breach  of  a  contract  made  within  the  State, 
and,  in  the  case  last  cited,  it  was  declared  that 
permitting  the  suit,  irrespective  of  residence, 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose  here,  is  a  rule 
of  comity,  of  natural  justice  and  of  con- 
venience. Why,  when  there  is  an  executor 
here,  where  the  transaction  arose,  and  the  wit- 
nesses are  at  hand,  should  we  send  the  non- 
resident to  New  Jersey  to  sue  the  same  person 
in  the  same  representative  character  there? 
The  answer  made  to  that  inquiry  is  the  second 
position  taken  by  the  appellant,  and  grows  out 
of  the  restricted  duty  enjoined  upon  the  ancil- 
lary executor.  He  must  remit  all  collected 
assets  to  the  original  probate  jurisdiction,  un- 
less there  are  creditors  who  are  citizens  of  our 
own  State,  in  which  event  a  distribution  may 
be  ordered  here.  Code,  §§  2700,  2701.  And 
it  has  been  doubted  whether  a  creditor,  not  a 
citizen  of  this  State,  can  prevent  such  trans- 
mission, or  obtain  any  relief  against  the  asseis 
here.  Jfoyer  v.  Weil,  1  Dem.  71.  While  I  feei 
the  force  of 'that  doubt,  I  am  unwilling  to 
yield  to  it  as  in  all  cases  conclusive.  But,  as- 
suming; that  to  be  the  truth,  the  argument  is 
that  a  judgment  against  the  ancillary  executrix 
would  have  no  possible  force  or  effect,  and  our 
courts  do  not  sit  to  decide  a  mere  abstract 
question,  or  perform  an  idle  ceremony.  If  the 
judgment  is  utterly  ineffective,  at  least  the  de- 
fendant may  view  its  recovery  with  equanim- 
ity. But  it  is  not  ineffective,  as  the  general 
term  points  out.  While  we  are  not  required  for 
present  purposes  to  decide  upon  its  legitimate 
force  and  effect,  and  that  question  should  be 
left  until  it  arises,  it  Is  enough  to  say  that  the 
judgment  may  avail  the  plaintiff  in  two  direc- 
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ttons,  even  if  it  were  certain  tbat  he  could  not 
reach  assets  here.  If  he  should  be  driven  to 
the  forum  of  original  probate  jurisdiction,  the 
case  of  HiU  v.  Tucker,  54  U.  B.  13  How.  458, 
14  L.  ed.  223,  indicates  that  the  Judgment 
would  be  at  least  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
indebtedness,  and,  while  not  conclusive,  would, 
at  least,  bar  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  which 

\  the  testa- 
State, 
--«-«,-  Itwo  resi- 
dents of  Virginia,  and  two  of  Louisiana,  exec- 
utors. The  will  was  proved  in  both  States, 
the  Virginia  executors  taking  out  letters  there, 
and  one  of  the  Louisiana  executors  qualifying 
in  that  Jurisdiction.  In  a  suit  against  the  lat- 
ter, by  a  creditor  who  had  obtained  judgment 
In  Virginia  against  the  executors  there,  the 
federal  court  held  the  Judgment  admissible,  and 


an  answer  to  the  Statute  of  Limitation*. 
Much  more  would  it  seem  to  be  true,  where 
the  executors  in  the  two  jurisdictions  were  not 
different  persons,  but  the  same  individual,  who 
himself,  in  his  representative  character,  had 
appeared  and  defended  in  the  one  jurisdiction* 
that,  in  the  other,  the  judgment  would  at  least 
prima  fade  establish  the  claim,  and  answer  a 
plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  And  so» 
while  we  do  not  feel  bound  to  determine,  at 
present,  the  precise  force  and  effect  of  the 
judgment,  we  are  satisfied  that  its  recovery 
ought  not  to  be  defeated  on  the  ground  that  ft 
is  ineffective  for  any  purpose. 

The  judgment  of  the  general  term  should  be 
affirmed,  and  judgment  absolute  on  her  stipula- 
tion be  awarded  against  the  defendant,  with 
costs. 

Ail  concur. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


W.  8.  FRINK,  Appt.t 

9. 

John  THOMAS.  Beepl. 
(. Or. ) 


•1.  Time  la  not  of  the  eaaenoe  of  a> 
travet  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  unless  made  so 
by  the  express  agreement  of  the  parties,  or  by 

*Head  notes  by  Rhah,  J. 


the  nature  of  the  contract  Itself  or  of  the  ciroum- 
stances  under  which  It  was  made.  Courts  of 
equity  will  ordinarily  Infer  that  interest  ou  the- 
deferred  payments  will  be  a  sufficient  compensa- 
tion for  the  delay. 
£•  Although  there  la  no  attpolatton  lav 
the  eontravet  that  time  shall  be  essential,  nor 
anything  in  the  nature  or  eiroumstanoes  of  the- 
agreement  to  make  it  so,  it  can  nevertheless  be 
made  so  by  a  performance  or  tender  of  perform- 
ance by  one  party  and  a  demand  of  the  other. 


Nora.— Specific  performance;  actum  to  enforce. 

M  Bpedflo  performance  "  is  the  actual  accomplish- 
ment of  a  oontract,— such  a  performance  as  will  do 
justice  to  the  parties.  Oonnaway  v.  Wright,  5  DeL 
Ch.478. 

Bven  where  time  Is  made  material  by  express 
stipulation,  the  failure  of  one  of  the  parties  to  per- 
form a  condition  within  the  particular  time  limited 
will  not  defeat  his  right  to  specific  performance  if 
the  oondltion  be  subsequently  performed  without 
unreasonable  delay,  and  no  circumstances  have 
Intervened  that  would  render  It  unjust  or  inequi- 
table to  give  such  relief.  Cheney  v.  I4bby,  181  U. 
&  68, 88  Led.  818. 

If  u*»  parties  have  expressly  treated  time  as  of 
the  essence  of  the  agreement,  or  if  it  necessarily 
f oUows  from  the  nature  and  eiroumstanoes  of  the 
agreement,  courts  of  equity  will  not  enforce  it 
specifically,  regardless  of  the*  limitation  of  time. 
Coleman  v.  Applegarth,  10  Gent  Bep.  148,  S8  Md.  21; 
8  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  •  778. 

A  default  at  the  day  specified,  without  any  just 
excuse,  or  any  acquiescence  or  subsequent  waiver 
by  the  other  party,  will  defeat  the  suit.  Benedict 
v.  Lynch,  1  Johns.  Ch.  890,  1  L.  ed.  175;  Hayes  v. 
OsryJl,  6  Yin.  Abr.  688,  pL  18;  Pinoke  v.  Curteia,  4 
Bro.  Ch.  889;  Fordyoe  v.  Ford,  Id.  494. 

Enforcement  *»  discretion  of  court 

The  specific  enforcement  of  contracts  to  oonvey 
lands  is  not  a  matter  ex  debtto  juttitia.  It  is  an 
appeal  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.  Belief 
of  this  character  rests,  not  upon  what  the  court 
must  do,  but  rather  upon  what,  in  view  of  all  the 
eiroumstanoes.  It  ought  to  do.  Page  v.  Martin,  46 
N.  J.  Bq.  826;  Alexander  v.  Wunderlioh,  11  Cent. 
Bep.  878, 118  Pa.  610;  Jackson  v.  Torrenoe,  88  Cal.  621. 

It  will  not  be  decreed  where  it  wul  result  in  great 
hardship  and  injustice  to  one  party  without  any 
consideration,  gain  or  utility  to  the  other,  or  where 
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the  public  interest  would  be  prejudiced  thereby. 
Conger  v.  New  York,  W.  &  *  B.  B.  Co.  120  N.  Y.  29» 
citing  Clarke  v.  Rochester,  L.  &  N.  F.  EL  Co.  18  Barn. 
800;  Columbia  College  Trustees  v.  Thaoher,  87  N.  Y. 
811-817;  Hurtfeldt  v.  New  York,  W.  a  &  R  R.  Co, 
8  Cent.  Bep.  418, 100  N.  Y.  708;  Day  v.  Hunt,  118  N. 
Y.  191-196. 

8o  denial  of  a  specific  performance  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  where  performance  is  onerous 
and  would  cause  little  or  no  benefit.  Hurtfeldt  v. 
New  York,  W.  8.  &  B.  fi.  Co.  supra.  See  Columbia 
College  Trustees  v.  Thacher,  supra. 

A  vendee  in  an  executory  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  land  has  not  an  absolute  right  to  a  specific 
performance  of  the  oontract,  but  such  relief  is 
granted  or  refused  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  each  ease.  Hayes  v.  Nourse,  114  N.  Y.  608;  Peters 
v.  Delaplalne,  49  N.  Y.  868:  Day  v.  Hunt.  118  N.  Y. 
191;  Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  8d  Am.  ed.  10, 1  86;  Pom.  Spec* 
Pert.  p.  4,14,  p.  47,186. 

Forfeiture  clause  in  contract. 

Many  decisions  have  treated  a  clause  of  forfeiture 
as  rendering  the  stipulated  time  of  payment  essen- 
tial, and  as  therefore  binding  according  to  its  letter, 
and  have  refused  to  give  any  relief.  Sanborn  v. 
Woodman,  6  Cush.  86;  Remington  v.  Irwin,  li  Pa. 
148;  Jones  v.  Bobbins,  89  He.  861;  Clark  v.  Lyons* 
25I1L106;  HoClartey  v.  Ookey,  81  Iowa,  606;  Steele 
v.  Branch,  40  OaL  8;  Began  v.  Walker.  1  Wis.  687; 
1  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  498;  Wells  v.  Smith,  8  Bdw.  Ch.  78, 
6 Led. 816, 7  Paige, 28, 24, 4  L.ed.  48,46;  Bdgertoa 
v.  Peokham,  11  Paige,  868, 6  L.  ed.  168. 

But  the  clause  in  an  agreemeot  providing  that 
plaintiffs  were  to  pay  as  herein  provided,  or  forfeit 
the  one  hundred  dollars  this  day  paid,  does  not 
operate  to  make  the  day  fixed  essential.  Austin  v. 
Waoks,  80  Minn.  840;  1  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  496;  Bdgertoa 
y.  Peokham,  supra. 

Where  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  th» 


Sec  also  20  L.  R.  A.  010;  35  L.  R.    A.  1H7 
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Z»  , Where  the  payment  of  the  _ 
money  and  the  maUng  of  the  deed  are  to  ooour 
simultaneously  they  are  regarded  as  oonourrent 
acts,  which  disable  either  party  from  putting  an 
end  to  the  contract  without  performance,  or  a 
valid  offer  to  perform,  on  his  part. 

4.  In  a  flit  by  a  vendor  tor  a  reect— ion 
of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  on 
account  of  a  failure  to  pay  purchase  money,  the 
complaint  must  allege  that  he  has  tendered  to  the 
vendee  a  valid  deed,  conveying  to  him  all  the 
land,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
and  demanded  performance  on  the  part  of  the 
vendee. 

£•  Mere  failure  to  pay  the  purchase  money, 
according  to  terms  of  the  contract,  will  not  entitle 
vendor  to  have  contract  rescinded. 

6.  Where  the  vendor  i»  prevented  from 
complying  with  his  contract  by  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  the  vendee  in  obtaining  an  outstanding 
title  to  a  portion  of  the  land,  so  far  as  that  por- 
tion of  the  land  is  concerned,  in  a  suit  by  vendor 
to  rescind,  the  vendee  is  estopped  from  claiming 
that  no  tender  of  deed  has  been  made. 

7.  When  the  vendee  has  paid  part  of  the 
purchase  money  and  given  his  notes  for  the 
balance,  before  the  vendor  can  rescind  a  contract 
he  must  return  or  offer  to  return  money  paid, 
with  legal  interest,  less  reasonable  rental  value  of 
premises  if  vendee  has  been  in  possession,  and 
also  all  unpaid  notes. 

8.  Where  a  controversy  concerning  the 
title  to  government  land  is  still  pending  in  and 
undetermined  by  the  land  department  of  the 
United  States,  the  courts  of  this  State  will  not 
interfere. 

9*  Where  a  vendee  enters  into 


sion  of  land,  under  a  contract  of  purchase,  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  obtain  an  outstanding 
title  and  assert  it  against  his  vendor,  but  such 
title  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  vendor. 

(January  6, 1801 J 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Polk  County  dismissing 
his  complaint  in  an  action  brought  to  cancel  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  certain  land  and  to 
enjoin  its  sale  by  the  vendee.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Bean,  J.: 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  to  cancel  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land  by  plaintiff  to  defendant 
For  the  purpose  of  this  case  it  is  sufficient  to 
state  that  the  complaint  alleges  that  on  the 
18th  day  of  February,  1880,  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  certain  real  estate  therein  described,  and 
containing  880  acres.  By  the  terms  of  said 
agreement,  defendant  was  to  pav  the  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  $1,000  for  said  land,  in  accordance 
with  the  tenor  of  seven  certain  promissory 
notes  of  that  date,  therein  set  out,  the  last  of 
which  to  become  due  and  payable  on  the  13th 
of  February,  1886.  That  in  consideration  of 
said  notes,  and  the  payment  thereof  by  said 
defendant,  according  to  their  tenor,  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  transfer  to  him,  at  the  time  of 
the  last  payment,  all  said  lands  in  fee.  That 
defendant  entered  into  the  possession  of  said 
lands,  and  has  remained  in  possession  ever 
since.  That  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract 
for  the  sale  plaintiff  only  had  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase from  the  Oregon  &  California  Railroad 


-oomplainant  may  lorn  his  right  under  the  contract 
by  not  performing  at  the  day.  Bruce  v.  Tilson,  26 
N.  Y.  197. 

Where  the  parties  had  made  the  payment  "at  the 
day  an  essential  part  of  the  contract,  the  vendee, 
who  had  failed  to  make  the  payment  at  the  time 
specified,  was  not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract.  Origg  v.  Landis,  21 
H.  J.  Eq.  60S. 

Where  one  contracts  to  sell  real  estate  to  which 
ne  at  the  time  has  no  title,  he  cannot  forfeit  the 
-oontraot  for  nonpayment  while  he  is  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  perform  on  his  part,  so  as  to  enable  blm 
to  oust  the  purchaser  from  possession.  Getty  v. 
Peters  (Mich.)  10  L.  B.  A.  466. 

Incapacity  to  perform  defeat*  the  action.  ^=9 

The  court  will  not  direct  specific  performance 
where  the  party  is  unable  to  perform  his  oontraot 
Martin  v.  Colby,  42  Hun,  L 

If  the  impossibility  of  performance  exists  from 
the  beginning,  as  where  defendant  had  no  title  to, 
Interest  in  or  authority  over  the  particular  land, 
-etc.,  and  no  legal  means  of  acquiring  the  title  or 
authority,  performance  will  not  be  decreed.  Col- 
umbine v.  Chichester.  2  Phill.  Ch.,27;  Ellis  v.  Col- 
man,  4  Jur.  N.  8. 360:  Hallett  v.  Mlddleton,  1  Rues. 
US;  Pom.  Spec.  Pert.  9  294. 

An  incapacity  to  perform  a  oontraot  which  did 
not  exist  when  the  contract  was  made  may  subse- 
-quently  arise  from  the  defendant's  own  act  or 
default.  Denton  v.  Stewart,  1  Cox,  Ch.  258;  Green- 
away  v.  Adams,  12  Ves.  Jr.  896:  Ferguson  v.  Wilson, 
L.  R.  2  Ch.  77;  Helling  v.  Lumley,  8  De  G.  &  J.  496; 
Oupton  v.  Gupton,  47  Mo.  37;  Smith  v.  Kelley,  66 
Me.  64. 

So  if  a  vendor,  after  having  agreed  to  sell  the 
land  to  plaintiff,  sells  It  to  a  third  party  under  such 
circumstances  that  the  latter  is  mot  a  bona  fide 
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purchaser  without  notice,  speoiflo  performance  can 
be  enforced  against  such  purchaser.  Bird  v.  Hall, 
80  Mich.  874;  Cole  v.  Cole,  41  Md.  801;  Snowman  v. 
Harford,  87  Me.  807;  Bryant  v.  Boose,  66  Ga.  438; 
Fulterton  v.  MoCurdy,  4  Lans.  182;  Haughwout  v. 
Murphy,  22  N.  J.  Bq.  881;  Gregg  v.  Hamilton,  12 
Kan.  883;  Johnson  v.  Bowden,  87  Tax.  621;  Youeil 
v.  Allen,  18  Mioh.  108. 

If  the  purchaser  is  one  bona  fide  and  without 
notice,  so  that  defendant  has  incapacitated  himself 
from  performance,  equity,  after  getting  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case,  may  award  the  legal  remedy  of 
damages.  Woodcock  v.  Bennet,  1  Cow.  711;  G  reen- 
away  v.  Adams,  12  Ves.  Jr.  886. 

Where  an  award  of  damages  will  not  put  the 
party  in  a  situation  as  beneficial  to  him  as  if  the 
agreements  were  specifically  performed,  equity  wi  U 
enforce  the  performance.  Phyf e  v.  Wardell,  2  Edw. 
Ch.  47, 6  L.  ed.  804;  Richmond  v.  Dubuque  &  8.  C.  B. 
Co.  88  Iowa,  422;  Blanohard  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  L.  M. 
B.  Co.  81  Mioh.  48;  MoGarvey  v.  Hall,  28  GaL  140; 
Somerby  v.  Buntin,  118  Mass.  279;  Bogan  v.  Daugh- 
drill,  61  Ala.  812;  Willard  v.  Tay lor,  75  U.  S.  8  WalL 
667,19L.ed.60L 

The  inability  of  vendor  to  make  a  good  title  will 
not  authorize  a  oourt  of  equity  to  rescind  the  oon- 
traot when  the  parties  have  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  14  U.  &  1  Wheat  179, 4 
L.ed.66. 

MateriaUtv  of  time  as  an  element 

Time  of  performance  of  a  contract  is  always  ma- 
terial when  either  of  the  parties  chooses  that  it 
shall  be.  Oominick  v.  Michael,  4  Sandf .  426;  Mitch- 
ell v.  Wilson,  4  Edw.  Ch.  607, 6  L.  ed.  1028. 

The  time  of  performance  becomes  material 
where  a  day  was  fixed  on  whioh  defendant  was 
bound  to  give  a  deed  of  the  land  free  from  all  in- 
cumbrances with  full  covonauw  of  warranty,  and 
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<?ompsny  for  160  acres  of  tbe  land,  which  he 
agreed  to  convey  to  defendant,  but  defendant 
knew  tbe  condition  of  his  title,  and  accepted 
the  contract  with  the  understanding  that  plain- 
tiff might  and  would  perfect  his  title  so  that  bj 
the  time  the  last  payment  became  due  he 
■might  be  in  a  condition  to  transfer  the  legal 
title  thereof  to  the  defendant,  according  to  his 
agreement.  That  about  March  1, 1888,  it  was 
ascertained  that  there  was  some  question  as  to 
-whether  the  160-acre  tract  of  land  was  lands  of 
the  United  States,  subject  to  homestead  entry, 
•or  whether  the  same,  in  fact  and  law,  is  within 
the  grant  of  the  Oregon  &  California  Railroad 
•Company.  Upon  such  information  coming  to 
•defendant,  he  thereupon  filed  an  application 
in  tbe  proper  land-office  to  enter  the  same  as  a 
homestead,  at  the  same  time  assuring  plaintiff 
that  he  made  the  application  for  the  protection 
and  benefit  of  plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  ex- 
pended for  his  use  and  benefit,  in  making  such 
application,  the  sum  of  $18,  which,  at  his  re- 
quest, plaintiff  repaid  to  him.  That  after- 
wards, contriving  to  cheat,  wrong  and  defraud 
plaintiff,  he  claimed  and  assertedtbat  said  ap- 
plication was  made  for  his  own  use  and  bene- 
fit. That  he  has  since  made  final  proof  of  his 
•continued  residence  and  occupation,  and  a  cer- 
tificate for  a  patent  for  said  land  has  been 
issued  to  him  by  the  local  land-officers.  That 
at  the  time  of  defendant's  application  to  make 
proof  of  his  residence  and  occupation,  plaintiff 
appeared,  and  interposed  his  objections  thereto, 
and  set  forth  tbe  facts  and  reasons  therefor,  but, 
notwithstanding  the  claim  of  plaintiff,  the  cer- 
tificate for  the  patent  to  said  lands  was  issued 


to  defendant.  That  plaintiff  thereupon  duly 
appealed  to  the  land  department  at  Washing- 
ton, D.  C,  which  appeal  is  still  pending  and 
undetermined.  That  defendant  is  threatening 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  said  180  acres  to  innocent 
purchasers,  and  will,  unless  enjoined,  make 
such  a  disposition  thereof  as  will  tend  to  greatly 
hinder  the  plaintiff  in  maintaining  his  lega« 
rights  concerning  the  same  against  the  claim  of 
defendant  and  his  intended  grantees.  That 
defendant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  said  agreement  of  purchase  on  his  part,  or 
make  any  of  the  payments  therein  provided  for, 
except  the  sum  of  $840,  paid  soon  after  the  ex- 
ecution of  said  contract.  That  on  the  1st  day 
of  October,  1888,  the  said  defendant  abandoned 
and  repudiated  his  said  contract  with  the  plain* 
tiff,  and  refused  to  pay  the  purchase  money  of 
the  said  lands,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  has 
since  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  the  same  is  now  wholly 
due  and  unpaid;  and  the  said  defendant  fur- 
ther, in  consummation  of  his  fraudulent  in- 
tentions and  designs,  has  forbidden  and  pre- 
vented the  said  plaintiff  from  perfecting  the 
title  to  the  said  160  acres  of  land;  and,  but  for 
the  said  wrongful  act  of  the  said  defendant; 
the  plaintiff  would  have  perfected  the  same, 
and  complied  with  tbe  terms  of  said  contract, 
according  to  the  terms  thereof,  as  hereinbefore 
stated.  The  prayer  for  relief  in  the  complaint 
is:  (1)  that  defendant  be  enloined  from  dispos- 
ing of  the  160  acres  of  land  during  the  pen- 
dency of  tbe  appeal  before  the  interior  depart- 
ment; (2)  for  an  accounting  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  lands  during  the  time  defendant 


lie  was  never  in  a  condition  to  perform  on  his  part 
owing  to  continued  subjection  of  the  land  to  mort- 
gages and  outstanding;  leases,  he  was  prevented 
-from  availing  himself  of  any  delay  on  the  plaln- 
tUTs  part.  Jerome  v.  Soadder,  2  Robt.  174;  Bene- 
dict v.  Lynch,  1  Johns.  Ch.  874, 1 L.  ed.  177;  Fletcher 
, 4N.  Y.  898:  Burwell  v.  Jaoksoo,  9  N.  Y. 


v.  Button,  4 

■636;  Seaward  v.  Willock,  6 

Franklyn,  8  Q.  B.  871. 


808;  Lovelock  v. 


Time,  when  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

Time  Is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  when  It  Is 
-material  that  it  should  be  performed  at  tbe  time, 
-or  when  the  oontraot,by  express  stipulations,  makes 
It  of  the  essence,  and  releases  the  other  party  upon 
failure  to  comply  within  the  time.  Origg  v.  Landfe, 
IS  N.  J.  Bq.  864;  Oarretson  v.  Yanloon,  8  G.  Greene, 
128, 64  Am.  Dec  494:  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  1  Johns. 
•Ch.  870, 1  L.  ed.  175;  Lloyd  v.  Oollett,  4  Bro.  Ch.  489; 
Harrington  v.  Wheeler,  4  Yes.  Jr.  686;  Omerod  v. 
Hardman,  6  Yes.  Jr.  722;  Guest  v.  Homfray,  Id.  818; 
AOey  t.  Desohamps,  IB  Yes.  Jr.  886;  Garnett  v.  Ma- 
■oon,  2  Brook.  186;  Taylor  v.  Longworth,  39  XJ.  8. 14 
Pet.  178, 10  L.  ed.  406;  Hatch  v.  Cobb,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
•669, 1 L.  ed.  996;  More  v.  Smedburgh,  8  Paige,  601, 4 
L.  ed.  669:  Jackson  v.  Ligon,  8  Leigh,  161;  Scott  v. 
Fields,  7  Ohio,  pt.  2,  90:  Tuf ts  v.  Tufts,  8  Woodb.  A 
M.  474:  Wells  v.  Smith,  7  Paige,  22, 4  L.  ed.  48:  Kirby 
t.  Harrison,  2  Ohio  St.  881;  King  v.  Buokman,  20  N. 
J.  Bq.  864;  Longworth  v.  Taylor,  1  McLean,  888,  89 
U.  a  14  Pet.  178, 10  L.  ed.  406. 

But  It  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  parties 
regarded  time  or  place  as  an  essential  element  In 
their  agreement,  or  a  oourt  of  equity  will  not  so 
regard  it.  Seoombe  v.  Steele,  61 U.  8. 20  How.  94, 16 
L.  ed.  888;  Hlpwell  v.  Knight,  1  Youmre  ft  G.  Bxcb. 
416.   See  note  to  Whiting  v.  Gray  (71a.)  11 L.  B.  A. 
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OrdinarUu  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
Time  must  be  of  the  substance  or  essence  of  tbe 
agreement,  otherwise  it  will  generally  In  this  re- 
spect be  conscientious  that  the  agreement  should 
still  be  performed.  Benwick  v.  Benwiok,  1  Bradf. 
287;  Eaton  v.  Lyon,  8  Yes.  Jr.  692:  Pincke  v.  Curt  da, 
4  Bro.  Ch.  389;  Davis  v.  Hone,  2  Son.  &  Lef .  847;  Lem- 
non  v.  Napper,  Id.  684;  Maxwell  v.  Ward,  11  Price, 
17;  Bdgerton  v.  Peokham,  11  Paige,  862, 6  L.  ed.  169; 
Plnokney  v.  Hagadorn,  1  Duer,  98. 

In  all  ordinary  cases  equity  treats  the  provision 
as  to  time  of  performance  as  formal  rather  than 
essentia],  and  permits  the  party  who  has  suffered 
the  period  to  elapse  to  perform  such  acts  after  the 
prescribed  date,  and  to  compel  a  performance  not- 
withstanding his  own  delay.  Hull  v.  8turdivant, 
46  Me.  84:  Dreesel  v.  Jordan.  104  Mass.  407;  Quinn  v. 
Boath,  87  Conn.  16;  Hubbell  v.  Yon  Schoening,  49 
N.  Y.  826;  Van  Oampen  v.  Knight,  68  Barb.  206; 
Sharp  v.  Trimmer,  24  N.  J.  Bq.  422;  King  v.  Buok- 
man, 80  N.  J.  Bq.  816;  Smoot  v.  Bea,  19  Md.  899:  Bo- 
dine  v.  Gladf  ng,  21  Pa.  54. 69  Am.  Deo.  751;  Scarlett 
v.  8tein,  40  Md.  612;  Brook  v.  Hldy,  18  Ohio  St.  806; 
Keller  v.  Fisher,  7  Ind.  718;  Shatter  v.  Niver,  9  Mich. 
268;  Snyder  v.  Spaulding,  67  HI.  480;  Spaulding  v. 
Alexander,  6  Bush,  160;  Walton  v.  Wilson,  80  Miss. 
576;  Morgan  v.  Bergen,  8  Neb.  209;  Prince  v.  Griffin, 
27  Iowa,  614;  Knott  v.  Stephens,  6  Or.  286;  Steele  v. 
Branch,  40  Cal.  8;  Seton  v.  Blade,  7  Yes.  Jr.  285;  De- 
camp v.  Feay,  5  Serg.  &  R.  828;  Yyse  v.  Foster,  Lb 
B.7H.L  818;  McMurray  v.  Spioer,  L.  B.  5  Eq.  627; 
Tilley  v.  Thomas,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  61;  Parkin  v.  Thorold, 
2  Sim.  N.  8. 1;  8  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  454. 

Time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  a  contract  unless 
the  parties  expressly  so  stipulate,  or  unless  it  fol- 
lows by  necessary  implication  from  the  nature  of 
the  property  dealt  with,  or  the  avowed  objects  of 
the  seller  or  purchaser.  Dynan  v.  McCullocb,  46 
N.  J.  Bq.  11;  King  v.  Buokman,  21 N.  J.  Bq.  59*  Tay- 
16 
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has  been  Id  possession  thereof,  and,  in  the 
event  the  interior  department  should  determine 
that  said  160  acres  of  land  belonged  to  defend- 
ant, then  a  decree  that  defendant  is  the 
trustee  of  plaintiff;  (8)  for  a  cancellation  of 
the  contract  under  which  defendant  entered 
into  possession  of  said  lands;  (4)  for  a  de- 
cree that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  all  the 
land  described  in  the  complaint,  and  that  he 
be  let  into  the  possession  thereof,  and  for  such 
other  and  further  relief  as  may  be  just.  A 
general  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  being  inter- 
posed, was  sustained,  and  the  complaint  dis- 
missed, from  which  decree  this  appeal  was 
taken. 

Messrs.  Richard  Willisuns  and  Bon- 
ham*  Holmes  Sb  Hay  den,  for  appellant: 

The  respondent  here,  being  the  grantee  of 
the  appellant,  could  not  under  any  circum- 
stances buy  up  a  superior  and  outstanding  title; 
if  he  did  so,  equity  would  declare  him  our 
trustee. 

Bush  v.  Marshall,  47  U.  S.  6  How.  284,  12 
L.  ed.  440. 

Messrs.  A.  BL  Hurley  and  B.  F.  Hoke, 
for  respondent: 

This  contract  by  its  very  terms  was  an  entire 
contract,  and  the  appellant  must  be  willing  and 
able  to  perform  his  entire  contract  before  he 
can  proceed  in  equity  against  the  defendant. 

Banks  v.  Grow,  8  Or.  477;  Southwell  v.  Bee* 
leu,  5  Or.  468;  Butler  v.  Butter.  77  N.  Y.  472; 
Be  Beerski  v.  Paige,  86  N.  Y.  687;  2  Chitty, 
Cont.  1080. 

The  appellant  had  not  and  could  not  give  us 


a  title  to  the  land,  and  until  he  was  ready,  will- 
ing and  able  to  perform  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract he  had  no  standing  in  equity,  either  to* 
have  the  contract  rescinded  or  for  performance. 
2  Chitty,  Coot  note  11,  p.  1058;  8  Pom.  Eq. 
162;  Powfll  v.  Dayton,  8.  d  Q.  R  B.  0>.  1* 
Cr.  488, 14  Or.  856. 

Bean,  J.,  delivered  the cpinion  of  the  courts 

The  grounds  upon  which  ft  is  sought  to  cancel 

the  contract  in  this  case  are  (1)  the  failure  of 

defendant  to  pay  the  purchase  price  at  the  time- 

Srovided  in  the  contract,  and  (2)  the  conduct  of 
efendant  in  attempting  to  secure  a  title  from 
the  United  States  for  the  160  acres  of  land  in* 
his  own  name  and  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of 
plaintiff.  The  first  ground  proceeds  upon  the 
theory  that  time  is  of  the  essence  of.  the 
contract,  and  that  when  defendant  failed  or 
neglected  to  make  the  payments  as  he  agreed 
to  do  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract Time  is  of  course  an  indispensable  in- 
gredient of  every  contract,  but  it  is  not  ordi- 
narily of  the  essence  of  the  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  unless  made  so  by  the  express- 
agreement  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  nature  of 
the  contract  itself,  or  of  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  it  was  made.  When  the  vendor,, 
by  his  contract  to  convey,  has  not  affirmatively 
provided  that  time  shall  be  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract,  a  court  of  equity  will  ordinarily 
infer  that  interest  on  the  deferred  payments- 
would  be  a  sufficient  compensation  for  the  de- 
lay. "Compensation"  ana  not  "forfeiture"  is- 
a  favorite  maxim  with  a  court  of  equity.  Knott 
v.  Stephens,  5  Or.  286;  Brock  v.  Hidy%  18  Ohio 


lor  v.  Longworth,  80  TJ.  8. 14  Pet.  178, 10  L.  ed.  405. 
Where  a  contract  by  its  very  terms  contemplated 
and  provided  for  a  contingency  by  whloh  the  deed 
might  be  delivered  after  the  date  specified,  time 
was  not  originally  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 
Myers  v.  DeMier,  4  Daly,  860. 

Bow  made  of  the  essence  ef  the  contract. 

Time,  although  not  ordinarily  of  the  essence  of  a 
contract  In  equity,  yet  may  be  made  so  by  clear 
manifestation  of  the  Intent  of  the  parties  in  the 
contract  itself,  by  subsequent  notice  from  one 
party  to  the  other,  by  laches  in  the  party  seeking 
to  enforce  it  or  by  a  ohange  In  the  value  of  the 
land,  or  other  circumstances  which  would  make  a 
decree  for  the  specific  performance  inequitable. 
Barnard  v.  Lee.  97  Mass.  08:  Wells  v.  Smith,  2  Edw. 
Ch.  82, 6  L.  ed.  817, 7  Paige.  22, 4  L.  ed.  48;  Bullock  v. 
Adams,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  8712;  Morgan  v.  Bergen,  8  Neb. 
214;  Moore  v.  Moore,  47  Barb.  200;  Wiswall  v.  Mc 
Gowan,  Hoffm.  Ch.  125,  6  L.  ed.  1067;  Garter  v.  Phil- 
lips, 8  New  Bog.  Rep.  910, 144  Mass.  19a 

Time  will  be  held  of  the  essence  when,  from  the 
nature  of  the  subject  matter  or  the  object  of  the 
parties,  the  time  of  performance  was  Intended  to 
be  such.  King  v.  Buokman,  20  N.  J.  Bq.  854;  Mo- 
Kay  v.  Oarrlngton,  1  McLean,  50;  Holt  v.  Rogers,  88 
V.  8. 8  Pet  420, 8  L.  ed.  905;  Young  v.  Rathbone,  IB 
N.  J.  Eq.  224;  Bullock  v.  Adams,  20  N.  J.  Bq.  872. 

Time  of  payment  if  a  substantial,  and  not  mere- 
ly formal,  circumstance,  enters  into  the  essence  of 
the  contract  and  must  be  observed.  Boilings- 
worth  v.  Fry,  4  TJ.  8. 4  JDalL  845, 1 L.  ed.  800. 

It  may  be  made  of  the  essenoe  of  the  contract  by 
changes  of  the  circumstances  and  special  circum- 
stances of  hardship  and  loss  (Crane  v.  Decamp,  21 
N.  J.  Eq.  420),  or  by  a  new  agreement  extending 
the  time  (King  v.  Ruckman,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  855);  or  it 
may  be  waived  by  the  conduct  of  the  part?.  Wis- 
wall v.  McGowan,  2  Barb.  280, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


So  it  was  held  to  be  waived  by  the  vendee's  giving 
the  vendor  time,  after  the  day  fixed  for  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  sale  of  land,  to  perfect 
his  title.   Stevenson  v.  Polk,  71  Iowa,  278. 

It  may  be  made  of  the  essenoe  of  the  contract  by 
express  stipulation,  or  by  implication.  No  particu- 
lar form  is  necessary,  but  any  clause  will  have  the* 
effect  whloh  clearly  provides  that  the  oontraot  is 
to  be  null,  if  the  fulfillment  is  not  within  the  pre- 
scribed tune.  Hudson  v.  Bertram,  8  Madd.  440t 
Barnard  v.  Lee,  97  Mass.  92;  Quinn  v.  Roath,  37 
Conn.  10;  Baldwin  v.  Van  Yorst  10  N.  J.  Bq.  577; 
Bullock  v.  Adams,  20  N.  J.  Bq.  807;  Reed  v.  Breeden,. 
61  Pa,  400;  Kirby  v.  Harrison,  2  Ohio  St  820;  Kim- 
ball  v.  Tooke,  70  111.  568;  Davis  v.  Stevens,  8  Iowa* 
158;  OrPaUon  v.  Kennedy,  45  Mo.  124;  Morgan  v. 
Bergen,  8  Neb.  209;  Snider  v.  Lehnherr,  5  Or.  885c 
Gray  v.  Tubbs,  48  CaL  850;  8  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  455; 
Garter  v.  Phillips,  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  910.  144  Mass. 
100;  Hays  v.  Hall,  4  Port  (Ala.)  807, 80  Am.  Dec.  595; 
Cheney  v.  Libby,  184  TJ.  S.  68, 88  L.  ed.  818:  Taylor  v. 
Longworth,  89  U.  8. 4  Pet  ITS,  10  L.  ed.  405;  Seoombe 
v.  Steele,  61 U.  B.  29  How.  94, 15  L.  ed.  888. 

As  where  the  terms  specified  in  the  resolution 
made  a  part  of  the  bonds,  by  indorsing  the  resolu- 
tion upon  the  bonds,  before  they  are  put  in  circu- 
lation. Griffin  v.  Macon  City  Bank,  68  Ga.  588;  Hale 
v.  Gouverneur,  4  Bdw.  Ch.  207, 6  L.  ed.  854. 

So  when  a  debt  is  divided  into  several  payment* 
and  the  parties  oontraot  that  upon  the  failure  to 
make  one  when  it  becomes  due,  the  whole  amount 
shall  become  due  and  payable,  the  court  to  bound- 
to  give  effect  to  it  Pope  v.  Hooper,  6  Neb.  182: 
Noyes  v.  dark,  7  Paige,  179, 4  L.  ed.  114;  Valentine 
v.  Van  Wagner,  87  Barb.  60;  Stanollft  v.  Norton,  11 
Kan.  222. 

Where  the  condition  is  that  in  ease  of  default 
in  the  payment  of  any  Installment  the  whole  prin- 
cipal sum  shall  become  due  and  collectible  at  the 
option  of  the  mortgagee,  it  to  neoessary  for  the 
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8t  806;  King  v.  Buekman,  20  N.  J.  £q. 
816. 

In  this  case  the  agreement  does  not  provide 
that  time  shall  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
Dor  is  there  anything  in  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract itself,  or  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
from  which  the  court  can  infer  that  it  was  so 
intended  by  the  parties  at  the  time  the  contract 
-was  made.  Although  there  is  no  stipulation 
in  the  contract  that  time  shall  be  essential,  nor 
anything  in  the  nature  or  circumstances  of  the 
agreement  to  make  it  so,  it  could  nevertheless 
hare  been  made  so  by  a  tender  of  performance 
on  the  part  of  plaintiff  and  demand  of  payments. 
Knott  v.  Stephens,  supra;  2  Warvefle,  Vend, 
and  P.  84a 

As  a  general  rale,  a  party  who  asks  for  the 
rescission  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate 
must  be  himself  without  fault;  and  when,  as  in 
this  case,  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money 
and  the  making  or  tender  of  the  deed  are  to  occur 
simultaneously,  they  are  regarded  as  mutual 
and  concurrent  acts,  which  disable  either  party 
from  putting  an  end  to  the  contract,  without  per- 
formance or  a  valid  offer  to  perform  on  his  part, 
and,  so  far  as  the  question  of  time  is  concerned, 
both  parties,  after  the  day  provided  for  the 
consummation,  may  be  considered  equally  in 
default,  and  neither  can  hold  himself  dis- 
charged from  the  obligation  of  complete  per- 
formance, until  he  has  tendered  performance 
on  bis  own  side  and  demanded  it  on  tbe  other. 
PbuxU  v.  Dayton,  S.  &  G.  B.  Co.  14  Or.  856; 
Knott  v.  Stephens,  5  Or.  285;  Bummington  v. 
Kelley\  7  Ohio,  pU  2,  p.  97. 

When  tbe  vendor  insists  that  the  vendee  is 


in  default,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  entitle  him 
to  have  the  contract  rescinded,  be  must  allege 
and  prove  tbat  be  has  tendered  to  the  vendee  a 
deed  conveying  to  him  all  the  land  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  demanded  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  vendee,  and  must 
have  notified  him  that  the  contract  would  be 
rescinded  unless  purchase  money  was  paid 
within  a  reasonable  time.  The  mere  failure  to 
pay  the  purchase  money  according  to  tbe  terms 
of  the  agreement  will  not  be  held  a  repudiation 
of  the  contract  so  as  to  authorize  a  suit  by  the 
vendor  to  have  it  rescinded.  Gregg  v.  Eng- 
lish, 88  Tex.  189;  Johnson  v.  Jackson,  27  Miss. 
498;  2  Warvelle,  Vend,  and  P.  849,  880. 

Ordinarily,  in  a  contract  of  this  character; 
the  vendee  is  entitled  to  a  deed  conveying  to 
bim  the  entire  land  according  to  agreement,  as 
soon  as  tbe  purchase  money  is  paid,  and  he  is 
under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  money  except 
on  receipt  of  the  deed.  The  obligation  of  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  purchase  money  is  de- 
pendent on  the  duty  of  tbe  plaintiff  to  convey 
the  land,  so  far  as  to  disable  him  from  putting 
an  end  to  the  contract,  without  performance 
or  a  valid  offer  to  perform  on  his  part  Wat- 
ton  v.  Wilson,  80  Miss.  576. 

In  this  case  plaintiff  does  not  allege  or  claim 
that  he  ever  offered  to  perform  tbe  contract  on 
his  part,  and  without  such  an  allegation  this 
complaint  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  suit  against 
the  def  endan  t  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  nor 
is  he,  under  such  a  complaint,  entitled  to  a  de- 
cree for  specific  performance.  It  was  insisted 
on  tbe  argument  that  defendant  had,  by  bis 
conduct  in  relation  to  the  160  acres  of  supposed 


mortgagee  to  take  his  option  and  give  notice  there- 
of before  suit  brought  in  order  to  recover  the 
whole  principal  sum.  Basse  v.  Gallegger,  7  Wis. 
447. 

Miffed  of  possession  by  vendee. 

Equity  follows  tbe  law  in  holding  that  tune  does 
not  ran  against  one  who  Is  In  possession  In  tbe  ex- 
ercise or  assertion  of  a  right,  and  benoe  a  vendee 
who  enters  upon  land  and  holds  tbe  land  with  ven- 
dor's consent  and  acquiescence  will  not  be  barred 
by  the  mere  lapse  of  tune,  nor  until  be  Is  put  in  de- 
fault by  a  notice  to  surrender  the  premises  or  pay 
the  price.  Abbott  v.  L*flommedleu,  10  W.  Ta.  712; 
DuBois  v.  Baum,  46  Pa.  687;  Williams  v.  Starke,  8  B. 
Hon.  196;  Ely  v.  MoKay,  13  Allen,  888;  Schmidt  v. 
Livingston,  8  Edw.  Oh.  218, 6  L.  ed.  63L 

8o  long  as  the  purchaser  of  lands  remains  in  pos- 
session under  bis  deeds,  be  has  no  defense  to  an 
action  for  tbe  purchase  price.  Klrts  v.  Feck,  118 
N.  Y.231;  Thorp t.  Keokuk  Goal  Co.  48  N.  Y.268; 
McConihev.Fales,  10 Gent.  Rep.  882,  107  N.  Y.404; 
Byerson  v.  Willis,  81  N.  Y.  277;  Parkinson  v.  Sher- 
man, 74  N.  Y.  88. 

A  vendee  remaining  in  possession  under  his  pur- 
chase cannot  set  np  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third 
person  which  he  has  purchased.  Greeno  v.  Hun- 
son,  9  Yt.  87;  Larkin  v.  Montgomery  Bank,  9  Fort 
<Ala.)  434;  Bush  ▼.  Adams, 22  Ela.  108. 

If  be  buys  In  an  outstanding  incumbrance  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  an  adverse  title  un- 
der it  against  his  vendor,  but  the  purchase  Inures 
to  the  benefit  of  the  vendor's  title,  and  the  vendee 
can  only  abate  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  or,  in 
case  he  has  paid  this,  may  recover  the  amount  be 
has  expended  hi  the  purchase  of  the  Incumbrance 
by  action  on  tbe  covenant  broken,  or  In  assumpsit. 
The  vendee  cannot  use  the  title  or  Incumbrance 
purchased  to  the  annoyance  of  him  under  whose 
12  L.  RA. 


title  he  entered.  Equity  will  also  lend  aid  for  re- 
muneration. Delaverjrne  v.  Norris,  7  Johns.  868: 
Stanard  v.  Eldridge,  16  Johns.  254;  Stewart  v.  Drake, 
9  N.  J.  L.  176;  Davenport  v.  Bartlett,  9  Ala.  179; 
Hardeman  v.  Cowan,  10  Smedes  &  M.  488;  Champlf  n 
v.  Dotson,  18  Smedes  &  M.  668;  Meadows  v.  Hopkins, 
Meigs,  181, 88  Am.  Dec  140;  Fowler  v.  Cravens,  8  J.  J. 
Marsh.  428;  Morgan  v.  Boone,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  SOI; 
Kirkpatrlok  v.  Miller,  60  Miss.  681, 688;  Dyer  v.  Brit- 
ton,  68  Miss.  870;  Prescott  v.  Trueman,  4  Mass.  887; 
Norton  v.  Baboook,  8  Met.  810;  Bush  v.  Adams,  su- 
pra* 

Relations  of  parties. 

The  vendor  Is  regarded  as  trustee  of  tbe  land  for 
the  purchaser,  and  tbe  purchaser  as  the  trustee  of 
the  purchase  money.  Bostwiok  v.  Beach,  7  Cent. 
Bep.  687, 106  N.  Y.  861;  Ware  v.  Iippincott,  (N.  J.)- 
8  Cent.  Rep.  678,  citing-  Haughwout  v.  Murphy,  22: 
N.  J.  Bq.  644;  Waterman.  Spec.  Perf.  6  619. 

Where  an  agreement  is  made  to  sell  land,  upon* 
execution  of  notes  for  the  price  and  the  title  bond,, 
the  vendor  holds  the  legal  title  as  trustee  for  the- 
vendee,  and  the  vendee  Is  a  trustee  for  the  vendor 
as  to  tbe  purchase  money.  Lewis  v.  Hawkins,  90 
TJ.  a  88  Wall.  119, 28L.ed.  113;  Boone  v.  Chiles,  86  U. 
a  10  Pet.  177,  9  L.  ed.  888;  Jenntoon  v.  Leonard,  88 
TJ.  S.  81  Wall.  802, 22  L.  ed.  689,  citing  Swartwout  v. 
Burr,  1  Barb.  489;  Champion  v.  Brown,  8  Johns.  Ch. 
408, 2  L.  ed.  164;  1  Story,  Bq.  6  789;  2  Story,  Ecu  S 1818; 
1  Sugd.  Vend.  175. 

Execution  of  a  oontract  for  sale  of  real  estate, 
with  part  payment  thereon.  Is  a  transfer  In  equity 
of  the  title;  the  vendor  has  simply  the  naked  title 
as  trustee  for  the  vendee,  to  be  conveyed  on  his 
performance.  Bissell  v.  Heyward,  96  TJ.  S.  680, 84 
L.ed.678. 

On  sale  of  real  estate  by  contract,  the  title  re- 
mains In  the  vendor,  and  the  possession  passes  to 
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railroad  land,  rendered  it  impossible  for  plain- 
tiff to  obtain  a  title  thereto,  so  that  he  could 
comply  with  his  contract;  and  therefore  was 
excused  from  tendering  a  deed  to  the  land 
agreed  to  be  conveyed,  before  bringing  suit  to 
rescind  the  contract.  The  complaint  does  per- 
haps show  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  tendering 
a  deed  for  the  160  acres.  If  plaintiff  was  pre- 
vented from  complying  with  his  contract  bv 
the  wrongful  acts  of  defendant,  as  far  as  this 
portion  of  the  land  is  concerned,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  beard  to  say  that  no  tender  of  deed 
in  fee  had  been  made;  but  there  remain  200 
acres  to  which  plaintiff  has  a  title,  and  he 
should  have  tendered  a  deed  for  that  portion 
of  the  land  he  agreed  to  convey,  and  given  de- 
fendant an  opportunity  to  pay  the  purchase 
money  before  attempting  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract. The  defendant  may  have  been  perfectly 
willing  to  have  accepted  a  deed  in  fee  for  the 
200  acres,  and  a  release  as  to  the  remaining  160 
acres,  and  to  have  paid  the  purchase  money  he 
agreed  to  pay;  at  least  he  should  have  been 
jnven  an  opportunity  to  do  so,  before  bringing 
this  suit  Plaintiff  was  bound  to  comply  with 
the  contract  on  his  part  by  performing,  or 
offering  to  perform,  according  to  his  engage- 
ments, except  in  so  far  as  he  was  excused  by 
reason  of  defendant's  conduct  or  acts. 


There  is  yet  another  reason  why  plaintiff 
cannot  have  this  contract  rescinded.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  complaint  that  soon  after  mak- 
ing the  contract  defendant  paid  $840  of  the 
purchase  price.  Before  plaintiff  can  abandon 
the  contract,  and  treat  it  at  an  end,  he  must 
refund  or  offer  to  refund  the  money  paid  in 
part  performance  of  it,  with  legal  accrued  in- 
terest It  is  a  general  rule  that  In  order  to  dis- 
affirm a  contract  and  entitle  a  party  to  the 
right  resulting  therefrom,  the  rescinding  party 
must  put  the  other  in  statu  quo.  He  must  ac- 
count to  the  other  for  any  moneypaid  in  part 
performance  of  the  contract  Knott  v.  Ste- 
phens, 5  Or.  285;  Johnson  v.  Jackson,  27  Miss. 
498;  2  Warvelle,  Vend,  and  P.  881;  Thomas 
y.  Beaton,  25  Tex.  Supp.  818. 

Plaintiff  does  not  offer  to  account  for  the 
money  paid  him  by  defendant  in  part  perform- 
ance of  this  contract,  but  seeks  not  only  to  re- 
scind the  contract  and  retain  this  money,  but  to 
charge  defendant  with  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  land,  during  the  time  he  has  been  in  pos- 
sessson  thereof,  in  addition.  It  would  certain- 
ly be  unjust  to  permit  plaintiff,  after  having 
received  a  part  of  the  purchase  money,  to  put  an 
end  to  the  contract,  upon  the  failure  of  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  remainder,  without  offering 
to  account  to  him  for  the  money  already  paid. 


the  vendee,  and  an  eqaf  table  Interest  vests  in  the 
vendee  to  the  extent  of  the  payments  made  by  him. 
Jenntson  v.  Leonard,  supra. 

The  vendee  put  Into  possession  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  buy  In  incumbrances,  and  set  up  an  ad- 
verse title  under  them  against  his  vendor.  Gham- 
plin  v.  Dotson,  18  Smedes  &  M.  668, 68  Am.  Deo.  104; 
Harper  v.  Reno,  Freem.  Ch.  828;  Hardeman  v. 
Cowan,  10  Smedes  &  M.  486. 

But  a  vendee  Is  not  the  trustee  as  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  sold.  He  claims  and  holds  it 
In  bis  own  right  Boone  v.  Chiles,  86  U.  8. 10  Pet 
177, 8  L.  ed.  888.  See  Blight  v.  Rochester, 20  U.  S.  7 
Wheat  635, 6  L.  e<L  518. 

Whatever  puts  an  end  to  the  equitable  Interest  of 
the  vendee— as  notice,  an  agreement  of  the  parties, 
a  surrender,  an  abandonment— places  the  vendor 
where  he  was  before  the  oontraot  was  made.  Jen- 
nison  v.  Leonard,  supra. 

It  does  not  alter  the  effect  in  suoh  a  case  that  the 
contract  contains  no  clause  of  re-entry,  or  that  the 
vendor  has  sought  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
amounts  which  became  due  to  him,  before  the  sur- 
render and  abandonment.    Ibid. 

If  the  contract  stipulates  for  possession  by  the 
vendee,  or  the  vendor  puts  him  in  possession,  he 
holds  as  a  licensee,  and  cannot  dispute  the  title  of 
the  vendor.  Burnett  v.  Caldwell,  16  U.  8. 0  Wall. 
280,  10  L.  ed.  712;  Galloway  v.  Finley,  87  TJ.  a  12 
Pet  864,  0  L.  ed.  1079;  Bush  v.  Marshall,  47  TJ.  S.  6 
How.  284, 12  L.  ed.  440;  Peters  v.  Bowman,  08  TJ.  S. 
66,  86  L.  ed.  01,  citing  Mumford  v.  Whitney,  16 
Wend.  880;  Dolittle  v.  Eddy,  7  Barb.  78;  Wat- 
Wns  v.  Holman,  41  TJ.  S.  16  Pet  64,  10  L.  ed.  885; 
Blight  v.  Rochester,  20  TJ.  8, 7  Wheat  585,  5  L.  ed. 
616;  Whiteside  v.  Jackson,  1  Wend.  418 ;  Jackson  v. 
Moncrief,  5  Wend.  26;  Jackson  v.  Stewart  6  Johns. 
84;  Hamilton  v.  Taylor,  Litt  SeL  Gas.  444;  Co.  Litt 
62b. 

If  vendee  has  no  right  to  take  possession,  but 
enters,  he  holds  as  a  lioensee  or  tenant  at  will,  and 
oannot  dispute  the  vendor's  title.  Lewis  v.  Haw- 
kins, 00  U.  8. 23  Wall.  110,  28  L.  ed.  118;  8uffern  v. 
Townsend,  0  Johns.  85;  Dolittle  v.  Eddy,  7  Barb.  75. 

Where  a  vendee  has  bought  up  a  better  tide  than 
tbat  of  the  vendor,  equity  treats  him,  in  reforming 
the  contract,  as  a  trustee  for  the  vendor.  Galloway 
12L.R.  A. 


v.  Finley,  supra,  citing  Searey  v.  Kirkpatrlak, 
Cooke,  211;  Mitohel  v.  Barry.  4  Hay w.  186;  WUltaon 
v.  Watklns,  28  TJ.  8. 8  Pet  48, 7  L.  ed.  606;  Connelly 
v.  Chiles,  8  A.  K.  Marsh.  242;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  6 
Yerg.808. 

Bights  and  remedies  of  parties  must  be  mutual. 

It  Is  a  general  principle  of  equity  to  grant  a  de- 
cree of  specific  performance  only  where  there  Is  a 
mutuality  of  obligation,  and  when  the  remedy  is 
mutual.  United  States  v.  Noe,  64  TJ.  8. 28  How.  812, 
16  L.  ed.  462;  Brashier  v.  Grata,  10  IT.  8. 6  Wheat 
626,  5  L.  ed.  822;  Dorsey  v.  Paokwood,  68  IT.  8.  12 
How.  126, 18  L.  ed.  021;  Bronson  v.  Cabin,  4  MoLean, 
21;  German  v.  Maohln,  6  Paige,  288, 8  L.  ed.000;  Jus- 
tice v.  Lang,  42  N.  Y.  600. 

The  remedial  right  which  gives  Jurisdiction  over 
suit  for  a  speolflo  performance.  If  It  exists  at  all, 
must  be  mutual,  and  each  party  must  be  able  to 
enforce  the  remedy  against  the  other.  Old  Colony 
B.  Corp.  v.  Evans,  6  Gray,  86;  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  1 
Johns.  Oh.  WU,  1 L.  ed.  176;  Sohroeppel  v.  Hopper,  40 
Barb.  426;  Jones  v.  Newhall,  116  Mass.  244;  Gorman 
v.  Machin,  supra. 

When  a  oontraot  Is  Incapable  of  being  enforced 
against  one  party,  that  party  Is  equally  incapable 
of  enforcing  it  specifically  against  the  other.  Rut- 
land Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley,  77  U.  S.  10  Walt  880, 18  L. 
ed.  856;  Butman  v.  Porter,  100  Mass.  887;  Buttings  v. 
Sulllngs,  0  Allen,  284;  DeOordova  v.  8mlth,  0  Tex. 
144, 68  Am.  Dec.  180. 

The  remedial  right  must  be  mutual;  each  party 
must  be  able  to  enforce  the  remedy  against  the 
other.  Rindge  v.  Baker,  67  N.  Y.  210, 16  Am.  Rep. 
488;  Adderley  v.  Dixon,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  607,  610;  Old 
Colony  R.  Corp.  v.  Evans  and  Sohroeppel  v.  Hop- 
per, supra:  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  16  N.  J.  Bq.  147; 
Jones  v.  Newhall,  116  Mass.  244;  8  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  441; 
Losee  v.  Morey,  67  Barb.  666. 

Mutuality  in  the  oontraot  Is  essential  to  a  decree 
for  a  speolflo  execution  of  the  contract  Bronson 
v.  Oahtll,  4  MoLean,  21;  8  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  448;  Ben- 
edict  v.  Lynch,  1  Johns.  Ch.  870, 1  L.  ed.  175;  Park- 
hurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt  1  Johns.  Ch.  282, 1 L.  ed.  141. 

A  oontraot  to  be  enforceable  In  equity,  must  in 
general,  be  mutual  In  its  obligations  and  its  rem- 
edy UDuvail  v.  Myers,  2  Md.  Ch.  401;  Beard  v. 
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He  who  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  must 
himself  do  equity.  If  plaintiff  had  tendered  a 
deed  such  as  the  contract  required,  he  should, 
in  addition,  have  returned  the  notes  given  by 
defendant,  for  the  purchase  money,  and  the 
amount  paid  him  by  defendant,  with  legal  in- 
terest, or  at  least  have  offered  to  return  them, 
before  he  could  be  permitted  to  rescind.  This 
seems  to  be  the  universal  rule.  The  party 
against  whom  its  rescission  is  sought  must  be 
placed  in  statu  quo.  Murphy  v.  Lockioood,  21 
111.  611. 

In  a  case  of  this  kind  where  the  vendee  has 
been  allowed  to  enter  into  possession  of  the 
land,  and  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  the 
vendor  would  probably  be  entitled  to  have  the 
reasonable  value  thereof  deducted  from  any 
money  paid  on  the  contract  by  defendant,  and 
would  only  be  required  to  refund  to  defendant 
the  balance,  if  any,  remaining  after  deducting 
such  rental  value.  What  has  already  been 
said  is  sufficient  to  show  that  plaintiff  does  not 
allege  facts  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  main- 
tain a  suit  to  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  to 
the  defendant;  but  it  is  insisted  that  under  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  the  defendant 
should  be  enjoined  from  selling  the  160  acres, 
for  which  he  holds  a  ^certificate  for  a  patent 
from  the  United  States. 


The  controversy  between  plaintiff  and  de 
fendant  concerning  the  legal  title  to  this  land 
is  still  pending  before  the  land  department  of 
the  United  States,  and  therefore  this  court  can- 
not  now  undertake  to  inquire  into  the  question 
as  to  who  has  the  better  right  to  this  land  un- 
der  the  provisions  of  the  Land  Laws  of  the 
government.  The  land  department  bavins? 
acquired  Jurisdiction,  it  must  first  be  allowed 
to  proceed  to  final  determination  of  the  case. 
Moore  v.  Melds,  1  Or.  818. 

But  defendant  having  entered  into  the  pos- 
session of  this  land  under  a  contract  of  pur* 
chase,  will  not  be  permitted  to  obtain  an  out* 
standing  title  and  assert  it  against  the  plaintiff. 
It  was  expressly  understood  at  the  time  the 
contract  for  the  sale  of  this  land  was  made  that 
the  title  was  unsettled,  and  that  plaintiff  would 
take  such  steps  as  might  be  necessary,  in  order 
to  perfect  the  same,  so  as  to  comply  with  his 
agreement  with  defendant.  With  this  under- 
standing, defendant  was  allowed  to  go  into 
possession  of  the  land,  and  having  done  so, 
neither  equity  nor  good  conscience  will  permit 
him,  by  taking  advantage  of  such  possession, 
to  obtain  the  title  from  the  general  government 
in  bis  own  name  for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 
So  that,  if  it  should  finally  be  determined  by 
the  land  department  that  the  land  is  not  within 


Lmthioum,  1  Md.Ch.  845;  Reese  v.  Reese,  41  Md.554; 
Meason  v.  Kaine,  68  Pa.  885;  Moore  v.  Fits  Ran- 
dolph, 6  Leigh,  17&;Blaoohard  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  L.  M. 
R.Oo.811£ich.48;  Maynard  v.  Brown,  41  Mioh.  286; 
Hopkins  y.  Roberts,  64  Md.  812);  but  this  rule  Is  tar 
from  universal.    Green  v.  Richards,  28  N.  J.  Bq.  8ft. 

There  is  do  absolute  equity  to  enforce  a  contract 
not  mutually  complete.  Hall  v.  Loomis,  6  West. 
Rep.  817, 68  Mich.  708. 

Yet  a  promise  void  for  want  of  mutuality,  but 
folly  performed  by  one  party,  may  be  enforced. 
Henry  v.  Gilliland,  1  West.  Rep.  290,  108  Ind.  177; 
WilleUs  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  45. 

Where  the  legal  title  cannot  be  conveyed  to  the 
vendee  by  the  vendor,  and  the  vendee  must  resort 
to  a  court  of  equity  to  establish  his  title,  notwith- 
standing a  conveyance  of  all  the  rights  of  the  ven- 
dor to  him,  the  court  will  not  compel  him  to  pay 
the  purchase  money.  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Have- 
ner, 28  U.  &  1  Pet.  466,  7  L.  ed.  218;  Hepburn  v. 
Auld,  9  U.  8. 5  Cranoh,  202, 8  L.  ed.  98, 

Rights  and  remedies  oj  vendor. 

Ordinarily,  a  vendor,  in  the  recovery  of  pecuni- 
ary damages,  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law;  but 
he  has  a  choice  of  remedies.  He  may  resort  either 
to  a  court  of  law  or  a  oourt  of  equity.  Orary  v. 
Smith,  2  N.  Y.  02;  Pinoke  v.  Uurteis,  4  Bro.  Ch.  888. 

The  real  test  in  an  equitable  action  is  this:  If  it 
be  brought  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  it 
Is  a  case  at  law;  If  it  be  brought  for  money,  by  way 
of  performance  of  the  contract,  it  Is  a  case  in 
equity.    Rindge  v.  Baker,  67  N.  Y.  219. 

If  the  seller  is  able  to  make  a  good  title  he  Is  re- 
quired to  make  a  conveyance  to  entitle  him  to  sue 
for  the  consideration.  See  note  to  Townshend  v. 
Goodfellow  (Minn.)  8  L.  R.  A.  789. 

But  It  is  sufficient  if  he  can  make  the  title  at  the 
time  of  this  decree.    Id.  740. 

If  a  contract  nxes  the  time  for  payment  agreed 
upon,  but  fixes  no  time  for  doing  that  which  is  the 
condition  of  the  payment,  performance  of  the  con- 
dition is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  an  action. 
See  Donovan  v.  Judson.  0  L.  R.  A.  591, 81  Gal.  834. 

Whether  in  such  action  a  tender  of  the  deed  is  a 
prerequisite  of  the  right  to  sue,  see  note  to  Don- 
ovan v.  Jndson,  supra,  ' 
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The  legal  effect  of  a  covenant  to  sell  is  that  the 
land  shall  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  from  one  who  has 
a  good  title,  or  full  power  to  convey  a  good  title. 
This  is  a  condition  precedent,  without  the  literal 
performance  of  which  the  purchasers  are  not 
bound  to  pay  their  money.  Turner  v.  Ogden,  08  U. 
&  1  Black,  450, 17  L.  ed.  208. 

At  law,  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  recover  the  pur- 
chase money,  he  must,  in  his  declaration,  aver  per- 
formance of  the  contract  on  bis  part,  or  an  offer  to 
perform,  at  the  day  speoifled  for  the  performance* 
Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Hagner,  26  TJ.  8. 1  Pet,  466,  T 
L.  ed.  219.  See  Davis  v.  Hone,  2  Soh.  &  Let.  847; 
Lennon  v.  Napper,  2  Soh.  &  Lef .  084. 

An  Innocent  grantor  Induced  to  convey  m  aid  of 
the  fraud  of  a  third  person  is  entitled  to  reconvey- 
ance.   Rugbee*  App.  (Pa.)  1  dent.  Rep.  118, 

Biahts  and  remedies  of  vendee. 

When  the  contract  price  is  fully  paid,  the  entire 
title  is  equitably  vsted  in  the  vendee,  and  he  may 
compel  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  by  the  ven- 
dor, his  heirs  or  assigns.  Jenntoon  v.  Leonard,  88 
17. 8.21  Wall.  802, 22  L.  ed.589. 

Where  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
the  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  a  rescission  of  the 
contract  for  inability  of  vendor  to  make  a  good 
title,  the  vendor's  title  being  subsequently  per- 
fected.  Smith  v.Cansler,  88  Ky.  887. 

Nor  will  the  contract  be  rescinded  where  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  parties  cannot  be  restored  to  the  sta- 
tus occupied  at  its  execution,  in  oonsequenoe  of 
disposition  since  made  of  the  property.  Stanton  v. 
Hughes,  97  N.  C.  818,  citing  McDowell  v.  Simms, 
Busb.  Eq.  (N.  a)  180;  Petdjohn  v.  Williams,  2  Jones, 
Rq.  802. 

Nor  Is  the  purohaser  entitled  to  a  rescission  and 
recovery  of  the  purchase  money,  if  the  vendor  Is 
ready  to  perform.  Hathaway  v.  Hoge  (Pa.)  1  Gent. 
Rep.  839.  See  note  to  Tarkington  v.  Purvis  (Ind.)  9 
L.R.A.0OT. 

It  would  not  prevent  him  from  afterward  re- 
scinding the  contract,  on  discovery  of  the  fraud 
practiced  on  him  by  vendor  in  executing  a  void 
deed.  Nothe  v.  Nomer,  3  New  Rng.  Rep.  068,  64 
Conn.  828. 

A  purchaser  in  possession  under  a  deed  with 


M6 


ObRGOH  SUPBBKR  COURT. 


Jam.. 


the  grant  to  the  Oregon  &  California  Railroad 
Company,  and  a  patent  issued  to  defendant, 
the  title  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  would  only  be  entitled  to 
deduct  from  the  purchase  money  the  actual 
cost  of  obtaining  such  title  from  the  govern- 
ment It  is  an  established  role  of  equity  "that 
if  a  vendee  buys  up  a  better  title  than  that  of 
the  vendor,  and  the  vendor  was  guilty  of  no 
fraud,  he  can  only  be  compelled  to  refund  to 
the  vendee  the  amount  of  money  paid  for  the 
better  title.  Equity  treats  the  purchaser  as  a 
trustee  for  his  vendor,  because  he  holds  under 
him,  and  acts  done  to  perfect  the  title  of  the 
former  when  in  possession  of  the  land  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  him  under  whom  the  possession 
was  obtained,  and  through  whom  a  knowledge 
of  a  defect  of  title  was  obtained.  The  vendor 
and  vendee  stand  in  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant.  The  vendee  cannot  disavow  the 
vendor's  title."  Bueh  v.  Marshall,  47  U.  8.  6 
How.  284,  12  L.  ed.  440;  QdUoway  v.  Finky, 
87  U.  8.  12  Pet.  294,  9  L.  ed.  1091. 

At  the  time  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of 
this  land  by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  plaintiff 
was  in  the  possession  thereof  under  a  contract 


of  purchase  from  the  Oregon  &  California  Rail- 
road Company,  and,  acting  in 'good  faith,  had 
made  valuable  and  permanent  improvements 
thereon  to  the  amount  and  value  as  alleged  in 
the  complaint  of  the  sum  of  $1,800.  Relying 
on  defendant's  agreement  to  purchase  the  same, 
he  surrendered  the  possession  to  him,  and  now 
he,  having  so  obtained  the  possession,  seeks, 
contrary  to  good  faith  and  fair  dealing,  to  ob- 
tain the  title  in  his  own  name,  and  thereby  to 
overreach  his  vendor,  who  was  using  every 
endeavor  to  secure  the  title  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  defendant  in  fulfillment  of  his  own 
contract  to  convey.  This  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  permit  him  to  do,  but  whatever  title 
he  may  obtain  will  inure  to  the  benefit  of 
plaintiff.  But,  while  such  is  the  law  appli- 
cable to  the  facts  of  this  case,  plaintiff  has 
failed  to  allege  in  his  complaint,  as  we  have 
already  shown,  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a 
decree  for  a  specific  performance  of  his  con- 
tract with  defendant,  or  for  a  cancellation  of 
the  same,  and,  until  he  does  so,  the  court  is 
powerless  to  aid  him,  and  the  decree  of  ike  court 
below  is  affirmed. 


covenants,  In  case  of  a  defective  title,  cannot  be 
relieved  against  payment  of  the  purchase  money; 
his  remedy  Is  on  the  covenants  in  his  deed.  Patton 
v.  Taylor,  48  TJ.  S.  7  How.  MB,  12  L.  ed.  687 ;  Noonan 
v.  Braley,  67  U.  8.  2  Black,  499, 17  L.  ed.278;  Eng- 
lish v.  Thomasson,  88  Ey.  280,  citing- Miller  v.  Loner, 
UK.  Marsh.  1178;  Gale  v.  Com.  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  688: 
Campbell  v.  Whitting-ham,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  98;  Simp- 
eon  v.  Hawkins,  1  Dana,  808;  Taylor  v.  Lyon,  2 
Dana,  276 ;  Duvall  v.  Parker,  2  Du  vail,  182 :  Trumbo 
▼.  Lockridge,  4  Bush,  415 ;  TJpshaw  v.  Debow,  7 
Bush,  442;  Murtfeldt  v.  New  York,  W.  &  &  B.  B. 
Co.  8  Cent.  Bep.  418, 102  N.  Y.  708. 

Where  title  fails  the  remedy  is  on  covenants  in 
the  deed.  See  notes  to  Kansas  City  Land  Co.  v. 
HilKTenn.)  5L.B.  A.  47;  Moore  v.  Williams (N.  Y.) 
6L.B.A.664. 

Bat  if  he  has  been  evicted  by  paramount  title,  if 
the  vendor  was  guilty  of  fraud  or  knew  he  had  no 
title,  damages  may  be  measured  by  the  ordinary 
rule  of  compensation  for  the  injury  suffered,  and 
include  reimbursement  for  Improvements  by  the 
vendee.    Brickson  v.  Bennet,  89  Minn.  826. 

See,  as  to  ordinary  rule  of  compensation  applied 
In  oases  of  breach  of  contract  and  of  fraud,  Bush 
v.  Oole,  28  N.  Y.  261;  Pumpelly  v.  Phelps,  40  N.  Y. 
69 ;  Burr  v.  Todd,  41  Pa.  206 ;  Hammond  v.  Hannln, 
SI  Mich.  874 ;  Dustin  v.  Newoomer,  8  Ohio,  49;  Brake 
v.  Baker,  84  N.J.  L.  868;  Martin  v.  Wright,  21  Ga. 
604;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Downing,  68  Mo.  82;  Lewis  v. 
Lee,  16Ind.499:  Morgan  v.  8tearns,  40Oal.  484;  Tracy 
v.  Gunn,  29  Kan.  608 ;  Sweem  v.  Steele,  6  Iowa,  862: 
Cerault  v.  Anderson,  2  Bibb,  648;  Bngel  v.  Fitch, 
L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  314 ;  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6  Barn* 
A  a  81 ;  Plumer  v.  Simonton,  16  TJ.  a  Q.  B.  220. 

Upon  an  oral  agreement  to  sell  land  where  money 
was  paid,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  purchaser 
should  make  a  mortgage  for  the  balance,  which 
subsequently  the  vendor  refused  to  accept,  the 
contract  was  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  recover  the  money 
paid.  Welch  v.  Darling,  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  468,  69 
Vt.186. 

But  where  a  parol  oontraot  for  the  sale  of  land 
13  L.  R.  A. 


upon  which  money  has  been  paid  Is  repudiated,  the 
vendor  is  required  to  return  the  money,  for  he  will 
not  be  allowed  to  retain  both  the  money  and  the 
land.   Cade  v.Davis,  96  N.  a  189. 

Where  the  contract  provides  for  the  vendee  tak- 
ing possession,  his  remedy,  in  case  the  title  of  the 
vendor  fails,  or  he  is  unable  to  make  a  conveyance 
as  stipulated  in  the  contract,  is  to  rescind,  or  offer 
to  rescind,  the  contract,  to  restore  the  possession, 
and  recover  back  the  money  paid*  Gates  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 70  CaL  42. 

If  the  vendee  elects  to  retain  the  property,  and 
not  to  rescind,  he  can  do  so  only  on  condition  that 
he  pay  the  purchase  money  and  interest,  according 
to  the  contract,  and  receive  such  title  as  the  ven- 
dor is  able  to  give.  JWd\,  citing  Taft  v.  Kessel,  16 
Wis.  278;  MoTndoe  v.  Mormon,  26  Wis.  688. 

Taking-  possession  of  property  before  conveyance 
does  not  deprive  vendee  of  the  right  to  relinquish 
the  property,  if  the  vendor  could  not  make  a  title 
or  neglected  to  do  so.  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Hag- 
ner,  26  TJ.  8. 1  Pet.  456, 7  L.  ed.  219. 

Where  the  vendor  had  put  it  out  of  his  power,  by 
deeding;  away 'the  land  to  another,  to  perform  on 
his  part,  the  vendee  may  treat  the  oontraot  as 
broken  and  recover  back  the  money  paid  by  him. 
Weaver  v.  Atcheson,  8  West  Bep.  784, 65  Mich.  286. 

If  a  vendee  purchases  a  better  title,  there  being 
no  fraud,  he  can  compel  the  vendor  to  refund  only 
the  amount  paid  for  the  better  title.  Bush  v.  Mar- 
shall, 47  U.  8. 6  How.  284, 12  L.  ed.  440. 

A  vendee  in  possession  under  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase or  a  deed  with  oovenants  cannot  reclaim  the 
purchase  money  already  paid,  to  be  held  as  secur- 
ity for  the  completion  or  protection  of  his  title. 
Bef eld  v.  Woodf oik,  68  U.  8. 22  How.  818, 16  L.  ed.  330. 

A  purchaser  of  real  property  has  no  remedy  ou 
the  ground  of  failure  of  title  if  he  has  taken  no 
covenants  to  secure  the  title.  8ee  note  to  Kansas 
City  Land  Go.  v.  Hill  (Tenn.)  6  L.  B.  A.  46. 

Belief  Is  obtainable  only  in  cases  of  fraud.  Re- 
fold v.  Woodf oik,  68  U.  8. 22  How.  818. 16  L.  ed.  WO 
See  Patton  v.Taylor,  48  IT.  a  7  How.  188, 1*  L.  ed. 
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-CONSOLIDATED  COAL  CO.  of  8t.  Louis, 
Appt., 

D.  BAKER,   Treasurer  of  St   Clair 
County. 
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1.   The 


objecting  to  a  tax  has  the 
of  showing  facts  which  will 
avoid  it,  or  which  will  establish  its  illegality, 
„  if  it  has  been  ieturned  in  conformity  to  the  stat- 
utory requirements.  The  collecting  officers  can- 
not be  compelled,  in  the  first  instanoe,  to  furnish 
evidence  of  its  validity. 

-ft*  The  right  to  coal  and  minerals  in  their 
natural  state  oan  be  severed  from  the  ownership 
of  the  land  by  a  contract  so  as  to  subject  to  taxa- 
tion the  property  thereby  acquired. 

3.  The  separation  for  purposes  of  taxa- 
tion  of  coal  or  other  minerals  from  the 
ownership  of  the  land  is  not  prohibited  by  Bev. 
Stat,  chap.  120,  requiring;  real  property  contain- 
ing minerals  to  be  valued  at  the  price  for  which 
it  would  sell  mnmdins  the  minerals. 

(January  24, 1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  County  Court  for  St.  Clair  County  in 
"favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  proceeding  to  collect  cer- 
<tain  taxes  alleged  to  be  delinquent.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Charles  W.  Thomas  for  appellant. 
Mr.  M.  W.  Schaefer  for  appellee. 

Shope,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
-court: 

This  was  an  application  to  the  County  Court 
*>t  St.  Clair  County  bv  the  County  Treasurer 
of  that  county  for  Judgment  for  delinquent 
taxes  for  the  year  1889.  The  assessor  of  the 
township  in  which  the  property  was  situate 
and  assessable  had  returned  his  assessment, 
^conformably  to  law,  of  Ave  tracts  of  land,  as- 
sessing one  of  said  tracts  in  the  name  of  Louis 
Fuchs ;  one  in  the  name  of  Francois  Louis ; 
one  in  the  names  of  F.  Schmissrun  and  L.  De 
Kum;  one  in  the  name  of  Casper  Bertelsman  ; 
-and  one  in  the  name  of  Marsh  Ward ;  and  had 
also  returned  an  assessment  in  the  name  of  ap- 
pellant "for  the  coal  under"  the  same  lands,— 
upon  which  several  assessments  taxes  bad  been 
•extended  by  the  proper  officer.  It  appears  that 
the  taxes  extended  upon  the  assessment  of  the 
lands  had  been  paid,  but  the  taxes  upon  the 
-assessment  of  the  coal  underlying  the  same  had 
become  delinquent,  and  Judgment  was  asked 
for  in  this  proceeding.  Appellant  appeared  in 
-the  county  court,  and  filed  the  following  ob- 
jections to  the  rendition  of  judgment,  to  wit : 
"(1)  The  coal  is  not  assessable  separately  from 
-the  land  in  which  it  lies;  and  (2)  the  taxes  have 
been  paid  on  the  land  in  which  the  coal  lies, 
and  that  the  land  was  assessed  without  except- 
ing the  coal."  The  court,  upon  consideration 
-of  the  evidence,  overruled  the  objections,  and 
rendered  Judgment  for  said  taxes,  and  the  Con- 
solidated Coal  Company  of  St.  Louis  prose* 
•cutes  this  appeal. 
19L.R.A. 


It  is  insisted  (1)  that  the  burden  was  upon 
the  collector  to  show  that  the  owners  of  the 
land  had  in  some  way  sold  and  conveyed  the 
coal  underlying  their  lands  respectively,  and, 
having  failed  to  do  so,  the  objections  should 
have  Seen  sustained.  We  are  unable  to  con- 
cur in  this  view.  The  assessment  was  intro- 
duced in  evidence,  and  the  assessor  called  as  a 
witness,  who  testified  that,  in  making  the  as- 
sessment, he  decreased  the  value  placed  upon 
the  land  by  the  amount  he  placed  upon  the 
coal,  and  that  "  the  superintendent  of  ob- 
jector's mi oes,  on  the  premises  in  which  the 
coal  is  situated,  told  me  the  number  of  acres  in 
each  tract  yet  un mined,  and  I  followed  his 
statement"  in  making  the  assessment.  The 
collector's  return  of  the  delinquent  list,  with 
statutory  notice  and  proof  of  publication, 
prima  facie  entitles  tbe  collector  to  judgment 
for  the  tax  returned  as  delinquent.  The  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  assessor,  and  other  officers 
charged  with  the  levy  and  collection  of  taxes, 
have  done,  their  duty,  and  have  not  made  an 
illegal  assessment  or  returned  an  illegal  tax 
delinquent.  We  have  repeatedly  held  that  the 
burden  of  showing  such  matters  as  would  avoid 
the  tax  or  establish  its  illegality  is  upon  the 
person  objecting  thereto.  Moore  v.  People,  128 
TIL  645,  6  West.  Rep,  769;  Durham  v.  Peo- 
ple, 67  111.  414;  Pike  v.  People,  84  111.  80 ;  Mia 
v.  People,  81  111.  118;  Chiniguy  v.  People,  78 
HI.  670;  Brackett  v.  People,  115  111.  29, 1  West 
Rep.  616. 

When  the  return  of  the  collector  is  in  con- 
formity with  tbe  Statute,  tbe  presumption  of 
the  regularity  of  the  assessment  and  the  valid- 
ity of  the  tax  is  indulged  until  facts  are  shown 
that  impeach  its  legality.  Here  the  tax  was 
returned  delinquent  against  the  coal  under- 
lying tbe  several  tracts  named,  and  the  pre- 
sumption must  obtain  that  it  was  properly  so 
assessed  and  returned  until  the  contrary  is 
made  to  appear.  It  was  peculiarly  within  the 
power  of  the  objector  to  show  the  fact;  and  if, 
for  any  reason  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
return  of  tbe  collector,  the  tax  was  improperly 
assessed,  or  was  invalid,  the  burden  was  upon 
the  objector  to  establish  it. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  under  the  Rev- 
enue Laws  of  this  State,  coal  and  other  sub- 
stances which,  in  their  natural  state  and  situ* 
are  part  of  tbe  realty,  cannot  be  so  severed 
from  the  ownership  of  the  land,  or  the  land 
itself,  as  to  become  separately  taxable,  and  that 
therefore  the  assessment  made  upon  the  coal 
underlying  these  lands  is  void;  that  tbe  land 
having  been  assessed  to  the  several  owners 
thereof,  and  tbe  taxes  thereon  duly  paid,  there 
was  no  further  liability  because  of  any  sub- 
stance upon  or  forming  part  of  the  land.  The 
4th  section  of  tbe  Revenue  Act  (chap.  120,  Rev. 
Stat. )  provides:  "Real  property  shall  be  valued 
as  follows:  First.  Each  tract  or  lot  of  real 
property  shall  be  valued  at  its  fair  cash  value, 
estimated  at  tbe  price  it  would  bring  at  a  fair, 
voluntary  sale.  Second.  Taxable  leasehold  es- 
tates shall  be  valued  at  such  a  price  as  they 
would  bring  at  a  fair,  voluntary  sale  for  cash. 

.  .  .  Fourth.  In  valuing  any  real  prop- 
erty on  which  there  is  coal  or  other  mine,  or 
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stone  or  other  quarry,  the  same  shall  be  valued 
at  such  a  price  as  such  property,  including  the 
mine  or  quarry,  would  sell  at  a  fair,  voluntary 
sale  for  cash.  And  it  is  insisted  that  therefore, 
for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  there  can  be  no 
severance  of  the  mine  from  the  land,  but,  as 
before  said,  the  value  of  the  mine  must  be  in- 
cluded in  the  valuation  of  the  land,  however 
separated  by  contract,  or  severally  held  and 
owned.  Section  1  of  article  9  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  this  State  provides  "that  the  General 
Assembly  shall  provide  such  revenue  as  may 
be  needful  by  levying  a  tax  by  valuation,  so 
that  every  person  and  corporation  shall  pay  a 
tax  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his,  her  or  its 
property."  Construing  the  provisions  of  the 
Revenue  Law  quoted,  and  in  the  light  of  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution,  it  would  seem 
that  the  question  was  whether  appellant  had, 
or  could  nave  held,  by  deed  of  conveyance  or 
lease,  such  an  interest  in  the  coal  underlying 
these  lands  as  would  be  property  and  assessable 
as  land.  By  the  Statute  of  New  York  the  term 
"land,"  as  used  in  the  law  relating  to  property 
liatte  to  taxation,  etc.,  is,  by  statute,  to  be 
construed  "to  include  the  land  itself,  including 
land  and  water;  all  buildings  and  other  articles 
erected  upon  or  affixed  to  the  same;  all  trees 
and  underwood  growing  thereon;  and  all  mines, 
minerals,  quarries  and  fossils  in  and  under  the 
same." 

In  Smyth  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  552,  it  was  held 
that,  under  the  definition  of  land  thus  given, 
"one  may  be  taxed  as  owner  of  the  fee  of  the 
land,  and  another  for  the  trees,  buildings  and 
other  structures  thereon,  and  the  minerals  and 
quarries  therein."  And  it  was  there  held  that 
a  pier  built  upon  the  land  of  the  city  by  the 
appellant,  Smith,  was  real  estate,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  taxable  as  such, 
although  built  upon  the  land  of  another. 

So,  in  People  v.  Oassity,  46  X  Y.  46,  when 
the  question  was  as  to  the  right  to  tax  the 
track  of  a  street  railway,  placed  in  the  streets 
of  a  city,  as  land,  it  was  held  to  be  land,  within 
the  Statute.  The  ground  was  then  taken  that 
it  was  not  real  estate,  but  the  court,  by  Folger, 
J.,  said:  "The  Statute  means,  for  its  purpose, 
to  make  two  general  divisions  of  property— one 
all  lands,  another  all  personal  property;  and 
then,  to  be  more  definite,  it  declares  that  by 
land'  is  meant  the  'earth'  itself,  and  also  all 
buildings  and  other  articles  erected  upon  or 
affixed  to  the  same.  We  do  not  think  that, 
when  buildings  or  other  articles  are  erected  up- 
on or  affixed  to  the  earth,  they  are  not,  in  the 
view  of  the  Statute,  land,  unless  held  and 
owned  in  connection  with  the  ownership  of  the 
fee  in  the  soil  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Statute  means  that  such  an  interest  in  real  es- 
tate as  will  protect  the  erection  or  affixing 
thereon,  and  the  possession  of  the  fixtures,  win 
bring  such  building  and  fixtures  within  the 
term  '  lands/  and  hold  them  to  assessment  as 
the  land  of  whomsoever  has  that  interest  in 
tbe  real  estate,  and  owns  and  possesses  the 
buildings  and  fixtures."  See  also  People  v. 
Taxes  &  Assessments  Oomrs.  10  Hun,  207; 
People  y.  Brooklyn  Board  of  Assessors,  08  N.Y. 
808.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  expressly  ruled 
that  it  was  competent  for  the  parties  by  con- 
tract to  regulate  their  several  interests  in  the 
real  estate,  so  that  one  might  own  the  buildings 
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and  the  other  the  fee,  and  holding  that  the* 
buildings,  in  such  case,  were  properly  assessed 
as  land.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  ex- 
tend this  opinion  by  citation  from  other  courts. 
Our  Statute  provides  that  in  valuing  lands  on 
which  there  is  coal  or  other  mine,  or  stone  or 
other  quarry,  the  price  and  value  of  such  mine 
or  quarry  shall  be  included.  This  neoessarflr 
means  a  valuation  of  the  mine  or  quarry,  and,  fr 
there  Is  no  division  of  ownership,  it  will  all 
properly  be  assessed  with  the  fee.  It  is,  how- 
ever, a  matter  of  common  knowledge,  that  ths> 
coal  underlying  lands  are  conveyed  by 
deed  or  other  instrument  .so  as  to  vest  the 
coal,  with  right  of  mining  the  same,  in  another 
than  tbe  owner  of  the  fee.  Ordinarily,  per- 
haps, there  is  an  absolute  conveyance  of  the- 
coal  or  other  mineral,  with  a  lease  of  sufficient 
of  the  surface  for  shafts,etc,  at  which  to  deliver 
the  coal  from  the  mine,  or  it  may  be  mined  by 
entries  from  other  adjacent  lands  without  en- 
tering upon  the  surface  of  the  particular  tract 
of  land  upon  which  the  coal  is  situated.  The- 
grant  is  more  than  a  mere  license  to  enter  and 
mine  the  coal.  It  is  a  conveyance  of  the  coal 
itself  as  it  lies  impacted  between  the  strata  of 
stone,  slate  or  day,  in  a  state  of  nature.  The- 
title  passes  to  it  as  property*  It  is  true  its- 
value  must  be  added  to  the  valuation  of  the- 
land,  but  it  by  no  means  follows  that  it  must  bo- 
assessed  with  it.  The  parties  have  created  two- 
distinct  properties  in  the  same  land,  one  hold- 
ing one  property  right  in  the  land,  and  the- 
other  a  distinctively  separate  property  interest 
therein.  The  Statute,  as  before  said,  when  read 
in  view  of  tbe  constitutional  provision  quoted, 
would  regard  the  assessment  to  be  made  in  the- 
name  of  the  persons  or  corporations  holding 
such  property  interests  in  the  land.  True,  the 
total  assessment  must  equal  the  value  of  the- 
land  augmented  by  the  value  of  the  coal  or 
mine,  but  tbe  assessment  of  each  should  be- 
made  separately,  according  to  the  several  hold- 
ings, to  the  end  that  each  "shall  pay  a  tax  in* 
proportion  to  the  value  of  his,  her  or  its  prop- 
erty." The  coal  thus  conveyed  or  reserved  by 
the  grantors  of  the  land  is  not  personal  prop- 
erty, and  cannot  be  until  it  is  severed.  By  the- 
conveyance  of  it,  an  interest  in  the  land  itself 
passes  to  the  grantee  the  ownership  of  portions- 
of  the  constituents  of  the  land,  and  falls  within 
the  designation  of  real  estate  for  the  purposes  of 
taxation.  This  question  was  before  us  in  Major 
v.  Pavey  (111.)  94  N.  E.  Rep.  078,  and  we  there- 
held  that  where  the  grantor  had  reserved  from, 
the  conveyance  the  coal,  etc.,  underlying  the- 
land  conveyed,  it  was  properly  assessed  for 
taxation  separately.  This  holding  is  criticized 
by  counsel,  and  we  have  been  thereby  led  into 
the  foregoing  discussion.  .  In  that  case,  after 
quoting  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  here- 
inbefore quoted,  we  said:  "We  think  it  clear 
that  the  mining  right  to  the  coal  and  minerals* 
reserved  in  the  deeds  and  contracts  must  be  re- 
garded as  property,  within  the  meaning  of  the* 
foregoing  provision.*9  That  case  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  supported  by  abundant  authority, 
and,  upon  careful  reconsideration  of  the  ques- 
tion, we  are  fully  satisfied  with  the  principle- 
then  announced. 

The  judgment  of  the  County  (hurt  in  this  € 
was  fully  warranted,  and  must  be  affirmed. 
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1.  A  telegraph  wire  aero—  a  highway, 

hanging  so  low  as  to  cause  an  Injury  to  a  travel- 
er, to  a  defect  for  which  the  town  Is  liable  if  it 
had  or  ought  to  have  had  notice  thereof. 
8.  The  co-operation  of  the  act  of  a 
traveler,  who  is  not  guilty  of  negligence  or 
any  wrongful  act,  with  a  defect  in  a  highway  in 
causing  an  injury  to  another  traveler,  will  not 
relieve  the  town  from  liability. 

aUyia,18«L) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Norfolk  County  (Lath- 
rop,  J.)  made  during  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligently  permitting  a  defect  to  remain 
in  a  public  highway,  in  which  a  verdict  was 
directed  to  be  returned  in  favor  of  defendant. 
Sustained. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messre.  Eliaha  Greenhood  and  F.  W. 
Murphy,  for  plaintiff: 

That  the  condition  of  things  immediately 
created  by  the  falling  wires,  and  to  which  im- 
mediate condition  plaintiff's  accident  was  at- 
tributable, was  due  to  the  careless  indifference 
of  the  town  officers,  could  be  fairly  inferred 
from  the  evidence. 

Day  v.  Mitford,  5  Allen,  08;  Drake  v.  LoweU, 
18  Met.  282;  West  v.  Lynn,  110  Mass.  514. 

The  wires  were  a  defect  in  or  upon  the  high- 
way from  the  time  that  they  were  liable  to  mil 
by  the  ordinary  action  of  the  elements. 

Day  v.  Miljord,  supra;  Hewison  v.  New 
Haven,  84  Conn.  142. 

The  bare  fact  that  the  street  was  wide  and 
smooth  enough  for  travel  does  not  satisfy  the 
Statute. 

Munson  v.  Derby,  87  Conn.  288. 

Anything  in  the  condition  of  a  highway 
which  renders  it  unsafe  or  inconvenient  or  is  a 
menace  to  ordinary  travel  is  a  defect 

Barber  v.  Boxbury,  11  Allen,  818,  820. 

The  Town  was  bound  to  see  that  the  high- 
way was  safe  and  convenient  for  travel  there- 
on, in  the  light  of  such  conditions  as  are 
natural  and  likely  to  occur. 

IAndsey  v.  Danville,  46  Vt  72. 

A  town  has  the  power  and  it  is  its  duty  to 
see  that  there  shall  be  no  structure  or  physical 
thing  upon  or  over  the  highway,  and  that  no 
object  which  is  not  an  incident  of  a  building, 
shall  be  in,  upon,  near  or  over  the  traveled 
part  of  the  highway,  which  obstructs  or  hin- 
ders one  in  the  use  of  the  highway,  or  which 
from  its  position  or  character  or  lack  of  sup- 
port is  likely  to  become  such  an  obstruction, 
hindrance  or  nuisance  to  travel;  and  any  such 
structure  or  object  causing  damage  may  be  a 
defect. 


Nora.— Contributory  negligence;  effect  of  co- 
operating onuses  of  injury  to  the  person.   See 
Bmitbwiok  v.  Hall,  post,  -. 
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Day  v.  Mil  ford,  supra;  Post  v.  Boston,  1  New 
Eng.  Rep.  542,  141  Mass,  188;  Hewison  v.  New 
Haven  and  Drake  v.  Lowell,  supra;  Talbot  v. 
Taunton,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  615, 140  Mass.  652; 
Jones  v.  New  Haven,  84  Conn.  10;  West  v.  Lynn, 
supra. 

It  is  of  no  consequence  that  the  immediate 
physical  condition  arose  from  natural  and  gen- 
eral causes  over  which  the  Town  bad  no  con- 
trol, such  as  storms,  accident  or  gradual  change* 
if  the  Town  was  already  chargeable  with  per- 
mitting to  exist  such  a  previous  condition  as, 
with  the  aid  of  such  causes,  would  be  likely  to 
produce  such  immediate  condition. 

Bitting*  v.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  828, 888;  Day 
v.  Mitford,  supra;  Gregory  v.  Adams,  14  Gray, 
242;  Idndsey  v.  Danville,  45  Vt  72;  Cheney  v. 
Byegate,  55  Vt  488. 

The  innocent  shifting  of  the  position  of  the 
wires  by  Rogers  was  no  more  the  cause  or  one 
of  the  efficient  causes  of  the  accident,  than 
would  have  been  the  force  of  gravitation  or 
the  force  of  the  elements  working  horizontally 
or  perpendicularly. 

Salisbury  v.  Herehenroder,  106  Mass.  458; 
Day  v.  MUford,  5  Allen,  88;  Drake  v.  Lowell, 
18  Met  282;  Dickinson  v.  Boyle,  17  Pick.  78; 
Woodward  Y.Aborn,  85  Me.  271;  Barnard  v. 
Poor,  21  Pick.  878;  Pittsburgh  v.  Qrier,  22  Pa. 
54;  Scott  v.  Hunter,  Id.  182;  Polack  v.  Pioche, 
85  CaL  416,  428. 

The  fact  that  an  accident  such  as  is  natural, 
and  reasonably  to  be  anticipated  and  guarded 
against  by  the  Town,  in  some  way  contributed 
to  the  injury,  is  no  defense  to  the  Town,  and 
does  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  prove  that  the  de- 
fect was  not  the  direct,  sufficient  and  sole  cause 
of  the  injury. 

Maccarty  v.  Brookline,  114  Mass.  527;  Gush- 
ing v.  Bedford,  125  Mass.  526,  528;  Palmer  v. 
Andover,  2  Cush.  600;  Stone  v.  Hubbardston,  lOfr 
Mass.  48;  Bemis  v.  Arlington,  114  Mass.  507. 

The  negligence  of  the  Town  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  plaintiff's  accident 

Flagg  v.  Hudson,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  652,  14* 
Mass.  280;  Stickney  v.  Maidstone,  80  Vt  78a 

Assuming  that  Rogers'  act  had  something  to 
do  with  the  accident,  and  that  it  was  compe- 
tent for  the  jury  to  find  that  it  was  an  unin- 
tentional act,  not  attributable  to  his  careless- 
ness, it  was  an  accident  which  was  not  an 
efficient,  independent  cause,  conspiring  with 
the  defect,  but,  on  the  contrary,  was  a  natural 
and  ordinary  incident  of  the  defect  itself,  be- 
hind which  the  Town  cannot  shield  itself. 

Alger  v.  LoweU,  8  Allen,  402;  Macearty  v. 
Brookline,  supra;  Marble  v.  Worcester,  4  Gray, 
885,  400;  Hunt  v.  Ptoonal,  8  Vt  411;  Fletcher 
v.  Barnet,  43  Vt  182:  Hodge  v.  Bennington,  48 
Vt  450;  Kelsey  v.  Glover,  15  Vt  708.  See 
Flagg  v.  Hudson,  supra;  Lund  v.  Tyngsboro,  11 
Cush.  568;  Sears  v.  Dennis,  105  Mass.  810; 
Stickney  v.  Maidstone,  80  Vt  788;  Emporia  v. 
Schmidling,  88  Kan.  485;  Chicago  v.  Schmidt, 
107  111.  186. 

Messre.  James  E.  Cotter  and  Charle* 
P.  Jenney,  for  defendant: 

The  evidence  did  not  show  a  defect  within 
the  meaning  of  Pub.  Stat,  chap.  52,  §  18. 

Keith  v.  Boston,  2  Allen,  552;  Barber  v.  Box* 


See  also  22  L.  R.  A.  635;  25  L.  R.    A.  552;  2U  L.  R.  A.  101.  810;  27  L.  R.  A. 
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Miry,  11  Allen,  318;  Pratt  v.  Weymouth,  6  New 
Eng.  Rep.  671,  147  Mass.  246. 

A  defect,  or  a  want  of  repair,  is  either  Inert 
matter  in  Incumbering  the  highway  upon  or 
oyer  it.  or  structural  defect  endangering  pub- 
lic travel. 

Davis  v.  Bangor,  42  Me.  522. 

Such  a  state  of  repair  in  a  road  as  would 
tree  a  town  from  exposure  to  indictment  and 
conviction  would  protect  it  also  against  a  claim 
for  damages  for  an  injury  sustained  by  an  in- 
dividual while  traveling  thereon. 

MerriU  v.  Hampden,  26  Me.  284;  Howard  v. 
Worth  Bridgetcater,  16  Pick.  180;  Hixon  v. 
Lowell,  18  Gray.  59. 

A  plaintiff  cannot  recover  unless  the  defect 
Is  the  sole  cause  of  the  injury.  Where  this  fol- 
lows from  a  defect  united  with  some  distinct, 
efficient,  concurring  cause,  without  which  it 
would  not  have  happened,  unless  as  suggested 
by  Chief  Justice  Bhaw  in  Marble  v.  Worcester, 
4  Gray,  895,  such  concurring  cause  is  pure  ac- 
cident, the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

Novell  v.  Lowell,  7  Gray,  100;  Kidder  v. 
Dunstable,  Id.  104;  Lyon*  v.  Brookline,  119 
Mass.  491. 

Holmes*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  a 
defect  in  the  highway.  The  alleged  defect 
was  a  telegraph  wire  which  sloped  down  from 
a  house  to  which  it  was  fastened  and  lay  across 
the  highway.  Whether  the  wire  was  broken 
before  the  time  of  the  accident,  or  whether  it 
still  was  attached  on  the  other  side  of  the  way 
to  another  house  five  or  six  hundred  feet  away 
from  the  one  first  mentioned,  is  not  very  clear 
and  is  not  material.  The  only  support  which 
there  had  been  between  these  two  points  was  a 
bracket  on  a  pole  (in  the  road  as  we  under- 
stand) and  this  had  been  cone  for  about  a 
week.  There  was  evidence  that  the  wire  was 
down  within  a  foot  of  the  ground  the  night 
before.  The  wire  was  caught  in  the  wheels 
of  a  wagon  which  was  coming  toward  the 
plaintiff  and  he  was  hurt  in  bending  back  in 
his  seat  in  order  to  get  under  the  Wire  as  it 
reached  him.  He  saw  the  wire  approaching 
when  it  was  fifty  feet  ahead  and  called  to  the 
other  driver,  but  the  other  driver  paid  no  atten- 
tion and  might  have  been  found  not  to  have 
heard  the  plaintiff.  In  view  of  the  possible 
expectations  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  other  man 
was  to  slop,  and  his  testimony  as  to  the  short- 
ness of  the  time,  the  speed,  his  inability  to 
turn  out  or  to  change  his  seat,  etc.,  we  cannot 
say  that  the  jury  might  not  have  been  war- 
ranted in  finding  that  he  used  due  care. 

It  is  argued  that  the  wire  was  not  a  defect. 
But  it  was  fixed  at  one  end,  at  least,  and  the 
jury  might  have  found  that  it  came  down  to 
the  road  in  such  a  way  as  permanently  to  ob- 
struct travel  so  that  it  resembled  "a  barrier 
fixed  or  stretched  across  the  way,"  which  was 
admitted  to  be  a  defect,  rather  than  the  rope 
of  a  derrick  being  moved  by  third  persons,  for 
which  the  city  was  held  not  to  be  liable  in 
Barber  v.  Boxbury,  11  Allen,  818,  820;  French 
v.  Brunswick,  21  Me.  29.  The  Jury  might 
have  inferred  from  the  length  of  time  that  the 
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wire  had  been  down  that  the  Town  had  or 
ought  to  have  had  notice  of  the  defect. 

The  main  argument  for  the  defendant  is  that 
whether  the  wire  was  a  defect  or  not  It  was 
not  the  sole  cause  of  the  injury,  but  that  the 
conduct  of  the  driver  of  the  other  wagon  con- 
curred in  bringing  About  the  plaintiff's  hurt 
If  in  the  opinion  cf  tie  jury  the  other  driver 
was  negligent  as  towards  the  plaintiff,  and 
thus  had  a  hand  in  causing  the  injury,  no 
doubt  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  Kidder  v. 
Dunstable,  7  Gray.  104;  Pratt  v.  Weymouth,  147 
Mass.  245.  252,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  671.  But 
the  jury  might  have  found  that  the  other 
driver  was  not  negligent,  and  indeed  that  until 
it  was  too  late  he  was  wholly  unaware  of  his 
entanglement,  or  that  there  was  a  wire  in  the 
road  at  all.  If  so  his  co-operation  stood  on  no 
different  footing  from  the  force  of  gravitation. 

A  town  is  not  exonerated  because  other 
causes  co-operate  with  the  defect;  if  it  were  it 
never  would  be  liable.  Human  causes  stand 
no  differently  from  any  others  merely  as  such. 
The  limit  of  the  statutory  liability  of  towns  is 
only  the  strictest  form  of  the  limit  of  the  liabil- 
ity of  wrongdoers,  to  an  extent  not  vet,  per- 
haps, exactly  determined.  Wrong-doers  arc 
presumed  not  to  contemplate  wrong-doing  by 
others  unless  they  are  shown  in  fact  and  actu- 
ally to  have  contemplated  it.  Therefore  gen- 
erally they  are  not  liable  if  another  wrong- 
doer intervenes  between  their  act  and  the  re- 
sult. Tasker  v.  Stanley  (Mass.)  Jan.  12, 1891. 
But  the  mere  fact  that  another  human  being 
intervenes  is  not  enough.  Elmer  v.  Fessenden, 
151  Mass.  859,  862,  868,  5  L.  R.  A.  724;  Car- 
ney v.  Shanly,  107  Mass.  568,  581;  Garter  v. 
Towne,  98  Mass.  567;  McDonald  v.  SneUing,  \i 
Allen,  290,  296.  His  intervention  is  important, 
not  qua  cause,  but  qua  wrong-doer.  In  the 
case  of  towns  sued  for  a  defect  in  the  highway 
the  wrongful  acts  of  the  third  person  need  not 
intervene  subsequently.  It  is  enough  that  it  co  •* 
operates  with  the  defect  at  the  moment:  but 
the  principle  is  the  same.  It  is  because  the  act 
is  wrongful  (including  under  this  head  negli- 
gence), not  because  it  is  a  concurring  cause, 
that  the  defendant  escapes.  If  the  act  which 
concurs  with  the  defect  in  producing  the  re- 
sult complained  of  is  innocent  and  is  of  a  kind 
which  the  defendant  is  bound  to  expect  and  to 
provide  for,  such,  for  instance,  as  another 
man's  driving  upon  the  road,  the  jury  may 
find  against  the  town  as  well  as  when  a  partic- 
ular state  of  the  weather  is  a  concurrent  cause. 
Flagg  v.  Hudson,  142  Mass.  280,  2  New  Eng. 
Rep.  652.  It  can  make  no  difference  whether 
the  defect  brings  the  plaintiff  into  contact  with 
the  innocent  vehicle,  as  in  Flagg  v.  Hudson,  or 
the  innocent  vehicle  brings  the  plaintiff  into 
contact  with  the  defect,  as  the  jury  might  find 
to  have  been  the  fact  here.  The  act  of  the 
third  party  is  equally  necessary  to  the  result. 
and  is  equally  innocent  in  the  two  cases.  We 
will  add  that  there  is  no  question  before  us  of 
remoteness  in  the  sense  discussed  in  Marble  v. 
Worcester,  4  Gray,  895,  and  McDonald  v.  Snel 
livg,  14  Allen,  290,  292. 

The  other  objection  urged  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  go  the  jury  was  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  notice  was  given  to  the  Town,  as  required 
by  statute,  within  thirty  days  of  the  accident 
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Pub.  Stat  chap.  52, 

Stat.  1888,  chap.  114.  By  the  plaintiff's 
testimony  tbe  accident  happened  on  Feb- 
ruary 7,  1889.  The  notice  gave  the  same 
date.  The  town  clerk  produced  the  notice  and 
testified  solely,  as  he  said,  from  inspection 
of  a  memorandum  upon  it,  that  it  was  received 
on  February  6,  1889.  Another  witness  tes- 
tified that  be  heard  of  the  accident  through 
tbe  notice  during  the  last  month  of  his  official 


19;  Stat.  1882,  chap.  88;  I  year,  which  ended  on  March  4,  1889.    If  the 

"~      ""    jury  believed  that  the  accident  happened  on 

the  seventh,  they  necessarily  would  have  found 
that  the  indorsement  of  tbe  sixth,  as  the  day 
when  the  notice  was  received,  was  a  mistake, 
but  that  the  notice  was  received  before 
March  4. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned  Judge 
erred  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
Exceptions  sustained. 
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other statute,  but  the  property  actually  In  the 
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APPEALS  by  relator  from  orders  of  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Third  Department,  affirming  orders  of  the 
Special  Term  for  Rensselaer  County  quashing 
three  separate  writs  of  certiorari  by  which  re- 
lator sought  to  review  the  assessment  of  its 
property  for  taxation  by  the  Assessor  of  the 
City  of  Troy  for  tbe  years  1885,  1886  and 
1887.  Reversed  as  to  assessment  for  1886.  Af- 
firmed as  to  the  others. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Wager  Swayne,  Willard 
Brown.  Charles  W.  Wells  and  Edwin  A. 
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Mr.  William  J.] 


Roehe  for  respondents. 

Peckham,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eonrt: 

We  have  lately  held  in  People  v.  Adams  (N. 
Y.),  96  N.  E.  Rep.  746.  that  a  person  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  this  relator  stood,  fail- 
ing to  appear  before  the  board  of  assessors  on 
what  is  known  as  "grievance  day,"  is  guilty  of 
such  laches  as  to  warrant  the  court  in  refusing 
to  grant  him  any  relief  in  the  premises.  It 
sufficiently  appears  in  this  proceeding  that  tbe 
relator  did  thus  fail  to  appear  in  the  years  1886 
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and  1887.  This  leaves  only  the  assessment  of 
1886  open  for  inspection  and  review.  In  the 
affidavit  made  on  the  part  of  the  relator  to  pro- 
cure the  certiorari  to  review  the  assessment  for 
that  year  it  is  alleged  that  the  assessment  is  er- 
roneous and  illegal  by  reason  of  overvaluation, 
and  is  unequal,  because  made  at  a  higher  pro- 
portionate valuation  than  other  real  property 
on  tbe  roll.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  actual 
value  of  the  property  of  the  relator  within  the 
limits  of  the  City  of  Troy,  and  all  fixtures 
connected  therewith,  does  not  exceed  $4,000. 
The  writ  of  certiorari  was  duly  issued,  and  the 
defendants  made  return  thereto,  and  the  issues 
were  referred  to  a  referee  to  take  testimony, 
after  which  the  matter  came  on  for  a  hearing 
before  tbe  court  at  special  term,  which  made 
various  findings  of  fact,  and  upon  the  merits 
quashed  the  writ  Upon  appeal  to  the  general 
term  that  court  affirmed  the  order  of  the  spec- 
ial term,  and  from  the  affirmance  the  relator 
has  appealed  here.  The  court  at  special  term 
found  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  of  the 
defendant  listed  on  the  assessment  roll  of  Trov 
for  the  year  1886  was  at  least  $12,000.  If 
there  be  any  evidence  to  support  the  finding, 
this  court  is  concluded.  But  if  it  appear  that  in 
coming  to  that  conclusion  the  courts  below 
have  included  improper  and  illegal  elements  as 
a  basis  for  valuation,  then  an  error  of  law  has 
been  made  which  is  reviewable  here.  Upon 
the  hearing  before  the  referee  to  take  testimony, 
tbe  counsel  for  tbe  defendants,  under  the  ob- 
jection of  the  relator's  counsel,  proved  that  tbe 
receipts  of  the  relator's  Troy  office  were  about 
$30,000.  At  another  time,  before  tbe  court, 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected  to 
proof  as  to  the  cost  of  setting  the  ordinary 
sized  pole  in  Troy,  because,  as  counsel  said, 
the  property  of  the  Company  was  real  estate, 
and  must  be  valued  as  a  whole.  He  also  ob- 
jected to  evidence  of  the  cost  of  freight  in 
transporting  relator's  poles  to  Troy,  because  it 
was  not  competent  to  reduce  tbe  value  of  the 
real  estate  in  such  manner.  He  made  the 
same  objection  to  proof  of  the  wages  of  em- 
ployes engaged  in  setting  the  poles.  The 
eleventh  finding  of  fact  by  the  court  is  that, 
"except  as  appears  from  the  assessment  rolls  in 
said  city  for  the  year  1886,  there  is  no  sufficient 
proof  of  the  actual  value  of  the  relator's  tele- 
graph property  as  it  was  then  established  and 
in  operation  in  the  City  of  Troy  as  part  of  an 
extensive  system  for  transmitting  information 
and  news  by  telegraph."  In  his  opinion  at 
special  term  the  learned  judge  said:  "In  as- 
certaining the  value  of  the  real  estate  in  que* 
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tion  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  a  whole, 
of  a  complete  telegraph  line  in  operation.  Its 
value,  not  as  poles  and  wire  simply,  but  for 
telegraph  purposes,  and  its  position,  with  its 
connections  and  its  productive  capacity,  are 
important,  if  not  controlling,  considerations." 
At  the  general  term,  in  the  opinion  delivered, 
the  learned  Judge  says  upon  this  point :  "The 
cost  of  construction  was  by  no  means  control- 
ling as  to  the  value  of  the  relator's  property  in 
Troy.  That  was  only  an  integral  part  of  a 
great  system  which  extended  over  the  entire 
State,  and  by  itself  might  be  of  little  value,  as 
compared  with  its  value  as  a  part  of  the  entire 

Sstem."  And  in  his  brief  before  this  court 
e  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  in  jus- 
tifying the  valuation  placed  upon  the  relator's 
Sroperty  by  the  Assessors  and  the  court  at  spec- 
il  term,  uses  this  language:  "  In  ascertain- 
ing the  actual  value  of  such  property,  the 
Assessors  bad  the  right,  and  it  was  their  duty, 
to  look  beyond  the  cost  of  specific  material  at 
wholesale  prices,  and  the  cost  of  the  labor,  and 
to  estimate  such  property,  not  as  an  isolated 
piece  of  land,  but  in  connection  with  its  posi- 
tion, its  incidents  and  the  business  and  profits 
to  be  derived  therefrom."  It  is  thus  seen  that 
it  bas  been  assumed  as  a  fact  by  the  courts  be- 
low, and  it  is  conceded  by  counsel,  that  the 
defendants  pursued  the  method  above  men 
tioned  of  determining  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  relator  in  the  City  of  Troy  for  pur- 
poses of  local  taxation.  The  question  now  to 
be  decided  is  whether  this  method  or  system 
is  valid. 

For  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  manner  of 
assessing  what  the  Legislature  denominated 
"  certain  real  estate  of  telegraph  companies  "  it 
passed  in  the  year  1881  an  Act  (chap.  507  of 
the  Laws  of  that  year),  by  which  it  was  pro- 
vided that  telegraph  companies  in  the  State 
should  on  a  certain  day  in  each  year  make  a 
sworn  statement  showing  the  total  length  of 
their  lines  in  each  county,  with  the  cost  of  con- 
struction and  equipment  thereof,  and  the 
assessors  within  each  county  were  to  assess  for 
purposes  of  taxation  such  proportion  of  the 
cost  of  construction  as  the  length  of  the  lines 
in  the  district  of  the  assessors  bore  to  the  total 
length  of  the  lines  in  the  county.  The  Legis- 
lature at  the  same  session  passed  the  Act 
(chap.  861)  taxing  the  corporations  therein 
named  in  the  manner  stated.  Among  such 
corporations  are  telegraph  companies.  The 
tax  is  declared  to  be  one  upon  the  corporate 
franchise  or  business  of  the  corporation,  is 
payable  annually,  and  is  computed  upon  the 
par  value  of  the  capital  stock,  the  percentage 
of  tax  depending  upon  the  amount  of  divi- 
dends paid  by  the  company,  or,  if  no  dividends, 
or  a  less  amount  than  6  per  cent  is  paid,  then 
the  tax  is  to  be  at  the  rate  named  in  the 
Statute  upon  a  certain  valuation  of  the  capital 
stock.  In  addition  to  this  tax  and  by  the  same 
Act,  the  companies  named  therein  are  to  pay  to 
the  state  treasurer,  as  a  further  tax  on  their 
corporate  franchises  or  business  in  the  State,  a 
certain  tax  upon  the  gross  earnings  in  the  State 
for  the  business  therein.  These  two  Acts  of 
the  Legislature  should  be  construed  together  as 
in  pan  materia,  and  in  them  is  provided  a  sys 
tern  for  the  taxation  of  the  property  of  tele- 
graph companies,  their  franchises  and  business 
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(exclusive  of  real  estate,  in  the  ordinary  accep- 
tation of  that  term,  which  might  be  owned  by 
them).  This  system  continued  until  1886. 
when  the  Legislature  passed  the  Act  providing 
for  the  assessment  of  telegraph,  telephone  and 
electric-light  lines,  and  known  as  chapter  659 
of  the  Laws  of  that  year.  (This  Act  should 
also  be  construed  in  connection  with  the  Act  of 
1881,  chap.  861.)  The  important  sections  are 
1  and  2,  and  they  read  as  follows:  "Section  1. 
The  portion  of  any  telegraph,  telephone  or 
electric-light  line  in  any  town  or  ward  in  this 
State  shall  be  assessed  in  such  town  or  ward  to 
the  owner  or  person  or  corporation  or  associa- 
tion in  control  thereof,  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law  for  the  assessment  of  lands  of  resident 
owners;  and  the  same  proceedings  may  be  had 
upon  such  assessment,  and  for  the  collection  of 
any  tax  levied  thereon.  Sec.  2.  The  word 
'lines'  shall  include  the  interest  in  the  land  on 
which  the  poles  stand,  the  right  or  license  to 
erect  such  poles  on  land,  all  poles,  arms,  insu- 
lators, wires  and  apparatus,  instruments,  or 
other  thing  connected  with  or  used  as  a  part  of 
such  line  in  such  town  or  ward,  and  belonging 
either  to  the  owner  of  such  line  or  the  person, 
corporation  or  association  in  control  thereof." 
This  Act  superseded  that  of  1881,  chap.  597. 
Of  course  the  land — that  is,  a  bouse  and  lot,  or 
a  vacant  lot  of  ground  owned  by  a  telegraph 
company— is  assessed  to  it  in  the  same  way  it 
would  be  to  any  other  owner.  The  Act  of 
1886  does  not  allude  to  real  estate  or  land 
strictly  so  called.  It  refers  to  the  telegraph 
"line1'  in  the  town  or  ward,  and  it  is  to  be 
assessed  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the 
assessment  of  lands  of  resident  owners.  It 
being  thus  necessary  to  assess  the  lines  as  land, 
in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the  assess- 
ment of  lands  of  resident  owners,  and  the 
Statute  providing  that  the  word  "  lines"  must 
include  among  other  items  of  value  the  inter- 
est in  the  land  on  which  the  poles  stand,  and 
the  right  or  license  to  erect  such  poles  on  land, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire,  What  is  the 
manner  provided  by  law  for  the  assessment  of 
the  lands  of  resident  owners?  The  Revised 
Statutes  provide  the  manner.  1  Rev.  Stat 
889,  title  2,  art.  1.  The  resident  is  to  be 
assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  of  his  residence 
when  the  assessment  is  made  for  the  lands 
owned  by  him  within  such  town  or  ward,  and 
the  full  value  of  such  land  is  to  be  set  down  by 
the  assessors  in  a  separate  column  in  their 
assessment  roll.  The  assessors  are  to  estimate 
and  assess  the  land  at  its  full  and  true  value  as 
they  would  appraise  the  same  in  payment  of  a 
Just  debt  due  from  a  solvent  debtor.  This  is 
the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the  assessment 
of  lands  of  a  resident  owner. 

What  is  the  full  and  true  value  of  this  prop- 
erty of  a  telegraph  company,  and  how  is  it  to 
be  arrived  at  ?  To  enact  that  certain  things 
shall  be  regarded  as  and  included  in  the  term 
"land"  or  "real  estate,"  does  not  in  the  least 
alter  the  essential  nature  or  characteristics  of 
the  things  which  are  to  be  thus  called.  To  say 
that  the  word  "land,"  when  used  in  the  law 
with  reference  to  taxation,  shall  include  not 
only  the  land  itself,  but  all  telegraph  lines, 
wires,  poles,  arms,  insulators,  apparatus  and 
instruments,  does  not  change  their  essential 
nature.    They  remain  articles  which  are  manu- 
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factured,  and  which  can  be  duplicated  and 
supplied  to  any  required  extent  at  a  certain 
known  cost  of  production.  The  company  may 
be  able  to  procure  the  instruments,  poles  or 
wires  at  a  less  coat  than  others,  owing  to  their 
special  advantages ;  but  anyone  can  procure 
such  articles  in  all  the  quantities  desired.  The 
supply  has  always  kept  pace  with  the  demand. 
The  value  of  the  poles,  arms,  insulators,  ap- 
paratus, instruments  and  wires  would  therefore 
•consist  of  the  cost  of  production,  meaning  by 
that  term  to  include  the  value  of  the  labor 
necessary  to  set  them  up  and  place  them  ready 
for  use.  If  any  of  these  articles  were  patented:, 
and  the  company  did  not  own  the  patent,  the 
price  paid  therefor  would  be  their  value,  where 
they  could  be  furnished  indefinitely  as  desired. 
To  call  these  things  "land"  does  not  make  them 
land  in  their  nature.  As  they  are  capable  of 
indefinite  reproduction  at  a  known  cost,  that 
cost  must,  in  the  nature  of  the  subject,  be  their 
value  for  the  purpose  of  the  Statute.  And 
when  that  cost  is  shown  by  evidence  which  is 
uncontradicted,  and  in  no  way  doubtful,  or  in 
fact  doubted,  then  such  cost  must  be  deemed 
the  value  of  those  separate  articles.  But  this 
is  not  all  that  shall  be  taxed  under  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Statute.  The  interest  in  the  land 
on  which  the  poles  stand,  and  the  right  or  li- 
cense to  erect  such  poles  on  land,  are  also  to  be 
included  in  the  assessment  of  the  property  of 
the  company.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  in- 
terest in  the  land  on  which  the  poles  stand  ? 
We  have  held  in  American  Rapid  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Hem  (N.  Y.),  26  N.  E.  Rep.  919  (lately  decided), 
that  a  telegraph  company  organized:  under  the 
Act  of  1848,  and  obtaining  from  it  the  right  to 
construct  its  lines  of  telegraph  upon  the  public 
streets  or  highways,  acquired  no  absolute  inter- 
est in  the  highway  or  the  land,  and  that  it  was 
subject  to  the  police  power  of  the  State,wielded 
through  its  municipal  agencies,  which  could 
direct  the  lines  to  be  taken  down  and  placed  in 
subways  provided  for  them.  This  interest  in 
the  land  in  a  street  is  in  reality  nothing  more 
than  a  license  granted  by  the  State.  In  the 
language  of  the  Act,  it  is  an  authority  to  con- 
•tract  lines  along  and  upon  the  public  roads 
and  highways.  This  license  may  also  be  re- 
voked by  legislative  enactment.  It  was  so 
stated  in  the  case  heretofore  cited  {American 
Rapid  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hess),  and  we  feel  strength- 
ened in  our  views  in  that  case  by  further  reflec- 
tion. Therefore  the  value  of  the  interest  in 
the  land  in  which  a  pole  is  placed  in  a  public 
street  by  a  telegraph  company  must  be  arrived 
at  in  consideration  of  the  important  fact  that 
auch  interest  is  a  mere  license,  and  revocable  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  Legislature.  It  must  also 
be  observed  that  any  other  telegraph  company 
organized  under  the  general  law  may  avail  it- 
self of  the  same  license  to  enter  upon  the  pub- 
lic streets.  So  there  is  really  no  title  whatever 
in  the  Company  to  the  land  thus  used,  and  its 
only  interest  is  subject  to  extinguishment  by 
the  Legislature  at  any  time.  The  cost  which 
the  Company  incurred  in  obtaining  the  interest 
in  the  land  in  a  public  street  would  in  this  case, 
taking  into  consideration  all  the  Acts  providing 
for  the  taxation  of  the  Company,  be  a  correct 
criterion  by  which  to  judge  of  its  value.  As 
to  the  value  of  the  right  or  license  to  erect  the 
poles  on  land,  also  spoken  of  in  the  Act,  much 
12L.R.A 


the  same  reasoning  is  to  be  adopted.  This 
right  or  license  is  one  which  any  company  may 
avail  itself  of  if  incorporated  under  the  gen- 
eral Act,  and  it  costs  nothing.  If  the  com- 
pany, in  placing  its  poles  on  the  land  of  any 
individual,  shall  have  paid  anything  to  the 
owner  of  the  land  for  such  use,  or  incurred  any 
contractual  liability  to  him,  the  amount  paid,  * 
or  the  amount  included  in  such  liability,  would 
be  good  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  right. 
There  might  be  other  elements  entering  into 
that  question,  but  in  this  case  all  the  poles 
seem  to  have  been  placed  exclusively  in  the 
public  streets.  If  the  Company  should  pay  an 
abutting  owner  on  a  public  street  or  highway 
for  the  use  of  the  interest,  or  any  part  of  it, 
which  the  owner  may  have  in  such  street  or 
highway,  such  payment  would  be  part  of  the 
cost  of  obtaining  the  interest  in  the  land,  and 
the  right  to  therein  erect  the  poles.  Taking 
the  cost  of  the  production  of  those  articles, 
which  are  in  their  nature  personal  property, 
and  capable  of  infinite  production,  as  above 
described,  and  adding  to  that  cost  the  value  of 
the  interest  in  the  land  on  which  the  poles  stand 
and  the  value  of  the  right  to  erect  such  poles 
on  the  land,  upon  the  principles  above  indi- 
cated, and  we  have  the  total  elements  entering 
into  the  full  and  true  value  of  the  property  or 
the  Company  subject  to  taxation  under  the  Act 
of  1886  above  cited.  In  the  assessment  for  tax- 
ation under  that  Act  the  property  is  not  to  be 
regarded  as  a  part  of  a  whole,  nor  as  a  com- 
plete telegraph  line  in  operation.  Its  value  for 
telegraph  purposes,  ana  its  position,  with  its 
connections,  and  its  productive  capacity,  are 
not  considerations  entering  into  the  value  of 
the  property  under  the  Act  last  named.  These 
considerations  are  foreign  to  its  purpose.  They 
largely  enter  into  the  question  of  the  value  of 
the  business  and  the  franchises  of  the  Company; 
and  the  value  of  such  business  and  franchises 
is  to  be  assessed  under  the  Act  of  1881,  already 
quoted.  If  it  were  not  for  that  Act  and  its 
provisions  for  assessing  the  value  of  the  busi- 
ness and  franchises  of  telegraph  companies  for 
the  purpose  of  taxation,  it  may  be  that  courts 
would  strive  to  give  a  wider  meaning,  if  possi- 
ble, to  the  language  of  the  Act  of  1886,  for  the 
purpose  of  reaching  these  subjects  of  taxation. 
But  when  they  are  already  taxed  under  a  sep- 
arate Act  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  Legis- 
lature intended  to  tax  them  again  proportion* 
ately  in  every  tax  locality  in  the  State. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  learned  courts  below, 
in  arriving  at  their  conclusions  as  to  the  proper 
facts  to  consider  in  deciding  the  question  of 
the  value  of  the  property  of  the  relator,  viewed 
it  as  if  such  property  were  real  estate  in  the 
narrow  acceptation  of  the  term,  such  as  a  piece 
of  ground  on  which  a  house  was  erected  on 
rails  laid,  and  which  was  owned  by  the  relator 
in  fee.  The  authorities  cited  in  support  of 
their  proposition  relate  to  railroads  or  bridges 
forming  part  of  real  estate  owned  in  fee  by  the 
companies.  In  such  cases  it  is  held  that  in  de- 
termining the  value  of  such  real  estate  its  earn- 
ing capacity  is  a  most  important  feature,  and 
that  in  assessing  the  real  estate  of  a  railroad  it 
is  to  be  assessed,  not  as  an  isolated  piece  of 
property,  but  in  connection  with  its  position, 
its  incidents  and  the  business  and  profits  to  be 
derived  therefrom.     Its  productive  capacity 
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and  its  earnings  are  all  to  be  considered,  and 
the  cost  of  tbe  whole  road  is  to  be  taken  into 
account.  People  ▼.  Barker,  48  N.  Y.  77  :  Peo- 
ple v.  Hicks,  40  Hun,  600:  People  v.  Weaver,  84 
Hun,  822. 

In  this  case,  under  the  Statute  of  1886,  as  to 
telegraph  companies,  different  language  is 
used,  and  a  different  kind  of  property  is  in- 
tended to  be  reached  for  assessment.  The 
poles,  wires,  instruments,  arms,  insulators  and 
apparatus  are  included  in  the  word  *  'lines"  in 
the  Statute,  and  they  are  to  be  assessed  in  the 
manner  provided  by  law  for  assessing  the  lands 
of  residents.  The  Statute  points  out  how  that 
is  to  be  done,  and  the  property  is  to  be  assessed 
at  its  full  value,  together  with  the  interest  in 
the  land  on  which  the  poles  stand,  and  the 
right  to  erect  such  poles  on  the  land.  This  in- 
terest and  this  right  differ  wholly  in  character 
and  nature  from  the  real  estate  owned  in  fee 
by  the  railroad  or  bridge  company,  and  the 
rules  for  the  valuation  of  that  species  of  prop- 
erty are  by  no  means  appropriate  for  the  pur- 
pose of  arriving  at  tbe  full  value  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  Telegraph  Company,  as  enumerated 
in  the  Statute  of  1686.  Most  of  this  property, 
it  is  seen,  is  persona]  property,  and  it  is  called 
"land,"  although  the  poles  are  placed  in  streets 
which  do  not  belong  to  the  Company,  and  in 
which  the  Company  has,  as  we  have  seen,  no 
interest  of  a  strictly  legal  nature.  The  rail- 
road or  the  bridge  company,  on  the  contrary, 
does  own  tbe  fee  of  the  real  estate  upon  which 
it  places  its  superstructure  of  rails  or  bridge, 
ana  the  question  arises,  What  is  the  value  of 
this  real  estate  owned  by  the  Company  upon 
which  this  superstructure  has  been  placed,  and 
which  is  used  for  railroad  or  bridge  purposes  ? 
That  question  involves  almost  necessarily  the 
inquiry  as  to  the  profitableness  of  the  super- 
structure which  has  been  placed  thereon,  and 
which  forms  part  and  parcel  of  tbe  real  estate 
upon  which  it  is  laid  ;  and  this  can  only  be  an- 
swered by  regarding  the  real  estate  as  part  of 
a  whole  portion  of  real  estate  devoted  to  the 
railroad  or  bridge  purpose.    The  land—the  por- 


tion of  the  earth  on  which  the  rails  rest— i* 
owned  by  the  Company,  and  the  Company  to 
that  extent  has  a  monopoly.  This  land  can- 
not he  increased  or  reproduced.  The  structure, 
having  been  placed  on  it.  becomes  a  part  of  it, 
and  it  must  ail  be  appraised  at  its  full  value  a* 
an  integral  part  of  a  whole  or  completed  instru- 
ment created  for  the  purpose  of  realizing  pecu- 
niary profit.  Tbe  cost  of  each  particular  por- 
tion of  real  estate,  while  one  element  to  be 
considered  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
question  of  profits,  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  the 
property,  be  regarded  as  the  one  important  con- 
sideration for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  its  full 
value  for  taxation.  Without  continuing  the 
comparison  further,  it  seems  to  me  there  is  a 
clear,  radical  and  important  difference  in  the 
very  nature  of  the  properties  to  be  taxed,  and 
which  should  lead  to  a  different  rule  in  the  as- 
sessment of  what  is  in  fact  real  estate  or  earth 
in  tbe  one  case  and  personal  property  in  the 
other,  although  called  "land." 

A  question  as  to  the  appealability  of  this  or- 
der as  not  involving  $500  has  been  made  by 
counsel  for  defendants.  The  counsel  calls  it 
a  "judgment  of  the  general  term."  It  is  in> 
truth  an  order,  and  ithas  been  so  held  to  be  by 
us.  People  v.  Asten,  100  N.Y.  600, 1  Cent.  Rep. 
770.  We  think  the  appeal  is  provided  for  by 
tbe  Act  which  gives  tbe  remedv  by  certiorari, 
and  hence  the  point  made  by  toe  counsel  for 
the  defendants  is  not  well  taken. 

The  order*  of  the  General  and  Special  Terms* 
eo  far  ae  they  relate  to  the  assessment  of  1886, 
should  be  reversed,  and  that  assessment  should 
be  set  aside,  with  directions  to  the  assessors  to- 
reassess  the  property  of  the  corporation  for  the 
year  1886,  in  conformity  with  the  principles 
laid  down  in  this  opinion ;  and  the  orders  of 
the  general  term,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the 
assessments  of  1886  and  1887,  should  be 
affirmed ;  no  costs  to  either  party  on  any  ap- 
peal. 

All  concur,  except  Pinch  and  Gray,  JJ.+ 
absent. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT. 


John  B.  HUNDLEY,  Appt, 

v. 

John  O.  FARRIS,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Madison 

S.  Farris,  Deceased,  Bespt. 

(-..-Mo ) 

Individual  creditors  of  one  psvrtner 
have  after  his  death  the  exclusive  right 
to  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts  out  of 

hJs  separate  property  in  tbe  same  way  that  part- 
nership creditors  have  the  right  to  payment  from 
the  firm  property,  and  until  such  primary  claims 
are  satisfied  in  either  case  neither  class  of  credi- 
tors is  entitled  to  any  share  of  the  fund  thus 
primarily  devoted  to  the  other  class  of  debts. 

None -For  authorities  upon  the  equitable  rule 
as  to  the  payment  of  the  individual  and  social 
debts  of  partners,  see  notes  to  Valentine  v.  Wysor 
<Ind.)7L.B.A.791;  Darby  v.  Gilligan  (W.  VaJBL. 
R.  A.  740;  Patton  v.  Leftwioh  (Va.)  6  L.  it.  A.  570. 
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And  this  rule  Is  not  changed  by  statutes  dasolryw 
tag*  demands  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
partner  and  requiring  joint  contracts  to  be  con- 
strued as  joint  and  several. 

(Barclay,  J.,  dissents.) 

(February  ft,  1801.)* 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Buchanan  County 
disallowing  his  claim  against  the  estate  of 
Madison  8.  Farris,  deceased.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Sherwood,  /.; 

Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  2384,  provides  that 


♦An  opinion  was  handed  down  in  this  oaaeon 
March  88, 1800,  leading  to  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment below.  A  rehearing  was  subsequently- 
granted  and  the  court  finally  reached  the  conclus- 
ion announced  in  the  opinion  .given,  herewith^ 
tKep.] 
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all  contracts,  which  by  common  law  are  Joint 
only,  shall  be  construed  to  be  joint  and  several; 
ana  sections  188,  209,  that  all  demands  against 
the  estate  of  any  deceased  person  shall  be  clas- 
sified and  paid  as  follows :  •«  •  •  •  (6)  all 
demands  legally  exhibited  within  one  year ;  (6) 
all  demands  thus  exhibited  after  the  end  of  one 
year,  and  within  two  years." 

This  cause  originated  in  the  Probate  Court 
of  Buchanan  County,  from  whose  judgment 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  circuit  court,  where 
the  cause  was  tried  on  the  following  agreed 
statement  of  facts :  "That  during  the  whole 
of  the  year  1882,  and  thereafter,  up  to  the  time 
of  the  death  of  Madison  8.  Farris,  the  said 
Madison  8.  Farris  and  Michael  Farris  were 
partners,  doing  business  in  the  City  of  Saint 
Joseph  and  Platte  County,  Mo.,  under  the  firm 
name  of  M.  8.  Farris  &  Co.  That  during  the 
time  they  were  so  in  partnership,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  day  of  February,  1884,  said  firm  bor- 
rowed from  plaintiff,  for  use  in  their  business 
as  such  partners,  the  sum  of  $10,000  and  gave 
their  note  in  their  firm  name  therefor,  payable 
to  plaintiff  one  day  after  date,  which  note  is  on 
file  with  the  transcript  from  the  Probate  Court 
of  Buchanan  County,  sent  up  in  this  case. 
That  on  said  note  there  was  paid,  September 
4.  1884,  $8,075.88,and  on  July  1, 1885,  $1,284.- 
70,  which  said  payments  were  made  by  Mi- 
chael Farris,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  M. 
8.  Farris  &  Co.,  and  as  dividends  on  claims  al- 
lowed by  the  probate  court  Said  Michael 
Farris,  as  surviving  partner  of  said  firm,  was 
appointed  and  qualified  as  administrator  of 
said  partnership  estate  within  one  year  before 
January  80, 1884,  and  the  balance  due  on  said 
note,  no  payments  having  been  then  made, 
was  duly  presented  and  allowed  by  the  Pro- 
bate Court  of  Buchanan  County,  Mo.,  against 
said  partnership  estate.  That  John  Farris  was 
duly  appointed  and  qualified  as  administrator 
of  the  individual  estate  of  Madison  8.  Farris  by 
said  probate  court,  and  within  one  year  after 
the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  on  said 
individual  estate  this  said  note  was  presented 
for  allowance  against  said  individual  estate, 
subject  to  the  dividend  so  paid.  That  said 
John  Farris  has  already  paid,  of  individual 
claims  allowed  against  said  individual  estate, 
within  said  first  year  of  his  administration, 
other  than  the  one  in  controversy,  nearly  all 
the  money  realized  from  the  assets  of  said  estate, 
and  there  is  not  sufficient  of  said  assets  to  pay, 
in  addition,  on  the  claim  in  contest,  a  per  cent 
thereof  equal  to  the  per  cent  already  paid  on 
said  other  Individual  claims  so  allowed.  That 
the  individual  estate  is  not  sufficient  to  pay 
more  than  fifty  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the  indi- 
vidual claims  allowed  within  the  first  year 
against  said  individual  estate,  exclusive  ox  tbe 
note  or  claim  in  contest  in  this  suit.  That  the 
partnership  assets  have  been  about  exhausted, 
and  will  not  pay  more  than  fifty  per  cent  on 
partnership  demands.  The  partnership  estate 
of  said  M.  8.  Farris  &  Co.  is  not  sufficient  to 
pay  more  than  fifty  per  cent  of  tbe  claims  al- 
lowed against  said  partnership  estate.  That 
this  claimant  has  received  his  full  pro  rata  of 
the  assets  of  said  partnership  estate,  tbe  assets 
of  said  partnership  estate  being  fully  exhausted. 

That  said  Madison  8.  Farris  died  on  the 

day  of ,  1884." 
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This  was  all  the  evidence  introduced  or  of- 
fered in  the  case  on  either  side.  The  note- 
mentioned  in  the  agreed  statement  of  facts  was 
not  read  in  evidence,  nor  is  a  copy  of  it  pre* 
served  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  There  were 
no  instructions  or  declarations  of  law  asked  or 
given.  The  court,  on  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  allowed  plaintiff's  claim  against  the  indi* 
vidual  estate  of  Madison  S.  Farris,  deceased  t 
but,  finding  it  to  be  a  partnership  debt  of  M. 
S.  Farris  &  Co.,  allowed  it  subject  to  the  pay* 
ment  in  full,  first,  of  tbe  individual  debts  there- 
tofore allowed  and  proved  in  the  probate  court 
against  the  individual  estate  of  said  deceased, 
and  rendered  its  judgment  accordingly.  The 
case  was  tried  at  the  January  Term,  1886,  of 
the  circuit  court,  and  at  that  term  motions  for 
a  new  trial  and  in  arrest  were  filed  by  the 
plaintiff,  overruled  by  the  court  and  the  case 
appealed  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  Jsvmea  W.  Bojrd  and  A.  D.  Kirk 

for  appellant. 
Mr.  B.  R.  Vineyavrd,  for  respondent: 
The  estate  of  a  partnership  must  be  settled, 
in  case  of  dissolution  by  death,  entirely  on 
equitable  principles,  and  they  would  require 
that  the  claims  of  the  several  creditors  and 
those  of  the  Joint  creditors  should  be  kept  en* 
tirely  distinct,  each  having  its  separate  fund, 
and  passing  over  to  the  other  only  in  case  of  a 
surplus.  Upon  such  dissolution,  the  assets  are 
placed  in  the  custody  of  the  law  for  distribu- 
tion. 

Parsons,  Partn.  2d  ed.  *447,  448 ;  2  Bates, 
Partn.  (1888)  §§  825,  828;  2  Lindley,  Partn. 
Ewell's  ed.  pp.  1064,  1055 ;  Story,  Partn.  4th 
ed.  §  868 ;  Collyer,  Partn.  Perkin's  ed.  §  020  ; 
8  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  65 ;  Level  v.  Farris, 
24  Mo.  App.  445 ;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank 
of  Commerce,  04  111.  278 ;  Bainey  v.  Nance,  54 


111.  85 ;  Black's  App.  44  Pa.  508 ;  Wilder  v. 
~  "  "  ~  ,  171-174,  8  L.  ed.  108,  104; 
MvrrtU  v.  NetU,  40  U.  S.  8  How.  426,  12  L. 


Keeler,  8  Paige, 


ed.  1140 ;  Bond  v.  Nave,  62  Ind.  505 :  Weyer 
v.  Tfiornburgh,  15  Ind.  124 ;  Gray  v.  Chiswell, 

0  Yes.  Jr.  118  ;  Jarvis  v.  Brooks,  28  N.  H.  186; 
Crockett  v.  Grain,  88  N.  H.  542 ;  Bolton  v. 
Holton,  40  N.  H.  77 ;  Moody  v.  Downs,  68  N. 
H.  50 ;  Bagwell  v.  Bagwell.  72  Ga.  02  ;  Irby  v. 
Graham,  46  Miss.  425 ;  McOuUoh  v.  Dash%ell% 

1  Harr.  &  G.  96 ;  8  Redf .  Wills,  2d  ed.  p.  257. 
§  0;  Phelps  v.  McNeely,  66  Mo.  558 ;  Cowan  v. 
Gill,  11  Lea,  674;  Davis  v.  BoweU,  38  N.  J. 
Eq.  72;  Toombs  v.  UiU,  28  Ga.  871 ;  SmiVi  v. 
MaUory,  24  Ala.  628;  Badgers  v.  Meranda,  7 
Ohio  St.  170. 

Tbe  Statute  of  this  State  ($  658)  requiring 
all  joint  contracts  to  be  construed  as  joint  and 
several,  and  making  provision  ($  8467)  for  a 
suit  against  anyone  liable,  or  his  administrator, 
without  the  necessity  of  uniting  with  him  as 
defendants  the  other  joint  contractors,  was  in- 
tended only  to  affect  the  mode  of  procedure. 
"  and  does  not  affect  the  law  of  contracts  as  it 
existed  prior  to  its  enactment." 

olarkv.  Cable,  21  Mo.  225 ;  Ryan  v.  Riddle, 
78  Mo.  622 ;  Level  v.  Farris,  24  Mo.  App.  460. 

Statutes  making  partnership  debts  joint  and 
several  were  not  intended  to  affect  the  distribu- 
tion of  funds,  and  do  not  give  the  joint  creditors 
a  right  to  participate  pari  passu  with  the  sep- 
arate creditors  after  exhausting  the  joint  estate. 
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2  Bates,  Partn.  (1888)  828 ;  Lewi  v.  Farrie, 
24  Mo.  App.  445 ;  lrby  r.  Graham,  46  Miss. 
425 ;  Smith  v.  MaUory,  24  Ala.  628. 

The  Statutes  of  this  State,  providing  for  the 
classification  of  demands  against  the  estate  of 
deceased  persons  and  for  the  payment  thereof, 
were  1aot  intended  to  disturb  the  prior  right! 
of  creditors  already  existing. 

Rodger*  v.  Meranda,  7  Ohio  St.  192 ;  lrby  v. 
Graham,  46  Miss.  481,  482 ;  Level  v.  Farrie,  24 
Mo.  App.  461,  462 ;  Smith  v.  MaUory,  supra; 
Black's  App.  UP*.  W$. 

Sherwood*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Touching  the  principle  involved  in  this  liti- 
gation, Chancellor  Kent  remarks:  "The  Joint 
creditors  have  the  primary  claim  upon  the  Joint 
fund,  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent  partners,  and  the  partnership 
debts  are  to  be  settled  before  any  division  of 
the  funds  takes  place.  So  far  as  the  partner- 
ship property  has  been  acquired  by  means  of 
partnership  debts,  those  debts  have,  in  equity, 
a  priority  of  claim  to  be  discharged;  and  the 
separate  creditors  are  only  entitled  in  equity  to 
seek  payment  from  the  surplus  of  the  Joint 
fund  after  satisfaction  of  the  joint  debts.  The 
equity  of  the  rule,  on  the  other  hand,  equally 
requires  that  the  joint  creditors  should  only 
look  to  the  surplus  of  the  separate  estates  of  the 
partners  after  payment  of  the  separate  debts. 
It  was  a  principle  of  the  Roman  law,  and  it 
has  been  acknowledged  in  the  equity  Jurispru- 
dence of  Spain,  England  and  the  United  States, 
that  partnership  debts  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
partnership  estate,  and  private  and  separate 
debts  out  of  the  private  and  separate  estate  of 
the  individual  partner.  If  the  partnership 
creditors  cannot  obtain  payment  out  of  the 
partnership  estate,  they  cannot,  in  equity,  re- 
sort to  the  private  and  separate  estate,  until 
Erivate  and  separate  creditors  are  satisfied;  nor 
ave  the  creditors  of  the  individual  partners 
any  claim  upon  the  partnership  property  until 
all  the  partnership  creditors  are  satisfied.  The 
basis  of  the  general  rule  is  that  the  funds  are 
to  be  liable  on  which  the  credit  was  given." 
8  Kent,  Com.  pp.  64,  65.  Judge  Story  an- 
nounces the  same  rule.  Story,  Partn.  Ben- 
nett's ed.  §§  868, 865. 366. 877,  882.  It  is  well- 
settled  law,  as  shown  by  the  text- writers  al- 
ready mentioned,  and  others  cited  by  counsel 
for  defendant,  that  partnership  creditors  have 
a  primary  and  exclusive  claim  upon  the  part- 
nership assets  of  bankrupt  or  insolvent  part- 
ners, when  the  same  are  administered  and  dis- 
tributed. From  this  admitted  right  sprang  the 
corresponding  exclusive  right  of  individual 
creditors  to  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts  out 
of  the  separate  property  of  the  individual  part- 
ners, and,  until  such  satisfaction  of  such  pri- 
mary claim  in  either  case,  neither  class  of  cred- 
itors is  entitled  to  any  share  of  the  fund  thus 
primarily  devoted  to  the  satisfaction  of  its  own 
special  indebtedness,  the  rule  being,  and  the 
plain  equity  being,  that  each  estate  must  pay 
its  own  creditors .  The  great  current  of  author- 
ity follows  in  this  direction,  and  is  recognized 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
(Murrill  v.  NeOl,  49  U.  S.  8  How.  414,  12  L. 
ed.  1185),  and  in  a  large  majority  of  our  sister 
States,  as  well  as  by  the  text-writers.  They 
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are  collated  in  the  brief  of  defendant's  counsel 
A  different  rule  was  announced  in  England 
during  Lard  Thurlow's  time,  but  afterwards 
the  ancient  rule  was  restored,  as  declared  by 
his  successor.  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Ex  parU 
Elton,  8  Yes.  Jr.  289.  T'bis  is  the  ftenmlly 
prevalent  rule  in  this  country,  as  already  stated. 
This  rule  is  distinctly  and  with  emphasis  rec- 
ognized and  asserted  by  this  court  in  Phdpt  v. 
McNeely,  66  Mo.  554,  where  the  contest  was 
between  a  creditor  of  the  firm  and  an  individ- 
ual creditor  as  to  which  one  was  entitled  to 
primary  satisfaction. of  his  indebtedness  out  of 
the  partnership  fund;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
partnership  creditor  was  thus  entitled,  thai  his 
preference  was  not  impaired  by  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership,  nor  by  the  fact  that  a  deed 
of  trust  on  the  firm  assets  had  been  given  by 
the  purchasing  partners  to  secure  his  indebt- 
edness to  his  individual  creditor,  and  that,  as 
against  the  rights  of  the  firm  creditor,  such 
deed  was  a  nullity.  This  ruling,  though  stand- 
ing alone,  would  be  decisive  of  this  cause;  for 
the  priority  of  a  firm  creditor  to  be  satisfied  out 
of  the  firm  property  would  not  be  lost  by  reason 
of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  or  perish 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  one  member  of  the 
firm.  Our  statutes  looking  to  the  classification 
of  demands  against  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
member  of  a  partnership,  and  the  distribution 
of  bis  estate,  have  no  effect  whatever  on  such 
priority.  They  were  not  intended  to  have  any 
such  effect  The  well-settled  equities  in  such 
cases  are  not  to  be  thwarted  or  overthrown  by 
mere  methods  of  procedure  such  as  those  stat- 
utes authorize.  This  point  has  frequently 
been  thus  ruled  in  States  possessed  of  statutes 
similar  to  our  own.  Rodger*  v.  Meranda,  7 
Ohio  St.  loo.  tit.  192;  lrby  v.  Graham,  46  Miss. 
425;  Smith  v.  Mallory.  24  Ala.  62a  A  differ- 
ent rule  was  at  first  announced  in  Pennsylvania 
by  a  divided  court  in  Bell  v.  Newman*  5  Serg. 
&  R.  91;  but  the  views  of  Judge  Gibson,  as 
expressed  in  that  case,  finally  prevailed. 
Blade's  App.  44  Pa.  504.  See  also  Level  v. 
Farrie,  24  Mo.  App.  461,  where  the  subject  is 
exhaustively  discussed  by  Philips,  J.,  and  the 
authorities  ably  reviewed. 

Nor  is  the  position  here  taken  in  any  man- 
ner affected  by  our  Statute  requiring  all  joint 
contracts  to  be  construed  as  joint  and  several, 
and  making  provision  for  suit  against  any  one 
or  more  of  those  liable.  This  was  the  equity 
rule  upon  the  occurrence  of  the  death  of  a 
partner  long  before  the  enactment  of  the  Stat- 
ute.   8  Kent,  Oom.  64. 

Statutes  of  that  nature  confer  no  additional 
rights  on  the  creditors  of  a  partnership,  nor 
upon  individual  creditors.  Nor  do  they  affect 
or  vary  the  equitable  priorities  of  the  partner- 
ship creditors.  2  Bates,  Partn.  828,  and  cases 
cited.  Indeed,  they  contain  not  the  slightest 
tendency  or  intimation  that  way. 

The  case  of  Shackelford  v.  dark,  78  Mo.  491, 
is  not  opposed  to  the  views  here  announced, 
when  rightlv  understood.  Martin,  (7.,  says  ex- 
pressly: "No  principle  in  the  law  of  partner- 
ship is  better  settled  than  that  the  creditors  of 
a  partnership  have  priority  over  the  creditors 
of  an  individual  member  thereof  in  respect  to 
the  funds  of  the  partnership."  But  that  was 
a  case  where  there  were  no  partnership  assets 
at  all,  and  no  dissolution  of  the  partnership  in 
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consequence  of  the  death  of  one  of  the  part- 
ners. The  parties  to  the  contract  were  all  alive, 
and  parties  to  that  suit.  Besides,  there  was 
bat  one  fund  in  that  case,  and  no  occasion 
arose  to  discuss  the  priorities  of  different  per- 
sons to  different  funds,  as  in  the  case  at  bar. 
Such  a  right  as  is  now  being  considered  did 
not  and  could  not  arise  in  that  case,  and  all  re- 
marks concerning  it  are  but  obiter.  It  is  only 
where  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  occurs 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  a  partner  or  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  firm  that  the  lien  of  the  partner- 
ship creditors  can  arise.  Story  says:  "The 
Joint  creditors  of  the  partnership,  while  all  the 
partners  are  living  and  solvent,  can  enforce  no 
-claim  against  the  joint  effects  or  the  separate 
•effects  of  the  partners,  except  by  a  common 
action  at  law.  It  is  only  in  cases  where  there 
aa  a  dissolution  by  the  death  or  bankruptcy  of 


one  partner  that  the  right  of  the  joint  creditors 
can  attach,  as  a  quasi  lien  upon  the  partner- 
ship effects,  as  a  derivative  subordinate  right, 
under  and  through  the  lien  and  equity  of  the 
partners."  Story,  Partn.  §  861.  When  there 
is  no  joint  fund  and  no  solvent  partner,  this 
makes  an  exception  to  the  rule  just  mentioned. 
Id.  §  878;  24  Ala.  supra,  loe.  cit.  686,  and  cases 
cited.  These  considerations  mark  the  wide 
difference  between  the  present  case  and  the 
one  in  78  Mo.,  on  which  the  plaintiff  so  con- 
fidently relies.  The  case  of  Eaton  v.  Walsh, 
42  Mo.  272,  has  no  bearing  whatever  on  this 
case. 

This  reasoning  and  these  authorities  result  in 
an  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

All  concur,  but  Barclay,  J.,  who  dissents. 


MINNESOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  8CHU MAKER,  Bespt., 

v. 

St  PAUL  &  DULUTH  R  CO.,  Appt. 
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•1.   The  general  rule  In  actions  In  tort 

is  that  the  damage*  recoverable  are  those  result- 
ing; directly  from  the  wrongful  act,  whether  they 
could  or  could  not  have  been  foreseen  or  contem- 
plated by  the  wrong-doer  as  the  probable  result 
of  the  act  done. 

2.  The  direct  or  proximate  conaequen- 
eea  of  a  wrongful  act  are  those  which  occur 
without  any  intervening-  cause;  and  where  an 
efficient  adequate  cause  for  the  injuries  has  been 
found,  it  must  be  considered  as  the  true  cause, 
unless  another,  not  incident  to  it,  but  independ- 
ent of  it,  is  shown  to  have  intervened. 

3.  The  question  aa  to  what  is  the  direct 
or  proximate  rnnaa  of  an  Injury  is  ordinar- 
ily, not  one  of  sdenoe  or  of  legal  knowledge,  but 
of  fact,  for  a  jury  to  determine,  in  view  of  the  ac- 
companying circumstances. 

<4.  Where  the  injuries  complained  of 
were  caused  Immediately  by  the  act  of 
the  servant  in  walking  from  the  point  to 
which  he  had  been  transported  and  put  at  work 
by  the  master,  to  a  place  where  he  could  obtain 
necessary  and  proper  shelter  and  protection  from 
the  elements,  the  master  cannot  be  relieved  from 
liability,  in  case  it  appears  tbat  the  servant's  act 
m  so  walking  was  apparently  rendered  necessary 
by  the  master's  negligent  act,  and  was  not,  in  it- 
self,  negligent. 

(April  8, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Ramsey  County  over- 
ruling a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Affirmed. 

"Heed  notes  by  Ooulzrs,  J. 


The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr  William  H.  Bliss  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Erwin  *  Wellington*  for  re* 

spondent: 

The  contract  on  the  part  of  the  master  is, 
among  other  things,  to  provide  those  appliances 
tbat  will  enable  the  servant  to  perform  his 
duty  without  exposure  to  dangers  that  do  not 
come  within  the  obvious  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment. 

OoombSY.  New  Bedford  Cordage  Co.  102  Mass. 
572;  Chicago  db  N.  W .  R  Co.  v.  Jackson,  55 
IU.  492;  Columbus  dbl.C.B.  Co.  v.  Arnold,  81 
lnd.  175;  Eeegan  v.  Karnaugh,  62  Mo.  280. 

Where  the  servant  is  employed  in  a  service 
from  the  performance  of  which  danger  mar 
arise,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  use  all 
reasonable  means  and  precautions  to  prevent 
the  happening  of  anything  from  which  in- 
creased and  unnecessary  danger  may  occur. 

Clarke  v.  Holmes,  7  flurlst  &  N.  987;  Har- 
den v.  8/nithville  Mfg.  Co.  29  Conn.  548. 

Where  the  peril  grows  out  of  extrinsic  causes, 
or  circumstances  which  are  not  discoverable 
by  the  use  of  ordinary  precaution  and  pru- 
dence, the  employer  is  liable  if  the  loss  or  in- 
jury is  caused  by  his  neglect  or  want  of  care. 

Perry  v.  Marsh,  25  Ala.  059;  Baxter  v.  Bob- 
erts,  44  CaL  187;  Gibson  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  46 
Mo.  168. 

A  servant  has  a  right  to  repose  confidence  in 
the  prudence  and  caution  of  his  employer,  and 
to  rely  upon  his  not  putting  him  in  a  position 
of  peril  or  risk,  tbat  a  prudent  man  would  not 
assume. 

Le  Clair  v.  First  Die.  St.  Paul  db  P.  B.  Co.  20 
Minn.  9.  See  Clifford  v.  Denver,  8.  P.  db  P.  R. 
Co.  9  Colo.  888,  where  the  facts  are  similar  to 
those  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  neglect  of  the  defendant  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury  suffered. 

See  Houfe  v.  Fulton,  29  Wis.  296. 


Note.— Proximate  and  remote  cause  of  injury  |  Va.)  8  L.  R.  A-  82;  Bead  v.  Niohols  (N.  Y.)  7  L.  R.  A. 
'  in  Smith  wick  v.  Hall  (Coon.)  port,  —.  See  1 188;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lucas  (lnd.)  6  L. 

R.  A.  194;  Smethurst  v.  Proprietors  of  lnd.  Cong. 
Church  (Mass.)  %  L.  R.  A.  605. 


notes  to  Sptoer  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  ( W.  Va.) 
11  L.  R.  A.  880;  Smith  7.  Kanawha  County  Ct,  (W, 
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Collins*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

To  plaintiff's  complaint  herein  the  defendant 
corporation  interposed  a  demurrer,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  failed  to  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Upon  the  argu- 
ment of  this  appeal  defendant  contended  that 
its  negligence  In  the  premises  was  insufficiently 
pleaded;  that  the  injury  complained  of,  pro- 
Tided  the  same  could  be  said  to  have  been  the 
result  of  defendant's  act,  was  not  proximate, 
but  was  too  remote  a  consequence  to  be  charge- 
able to  it;  and,  further,  that  from  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  it  was  manifest  that 
plaintiff  himself  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  Very  little  need  be  said  on  any  of 
these  points,  for  none  are  well  taken .  The  com- 
plaint contains  much  that  is  superfluous,  but  in 
respect  to  negligence  it  avers  the  defendant's 
duty  to  have  been  to  furnish  transportation  to 
plaintiff,  a  car-repairer  in  its  employ,  from  the 
wrecked  caboose,  which  he  had  been  sent  out 
to  repair  by  the  foreman,  back  to  Bt.  Paul, 
when  he  had  completed  his  work,  and  that  it 
wrongfully,  unlawfully  and  negligently  failed 
and  omitted  so  to  do,  or  to  furnish  plaintiff 
with  transportation  to  any  other  place  where 
shelter  or  food  could  be  obtained,  and  that  by 
reason  of  such  negligent  failure  and  omission 
plaintiff  was  compelled  to  and  did  walk  to  the 
Village  of  White  Bear,  a  distance  of  nine 
miles,  in  the  night-time,  in  extremely  cold  and 
dangerous  weather,  that  being  the  nearest 
point  at  which  the  necessary  shelter  and  food 
could  be  had;  that  placing  reliance  upon  de- 
fendant's performance  of  its  duty  towards 
plaintiff  when  he  hag  completed  his  work,  by 
furnishing  transportation  back  to  St.  Paul 
from  the  place  on  its  line  of  road  where  he  had 
been  taken  to  repair  the  caboose,  plaintiff  was 
wholly  unprepared  with  means  for  properly 
sheltering  or  clothing  himself.  It  was  also 
averred  that  the  facta  and  circumstances  with 
reference  to  the  location  of  the  caboose,  the 
inclemency  of  the  weather,  the  distance  to 
shelter  or  food,  and  that  plaintiff,  by  reason 
of  his  reliance  upon  being  transported  back  to 
St.  Paul  when  through  with  his  work,  had 
not  provided  himself  with  proper  clothing  for 
such  weather,  were  then  well  known  to  the 
defendant.  The  negligence  of  the  defendant 
might  have  been  specified  with  greater  cer- 
tainty, but  from  an  inspection  of  the  pleading 
it  appears  that  defendant  is  charged  with  hav- 
ing unnecessarily  and  unreasonably  placed  its 
servant,  the  plaintiff,  in  serious  danger,  from 
which  injury  resulted,  by  carelessly  and  neg- 
ligently omitting  to  perform  a  duty  immedi- 
ately connected  with  his  work,  on  the  perform- 
ance of  which  he  had  a  right  to  and  did  rely. 
With  full  knowledge  of  the  situation  as  to 
weather  and  the  locality,  consequently  of  the 
danger  to  be  apprehended,  it  neglected  and 
abandoned  the  plaintiff  under  circumstances 
which  he  alleges  resulted  in  personal  injury 
to  him.  It  bad  no  more  right  to  unnecessarily 
and  unreasonably  leave  him  in  a  dangerous 
place,  to  expose  him  to  an  unnecessary  and 
unreasonable  risk  from  the  elements,  by  fail- 
ing to  furnish  transportation  from  the  place 
where  he  had  been  put  at  work,  when  that 
work  was  completed,  it  being  its  duty  so  to  do, 
according  to  the  complaint,  than  it  had  to  un- 
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necessarily  and  unreasonably  expose  him  to* 
risks  and  dangers  while  he  was  at  work,— such 
risks  and  dangers  as  were  discoverable  by  the* 
use  of  ordinary  precaution  and  diligence.  The 
defendant  should  have  been  reasonably  dihV 
gent,  and  could  not,  without  incurring  liabili- 
ty, desert  the  plaintiff  in  the  manner  and  under 
the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  complaint. 

The  important  question  in  this  case,  how- 
ever, is  whether,  from  the  complaint,  it  ap- 
pears that  defendant  is  liable  for  the  injuries- 
which  resulted  from  plaintiff's  efforts  to  ob- 
tain shelter  and  food  on  the  occasion  referred 
to;  the  former,  as  before  stated,  arguing  that, 
as  alleged,  they  are  too  remote,  and  are  not 
the  proximate  results  of  its  act  It  is  averred/ 
that,  by  reason  of  the  unavoidable  exposure  of 
the  plaintiff,  he  was  made  sick,  contracted 
rheumatism,  has  ever  since  suffered  great  pain* 
and  agony,  and  has  been  permanently  injured. 
It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  gravamen  of 
the  action  is  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of 
the  defendant  in  leaving  plaintiff  at  a  place- 
where  he  could  not  procure  either  shelter  or 
food.  It  is  an  action  in  tort,  and  not  for  a. 
breach  of  contract.  It  is  the  negligence  of  the- 
defendant  which  is  complained  of,  and  not  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  return  the  plaintiff  to- 
St  Paul  when  he  had  performed  his  labor. 
It  was,  of  course,  essential  that  the  plaintiffs- 
relation  with  the  defendant  be  made  to  appear, 
for,  unless  he  was  a  servant  to  whom  the  de- 
fendant owed  a  duty,  there  could  arise  no  lia- 
bility byreason  of  its  neglect  to  perform  that 
dutv.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant  first 
having  been  shown  to  exist,  the  law  fixes  the- 
duty  of  the  former  towards  the  latter,  and  a 
violation  of  this  duty  is  a  wrong,  not  a  breach, 
of  the  contract.  This,  then,  is  an  action  in 
which  the  wrong-doer  is  liable  for  the  natural 
and  probable  consequences  of  its  negligent  act 
or  omission;  the  general  rules  which  limit  the- 
damages  in  actions  of  tort  being,  in  many  re- 
spects, different  from  those  in  actions  on 'con- 
tracts. The  injury  must  be  the  direct  result 
of  the  misconduct  attributed,  and  the  general 
rule  in  respect  to  damages  is  that  whoever 
commits  a  trespass  or  other  wrongful  act  is- 
liable  for  all  the  direct  injury  resulting  there- 
from, although  such  resulting  injury  could' 
not  have  been  contemplated  as  a  probable  re- 
sult of  the  act  done.  1  Sedgw.  Dam.  ISO.  note, 
and  cases  cited;  Clifford  v.  Denver,  8.  P.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  9  Colo.  883. 

He  who  commits  a  trespass  must  be  held  to- 
contemplate  all  the  damages  which  may  legiti- 
mately flow  from  his  illegal  act,  whether  he 
may  have  foreseen  them  or  not;  and,  so  far  as- 
it  is  plainly  traceable,  he  must  make  compen- 
sation for  the  wrong.  The  damaces  cannot 
be  considered  too  remote  if,  according  to  the- 
usual  experience  of  mankind,  injurious  results 
ought  to  have  been  apprehended.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  the  injury  in  the  precise  form 
in  which  it,  in  fact,  resulted,  should  have  been- 
foreseen.  It  is  enough  that  it  now  appears  u> 
have  been  a  natural  and  probable  consequence. 
Hill  v.  Wineor,  118  Mass.  251.  The  question 
is  whether  the  negligent  act  complained  of— 
leaving  the  plaintiff  In  the  open  country  in  the 
night-time,  in  extremely  cold  and  dangerous- 
weather,  a  long  distance  from  shelter  or  food 
— was  the  direct  cause  of  the  injurie 
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tioned  Id  the  com  plaint,  or  whether  It  was  a 
remote  cause,  for  which  an  action  will  not  lie, 
and  it  must  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  walk 
of  nine  miles  and  incident  exposure  brought 
about  the  alleged  sickness,  pain  and  disability. 
There  was  no  intervening  independent  cause 
of  the  injury,  for  all  of  the  acts  done  by  the 
plaintiff,  his  effort  to  seek  protection  from  the 
inclement  and  dangerous  weather,  were  legiti- 
mate, and  compelled  by  defendant's  failure  to 
reconvey  him  to  the  city.  Had  he  remained 
at  the  caboose,  and  lost  his  hands,  or  his  feet, 
or  perhaps  his  life,  by  freezing,  no  doubt  could 
exist  of  the  defendant's  liability.  It  must  not 
be  permitted  to  escape  the  consequences  of  its 
wrong  because  the  injuries  were  received  in 
an  effort  to  avoid  the  threatened  danger,  or 
because  they  differ  in  form  or  seriousness  from 
those  which  might  have  resulted  had  the 
plaintiff  made  no  such  effort.  An  efficient, 
adequate  cause  being  found  for  the  injuries 
received  by  plaintiff,  it  must  be  considered  as 
the  true  cause,  unless  another,  not  incident  to 
it,  but  independent  of  it,  is  shown  to  have  in- 
tervened between  it  and  the  result.  This  is 
the  substance  of  very  clear  statements  of  the 
law  found  in  Keliogg  v.  Chicago  A  N,  W.  R. 
Co.,  26  Wis.  228,  and  in  Milwaukee  &  St .  P.  R 
Co.  v.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  409,  24  L.  ed.  256. 

And  upon  the  point  now  under  consideration 
we  faU  to  distinguish  between  the  case  at  bar 
and  Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  64 
Wis.  842,  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  like 
damages  said  to  have  been  caused  by  direct- 
tog  passengers  to  alight  from  a  train  at  a  place 


about  three  miles  distant  from  their  destina- 
tion. At  all  events,  the  question  as  to  what 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  a  plaintiff's  in- 

Juries  is  usually  one  to  be  determined  by  a 
ury.  As  was  said  in  Milwaukee  d>  8t.  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Kellogg,  supra,  the  true  rule  is  that  what 
is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  is  ordina- 
rilv  for  a  jury.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
science  or  legal  knowledge.  It  is  to  be  deter- 
mined as  a  fact,  In  view  of  the  circumstances 
attending  it. 

Finally,  the  defendant  insists  that  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  because, 
from  the  complaint,  it  appears  that  he  was 
wholly  unprepared  with  clotbing  sufficient  for 
the  occasion,  and  because  he  left  the  shelter 
of  the  caboose  when  he  undertook  his  journey 
upon  foot  to  the  Village  of  White  Bear.  The 
plaintiff,  undoubtedly,  went  prepared  with 
such  clothing  as  he  would  ordinarily  and  nat- 
urally need  for  the  occasion,  had  the  defend- 
ant performed  its  alleged  duty,  and  this  was 
all  that  was  required  of  him.  He  was  not 
obliged  to  anticipate  the  defendant's  negligence 
or  omission,  and  prepare  for  it,  nor  docs  it 
follow  that,  because  there  was  a  caboose  at 
the  place  where  he  worked,  it  afforded  him 
adequate  and  proper  shelter  for  the  night  If 
this  was  the  fact,  it  can  quite  properly  be 
shown  as  a  defense  upon  the  trial  of  the  case. 
But  the  complaint  negatives  such  a  conclusion. 
Order  affirmed. 

Mitchell,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  ths 
making  and  filing  of  this  decision. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT, 


Martha  0.  LOSTUTTER,  Appt., 

e. 

CITY  OF  AURORA  et  al. 

<....Tnd.....) 

I.   A  public  pump  in  »  city  street  is  not  a 

nuisance  to  an  abutting  lotowner  when  main- 
tained by  the  city  authorities. 
£.  A  well  in  »  city  street  abandoned  by 
a  former  owner  of  the  land  may  be  fitted  up 
and  maintained  for  public  use  by  the  municipal 
authorities  without  the  consent  of  the  abutting 


(January  8,  U0L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Dearborn  Count y  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 
loin  the  maintenance  of  a  pump  in  the  street 
in  front  of  plaintiffs  property.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  McMullen  A  Johnson  for  ap- 
pellant 

Meter*.  William  S.  Holman  and  Wil- 
liam S.  Holmavn,  Jr.,  for  appellees: 

It  is  not  every  little  annoyance,  not  every  in- 


convenience, and  not  even  every  violation  of 
the  rights  of  another,  which  will  authorize  the 
interposition  of  a  court  by  means  of  an  in- 
junction. It  must  be  a  case  of  strong  and  im- 
perious necessity. 

Hilliard,  Injunctions,  8d  ed.  p.  828,  par.  2. 

The  rights  of  the  public  in  a  city  street,  and 
the  control  of  the  city  over  ber  streets,  is  not 
different  in  principle,  whether  the  fee  of  the 
street  is  in  the  adjacent  owners  or  in  the  city. 

Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  8.  324,  24  L.  ed. 
224,228. 

It  is  too  late  to  contend  that  a  public  street 
in  a  populous  city  may  be  used  for  no  other 
purpose  than  a  mere  passageway  for  foot  pas- 
sengers and  vehicles,  without  compensation  to 
the  abutting  owners. 

2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  p.  545. 

Although  an  easement  only  be  acquired  by 
the  public,  the  municipal  or  local  authorities 
may  build  a  reservoir  or  cistern  in  a  street  to 
retain  water  with  which  to  sprinkle  streets  or 
extinguish  fires  without  the  consent  of  the 
owners  of  the  fee. 

2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  par.  545,  par. 
690  in  3d  ed.;  Crooks  v.  Flaibush  Water-  Work$ 


Note.— For  authorities  as  to  the  rights  of  an 
•butting-  property  owner  1n  a  highway,  see  noteeto 
Iron  Mountain  B.  Co.  v.  Bingham  (Tenn.)  4  L.  EL 
A-  622;  Pearsall  ▼.  Eaton  County  Supra.  Ctfioh.)  4 
L.  R.  A.  Iflfc  Moose  v.  Carson  (N.  C.)  7LR.A.  548; 
12  L  R  A. 


Charlotte  v.  Pembroke  Iron  Works  (Me.)  8  L.  R.  A. 
828;  Bast  End  St  R.  Co.  v.  Doyle  (Tenn.)  9LB.A. 
100;  Dill  v.  Board  of  Education  of  Camden  (N.  J J 
10 1   R.A.270. 
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Co.  29  Hun,  345;  Angel,  Highways,  8d  ed.  par. 
91,  p.  08,  par.  812;  Wait,  Act.  and  Def.  par. 
12,  art  8,  p.  616;  Grow  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  45  Ind. 
429,487. 

An  ornamental  structure  proper  in  itself, 
placed  in  a  public  street  by  the  proper  authori- 
ties, for  public  use  or  enjoyment,  although  it 
extends  upward  instead  of  downward,  and  al- 
though it  may  not  leave  the  entire  street  open 
to  the  public,  if  there  is  ample  room  left  for 
public  travel  and  convenience,  will  not  be  de- 
clared a  nuisance  on  the  application  of  the 
abutting  owner  of  the  foe,  nor  will  the  said 
owner  be  entitled  to  compensation  as  for  a 
new  and  additional  servitude. 

Tompkins  v.  Hodgson,  2  Hun,  146, 4  Thomp. 
&  0.  486. 

The  streets  of  a  populous  city  or  village  may 
be  appropriated  to  other  purposes  than  a  mere 
place  of  passage;  they  may  be  used  and  ap- 
propriated for  any  public  use  which  is  consis- 
tent and  in  harmony  with  their  use  as  a  public 
highway. 

People  ▼.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188,  218;  Chapman 
▼.  Albany  &  8.  R.  Co.  10  Barb.  860;  Boone, 
Corp.  par.  298,  p.  466,  par.  291,  p.  459;  Dillon, 
Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  par.  568;  Horr  &  Bemis, 
Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  par.  248;  Fierce  v.  Drew,  186 
Mass.  75. 

It  is  not  essential  that  the  act  be  specially 
authorised;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  within  the 
general  scope  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the 
municipality. 

2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  par.  971. 

Elliott,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellant  owns  a  lot  abutting  upon  a 
public  street  in  the  City  of  Aurora,  on  which 
she  erected  a  dwelling  house,  in  which  she  and 
her  husband,  with  their  family,  reside.  The 
street  has  been  improved,  and  has  long  been 
in  general  use.  Years  ago  the  owner  of  the  lot 
now  owned  by  the  appellant  dug  and  walled  a 
well  in  the  street  in  front  of  the  lot,  and  this 
he  did  for  his  private  benefit.  The  City  had 
no  interest  and  took  no  part  in  the  work.  In 
time  the  old  well  was  abandoned,  but  another 
was  dug  by  an  owner  of  the  lot  for  his  own 
convenience.  In  April.  1887,  the  City  of 
Aurora,  without  any  legal  proceedings  and 
without  the  consent  of  the  appellant,  who  had 
then  become  the  owner  of  the  lot,  caused  a 
platform  to  be  constructed  around  the  mouth 
of  the  well,  and  a  pump  to  be  placed  in  it. 
The  appellant  now  asserts  that  the  well  con- 
stitutes a  nuisance;  that  the  City  has  no  right 
to  maintain  a  well  in  the  street;  that  in  doing 
so  it  has  invaded  her  rights  as  an  abutting 
owner;  and  she  seeks  an  injunction  prohibiting 
the  City  from  maintaining  the  well. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  law  that  the  abutter 
has  a  private  property  right  in  the  street  dis- 
tinct from  that  of  the  public,  of  which  he  can- 
not be  deprived  without  compensation.  Com- 
mon Council  of  Indianapolis  v.  Oroas,  7  Ind.  9; 
Haynes  v.  Thomas,  Id.  88;  State  v.  Berdetta, 
78  Ind.  185,  and  cases  cited;  Rensselaer  v.  Leo- 
void,  106  Ind.  29,  8  West.  Rep.  874;  Terre 
Haute  <ft  L.  R  Co.  v.  BisseU,  108  Ind.  118,  6 
West.  Rep.  258;  Lafayette  ▼.  Nagle,  118  Ind. 
425,  12  West.  Rep.  637;  Kincaid  v.  Indianap- 
olis Nat.  Oas  Co.  124  Ind.  578,  8  L.  R.  A.  602; 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Porter  v.  Midland  B.  Co.  125  Ind.  476.  See 
also  authorities  collected  in  note,  Elliott,  Roads 
and  Streets,  p.  528. 

This  established  principle  leads  to  the  doc- 
trine that  the  street  cannot  be  diverted  from 
the  use  to  which  it  was  dedicated,  and  that  an 
additional  burden  cannot  be  laid  upon  the 
property,  without  lawful  authority,  and  after 
compensation  has  been  paid  or  tendered.  This 
much  is  clear.  But  an  urban  servitude  is  very 
comprehensive.  It  is  always  much  more  com- 
prehensive than  a  suburban  one.  Kincaid  v. 
Indianapolis  Nat.  Gas  Co.  supra. 

The  immediate  question  which  arises  is 
whether  the  urban  servitude  is  broad  enough 
to  vest  in  the  municipality  the  right  to  main- 
tain a  well  in  the  street.  The  rights  of  a  mu- 
nicipality, vested  in  it  as  the  owner  of  an  urban 
servitude,  authorize  it  to  use  a  street  for  many 
other  purposes  than  that  of  travel.  It  is  true 
that  its  primary  character  is  that  of  a  thor- 
oughfare upon  which  citizens  have  a  free  right 
to  pass  and  repass,  and  it  is  also  true  that  its 
character  as  a  street  cannot  be  entirely  de- 

ned  without  compensation  to  those  injured 
„  a  destruction.  See  authorities  cited  in 
notes,  pages  662,  668,  Elliott,  Roads  and 
8treets.  But,  while  this  is  true,  it  is  also  true 
that  the  use  of  streets  is  not  confined  to  that  of 
travel.  Pipes  for  water  and  for  gas  may  be 
laid  in  them,  drinking  fountains  and  hydrants 
may  be  placed  in  them,  and  cisterns  may'  be 
dug  in  them.  West  v.  Bancroft,  82  Vt  867; 
Barter  v.  Com.  8  Penr.  &  W.  259;  Branson  v. 
Philadelphia,  47  Pa.  829;  Cincinnati  v.  Penny, 
21  Ohio  St.  499;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed. 
§  690.  See  authorities  collected  in  notes,  El- 
liott, Roads  and  Streets,  pp.  805,  806. 

We  can  see  no  reason  why  a  well  originally 
dug  by  a  lotowner  may  not  become  a  public 
convenience  for  citizens  and  travelers,  and  as 
such  maintained  by  a  municipal  corporation. 
The  principle  asserted  by  the  authorities  to 
which  we  have  referred  clearly  authorizes  the 
conclusion  that  a  well  originally  dug  in  a  street 
by  a  lotowner  may  be  taken  charge  of  by  the 
corporate  authorities,  and  made  fit  for  con- 
venient public  use.  Town  pumps  have  long 
been  in  existence — long  before  Hawthorne's 
historical  pump  poured  forth  its  rill — and  it 
cannot  be  Justly  said  that  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion is  guilty  of  maintaining  a  nuisance  where 
it  does  no  more  than  maintain  a  pump  in  one 
of  its  streets.  It  is  immaterial  whether  a  well, 
hydrant,  fountain  or  the  like  was  dug  or 
erected  by  a  municipal  corporation  as  a  part  of 
a  general  plan  of  improvement,  for  a  thing  of 
that  kind,  promotive,  as  it  presumptively  is,  of 
public  convenience,  may  be  adopted  by  a 
municipality  and  maintained  for  public  use. 
Kindred  cases  prove  that  the  general  principle 
here  involved  has  longbeen  recognized.  King 
v.  West  Biding  of  Yorkshire,  2  East,  842; 
Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Washington  Twp.  121  Ind. 
879;  Indianapolis  v.  Lawyer,  88  Ind.  848. 
See  also  authorities  in  notes,  Elliott,  Roads  and 
Streets,  pp.  22,  84,  85. 

We  cannot  presume  that  a  wrong  was  com- 
mitted by  the  officers  of  a  public  corporation. 
On  the  contrary,  we  must  presume  that  they 
rightfully  performed  their  duty.  We  must 
therefore  presume  that  the  officers  of  the  City 
were  not  guilty  of  an  actionable  wrong  in  do- 
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ing  what  they  did  in  order  to  put  the  well  in  a 
suitable  condition  for  convenient  public  use. 
The  tafden  is  on  the  appellant  to  rebut  this 
notion  by  bringing  forward  countervail- 
raota,  not  by  nleading  bare  conclusions  or 


recitals.    Facts   are  requisite  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  and  they  are  wanting  in  Uns) 
instance. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


WALLER 
BOWLING,  Appt. 


1.  A  ianwint  la 

in  wrenching  and  carrying 

r  frflf*  ^  mill  ^g^'—i*  bis  co-ten- 
ant's protest. 
8.  After  suit  Is  brought  Iter  conversion 
plaintiff  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  back  the 


8*  fto  dtomsmd.  Isj  ns)oe>sjaauFw  before  suit  for 
conversion  of  property  carried  away  in  the  face 
Off  plaintiff's  protest 

(March  10, 1BBL) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Granviue  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful  con- 
version of  certain  machinery  by  defendant  to 
his  own  use.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Avery,  J.: 

This  was  a  civil  action  tried  at  the  April 
Term,  1890,  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Gran- 
ville County,  before  Womack,  Judge.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  un- 
lawfully removing  and  converting  to  the  de- 
fendant's own  use  certain  machinery  that  bad 
been  placed  in  a  mill  run  by  water.  On  the 
28d  of  August,  1880,  and  for  some  years  prior 
to  that  time,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
owners  in  fee  and  tenants  in  common  of  the 


Nora.— IAabQMy  ef  tenant  in  common  to  actum  of 
trover. 

The  law  undoubtedly  was  formerly  that  one  ten- 
ant In  oommon  of  chattels  had  no  right  of  action 
avaanat  his  co-tenant  if  be  was  deprived  by  the  lat- 
ter of  the  enjoyment  of  the  common  property;  and 
so  it  is  laid  down  by  Littleton,  9828,  that  "if  two  be 
possessed  of  chattels  personal  In  oommon,  if  the 
one  take  the  whole  to  himself  out  of  the  possession 
of  the  other,  the  other  hath  no  other  remedy  but  to 
take  this  from  htm  who  hath  done  htm  the  wrong; 
to  occupy  in  oommon  when  he  can  see  his  tune,*1 
and  the  earliest  oases  are  to  the  same  effect.  And 
it  may  be  said  to  bea  general  rale  at  the  present 
time  that  trover  will  not  lie  between  tenants  in 
oommon.   Bee  Webb  v.  Danf orth,  1  Day,  SQL 

Exceptions  were  soon  made  to  the  rule,  however, 
some  of  which  have  become  as  firmly  established 
and  are  as  widely  recognised  as  the  rule  Itself, 
whOe  others  have  received  only  partial  recognition. 


Exclusive 


of  property  by  one  tenant 


The  result  of  the  oommon  ownership  is  that  each 
tenant  has  a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property, 
and  consequently  he  can  be  guilty  of  no  wrong  In 
obtaining  and  retaining  such  possession,  even 
though  the  result  is  to  exclude  his  co-tenant  from 
taebeosnelal  enjoyment  of  the  property,  fnsuch 
case  the  rule  is  uniformly  applied,  and  the  only 
remedy  of  the  excluded  tenant  appears  to  be  to 
await  an  opportunity  to  obtain  the  possession  and 
enjoyment  of  the  property  or  to  file  a  bill  in  equity 
for  a  sale  of  the  property  and  a  division  of  the  pro- 
ceeds. Cheek  v.  Wheatley,  3  Sneed,  484;  Tyler  v. 
Taylor,  8  Barb.  067;  Parr  v.  Smith,  9  Wend.  840:  Given 
v.  Kelly,  86  Pa.  809:  Shamburg  v.  Moorehead,  4 
Brewst.  IB;  flouthworth  v.  Smith,  27  Conn.  855;  Ber- 
tram) v.  Taylor, » Ark.  490;  Heller  v.  Hufsmlth,lQ2 
Pa.  816;  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  *  Murphy,  68;  Hinds 
▼.  Terry,  Walker  (Miss.)  80;  Leonard  v.  Boar- 
bowwgb,  2  Ga.  73;  Weld  v.  Oliver,  ffl  Pick,  862;  Cole 
▼.  Terry,  2  Dev.  6B.  Hq.  26. 

Ifee  reason  assigned  for  this  is  because  the  pos- 
session of  one  is  the  possession  of  both.  Brown  v. 
Hedges,  1  Balk,  290; Pox  v.  Hanbury,  2Cowp.  416; 
V.  CamseJl,  1 T.  R  668;  Smith  v.  Stokes,  1 
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The  rule  1s  applied  to  crops.  Keisel  v.  Earnest, 
21  Pa.  96;  Ballou  y.  Hale,  47  N.  H.  847. 

And  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  tenant  to 
possession  uses  the  property  as  though  it  was  his 
own  exclusively.   Plghtmaster  v.  Beasly,  7  J.  J. 

arsh.  410. 

Trover  will  not  lie  against  the  vendee  of  the 
original  co-tenant  while  he  remains  in  possession  of 
the  property  although  claiming  it  as  sole  owner. 
KUgore  v.  Wood,  66  Me.  164. 

Trover  will  not  lie  by  one  tenant  in  oommon  of 
real  estate  against  his  co-tenant  for  the  conversion 
of  the  title  deeds  because  each  has  an  equal  right 
to  the  possession  of  them.    Daniels  v.  Daniels,  T 

[ass.  187. 

One  case  has  recognised  a  distinction  where  the 
property  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  necessarily 
destroyed  by  use,  holding  that  in  such  case  trover 
lies  for  the  appropriation  of  the  property  by  one  of 
the  parties  to  his  exclusive  use.  Lowe  v.  Miller,  8 
Gratt.218. 

In  Illinois  the  statute  has  provided  for  an  action 
in  case  one  tenant  assumes  exclusive  control  (Ben- 
jamin v.  Stremple,  18 I1L  468;  Boyle  v.  Levings,  28 
111.  814);  but  even  in  that  State  there  is  no  liability 
unless  one  tenant  assumes  and  exercises  exclusive 
ownership  repudiating  the  lights  of  the  others* 
Swartwout  v.  Bvans,  87  DL  446. 

Destruction  of  property. 

The  first  exception  made  to  the  rule  was  that  If 
one  tenant  in  common  gets  possession  of  the  oom- 
mon property  and  destroys  it  his  oo-tenant  will 
have  an  action  against  him  for  toe  wrong.  This 
exception  appears  in  Coke's  comments  on  Littleton* 
200  a,  b  (see  also  Bacon,  Abr.  Trover,  c),  and  runs 
through  the  books  to  the  present  time.  In  fact  it 
became  the  basis  for  all  the  other  apparent  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  which  now  exist,  the  latter  being; 
scarcely  more  than  an  application  of  the  original 
exception  to  acts  which  in  the  Judgment  of  the  va- 
rious courts  amount  to  a  destruction. 

Trover  will  lie  for  a  destruction  of  the  property. 
Tubbs  v.  Richardson,  6  Vt.  442. 

If  one  tenant  In  oommon  destroy  the  oommon 
property  the  other  tenant  may  bring  trover  against 
him;  but  if  the  common  property  is  not  destroyed 
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tract  of  land  on  which  the  mill  was  situate, 
each  holdingone  undivided  half.  On  said  28d 
of  August  the  defendant  executed  a  contract 
under  seal  to  convey  to  one  John  T.  McDon- 
ough, on  the  payment  of  a  note  of  the  same 
date  for  the  sum  of  $900  by  said  McDonough 
and  wife.  McDonough  and  his  wife,  on  the 
same  day,  also  Joined  in  executing  a  mortgage 
deed  upon  his  interest  in  said  land  to  secure 
the  payment  of  said  notes.  The  said  John  T. 
McDonough  borrowed  of  the  plaintiff  the  sum 
of  $200,  and  executed  his  note,  bearing  date 
March  30,  1888,  for  said  sum.  with  interest  at 
8  per  cent.  The  said  McDonough  purchased 
with  said  borrowed  money  the  turbine  wheel, 
shafts,  pulleys,  level,  cog-wheel,  etc.,  which 
are  the  subject  of  this  action,  and  executed,  his 
wife  joining,  a  mortgage,  conveying  said  ma- 
chinery, to  secure  said  note  due  plaintiff,  the 


said  machinery  not  then  being  in  said  mill. 
On  default  in  the  payment  of  the  $800  note  for 
purchase  money  of  the  land,  the  defendant,  on 
the  17th  of  January,  brought  suit  against  Mc- 
Donough to  subject  his  interest  in  the  land, 
and  at  April  Term,  1888,  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  Granville  obtained  a  decree  of  foreclosure, 
under  the  terms  of  which  the  interest  of  said 
McDonough  in  said  land  was  sold  by  a  com- 
missioner for  the  sum  of  $50,  the  defendant 
being  the  purchaser,  and  said  sale  was  con- 
firmed at  the  September  Term,  1888,  of  aaid 
court  The  wheel  and  some  other  parts  of  the 
machinery  were  placed  in  the  mill  after  being 
conveyed,  on  the  20th  of  March,  1885,  by 
mortgage  deed,  to  secure  said  note  for  (200. 
due  to  plaintiff,  but  before  the  said  foreclosure 
sale.  The  plaintiff  alleges  that  none  of  the 
machinery  sued  for  had  been  placed  in  position 


but  only  taken  out  of  the  possession  of  the  other 
tenants  and  carried  away,  the  action  wiU  not  lie. 
Barnardiston  v.  Chapman,  cited  in  Heath  v.  Hub- 
hard,  4  Bast,  110. 

Destruction  of  the  common  property  or  render- 
ing It  useless  by  use  will  warrant  the  action.  Guy- 
ther  v.  Pettljohn,  0  Ired.  L.  888. 

Where  one  tenant  in  common  of  a  printing  press 
removed  certain  essential  parts  of  it  and  carried 
away  several  fonts  of  type  so  as  to  render  the  press 
Incapable  of  use  by  himself  or  his  oo-tenant,  he  has 
so  far  destroyed  the  press  that  his  oo-tenant  may 
maintain  trover  against  him.  Needham  v.  HID,  1*7 
Mass.  186. 

Rendering  the  property  wholly  unfit  for  the  use 
and  purpose  for  which  it  was  made  1s  destruction. 
So  held  where  a  Joint  owner  of  an  oil-well,  and  ma- 
chinery used  for  working  the  same,  tore  up  and  re- 
moved from  the  well  all  the  machinery,  sold  part 
of  the  tubing  and  caused  the  remainder  of  the  ma- 
chinery to  be  taken  to  another  county,  and  ap- 
plied tbe  same  to  bis  own  private  use,  and  sold  part 
of  it  for  old  iron.    Given  v.  Kelly,  85  Fa.  809. 

Turning  hogs  which  one  oo-tenant  Is  keeping  to 
fatten  out  into  the  street  without  further  account 
of  them  Is  prima  facie  evidence  of  destruction 
which  will  entitle  his  oo-tenant  to  maintain  trover. 
Sheldon  v.  Skinner,  4  Wend.  580. 

The  destruction  of  common  property  whloh  will 
render  one  co-tenant  liable  to  tbe  other  in  trover 
means  such  dealing  with  it  that  it  Is  no  longer  the 
thing  held  in  oommon,  but  something  else  that 
cannot  be  used  or  possessed  by  the  parties  as  be- 
fore. Anything  equivalent  to  destruction  is  suffi- 
cient as  well  as  such  a  change  that  it  is  no  longer 
the  same  thing,  or  a  removal  of  it  and  placing  it 
in  such  a  condition  that  the  co-owner  cannot  avail 
himself  of  his  right,  because  the  property  Is  out  of 
his  reach.    Strickland  v.  Parker,  54  Me.  269. 

One  tenant  in  oommon  cannot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  his  companion  unless  there  has  been  a 
destruction  of  the  particular  chattel  or  something 
equivalent  to  it.  Morgan  v.  Marquis,  9  Hxoh.  145; 
Boston  v.  Morris, 25  N.  J.  L.  176. 

If  one  tenant  in  common  of  a  note  surrenders  it 
to  the  maker  trover  will  lie.  Winner  v.  Penniman, 
85Md.l66. 

Lost  of  property . 

Loss  of  property  will  warrant  the  action.  Hyde 
v.  Stone.  7  Wend.  867;  Hall  v.  Page,  4  Go.  435; 
8tarnes  v.  Quran*  6  Ga.  87. 

A  destruction  takes  place  whenever  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  recaption  has  been  entirely  put  an  end  to 
by  the  act  of  defendant.  So,  where  a  vessel  was 
sent  on  a  voyage  and  lost  the  action  lies.  Knight 
v.  Coates,  1  Ir.  L.  B.  69.  See  also  Barnardiston  v. 
Chapman,  cited  in  Heath  v.  Hubbard,  4  East,  110. 
12  L.  R.A. 


Convenion  of  property. 

It  Is  evident  that  the  possession  or  use  of  the  oom- 
mon property  by  one  tenant  may  become  so  exclu- 
sive as  to  amount  practically  to  a  destruction  or 
tbe  Interest  of  the  other.  When  suoh  is  the  fact 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  excluded  tenant  may 
maintain  trover  for  the  wrong.  Bell  v.  Layman, 
1 T.  B.  Mon.  40;  Newby  v.  Harreu,  99  N.  a  156. 

The  difficulty  arises  in  determining  when  tbe 
facts  show  a  destruction  of  the  interest  of  the  com- 
plaining party.  It  has  been  stated  that  if  the  prop- 
erty Is  not  capable  of  division  and  Is  still  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  there  can  be  no  action. 
Baloh  y.  Jones.  61  Gal.  285. 

But  that  Is  stronger  than  other  courts  state  the 
rule.  Thus,  in  Roddy  v.  Oox,  29  Ga.  809,  the  action 
Is  held  to  be  maintainable  as  soon  as  the  party  In 
possession  sets  up  an  exclusive  claim  to  the  prop- 
erty denying  any  Interest  in  the  co-tenant. 

And  the  latter  rule  appears  in  the  decisions  of 
other  States;  thus,  in  Grove  v.  Wise,  89  Mich.  102. 
tbe  court  held  that  trover  can  be  maintained  by 
one  tenant  in  common  against  his  oo-tenant  after 
demand  made  that  he  be  admitted  to  his  rights  as  oo- 
tenant  and  a  refusal  to  recognise  suoh  rights, 
coupled  with  a  distinct  claim  of  entire  ownership. 
So  where  one  oo-owner  of  a  buggy  rake  got  posses- 
sion of  the  same,  and  when  his  oo-tenant  demanded 
possession  refused  it  stating  that  he  held  and  owned 
the  rake  in  entirety  as  against  his  co-tenant,  there 
is  such  a  conversion  as  will  entitle  the  other  to 
maintain  trover.   Bray  v.  Bray,  80  Mich.  480. 

The  latter  rule  is  a  decided  innovation  on  tbe 
main  rule  that  trover  will  not  lie  between  tenants 
in  common  and  is  in  advance  of  the  general  doc- 
trine on  the  subject,  whloh  is  that  tbe  refusal  to 
acknowledge  the  co-tenant's  rights  upon  demand 
will  not  justify  an  action  of  trover.  Baloh  v.  Jones, 
61  Gal.  236. 

That  one  tenant  In  oommon  has  obtained  the  ex- 
clusive possession  of  the  chattel  (a  horse)  and 
claims  to  be  the  sole  owner,  refusing  to  deliver  it 
up  to  his  oo-tenant  or  permit  him  to  share  in  the 
possession,  will  not  sustain  an  action  In  trover;  a 
loss,  destruction  or  sale  must  be  shown.  Gilbert  v. 
Dtokerson,  7  Wend.  16a 

With  regard  to  machinery  one  tenant  in  oommon 
has  no  right  to  demand  a  delivery  of  the  whole  or 
his  share  of  the  property  and  maintain  an  action 
for  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  his  oo-tenant  to  deliver 
the  same.  Koningsburg  v.  Launita.1  KDiSmith,  217. 

Bven  where  one  tenant  in  oommon  of  machines 
had  the  interest  of  his  oo-tenant  sold  under  execu- 
tion and  purchased  the  same  himself,  taking  and 
claiming  exclusive  possession,  there  was  no  suoh 
conversion  as  would  warrant  trover.  St.  John  v. 
Standring,  2  Johns.  468. 
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Walueb  y.  Bowling. 


in  the  mfflnntQ  after  the  mortgage  to  him  was 
executed.  The  issues  submitted  were  as  fol- 
lows: "(1)  Did  the  defendant  unlawfully  con- 
~¥ert  the  property  described  in  the  complaint? 
Yes.  (2)  If  so,  what  damage  has  the  plaintiff 
sustained  thereby  ?  Two  hundred  and  fifteen 
•dollars  and  interest  from  18th  day  of  April, 
1889,  to  date,  at  6  per  cent." 

First  exception:  In  addition  to  the  issues 
-agreed  upon  the  defendant  tendered  the  fol- 
lowing issue,  which  the  court  declined  to  sub- 
mit to  the  Jury,  and  the  defendant  excepted: 
'.'Are  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  tenants  in 
•common  of  the  property  alleged  to  have  been 
•converted?"  The  plaintiff  introduced  a  raort- 
4Pge  executed  by  John  T.  McDonougb  and 
wife  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  machinery  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  and  also  the  note  se- 
cured thereby,  for  |200,  $100  of  which  was  due 


March  20, 1886,  and  $100  of  which  was  due 
March  20,  1887,  and  indorsed  thereon  was  a 
credit  of  $17  November  38,  1887. 

Second  exception:  The  plaintiff  was  exam- 
ined in  his  own  behalf,  and  testified:  "I 
loaned  McDonough  money.  He  said  he  want- 
ed to  buy  machinery.  (Objection  by  defend- 
ant. Objection  overruled,  and  exception  by 
defend  ant. )  The  machinery  he  gave  the  mort- 
gage on  was  bought  with  this  borrowed  money. 
It  consisted  of  a  turbine  wheel,  cog-wheel, 
shaftings,  pulleys,  etc.,  necessary  to  run  the 
mill,  and  was  worth  at  the  time  of  the  conver- 
sion $215.  It  was  put  in  the  mill.  The  de* 
fendant  tore  it  up.  I  saw  him  do  it,  and  for- 
bid him.  He  said  he  was  respoasible,  and 
would  canyit  away.  He  took  it  away  April 
18, 1889.  The  mortgage  was  made  on  the  ma- 
chinery before  it  was  put  in.  the  mill."    Cross* 


.  But  when  one  tenant  in  common  of  machinery 
in.  the  form  of  personal  property  removes  the  same 
to  his  own  buildings  and  attaches  it  in  such  a  way 
-as  to  make  it  real  estate,  there  is  such  a  conversion 
•of  the  property  as  will  maintain  trover.  Benedict 
▼.  Howard,  81  Barb.  571. 

So  where  a  tenant  in  oommon  of  a  marine  railway 
■consisting  of  iron  and  wooden  rails  and  sleepers, 
-endless  chain,  gears  and  sheep  cradle  removed  the 
same  from  the  place  where  they  were  situated  and 
placed  them  upon  land  of  his  own.  claiming  the  en- 
tire right  and  ownership  of  the  same  and  denying 
■any  right  in  the  co-tenant,  ft  amounts  to  a  oonver- 
akm  for  which  trover  will  lie.  8trickland  v.  Park- 
-er,  54  Me.  289. 

Following  are  some  illustrations  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  doctrine: 

To  maintain  the  action  plaintiff  must  prove  that 
she  conversion  went  to  the  destruction  of  the  ohat- 
*el  or  to  the  exclusion  of  his  right.  Allen  v.  Har- 
per, 26  Ala.  080. 

•  Drover  for  the  conversion  of  one  co-tenant's 
ebare  in  crops  by  the  other  cannot  be  maintained 
unless  there  is  such  destruction,  sale  or  disposi- 
tion of  the  crops  by  the  one  that  the  other  party  is 
precluded  by  that  act  from  any  further  enjoyment 
•of  it.   Warner  v.  Abbey,  11*  Mass.  880. 

One  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel  (corn)  may 
fPffin^in  an  action  of  trover  against  his  co-tenant 
who  has  con  verted  the  chattel  to  his  own  use.  and 
*uoh  a  conversion  may  be  proved  by  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  chattel,  by  sale  or  by  such  an  act  of 
Appropriation  as  will  of  its  nature  finally  preclude 
the  other  party  from  any  future  enjoyment  of  it. 
Delaney  v.  Boot,  W  Mass.  647. 
.  One  tenant's  using  up  the  common  property,  as 
-for  instance  hay,  is  a  conversion.  Lewis  v.  Clark, 
WVt.883. 

Any  disposition  of  the  property  by  the  defendant 
for  his  own  use  which  puts  it  out  of  his  power  to 
-deliver  it  on  demand  is  a  conversion.  Webb  v. 
Mann,  3  Mich.  143. 

A  tenant  in  oommon  cannot  maintain  trover  to 
xeoover  possession  of  a  machine  from  his  co-ten- 
ant although  the  latter  has  leased  it  to  a  third  per- 
ajon.   Voster  v.Magee,  2  Laos.  184. 

One  tenant  in  oommon  of  a  chattel  cannot  sue 
•another  for  a  conversion  unless  the  oommon  prop- 
erty is  destroyed,  carried  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
State,  or,  when  perishable,  so  disposed  of  as  to  pre- 
vent the  other  from  recovering  it.  Grim  v.  Wiok- 
«r.80N.C.84& 

.  If  one  tenant  In  possession  gets  possession  of  the 
•common  property,  which  is  perishable,  and  sends 
ft  off  to  a  place  unknown  to  his  co-tenant,  so  that 
it  Is  wholly  lost  to  the  latter,  trover  will  lie.  Lucas 
v.  Hardin,  8  Dev.  L.  806, 
12L.R.A. 


Where  a  landlord  leased  property  on  shares  and 
the  tenant  put  In  crops,  after  which  the  landlord- 
moved  upon  the  premises  and  harvested  the  crops 
and  refused  to  recognize  tenant's  rights,  it  waa 
held  to  be  a  conversion.  MoClure  v.  Thorpe,  IS 
West  Bep.  480, 88  Mich.  83. 

Where  a  co-tenant  is  bound  by  oontract  to  di- 
vide the  joint  property  at  a  certain  place  and  ap- 
propriates it  altogether  to  his  own  exclusive  use 
under  a  claim  of  exclusive  right  and  under  circum- 
stances *  hloh  render  a  division  and  delivery  in  the 
manner  agreed  upon  practically  impossible,  there* 
is  such  a  conversion  as  will  sustain  an  action  of 
trover.    Ripley  v.  Davis,  15  Mich.  79. 

A  complaint  stating  that,  plaintiff  being  tenant  in 
common  with  defendant  of  certain  hay.  defendant 
claiming  to  be  the  absolute  owner  thereof  wholly 
converted  the  same  to  his  own  use  to  plaintiff's 
damage,  states  a  good  cause  of  action  although 
plaintiff  may  be  compelled  to  prove  that  defend- 
ant lost,  sold  or  destroyed  the  entire  hay  to  make 
out  his  cause  of  action.  Thayer  v.  Gile,  43  Hun, 
S68. 

The  conversion  of  a  chattel  by  a  tenant  in  oom- 
mon to  its  general  and  profitable  application, 
though  it  change  the  form  of  the  substance,  is  not 
such  a  destruction  of  the  subject  matter  as  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  from  taking  and  using  it  in  its  al- 
tered state;  therefore  there  Is  no  ground  for  trover. 
So  held  in  regard  to  the  extracting  of  oil  from  the 
whale.    Fennings  v.  Granville,  1  Taunt.  241. 

Refusal  to  permit  a  division  or  severance  of  the  com- 
mon interest. 

A  tendency  to  extend  the  exception  to  embraoe 
a  refusal  to  permit  a  division  of  the  oommon  prop- 
erty, where  such  division  was  possible,  appears  in 
the  modern  oases,  the  extent  of  which  will  appear 
from  the  following  cases: 

The  doctrine  that  the  refusal  of  one  tenant  in 
oommon  to  relinquish  possession  is  no  conversion 
applies  to  things  in  their  nature  so  far  indivisible 
that  the  share  of  one  cannot  be  distinguished  from 
that  of  another ;  it  can  have  no  reasonable  applica- 
tion to  such  commodities  as  are  readily  divisible  by 
tale  or  measure  into  portions  absolutely  alike.  In 
such  case  a  refusal  to  permit  a  division  when  de- 
manded is  a  conversion  which  will  warrant  trover. 
Fiquet  v.  Allison,  12  Mich.  882. 

A  tenant  in  oommon  of  oats  has  a  right  to  sever 
and  take  his  share  of  the  oommon  bulk,  and  a 
refusal  on  the  part  of  his  co-tenant  to  permit  such 
action  will  amount  to  a  conversion,  for  which  tro- 
ver will  lie.    Channon  v.  Lusk,  2  Lans.  214. 

As  to  property  separable  in  respeot  to  quantity 
or  quality,  by  weight  or  measure,  each  tenant  in 
oommon  may  demand  of  his  oo-tenant,  having  pos- 
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examined,  he  testified:  "The  mill  Beat  was 
jointly  owned  by  defendant  and  myself.  We 
had  first  a  twelve-foot  wheel.  The  mill  hadn't 
been  in  operation  for  two  years.  A  portion  of 
it  was  rotten.  I  objected  to  his  carrying  it  off 
that  day.  He  said  he  was  going  to  carry  it  off 
if  he  could.  It  was  some  months  after  the 
machinery  was  bought  before  it  was  put  in  the 
mill.  My  mortgage  was  registered  first.  The 
turbine  is  there  now,  but  n"t  by  my  consent. 
I  did  not  receive  it.  I  don't  Know  who  brought 
it  there."  John  McDonough,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  testified:  "All  property  taken  was 
worth  $340.  The  property  sued  for  was  worth 
$215.  It  was  taken  by  the  defendant  April  18, 
1888.  The  plaintiff  did  not  give  permission. 
I  saw  it  on  the  defendant's  wagon.  The  de- 
fendant's team  brought  the  wheel  back  seven 
months  afterwards.    I  executed  the  mortgage 


before  the  property  was  put  in  the  mill* 
Cross-examined,  he  testified:  "When  the- 
mortgage  was  executed  the  turbine  alone  had 
not  been  placed  in  position.  The  other  prop- 
erty, not  sued  for,  had  been."  There  was  oth- 
er evidence  for  the  plaintiff  tending  to  show 
the  manner  of  the  removal  of  the  property  by 
the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  worth  $315. 
The  defendant,  being  examined  in  his  own  be- 
half, testified:  "I  moved  the  machinery  sued 
for  from  the  mill,  but  did  not  injure  it  I 
afterwards  carried  H  back  to  the  mill.  I  got 
the  mud  off  it,  and  put  three  quarts  of  oU  on 
it.    No  part  of  it  is  missing." 

Third  exception:  The  defendant  proposed  to- 
show  by  the  witness  and  by  the  records  in  the 
case  of  Bowling  v.  McDonough,  lately  pending 
in  the  Granville  Superior  Court,  that  the  in- 
terest of  McDonough  (one  half)  in  the  mill  site 


session  of  the  whole,  his  share,  and  upon  refusal,  or 
a  eon  version  by  such  co-tenant,  may  sue  in  his  own 
name,  without  joining:  all  the  other  oo-tenanta. 
Stall  v.  Wilbur,  77  N.  Y.  168. 

Where  one  tenant  in  common  of  tobaoeo  -locked' 
It  up  in  his  barn  and  refused  to  let  his  oo-tenant 
have  any  part  of  It,  stating  that  the  latter  had  no 
tobaoeo  there,  he  is  liable  to  trover.  Burns  v. 
Wtncben,44Hun,*a. 

Where  one  tenant  in  common  of  cattle  drove 
them  away  from  the  farm  where  they  were  kept  to 
another  place,  and  after  repeated  demands  by  his 
oo-tenant  for  a  division,  or  an  accounting,  refused 
and  denied  all  his  co-tenant's  right,  Interest  or 
share  In  tip  cattle,  and  looked  it  up  in  his  barn, 
thereby  converting-  it  to  his  sole  use,  benefit  and 
purposes,  in  denial  of  all  the  right,  title  and  interest 
of  his  co-tenant,  he  Is  liable  to  an  action  of  trover. 
Potter  v.  Neal,  08  flow.  Pr.  160. 

With  respect  to  grain,  one  tenant  has  the  right  to 
make  a  division  and  take  away  his  share  without 
the  consent  of  his  oo-tenant,  and  if  he  Is  prevented 
by  the  oo-tenant  from  doing  so,  by  the  latter^  look- 
ing up  the  property  and  showing  a  clear  Intention 
to  appropriate  the  whole  to  his  own  use,  he  may 
maintain  trover  for  its  conversion,  after  a  proper 
demand  made  and  failure  to  obtain  a  delivery. 
Lobdell  v.  Stowell,  87  How.  Pr.  88. 

Where  tenants  In  common  of  corn  and  oats  mutu- 
ally agree  how  they  shall  be  divided,  and  the  one  in 
possession  looks  them  up  in  his  barn,  and  when  his 
co-tenant  demands  his  share  states  that  he  cannot 
have  it,  there  is  suoh  a  conversion  as  will  warrant 
an  action  of  trover.   Lobdell  v.  Stowell,  51 N.  Y.  74. 

Home  courts,  however,  have  refused  to  extend 
the  doctrine  to  this  class  of  cases. 

One  tenant  In  oommon  cannot  maintain  trover 
against  his  oo-tenant  for  crops  in  which  they  have 
a  Joint  interest  until  a  separation  or  severance  by 
the  parties,  or  until  suoh  a  conversion  shall  exist  as 
goes  to  the  destruction  of  the  crop  or  the  entire 
exclusion  of  the  oo-tenant  from  the  enjoyment  of 
his  right  and  Interest  therein.  Carr  v.  Dodge.  40 
N.  H.  408. 

One  tenant  in  common  cannot  maintain  trover 
against  his  oo-tenant  for  a  conversion  of  turpen- 
tine before  a  division ;  he  must  show  a  destruction, 
or  some  act  tantamount  thereto.  Books  v.  Moore, 
1  Busb.  L.  1. 

One  tenant  In  oommon  of  corn  and  fodder  cannot 
maintain  trover  upon  the  co-tenant's  refusal  to 
deliver  him  his  share  from  the  undivided  mass. 
Powell  v.  Hill,  64  N.  C.  17L  Bee  also  Hill  v.  Robi- 
son,  8  Jones,  L.  601;  Shearin  v.  Blggsbee,  87  N.  0. 280. 

Bale  o/  property. 
The  question  whether  or  not  an  exception  to  the 
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rule  shall  be  made  In  case  one  tenant  in  oommen 
sells  the  whole  of  the  common  property  Is  by  no- 
means  settled  in  the  affirmative,  although  the  great 
weight  of  the  modern  authority  Is  In  favor  of 
extending  the  exception  to  suoh  cases.  Of  course 
no  action  will  lie  in  case  one  tenant  sells  simply  Iris- 
Individual  interest,  since  under  those  oircumstanoes- 
the  purchaser  becomes  a  tenant  in  oommon  wtta 
the  owner  of  the  other  interest,  and  some  of  the- 
courts  have  reasoned  that  since  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon cannot  give  a  valid  title  to  his  oo-tenantfe 
Interest,  an  attempted  sale  by  him  has  no  other- 
effect  than  simply  to  make  the  purchaser  a  tenant 
in  common  with  the  owner  of  the  other  Interest 
and  that  there  Is  no  ground  for  an  action.  Other 
courts  have,  however,  held  that  an  attempt  by  one- 
tenant  to  sell  the  whole  of  the  property  for  his  own 
exclusive  benefit  is  such  an  unwarranted  inter- 
ference by  him  with  his  oo-tenant*  rights  as  to- 
amount  to  a  practical  destruction  of  them,  and  to- 
warrant  trover.  As  above  stated,  the  latter  doc- 
trine Is  supported  by  a  majority  of  the  modern' 

The  question  whioh  rule  should  be  followed  easy 
perhaps  be  better  settled  by  an  examination  of  the- 
developmentof  the  respective  rules  In  the  Jurtedie- 
tions  where  they  have  received  the  moat  attention. 

2ns  rule  in  New  York* 

The  exception  in  the  case  of  sales  of  the  property 
first  received  recognition  in  this  oountry,  and  the 
New  York  courts  appear  to  have  been  the  ones  to- 
first  extend  the  exception  to  such  cases. 

In  Selden  v.  Hlckock,  2  Cai.  167,  Spencer,  J*.,  states 
that  M  one  tenant  in  oommon  cannot  maintain  tro- 
ver against  another  unless  the  other  has  destroyed 
the  subject  matter  of  the  tenancy,"  but  in  that 
case  there  had  been  such  a  sale  by  one  tenant  of 
his  share  as  severed  the  tenancy,  and  the  action 
was  held  maintainable  in  that  case ;  so  the  remark, 
was  obiter. 

Soon  afterwards  the  question  came  squarely  be- 
fore the  court  in  a  case  where  one  tenant  in  oom- 
mon of  property  oonslsti  ng  of  rum  and  scale  beams- 
sold  the  same,  and  the  court  held  trover  would  lie. 
Wilson  v.  Reed,  8  Johns.  179.  This  doctrine  was* 
again  recognised  In  Hyde  v.  Stone,  9  Oow.  £31. 

A  general  bill  of  sale  by  one  tenant  In  oommon 
of  a  ship  of  the  whole  of  it,  followed  by  an  exclu- 
sive claim  and  dominion  in  the  purchaser.  Is  evi- 
dence of  a  conversion  whioh  will  sustain  trover. 
White  v.  Osborn,  a  Wend.  76. 

Where  parties  mix  their  wheat  by  putting  tbe- 
same  into  a  oommon  bin,  if  one  afterwards  sells  the- 
whole  an  action  of  trover  will  lie  against  him. 
Nowlen  v.  Ooit,  S  BUU,  463. 

Where  one  tenant  In  common  of  a  ship  sold  It  as 
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was  sold  by  order  of  court  in  said  case,  and 
purchased  by  the  defendant.  Offered:  first, 
in  mitigation  of  damages;  and,  §eeondt  to  show 
bona  fides.  Objection  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
reason  that  the  record  does  not  show  that  the 
property  sued  for  was  the  subject  of  said  ac- 
tion, and  because  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party 
to  said  action.  Objection  sustained,  and  ex- 
ception by  the  defendant.  Gross-examined, 
the  defendant  testified:  "The  plaintiff  forbade 
my  taking  the  property.  I  took  it  up  by  force. 
It  was  not  nailed  down.  The  shafting  was  let 
into  a  box  of  casting.  That  was  let  in  a  sill  on 
the  ground.  The  box  was  either  set  on  the  sill 
or  mortised  in  it n  William  Harris,  Bernard 
Bowling  and  John  Davis,  witnesses  for  the 
defendant,  testified  that  they  helped  the  de- 
fendant carry  away  and  bring  back  the  ma- 
chinery; that  it  was  not  injured;  and  that  all 


of  it  was  brought  bark.  Jerome  Bowling,  a. 
witoess  for  the  defendant,  testified:  "I  have 
had  experience  in  mills.  The  'ink'  which 
holds  the  shafting  is  let  into  a  square  mortise- 
in  the  sill,  which  sets  on  the  ground." 

Fourth  exception:  The  defendant  asked  the 
following  instructions:  (1)  If  the  jury  believe- 
that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  tenants  in 
common  of  the  property  in  dispute  the  plaintiff' 
cannot  recover.  (2)  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff, 
having  made  no  demand  on  the  defendant  for 
the  property  in  dispute,  cannot  recover  at  all 
in  this  action.  (8)  At  most,  the  damages  done 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  according  to  his  own. 
evidence,  cannot  exceed  the  actual  damage- 
done  the  property  by  the  defendant  or  his. 
agents  while  the  property  was  in  the  possession 
of  said  defendant  (4)  There  is  no  evidence  in 
this  case  that  the  defendant  has  damaged  the 


hit  axeluslYe  property*  Ignoring  the  rights  of  his 
co-tenant,  there  was  such  a  conversion  as  would 
warrant  an  action  of  trover.  Dyckman  v.  Vallente, 
4SN.Y.560. 

If  one  tenant  sells  the  whole  property  for  his 
exclusive  benefit  the  action  will  lie.  Le  Barron  v. 
Baboock,9L.R.A.625,122N.Y.153.  See  also  Tyler 
t.  Taylor,  8  Barb.  687;  Small  v.  Bobinson,  9  Hun,  480. 

Where  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  upon  a 
joint  venture  for  the  curing  and  sale  of  skins,  a 
■ale  by  one  of  the  parties  is  not  In  itself  a  conver- 
sion; but  if  he  denies  his  oo- tenant's  interest  in  the 
skins  and  refuses  to  account  for  the  proceeds,  but 
appropriates  them  to  his  own  use,  there  will  be  a 
conversion  for  which  trover  win  lie.  Green  v. 
Bdiok,86Barb.fio7. 

The  nd»  In  Vermont. 

In  Vermont  there  have  been  a  number  of  decis- 
ions, and  from  the  earlier  ones  it  would  be  very 
difficult  to  tell  just  what  rule  upon  the  subject  the 
court  would  ultimately  adopt.  Thus  in  Vlckery  v. 
Taft,  1  J).  Chip.  241,  the  judge  states  a  case  of  prop- 
erty kept  by  tenants  in  common  for  profit  or  use 
only  in  which  he  says  the  sale  of  the  property  by 
one  of  the  tenants  in  common  might  be  treated  by 
the  others  as  a  tort  He  distinguishes  the  case  in 
band  from  the  one  cited,  however,  by  showing  that, 
it  being  one  where  logs  were  left  to  be  sawed  into 
lumber  upon  shares  and  the  one  doing  the  work 
sold  all  the  lumber  when  finished,  the  parties  could 
not  be  considered  joint  owners,  but,  the  lumber  be- 
ing capable  of  a  fair  division  the  defendant  should 
have  selected  his  share  and  sold  that  only,  and  by 
attempting  to  sell  the  share  of  the  other  rendered 
bhnself  liable  for  the  tort:  and  in  Tubbs  v.  Biohard- 
son,  6  Vt.  448,  in  which  one  of  the  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  sixty-eight  pounds  of  wool  sold  twenty- 
eight  pounds  and  carried  the  balance  to  his  own 
bouse,  refusing  to  deliver  any  to  his  co-tenant,  the 
court  says  that  if  this  was  a  case  of  a  sale  of  the 
whole  of  an  Indivisible  piece  of  property  they 
should  probably  yield  to  the  late  authorities  on  the 
point,  whioh  held  that  for  such  sale  trover  would 
lie;  it  further  says  that  upon  principle  it  would 
seem  to  depend  upon  the  kind  of  property,  and  the 
use  the  party  intended  to  make  of  It,  whether  a 
sale  of  the  whole  would  be  lawful  or  not,  but  that 
in  the  case  before  them  there  was  a  sale  of  less 
than  half,  and  that  since  the  cases  went  upon  the 
ground  of  a  sale  of  the  whole  this  case  was  distin- 
guishable from  them,  and  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable. 

Again  in  Welch  v.  Clark,  12  Vt.  681,  the  court 
made  an  examination  of  the  authorities  upon  the 
subject,  although  it  was  not  necessary  in  the  case 
before  them,  it  being  one  for  trespass,  and  although 
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holding  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the- 
question,  the  Impression  is  that  there  is  a  disincli- 
nation to  follow  the  authorities  in  favor  of  the- 
maintenance  of  the  action. 

The  next  case  in  whioh  the  subject  appears  to. 
have  come  up  Is  Hurd  v.  Darling,  14  Vt-  281,  In, 
which  the  court  states  that  nothing  short  of  de- 
stroying plaintiff's  Interest  will  amount  to  a  con- 
version of  the  chattel  as  against  him,  and  states 
that  in  the  case  before  it  it  is  not  pretended  that 
such  was  done,  for  "he  did  not  even  sell  it,  which,, 
as  it  would  seem,  does  not  amount  to  a  conver- 
sion,"—citing  Tubbs  v.  Richardson,  supra.  In  this 
state  of  the  law  the  question  came  squarely  before- 
the  court  in  Sanborn  v.  Morrill,  15  Vt.  700,  and  the* 
court  decided  that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained and  this  has  been  sinoe  adhered  to.  Barton 
v.  Burton,  27  Vt.  83;  Lewis  v.  Clark,  60  Vt.  868. 

The  ruU  in  England. 

There  Is  a  dictum  in  Parton  v.  Williams,  8  Barn. 
ft  Aid.  886,  to  the  effect  that  if  one  tenant  in  com* 
mon  without  authority,  either  express  or  implied* 
sells  the  common  property,  he  would  be  a  wrong- 
doer and  the  act  would  be  a  conversion.  See  also 
Stancliffe  v.  Hardwiok,  2  Cromp.  M.  ft  R.  11. 

In  Farrar  v.  Beswlok,  1  Mees.  ft  W.  687,  Park,  B.% 
stated:  "I  have  always  understood  until  the  doubt 
was  raised  in  Parton  v.  Williams,  supra,  that  one 
joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel 
could  not  be  guilty  of  a  conversion  by  a  sale  of  the 
chattel  unless  it  was  sold  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
deprive  his  partner  of  his  interest  in  it.  A  sale  In 
market  overt  would  have  that  effect." 

One  of  two  tenants  in  common  of  a  chattel  is  not 
liable  in  trover  at  the  suit  of  his  co-tenant  for  the 
mere  sale  of  the  chattel,  though  he  may  be  for  such 
a  disposition  as  amounts  to  a  destruction  of  it» 
Mayhew  v.  Herrick,  7  C.  B.  229. 

The  secret  removal  of  entire  chattels  by  one  ten- 
ant In  common  without  the  consent  or  knowledge 
of  his  co-tenant  for  the  purpose  of  selling  them 
and  applying  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use  does  not 
amount  to  a  conversion,  even  although  the  removal 
has  created  a  lien  on  the  chattels  in  favor  of  a  third 
person.  Jones  v.  Brown,  88  Bng.  L.  ft  Eq.  804, 25  L. 
J.  Exoh.  345. 

In  BathweU  v.  Rathwell,  28  TJ.  C.  Q.  B.  179,  the 
court  makes  quite  a  full  Investigation  of  the  Eng- 
lish authorities  and  decides  that  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon of  chattels  may  maintain  trover  against  the 
other  for  the  sale  of  property  where  such  sale  is 
plainly  Intended,  not  for  the  objects  of  the  joint 
owners,  but  in  order  to  deprive  the  other  owner  of 
all  Interest  in  the  property  or  proceeds;  and  In 
Brady  v.  Arnold,  19  U.  C.  C.  P.  46,  a  later  case,  the 
court  sums  up  the  law  as  follows:  "That  if  the  sale 
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said  property  at  all.  (5)  The  jury  can  act  only 
on  the  evidence  in  ibis  case,  and  in  no  aspect 
can  the  jury  find  a  verdict  for  the  actual  value 
of  tbe  property.  (6)  There  has  been  no  unlaw- 
ful conversion  of  the  property  by  the  defendant 
under  the  evidence.  (7)  McDonough  having 
made  a  payment  of  $17  on  the  mortgage.  Bowl- 
ing was  an  equitable  tenant  in  common  with 
Waller  to  the  amount  of  the  excess  over  and 
above  the  mortgage  of  said  Waller  in  the  mill 
property  and  in  tbe  property  removed.  All  of 
the  above  instructions  were  refused,  and  the 
defendant  excepted. 

Fifth  exception :  The  court  charged  tbe  Jury 
that  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  defendant  took 
the  personal  property  sued  for  into  his  pos- 


session, the  plaintiff  being  present,  forbidding, 
and  carried  the  same  away,  exercising  a  do- 
minion over  the  same  in  denial  of  and  incon- 
sistent with  the  rights  of  tbe  plaintiff,  it  being 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  as  further  charged 
tbe  jury  wftl  answer  the  first  issue  "Yes,"  and 
this  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  there .  may 
have  been  the  equitable  tenancy  in  common 
contended  for  by  defendant;  to  which  charge 
the  defendant  excepted. 

There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  appealed. 

Messrs.Ovmhm.in  *  Winston  forappellant. 
Messrs.  I«.  C.  Edwards  and 
*  Devereux  for  appellee. 


is  in  market  overt  so  as  to  change  the  property,  or 
it  tbe  subject  of  the  Joint  ownership  is  sold  to  a 
number  of  purchasers  who  carry  away  the  articles, 
or  if  the  consequences  attending  the  sale  are  such 
as  to  put  It  out  of  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  take 
the  property  or  to  pursue  h«  remedy  against  the 
parties  who  have  gotten  possession  of  it,  trover 
will  lie. 

The  rule  as  generally  foUotoed  in  this  country. 

8o  far  as  the  authorities  have  oome  to  our  atten- 
tion the  exception  iu  favor  of  a  sale  has  been  fol- 
lowed or  recognized  without  material  qualification 
In  the  following  States: 

Alabama:  Perminter  v.  KeUy,  IB  Ala.  718;  Smyth 
v.  Tankereley,20  Ala.  210;  Cowies  v.  Garrett,  80  Ala. 
880;  Sullivan  v.  Lawler,  72  Ala.  76:  and  in  that  State 
the  action  may  be  maintained  although  the  sale  is 
of  an  interest  in  remainder.  Arthur  v.  Gayle,  88 
Ala.  366. 

Where  crops  produced  on  land  are  to  be  divided 
between  landlord  and  tenant  the  parties  are  ten- 
ants in  common  and  a  sale  of  the  entire  property 
by  one  is  a  conversion  for  which  tbe  other  may 
maintain  trover.    Neilson  v.  Blade,  49  Ala.  263. 

California:    Williams  v.  Chadbourne,  6  CaL  561. 

Georgia:  Hall  v.  Page,  4  Ga.  486;  Starnes  v.  Quin, 
«  Ga.  87. 

Indiana:  The  point  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
decided  in  this  State;  but  see  Collins  v.  Ayres,  67 
Ind.  239. 

Maine:  Daln  v.  Cowing,  22  Me.  849;  Wheeler  v. 
Wheeler,  88  Me.  849. 

Maryland:    Winner  v.  Pennlman,  85  Md.  165. 

Massachusetts:  Weld  v.  Oliver,  21  Pick.  662;  Bur- 
tank  v.  Crooker,  78  Mass.  166.  See  also  Goell  v. 
Morse,  126  Mass.  480. 

Minnesota:  Person  v.  Wilson,  25  Minn.  189;  Shep- 
ard  v.  Petttt,  80  Minn.  121. 

Nebraska:   Perry  v.  Granger,  21  Neb.  579. 

New  Hampshire:    White  v.  Brooks,  48  N.  H.  402. 

North  Carolina:  If  one  co-tenant  takes  the  com- 
mon property  out  of  the  State  to  parts  unknown 
and  sells  it,  the  co-tenant  may  treat  it  as  a  destruc- 
tion of  the  property;  but  a  sale  within  the  State  is 
not  sufficient.    Pitt  v.  Petway,  12  Ired.  L.  78. 

Oregon:   Yamhill  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newby,  1  Or.  178. 

Pennsylvania:  If  one  tenant  in  common  of  a 
chattel  sells  it  it  is  an  ouster  and  conversion  and 
his  co-tenant  may  hold  the  wrong-doer  responsible 
in  damages  to  the  full  extent  of  the  value  of  his 
Interest  in  the  chattel  of  which  he  has  been  de- 
prived.   Coursin's  App.  79  Pa.  229. 

Trover  cannot  be  sustained  against  tbe  vendor 
for  the  mere  sale  of  a  chattel  in  which  he  was  a 
joint  owner,  for  such  a  sale  passes  to  the  vendee 
the  individual  interest  only  of  the  vendor.  This 
rule,  however,  should  be  restricted  to  cases  in 
which  the  property  remains  tn  specie.  Given  v. 
Kelly,  85  Pa.  809. 
12L.R.A. 


Tennessee:  Cowan  v.  Buyers,  1  Cooke,  89;  Bains 
v.  McNairy,  4  Humph.  850;  Cunningham  v.  Wood, 
Id.  417. 

Wisconsin:   Warren  v.  AUer,  1  Pinn.  488. 

The  only  cases  In  this  country,  outside  of  Ver- 
mont, which  have  utterly  refused  to  reoognlae  this 
exception  so  far  as  we  have  seen,  are  Oviatt  v.  Sago, 
7  Conn.  99,  and  Bell  v.  Layman,  1 T.  B.  Mon.  40. 

If  a  co-tenant  sells  the  whole  of  the  common 
property  to  a  third  person  trover  cannot  be 
maintained  against  the  latter  so  long  as  he  retains 
possession  of  it,  since  he  merely  becomes  by  his 
purchase  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  original 
tenant    Pain  v.  Cowing,  22  Me.  349. 

Tenant  in  common  cannot  maintain  action 
against  purchaser  of  common  property  from  his 
co-tenant  In  the  absence  of  any  conversion  of  tbe 
property  or  proof  of  its  destruction.  Scudder  v. 
Calais  Steamboat  Co.  1  Cliff.  888. 

Misuse  of  property.  ~~* 

Where  one  misuses  the  joint  property  by  appro- 
priating It  to  uses  for  which  It  was  not  designed, 
and  refuses  to  apply  it  to  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  held  by  both,  the  action  may  be  maintained, 
Agnew  v.  Johnson,  17  Pa.  378. 

If  one  of  the  joint  owners  delivers  the  property 
wrongfully  to  a  stranger  for  purposes  inconsistent 
with  the  uses  for  which  it  was  designed,  and  such 
stranger  denies  the  title  of  the  other  and  claims 
exclusive  possession  and  ownership,  trover  may  be 
maintained.   Ibid. 

Permanently  changing  form  of  property 

Where  one  tenant  In  common  of  shot  iron  took 
possession  of  It  and  mixed  It  with  other  Iron  and 
manufactured  the  whole  into  various  kinds  of 
ware,  which  he  sold  and  disposed  of,  there  has  been 
such  a  conversion  of  tbe  property  as  will  warrant 
trover.    Redington  v.  Chase,  44  N.  H.  86. 

So  of  incorporating  common  materials  into 
bridge.   Yamhill  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newby,  1  Or.  174. 

General  rules  as  to  when  action  is  maintatnabU, 

The  cases  in  which  trover  will  lie  against  a  ten- 
ant in  common  are  reducible  to  this.  They  are 
cases  in  which  something  has  been  done  which  has 
destroyed  the  common  property,  or  where  there 
has  been  a  direct  and  positive  exclusion  of  the  co- 
tenant  in  common  from  the  common  property. 
Jacobs  v.  Seward,  L.R.5H.L  474. 

The  action  will  not  lie  unless  the  property  has 
been  actually  converted  or  destroyed.  Strong  v. 
Colter,  18  Minn.  84. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  action  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  common  property  has  been  destroyed,  sold 
or  otherwise  disposed  of.  Williams  v.  Nolen,  84 
Ala.  168;  Farr  v.  Smith,  9  Wend.  840;  Mumf ord  v. 
McKay,  8  Wend.  444. 
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*  Avery,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  rule  laid  down  by  this  court  in  Emery 
t.  Raleigh  db  G.  R.  Co.  102  N.  C.  309,  has 
been  repeatedly  approved  since.  Lineberger  v. 
7W«*tf,  104  N.  C.  510;  Brown  v.  Jflfetefi,  102 
N.  O.  867;  McAdoo  v.  Richmond  <&>  D.  R.  (Jo. 
106  N.  C.  161. 

The  defendant,  in  order  to  sustain  his  assign- 
ment of  error,  must  show  that  the  court  has 
erred  in  refusing  or  failing  at  his  request  to 
present  to  the  jury,  through  the  medium  of 
some  issue  submitted,  a  pertinent  view  of  the 
law  applicable  to  the  testimony,  whereby  the 
jury  may  have  been  misled.  Bonds  v.  Smith, 
106  N.C.  564. 

A  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel  cannot 
maintain  an  action  of,  or  in  the  nature  of,  tro- 
ver against  his  co-tenant  upon  the  ground 
merely  that  his  demand  for  possession  of  the 
common  property  has  been  refused  by  the  lat- 
ter, unless  he  can  show  that  the  co-tenant  had 
subsequently  consumed  it  or  placed  it  beyond 
recovery  by  means  of  legal  process.  Newby  v. 
JBarreU,  99  N.  O.  149;  Pitt  v.  Petway,  1  aired. 
L.  69;  Lucas  v.  Eardin,  8  Dev.  L.  898;  Cooley, 
Torts,  p.  455;  Ripley  v.  Dams.  15  Mich.  75. 
But  where  the  tenant  in  possession  of  personal 
chattels  withholds  the  common  property  from 
hm  co-tenant,  or  wrests  it  from  him,  and  exer- 
cises a  dominion  over  it  either  in  direct  denial 
of  or  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  latter, 
an  action  will  lie  for  conversion.  Shearin  v. 
Rigysbee,  97  N.  C.  221;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  642; 
Trustees  of  the  University  of  N.  O.  v.  State 
Hat.  Bank,  96  N.  0.  284;  Cooley,  Torts,  supra; 
3  Greenl.  Ev.  §  686,  note  a;  Grots  v.  Wise,  89 
Mich.  161. 

There  is  some  conflict  among  the  authorities, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  draw  or  trace  the  shadowy 
line  that  marks  the  limit  to  which  a  tenant  in 
common  may  go  in  the  exercise  of  control  over 
the  common  property  without  subjecting  him- 
self to  liability  for  conversion.  But  Schouler, 
in  his  work  on  Personal  Property  (vol.  1,  p. 
200),  after  taking  the  extreme  ground  that  at 
common  law  nothing  short  of  the  destruction 
of  a  chattel  or  the  conversion  of  the  whole  to 
his  own  use,  or  something  equivalent,  will 
render  the  owner  in  possession  liable  to  his  co- 
owners,  says  that  mere  dispossession  of  a  co- 
tenant  might,  'if  accompanied  with  other  acts 
showing  a  hostile  intent/'  amount  to  a  conver- 
sion. It  would  seem  that  the  violent  wrench- 
ing of  the  machinery  from  the  mill,  when  the 
plaintiff  was  present,  forbidding,  was  the 
strongest  evidence  of  such  intent.  In  the  case 
of  Strickland  y.  Parker,  54  Me.  268,  the  facts 
were  that  the  purchaser  at  execution  sale  of  an 
undivided  interest  in  a  tract  of  land  removed 
the  superstructure  of  a  marine  railway  located 
on  the  land,  consisting  of  iron  and  wooden 
rails  and  sleepers,  etc.,  and  placed  it  upon  an- 
other tract  of  land.  The  court  held  that  the 
property  removed  constituted  a  part  of  the 
lana,  and  passed  with  it;  but  that  the  co-ten- 
ant of  the  purchaser  might  maintain  trover 
against  him  for  removing  it.  The  Supreme 
-Court  of  Michigan,  in  the  case  of  Grove  v.  Wise, 
supra,  held  that  even  before  condition  broken 
any  person  wrongfully  interfering  with  a 
mortgagee's  possession  of  a  chattel  under  his 
mortgage  deed  would  subject  himself  to  11a- 
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biiity  to  damage  in  an  action  for  trover 
brought  against  him  by  such  mortgagee.  The 
facts  in  that  case  were  that  an  undivided  half 
interest  in  a  stenm-cngine,  boiler,  and  some 
planing  mill  machinery  had  been  mortgaged 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant,  Wise,  hav- 
ing previously  owned  the  other  half  interest, 
had  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage 
bought,  at  bankrupt  sale,  the  land  on  which 
the  building  containing  the  engine,  boiler  and 
machinery  stood.    The  case  is  cited  with  ap- 

Eroval  both  by  Cooley  and  in  the  notes  to  Green- 
>af's  Evidence.  It  seems  to  be  settled  that 
where  personal  property,  after  being  subjected 
to  the  lien  of  a  mortgage,  is  attached  to  mort- 
gaged land,  it  will  be  held  to  ha  ve  passed  to  the 
mortgagee  in  the  chattel  mortgage  as  against 
the  assignee  or  holder  of  the  real-estate  mort- 
gage, who  had  notice  of  the  first  mortgage 
when  it  was  attached.  Herm.  Chat  Mortg. 
g  188;  Sheldon  v.  Edwards,  85  N.  Y.  279; 
Smith  v.  Benson,  1  Hill,  176.  Where  a  steam- 
mill  was  mortgaged,  not  including  the  land  on 
which  it  stood,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Iowa  that  subsequent  purchasers  of 
the  mill  and  premises  on  which  it  stood,  who 
had  notice  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  took  title 
to  the  mill  subject  to  it  Qreither  v.  A  lexander, 
15  Iowa,  470;  Herm.  Chat.  Mortg.  §  188.  The 
general  principle  that  exclusive  possession  of 
personal  property  by  one  tenant  in  common, 
and  denial  of  the  rights  [of  his  co-tenant,  is  a 
conversion  for  which  trover  will  lie,  is  sup- 
ported by  numerous  adjudications  in  the  courts 
of  other  States.  Piquet  v.  Allison,  12  Mich. 
828;  Weld  v.  Oliver,  21  Pick.  568;  Winner  v. 
Penniman,  85  Md.  168;  Person  v.  Wilson,  25 
Minn.  189. 

In  Stephens  v.  Koones,  108  N.  C.  266,  the 
defendant  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  a  judgment 
for  the  possession  of  a  steam-engine,  boiler, 
saw-mill,  grist-mill,  etc.,  removed  from  his 
land,  and  the  costs  of  the  action.  The  court 
held  that  the  defendant  was  not  only  liable  for 
costs,  notwithstanding  such  offer,  but  for  the 
full  value  of  the  property  converted,  and  in- 
terest allowed  by  the  jury,  and  could  not  be 
compelled  to  take  the  property  back.  The 
general  rule  is  that  where  one  of  the  owners  of 
an  undivided  interest  in  a  chattel  exercises  such 
dominion  over  the  common  property  as  is  in- 
consistent with  the  rights  of  his  co-owner,  the 
latter  may  bring  claim  and  delivery,  if  the 
property  can  be  found,  and  recover  the  spe- 
cific property  with  damage  for  deterioration  as 
well  as  detention,  or  he  may  elect  to  sue  for 
damages  for  the  wrongful  conversion,  and  re- 
cover the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  and  costs.  Stephens  v.  Koonce, 
supra;  Ripley  v.  Davis,  15  Mich.  75;  HaU  v. 
Younts,  87  N.  C.  285. 

After  suit  has  been  brought  for  the  conver- 
sion, the  owner  cannot  be  compelled  to  take 
the  property  back,  but  when  he  does  allow  it 
to  be  returned  in  a  damaged  condition  its  di- 
minished value  can  be  considered  in  mitigation 
of  damages.    8  Sutherland,  Dam.  580. 

The  rule  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  would 
be  different  where  fixtures,  such  as  gas-piping, 
are  torn  from  a  building,  and  the  building  Is 
thereby  rendered  unfit  for  occupation  and  use. 
There  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  cost  of 
restoring  the  building  to  its  original  state  and 


269 


Penssylvahia  Sufbbmb  Coubt. 


Jan., 


the  loss  in  its  rental  value  while  it  was  unin- 
habitable.    Willis  v.  Branch,  94  N.  C.  142. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should 
make  a  formal  demand  for  possession  of  the 
property  before  bringing  the  action,  if,  as  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  testified,  he  was  pres- 
ent, forbidding,  when  it  was  removed  from  the 
land.  The  law  did  not  require  him  to  act  on 
the  assumption  that  one  who  took  it  away  in 
the  face  of  his  protest  would  return  it  at  his 


request,  or  to  accept  It  In  fall  satisfaction  of 
his  damages  if  there  was  a  voluntary  offer  to 
return  it.  The  exceptions  insisted  on  in  this, 
court  were  the  first  sour,  and  fifth.  For  the 
reasons  given,  we  do  not  think  that  the  Judge- 
erred  in  refusing  the  instruction  asked  or  sub- 
stituting that  given,  or  in  the  rulings  excepted 
to. 
There  is  no  error. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Henry  C.  BUNTING 

e. 
Robert  HOGSETT. 

<....Pa.....) 

1.  The  question  of  proximate  ensue  is 

ordinarily  for  the  Jury,  but  tt  Is  for  the  oourt 
where  the  facts  are  not  in  dispute. 
ft.  Negligence  of  tin  _ 
donkey  •engine  operated  on  a  otaralartraakv 
used  in  connection  with  a  furnace  and  twice 
crowing'  a  railroad  track,  which  caused  a  collis- 
ion with  a  railroad  train  at  one  of  the  crossings, 
is  the  proximate  cause  of  injuries  to  a  passenger 
on  the  train  received  in  a  collision  at  the  second 
crossing,  where  the  rear  ooaoh  of  the  train  was  de- 
railed in  the  first  collision  and  the  train  came  to  a 
full  stop  on  the  second  crossing  and  was  there 
struck  by  the  donkey-engine,  from  which,  after 
reversing  it  and  shutting  off  the  steam,  the  engi- 
neer and  fireman  had  jumped  before  the  first  ool- 
lision.but  which  started  again  at  onoe,  the  throttle 
being  reopened  by  the  Jar  of  the  collision  or  oth- 
erwise and  ran  into  the  train  on  the  second  cross- 
ing. 

8.  The  negligence  of  a  common  carrier 
cannot  be  imputed  to  a  passenger  so  as  to  de- 
feat his  right  to  roco  ver  against  a  third  person  for 
negligence. 

4.  An  inetrvetlontli»ttlie]^  is  proof  that 
plaintiff  was  suffering  from  Bright'* 
disease  and  that  it  was  a  dangerous  disease  and 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining 
his  expectation  of  life  and  loss  of  earning  power, 
in  a  suit  for  personal  injuries,  is  proper  where 
there  is  testimony  of  medical  experts  that  he  is 
suffering  from  that  disease  with  little  If  any  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary. 

(January  5, 1801.) 

CROSS  APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  1,  of  Alle- 
gheny County  rendered  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  defend- 
ant's servants,  defendant  assigning  as  error 
rulings  which  permitted  a  recovery,  and  plain- 
tiff assigning  as  error  rulings  which  permitted 
the  consideration  of  evidence  in  reduction  of 
the  amount  of  damages  allowed.  Affirmed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 


Nora.— The  doctrine  of  Imputed  negligence  dis- 
cussed in  notes  to  Casey  v.  Smith  (Mass.)  9  L.  R.  A. 
869;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson  (HI.)  4  L.  R.  A 
126,  and  cases  referred  to. 

As  to  proximate  cause  of  Injury,  see  note  to  Smith- 
wick  v.  Hall  (Conn.)  pott, . 
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Messrs.  Edward  Campbell  and  \ 
Patterson,  for  plaintiff: 

A  defendant  is  responsible  for  the  results 
which  actually  follow  his  negligent  act.  He 
is  not  to  he  relieved  because  the  coneequenoea 
of  his  negligence  assume  a  novel  or  peculiar 
aspect 

M itoaukee  A  St.  P.  R  Co.  v.  ff%,WU. 
8.  460, 24  L  ed.  356;  (HI  Oity  Gas  Co.  v.  Rob- 
inson. 99  Pa.  6;  West  Mahanoy  Twp.  v.  Wat- 
eon.  8  Cent  Rep.  548, 116  Fa.  844. 

The  rule  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  115,. 
is  no  longer  the  rule  in  Pennsylvania. 

Dean  v.  Pennsyhania  R  Go.  6  L.  R.  A.  148,. 
129  Pa.  514. 

Messrs.  A.  D.  Boyd  andltsuear  *  Onv 
for  defendant: 

If  the  collision  at  the  second  crossing  would 
not  have  happened  if  defendant's  engineer 
had  remained  on  the  locomotive  or  donkey  on 
which  he  was  employed,  instead  of  jumping  off 
at  the  time  he  did,  still  defendant  would  not  be 
answerable  for  the  accident  if  the  circumstan- 
ces were  such  as  to  produce  a  reasonable  appre- 
hension in  the  mind  of  the  engineer  that  it  was 
necessary  to  Jump  off  the  locomotive  in  order 
to  prevent  great  bodily  harm  or  loss  of  life  to 
himself. 

4  Bl.  Com.  p.  146;  Logns  t.  Com.  88  Pa.  265;. 
Murray  v.  Oom.  79  Pa.  818. 

The  defendant  is  not  liable  for  injuries  result- 
ing from  the  collision  at  the  second  crossing  if 
the  second  collision  could  not  have  been  fore- 
seen by  the  engineer  as  the  natural  and  prob- 
able consequence  of  his  conduct. 

The  injury  must  be  the  natural  and  prob- 
able consequence  of  the  negligence— such  a  con- 
sequence as  might  and  ought  to  have  been  fore- 
seen by  the  wrong-doer  as  likely  to  flow  from 
his  act 

Pennsylvania  R  Co.  v.  Kerr,  62  Pa.  858; 
Pennsylvania  R  Co.  v.  Hope,  80  Pa.  878;  Hoop 
y.  Lake  Shore  AM.  8.  B.  Co.  85  Pa.  298;  Eag- 
erly v.  State  Line  A  8.  R  Co.  185  Pa.  50;  Fair- 
banks v.  Kerr,  70  Pa.  86;  Allegheny  v.  Zim- 
merman, 95  Pa.  287;  Morrison  v.  Davie,  20  Pa. 
174;  MeOrete  v.  Stone,  58  Pa.  486;  Pittsburgh 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  104  Pa.  816;TVetr 
Mahanoy  Turn.  v.  Watson,  8  Cent.  Rep.  248,  llfr 
Pa.  574,  8  Cent.  Rep.  548,  116  Pa.  844;  South 
Side  Pass.  R  Co.  v.  Trich.  10  Cent  Rep.  867, 
117  Pa.  890. 

If  the  trainmen  were  guilty  of  such  negli- 
gence which  directly  contributed  to  the  acci- 
dent resulting  in  plaintiffs'  injuries,  and  defend* 
ant's  employes  were  also  guilty  of  negligence- 
which  also  contributed  to  the  accident,  then* 


.     See  also  14  L.  R.  A.  281. 
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there  waa  such  a  case  of  mutual  or  concurrent 
negligence  as  exempts  the  defendant  from  lia- 
bility to  the  plaintiffs. 

Lockhart  v.  Lichtenthaler,  46  Pa.  151;  Lack- 
awanna db  B.  R.  Co.  v.  CJumewith,  52  Pa.  887; 
North  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  57  Pa. 
192;  Mann  v.  Weiand,  81*  Pa.  256;  Philadel* 
phia  4  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Boyer,  97  Pa.  100;  Carlisle 
y.  Brisbane,  4  Cent.  Rep.  508,  118  Pa.  544. 

Clark,  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

HogsetCs  Appeal. 

The  defendant,  Robert  Hogsett,  is  the  owner 
of  the  Lemont  furnace,  on  the  line  of  the  South- 
West  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  and  the  plaintiff, 
who,  on  the  18th  of  October,  1888,  was  a  pas- 
senger upon  one  of  the  railroad  trains,  brings 
this  suit  to  recover  damages  for  a  personal  in- 
jury, received  through  the  alleged  negligence 
of  the  defendant's  employes.  It  appears  that 
a  railroad  track  was  used  in  connection  with 
the  furnace,  and  that  what  is  called  a  "donkey- 
engine"  was  operated  thereon,  in  furnishing 
supplies  of  stock,  ore  and  coke  to  the  furnace. 
The  furnace  track,  in  running  out  from  the 
furnace  to  the  coke  ovens,  forms,  as  it  were, 
the  arc  of  a  circle,  and  the  railroad  track,  cross- 
ing the  furnace  track  twice,  subtends  the  arc 
-as  a  chord.  The  collision  which  occurred  at 
the  first  crossing  was  caused  by  the  culpable 
negligence  of  the  defendant's  engineer.  This 
fact  fe  conclusively  established  by  the  verdict 
of  the  Jury,  and,  in  the  determination  of  the 
questions  of  law  raised  upon  the  assignments 
of  error,  this  fact  must  necessarily  be  assumed. 
It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  refer  to  the  ev- 
idence hearing  upon  the  question.  The  appel- 
lant's contention  is,  however,  that,  as  the  plain- 
tiff's injuries  were  not  received  in  that  collision, 
but  in  the  collision  which  subsequently  oc- 
curred at  the  other  extremity  of  the  chord,  the 
negligence  of  the  engineer,  under  the  circum- 
stances, cannot  be  regarded  as  the  proximate, 
-but  as  the  remote,  cause  of  the  injury.  Ordina- 
rily, the  question  of  proximate  cause  is  for  the 
jury,  but,  where  the  facts  are  not  in  dispule,  the 
determination  of  that  question  is  for  the  court. 
West  Mahanoy  Tap.  v.  Watson,  112  Pa.  574, 
8  Cent.  Rep.  248, 116  Pa.  844,  8  Cent.  Rep.  548. 

Some  reference  to  the  undisputed  facts, 
therefore,  is  necessary  to  the  complete  under- 
standing of  the  question  thus  raised. 

It  is  conceded  that  in  the  first  collision,  al- 
though no  one  was  injured,  the  rear  truck  of  the 
rear  coach  of  the  passenger  train  was  derailed. 
The  brakeman  pulled  the  automatic  cord  which 
operates  the  airbrakes.  The  engineer  put  on 
the  air  from  the  engine,  and,  the  truck  having 
regained  the  track,  the  train,  which  consisted 
of  three  cars,  came  to  a  full  stop,  with  the 
middle  car  standing  upon  the  second  crossing. 
The  engineer  of  the  donkey  says  that,  about 
the  time  of,  or  immediately  before,  the  collis- 
ion, he  reversed  his  engine,  shut  off  the  steam, 
and,  fearing  that  they  would  be  crushed,  both 
the  engineer  and  the  fireman  jumped  from  it 
to  the  ground.  By  some  means,  however,  pre- 
sumably by  the  jar  of  the  collision,  the  throttle 
was  reopened,  and  the  donkey  at  once  started 
with  some  speed  around  the  arc  to  the  second 
crossing,  where  it  came  in  collision  with  the 
teii  R.A. 


middle  coach,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  rid- 
ing. The  injuries  complained  of  were  received 
in  this  second  collision.  The  appellant's  con 
tention  is  that  the  throttle  having  been  closed 
before  Lehan.  the  engineer,  left  the  donkey, 
the  second  collision,  under  all  circumstances, 
could  not  have  been  foreseen  by  him,  as 
the  natural  and  probable  consequences  of  his 
conduct,  and  that,  being  in  fear  of  his  life,  he 
had  a  right  to  quit  the  engine  for  a  place  of 
safety.  It  may  be,  perhaps,  that  the  engineer 
and  fireman,  being  under  actual  apprehension 
of  great  bodily  harm,  were,  in  any  criminal 
aspect  of  the  case,  justified  in  leaping  from  the 
engine  to  save  themselves,  even  if,  in  so  doing, 
they  should  put  in  jeopardy  the  lives  of  others. 
But,  assuming  this  to  be  so,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that  it  was  their  own  negligence  which 
put  them  in  fear  of  their  lives,  and  constrained 
them  to  leap  from  the  engine,  and  submit  it, 
without  control,  to  the  consequences  of  the  col- 
lision. They  will  be  justified,  perhaps,  as  we 
have  said,  in  saving  themselves,  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  either  they,  or  their  employer, 
would  not  be  held  for  the  negligent  act  which 
not  only  put  them  in  peril,  but  resulted  in  per- 
sonal injury  to  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  true,  as  the  appellant  contends,  that  the 
injury  must  be  the  natural  and  proximate  con- 
sequence of  the  negligence,— a  consequence 
likely  to  flow  from  the  negligent  act.  The 
engineer  would  be  held  to  have  foreseen  what- 
ever consequences  might  ensue  from  bis  negli- 
Smoe,  without  the  intervention  of  some  other 
dependent  agency,  and  both  his  employer 
and  himself  would  be  held  for  what  might,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  occur  in  consequence  of 
that  negligence,  although,  in  advance,  the  ac- 
tual result  might  have  seemed  improbable.  Oil 
Oily  Gas  Co.  v.  Robinson,  99  Pa.  6.  We  do 
not  know  that  the  throttle  waa  opened  by  the 
jar  of  the  collision,  only  from  the  fact  that  it 
was  liable  to  be  so,  and  the  engineer  will  be 
presumed  to  have  foreseen  what  was  liable  to 
occur.  The  inquiry  must  always  be  whether 
there  was  any  intermediate  cause  disconnected 
from  the  primary  fault,  and  self-operating, 
which  produced  the  injury.  Milwaukee  4b  est. 
P.  R.  Co.  v.  KeUoag,  94  U.  8. 469,  24  L.  ed.  258. 
But  no  intermediate  cause,  disconnected  with 
the  primary  fault,  and  self -operating,  existed 
in  this  case  to  affect  the  question  of  the  defend- 
ant's liability;  it  was  the  engineer's  negligence 
that  caused  the  first  collision,  and  what  oc- 
curred in  consequence  of  this  collision  was  not 
broken  by  the  intervention  of  any  independent 
agent,  whatever.  The  first  collision  derailed 
the  truck,  and  at  the  same  instant  opened  the 
throttle,  and  turned  loose  the  destructive 
agency  which  inflicted  the  injuries  complained 
of.  The  negligence  of  the  defendant's  engineer 
was  the  natural,  primary  and  proximate  cause 
of  the  entire  occurrence. 

The  appellant's  further  contention,  however, 
is  that,  as  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  the 
South- West  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  it  was  a 
proper  and  legal  defense  for  him  to  show  that 
the  negligence  of  the  railroad  company  con- 
tributed to  the  injury;  that  in  such  case  the 
negligence  of  the  company,  which  was  a  com* 
mon  carrier,  must  be  imputed  to  the  plaintiff 
as  a  passenger  in  the  carrier  vehicle.  LockJiart 
v.  Lichten  thaler,  4&  Pa.  151,  and  Philadelphia 
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d  B.  R  Co.  v.  Boyer,  97  Pa.  91,  are  cited  in 
support  of  this  doctrine.  In  Lockftart  v.  Lieh- 
tenthaler,  it  was  held  that  where  a  passenger 
in  a  carrier  vehicle  is  injured  by  a  collision, 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of  those  in 
charge  of  it,  and  those  in  charge  of  another 
vehicle,  the  carrier  only  is  answerable  for  the 
injury;  and  this  case  was  followed  by  Phila- 
delphia db  B.  R  Co.  v.  Boyer,  where  the  same 
rule  was  applied.  The  decision  in  Lockhart  v. 
Lichtenthaler,  as  we  said  in  Dean  v.  Pennsylea- 
nia  R  Co  129  Pa.  520,  6  L.  R.  A.  148,  was 
made  by  adopting  the  conclusion  of  the  Eng- 
lish courts  in  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction R  Co., 
8  Mees.  &  W.  247  (1888),  in  the  exchequer; 
TtioroaoodY.  Bryan  fi  C.  B.  115,  and  Cattlin  v. 
Hills,  Id.  128  (1849),  in  the  common  bench. 
These  cases  were  followed  in  the  exchequer  in 
Armstrong  v.  LancasJiire  dh  T.  R  Co. ,  44  L.  J. 
Excb.  89  (1875),  L.  R.  10  Exch.  47.  But 
Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  supra,  which  is  the  lead- 
ing case,  has  recently  been  overruled  in  the 
English  court  of  appeal  (The  Bernina 
[MtUs  v.  Armstrong],!*.  R.  12  Piob.  Div.  58); 
and  the  doctrine,  although  formerly  ac- 
cepted in  many  of  the  States,  is  now  generally 
disapproved.  The  authorities  in  England,  and 
the  great  current  of  authorities  in  this  country, 
are  against  it.  The  cases  are  collected  in  Dean 
v.  Pennsylvania  R  Co.,  supra.  They  are  nu- 
merous, and  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them 
here.  What  was  there  said  was  given  as  an  in- 
dividual opinion  merely,  and  was,  to  some  ex- 
tent, perhaps,  obiter  dictum;  but  we  are  now 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  views  there 
expressed,  somewhat  in  advance,  contain  a 
proper  exposition  of  the  law.  .The  identifica- 
tion of  the  passenger  with  the  negligent  driver, 
or  the  owner,  or  with  the  carrier,  as  the  case 
may  be,  without  bis  co-operation  or  encourage- 
ment, is  a  gratuitous  assumption.  As  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Field  said,  in  Little  v.  Haekett,  116  U.  8. 
366, 29  L.  ed.  652:  "  There  is  no  such  iden- 
tity. The  parties  are  not  in  the  same  position. 
The  owner  of  a  public  conveyance  is  a  carrier, 
and  the  driver,  or  the  person  managing  it,  is  his 
servant.  Neither  of  them  is  the  servant  of  the 
passenger,  and  his  asserted  identity  with  them 
is  contradicted  by  the  daily  experience  of  the 
world . "  The  rationale  of  the  rule  of  Thorogood 
v.  Bryan  is  expressly  disavowed  in  our  own 
case  of  Lockhart  v.  Lic/itenthaler,  and  it  is  now 
rejected  as  untenable,  and  wholly  indefensible. 
Nor  is  there  any  rule  or  principle  of  public 
policy  which  will  support  such  a  doctrine.    If 


a  person  is  injured  by  the  concurrent  and  con- 
tributory negligence  of  two  persons,  one  of 
them  being  at  the  time  the  common  carrier  of 
his  person,  there  is  no  reason  founded  in  pub- 
lic policy,  or  otherwise,  which  should  release 
one  of  them,  and  hold  the  other.  It  is  true,  the 
carrier  may  be  subjected  to  a  higher  degree 
of  care  than  his  co-tortfeasor,  but  this  affords, 
no  reason  why  either  or  both  of  them  should 
not  be  held  to  that  degree  of  care,  respectively, 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  them,  and  to  be 
answerable  in  damages  accordingly.  The  gen- 
eral rule  undoubtedly  is,  if  a  person  suffers  in- 
jury from  the  joint  negligence  of  two  parties, 
and  both  are  negligent  in  a  manner  which 
contributes  to  the  injury,  they  are  liable 
jointly  and  severally,  and  it  would  seem  in 
principle  to  be  a  matter  of  no  consequence 
that  one  of  them  is  a  common  carrier.  Nei- 
ther the  comparative  degrees  of  care  required, 
nor  the  comparative  degrees  of  culpability  es- 
tablished, can  affect  the  liability  of  either. 
The  whole  subject  is  fully  discussed  in  Dean 
v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.,  and  we  do  not  desire 
to  repeat  what  was  there  said. 

We  think  the  law  was  correctly  stated  in 
the  charge,  and  in  the  answers  to  the  points 
submitted  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  tho 
judgment  is  affirmed. 

Bunting's  Appeal. 

There  was  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  plain- 
tiff, Henry  C.  Bunting,  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
was  suffering  from  what  is  known  as  "Blight's 
disease  of  the  kidneys."  Upon  a  chemical 
analysis,  albumen  was  found  in  his  urine.  He 
suffered  from  dizziness,  failure  of  sight  and 
double  vision.  He  was  feeble,  had  shortness  of 
breath  and  a  staggering  gait,and  exhibited  other 
symptoms  of  this  malady.  The  testimony  of 
some  of  the  medical  experts  was  that  they  be- 
lieved him  to  be  suffering  from  Bright'a  disease* 
and  there  was  little,  if  any,  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary. The  court  very  properly,  therefore,  in- 
structed the  jury  that  there  was  proof  of  thi»- 
fact  in  the  case;  that  it  was  a  dangerous  dis- 
ease; and  that  they  should  take  this  into  con- 
sideration in  determining  Mr.  Bunting's  ex- 
pectancy of  life  and  the  loss  of  his  earning 
power.  Nor  was  there  any  evidence  to  justify 
the  jury  in  finding  that  this  disease  was  caused 
by  the  personal  injuries  received  in  the  col- 
lision.    The  judgment  is  there/ore  affirmed. 
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(60  Conn.  448.) 

An  assignment  of  a  note  on  which  is  indorsed 
a  guaranty  not  referred  to  in  the  assignment,  but 


which  is  all  that  gives  the  note  any  value,  assigns 
the  guaranty  also. 

(September  IX,  1880.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Litchfield 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  upon 
the  guaranty  of  a  promissory  note.    Affirmed. 


Nora.-- Assignment  of  commercial  paper  transfers  I  anty  of  payment,  transfers  also  the  indorsed  eon- 
guaranty.  \  tract  of  guaranty.    Harbord  v.  Cooper,  48  Minn. 

An  assignment  of  negotiable  paper  by  indorsing  1 466,  citing  Stillman  v.  Northrop,  ]*  Gent.  Rep.  «U 
it  payable  to  the  order  of  another,  adding  a  guar-  •  100  N.  Y.  478;  Glaflin  v.  Ostrom,  54  N.  Y.  681;  Craig  v. 
12LRA. 
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The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Huntington  A  Warner,  for  ap- 
pellant : 

The  contract  of  guaranty  was  non-negoti- 
able, and  made  in  connection  with  a  non-nego- 
tiable note,  and  the  plaintiffs  could  acquire  no 
right 8  to  either  except  by  an  assignment. 

The  assignment  is  of  the  note.  This  is  not 
eoough  to  transfer  the  guaranty. 

Gen.  Stat.  §  981;  BisseU  v.  Qowdy,  81  Conn. 
47-50;  Wadhams  v.  Vanderworken,  1  Root, 
385,  386;  Lamourieuw  v.  Hewitt,  5  Wend.  807; 
Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes,  p.  819 ;  Beach  v. 
Fairbanks,  52  Conn.  167-174 

The  contract  of  guaranty  was  a  personal  con- 
tract and  made  with  8herman,  and  not  assigned 
by  him,  and  he  was  the  first  holder  for  value. 

Huntington  v.  Harvey,  4  Conn.  124-120: 
Bissdl  v.  Qowdy,  supra;  Tayloe  v.  Binney,  7 
Mass.  479;  True  v.  Fuller,  21  Pick.  140;  Bald- 
win v.  Dow,  180  Mass.  418-418;  Jones  y.  Bos- 
ton <t  M.  V.  B.  Oo.  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  698,  142 
Mass.  189,  140,  and  cases  cited ;  Turley  v. 
Bodge,  8  Humph.  78 ;  Smith  y.  Dickinson,  6 
Humph.  261 ;  Barlow  y.  Myers,  64  N.  Y.  41- 
45;  Springer  y.  Hutchinson,  19  Me.  859  ;  Mo- 
Doal  y.  feomans,  8  Watts,  861 ;  Story,  Prom. 
Notes,  §  484,  and  notes;  2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst 
g§  1774-1780. 

The  contract  of  guaranty  was  a  collateral 
undertaking  and  not  a  security. 

Anderson,  Law  Diet  title  Guaranty:  Dole 
y.  Young,  24  Pick.  250-252;  Parker  v.  Out- 
vertson,  1  Wall.  Jr.  160 ;  HiU  y.  Smith,  02  U. 
8.  21  How.  286, 16  L.  ed.  118. 

There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  the  rule 
relating  to  guarantors  of  negotiable  and  non- 
negotiable  notes. 

Backus  y.  Danforth,  10  Conn.  297-806 ;  1 
Swift  Dig.  S.  P.  485 ;  Pool  v.  Anderson,  1  L. 
R.  A.  712,  116  Ind.  88;  AJbsecom  Btdg.  db  Loan 
Soe.  y.  Leeds,  50  N.  J.  L.  899. 

Mr.  W.  Cothren  for  appellees. 

Tomtnee,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  facts  found  by  the  court  below,  so  far 
as  a  statement  of  them  is  necessary  for  the  de- 
cision of  the  case,  may  be  briefly  stated  as  fol- 
lows :  In  April,  1877,  one  Karrman  borrowed 
of  one  Sherman  $400,  and  at  the  same  time, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  loan,  made  and  de- 
livered to  Sherman  a  promissory  note,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy : 

••  Woodbury,  April  26,  1877. 
"  On  demand,  for  value  received.  I  promise 
to  pay  B.  A.  Sherman  (400  (four  hundred  dol- 
lars), with  interest  annually. 

"H.  8.Kar^man.', 

When  so  delivered  the  note  had  the  follow- 


ing indorsement  upon  it,  made  and  signed,  in 
consideration  of  the  loan,  by  the  defendant 
Strong: 

"I  hereby  warrant  the  within  note  good 
and  collectible  until  paid.     W.  W.  Strong." 

At  this  time  Karrman  had  but  little  property 
and  it  is  found  that  the  loan  was  made  and  the 
note  accepted  "upon  the  individual  financial  re- 
sponsibility of  the  defendant  Strong,  and  upon 
his  guaranty." 

Karrman  regularly  paid  the  annual  interest 
upon  the  note  to  Sherman  up  to  April,  1888. 
In  January,  1884,  Sherman  demanded  of  him 
payment  of  the  note,  which  being  refused,  he- 
brought  suit  against  him  in  February.  1884. 
While  that  suit  was  pending,  Sherman,  for  the 
sum  of  $800,  paid  to  him  by  Daniel  S.  Lem- 
mon,  the  plaintiffs'  intestate,  sold  and  assigned 
the  note  to  Lemmon  by  a  written  indorse- 
ment, directly  under  the  guaranty  and  signature* 
of  Strong,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

••February  12,  1884. 
"  For  value  received  I  hereby  sell  and  assign 
this  note  to  D.  S.  Lemmon. 

"B.  A.  Sherman." 

Thereupon  Sherman  withdrew  from  the  suit. 
Lemmon  was  by  order  of  court  substituted  aa 
plaintiff,  and  be  prosecuted  the  suit  to  final 
Judgment,  and  took  out  execution  against 
Karrman.  Only  a  small  sum,  however,  was 
realized  upon  the  execution,  and  the  present 
suit  is  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  balance  due  upon  the  note. 

In  the  court  below,  after  the  plaintiffs  had 
rested  their  case,  the  defendant  moved  for  a 
nonsuit,  "on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
failed  to  prove  that  the  contract  of  guaranty  of 
the  defendant  Strong,  upon  said  note,  had  been 
assigned  to  the  plaintiffs'  intestate." 

The  court  below,  upon  the  point  involved  in 
this  claim,  in  addition  to  the  facts  already 
stated,  finds  as  follows :  "  The  evidence  bear- 
ing upon  this  point  and  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was  the  written  assignment  that  ap- 
peared upon  the  note  itself  signed  by  the  said 
Sherman  as  aforesaid,  the  fact  that  the  said 
Lemmon  at  the  time  the  note  was  purchased  by 
him  made  an  examination  of  the  same,  and  the* 
fact  that  the  note  was  not  good  and  collectible 
as  against  Karrman,  while  the  defendant  Strong 
was  a  man  of  property  and  in  good  financial 
standing.  There  was  nothing  said  between  the 
said  Sherman  and  the  said  Lemmon,  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment  of  the  note  as  aforesaid, 
about  the  defendant  Strong." 

The  court  below  came  to  the  conclusion,  up- 
on the  facts  found,  that,  in  making  the  assign- 
ment to  Lemmon,  Sherman,  under  the  circum- 
stances, had   assigned  both  the  contract  of 


Partis,  40  N.  Y.  181 ;  MoLaren  v.  Watson.  26  Wend. 
435;  KetoheU  v.  Burns,  24  Wend.  466;  Waldron  v. 
Harring,28Mloh. 486;  Beed  v. Garvin,  12 Serg.&B. 
100. 

An  indorsement  on  the  back  of  a  note  of  the 
words,  **  I  guarantee  payment  of  such  note  when 
due.**  does  not  show  title  in  him,  even  if  the  words 
themselves  are  sufficient  to  transfer  title,  when  an 
identical  indorsement  by  him  to  another  person 
f ollows  It,  with  nothing  to  show  that  he  had  ac- 
quired title.    Brotherton  v.  Street,  Utl  Ind.  HO. 

12  l.  a  A. 


A  signature  at  the  foot  of  a  promissory  note,  fol- 
lowing those  of  the  makers,  must  be  intended  to  be 
a  signature  as  guarantor.  Parks  v.  Brinkerhoff,  9* 
Hill,  668;  Jones  v.  Dow,  167  Haas.  110. 

On  a  guaranty  of  bills  of  exchange  which  are 
protested  tor  nonpayment,  the  payee  who  haa 
trusted  to  the  guaranty  may  recover  of  the  guar- 
antor the  commissions,  disbursements  and  other 
charges.  Lannoso  v.  Barker,  16  IT.  6. 8  Wheat,  101, 
4L.ed.848.  See  note  to  Barnes  v.  Boardman  (Mass> 
3LB.A.  786. 
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Earrtnan  and  the  contract  of  the  defendant, 
and  thereupon  overruled  the  motion  for  a  non- 
suit, and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Whether  the  court  erred  in  its  conclusion  is 
•the  principal  question  in  the  case. 

The  defendant  argues  that  the  contract  of 
the  defendant  was  a  collateral  undertaking  and 
not  a  security:  that  it  was  made  with  Sherman 
•alone,  as  the  first  holder  of  the  note  for  value, 
was  not  negotiable,  and  was  attached  to  a  non- 
negotiable  note,  and  therefore  that  it  did  not 
pass  to  Lemmon  unless  it  was  specially  as- 
signed to  him  by  Sherman,  and  that  the  trans- 
action between  Sherman  and  Lemmon,  result- 
ing in  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Lemmon,  did 
not  amount  to  such  an  assignment  of  the  de- 
fendant's contract. 

If  we  assume,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument, 
that  the  guaranty  was  a  collateral  undertaking, 
made  with  Sherman  as  the  first  holder  for  val- 
ue, we  still  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
•recover  upon  the  facts  found. 

It  is  not  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the 
contract  of  guaranty  could  not  under  any  cir- 
cumstances be  either  legally  or  equitably  as- 
signed by  Sherman  to  Lemmon.  The  claim  is 
that,  as  matter  of  law  on  the  facts  found,  the 
guaranty  was  not  assigned  legally  or  equitably, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  what  took  place  between 
Sherman  and  Lemmon  relating  to  the  assign- 
ment of  the  note. 

The  consideration  of  this  claim  involves  two 
-qtiestioiis,namely:  Did  Sherman  and  Lemmon 
intend,  by  what  took  place  between  them  rela- 
tive to  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  note,  the 
-assignment  legally  and  equitably  of  the  guar- 
anty as  well  as  that  of  the  note?  and  Did  they 
■carry  that  intent  into  effect?  Let  us  consider 
these  questions  in  the  order  stated. 

At  the  time  of  the  transaction  in  question  the 
guaranty  was  practically  the  only  thing  that 
gave  the  note  any  value  in  Sherman's  hands. 
The  maker  was  insolvent  and  could  not  pay  it. 
The  defendant  was  abundantly  able  to  pay  it. 
These  facts  were  known  to  both  parties  at  the 
time,  and  in  view  of  this  knowledge  the  trans- 
action took  place.  Separated  from  the  guar- 
anty the  note  had  little  pecuniary  value,  and 
apart  from  the  ownership  of  the  note  the  guar- 
anty had  but  little  meaning  or  value.  They 
belonged  together,  on  the  same  paper,  and 
were  treated  by  all  concerned  as  forming  one 
instrument  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  due 
on  the  note.  The  parties  each  knew  that  if 
•Sherman  assigned  the  note  alone  it  would  be 
worthless  in  Lemuion's  hands,  and  that  the  re- 
tention  of  his  rights  under  the  guaranty  could 
in  that  event  do  Sherman  no  good.  Under 
these  circumstances  Lemmon  offers  to  purchase 
and  Sherman  agrees  to  sell  the  instrument  in 
Question  for  $300,  being  nearly  the  full  amount 
due  on  the  note.  The  money  is  paid,  the  in- 
dorsement is  made  and  the  instrument  is  de- 
livered to  Lemmon.  We  think  there  can  be 
no  doubt  about  Lemmon's  intention.  He  cer- 
tainly supposed  he  was  getting  all  the  rights 
which  Sherman  bad  under  both  contracts  or 
he  never  would  have  paid  bis  money.  And  as 
to  Sherman's  intention  there  can  be  just  as  lit- 
tle doubt.  He  was  acting  in  good  faith  as  the 
?ourt  finds.  He  roust  have  known  what  Lem- 
mon expected,  and,  if  he  did  not  intend  to  give 
him  the  benefit  of  the  guaranty,  should  have 
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made  such  intention  manifest.  If  Sherman  in- 
tended to  limit  the  operation  of  the  transaction 
to  the  assignment  of  the  note  proper,  he  could 
easily  have  done  so  by  appropriate  words.  The 
defendant  says  that  Sherman  in  his  assignment 
uses  the  words  "this  note,"  and  that  these 
words  "seem  to  restrict  the  transfer  to  the  note 
and  exclude  the  guaranty."  Read  in  the  light 
of  all  the  surrounding  circumstances  this  is  not 
of  much  significance.  These  parties  undoubt- 
edly regarded  the  paper  containing  both  con- 
tracts as  one  instrument,  and  probably  used  the 
word  "note"  as  descriptive  of  the  paper  and 
all  that  was  written  upon  it  To  suppose  that 
under  the  circumstances  they  intended  the  ef- 
fect which  the  defendant  claims  resulted  from 
this  transaction,  is  to  suppose  that  Sherman 
was  a  knave  and  Lemmon  a  fool,  and  for  nei- 
ther of  these  suppositions  does  the  record  afford 
the  slightest  ground.  We  feel  bound  to  hold, 
therefore,  that  these  parties,  as  honest  men  of 
average  intelligence,  intended  the  assignment 
of  the  guaranty  as  well  as  the  assignment  of 
the  note. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  in  doing  what 
they  did  they  carried  out  this. intent 

The  defendant  says  that  no  special  assign- 
ment of  the  guaranty  is  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs or  found  by  the  court,  and  if  by  this  is 
meant  that  the  contract  of  guaranty  is  not  spe- 
cifically mentioned  or  described  in  Sherman's 
indorsement,  this  is  true. 

Is  such  a  specific  assignment  necessary  under 
the  circumstances  ?  We  know  of  no  law  which 
prescribes  the  form  in  which  the  intention  of 
the  parties  in  such  cases  shall  be  embodied,  and 
where  the  law  prescribes  no  form,  it  will,  to 
accomplish  rather  than  defeat  their  intent* 
give  effect  to  such  form  as  they  choose  to  adopt. 

Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  Sherman  takes  the 
paper  containing  both  contracts,  and  writes  an 
assignment  upon  it,  and  delivers  it  to  Lemmon. 
intending  thereby  to  transfer  to  him,  as  we 
have  seen,  all  the  beneficial  interest  in  both 
contracts  which  Sherman  himself  then  pos- 
sessed. Why  is  not  this  effectual  to  pass  such 
interest,  at  least  in  equity? 

Sherman  fully  intended  and  Lemmon  fully- 
expected  such  a  result;  and  independently  of 
Sherman's  intent,  his  language  and  acts  should 
be  interpreted  in  the  sense  in  which  he  had  rea- 
son to  suppose  Lemmon  understood  them. 

The  contract  and  acts  of  Sherman  in  this 
matter  should  be  construed  with  reference  to 
all  the  surrounding  circumstances,  the  con- 
trolling consideration  being  to  discover  and 
give  effect  to  the  mutual  intention  of  the  parties. 

Such  an  equitable  assignment  could  certainly 
be  made  by  a  transaction  of  this  kind  if  so  in- 
tended. "In  any  case  of  the  guaranty  of  a  bill 
or  note,  the  party  to  whom  the  guaranty  is 
originally  made  may  in  equity  assign  his  right 
to  Die  holder  at  the  time  he  transfers  the  billor 
note,  and  thereby  vest  in  him  the  equitable, 
although  not  the  legal,  title  thereto."  2  Dan. 
Neg.  fist.  §  1774. 

Indeed  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities 
upon  such  a  point.  No  special  form  of  words 
and  no  prescribed  acts  are  necessary  to  consti- 
tute an  equitable  assignment  The  delivery  of 
a  negotiable  note  without  indorsement  may 
operate  as  an  assignment  of  it  in  equity.  Jons* 
v.  Witter,  13  Mais.  804. 
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The  transfer  of  a  debt  or  obligation  usually 
•carries  with  it  as  an  incident  all  the  securi- 
ties for  its  payment,  although  such  securities 
are  not  in  terms  transferred  with  the  principal 
obligations.     Craig  v.  Parkis,  40  N.  Y.  181. 

In  a  Virginia  case  the  court  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:  •  "If  the  contract  of  guaranty  is 
not  negotiable  at  law,  along  with  the  bond  and 
■coupons,  it  is  assignable  in  equity,  and  an  in- 
terest in  it  passes  in  equity  to  each  successive 
holder  of  the  bond  or  coupon.  ...  In  order 
to  give  effect  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
parties  the  right  to  enforce  the  guaranty,  unless 
fost  by  laches  or  otherwise,  must  be  held  co- 
extensive with  the  right  to  enforce  a  bond  or 
-coupon.  The  guaranty  as  an  accessory  to  the 
bond  or  coupon  follows  it  and  adheres  to  it  in 
•equity,  and  the  right  to  enforce  the  guaranty 
must  be  determined  by  the  right  to  demand 
payment  of  the  bond  or  coupon."  Arents  v. 
Com.  18  Gratt  708. 

We  think  this  language  is  quite  applicable  to 
the  case  at  bar.  We  hold,  therefore,  that  Sher- 
man assigned  in  equity  toLemmon  all  the  ben- 
eficial interest  which  the  latter  had  in  the  con- 
tract of  guaranty,  and  so  Lemmon  became  the 
equitable  and  bona  fide  holder  thereof,  and  as 
such  was  entitled  to  sue  in  his  own  name  under 
our  statutes.  The  defendant  has  cited  no  case 
which  is  inconsistent  with  this  conclusion. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  court 
Mbts. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges  concurred. 


Henry  C.  BUTLER,  Appt., 

Wallace  BARNES. 

(....Oonn > 

1.   A  mutual  mistake  of  grantor  and  grantee 
in  supposing  that  land  staked  and  pointed  out  to 


tbe  grantee  all  belonged  to  the  grantor  while  in 
f  act  it  Included  a  strip  belonging  to  an  adjoining 
owner,  whose  land  was  made  a  boundary  by  the 
description  of  the  premises  in  the  deed,  entitles 
the  grantee  to  have  tbe  deed  reformed,  so  as  to 
include  such  strip,  and  then  to  damages  for 
breach  of  the  covenants  of  warranty  and  for 
quiet  enjoyment  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  title 
to  such  strip. 

8.  A  claim  for  the  reformation  of  a  deed 
and  one  for  damages  for  breach  of  cove- 
nants of  tbe  deed  as  amended  may  be  joined  in 
the  same  action,  under  Gen.  Stat,,  §  877,  providing 
that  legal  and  equitable  remedies  may  be  enforced 
in  one  aofcion. 

8.  An  action  for  reformation  of  a  deed 
as  to  the  description  of  the  property  as  well  as 
for  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  warranty 
may  be  brought  against  a  remote  grantor  who 
conveyed  to  plaintiff's  grantor  with  oovenants 
sufficient  to  support  the  action,  and  which  were 
the  same  that  were  contained  in  plaintiff's  deed. 

(Carpenter  J.,  distent*.) 

(Maroh  8,1891.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Hartford 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  obtain  the  reformation  of  a  deed 
and  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  the 
covenants  contained  in  it  as  reformed.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meter*.  Noble  E.  Pierce  and  Epaphro- 
ditus  Peck*  for  appellant: 

The  power  and  duty  of  equity  to  grant  ref- 
ormation of  deeds  and  other  writings  upon 
parol  evidence  of  the  real  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, and  of  the  mutual  mistake  by  which  they 
have  failed  to  carry  out  that  intention,  is  con- 
stantly stated  in  more  and  more  unqualified 
language. 

See  Broadway  ▼.  Buxton,  48  Conn.  282;  2 
Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  866;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §152; 
Johnson  v.  Taber,  10  N.  T.  819;  Bush  v.  Sicks, 


2X<na.— Equity  jurisdiction  to  correct  mistakes  in 
contracts. 

The  correction  of  mistakes  in  written  instruments 
-occurring  by  accident,  fraud  or  otherwise  has  been 
•one  of  the  acknowledged  branches  of  equity  Juris- 
diction from  the  earliest  history  of  the  court  An- 
drews ▼.  Gillespie,  47  N.  Y.  401. 

It  is  among  the  first  principles  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  correct  mistakes,and  prevent  parties  from 
being  injured  In  their  property,  and  especially  their 
freeholds,  by  any  misapprehension  or  concealment 
<ef  the  true  state  of  facts.  Bead  ▼.  Cramer,  2  N.  J. 
Eq.  277,  84  Am.  Deo.  208;  Bingham  v.  Binirham,  1 
Yes.  8r.  126;  Gee  v.  Spencer,  1  Vera.  82;  Evans  v. 
Llewellln,2  Bro.Ch.151;  IStory,  JSq.lW,160.  See 
note  to  Page  v.  Higgles  (Mass.)  5  L.  B.  A.  162. 

It  is  not  material  whether  the  instrument  is  an  ex- 
ecutory or  an  executed  agreement,nor  is  it  material 
whether  the  proceeding  is  directly  by  bill  to  cor- 
rect tbe  mistake  or  the  mistake  is  set  up  in  the  an- 
swer by  way  of  defense.  Leitensdorfer  v.  Delphy, 
15  Mo.  167,  65  Am.  Deo.  140:  2  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  884; 
Wadsworth  ▼•  Wendell,  5  Johns.  Ch.  224,  1  L.  ed. 
1064;  Higinbotham  v.  Burnet,  5  Johns.  Ch.  184, 1  L. 
•ed.  1060;  Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10  Conn.  244; 
Wiser  v.  Blachly,  1  Johns.  Ch.  60T,  1  L.  ed.  268; 
White  v.  Wilson,  6  Blackf.  448;  Newsom  v.  Buffer. 
low,  1  Dev.  Bq.  879;  Ketaeelbraok  v.  Livingston,  4 
.Johns.  Ch.  144,1  L.ed.  795;  Phyfev.  Wardell,  2  Edw. 
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Ch.  47,  6  L.  ed.  804;  Coles  ▼.  Bowne,  10  Paige,  526, 
635,  4  L.  ed.  1076, 1080;  Hendriokson  v.  Ivtns,  1  N.  J. 
Bq.  662;  Workman  v.  Guthrie,  20  Pa.  485;  Baffens- 
berger  ▼.  Oullison,  28  Pa.  426;  Tyson  ▼.  Passmore,  9 
Pa.  122;  Glass  v.  Hulbert,  102  Mass.  85,  8  Am.  Rep, 
427;  Worley  v.  Tuggle,  4  Bush,  194;  Canedy  v.  Mar- 
oy,  18  Gray,  878;  Gillespie  v.  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  685, 
1 L.  ed.  600. 

The  mistake  must  be  material  and  free  from  cul- 
pable negligence  on  the  part  of  tbe  party  seeking 
the  equitable  relief  to  warrant  the  exercise  of  the 
equitable  Jurisdiction.  Iverson  ▼.  Wllburn,  65  Ga. 
108;  Penny  ▼.  Martin,  4  Johns.  Ch.  566, 1  L.  ed.  988; 
8egur  v.  Tlngley,  11  Conn.  184 ;  Weaver  v.  Carter, 
10  Leigh,  87;  Trigg  v.  Bead,  6  Humph.  629;  M'Ferran 
v.  Taylor,  7  U.  8. 8  Cranoh,  270, 2  L.  ed.  486;  Hender- 
son v.  Dickey,  85  Mo.  120;  Paullson  v.  Van  Iderstine, 
28  N.  J.  Bq.  806;  Dambmann  v.  Schulting,  75  N.  Y. 
68;  8tettheimer  v.  Killip,  Id.  282. 

Whether  error  in  the  written  oontraot  is  the  re- 
sult of  intentional  or  unintentional  misstatement 
of  the  defendant  is  immaterial,  for  equity  has 
power  to  correct  it  as  well  in  the  former  as  in  the 
latter  case.  Smith  v.  Jordon,lfl  Minn.  870;  Botsford 
v.  McLean,  45  Barb.  478. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to  reform  a 
contract,  on  the  ground  of  a  mistake,  unless  it  fe 
mutual.  But  mistake  on  the  one  side  and  fraud  on 
the  other  will  authorize  a  reformation.  Welles  v. 
18 


See  also  27  L.  R.  A.  335;  47  L.  R.     A.  207. 
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60  N.  T.  208;  Tabor  v.  OUley,  58  Vt  487;  May 
y.  uAdarot,  2  New  Bog.  Rep.  203,  58  Vt.  74; 
Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10  Conn.  248;  &fetf- 
imU  v.  Anderson,  21  Coon.  189;  Bunnell  v. 
.Btad,  Id.  586;  ITnaspp  v.  TPWfe,  28  Conn.  548; 
Blakeman  v.  Blakeman,  89  Conn.  820;  Ctefo  v. 
-fisrf,  49  Conn.  501;  Palmer  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  54  Conn.  488. 

A  deed  can  be  reformed  and  enforced  In  the 
same  action. 

ThompsontiUe  Scale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Osgood,  26 
Conn.  16.  See  Story,  Eq.  Jar.  §  161;  Pom. 
Eq.  Jar.  §§  861,  862,  866. 

An  action  for  reformation  may  be  brought, 
not  only  by  the  original  parties,  but  by  their 
privies  in  title. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  165;  Bunnell  v.  Bead,  su- 
pra. 

Mr.  John  J.  Jenninsrs,  for  appellee: 

No  contract  relation  exists  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant.  Barnes  has  given  Butler 
no  deed,  has  entered  into  no  contract  with  him. 
Barnes  is  privy  to  no.  contract  with  Butler. 
Butler  is  a  naked  assignee  of  Riggs  and  Riggs 
bad  nothing  to  assign.  Said  assignment  Is 
void,  or  at  least  an  assignee  thereunder  gains 
no  right  to  bring  or  maintain  a  suit. 

Prosser  v.  Edmonds,  1  Younge  &  C.  481;  2 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1040  h,  note;  HiU  v.  Boyle, 
L.  R.  4  Eq.  260. 

An  action  for  the  reformation  of  a  deed  is 
not  sustainable  by  one  who  does  not,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  connect  himself  with  the  arrange- 
ment, bargain  or  contract  under  which  the 
deed  was  made;  and  the  mere  fact  that  one  is 
a  grantee  of  the  party  to  whom  the  deed  was 
made  does  not  so  connect  him. 

Willis  v.  Sanders,  19  Jones  &  S.  891;  8  Pom. 
Eq:  Jur.  §  1276;  Milwaukee  db  M.  B.  Co.  v. 
Milwaukee  A  W.  R.  Co.  20  Wis.. 175;  Jones  v. 
Babcock,  15  Mo.  App.  149;  Brush  v.  Sweet,  88 
Mich.  574;  2  Spence,  Eq.  Jur.  868,  869,  872. 


A  mere  right  to  file  a  bill  in  equity  is  not 
assignable. 

Marshall  v.  Means,  12  Ga.  62;  Norton  v.  Tut- 
tie,  60  IU.  180;  Mitchell  v.  Winstow,  2  Story,  C. 
C.  680;  Kendall  v.  United  States.  74  U.  S.  T 
Wall.  118, 19  L.  ed,  85. 

Where  the  language  of  a  conveyance  is  un- 
ambiguous, no  parol  evidence  to  vary  or  con- 
trol its  import  is  admissible. 

Stone  v.  Clark,  1  Met  881;  Osborn  v.  Phelps^ 
19  Conn.  70. 

Tbe  plaintiff  in  no  wise  brings  himself  with- 
in the  rules  permitting  a  reformation  of  ther 
deed. 

Palmer  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  54  Conn.  501. 

A  written  instrument  will  not  be  reformed 
by  a  court  of  equity  until  a  mistake  is  made 
out  to  appear  beyond  reasonable  controversy. 

Hinton  v.  Cituen's  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  68  Ala.  498;. 
Eemillard  v.  Prescott,  8  Or.  87;  McCoy  v.  Bay- 
ley,  Id.  196;  Rowley  v.  FlanneUy%  80  ST.  J.  Eq. 
612;  McDonnell  v.  MUhoUand,  48  Md.  540;  To- 
cum  v.  Foreman,  14  Bush,  494;  Tufts  v.  Ear- 
ned, 27  Iowa,  880;  Hamlon  v.  Sullivant,  11  111. 
App.  428;  Oriswold  v.  Hazard,  26  Fed.  Rep. 
185;  Brohammer  y.Hoss,  17  Mo.  App.  1;  Cos- 
v.  Woods,  67  CaL  817;  Stiles  v.  Willis,  66  Md. 
552;  Paulison  v.  Van  Iderstine,  28  N.  J.  Eq. 
810;  Ramsey  v.  Smith,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  81;  Starkie^ 
Ev.  676,  677. 

Equity  will  not  relieve  against  mistakes  due- 
to  plaintiff's  want  of  reasonable  care  and  dili- 
gence in  the  absence  of  fraud. 

PearceY.  Suggs,  85  Tenn.  724;  Lewis  v.  Lewis^ 
5  Or.  169;  Brown  v.  Fagan,  71  Mo.  568;  Iter- 
son  v.  Wilburn,  65  Ga.  108. 

A  mistake  to  be  the  ground  of  reformation* 
of  a  written  agreement  should  be  proved  a* 
much  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  as  if  ad- 
mitted. 

Ford  v.  Joyce,  78  N.  T.  618;  Turner  v. 
Shaw,  96  Mo.  22;  JarreU  v.  JarreU,  27  W.  Va. 


Yates,  44  N.  Y.  689;  Wiest  v.  German.  4  Houst  186  • 
Waldronv.  Stevens,  12  Wend.  100;  Hill  v.  Gray.l 
Stark,  484.  See  note  to  Bosenbaum  v.  Council 
Bluffs  Ins.  Go.  (Iowa)  8  L.  B.  A.  189;  Boszell  v.  Bos- 
sell,  7  West.  Bep.  910, 109  Tnd.  864;  1  Story*  Eq.  Jur. 
M 166-160;  Gouverneur  v.  Titus,  6  Paige,  847. 8  L.  ed. 
1016;  Feuwiok  v.  Bruff,  1  MoArth.  107;  Fierce  v. 
Brown,  74  U.  S.  7  Wall.  217, 19  L.  ed.  188. 

Such  power  in  courts  of  equity  is  too  well  settled 
to  admit  of  question,  but  it  should  he  exercised 
only  when  the  proof  is  entirely  satisfactory.  Cum- 
mins v.  Bulgin,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  476;  Hamlon  v.  Sulli- 
vant, 11  11L  App.  428;  Beese  v.  Wyman,  9  Ga.  480; 
Beard  v.  Hubble,  9  Gill,  420;  Edmond's  App.  89  Pa. 
220;  Fowler  v.  Fowler.  4  Be  G.  ft  J.  266;  Gleary  v. 
Babcock,  41  HI.  271;  Leitensdorfer  v.  Delphy,  15  Mo. 
160:  Preston  v.  Whttoomb,  17  Vt.  188. 

Yet  the  court  will  receive  any  evidence  wbloh  will 
tend  to  prove  the  mistake.  Elliott  v.  Sackett,  106 
TJ.  S.  182,  27  L.  ed.  678;  Popplein  v.  Foley,  61  Md. 
881:  Jones  v.  Sweet,  77  Ind.  187;  Morris  v.  Stern,  80 
Ind.  227. 

Sealed  instrument*. 

The  equitable  rule  permitting  a  sealed  agreement 
to  be  modified  or  replaced  by  subsequent  parol 
contract  is  generally  adopted  by  the  law  courts, 
except  in  cases  where  the  Statute  of  Frauds  pre- 
vents its  operation.  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  61;  Bees  v. 
Berrington,  2  Ves.  Jr.  640, 2  Eq.  Lead.  Gas.  4th  Am 
ed.  1667, 1896;  Hurl  but  v.  Phelps,  80  Conn.  42;  Head- 
ley  v.  Goundry,  41  Barb.  279;  Clark  v.  Partridge,  2 
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Pa.  18;  Partridge  v.  Clarke,  4  Pa.  166;  Kidderv.  Kid- 
der, 23  Pa.  268. 

Belief  can  be  had  against  any  deed  or  contract 
in  writing  founded  on  mistake  or  fraud.  BoseveH 
v.  Fulton,  2  Cow.  188;  Walden  v.  Skinner,  101 U.  & 
686,26L.ed.  966;8ne]l  v.  Atlantic  F.&  M.  Ins.  Co. 
98 U.S. 89, 26 L.ed. 64; Elder  v. Elder,  10 Me.  86,26. 
Am.  Deo.  206;  Champlin  v.  Layttn,  18  Wend.  407,  SL 
Am.  Dec  808:  Welles  v.  Yates,  44  N.  Y.  589;  Hutch- 
eon  v.  Johnson,  88  Barb.  898;  Bishop  v.  Clay  F.  &  M. 
Ins.  Co.  49  Conn.  176;  Alden  v.  Pryal,  60  Gal.  282; 
Faure  v.  Martin,  7  N.  Y.  218;  Wood  v.  HubbeU,  10> 
N.  Y.  487;  Punch  v.  Abenheim,  20  Hun,  6;  Kent  v. 
Manchester,  29  Barb.  608;  Hubs  v.  Morris,  68  Pa.  872; 
Fishell  v.  Bell,  1  Clarke,  Ch.  88, 7  L.  ed.  45;  Phoenix 
F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hoffheimer,  46  Miss.  668;  Beading  v. 
Weston,  8  Conn.  122,  20  Am.  Dec.  99;  Flrmetone  v. 
De  Camp,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  316. 

Reformation  of  deed. 

When  reformation  is  sought  of  a  deed  which, 
through  fraud  or  mistake,  conveyed  less  land  than, 
was  orally  bought  and  paid  for,  the  case  does  not 
stand  as  if  there  were  no  deed;  and  the  error  may 
be  corrected  without  proof  of  such  part  perform- 
ance as  is  necessary  for  a  decree  of  specific  per- 
formance compelling  a  conveyance  of  the  whole 
land  when  no  part  of  it  has  been  conveyed.  Hltoh- 
lns  v.  Pettingill,  68  N.  H.  889:  Doe  v.  Doe,  87  N.  H, 
268,  286;  Herbert  v.  Odlin.  40  N.  H.  267:  Brown  v. 
Glines,  42  N.  H.  160;  Kennard  v.  George,  44  N.  H. 
440;  Leach  v.  Noyes,  46  N.  H.  864;  Tucker  v.  Madden* 
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743;  Toot*  v.  Snyder,  70  Ind.  664;  Peteeeh  v. 
Haniach,  48  Wis.  448;  St.  Anthony  FaUe  W. 
P.  Co.  v.  Merritnan,  86  Minn.  42;  J9Som«f  v. 
BarUett,  47  Ind.  Ob;  Caeady  v.  Woodbury,  18 
Iowa,  118. 

A  contract  must  have  been  made  and  by  a 
mutual  mistake  of  the  parties  incorrectly  re- 
duced to  writing. 

Lanier  v.  Wyman.  5  Root  147;  Sutherland  y. 
Sutherland,  69  HI.  481;  Bvarte  v.  Sieger,  5  Or. 
147. 

The  power  of  a  chancellor  over  instruments 
is  limited,  and  be  cannot  make  a  contract  for 
the  parties  or  vary  that  which  they  have  exe- 
cuted. 

Nepeau  v.  Doe,2  Mees.  &  W.  884,  2  Smith, 
Lead.  Cas.  474;  I7wnwsoMriUe  Scale  Mfg.  Oo.  v. 
Osgood,  26  Conn.  19;  fobom  v.  Phelpe,  19  Cono. 
70. 

The  description  by  boundaries  is  conclusive. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  measure  bis 
land  and  ascertain  the  facts  according  to  the 
boundaries.  If  he  desires  to  limit  the  defend- 
ant, he  should  ask  to  have  express  covenants 
inserted. 

Powell  t.  Clark,  5  Mass.  866;  8  Washb. 
Seal  Prop.  864;  Frost  v.  Spaulding.  19  Pick. 
446,  448;  CWWv.  Weill,  18 Pick.  121;  Pride  v. 
Lunt,  19  Me.  115;  McCoy  v.  Galloway,  8  Ohio, 
283;  Emeriek  v.  Kohler,  29  Barb.  169;  Parker 
v.  Kane,  68  U.  S.  22  How.  1,  16  L.  ed.  286; 
Clark  v.  Baird,  9  N.  T.  188;  Bodge  v.  NichoU, 
5  Allen,  648;  Spiller  v.  Scribner,  86  Vt.  247; 
Oilman  v.  Smith,  12  Vt.  160;  Peaeleev.  Gee,  19 
H.  H.  278;  Terry  v.  Chandler,  16  K.  T.  868; 
Dean  v.  Bnkine,  18  N.  H.  88;  Boberti  v.  At- 
water,  42  Conn.  269;  Snow  v.  Chapman,  1  Root, 
529;  Rawle,  Covenants,  528. 

Seymour,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
In  this  case  the  appellee  claims  at  the  outset, 


and  as  conclusive  of  the  question  before  us, 
that  the  court  below  has  decided  as  a  question 
of  fact  that  no  mistake  occurred  between  the 
parties  to  the  original  deed,  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  have  reformed,  but  that  it  accurately 
expresses  the  contract  which  was  made  and 
correctly  describes  the  land  which  was  sold. 
Is  this  claim  well  founded  ?  The  finding  states 
that  in  1872  the  defendant  sold  to  one  Riggs  a 
piece  of  land,  which  he  described  and  bounded 
in  the  deed  as  follows:  "  Northerly,  on  land 
of  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  Ann  O'Connor,  one  hun- 
dred feet;  easterly,  on  highway  called  '  North 
Main  Street,'  thirty-three  feet;  southerly,  on 
grantor,  one  hundred  and  sixteen  feet  and  ten 
inches;  westerly,  on  grantor,  thirty  feet  two* 
and  a  quarter  inches ;,r and  the  deed  contained 
the  usual  covenants  of  warranty  and  seisin. 
At  the  time  of  the  purchase  both  Barnes  and 
Riggs  went  upon  the  land,  and  Barnes  then 
pointed  out  four  stakes  which  be  had  previously 

S laced  at  the  corners,  one  at  each  corner,  aa 
esignating  the  boundaries  of  the  lot.  Both 
supposed  that  the  lot  described  in  the  deed 
and  the  lot  staked  out  were  identical,  and  that 
the  lines  indicated  by  the  stakes  correctly  des- 
ignated the  boundaries  of  the  piece  of  land 
Eurchased.  There  were  no  buildings  on  the 
ind,  and  no  fence  marked  any  of  the  bound- 
aries. Barnes  and  Riggs,  and  Butler,  the  plain- 
tiff, who  afterwards  purchased  the  land  of 
Riggs,  all  supposed  that  the  lot  staked  out  cor- 
rectly designated  the  land  described  in  the 
deeds  from  Barnes  to  Riggs  and  from  Riegs  to 
Butler,  and  that  the  northerly  line  of  the  lot 
indicated  by  the  stakes  correctly  marked  the. 
boundary  line  on  the  land  of  the  heirs  of  Mrs. 
O'Connor.  The  court  finds  "that  the  land 
actually  sold  and  conveyed  by  Barnes  to  Riggs, 
and  by  Riggs  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  plain- 
tiff, was  the  piece  as  described  in  their  deeds; 
and  that  all  three  supposed  the  land  described 


44  Me.  S06;  Adams  v.  Stevens,  40  Me.  888;  Burr  v. 
Hutchinson,  61  Me.  614;  Blodgett  v.  Hobart,  18  VL 
414;  Brown  v.  Lamphear,  85  Vt.  258:  Sbattuok  v. 
Gay,  45  Vt.  87;  Blakeman  v.  Blakeman,  80  Conn.  880; 
Wlswall  v.  Hall.  8  Paige,  818,8  L.ed.  168;  Ehleringer 
v.  Moriarty,  10  Iowa,  78;  Barber  v.  Lyon,  15  Iowa, 
87. 

If  the  doctrine  can  be  thus  applied  to  deeds  whioh 
have  actually  conveyed  the  title,  then  it  may  be 
applied  to  mere  executory  contracts  which  do  not 
disturb  the  legal  title.  2  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  §  866;  Monro 
v.Taylor,  8  Maen.&G.  718;  Lenty  v.  Hillas,  2DeG.  & 
J.  110, 120;  Crate  v.  Kittredge,  88  N.  H.  881;  Smith  v. 
Greeley,  14  N.  H.  878;  Tilton  r.  Tilton,  9  N.  H.  885; 
Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10  Conn.  248;  Gouver- 
near  v.  Titos,  1  Bdw.  Ch.  477, 6  L.  ed.  217. 

A  vendee  in  a  oontraet  for  the  sale  of  land  is  not 
bound  to  know  what  land  is  contained  in  the  de- 
scription in  his  contract  or  deed,  and  fraud  may  be 
predicated  upon  representations  that  the  de- 
scription covers  lands  not  actually  included  there- 
in, fieardsley  v.  Dn  ntley,  60  N.  Y.  584;  Ke Jsselbraek 
v.  Livingston,  4  Johns.  Oh.  144, 1 L.  ed.  785. 

A  court  of  equity  has  power  to  correct  the  mis- 
take upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  purchaser  for  that 
purpose,  and  such  correction  should  be  made. 
Bradshaw  v.  Atkins,  U0IUL828;  Bartlett  v.  Judd, 
£3  Barb.  86* 

MfsCoto  in  description,  boundaries  etc 

A  mistake  in  drawing  an  instrument  is  ground 
for  equitable  relief.  Newcomer  v.  Kline,  11  GUI  & 
12L.R.A. 


J.  467;  Wood  v.  HnbbeU,  10  N.  Y.  487;  Crlss  v.  With, 
era,  86  Md.  560;  Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10  Conn. 
248;  Clark  v.  Munyan,  82  Piok.  410;  Avery  v.  Lewis, 
10  Vt.  882;  Pillsbury  v.  Dugan,  0  Ohio,  117;  Willis  v. 
Henderson,  5  HL  18;  MoJNaughten  v.  Parbidge,  11 
Ohio,  228;  Kelsselbraok  v.  Livingston,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
144.lL.ed.  796;  Gillespie  v.  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  686, 
lL.ed.500. 

Where  it  is  apparent,  both  from  the  evidence  and 
the  location  of  the  land,  that  the  insertion  in  the 
deed  of  a  certain  corner  was  made  by  the  mistake 
of  the  draftsman,  the  deed  will  be  reformed.  Mage* 
v.  Lane  (Ky.)  11  Ky.  L.  Bep.  206. 

Deeds  may  be  reformed  not  only  in  oases  where* 
the  mistake  consists  in  the  omission  or  insertion  of 
words  or  clauses  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the* 
parties,  bat  in  cases  where  the  parties  understood 
what  language  was  contained  in  the  deed  If  they 
believed  the  description  corresponded  with  the  ac- 
tual boundaries  Intended,  and  were  mistaken  there- 
in. Johnson  v.  Taber,  10  N.  Y.  810;  DeBiemer  v.  Can- 
tulon,  4  Johns.  Ch.  86, 1 L.  ed.  772;  Bush  v.  Hicks,  60 
N.  Y.  286;  Bailey  v.  Woodbury,  50  Vt.  166;  Tabor  v. 
Cilley.58Vt.487. 

Where  there  was  a  mutual  mistake  in  a  deed  of 
partition,  which  consisted  in  that  the  words  and 
figures  "north  45  degrees  80  minutes  west"  did  not 
correctly  describe  the  line  agreed  upon,  the  mis- 
take was  remediable  in  equity*  May  v.  Adams,  2 
New  Bng.  Bep.  208,  58  Vt.  74;  Freeman's  Bank  v. 
Vose,  28  Me.  86;  Adams  v.  Stevens,  49  Me.  882. 
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Id  their  deeds  was  identical  with  the  lot  staked 
out  by  Barnes.  But  Barnes  did  not  undertake  to 
sell  and  convey  to  Riggs  any  other  land  than  a 
piece  bounded  northerly  on  the  land  of  the  heirs 
of  Mrs.  Ann  O'Connor,  and  extending  south- 
erly on  North  Main  Street,  from  the  line  of  the 
land  of  Mrs.  O'Connor,  thirty-three  feet;  and 
Riggs  sold  to  the  plaintiff  the  same  land,  having 
the  same  northerly  line  and  the  same  frontage 
on  North  Main  Street.  Barnes  had  attempted 
to  locate  such  a  piece  by  placing  stakes  at  its 
corners,  but  he  had  mistaken  the  correct  north- 
erly line.  Butler  had  occupied  the  lot  staked 
out,  supposing  it  to  be  the  land  described  in  his 
deed.  The  decision  of  the  court  had  ejected 
him  from  a  portion  of  the  land  he  was  occupy- 
ing, but  not  from  any  part  of  the  land  described 
in  his  deed.  He  has  lost  no  land  which  he 
actually  bought  of  Riggs.  The  substance  of  the 
whole  matter  is  that  Barnes,  Riggs  and  Butler  all 
were  mistaken  as  to  the  correct  location  of  the 
northerly  line  of  the  piece  of  land  bought  and 
sold  by  them."  From  this  finding  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  court  did  not  decide,  as  matter 
either  of  law  or  of  fact,  that  no  mistake 
occurred  between  the  parties  to  the  original 
deed.  A  mistake  is  clearly  stated,  namely: 
"that  both  parties  supposed  that  the  lot  de- 
scribed in  the  deed  and  the  lot  staked  out  were 
identical,  and  that  the  lines  indicated  bv  the 
stakes  correctly  designated  the  boundaries  of 
the  piece  of  land  purchased;"  that  is  to  say, 
both  parties  supposed  that  the  deed  accurately 
described  the  lot  which  was  staked  out,  and 
which  the  defendant  pointed  out  as  the  subject 
of  the  sale.  This  supposition  was  incorrect 
The  deed  did  not  accurately  describe  the  north- 
ern boundary  of  the  lot  so  designated  and 
pointed  out  by  the  grantor.  Here  the  mistake 
arose.  This  was  the  mistake.  The  reasoning 
of  the  court  in  coming  to  its  conclusion  seems 
to  have  been  substantially  this:  The  line 
pointed  out  as  the  correct  line  for  the  northern 
boundary,  when  the  sale  was  made,  was  indi- 
cated by  two  stakes.  The  parties  supposed 
that  the  line  so  indicated  was  identical  with 
the  O'Connor  line,  and  would  be  correctly 
described  by  bounding  the  lot  sold  northerly 
on  land  of  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  O'Connor.  The 
deed  did  bound  the  lot  northerly  on  the  land 
of  said  heirs.  Therefore  I  find  that  the  lot 
actually  sold  was  the  piece  described  in  the 
deed,  and  not  the  piece  pointed  out  and  con- 
tained within  the  four  6takes,  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  undertake  to  sell  and  convey 
to  Riggs  any  other  land  than  a  piece  bounded 
northerly  on  the  land  of  the  heirs  of  Mrs. 
O'Connor.  The  conclusion  is  manifestly  a  con- 
clusion of  law,  based  upon  the  idea  that  the 
description  of  the  boundaries  in  the  deed  must 
prevail  over  the  boundaries  actually  pointed 
out  upon  the  premises,  and  that  the  parties 
must  be  taken  to  have  intended  to  contract 
according  to  the  boundaries  named  in  the  deed, 
although  they  were  mutually  mistaken  in  sup- 
posing these  were  identical  with  the  boundaries 
pointed  out  as  above  stated.  The  claim  which 
the  court  overruled,  as  stated  in  the  finding, 
was  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  "  that,  as  matter 
of  law,  the  pointing  out  by  the  defendant  to 
his  grantee,  while  the  negotiations  were  in 
progress,  of  a  lot  exactly  located  and  staked, 
which  lot  all  the  parties  supposed  to  be  the  lot 
12  L.  R.  A. 


which  was  to  be  sold  and  conveyed,  and  the 
mutual  mistake  between  them  by  which  they 
gave  and  received  the  deeds  as  correctly  de- 
scribing the  staked  lot,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to 
a  reformation  of  the  deed  so  as  to  make  it 
describe  the  staked  lot,  and  to  damages  upon 
the  covenants  as  reformed. "  In  overruling  this 
claim  the  court  manifestly  decided  that,  upon 
the  facts  stated,  the  law  was  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought.  Was 
this  decision  correct?  That  is  the  question 
now  presented.  As  between  the  original  par- 
ties, would  the  grantee  have  been  entitled  to  a 
reformation  of  bis  deed? 

The  mistake  which  the  parties  made  was,  as 
we  have  seen,  that  both  supposed  that  the  lot 
described  in  the  deed  and  the  lot  staked  out 
were  identical  Both  supposed  that  the  de- 
scription in  the  deed  covered  the  land  which 
was  staked  off  and  had  been  pointed  out  by 
the  defendant  as  the  lot  sold.  Notwithstand- 
ing this,  the  court  held  that  the  land  actually 
sold  and  conveyed  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  is 
self  evident.  That  it  was  the  piece  sold,  is  the 
conclusion  upon  which  the  court  bases  its 
refusal  to  reform  the  deed  so  as  to  embrace  the 
lot  contained  between  the  lines  staked.  Not- 
withstanding, also,  the  mistake  set  forth,  the 
court  further  finds  that  the  defendant  did  not 
undertake  to  sell  and  convey  to  Riggs  any 
other  land  than  a  piece  bounded  northerly  on 
the  land  of  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  O'Connor,  u  by 
the  word  "undertake"  the  court  means  that, 
taking  all  the  facte  together,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  defendant  only  agreed  to  sell  what  the 
deed  specifies,  which  is  the  natural  meaning  of 
the  word  as  here  used,  then  the  issue  is  plainly 
before  us.  It  is  clear  that,  while  on  the  premi- 
ses, the  defendant  undertook,  both  in  the  sense 
of  offered  and  agreed,  to  sell  the  lot  he  pointed 
out.  The  deed,  through  the  mistake  of  thepar 
ties,  did  not  express  that  undertaking.  What 
would  have  prevented  the  grantee  from  having 
it  so  corrected  that  it  should  express  the  under- 
taking? It  may  be  suggested  that  it  is  evident 
that  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  sell  any  . 
land  which  he  did  not  own,  and  therefore  it 
was  no  mistake  on  his  part  to  bound  the  land 
in  the  deed  as  he  did.  But  the  suggestion  is 
specious.  It  has  reference  to  the  general  intent 
which  every  honest  man  has  within  himself 
not  to  sell  what  is  not  his  own.  And  yet  he 
may  fully  intend,  as  between  himself  and  an- 
other, to  sell  what  he  mistakenly  supposes  to 
be  his  own.  It  may  no  doubt  be  truly  said,  in 
one  sense,  that  the  grantor  in  this  case  did  not 
intend  to  sell,  nor  the  grantee  to  buy,  land 
belonging  to  the  O'Connor  heirs.  At  the  same 
time  it  is  true  that  the  grantor  intended  to  sell 
and  the  grantee  to  buy  exactly  the  tot  which 
was  pointed  out  as  for  sale  between  the  lines 
indicated  by  the  stakes.  The  mistake  was  in 
supposing  that  the  line  between  the  north 
stakes  was  identical  with  the  O'Connor  line. 
If  the  grantor  had  known  where  that  line  was, 
he  would  have  made  his  stakes  conform  to  it. 
The  bargain  was  made  before  the  deed  was 
executed.  There  was  no  misunderstanding  as 
to  the  shape  or  dimensions  of  the  land  which 
was  the  actual  •subject  of  the  sale.  If  the 
parties  had  united  in  fencing  it,  after  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  the  deed,  they  would 
have  built  the  fence  from  stake  to  stake.    The 
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true  statement  of  the  case  would  be  that  the 
defendant  had  no  intention  of  encroaching  on 
the  O'Connor  land  when  he  marked  out  for 
sale,  and  sold,  a  lot  which  in  fact  so  encroached, 
though  described  in  the  deed,  in  accordance 
with  the  parties'  belief,  as  bounded  north  on 
the  O'Connor  heir*9  land.  If  the  court  had 
found  that,  though  the  lot  was  pointed  out,  yet 
the  parties  intended  to  bound  it  north  on  the 
O'Connor  land,  whether  the  stakes  correctly 
indicated  that  line  or  not,  such  finding  would 
present  a  very  different  case  and  would  have 
been  conclusive.  If,  also,  the  question  had 
arisen  in  a  court  of  law  as  to  what  land  the 
defendant  had  sold,  then  the  deed,  upon  well- 
known  principles,  would  have  been  held  to 
express  the  contract  and  to  exclude  parol  testi- 
mony to  vary  or  contradict  its  terms.  The 
very  reason  for  coming  into  a  court  of  chancery 
is  to  avoid  the  application  of  those  principles, 
and,  in  a  proceeding  brought  for  that  purpose* 
to  make  the  deed  conform  to  the  contract  of 
which  it  purports  to  be  the  evidence.  It  seems 
to  a  majority  of  us  that  here  was  a  mistake  of 
such  a  nature  as  would  have  entitled  the  original 
grantee  to  have  the  deed  reformed. 

Broadway  v.  Buxton,  48  Conn.  282,  was  an 
action  upon  the  covenants  of  warranty  and 
seisin.  Buxton  cave  a  deed  of  certain  land  to 
Broadway,  which  bounded  it  west  by  land  of 
Calvin  Hoyt,  John  L.  C.  Hoyt,  Alva  June,  and 
land  of  Ida  Scofield.  It  appeared,  therefore, 
from  the  deed  that  the  lands  of  the  four 
proprietors  named  extended  along  the  entire 
length  of  the  western  boundary.  Such,  how- 
ever, was  not  the  case.  One  G.  W.  Young  also 
owned  land  abutting  for  several  rods  on  the 
west  After  the  execution  of  the  deed,  the  true 
divisional  line  between  said  Young's  land  and 
the  land  conveyed  to  Broadway  was  judicially 
ascertained  and  determined.  Broadway 
claimed  that  by  such  line  he  was  dispossessed 
and  evicted  of  a  strip  of  land  which  was  covered 
by  the  deed  of  Buxton  to  him,  and  that,  there- 
fore, Buxton  was  liable  on  the  covenants  in  his 
deed.  To  support  this  claim  he  offered  parol 
evidence  that  prior  to  completing  the  contract 
for  purchasing  the  land,  and  prior  to  the  giving 
of  the  deed,  the  parties  went  upon  the  premises, 
and  Buxton  pointed  out  a  line  of  fence  con- 
structed partly  of  stone  and  partly  of  brush, 
running  generally  in  a  northerly  and  southerly 
direction,  as  being  the  western  boundary  line 
of  the  land  proposed  to  be  conveyed.  This  line 
was  in  fact  one  or  two  rods  westerly  of  the  line 
established  as  the  true  divisional,  line  between 
Young's  land  and  the  plaintiff's  land.  It  was 
for  the  loss  of  that  strip  of  land  consequent 
upon  establishing  the  boundary  line  further  east 
than  Broadway  anticipated,  that  the  action  was 
brought.  This  court  said:  "  As  this  is  an  ac- 
tion at  law  on  a  sealed  instrument,  the  intent 
of  the  parties  must  be  gathered  from  the  in- 
strument itself,  not  from  any  parol  evidence. 
.  .  .  The  western  boundary  of  the  land  con- 
veyed is  the  eastern  line  of  the  adjacent  pro- 
prietors, those  lands,  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  deed,  being  made  the  plaintiff's  western 
boundary.  No  line  of  fence,  no  visible  mon- 
uments, are  referred  to  as  boundaries,  and  to 
interpolate  them  as  such  by  parol  would  clearly 
affect  and  vary  the  meaning  of  that  instrument. 
Such  a  course  is  clearly  inadmissible.  If  the 
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Slaintiff  has  been  led  into  error,  if  he  has  been 
eceived  or  imposed  upon  by  the  representa- 
tions of  the  defendant  as  to  the  western  boun- 
dary of  the  land  contracted  for,  and  that  it  ex- 
tended to  a  line  of  fence  pointed  out,  which 
would  give  him  more  land  than  his  deed  covers, 
an  action  on  the  covenants  can  afford  no  rem- 
edy. Resort  must  be  had  to  a  court  of  equity 
to  correct  the  deed  and  make  it  conform  to  the 
intent  and  agreement  of  the  parties." 

In  May  y.  Adams,  68  Yt.  74,  2  New  Ene. 
Rep.  208,  two  tenants  in  common  divided  their 
land  by  deed  of  partition.  There  was  a  mutual 
mistake  in  the  deed,  in  that  the  words  and 
figures,  "  north  45  degrees  80  minutes  west " 
did  not  correctly  describe  the  line  agreed  on. 
The  agreed  line  was  recognized  and  understood 
by  them  to  be  the  one  described  in  the  deed  so 
Ion?  as  they  were  the  owners;  and  the  parties 
to  the  suit  purchased  with  a  like  understanding, 
and  also  recognized  it  for  several  years.  When 
the  mistake  was  discovered,  a  bill  in  chancery 
was  brought  by  May  for  the  reformation  of  the 
deeds  so  as  to  make  them  describe  accurately 
the  line  originally  agreed  on.  It  was  held  that 
the  mistake  was  remediable  in  equity,  both  as 
between  the  original  owners  and  their  grantees. 
The  court  says:  "  With  the  deeds  reformed, 
making  the  division  line  to  follow  the  old  fence, 
etc.,  the  defendant  is  secured  in  his  title  to  all 
the  land  that  he  understood  his  deed  included 
at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  the  orator  is 
entitled  to  have  the  deeds  of  partition  reformed 
as  against  the  defendant  so  as  to  conform  to  the 
practical  location  of  the  division  line  as  made 
by  the  Doanes  [the  original  owners],  and  un- 
derstood by  the  orator  and  defendant  at  the 
times  of  their  respective  purchases."  See  also 
Bush  y.  Hides,  60  N.  Y.  298;  BeardsUy  v. 
Knight,  10  Yt.  186;  Tabor  v.  OiUey,  68  Yt.  487; 
Wilcox  y.  Lucas,  121  Mass.  26;  Allen  v. 
McOaughey,  81  Ark.  262;  Galverley  y.  WO- 
liams,  1  Yes.  Jr.  210;  Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  g  601; 
2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  866. 

For  the  purpose,  then,  of  putting  the  original 
grantee,  Riggs,  in  a  position  to  recover  zor  a 
breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  defendant's  deed, 
it  is  clear,  both  upon  principle  and  authority, 
that  his  deed  might  have  been  reformed,  and 
made  in  terms  and  description  to  cover  the  land 
pointed  out  and  lying  withing  the  lines  which 
connected  the  corner  stakes.  Making  the  deed 
describe  the  line  pointed  out  as  the  boundary 
could  only  result  in  exact  justice  between  the 
parties  to  it. 

In  Johnson  v.  Tdber,  10  N.  Y.  819,  it  was 
held  that  where  the  boundaries  of  lands  are 
pointed  out  by  the  vendor  to  the  purchaser,  but 
in  the  written  contract  of  sale  and  in  the  deed 
executed  in  pursuance  of  it  the  description  is 
made,  by  mistake,  to  include  lands  not  within 
such  boundaries,  the  deed  will  be  corrected,  on 
the  application  of  the  vendor,  so  as  to  corres- 
pond with  the  boundaries  thus  pointed  out;  and 
that  it  is  no  answer  to  such  application  that  the 
description  in  the  contract  and  deed  was  made 
in  accordance  with  the  instructions  of  the 
vendor,  where  it  appears  that  both  he  and  the 
vendee  believed  the  description  to  correspond 
with  the  boundaries. 

There  being,  then,  a  mutual  mistake  in  the 
deed,  which  would  have  entitled  the  original 
grantee  to  have  it  reformed,  the  purchaser  from 
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him  brings  this  complaint.  Is  he  entitled  to  the 
relief  which  he  demands?  And  first,  irrespec- 
tive of  the  facts  in  this  case,  can  the  claims 
therein  made  be  properly  joined  in  a  single 
complaint?  The  plaintiff  asks  for  the  refor- 
mation of  the  deed,  to  make  it  state  the  true 
contract  between  the  parties,  and  then,  not  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  thus  truly 
stated,  but  damages  for  the  breach  of  covenants 
which  the  contract,  as  amended,  will  show  that 
he  is  entitled  to  upon  the  facts  of  the  case. 
Under  the  Practice  Act  (Gen.  Stat.  $  877)  all 
courts  which  are  vested  with  Jurisdiction  both 
at  law  and  in  equity  may  hereafter  to  the  full 
extent  of  their  respective  jurisdictions  admin- 
ister legal  and  equitable  remedies  in  favor  of 
either  party  in  one  and  the  same  suit,  so  that 
legal  and  equitable  rights  of  the  parties  maybe 
enforced  and  protected  in  one  action.  The 
rules  under  said  Act  (chap.  2,  §  11)  refer  to  "  a 
complaint  demanding  specific  equitable  relief, 
and  also  damages,  as  equitable  relief,  incident 
thereto  (as  for  the  reformation  of  a  policy  of 
insurance  and  the  payment  of  a  loss  under  the 
same  as  reformed). 

Pomeroy,  in  his  book  on  Remedies  and  Re- 
medial Rights,  §  78,  treats  of  the  provisions  in 
the  several  Codes  and  Practice  Acts  combining 
legal  and  equitable  actions  and  defenses  in  the 
same  suit  He  says:  "  When  a  plaintiff  is 
clothed  with  primary  rights,  both  legal  and 
equitable,  growing  out  of  the  same  cause  of 
action  or  the  same  transaction,  and  is  entitled 
to  an  equitable  remedy  and  also  to  a  further 
legal  remedy  based  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  equitable  relief  is  granted,  and  he  sets  forth 
in  his  complaint  the  facts  which  support  each 
class  of  rights,  and  which  show  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  each  kind  of  remedy,  and  demands  a 
judgment  awarding  both  species  of  relief,  the 
action  will  be  sustained  to  its  full  extent  in  the 
form  adopted."  This  rule,  he  says,  has  been 
firmly  established  by  the  court  of  fast  resort  in 
New  York,  and  is  adopted  in  all  the  States, 
with  one  or  two  exceptions.  He  states  several 
cases  where  it  has  been  applied,  among  them, 
an  action  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  to  cor- 
rect bis  title  deed,  to  recover  possession  of  the 
land  according  to  the  correction  thus  made 
and  to  recover  damages  for  withholding  such 
possession,  and  an  action  by  the  grantor  of 
land  to  correct  his  deed  by  the  insertion  of  the 
exception  of  the  growing  timber,  and  to  recover 
damages  for  trees,  embraced  in  the  exception, 
wrongfully  cut  by  the  grantee.  The  author 
further  says:  "The  court,  instead  of  formally 
conferring  the  special  equitable  remedy,  and 
then  proceeding  to  grant  the  ultimate  legal 
remedy,  may  treat  the  former  as  though  ac- 
complished, and  render  a  simple  common-law 
judgment  embracing  the  final  legal  relief  which 
was  the  real  object  of  the  action."  See  section 
80.  It  was  a  maxim  of  equity  jurisprudence 
before  the  statutory  joinder  of  legal  and  equi- 
table actions  that  when  the  chancellor  had  once 
obtained  jurisdiction  he  would  do  complete 
justice;  but  the  limit  of  his  power  in  that  di- 
rection was  not  well  defined.  Certainly  the 
spirit  of  our  Practice  Act,  and  of  Acts  of  a  sim- 
ilar character,  would  enlarge  such  jurisdiction, 
rather  than  restrict  it.  The  application  now  is 
to  a  single  court  having  both  legal  and  equita- 
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ble  jurisdiction,  and  the  intention  of  the  law  is 
to  give  the  suitor  full  and  complete  relief 
within  certain  well  defined  rules  as  to  joinder 
of  actions  and  parties  in  a  single  action.  If  it 
be  suggested  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant 
does  not  own  the  strip  of  land  in  question,  a 
complaint  for  the  reformation  of  the  deed  and 
a  specific  performance  of  the  reformed  contract 
would  not  lie,  and  therefore  the  court  will  re- 
fuse to  reform  the  deed,  we  reply  that  for  that 
very  reason — because  he  cannot  obtain  a  spe- 
cific performance— the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  he  is  seeking.  There  is  no  other  way 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  pay  for  what,  not 
owning,  he  sold.  An  action  of  covenant 
broken  will  not  lie,  because,  unreformed,  the 
deed  does  not  cover  the  land.  If  it  cannot  be 
corrected  so  as  to  include  the  land  sold,  then  the 
grantee  is  remediless,  and  the  protection  ex- 
pected from  the  covenant  of  warranty  breaks 
down  just  where  it  is  needed. 

As  to  the  facts  on  this  point,  the  finding 
shows  that  In  1878  Riggs,  the  original  grantee, 
sold  the  land  in  question  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
conveyed  it  by  deed  containing  the  usual  cov- 
enants of  warranty  and  seisin,  in  which  it  was 
bounded  and  described  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses precisely  as  in  the  original  deed.  The 
stakes  placed  at  the  corners  by  the  defendant 
were  still  standing,  and  both  Riggs  and  the 
plaintiff  supposed  the  land  decribed  in  the  deed 
was  the  lot  designated  by  the  stakes.  About 
the  time  of  the  purchase  the  plaintiff  employed 
a  surveyor  to  locate  the  boundaries  of  the  de- 
scribed land,  who  reported  that  they  were  cor- 
rectly designated  by  the  stakes.  In  1874  But- 
ler erected  a  barn  on  the  lot  within  the  bound- 
ary line  as  indicated  by  the  stakes.  In  1886 
Catherine  R.  Root,  who  had  become  the  owner 
of  the  land  described  in  the  deeds  as  belonging 
to  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  Ann  O'Connor,  brought  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff,  claiming  that  his 
barn  encroached  upon  her  land.  The  court 
found  upon  the  trial  of  the  action  tbe  barn  to 
be  an  encroachment,  and  also  established  tbe 
boundary  line  between  the  lands  of  said  Root 
and  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  found  by  the  court 
below,  in  accordance  with  that  decision,  that 
the  northerly  line,  as  indicated  by  tbe  stakes, 
had  included  in  the  plaintiff's  lot  a  triangular 
piece  of  land  belonging  to  said  Root,  six  and 
one  half  inches  wide  at  the  front  and  running 
out  to  a  point  at  the  rear  of  the  lot  By  this 
decision  tbe  plaintiff  was  ejected  from  such 
triangular  piece.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff  to 
the  triangular  piece,  and  his  right  of  occu- 
pancy, bad  never  been  disputed  until  about  the 
time  the  action  of  Root  v.  Butler  was  com- 
menced, and  the  plaintiff  did  not  learn,  until 
final  Judgment  was  rendered  in  that  action, 
that  the  line  of  the  land  of  Mrs.  O'Connor's 
heirs  and  the  northerly  line  of  tbe  lot  staked 
out  by  tbe  defendant  were  not  identical.  Riggs 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  an  as- 
signment of  all  his  claim,  right  and  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant  arising  out  of  said 
conveyance,  etc. ,  and  authorizing  him  to  bring 
suit  in  his  own  name. 

These  facts  present  tbe  case  of  a  grantee  in  a 
deed  containing  the  usual  covenants  of  war- 
ranty and  seisin,  who  has  been  evicted  from  a 
portion  of  the  granted  premises,  seeking  ftrtt, 
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to  reform  the  deed,  and  second,  to  recover  dam- 
ages, not  against  bis  immediate  grantor,  but 
against  a  remote  grantor,  who  conveyed  the 
premises  to  his  grantor  with  the  same  cove- 
nants. It  is  familiar  law  that  the  covenants  of 
•seisin,  and  of  a  right  to  convey,  and  against  in- 
<mmbrance8,  are  personal  covenants,  not  run- 
ning with  the  land  or  passing  to  the  assignee; 
for,  if  false,  there  is  a  breach  of  them  as  soon  as 
the  deed  is  executed  and  thev  become  choses  in 
•action,  which  are  not  assignable  at  common  law. 
But  the  covenants  of  warranty  and  the  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment  are  prospective.and  an  evic- 
tion is  necessary  to  constitute  a  breach  of  them. 
They  are  therefore,  in  their  nature,  real  cove- 
nants. Thev  run  with  the  land  conveyed,  and 
•descend  to  heirs,  and  vest  in  assignees.  So 
long  as  the  grantor  has  not  a  good  title,  there 
is  a  continuing  breach.  In  respect  of  them 
this  court  held  in  Booth  v.  Starr,  1  Com*  248, 
that  "every  assignee  may  maintain  an  action 
.against  all  or  any  of  the  prior  warrantors  till 
be  has  obtained  satisfaction.  This  results 
from  the  nature  of  the  covenant,  for  each  cov- 
-enantor  covenants  with  the  covenantee  and  his 
assigns,  and,  as  the  lands  are  transferable,  it  is 
reasonable  that  covenants  annexed  to  them 
-should  be  transferred;"  and  (page  249)  "that 
the  nature  of  the  engagement  of  the  first  cove- 
nantor is  to  indemnify  all  the  subsequent  cove- 
nantees from  all  damages  arising  from  a  breach 
of  the  covenant"  The  plaintiff,  as  assignee 
of  the  real  covenants  of  the  deed,  has  also  a 
right  of  action  against  the  defendant  for  the 
reformation  of  the  deed,  for  the  purpose  of 
-enabling  him  to  take  advantage  of  the  breach 
of  such  covenants.  An  action  for  reformation 
may  be  brought,  not  only  by  the  original  par- 
ties, but  by  their  privies  in  title.  Story,  Eq. 
Jnr.  §  165.  This  court  held  in  Bunnell  v. 
Reed,  21  Conn.  686,  than  an  execution  creditor, 
to  whom  land  had  been  set  off,  could  sustain 
■an  action  against  bis  debtor's  grantor  for  the 
-correction  of  the  deed  conveying  such  land  to 
the  debtor,  so  that  it  might  be  made  to  include 
the  land  levied  upon,  as  was  intended  by  the 
parties  thereto,  but  which  by  mistake  it  failed 
to  do. 

We  have  thus  disposed  of  all  the  questions 
which  it  is  necessary  to  consider  in  order  to 
decide  the  case  before  us.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  record  which  shows  any  such  laches  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  pursuing  his  reme- 
•dies,  after  his  eviction,  as  would  defeat  bis 
right  to  invoke  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
equity,  and  the  majority  of  the  court  think 
there  is  error  in  the  judgment  appealed  from, 
and  that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted,  at 
which  the  court  of  common  pleas  may  reform 
the  deed  as  herein  indicated,  and  thereupon 
render  judgment  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  the  covenants  not  in  said  deed  contained. 

There  is  error,  and  a  new  trial  is  granted. 

Andrews,  Oh.  J.,  and  Loomis  and  Tor- 
T&nce,  JJ.,  concur;  Carpenter,  /.,  dis- 
sents. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 
12L.R.A. 


Edward  SMITHWICK 

v. 
HALL  &  UPSON  CO. 

(69  Conn.  26L) 


1.  A  ne^lljrrot  mot  or  omla«ion  to  consti- 
tute contributory  negligence  must  oper- 
ate as  a  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  or  one  of 
the  proximate  causes,  and  not  merely  as  a  condi- 
tion, 

8.  An  mot  or  omission  that  merely  in- 
creases or  adds  to  the  extent  of  the 
loss  or  Injury  occasioned  by  another's  negli- 
gence will  not  have  the  effect  of  contributory 
negligence  to  defeat  a  recovery,  though  it  may 
affect  the  amount  of  damages  to  be  recovered. 

8.  An  employe  struck  by  brick  from  a 
jfriiiig.  <wall  while  standing  on  a  platform 
helping  to  put  ice  in  a  brick  building.  In  conse- 
quence of  which  he  was  knocked  or  fell  to  the 
ground,  is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 


Nan.— Action  for  damages  for  personal  injuries 
eemsedby  negHgenee. 

Two  things  must  concur  to  support  an  action  for 
damages  for  negligence:  the  fault  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
Butterfleld  v.  Forrester,  11  Bast,  60. 

To  enable  a  plaintiff  to  recover  in  an  aonon  for 
negligence,  he  must  show  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  the  respects  charged  in  the 
petition,  that  the  negligence  charged  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  injury,  and  that  he  was  free  from 
contributory  negligence.  Bebelsky  v.  Chicago  ft 
N.W.B.Co.79Iowa,6S. 

Contributory  negHgenee  as  a  defense* 

Freedom  from  negligence  is  not  one  of  the  essen- 
tials of  the  defense  of  contributory  negligence. 
There  must  be  negligence  in  the  defendant  before 
plaintiff  can  contribute  to  its,  injurious  results. 
Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Oo.  v.  Hall,  4  L.  R.  A.  710, 87  Ala, 
706;  Memphis  ft  C.  R.  Co.. v.  Oopeland,  61  Ala. 
876. 

A  plaintiff  suing  for  negligence  cannot  recover 
where  his  own  testimony,  even^  by  giving  it  the 
most  favorable  construction,  shows  that  he  could 
have  avoided  the  injury  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care.  Atlanta  ft  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Loftln  (Ga.)  Oct. 
18,1890. 

A  person  who  is  shown  by  the  evidence  to  have 
been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  cannot  re- 
cover damages  for  Injury-  Dandle  v.  Southern 
Pac.  R.  Co.  42  La.  Ann.  686,  citing  Schwartz  v.  Cres- 
cent City  R.  Co.  80  La.  Ann.  15;  Childs  v.  New  Or- 
leans City  R.  Co.  88  La.  Ann.  154;  Deikman  v.  Mor- 
gan's Louisiana  T.  R.  ft  8. 8.  Co.  40  La.  Ann.  790. 

To  Justify  a  nonsuit,  the  contributory  negligence 
must  appear  so  clearly  that  no  construction  of  the 
evidence,  or  inference  drawn  from  the  facts,  would 
have  warranted  a  contrary  conclusion,  and  that  a 
verdict  of  the  Jury  the  other  way  would  have  been 
set  aside  as  against  evidence.  Stackus  v.  New  York 
Cent,  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  79  N.  Y.  466;  Sioux  City  ft  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Stout,  84  U.  8. 17  Wall.  660,121  L.  ed.  746;  Green 
v.  Erie  R.  Co.  11  Hun,  883, 386;  Green  v.  Brie  R.  Co. 
4  N.Y.  Week.  Dig.  686. 

It  may  be  that,  if  the  injury  was  solely  occasioned 


See  also  12  L.  R.  A.  249?  257,  268;    14  L.  R.  A.  743;  16  L.  R.  A.  106;  17  L.  R. 
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which  will  defeat  a  reoovery  for  tail  to  Juried  by 
the  fact  thai  In  violation  of  his  orders  he  had  left 
the  part  of  the  platform  which  had  a  railing  and 
gone  to  a  part  which  had  none  and  on  which  he 
had  been  warned  not  to  stand  on  account  of  the 
danger  of  falling,,  where  he  had  no  warning  of 
any  danger  from  the  wall,  and  bis  Injuries, 
though  chiefly  caused  by  his  fall,  would  have  been 
greater  if  he  had  not  fallen  out  of  the  way  of  the 
brick. 

(July  10, 1800.) 

RESERVATION  by  tbe  Superior  Court  for 
New  Haven  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  a  case  appealed 
from  tbe  District  Court  of  Waterbury  and 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  Inju- 
ries alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defendant's 
negligence.  The  question  reserved  was  as  to 
the  amount  of  damages,— if  plaintiff  was  free 
from  contributory  negligence  the  damages  to 
be  $1,000,  otherwise  nominal  Judgment  for 
$lt0O0. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mettr*.  J.  O'Neill  and  G.  H.  Cowell*  for 
plaintiff: 

Though  the  plaintiff  was  In  a  measure  neg- 
ligent, yet  if  his  negligence  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  bis  injury  he  is  not  barred. 

IsbtU  v.  New  Tori  A  N.  K  R  Co.  27  Conn. 


He  must  bv  his  own  act  have  brought  the- 
injury  upon  himself. 

Wood,  Mast,  and  S.  §  688. 

If  the  act  of  the  defendant  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause,  and  was  such  as  a  man  of  ordinary- 
prudence  would  not  have  anticipated,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  charged  with  that  degree  of  con- 
tributory negligence  which  excuses  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant,  even  though  the  plain- 
tiff's act  in  view  of  the  circumstances  was  in  a> 
measure  negligent. 

Ibid.  See  also  Fralerv.  Star*  Union  Water 
Co.  18  Cal.  555;  McKeon  v.  Citizen*  R  Co. 
42  Mo.  79;  Macon  A  W.  R.  Co,  v.  Winn,  26  Ga. 
250;  Carroll  v.  New  York  A  N.  H.  R  (Jo.  X 
Duer,  571. 

Because  tbe  plaintiff  is  willing  to  take  some- 
risks,  this  will  not  necessarily  excuse  the  de- 
fendant's negligence. 

Earri*  v.  Clinton  Tup.  7  West  Rep.  666V 
64  Mich.  447. 

Meter*.  Terry  A  Bronson,  for  defendants: 

Plaintiff's  injury  was  the  direct  result  of  hi* 
own  negligence  in  assuming  a  risk  not  required 
of  him  bv  the  defendant,  and  be  was  theref ore- 
guilty  of  such  negligence  as  materially  con- 
tributed  to  his  injury. 

Whart.  Neg.  §  215;  Otis  v.  Janeeoitle,  4T 
Wis.  422;  Loehcoodr.  Chicago  AN.  W.  R  Co. 
55  Wis.  60:8prong  v.  Boston  A  A.  R  Co.  60* 
Barb.  80;  Daniel*  v.  Saybrook,  84  Conn.  877. 


by  the  willfulness  of  the  plaintiff,  after  warning;, 
that  may  be  a  ground  of  defense  by  plea  in  confes- 
sion or  avoidance.  Popplewell  v.  Pierce,  10  Cush. 
600;  Woolf  v.  Chalker,  81  Conn.  18a  8ee  Jackson  v. 
Smithson,  15  Mees.  ft  W.  668;  Card  v.  Case,  60.  B. 
622. 

If,  In  an  action  under  the  Kentucky  Statute  for 
willful  neglect,  willful  neglect  is  proved,  contrib- 
utory negligence  is  not  a  defense.  Louisville  ft  N. 
B.  Oc  v.  Brloe,  84  Ky.  £96. 

Zfts  contributory  neoUgence  must  be  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury. 

The  contributory  negligence  must  not  only  con- 
tribute to  the  injury  but  it  must  be  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury,  in  order  to  defeat  a  recovery. 
Carter  v.  Chambers,  79  Ala.  888;  Irwin  v.  Sprlgg,  6 
GUI.  200;  Meeks  v.  Southern  Pac.  B.  Co.  66  O&L  618; 
Fernandas  v.  Sacramento  City  B.  Co.  68  Cal.  46;  Kline 
v.  Central  Pac  B.  Co.  87 CaL 400;  Isbellv.New  York 
ft  N.  H.  B.  Co.  27  Conn.  896;  Weymire  v.  Wolfe,  68 
Iowa,  688:  Frick  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  ft  N.  B.  Co.  6  Mo, 
App.  486:  Walsh  v.  Mississippi  Valley  Transp.  Co.  68 
Mo.  484;  State  v.  Manchester  ft  L.  B.  Co.  68  N.  H. 
098;  Palys  v.  Brie  B.  Co.  80  N.  J.  Bq.  004;  Dudley  v. 
Camden  ft  P.  Ferry  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  868;  Matthiason 
v.  Mayer,  7  West.  Bep.  740,  90  Mo.  686;  Harvey  v. 
New  York  Cent  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  19  Hun,  666:  Mark  v. 
Hudson  River  Bridge  Co.  66  How.  Pr.  106:  Gunter  v. 
Wicker,  86  N.  C.  810;  Kerwhaoker  v.  Cleveland,  C. 
ft  C.B.  Co.  8  Ohio  St.  ITS;  Thirteenth  ft  P.  St.  Pass. 
B.  Co.  v.  Boudrou,  98  Pa.  476;  Fowler  v.  Baltimore 
ft  O.  B.  Co.  18  W.  Va.  679;  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St.  L.  B. 
Co.  v.  Conn,  1  West.  Bep.  901, 104  Ind.  64;  West 
Mahanoy  Twp.  v.  Watson,  8  Cent.  Bep.  648, 116  Pa. 
844. 

If  the  defect  in  a  sidewalk  was  the  remote  and 
not  the  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  a  person  trav- 
eling thereon,  suoh  person  is  not  entitled  to  reoov- 
er.  Chlldrey  v.  Huntington  (W.  YaJ  11 L.  B.  A.  818. 
8ee  notes  to  Goshen  v.  England  (Ind.)  6  L.  B.  A. 863; 
Chope  v.  Eureka  (CaL)  4  L.  B.  A.  886;  Lincoln  v. 
Boston  (Mass.)  8L.  B.  A.  267. 

The  fall  of  ice  and  snow  from  a  building,  causing 
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a  horse  to  start  and  run,  is  the  proximate  cause  of 
injury  to  the  driver  thrown  from  the  wagon. 
Smethurst  v.  Proprietors  of  Ind.  Cong.  Church,  81** 
B.  A.  696, 148  Mass.261;  Lee  v.  Union  E.C0.15R.L 
888. 

For  other  instances  of  frightening  horses,  see- 
Bead  v.  Niohota,  7  L.B.  A.  186.  note,  118  N.Y.»L 

Fire  negligently  set  out  is  the  proximate  cause* 
though  other  agencies  oonour.  See  note  to  Bet*) 
v.  Nichols,  supra. 

The  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  is  that  cause* 
which  Immediately  precedes  and  directly  produce* 
the  Injury,  without  which  an  injury  would  not 
have  occurred.   LmdvaUv.Wood8.44Fed.Bep.86C. 

In  ascertaining  what  constitutes  proximate  cause*, 
the  Inquiry  is  as  to  whether  the  injury  is  the  natu- 
ral and  proximate  oonsequenoe  of  the  negligence*, 
suoh  as  under  the  droumstanoes  ought  to  have  been, 
foreseen.  Mack  v.  Lombard  ft  8.  Streets  P.  B.  W. 
Co.  (Pa.)  18  Wash.  L.  Bep.  84. 

Although  contributory  neglect  by  the  deceased 
will  not  relieve  from  responsibility  a  party  by 
whose  willful  neglect  the  life  of  deceased  has  been, 
destroyed,  yet,  If  the  injury  received  by  the  de- 
ceased was  caused  wholly  by  his  own  negligence, 
no  action  can  be  maintained.  Jones  v.  Louisvflle- 
ftN.B.Co.8E8Ky.  610. 

Defendant  would  be  answerable  for  the  Injury  to- 
deceased,  although  it  was  brought  about  by  his  own 
act,  If  that  act  had  been  the  necessary,  legal  or  nat- 
ural oonsequenoe  of  the  original  wrongful  act. 
Ibid. 

Contributory  nealiaence  of  party  injured  defeats  a 
recovery. 

Contributory  negligence  of  party  injured  defeat* 
a  recovery.  See  notes  to  Eriokson  v.  St  Paul  ft  D. 
B.  Co.  (Minn.)  6L.  B.  A.  786;  Evans  v.  Adams  Exp. 
Oo.(Ind.)7L.B.A.  678. 

But  the  fact  that  one  injured  by  another's  neg* 
ligenoe  did  all  he  could  to  avoid  the  injury  ab^ 
solves  him  from  the  oharge  of  contributory  neaiU 
genoe.  Louisville.  N.  A.  ft  a  B.  Co.  v.  Lucas,  C  L, 
B.  A.  196, 119  Ind.  688. 


1880. 


Sxrrawicx  v.  Hall  &  Upson  Oo. 
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The  plaintiff  had  voluntarily  placed  himself 
in  a  spot  where,  if  anything  occurred,  he  would 
be  unable  to  avail  himself  of  the  safeguards 
specially  provided  by  the  defendant,  and  on 
which  the  foreman  intended  to  have  him  rely 
in  stationing  him  as  he  did. 

See  Goldstein  v.  Chicago,  M.  &St.P.  R  Oo. 
46  Wis.  404. 

He  had  no  right  to  leave  the  post  of  duty 
assigned  him,  for  his  own  comfort  or  conven- 
ience, except  at  his  own  risk. 

Sprang  v.  Boston  &  A.  B.  Co.  supra. 

An  employ^  cannot  recover  against  an  em- 
ployer for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  employer,  if  the  injuries  which  result 
would  have  been  avoided  had  he  been  free 
from  negligence  on  his  own  part.  The  plain- 
tiff's injuries  resulted  from  the  fall;  had  he  re- 
mained where  be  was  employed  and  directed 
to  stand,  he  could  not  have  fallen. 

Baltimore  A  P.  B.  Oo.  v.  Jones,  06  U.  S. 
442,  24  L.  ecL  007,  and  cases  cited  on  p.  448; 
Bains  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  db  S.  B.  Co.  71  Mo. 
194,  and  cases  cited. 

It  is  true  that  the  defendant  did  not  contem- 
plate the  falling  of  the  gable  of  the  building 
when  the  warning  was  given  to  the  plaintiff 
not  to  go  upon  the  end  of  the  platform,  but 
the  danger  there  was  manifest  to  an  ordinarily 
prudent  man,  and  in  cases  of  mutual  negli- 
gence the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 


Parker  v.  Adams,  58  Mass.  420;  Gonzales  v. 
New  York  &  H.  B.  B.  Oo.  88  N.  Y.  442;  Park 
v.  (/Brim,  28  Conn.  889:  Neal  v.  QiOett,  Id. 
486;  Baltimore  db  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Jones,  05  U.  8. 
448,  24  L.  ed.  507;  Smith  v.  Smith,  10  Mass. 
621;  Fallon  v.  Boston,  85  Mass.  88. 

Torravnce,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  general  question  reserved  for  our  advice 
in  this  case  is,  whether  tbe  plaintiff  upon  the 
facts  found  is  entitled  to  the  substantial  dam- 
ages or  only  to  the  nominal  damages  found  by 
the  court  below. 

Inasmuch  as  that  court  has  expressly  found 
that  the  negligence  of  tbe  defendant  caused 
or  contributed  to  the  injury  for  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover,  the  decision  of  the 
above  general  question  depends  upon  this  sin- 

§le  point,  namely,  whether  the  acts  and  con- 
uct  of  the  plaintiff  as  set  forth  upon  the  rec- 
ord constitute  or  amount  to  such  contributory 
negligence  on  bis  part  as  will  bar  his  right  to- 
substantial  damages.  The  facts  found,  so  far 
as  they  bear  upon  the  question  for  decision, 
are  in  substance  the  following: 

The  plaintiff  was  a  workman  in  tbe  service 
of  the  defendant,  and  at  the  time  of  the  injury 
complained  of  was  engaged  in  helping  to  store 
ice  for  the  defendant  in  a  certain  brick  build- 
ing.   In  doing  this  work  the  plaintiff  stood 


For  Instances  or  contributory  negligence  whloh 
will  defeat  a  recovery,  see  Evans  v.  Adams  fixp.  Oo, 
7  L.  K.  A.  678,  and  note,  128  Ind.  86B. 

Other  instances: 
'  Driving  atan  unlawful  speed  on  a  street,  if  it  con- 
tributes to  an  Injury  received  In  a  collision  with 
another  team,  to  a  bar  to  a  recovery  for  the  negli- 
gence of  the  other  party.  Brosohart  v.  Turtle,  11 
I*.  R.  A.  88,  and  note*  60  Conn.  L 

A  person  unacquainted  with  the  place,  walking 
oo  a  dark  night  with  a  companion  carrying  a  lan- 
tern, parted  with  him  near  the  approach  to  a  bridge, 
and  was  precipitated  through  an  unguarded  open- 
ing. He  was  held  oharreable  with  such  contribu- 
tive  negligence  as  prevented  recovery  of  damages 
from  the  municipality.  Cu minings  v.  Syracuse,  1 
Cent.  Bep.  710, 100  N.  Y.  687. 

A  man  who  fell  into  a  hatchway  which  had  a 
coaming  of  about  twelve  inches,  and  was  lighted 
by  a  lamp  hanging  from  a  mast  at  one  end  of  the 
hatchway,  while  the  deck  was  well  lighted  with 
electric  lights  near  by,  while  he  was  attempting  to 
pais  across  the  deck,  having  a  clear  passageway  of 
Ave  feet,  Is  guilty  of  negliflrence  which  will  prevent 
his  recovery.  Anderson  v.  Tbe  E.  B.  Ward,  Jr.  88 
Fed.  Rep.  44. 

One  who,4  in  going  out  of  a  public  hall  or  build- 
ing, instead  of  going  out  by  a  lighted  hall  and  stair- 
way of  whloh  he  had  knowledge,  leaves  the  hall  by 
a  side  door,  stepping  into  the  dark  upon  a  platform, 
under  the  mistaken  belief  that  it  Is  protected  by  a 
railing,  and  fails  and  is  Injured,  is  guilty  of  such 
contributory  negligence  as  will  prevent  his  recov- 
ering for  injuries  against  the  owner  of  the  hall. 
Johnson  v.  Wilcox,  186  Pa.  217. 

frlien  contributory  negligence  tom  not  bar  a  recovery. 

Where  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  to  so  gross 
as  to  amount  to  wanton  and  willful  negligence,  the 
want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  party  in- 
jured, to  avoid  tbe  consequences  of  defendant's 
negligence,  will  not  bar  a  recovery.  Central  R.  St 
Bkg.  Co.  v.  Denson,  84  Ga.  774. 
12L.R  A. 


If  the  injury  was  willfully  Inflicted,  plaintiff  may 
recover,  although  guilty  himself  of  negligence. 
Ivens  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  M.  R.  Co.  1  West.  Rep. 
188,108 Ind. 27;  Terre Haute* I. R.R.  Co.  v.  Gra- 
ham, 06  Ind.  288. 

Contributory  negligence  will  not  bar  a  recovery 
where  the  injury  complained  of  is  in  terms  or  sub- 
stance willfully  committed,  or  so  gross  as  to  lead- 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  willful  and  culpable. 
Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Denson,  supra. 

Contributory  negligence;  instances. 

One  traveling  by  night  along  a  country  road  in  % 
wagon  driven  by  a  man  known  by  him  to  be  drunk 
Is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Herehey  v. 
Mill  Creek  Twp.  Road  Oomrs.  (Pa.)  8  Cent  Rep.  262. 

The  intoxication  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  to  a  circumstance  to  go  to  the  jury 
upon  the  question  of  his  contributory  negligence*, 
but  It  is  not  conclusive  upon  the  q  uestion.  Seymer 
v.Lake,  66  Wis.  661. 

It  Is  not  contributory  negligence  not  to  look  out 
for  danger  when  there  to  no  reason  to  apprehend 
any.    Engel  v.  Smith  (Mich.)  July  2, 1800. 

It  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  universal  rule  that  it 
Is  negligence  for  a  blind  man  to  walk  the  streets  of- 
Boston  unattended*  Smith  v.  Wildes,  8  New  Rng. 
Rep.  744, 148  Mass.  666. 

He  is  bound  to  use  only  ordinary  care  to  avoid 
accidents;  but  in  determining  what  to  ordinary 
care  the  jury  must  consider  his  blindness  and  other 
infirmities,  and  all  the  circumstances  whloh  bear 
upon  the  question,— What  care  to  reasonably  neces- 
sary to  insure  his  safety?  Neff  v.  Wellesley,  2  L. 
R.  A.  500, 148  Mass.  487. 

A  person  who  has  ample  time  to  get  across  a. 
street,  although  a  vehicle  may  be  approaching,  to 
not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  attempt- 
ing to  do  so.  Fentonv.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  68  Hun,. 
80. 

Where  one  on  foot  comes  into  collision  with  an- 
other in  a  sleigh,  and  to  injured,  the  fact  that  the- 
f  oot  traveler  did  not  step  out  of  the  beaten  track 
to  allow  the  other  to  pass  to  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  contributory  negligence;  but  that  ques- 
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upon  a  platform  about  five  feet  wide  and 
seventeen  feet  long,  raised  fifteen  feet  above 
the  ground,  and  extending  from  the  west  side 
of  the  building  easterly  to  a  point  about  two 
feet  east  of  the  door  or  aperture  through  which 
the  ice  was  taken  in  the  building.  A  stout 
plank  of  suitable  height  and  strength  extended 
along  the  outer  side  of  the  platform  as  far  as 
the  west  side  of  the  door  and  served  as  a  pro- 
tective railing  or  guard  to  that  portion  of  the 
platform.  In  front  of  the  door  and  east  of  it 
the  platform  was  without  guard  or  railing  of 
any  kind.  A  short  time  prior  to  the  injury 
the  foreman  of  the  defendant  stationed  the 
plaintiff  on  the  platform  Just  west  of  the  door 
and  inside  the  railing,  and  showed  him  what 
his  duties  were  there,  and  told  him  "not  to  go 
upon  the  east  end  of  the  platform  east  of  the 
slide  and  door,  as  it  was  not  safe  to  stand 
there."  He  did  not  tell  the  plaintiff  why  it 
was  not  safe,  but  the  danger  which  he  had  in 
mind  was  the  narrowness  and  unrailed  con- 
dition of  the  platform  and  the  liability  by 
inadvertence  to  misstep  or  fall  or  slip  off,  the 
latter  being  aggravated  by  the  liability  of  the 
platform  to  become  slippery  from  broken  ice. 
These  dangers  were  all  manifest.  The  peril 
resulting  from  the  accident  which  happened 
to  the  building  was  not  in  contemplation. 

After  the  foreman  went  away  the  plaintiff, 
in  spite  of  the  orders  so  given  to  him,  and  for 


reasons  of  his  own  apparently,  went  over  to 
the  east  end  of  the  platform  and  worked  there. 
It  is  found  that  there  was  no  sufficient  reason 
or  excuse  for  the  change  of  position.  One  of 
his  fellow  workmen,  seeing  the  plaintiff  in  that 
place,  told  him  that  "it  was  not  safe,  and  to 
stand  on  the  other  side,"  but  the  plaintiff,  not- 
withstanding such  warning,  remained  at  work 
there. 

While  so  at  work  the  brick  wall  of  the  build- 
ing above  the  platform,  in  consequence  of  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant,  gave  way,  the 
brick  falling  upon  the  platform  and  thence  to 
the  ground.  The  plaintiff  was  struck  by  por- 
tions of  the  descending  mass  and  fell  to  the 
earth.  He  was  either  knocked  off,  or  his  fall, 
in  the  condition  in  which  he  stood,  was  inev- 
itable; indeed,  had  he  not  fallen  when  he  did, 
his  injuries,  which  were  very  serious,  would 
have  been  worse.  Most  of  the  injuries  which 
he  actually  sustained  were  occasioned  by  the 
fall. 

The  plaintiff  bad  no  knowledge  that  the 
wall  would  be  likely  to  fall  or  was  in  any  way 
unsafe,  and  it  is  found  that  "no  fault  or  neg- 
ligence can  be  imputed  to  him  in  this  regard." 

In  contemplation  of  the  peril  from  the  fall- 
ing wall,  it  is  found  that  "the  spot  where  the 
plaintiff  stood  could  not  have  been  considered 
more  dangerous  than  the  place  where  he  was 
directed  to  stand,  though  in  fact  most  of  the 


Hon  Is  one  for  the  jury  under  all  the  evidence  in 
the  ease.    Kendall  v.  Kendall,  147  Mass.  482. 

The  contributory  negligence  of  a  carrier  Is  no 
bar  to  the  right  of  a  passenger  to  recover  from  an- 
other party  for  injuries  received  in  consequenoe 
•of  the  latter's  negligence.  New  York,  P.  ft  N.  R. 
Co.  v.  Cooper,  85  Va.  839. 

Rule  applied  to  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  a 
hack  or  stagecoach.  Becker  v.  Missouri  Pao.  R. 
Co.  (Mo.)  9  L.  R.  A.  157. 

Contributlve  negligence  is  chargeable  to  an  oil 
miner  who  1s  killed  by  an  explosion  occasioned  by 
hte  lantern,  in  passing  near  an  oil  well  from  which 
he  could  smell  and  hear  gas  escaping.  There  can 
be  no  recovery  from  the  owners  of  the  well,  al- 
though they  had  not  exercised  usual  oare.  Mo- 
Clafferty  v.  Fisher  (Pa.)  1  Cent.  Rep.  571. ' 

Where  penitentiary  lessees  working  the  convicts 
in  a  coal  mine  promulgate  an  order  that  convicts, 
-on  discovering  a  loose  or  dangerous  roof  in  the 
mine,  shall  Immediately  stop  work  and  report  to 
the  mining  boss,  their  neglect  to  do  so,  and  continu- 
ing work,  will  bar  recovery  for  injuries  received 
thereby.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  v.  Smith,  86  Tenn.  46. 
See  East  Tennessee,  V.  ft  Gk  R.  Co.  v..De  Armond, 
-86  Tenn.  78. 

Voluntary  assumption  of  peril. 

If  the  danger  is  known  and  can  be  avoided,  a 
peril  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  assumed  may 
•constitute  such  contributory  negligence  as  would 
preclude  a  recovery.  Harris  v.  Clinton,  7  West. 
Rep.  669,  64  Mich.  447,  citing  Brie  v.  Magill,  101  Pa. 
U16;  Schaefler  v.  Sandusky,  88  Ohio  St  246;  Wilson  v. 
-Cbarlestown,  8  Allen,  187;  Centralia  v.  Krouse,  64 
111.  19;  Parkhill  v.  Brighton,  61  Iowa,  108;  Cook  v. 
Johnston,  58  Mich.  487. 

It  is  not  contributory  negligence  in  a  pereon  to  risk 
tils  life,  or  place  himself  in  a  position  of  great  dan- 
ger, in  an  effort  to  save  the  life  of  another,  or  to 
rescue  another  from  a  sudden  peril  or  great  bodily 
barm,  unless  under  circumstances  which  would 
constitute  rashness  in  the  judgment  of  prudent 
12  L.  R.A. 


persons.  Peyton  v.  Texas  ft  P.  R.  Co.  41  Lsl  Ann. 
861,  oiting  Bckert  v.  Long  Island  R,  Co.  48  N.  T. 
506;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  46;  SThomp.  Neg.  1174; 
Pierce,  Railroads,  828;  Borer,  Railroads,  1089. 

One  by  whose  negligent  act  another  is  induced 
so  to  act  as  to  sustain  personal  injuries  is  not  ex- 
cused from  liability  merely  because  the  latter  vol- 
untarily incurred  the  danger.  Liming  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.  (Iowa)  Oct.  28.  1890.  See  Harris  v. 
Clinton  Twp.  7  West.  Rep.  666, 64  Mich.  447. 

But  one  who  walks  blindly  into  danger  without 
observing  due  oare  cannot  claim  to  be  free  from 
negligence  because  he  exercised  due  oare  after 
coming  into  the  dangerous  position.  Chicago,  M. 
ft  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Halsey,  133  HI.  248;  Abend  v.  Terre 
Haute* L  R.  Co.  Ill  UL  80S. 

One  who  places  himself  in  a  position  of  peril  and 
Is  unavoidably  injured  by  the  act  of  another  is  the 
author  of  his  own  misfortune,  his  act  being  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury.  Stewart  v.  New- 
port  News  ft  M.  V.  R.  Co.  86  Va.  988.  See  Dun  v. 
Seaboard  ft  R.  R.  Co.  78  Va.  646. 

Concurrent  or  co-operating  causes  of  injury. 

When  two  causes  co-operate  to  produce  the  in- 
jury, the  proximate  cause  is  the  originating  and 
efficient  cause  whioh  sets  the  other  cause  in  mo- 
tion. See  notes  to  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lucas  and.)  6  L.  R.  A.  194:  Smith  v.  Kanawha 
County  Ct.  ( W.  Va.)  8  L.  R.  A.  83;  Colorado  Cent.  R. 
Co.  v.  Holmes,  6  Colo.  197;  Paduoah  ft  M.  R.  Go.  v. 
Hoehl,  12  Bush,  41;  Cornwall  v.  Charlotte,  O.  ft  A. 
R.  Co.  97  N.  C.  11;  Murphy  v.  Deane,  101  Mass.  456; 
Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  81  Gratt.  SOU; 
Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson.  Id.  812;  Balti- 
more ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.  6.  489, 84  L.  ed.  506. 

Where  a  person  was  driving  a  team  on  a  narrow 
road,  and  the  horse  was  frightened  by  two  calves 
yoked  together  and  suddenly  appearing,  which 
caused  the  horse  to  back  and  topple  the  wagon  and 
plaintiff  over  the  bank  to  ber  serious  injury,  it  was 
held  she  oould  not  recover  against  the  oounty. 
Smith  v.  Kanawha  County  Ct.  8  L.  R.  A.  88, 88  W. 
Va.  718. 
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brick  fell  upon  the  side  where  he  stood,  and 
the  result  demonstrated  therefore  that  the  other 
side  would  have  been  safer  in  the  event  which 
occurred." 

Upon  these  facts  the  defendant  contends  that 
the  plaintiff,  in  going  to  and  remaining  on  the 
east  end  of  the  platform,  contrary  to  the  orders 
and  in  spite  of  the  warning  given  him,  and  in 
view  of  the  obvious  and  manifest  danger  in  so 
doing,  was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negli- 
gence as  bars  him  of  his  right  to  recover  more 
than  nominal  damages. 

If  the  plaintiff's  injuries  had  resulted  from 
any  of  the  perils  and  dangers  attendant  upon 
the  mere  fact  of  his  standing  and  working  on 
the  east  end  of  the  platform,  which  were  ob- 
vious and  manifest  to  anyone  in  his  place, 
which  were  in  the  mind  of  the  foreman  when 
he  told  the  plaintiff  not  to  go  there,  and  in 
view  of  which  his  fellow  workmen  warned 
him,  then  this  claim  of  the  defend  ant  would  be 
a  valid  one.  But  upon  the  facts  found  it  is 
without  foundation. 

The  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  result 
of  any  such  dangers,  but  was  caused  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  by  the  falling 
walls.  This  was  a  source  of  danger  of  which 
he  bad  no  knowledge  whatever.  He  was  jus- 
tified in  supposing  that  the  wall  was  safe  and 
would  not  be.  likely  to  fall  upon  him,  no  mat- 
ter where  he  stood  on  the  platform.    He  had 


no  reason  to  anticipate  even  the  slightest  dan-  * 
ger  from  that  source  before  or  after  he  changed 
his  position.    This  being  so,  he  could  be  guilty t    * 
of  no  negligence  with  respect  to  this  source* 
of  danger  by  changing  his  position  contrary  Co 
orders;  for  negligence  presupposes  a  duty  of    *  • 
taking   care,    and    this  in  turn  presupposes  ' 
knowledge  or  its  legal  equivalent. 

With  respect  to  that  danger  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  facts  found  must  be  held  to  have  acted:  as 
any  reasonably  careful  man  would  have  acted 
under  the  same  circumstances.  In  changing 
his  position  contrary  to  orders  he  voluntarily 
took  the  risk  of  all  perils  and  dangers  which  a 
man  of  ordinary  care  in  his  place  ought  to  have 
known  or  could  reasonably  have  anticipated; 
but  as  to  dangers  arising  through  the  defend- 
ant's negligence  from  other  sources — dangers 
which  he  was  not  bound  to  anticipate  and  of 
whose  existence  he  had  no  knowledge, — he  took 
no  risk  and  assumed  no  duty  of  taking  care. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  on  the  facts 
found  to  warn  the  plaintiff  against  the  danger 
from  the  falling  wall. 

Now  the  act  or  omission  of  a  party  injured 
which  amounts  to  what  is  called  contributory 
negligence,  must  be  a  negligent  act  or  omis- 
sion, and  in  the  production  of  the  injury  it 
must  operate  as  a,  proximate  cause,  or  one  of 
the  proximate  causes,  and  not  merely  as  a  con- 
dition. 


Contributory  negligence  need  not  be  the  sole 
cause  of  the  injury,  but  it  is  sufficient,  if  it  be  one 
of  two  or  more  concurring'  efficient  causes,  to  bar 
recovery.  North  Birmingham  Street  B.  Co.  v. 
Oalderwood  (Ala.)  Jan.  81, 1890;  West.  Railway  of 
Ala.  v.  Sistrunk,  86  Ala.  868. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  where  two  or  more 
causes  concur,  and  it  cannot  be  determined  which 
•contributed  most  to  the  accident,  or  whether  with- 
out their  concurrence  the  accident  would  have 
happened  a  recovery  cannot  be  had.  See  note  to 
Smethurst  v.  Proprietors  of  Ind.  Oong.  Church 
<Mass.)8I*B.A.086. 

Where  it  can  be  shown  that  the  accident  would 
not  have  happened  except  for  the  culpable  negli- 
gence of  the  party  injured  concurring  with  that  of 
the  other  party,  no  action  can  be  maintained. 
Pennsylvania  B.  Go.  v.  Aspell,  23  Pa.  147,  88  Am. 
Dec  828;  Central  B.  Co.  v.  Letcher,  60  Ala,  106, 44 
Am.Rep.fitt. 

But  it  must  be  such  negligence  as  contributes  to 
the  injury.  Kennard  v.  Burton,  £8  Me.  80, 48  Am. 
Dec  248. 

One  negligent  person  cannot  escape  liability  be- 
cause of  the  negligence  of  a  third  person  which 
concurred  in  producing  the  injury.    Louisville,  N. 

A.  ft  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Lucas,  6  L.  B.  A.  198, 119  Ind.  588. 

InUrocninQ  agency  breaks  carnal  connection. 

An  intervening  agency  breaks  the  causal  con- 
nection, so  if  an  intervening  cause  is  sufficient  of 
itself  to  cause  the  misfortune  the  former  must  be 
considered  too  remote.  Seale  v.  Gulf,  C.  ft  8.  F.  B. 
Co.  65  Tex.  274. 

Effect  produced  by  an  intervening  cause.  See 
note  to  Smith  v.  Kanawha  County  Ct.  (W.  Va.)  8  L. 

B.  A.  84,  examples  on  p.  88. 

If,  subsequent  to  the  original  wrongful  or  negli- 
gent act,  a  new  cause  has  intervened,  of  itself  suf- 
ficient to  stand  as  the  cause  of  a  misfortune,  the 
former  must  be  considered  as  too  remote.  Texas 
A  P.  a.  Co.  v.  Doherty  (Tex.)  Nov.  8, 1800s  Brandon 
v.  Gulf  City  a  C.  ft  Mfg.  Co.  61  Tex.  12U  Seale  v. 
<Sun\  C.  ft  8.  F.  B.  Go.  supra;  8  Civil  Cas.  Ct.  App. 
«371. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


If  an  intervening  cause  and  Its  probable  conse- 
quences be  such  as  could  reasonably  have  been  an- 
ticipated by  the  original  wrong-doer,  the  connec- 
tion between  the  original  wrongful  act  and  the  re- 
sulting injury  is  not  broken  so  as  to  relieve  the 
wrong-doer  from  liability.  St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  B. 
Co.  v.  MoKinsey,  78  Tex.  806.  See  Seale  v.  Gulf,  C.  ft 
8.  F.  B.  Co.  86  Tex.  278. 

Both  causes  necessarily  contribute  to  a  result 
which  was  the  necessary  and  unavoidable  effect  of 
the  first  cause,  but  was  hastened  by  the  interven- 
tion of  a  new,  independent  force,  of  Itself  sufficient 
to  produce  the  effect.  Thompson  v.  Louisville  ft 
N.  B.  Co.  (Ala.)  II  L.B.  A.  148. 

Proximate  cause  of  injury  tees  the  liabUity. 

The  proximate  and  not  the  remote  cause  is  to 
be  regarded  in  considering  the  question  of  negli- 
gence and  liability  therefor.  See  notes  to  Bead  v. 
Nichols  (N.  Y.)  7  L.  B.  A.  181;  Smith  v.  Kanawha 
County  Ct.  (W.  Va.)  8  L.  B.  A.  82. 

If  the  plaintiff's  negligence  is  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury  no  recovery  can  be  had.  Trow 
v.  Vermont  Cent.  B.  Co.  84  Vt  487. 

A  recovery  by  one  who  has  been  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  from  injuries  which  have  re- 
sulted in  part  from  the  negligence  of  another,  is 
permitted,  where  the  defendant  failed  through  his 
own  negligence  to  discover  plaintiff's  peril  and  to 
use  the  means  at  his  command  to  prevent  the  in- 
Jury.  Kellny  v.  Missouri  Pae.  B.  Co.  (Mo.)  8  L.  B, 
A.  788,  and  note  containing  instances. 

And  if  the  plaintiff,  by  the  exerolse  of  ordinary 
care,  could  have  avoided  the  injury,  but  failed  to 
exercise  such  care,  his  own  negligence  will  be  held 
to  be  the  proximate  cause,  and  he  cannot  recover 
unless  the  remote  cause,  the  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant, resulted  from  some  wanton  or  willful  act 
or  omission  of  the  defendant.  Macon  ft  W.  B.  Co. 
v.  Winn,  10  Ga.  440;  Hoehl  v.  Muscatine,  07  Iowa, 
444;  Walsh  v.  Mississippi  Valley  Transp.  Co.  68  Mo. 
484. 

DefendanVs  neaUaence  a*  the  proximo**  cause. 

Where  the  defendant's  negligence  is  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury  a  recovery  may  be  had. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  the  conduct  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  we  have  seen,  was,  with  respect  to  the 
danger  from  the  falling  wall,  not  negligent  for 
the  want  of  knowledge  or  its  equivalent  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff. 

Nor  was  his  conduct,  legally  considered,  a 
cause  of  the  injury.    It  was  a  condition  rather. 

If  he  had  not  changed  his  position  he  might 
not  have  been  hurt.  And  so,  too,  if  he  had 
never  been  horn,  or  had  remained  at  home  on 
the  day  of  the  injury,  it  would  not  have  hap- 
pened; yet  no  one  would  claim  that  his  birth  or 
his  not  remaining  at  home  that  day  can  in  any 
just  or  legal  sense  be  deemed  a  cause  of  the  in- 
jury. 

The  court  below  has  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff's fall  in  the  position  in  which  be  stood  was 
due  to  the  giving- way  of  the  wall,  and  that 
most  of  his  injuries  were  occasioned  by  the 
fall.  His  position  there,  upon  the  facts  found, 
can  no  more  be  considered  as  a  cause  of  the 
injury,  than  it  could  be  in  a  case  where  the  de- 
fendant, in  doing  some  act  near  the  platform 
without  the  plain  tiffs  knowledge,  had  negli- 
gently knocked  him  to  the  ground,  or  had  neg- 
ligently hit  bim  with  a  stone.  Had  the  injury 
been  occasioned  by  a  misstep  or  slip  from  the 
platform  by  the  carelessness  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
for  the  want  of  a  railing,  the  causal  connection 


between  the  change  of  position  and  the  Id  jury 
would,  legally  speaking,  be  quite  obvious;  but 
from  a  legal  point  of  view  no  such  connection 
exists  between  the  change  of  position  and  the 
giving  way  of  the  wall. 

The  plaintiff  had  full  knowledge  of  and  was 
abundantly  cautioned  against  certain  particu- 
lar sources  of  peril  and  danger,  and  he  volun- 
tarily neglected  the  warnings  and  took  the  risk 
of  those  perils  and  dangers.  He  was  injured 
through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  from 
an  entirely  different  source  of  danger,  of  which 
he  knew  and  could  know  nothing,  and  of 
whose  existence  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  warn  him. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  failure  or 
neglect  to  heed  the  warning  does  not  consti- 
tute contributory  negligence.  Gray  v.  Scott. 
66  Pa.  845. 

In  the  case  cited  certain  boys  had  been 
warned  not  to  play  at  a  certain  point  because 
of  some  particular  and  obvious  dangers  exist- 
ing there.  They  failed  to  heed  the  warning, 
and  one  of  them,  playing  at  that  place,  was 
killed.  His  death  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  another  and  came  from  a  source  of 
danger  not  obvious  and  entirely  different  from 
any  the  boys  had  been  warned  against.  In 
answering  the  argument  that  the  boy's  failure 


Pacific  B.  Oo.  v.  Houts,  1*  Kan.  886;  Whalen  v.  St. 
Louis,  K.  C.  ftN.  B.  Co. 60  Mo.  828;  Manly  v.  Wil- 
mington ft  W.  B.  Oo.  74  N.  0. 656. 

If  the  negligence  of  a  defendant,  which  con- 
tributed directly  to  the  injury,  occurred  after  the 
danger  In  which  the  party  had  placed  himself,  and 
defendant  might  have  averted  the  accident,  he  is 
liable  however  gross  may  have  been  the  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff  placing  himself  in  the  position  of 
danger.  See  note  to  Erickson  v.  St  Paul  ft  D.  B. 
Oo.  (Minn.)  6  L.  B.  A.  787. 

Where  plaintiff  had  negligently  exposed  himself 
or  his  property  to  injury,  and  the  defendant,  with 
knowledge  of  the  risk  the  plaintiff  had  taken,  by 
ordinary  care  might  have  avoided  doing  the  In- 
Jury,  his  failure  to  exercise  such  care  would  con- 
stitute the  proximate  cause  and  would  render  him 
liable.  Schierhold  v.  North  Beach  ft  M.  B.  Co.  40 
Oal.  447;  Pennsylvania  B.  Oo.  v.  Sinclair,  02  lnd. 
801;  McKean  ▼.  Burlington,  0.  B.  ft  N.  B.  Co.  66 
Iowa,  102;  Paoino  B.  Co.  v.  Houts,  supra;  O'Brien 
v.  McGlmchy,  68  Me.  662;  People's  Pass.  EL  Oo.  v. 
Green.  66  Md.  84;  Zimmerman  v.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J. 
B.  Co.  71  Mo.  476;  Bunting  v.  Central  Pac.  B.  Oo.  16 
Nev.  277;  Gunter  v.  Wicker,  86  N.  C.  810;  Nashville 
ft  C.  B.  Oo.  v.  Carroll,  6  Heisk,  847. 

Where  a  passenger  on  a  street-car  was  injured  by 
a  collision  thereof  with  a  railroad  oar  left  standing 
close  to  the  street-oar  track,  the  neglfcrenoe  of  the 
railroad  company,  if  any.  In  leaving  the  car  on  the 
track,  was  only  the  remote  cause  of  the  accident, 
and  suoh  passenger  cannot  recover  for  it.  Texas 
ft  P.  B.  Oo.  v.  Doherty  (Tex.)  Nov.  8, 1800. 

The  cases  are  numerous  which  establish  these 
principles  of  the  law  of  negligence,  and  may  be 
summarised,  In  addition  to  those  already  specifical- 
ly noted,  as  follows:  Central  B.  ft  Bkg.  Oo.  v. 
Letcher,  60  Ala.  106, 44  Am.  Bep.  606;  Little  Book  ft 
Ft.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Pankhurst,  86  Ark.  871;  Birge  v. 
Gardner,  19  Conn.  607,  60  Am.  Deo.  201;  Strong  v. 
Sacramento  ft  P.  B.  Co.  61  Oal.  826;  Nehrbas  v. 
Central  Pac.  B.  Co.  62  OaLSSO;  McCoy  v.  Philadelphia, 
W.  ft  R  B.  Co.  6  Houst.  600;  Colorado  Cent.  B.  Oo. 
v.  Holmes,  6  Colo.  197;  Illinois  Cent.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Hetherington,  88  HL  610;  Abend  v.  Terre  Haute  ft  L 
B.  Co.  Ill  111.  208, 19  Cent.  L.  J.  860;  Jamison  v.  Son 
Jose  ft  8.  OL  B.  Oo.  66  Oal.  698;  Harford  County 
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Oomrs.  v.  Hamilton,  60  Md.  810;  Starry  v.  Dubuque 
ft.  8.  W.  B.  Oo.  61  Iowa,  419;  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C\ 
B.  Oo.  v.  Shanks,  94  lnd.  598;  Salem  v.  Goner.  7V 
lnd.  291;  Steele  v.  Central  B.  Co.  48  Iowa,  109;  Mc- 
Kean v.  Burlington,  a  B.  ft  N.  B.  Co.  66  Iowa,  MB; 
Hoefal  v.  Muscatine,  67  Iowa,  444;  Jeffrey  v.  Keokuk 
ft  D.  M.  B.  Oo.  66  Iowa,  646;  Kentucky  Cent.  R.  Go. 
v.  Thomas,  79  Ky.  160,  42  Am.  Bep.  206;  Kentucky 
Cent.  B.  Oo.  v.  Lebus,  14  Bush,  618;  8ulUvan  v. 
Louisville  Bridge  Co.  9  Bush,  81;  Jacobs  v.  Louis- 
ville ft  N.  B.  Co.  10  Bush,  288;  Louisville  ft  N.  B. 
Oo.  v.  OoUins,  2  Duvall,  114;  LoulsviUe  ft  N.  B.  On.  v. 
Robinson,  4  Bush,  607;  Levy  v.  Oarondelet  Canal  ft 
Nav.  Oo.  84  La.  Ann.  180;  Pleytas  v.  Pontohartraln 
B.  Co.  18  La.  889, 86  Am.  Dec.  668;  Murray  v.  Pont- 
ohartram  B.  Oo.  81  La.  Ann.  490;  Kennard  v.  Bur- 
ton, 28  Me.  89,  48  Am.  Dec  249;  Murphy  v.  Deane, 
101  Mass.  466, 8  Am.  Bep.  890;  Peverly  v.  Boston,  18a 
Mass.  866, 49  Am.  Bep.  87;  Yloksburg  ft  M.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Hart,  61  Miss.  468;  Walsh  v.  Mississippi  TranspwOo. 
62  Mo.  484;  Zimmerman  v.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  B.  Oo. 
71  Mo.  476;  Palys  v.  Brie  B.  Co,  80  N.  J.  Bq.  604c 
Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  v.  Bighter,  42  N.  J.  L.  180;  Dud- 
ley v.  Camden  ft  P.  Ferry  Co.  46N.  J.  L.  888;  Mullen 
v.  Balnear,  Id.  620;  Munger  v.  Tonawanda  B.  Go.  4 
N.  T.  849. 68  Am.  Dec  884:  Milton  v.  Hudson  Blver 
8.  B.  Oo.  87  N.  Y.  212;  Baxter  v.  Starin,  78  N.  Y.6CO; 
Morrison  v.  Cornelius,  88  N.  C.  846;  Pennsylvania 
B.  Oo.  v.  Goodman,  62  Pa.  829;  Simpson  v.  Hand,  a 
Whart.  811,88  Am.  Deo.  281;  Brie  v.  MagW.  101  Pa. 
616;  Freer  v.  Cameron,  4  Bioh.  L.  228,  66  Am.  Dec 
668,  and  note;  Benneker  v.  South  Carolina  B.  Oo.  2ft 
8.  G.  219;  Houston  ft  T.  0.  B.  Oo.  v.  Richards,  89  Tex. 
878;  Blohmond  ft  D.  B.  Oo.  v.  Morris.  81  Gratt.  200; 
Bradley  v.  Andrews,  61  Vt,  680;  Bheff  v.  Hunting- 
ton, 16  W.  Ya,  807;  Hoth  v.  Peters,  66  Wis.  405;  Mar- 
tin  v.  Bishop,  69  Wis.  417;  Otis  v.  Janesvllle,  47  Wis. 
422;  Gronin  v.  Delavan,  60  Wis.  876;  and  following 
Butterfleld  v.  Forrester.  11  Bast,  60,  the  leading 
English  case;  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  B.  Oo.  a 
Mees.  ft  W.  244:  Tuff  v.  Warman,  6  0.  B.  N.  &  078; 
Witherley  v.  Begents  Canal  Oo.  12C.B.  N.  8.2.  * 
Fostft  F.6L  6  L.T.  N.  S.  26*  Dowell  v.  General 
Steam  Nav.  Co.  6  EL  ft  BL  196,  cited  in  Beach, 
Oontrib.  Neg.  16.  And  see8hearm.  ft  Bed*.  Neg.  126; 
Thomp.  Neg.  1140;  Whart.  Neg.  I  800;  Saunders, 
Neg.  66;  Field,  Dam.  168, 169, 178. 
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teheed  tbe  warnings  was  a  cause  of  his  death 
and  contributory  negligence,  tbe  court  toys: 
"But  because  be  was  under  tbe  tramway  in  tbe 
passage  below  it  is  thought  be  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence.  He  could  not  be 
guilty  of  negligence  as  to  the  defendant  with- 
out there  was  some  reason  to  expect  danger 
and  a  duty  of  care  on  bis  part  in  relation  to  it. 
There  was  ordinarily  none.  He  bad  a  right 
therefore  to  suppose  everything  secure  and 
safely  managed  on  the  tramway,  and  because 
it  was  not  he  was  killed.  Precisely  the  same 
argument  could  have  been  used  if  the  boy  bad 
been  killed  in  that  place  by  the  negligent  use 
of  firearms  discharged  a  hundred  yards  off." 

The  defendant  seems  to  claim,  however, 
that,  although  some  of  the  plaintiff's  injuries 
were  caused  by  falling  bricks,  yet  most  of  tbem 
were  caused  by  his  fall;  and  that  as  he  proba- 
bly would  not  have  fallen  bad  he  remained  be- 
hind the  railing,  he  contributed  to  bis  injury 
by  placing  himself  where  in  case  of  such  acci- 
dent there  was  nothing  to  prevent  his  fall. 

Whether  the  claim  that  he  would  probably 
not  have  fallen  had  he  remained  where  he  was 
stationed  be  true  or  not,  must  forever  remain 
matter  of  conjecture.  But  if  its  truth  could 
be  demonstrated  it  would  not,  as  we  have  seen, 
change  tbe  relation  of  the  plaintiff's  act  to  the 
legal  cause  of  his  injury,  or  make  that  act, 
from  a  legal  standpoint,  a  contributing  cause 
when  it  was  but  a  condition. 

And  if  the  claim  means  that  the  plaintiff  by 
his  act  increased  tbe  injury  merely,  then  if 
this  were  true  it  would  not  be  such  contributory 
negligence  as  would  defeat  tbe  action.  To 
have  that  effect  it  must  be  an  act  or  omis- 
sion which  contributes  to  tbe  happening  of  tbe 
act  or  event  which  caused  the  injury.  An 
act  or  omission  that  merely  increases  or  adds 
to  the  extent  of  the  loss  or  injury  will  not  have 
that  effect  though  of  course  it  may  affect  the 
amount  of  damages  recovered  in  a  given  case. 
Gould  v.  McEenna,  86  Pa.  297;  Btebbins  v. 
Central  Vermont  R  Co.  54  Vt.  464.  This 
claim  however,  on  the  facte  found,  is  wholly 
without  foundation. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  his 
favor  for  $1,000,  and  the  Superior  Court  is  so 
advised. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges  concurred. 


Burton  MANSFIELD,  Admr.  do  Bonis  non 

of  Dennis  McLaughlin,  Deceased, 

t>. 

Ann  LYNCH,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 

(60  Conn.  8201) 

An  overpayment  by  sua  administrator 
to  a  creditor  in  tbe  mistaken  belief  that  the 
estate  is  solvent  where  the  mistake  is  one  of 
either  law  or  fact  may  be  recovered  back  either 
by  the  administrator  himself  or  his  successor,  the 
administrator  de  bonit  non,  although  the  creditor 
received  it  in  good  faith  believing;  that  he  was 
Justly  entitled  thereto;  and  the  fact  that  the 
mistake  arose  through  the  negligence  of  tbe  ad- 
ministrator  is  immaterial  if  it  has  caused  the 
creditor  no  barm. 
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Undrew,  Oh.  J.,  dissents.) 


(Julr  10. 1890.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  City  Court  for  the  City  of  New  Haven 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover back  money  overpaid  to  defendant  as  a 
creditor  of  tbe  estate  of  Dennis  McLaughlin, 
deceased.    Affirmed. 

The- facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Joseph  B.  Morse*  for  appellant: 

The  mistake  made  bv  tbe  administrator  was 
not  such  as  equity  will  relieve,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, his  successor,  as  administrator,  can  have 
no  stronger  claim  for  relief.  It  is  apparent 
that  it  was  not  a  mistake  of  fact.  Tbe  admin- 
istrator knew  every  fact  regarding  the  value  of 
the  estate  and  the  number  and  amount  of 
claims  presented. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  $  841;  Allen  v.  Galloway,  80  Fed. 
Rep.  466;  2  Swift,  Dig.  98. 

Money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  law  with 
respect  to  the  liability  to  make  payment,  but 
witn  full  knowledge  or  with  means  of  obtain- 
ing knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances,  can- 
not be  recovered  back. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  §  851. 

Tbe  mistake  must  be  such  as  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  diligence  would  not  have  prevented. 

Bonney  v.  Stoughton,  122  III.  586,  11  West. 
Rep.  708;  Stapled  v.  Staple*,  85  Va.  76;  Clarke 
t.  Dutcher,  9  Cow.  674;  Mowatt  v.  Wright,  1 
Wend.  855;  Peterborough  v.  Lancaster,  14  N. 
H.  882;  Evans  v.  Gale,  17  N.  H.  578;  Brain- 
ard  v.  Colchester,  81  Conn.  411. 

Messrs.  Samuel  A.  York  and  A.  D.  Pen- 
ney, for  appellee: 

The  administrator  Bradley  was  never  under 
any  legal,  equitable  or  moral  obligation  to 
pay,  nor  was  the  defendant  at  any  time  legal- 
ly, equitably  or  morally  entitled  to  receive  out 
of  said  estate  upon  her  claim  more  than  81^ 
per  cent;  and  if  more  than  that  was  paid  her, 
by  mistake  of  either  law  or  fact,  or  both,  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  recover  it  back. 

Northrop  v.  Graves,  19  Conn.  555;  Camp  v. 
Tompkins,  9  Conn.  554;  Button  v.  Connecticut 
Bank,  18  Conn.  498;  East  Edddam  Bank  v. 
Seoul,  12  Conn.  810;  Brainard  v.  Colchester 
81  Conn.  411;  Post  v.  Clark,  85  Conn.  841;  4 
Wait,  Act.  and  Def.  488-487. 

No  privity  of  contract,  in  fact,  is  required  in 
this  cause  between  the  parties. 

Eagle  Bank  v.  Smith,&  Conn.  75;  1  Swift,  Dig. 
p.  898;  Stevens  v.  GoodeU,  8  Met.  84;  2  Greenl. 
Ev.  p.  105,  note. 

When  Bradley  died  and  the  plaintiff  had  been 
appointed  administrator,  he  succeeded  to  all  tbe 
rights  of  tbe  deceased  administrator  in  this 
matter. 

Stevens  v.  GoodeU,  supra. 

If  an  executor  pay  a  debt  in  full,  supposing 
the  estate  solvent,  -which  afterwards  proves  to 
be  insolvent,  he  may  recover  back  tbe  excess 
of  such  payment  over  the  creditor's  propor- 
tion, in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

Walker  v.  Hill,  17  Mass.  880;  Walker  v. 
Bradley,  8  Pick.  261;  Bliss  v.  Lee,  17  Pick.  88: 
Beard  v.  Drake,  4  Gray,  514;  1  Wait.  Act.  and 
Def.  168, 169. 

Torrance*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tbe  record  in  this  case  discloses  the  follow- 
ing facts: 
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On  the  first  of  May,  1888,  one  McLaughlin 
died  intestate,  and  in  fact  insolvent,  owing  the 
defendant,  Ann  Lynch,  $400  upon  a  promissory 
note.  On  May  14  of  that  year  one  Bradley 
was  appointed  administrator  upon  McLaugh- 
lin's estate.  The  court  of  probate  limited  a 
time  for  the  presentation  of  claims,  and  within 
the  time  all  the  claims  finally  allowed  against 
the  estate,  amounting  to  (1,696.44,  were  pre- 
sented to  said  Bradley. 

Of  the  claims  so  presented  Bradley  allowed 
some  and  disallowed  others.  Among  the 
claims  of  general  creditors  so  allowed  (amouLt- 
ing  in  all  to  $705.14),  was  that  of  the  defend- 
ant upon  said  note,  amounting  with  interest  to 
$424.87.  The  claims  disallowed,  amounting 
to  $991.80,  were  in  fact  valid  claims  against 
the  estate,  but  none  of  them  were  evidenced  by 
any  writing  signed  by  the  deceased,  and  Brad- 
ley believed  they  were  not  valid  claims  on  that 
account.  He  also  honestly  but  erroneously  be- 
lieved that  he  had  been  advised  by  the  judge  of 
probate  to  disallow  all  claims  presented  against 
the  estate  not  evidenced  by  a  writing  signed  by 
the  deceased,  and  supposed  that  one  of  the 
claims  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions. 

On  these  grounds  he  disallowed  these  claims 
and  gave  the  parties  notice  of  the  disallowance. 
After  the  time  limited  for  presenting  claims 
had  expired,  Bradley,  acting  under  the  belief 
that  the  disallowed  claims  were  no  longer 
claims  that  could  be  collected  oat  of  the  estate, 
and  believing  that,  this  being  so,  the  estate  was 
solvent,  paid  the  defendant's  claim  in  full,  and 
took  the  note  into  his  possession,  on  the  19th 
of  December,  1888.  In  so  believing  and  acting 
he  was  honestly  mistaken,  as  the  court  finds, 
both  as  to  the  matters  of  fact  and  as  to  the 
matters  of  law. 

Afterwards,  in  May,  1889,  certain  creditors 
whose  claims  bad  been  so  disallowed  brought 
suit  against  Bradley,  and  thereupon,  by  the 
advice  of  counsel,  he  represented  to  the  court 
of  probate  that  the  estate  was  insolvent,  and 
asked  that  commissioners  be  appointed  to  re- 
ceive and  examine  all  the  claims  presented. 
Thereupon,  in  May,  1889,  the  court  adjudged 
the  estate  to  be  insolvent  and  appointed  com- 
missioners, to  whom  Bradley  in  due  time  pre- 
sented all  the  claims  against  the  estate,  includ- 
ing those  allowed  and  paid  as  well  as  those  dis- 
allowed by  bim;  all  of  which  the  commission- 
ers allowed,  and  reported  their  doings  to  the 
court  on  the  28th  of  July,  1889,  which  report 
was  duly  accepted,  and  no  appeal  has  been 
taken  therefrom.  In  the  meantime,  on  Julv 
1.  1889,  Bradley  died,  and  on  August  2,  1889', 
the  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  and  qualified 
as  administrator  de  oonis  non  of  the  McLaugh- 
lin estate. 

The  estate  could  at  no  time  in  fact  pay  to 
the  general  creditors  more  than  81^  per  cent 
on  the  dollar,  which  was  the  percentage  finally 
found  due  and  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  court. 

Before  the  present  suit  was  brought  the 
plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  $290.18, 
which  was  the  amount  paid  to  her  by  Bradley 
over  and  above  tbe  allowed  percentage.  This 
she  refused  to  pay,  and  thereupon  this  suit  was 
brought.  Tbe  defendant  received  the  amount 
paid  to  her  bv  Bradley  in  good  faith,  believing 
the  same  to  be  justly  due,  and  she  had  no 
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actual  knowledge  of  the  mistakes  on  the  part 
of  Bradley,  or  of  any  of  the  doings  of  tbe  com- 
missioners or  of  the  court  of  probate,  before 
the  date  of  this  suit,  although  public  notice 
thereof  was  given  according  to  law. 

The  money  so  paid  to  her  was  by  her  forth- 
with deposited  in  her  own  name  in  a  savings- 
bank,  where  it  has  ever  since  remained,  and lav 
a  part  of  the  money  attached  in  this  suit. 

On  these  facts  the  court  below  rendered 
Judgment  that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant the  $290.18,  with  interest  from  De- 
cember 18,  1888,  when  it  was  paid  to  her. 
Whether,  upon  the  facts  found,  tbe  court  erred 
in  so  deciding,  is  the  general  question  presented 
for  our  consideration. 

From  the  record  it  is  evident  that,  in  fact 
and  in  law,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  administrator 
to  pay,  and  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  re- 
ceive, only  $184,69 ;  that  the  administrator  by* 
mistake  paid  her  $290.18  more  than  she  was. 
entitled  to  receive ;  and  that  the  loss, .  if  the 
overpayment  cannot  be  recovered  from  the  de- 
fendant, must  fall,  either  upon  Bradley's  estate 
or  upon  the  creditors  of  the  McLaughlin  estate. 
Now,  whatever  view  may  be  taken  of  Bradley's, 
action  in  making  the  overpayment,  it  seems* 
unjust  that  the  loss  should  fall  upon  the  credi- 
tors, and  if  Bradley  acted  in  good  faith  in 
making  it,  and  did  ft  under  a  mistaken  view  of 
the  law  or  of  the  facts,  or  both,  it  seems  hard 
that  the  loss  should  fall  on  his  estate  or  upon 
his  bondsman. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  defendant  is  com- 
pelled to  repay  this  amount,  she  is  no  worse 
off  than  she  would  have  been  if  no  mistake 
had  been  made.  She  retains  her  pro  rata* 
share  of  the  assets,  and  is  not  legally  harmed, 
for  she  thus  gets  all  the  law  would  in  any 
event  allow  her  out  of  tbe  then  known  assets 
of  tbe  McLaughlin  estate,  and  she  still  holds  a> 
valid  claim  against  the  estate  for  the  balance 
due  ber.  Viewed  in  this  light  it  would  seem 
as  if  the  general  result  arrived  at  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  is  fair  and  equitable* 
and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  unless  the  attain- 
ment of  such  a  result  in  a  case  like  the  present 
is  forbidden  by  some  stubborn  rule  or  rules  of 
law. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  judgment  be- 
low is  erroneous  on  two  grounds:  first,  be- 
cause on  the  facts  found  Bradley  himself  in 
his  lifetime  had  no  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendant ;  and  second,  if  he  had,  still  the 
present  plaintiff  as  administrator  de  bonu  non 
cannot  recover  as  he  now  seeks  to  do  upon 
that  cause  of  action.  We  will  examine  these 
points  in  their  order. 

It  is  claimed  that  Bradley  had  no  cause  of 
action  because  his  mistake  was  one  of  law  and 
not  of  fact,  and  because  he  was  guilty  of  such 
negligence  and  laches  towards  the  defendant 
that  no  court,  either  of  law  or  of  equity,  would 
have  aided  them  to  recover  the  overpayment. 

Bradley  paid  the  defendant's  claim  in  tbe  hon- 
est belief  that  the  estate  was  solvent.  But  for 
1 ..  is  belief  he  would  not  have  paid  it  in  full.  It 
would  seem  from  the  finding  that  this  belief 
arose  partly  from  ignorance  of  law,  and  partly 
from  whn'  be  mistakenly  supposed  to  be  the 
advice  irivcn  him  by  tbe  probate  judge,  as  to* 
the  validity  of  certain  claims  presented  against 
the  estate.    He  also  supposed  that  one  of  the 
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claims  disallowed  was  barred  by  tbe  Statute  of 
Limitations.  It  is  perhaps  not  clear  from  the 
finding  whether  the  court  below  regarded  the 
mistake  which  Bradley  made  in  supposing  the 
estate  to  be  solvent  as  the  result  of  a  mistaken 
view  of  law  or  of  fact,  or  of  both  combined,  nor 
is  the  settlement  of  this  question  very  material 

If  we  concede  what  the  defendant  claims, 
that  the  overpayment  was  the  result  of  a  mis- 
take of  law  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts, 
still  we  think,  even  then,  that  Bradley  upon 
the  facts  found  would,  if  living,  have  a  right 
to  recover  the  overpayment  upon  the  princi- 
ples settled  by  this  court  in  tbe  case  of  North- 
rop v.  Orates,  10  Conn.  648.  In  that  case 
tbe  husband  of  a  legatee,  as  the  result  of  a 
mistaken  view  of  tbe  law  as  applied  to  tbe  con- 
struction of  a  will  by  the  executors,  was  paid 
a  sum  of  money  to  which  by  law  he  was  not 
entitled.  In  the  case  at  bar  tbe  defendant,  as 
the  result  of  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law  as  ap- 
plied in  the  disallowance  of  claims  against  an 
estate  by  the  administrator,  has  been  paid  a 
sum  of  money  to  which  she  was  not  by  law  en- 
titled out  of  the  known  assets  of  McLaughlin's 
estate.  It  is  true  that  in  Northrop  v.  Grave* 
the  defendant,  at  the  time  the  money  was  paid, 
knew  it  was  not  due  under  the  will,  and  that 
this  knowledge  was  an  element  that  entered 
into  the  decision  of  that  case,  but  it  was  by  no 
means  the  controlling  element 

The  court  in  that  case  said :  "We  mean  dis- 
tinctly to  assert  that  when  money  is  paid  by 
one  under  a  mistake  of  his  rights  and  his  duty, 
and  which  be  was  under  no  legal  or  moral  ob- 
ligation to  pay,  and  which  the  recipient  has  no 
right  in  good  conscience  to  retain,  it  may  be 
recovered  back  in  an  action  of  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit, whether  the  mistake  be  one  of  law  or 
fact ;  and  this  we  insist  may  be  done  both  up- 
on the  principles  of  Christian  morals  and  tbe 
common  law." 

Here  are  two,  and  only  two,  conditions  laid 
down  to  entitle  a  plaintiff  in  such  cases  to  re- 
cover. First,  the  money  must  be  paid  by  one 
under  a  mistake  of  his  rights  and  his  duty,  and 
be  such  as  he  is  under  no  moral  or  legal  obli- 
gation to  pay.  Second,  tbe  recipient  of  the 
money  must  have  no 4  'right  in  good  conscience" 
to  retain  it. 

In  the  case  at  bar  we  think  the  first  condi- 
tion is  fulfilled.  Bradley  was  not  only  under 
no  moral  or  legal  obligation  to  make  the  over- 
payment, but  on  tbe  contrary  it  was  clearly 
his  duty  to  retain  the  money  so  overpaid  and 
divide  it  among  the  other  general  creditors. 
This  duty  he  in  fact  violated  solely  because  of  a 
mistake  of  law  or  fact  or  both,  it  matters  not 
which. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  tbe  second  condition 
Is  not  fulfilled  in  the  case  at  bar,  because  as  the 
estate'  did  in  fact  owe  the  defendant  the  whole 
sum  paid,  she  has  "a  right  in  good  conscience" 
to  retain  it  In  one  sense  it  is  true  that  the  es- 
tate owed  the  defendant  the  amount  overpaid, 
but  it  is  not  in  any  legal  or  moral  sense  true 
that  it  was  tbe  duty  of  tbe  administrator  to 
pay,  or  the  right  of  tbe  defendant  to  receive, 
her  claim  in  full  from  the  then  known  assets 
of  the  estate.  Her  right  was  only  to  receive 
her  pro  rata  share  with  the  other  general  cred- 
itors, and  the  unpaid  balance  still  remained  a 
claim  in  her  favor  against  the  estate.  If  she 
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gets  more  than  this  it  must  be  at  the  expense 
of  the  other  general  creditors  or  of  the  admin- 
istrator. 8he  did  in  fact  get  more  than  she  was 
entitled  to  solely  in  consequence  of  an  honest 
mistake.  It  is  true  that  when  the  overpay- 
ment was  made  she  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
condition  of  the  estate  or  of  the  mistakes  of 
Bradley,  but  such  knowledge  on  her  part  is  not 
made  one  of  the  conditions  of  recovery  in  the 
case  cited,  and  after  she  obtained  such  knowl- 
edge she  still  refused  to  make  the  repayment. 

Can  it  then  with  reason  be  said  she  has  "a 
right  in  good  conscience"  to  retain  money 
which  rightfully  belongs  to  the  estate,  to  which 
she  is  neither  morally  nor  legally  entitled,  and 
which  she  obtained  solely  in  consequence  of  an 
honest  mistake  which  wrought  her  no  barm 
whatever?  Whatever  meaning  may  be  given 
to  the  somewhat  indefinite  phrase,  "right  in  . 
good  conscience,"  we  think  it  clear  that  the  de- 
fendant had  no  such  right  as  against  Bradley 
under  the  circumstances  to  retain  the  overpay- 
ment, and  this  fulfills  the  second  condition. 

We  are  aware  that  upon  the  general  ques- 
tion whether,  when  all  the  facts  are  known,  or 
may  with  ordinary  diligence  be  known,  money 
paid  under  a  mistake  of  law  may  be  recovered 
back,  the  authorities  are  in  direct  conflict  but 
since  tbe  decision  of  the  case  of  Northrop  v. 
Graves,  supra,  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the 
position  of  this  court  upon  this  question  in  a 
case  like  the  present  It  is  unnecessary  there- 
fore to  cite  the  decisions  of  other  States  upon 
the  question,  but  if  it  were  many  such  authori- 
ties might  be  found.  Such,  for  instance,  are 
tbe  cases  of  Culbreathlv.  Outoreath,  7  Oa.  64; 
8tevens  v.  Qoodell,  8  Met.  84;  Rogers  v.  Weaver, 
5  Ohio.  586;  Reattyv.  Duflef,  11  La.  Ann.  74. 

From  the  case  of  OuXbreath  v.  Oulbreath,  here 
cited,  which  was  decided  in  1840,  a  month  or 
two  after  our  own  case  of  Northrop  v.  Graves, 
we  quote  the  following  (p.  67):  "The  ques- 
tion is,  Can  a  party  recover  back  money  paid 
with  a  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  through 
mistake  of  the  law?  We  are  fully  aware  that 
the  authorities  upon  this  question  are  in  con 
flict,  as  well  in  England  as  in  this  country. 
Great  names  and  courts  of  eminent  authority 
are  arrayed  on  either  side.  It  is  not  one  of 
those  questions  upon  which  the  mind  prompt- 
ly and  satisfactorily  arrives  at  a  conclusion. 
This  is  true  in  reference  both  to  principle  and 
authority.  ...  I  think,  and  I  shall  try  to 
prove,  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  with  us. 
If  it  were  not  so — if  authorities  were  balanced 
— we  feel  justified  in  kicking  the  beam  and  rul- 
ing according  to  that  naked  and  changeless 
equity  which  forbids  that  one  man  should 
retain  the  money  of  his  neighbor  for  which  he 
paid  nothing  and  for  which  his  neighbor  re- 
ceived nothing,  an  equity  which  is  natural, 
which  savages  understand,  which  cultivated 
reason  approves,  and  which  Christianity  not 
only  sanctions  but  in  a  thousand  forms  has  or- 
dained." 

In  the  case  of  Rogers  v.  Weaver,  supra,  the 
court  says,  p.  587:  "It  is  an  admitted  rule  that 
where  money  has  been  paid  by  mistake  it  may 
be  recovered  back  in  this  action.  It  appears 
to  us  that  tbe  payment  in  this  case  was  made 
under  a  mistaken  understanding  of  the  true 
situation  of  the  estate.  .  .  .  We  think  it  just 
and  equitable,  as  well  as  lawful,  to  infer  a  prom- 
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Ise  to  repay  the  sum  received  more  than  was 
doe  from  the  fact  of  its  receipt  through  mis- 
take." The  same  principle  was  acted  upon  io 
the  case  of  Bliss  v.  Lee,  17  Pick.  88. 

But  it  is  further  said  that  Bradley  knew  all 
the  facts  and  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence 
and  laches  in  this  matter  towards  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  on  these  grounds  he  had  no  cause 
of  action.  But  it  nowhere  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant has  been  in  any  way  harmed  or  injured 
by  the  claimed  negligence  or  laches  of  Brad- 
ley. She  has  not  changed  her  position  for  the 
worse  on  that  account  She  has  her  pro  rata 
share  of  the  assets  now  in  her  hands,  and  still 
has  a  claim  for  the  unpaid  balance,  even  if  she 
is  compelled  to  repay  the  amount  overpaid. 
If  she  has  given  up  her  note  she  can  undoubt- 
edly easily  get  it  back,  and  she  has  in  place  of 
it  the  proved  and  allowed  claim  based  upon  it. 
We  fail  to  see  where  she  has  been  legally 
harmed  by  Bradley's  negligence  or  laches. 

Where  money  is  paid  under  a  mistake  of 
fact,  it  is  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover it  that  the  mistake  arose  through  the 
plaintiff's  negligence,  if  such  negligence  caused 
the  defendant  no  harm.  Appleton  Bank  v. 
McQUtray,  4  Gray,  518;  Kingston  Bank  v. 
Mttnge,  40  N.  T.  801. 

We  think  the  same  principle  should  apply 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  even  where  the  mis- 
take is  one  of  law. 

We  also  think  that  if  the  law  is  as  laid  down 
in  Northrop  v.  Graven*  to  payments  of  money 
made  by  mistake  of  law  by  a  party  acting  in 
his  own  right,  much  more  ought  the  law  to  be 
so  held  in  a  case  where  the  party  making  the 
payment  acts  in  some  fiduciary  capacity  as  the 
agent  of  others. 

We  hold,  then,  that  Bradley,  if  living,  would 
upon  the  facts  found  be  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  amount  overpaid. 
The  next  question  is  whether  the  present  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover. 

If  we  are  right  in  our  conclusion  that  Brad- 
ley, if  living,  might  on  the  facts  found  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  overpayment,  then 
upon  principle  we  see  no  good  reason  why  the 
plaintiff  may  not  recover  fn  this  action. 

It  is  true  that  the  doctrine  of  the  common 
law  is,  that  between  the  administrator  and  the 
administrator  de  bonis  non  there  is  little  or  no 
privity,  and  that  to  the  latter  is  committed 
only  the  administration  of  the  goods,  chattels 
and  credits  of  the  deceased  which  have  not 
been  administered.  It  may  also  be  true,  per- 
haps, that  if  Bradley's  estate  had  made  good 
the  overpayment  to  the  plaintiff,  Bradley's  rep- 


resentatives alone  would  in  that  case  have  had 
the  right  to  bring  this  suit;  but,  notwithstand- 
ing these  and  other  reasons  that  might  be 
urged,  we  think  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  this 
action. 

Bradley  parted  with  certain  assets  of  the  es- 
tate to  the  defendant  by  an  act  which,  under 
the  facts  found,  gave  the  defendant  no  right 
to  retain  them  as  against  Bradley  acting  as  ad- 
ministrator. After  the  overpayment  the  money 
overpaid  still  remained  assets  of  the  estate,  and 
it  was  Bradley's  duty  to  recover  it  back  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate  as  soon  as  he  knew  that 
the  estate  was  insolvent  in  fact  After  Brad- 
ley's death  the  plaintiff  became  the  sole  repre- 
sentative of  the  estate,  the  trustee  of  all  persons 
having  an  interest  in  it  Wiggin  v.  Swett,  6 
Met.  194.  It  was  his  duty  to  take  charge  of 
and  administer  all  assets  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator  at 
his  decease,  or  in  the  hands  of  third  persons, 
not  administered  upon.  Bradley  was,  as  to  the 
cause  of  action  which  he  had  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  overpayment,  a  trustee  for  the 
estate  and  the  other  general  creditors.  Had 
be  in  his  lifetime  instituted  a  suit  to  recover 
the  overpayment  and  then  died,  the  plaintiff 
by  our  Statute  (§  560)  might  have  entered  and 
prosecuted  such  suit  to  anal  judgment  We 
think,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  he  can  as  well 
institute  a  suit  himself  as  to  prosecute  one 
brought  by  his  predecessor. 

Whether  the  suit  is  brought  by  the  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non,  or  by  Bradley's  representa- 
tives, can  make  little  or  no  difference  to  the 
defendant  In  the  one  case  she  pays  back  to 
the  estate  directly,  and  in  the  other  indirectly, 
the  amount  overpaid.  In  either  case  she  pays 
it  back.  That  is  the  object  to  be  accomplished 
by  either  method;  and  we  think  the  present 
method  is  the  simplest  and  cheapest  for  all 
concerned,  and  was  properly  adopted. 

We  know  of  no  case,  and  have  been  referred 
to  none,  wherein  it  is  decided  that  the  ad- 
ministrator may  not  recover  in  a  case  like  the 
present  On  the  other  hand  in  Stevens  v. 
Goodeli,  supra,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non 
was  allowed  to  recover  in  a  case  very  similar 
to  this.  See  also  Bliss  v.  Lee,  supra,  where 
the  executor  was  allowed  to  recover  a  payment 
made  to  a  creditor  beyond  his  pro  rata  share 
by  an  executor  deson  tort. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below. 

In  this  opinion  Carpenter,  Loomls  and 
Seymour.  JJ.t  concurred;  Andrews.  Ch*  J., 
dissented. 
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William  H.  ZINN 

e. 
Wilbur  P.  RICE. 


(....Mass.....! 
The  role  that  a  malicious  prosecution 


must  have  terminated  before  a  suit  for 
damages  can  be  based  thereon  does  not  apply  to 
a  Just  cause  of  action  In  respect  to  which  the 
only  grievance  1s  that  an  excessive  attachment 
of  goods  was  made,  not  to  secure  the  debt,  but  to 
Injure  the  defendant. 

(May  20, 189L) 


Note.— As  to  action  to  recover  for  malicious  |  see  notes  to  Antoliff  v.  June  (Mich.)  10 1*.  B.  A.  I 
prosecution  of  action  or  malloious  abuse  of  process,  I  Pope  v.  Pollock  (Ohio)  4  L.  R.  A.  866. 
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I  EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  a  ruling  of  the 
!i  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County  (Lath- 
Top,  J.)  that  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  malicious  acts  done  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff's  injury  was  prematurely  brought,  and 
1o  an  order  of  nonsuit  and  entry  of  the  same. 
Sustained, 

Rice  instituted  a  suit  against  Zinn  in  which 
he  sought  to  recover  £4,522.45.  He  laid  his 
<iamage  in  his  writ  at  $40,000  and  placed  va- 
rious attachments  each  in  the  sum  of  $40,000 
upon  the  real  and  personal  property  of  Zinn. 

At  the  trial  of  the  present  action  Zinn  offered 
to  prove  that  the  attachments  in  the  prior 
■action  had  been  placed  upon  two  separate 
pieces  of  real  estate,  one  of  which  was  worth 
415,000  above  incumbrances,  and  also  upon  a 
a  stock  of  goods  worth  $100,000;  that  at  the 
time  the  suit  was  brought  and  the  attachments 
made  Zinn  was  absent  from  the  Common- 
wealth for  the  benefit  of  his  health;  that  Rice's 
•counsel  refused  to  reduce  the  damages  as  laid 
in  the  writ,  but  the  court  subsequently  did  re- 
duce them  to  $10,000.  Zinn  offered  to  prove 
actual  as  well  as  constructive  malice  on  the 
part  of  Bice,  and  that  Rice  laid  his  damages  and 
placed  the  attachments  for  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  injuring  Zinn;  he  further  offered  to 
prove  injury  because  of  such  acts.  It  appear- 
ing that  the  suit  in  which  the  attachments 
were  made  was  still  pending,  the  court  ruled 
that  this  action  was  prematurely  brought,  and 
for  that  reason  ordered  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered, 
which  entry  was  made. 

Mr.  Benjamin  L.  M.  Tower,  for  plain- 
^tiff: 

The  sole  reason  of  the  rule,  that  in  cases  of 
malicious  prosecution  the  original  proceeding 
must  be  first  determined,  is  that  it  may  be  ascer- 
tained whether  it  was  instituted  without  reason- 
able or  probable  cause.  In  the  case  at  bar 
that  question  does  not  arise, 

If  it  be  urged  that  this  defendant  may  have 
made  a  mistake  in  stating  his  claim,  the  com- 

Slete  answer  to  such  an  improbable  suggestion 
\,  that  an  innocent  mistake  can  and  should 
be  taken  advantage  of,  by  way  of  defense  in 
this  present  action,  whether  it  be  a  mistake  in 
the  amount  of  the  claim,  or  in  the  amount  for 
which  the  officer  was  instructed  to  attach. 

Savage  v.  Brewer,  16  Pick.  453. 

It  is  well  settled  that  in  an  action  for  abuse 
-of  legal  process,  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  or 
prove  that  such  process  was  sued  out  without 
probable  cause,  or  that  it  has  terminated. 

Page  v.  Ousliing,  88  Me.  523;  QUding  v.  Eyre. 
10  C.  B.  N.  a  592,  604;  Grainger  v.  Hill,  4 
Bing.  N.  C.  212;  Steward  v.  Gromett,  7  C.  B. 
K.  S.  191;  Tebbutt  v.  Holt,  1  Car.  &  K.  280; 
Mdia  v.  Neate,  8  Fost  &  F.  757;  Hepwood  v. 
Collinge,  9  AxL.  &  £1.  268;  Austin  v.  Debnam, 
$  Barn.  &  C.  189, 144;  BeUnger  v.  Sweet,  1  Abb. 
N.  C.  263;  Sommer  v.  Witt,  4  Serg.  <fe  R.  19; 
*  Greenl.  Ev.  §  452. 

Enforcing  by  arrest  or  otherwise  an  errone- 
ous judgment  or  execution  is  none  the  less  an 
abuse  or  misuse  of  legal  process,  that  it  is 
strictly  within  the  scope  of  such  process. 

Tebbutt  v.  Holt,  Gilding  ▼.  Eyre  and  Steward 
y.  Groinett,  supra. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  question  whether  the 
attachments  were  excessive  is  not  an  issue  in 
the  suit  in  which  the  attachments  were  made. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


And  in  Wilkinson  v.  Howell,  Moody  &  M.  495, 
Lord  Tenterden  says:  "The  termination  must 
be  such  as  to  furnish  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  action  was  without  foundation." 

The  point  here  presented  has  not  been  de- 
cided in  Massachusetts, but  in  Savage  v.  Brewer, 
supra,  the  court  says:  "It  seems  to  be  a  well- 
established  principle  that  if  one  causes  another 
to  be  arrested  and  held  to  bail,  for  a  debt  not  due, 
or  for  more  than  is  due,  and  this  is  done  know- 
ingly, an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  this  abuse 
of  legal  process." 

Messrs.  Robert  M.  Morse,  Jr.,  Edward 
A.  Upton  and  Cbavrles  E.  Hellier,  for 
defendant: 

The  same  principles  of  law  apply  to  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  damages  for  excessive  attach- 
ment as  apply  to  an  action  for  malicious 
arrest. 

See  Lindsay  v.  Lamed,  17  Mass.  190;  Savage 
v.  Brewer,  16  Pick.  453;  Oardival  v.  Smith, 
109  Mass.  158;  Rossiter  v.  Minnesota  B.  S. 
Paper  Go.  37  Minn.  296;  Newark  Goal  Go.  v. 
Upson,  40  Ohio  St.  17. 

To  recover  in  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution there  must  first  have  been  a  termination 
of  the  action  sued  upon. 

Ripley  v.  McBarron,  125  Mass.  272;  HamU- 
burgh  v.  Shepard,  119  Mass.  30;  Oardival  v. 
Smith,  109  Mass.  158;  O'Brien  v.  Barry,  106 
Mass.  300;  BiekneU  v.  Dorian,  16  Pick.  478. 

The  action  in  the  case  at  bar  is  not  an  action 
for  abuse  of  legal  process. 

Johnson  v.  heed,  136  Mass.  421. 

W.  Allen,  «£,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  declaration  and  offered  to  be  proved  at  the 
trial  are  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  by 
the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  The  de- 
fendant's contention  is  that  the  action  is  pre- 
maturely brought;  that  it  is  an  action  for  ma- 
licious prosecution  and  subject  to  the  rule  that 
a  suit  for  malicious  prosecution  cannot  be 
maintained  until  the  prosecution  has  termin- 
ated in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  But  the  rule 
applies  only  to  suits  for  maliciously  instituting 
groundless  prosecutions,  and  does  not  apply  to 
the  injurious  and  malicious  use  of  process  in 
proceedings  which  were  commenced  with  prob- 
able cause.  The  latter  being  for  the  malicious 
use  of  legal  process  by  acts  authorized  by  its 
terms  may  be  called  actions  for  malicious  pros- 
ecution to  distinguish  them  from  actions  for 
the  abuse  of  process  by  doing  under  color  of 
legal  process  acts  not  authorized  by  it;  but 
there  is  no  rule  of  law  that  in  such  an  action 
the  termination  of  any  former  suit  must  be 
shown.  The  rule  is  founded  on  the  necessity 
of  proving  that  a  prosecution  which  itself  puts 
in  issue  the  truth  of  the  charge  on  which  it  is 
founded  is  without  probable  cause.  A  defend- 
ant in  such  an  action  cannot  bring  another  ac- 
tion to  try  the  issue  tendered  him  in  the  first 
while  that  issue  is  pending.  The  rule  is  by  its 
terms  and  nature  limited  to  a  prosecution  to 
establish  a  charge  or  cause  of  action,  and  can- 
not include  an  ex  parte  use  of  process  inciden- 
tal and  collateral  to  such  a  prosecution  and  in 
defense  to  which  falsity  of  the  charge  cannot 
be  shown.  Parker  v.  Langly,  10  Mod.  209; 
Fortman  v.  Rottier,  8  Ohio  St.  548;  Bump  y. 
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Bem,  19  Wend.  421;  Barnett  v.  ifewf,  51  Pa. 
190;  Jenings  v.  Florence,  2  0.  B.  N.  8.  467; 
ChurehiU  v.  Siggers,  8  El.  &B1. 929;  Wenttoorth 
y.  Bullen,  9  Bam.  &  G.  840;  Fori  v.  Gratw, 
144  Mass.  865;  Everett  v.  Henderson,  146  Mass. 
89;  &0a£v  v.  Brewer,  16  Pick.  458;  BickneU  y. 
Dorian,  16  Pick.  478. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  grievance  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  that  the  defendant  maliciously  com- 
menced a  groundless  suit  He  admits  that  the 
plaintiff  had  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  that 
there  is  no  defense  to  the  suit,  and  that  its 
termination  cannot  be  in  his  favor.  Nor  is 
his  grievance  that  the  defendant  abused  the 
process  in  the  former  suit,  and  under  color  of 
it  did  things  not  authorized  by  its  terms.  His 
grievance  is  that  the  defendant,  having  a  just 
cause  of  action  and  a  legal  suit  against  this 
plaiutiff ,  made  an  excessive  attachment  of  prop- 
erty which  he  knew  was  not  needed  for  the 
security  of  his  debt,  not  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing his  debt,  but  for  the  purpose  of  injur- 
ing the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  has  any  right 
of  action,  which  is  not  controverted,  it  is  idle 
to  say  that  he  must  wait  until  the  former  ac- 
tion has  terminated  in  his  favor. 


The  defendant  contends  that  the  amount  of 
the  debt  must  be  fixed  by  the  determination  of 
the  former  suit,  and  that  it  cannot  be  shown- 
in  this  suit  We  know  of  no  authority  or  rea- 
son for  this.  The  amount  of  the  debt  cannot 
exceed  the  amount  declared  for  in  the  suit, 
and  that  is  admitted  to  be  due  so  far  certainly* 
as  affects  this  suit.  Beyond  that  there  is  no 
question  in  the  former  suit,  and  no  issue,  and 
the  proceedings  complained  of  were  ex  parte, 
and  they  were  terminated  by  the  reduction  of 
the  attachment  It  is  argued  that  the  plaintiff 
in  that  suit  may  amend  his  declaration  and  in- 
troduce a  new  cause  of  action.  That  case  as 
stated  by  the  plaintiff  himself  does  not  present 
any  issue  involved  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the 
possibility  that  a  new  cause  of  action  may  be 
added,  if  it  existed,  would  not  be  sufficient  to- 
show  that  the  issues  presented  in  this  case  are- 
pending  in  that,  or  to  bring  it  within  the  terms 
or  reason  of  the  rule  that  the  liability  of  this 
plaintiff  to  such  possible  cause  of  action  can- 
be  tried  only  in  that  action. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


James  RAY 

v. 

WESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  NATURAL 

GAS  CO.  of  Pittsburgh,  Appt. 

(....Pa.....) 

1.  The  election  of  a  lessor  who  is  In  act- 
ual possession  of  the  premises  to  forfeit  an 


oil  and  gas  lease  for  default  of  the  lessee  may  be* 
regarded  as  a  constructive  entry  under  his  title. 

8.  A  lessee  cannot  setup  bis  own  defanll 
as  a  defense  to  an  action  for  money  due  by  him 
under  the  lease  on  the  ground  that  a  forfeiture 
was  created  by  such  default. 

3.  An  .Innovation  or  change  In  the  law 
by  a  judicial  decision  does  not  impair  the  obliga- 
tion of  an  existing  contract  where  neither  the- 


Kotb.— Leases  of  oQ  lands. 

A  lease  giving  the  exclusive  prl  vilege,f or  a  certain 
term  of  years,  of  boring  and  digging  for  oil  and 
other  minerals,  is  a  chattel.  Brown  v.  Beeoher,  120 
Pa.  690.  See  Duke  v.  Hagne.  107  Pa.  67;  Titueville 
Novelty  Iron  Works'  App.  77  Pa.  103;  Kile  v.  Gieb- 
ner,  5  Cent.  Bep.  801, 114  Pa.  881. 

A  lease  of  a  tract  of  land  for  oil  purposes,  with 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  boring  other  wells  to  be 
drilled  only  in  case  the  lessor  determines  to  have 
more  wells  drilled,  restricts  the  operations  to  the 
sites  mentioned,  and  gives  no  present  right  of  pos- 
session at  any  other  place  within  the  described  terri- 
tory. Duffleld  v.  Hue,  129  Pa,  94. 

A  lease  of  oil  lands  expiring  by  Its  own  terms  if 
oil  is  not  found  by  the  lessee  within  two  years  is  not 
extended  by  the  finding  of  oil  by  others  without 
the  help  and  against  the  will  of  the  lessee.  Thomas 
v.  Huklll  (W.  Va.)  Dec  ft, 1800. 

Covenants  in  lease. 

In  an  oil  lease  on  royalty,  a  covenant  to  use  due 
diligence  in  operating  the  premises  and  to  prose- 
cute the  business  to  success  or  abandonment,  and. 
If  successful,  to  prosecute  the  same  without  inter- 
ruption, for  the  common  benefit  of  the  parties,  runs 
with  the  land.  Bradford  Oil  Go.  v.  Blair,  4  Gent. 
Bep.  101, 118  Pa.  83. 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  under  this  cove- 
nant depends  on  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
defendant  violated  the  covenant  to  use  due  dili- 
gence, under  the  circumstances  of  the  case.    Ibid. 

Where  a  lease  for  years  for  drilling  for  petroleum 
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oil  and  gas  contains  a  provision  that  the  parties  cove- 
nant to  commence  operations  within  nine  months  or 
to  thereafter  pay  %1M%  per  month  until  work  is 
commenced,  and  that  a  failure  to  comply  with  either 
condition  shall  work  an  absolute  forfeiture  of  the 
lease,  and  there  is  no  oovenant  for  re-entry.  If  on 
failure  to  commence  operations  or  to  pay  money 
in  lieu  thereof,  the  lessor  leases  to  another  person, 
the  first  lease  is  avoided  and  the  second  lease  is  good- 
against  it,  as  the  execution  thereof  is  a  sufficient 
declaration  ot  f  oref  eiture  without  demand  and  re- 
entry. Ouffey  v.  Huklll  ( W.  Va.)  8  Lb  B.  A.  789,  and, 
note. 

Lessees  authorized  to  drill  for  on,  but  for  no  other 
purpose,  who  sink  one  well  and  obtain  gas  without 
obtaining  any  oil,  and  fafl  to  put  down  a  seoona. 
well  as  required  by  the  lease,  whereby  It  become* 
forfeited,  have  no  equitable  claim  to  be  reimbursed, 
out  of  the  fund  arising  from  the  gas  produced  from 
the  well  sunk  by  them,  for  the  expenses  of  sinking 
it,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  proved  of  value  to  the 
lessors.   Palmer  v.  Allen  (Pa.)  »  W.  N.  C.  514. 

In  leases  providing  for  forfeiture  on  default  of 
the  lessee,  before  the  lease  can  be  regarded  as  at  an 
end  the  lessor  must  in  some  unequivocal  way  mani- 
fest a  purpose  to  treat  the  lease  as  forfeited. 
Thomas  v.  Hukill  (W.  Va.)  Dec  ft,  189a 

Where  a  lease  for  years  contains  a  clause  of  for- 
feiture for  breach  of  Its  oovenant  to  pay  rent  or 
other  covenant,  but  no  clause  of  re-entry  for  such 
forfeiture,  demand  and  re-entry  is  not  the  only 
mode  by  which  the  landlord  may  enforce  the  for- 
feiture.  Guffey  t.  Hukill,  supra. 
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Gonstftuttoii,  a  statute  nor  any  enactment  that 
has  the  force  of  the  law  is  applied  to  affect  the 
oon  tract 

(January  S,  1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Washing- 
ton County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  due  plaintiff  un- 
der an  oil  and  gaa  lease  because  of  defendant's 
failure  to  begin  operations  as  provided  by  the 
lease.    Affirmed.  % 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  T.  Watson,  David  Sterrett 
and  H.  A.  Miller  for  appellant 

Messrs.  John  L.  Gow  and  Thomas  MeK. 
Hughes  for  appellees. 

Clark*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  the  judgment  of 
the  common  pleas,,  entered  for  want  of  a  suffi- 
cient affidavit  of  defense.  The  action  is  as- 
sumpsit to  recover  certain  sums,  stipulated  in 
a  pas  or  oil  lease,  for  delay  or  default  in  oper- 
ating the  lease.  The  lease  is  dated  4th  August, 
1888,  James  Bay,  the  party  of  the  first  part,  be 
ing  the  lessor,  and  the  Western  Pennsylvania 
Natural  Gas  Company,  the  party  of  the  second 
part,  the  lessee.  The  lease  provides  that,  in 
consideration  of  certain  rents  and  royalties,  the 
said  Ray  hath  granted,  demised  and  let  unto 
the  said  Company,  "for  the  sole  and  only  pur- 
pose of  drilling  and  operating  for  petroleum 
oil  and  gas,  for  the  term  of  two  years,  or  so 
long  thereafter  as  oil  or  gas  is  found  in  paying 
quantities,  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  Cross 
Creek  Township;"  etc. ;  the  party  of  the  second 
part  agreeing,  in  consideration,  "to  give  said 
first  party  one  eighth  (i)  of  all  the  oil  from 
wells  producing  less  than  fifty  barrels  per  day, 
and  one  fourth  (±)  of  (he  oil  from  all  wells  pro- 
ducing more  than  fifty  barrels  per  day;"  and, 
further,  "to  give  $500  per  annum  for  the  gas 
from  each  and  every  well  drilled,"  etc.,  in  case 
the  gas  is  conducted  and  used  off  the  premises. 
The  particular  clause  of  the  contract,  upon 
which  suit  is  brought,  is  as  follows:  "The 
party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  pay,  within 
ten  days  from  the  execution  of  this  lease,  the 
sura  of  fifty-three  dollars,  and,  if  a  well  is  not 
completed  within  six  months  from  the  execu- 
tion of  this  lease,  the  said  second  party  agrees 
to  pay  a  further  sum  of  fifty-three  dollars,  and 
so  on  continually  every  six  months,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  term  herein  specified.  The 
said  sum  of  $500  gas  rent  shall  be  paid  within 
one  month  from  the  time  said  well  is  complet- 
ed on  said  premises,  and  to  be  paid  annually,  in 
advance,  thereafter.  It  is  further  agreed  by 
said  second  party  that,  if  a  well  is  not  complet- 
ed within  fifteen  months  from  the  date  of  this 
lease,  they  are  to  pay  a  further  sum  of  $250, 
said  sum  to  be  a  credit  on  well  when  drilled, 
and,  in  case  of  failure  to  complete  one  well 
within  such  time,  the  party  of  the  second  part 
hereby  agrees  to  pay  thereafter  to  party  of  the 
first  part,  for  any  future  delay,  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  and  six  dollars  per  annum,  within  one 
month  after  the  time  for  completing  such  well, 
as  above  specified,  payable,  semi-annually,  at 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Washington,  Pa. ; 
and  the  party  of  the  first  part  hereby  agrees  to 
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accept  such  sum  as  full  consideration  and  pay- 
ment for  such  yearly  delay,  until  one  well  shall . 
be  completed.  And  a  failure  to  complete  one 
well,  or  to  make  any  such  payment  within 
such  time  and  such  place,  as  above  mentioned, 
shall  render  this  lease  null  and  void,  and  to 
remain  without  effect  between  the  two  parties." 
The  plaintiff's  statement  averred  that  the  de- 
fendant had  never  completed  a  well  on  the 
demised  premises,  and  claimed  to  receive  $58, 
due  January  7,  1889;  $58,  due  July  7,  1889; 
$250,  due  October  7, 1889;  and  $58,  due  Janu- 
ary 7,  1890. 

The  affidavit  of  defense  set  forth,  in  sub- 
stance, that,  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  the  only 
right  granted  was  the  right  to  operate  for  gas 
or  oil;  that  the  defendant  never  entered  into 
the  possession  for  this  purpose,  while  the 
plaintiff  not  only  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  but 
when  the  several  sums  sued  for  became  due, 
respectively,  was  and  still  is  in  possession  of  the 
land  described  in  the  lease,  and  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  and  according  to  tho  law 
as  declared  in  the  decisions  of  this  court,  the 
lease,  by  its  terms,  on  the  defendant's  failure 
to  put  down  one  well,  or  to  make  any  one  of 
the  payments  specified,  became  ipso  facto  null 
and  void,  without  re  entry;  and  that,  there- 
fore, there  is  now  no  liability  upon  part  of  the 
defendant  either  to  pay  or  to  perform. 

The  case  is  in  all  respects  governed  by  our 
decision  in  Wills  v.  Manufacturers  Nat.  Oas 
Co.%  180  Pa.  222, 5  L.  R.  A.  608.  It  is  true  the 
lessor's  possession  was  not  alluded  to  in  the  dis- 
cussion and  decision  of  that  case,  nor  do  we 
regard  the  question  whether  or  not  he  was  in 
possession,  subject  to  the  lease,  as  a  matter  of 
any  great  significance.  We  agree  with  the  ap- 
pellant in  its  contention  that,  if  in  such  a  case 
as  this,  the  lessor  should  choose  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  forfeiture  clause  in  his  contract,  a 
formal  re-entry,  to  take  advantage  of  the 
breach,  was  not  required.  The  authorities 
cited  by  the  appellant  are  decisive  of  the  ques- 
tion. 

In  Hamilton  v.  Elliott,  5  8org.  &  R.  875, 
there  was  a  conveyance  of  a  freehold  by  A  to 
B,  upon  certain  conditions,  which  were  not 
complied  with,  the  grantor,  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  grant,  remaining  in  the  pos- 
session from  the  time  of  the  conveyance  until 
after  the  forfeiture  accrued;  and  it  was  held  in 
a  suit  by  the  assignee  of  A,  that,  by  reason  of 
the  breach  of  the  condition,  while  A  was  in  the 
actual  possession,  the  estate  revested  in  A  with- 
out a  formal  entry,  to  take  advantage  of  the 
breach  or  notice  of  the  non-performance  of  the 
condition.  As  the  grantor  was  already  in  the 
possession,  it  was  deemed  unnecessary  that  he 
should  go  out  in  order  that  he  might  re-enter, 
or  that  the  grantee  should  have  formal  notice 
of  what  he  already  knew,  viz.,  that  the  condi- 
tion was  not  performed.  To  the  same  effect 
are  the  other  cases  cited  by  the  appellant: 
Dickey  v.  McGollough,  2  Watts  &  3.  99;  Feather 
v.  Strohoecker,  8  Penr.  &  W.  608,  and  Bear  v. 
Whisler,  7  Watts,  149. 

The  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  leases  for 
years.  Kenrich  v.  Smick,  7  Watts  &  8.  41; 
Sheaffer  v.  Sheaffer,  87  Pa.  525;  Davis  v.  Moss, 
38  Pa.  346;  Brown  v.  Bennett,  75  Pa.  420; 
Brown  r.Vandergrift,  80  Pa,  142;  Munroev. 
Armstrong,  90  Pa,  807. 
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But  as,  by  the  terms  of  the  lease.  Raj,  the 
appellee,  was  entitled  to  remain  in  possession 
of  the  land,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  Com- 
pany to  drill  ana  operate  for  oil  and  gas,  his 
occupancy  of  the  land  at  and  after  the  time 
of  the  breach  can  be  of  little  consequence,  un- 
less by  some  act  in  assertion  of  the  forfeiture 
he  gave  it  a  greater  effect.  It  was  certainly 
not  necessary  that  he  should  abandon  the  pos- 
session to  which,  bjt  the  very  terms  of  his  con- 
tract, he  was  entitled,  in  order  that  he  might 
insist  upon  performance  by  the  lessee.  The 
lessor's  election  to  forfeit,  while  he  is  in  the 
actual  possession,  may  be  regarded  as  a  con- 
structive entry  under  his  title. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  declared  in 
Wills  v.  Manufacturers  Nat.  Gas  Co.,  supra,  is 
an  innovation  or  change  in  the  law;  that  the 
parties  must  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  in 
view  of  the  general  law,  as  it  was  expounded 
when  their  engagements  were  formed,  and  to 
determine  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  other- 
wise is  to  impair  its  obligation,  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  tenth  section  of  the  first  article  of 
the  Federal  Constitution.  In  K&nrich  v. 
Smick,  supra,  and  in  Sheaf  cr  v.  Sheaffer,  su- 
pra, although  the  condition,  in  each  case,  was 
inserted  in  the  interest  of  the  lessor,  it  was  held 
that,  upon  breach  of  the  conditions  by  the 
lessee,  the  lease  was,  ipso  facto,  absolutely 
void,  without  re-entry,  and  could  not  after- 
wards be  affirmed  or  continued  by  any  subse- 
quent recognition  of  the  tenancy  on  part  of 
the  lessor,  or  by  any  act  of  his,  other  than  the 
making  of  a  new  lease.  But,  as  we  said  in 
Wills  v.  Manufacturers  Nat.  Qas  Co.,  supra, 
the  rigor  of  the  rule  was  relaxed  in  bans  ▼. 
Moss,  88  Pa.  846,  where  the  forfeiture  was  said 
to  depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  instrument, 
"unless  there  be  evidence  to  affect  the  land- 
lord with  a  waiver  of  the  breach,  like  the  re- 
ceipt of  rent,  or  other  equally  unequivocal 
act,"  in  which  case  the  lease  maybe  continued 
at  the  instance  of  the  lessee.  The  ruling  in 
Datis  v.  Moss,  supra,  was  the  first  step  in  the 
transition  from  the  doctrine  of  Kenrich  v. 
Smick  to  the  now  well-settled  rule  laid  down 
in  Oaley  v.  KeUerman,  128  Fa.  491,  and 
Wills  v.  Manufacturers  Nat.  Qas  Co.,  supra, 
where  the  principle  is  established  that,  where 
the  condition  appears  to  have  been  inserted 
solely  in  the  interest  of  the  lessor,  the  lease  is 
void  upon  the  breach,  if  the  lessor,  by  some 
positive  act,  elects  to  take  advantage  of  it 
The  departure  from  Davis  v.  Moss  is  great- 
er, perhaps,  than  the  reasoning  in  the  case 
last  cited  would  seem  to  indicate,  but  it  was 
taken  on  due  deliberation  and  careful  study  of 
the  principles  involved,  and  we  are  not  inclined 
to  recede  from  the  position  assumed.  It  is 
■a  somewhat  significant  fact  that  in  all  the 
cases  cited,  including  Davis  v.  Moss,  the 
forfeiture  was  set  up  by  the  lessor,  in  whose 
interest  the  condition  was  inserted,  upon  the 
default  of  the  lessee;  in  none  of  them,  as  in 
the  case  at  bar,  did  the  lessee  set  up  his  own 
default  as  a  cause  of  forfeiture.  No  case  has 
been  brought  to  our  notice  in  which  the  lessee 
was  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong,  or  to  set  up  his  own  default,  to  work  a 
forfeiture  of  his  own  contract  It  must  be 
conceded,  however,  that,  if  the  old  rule  is  the 
right  one,  this  anomalous  result  must  ensue. 
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Persons  may  perhaps  contract  expressly  in 
this  form,  and  to  this  effect.  When  they  do, 
the  transaction  amounts  to  a  mere  option,  and 
the  lessee,  in  setting  up  his  own  default,  simply 
avails  himself  of  an  elective  right  secured  to 
him  in  his  contract  We  do  not  understand 
the  contract  in  suit  to  be  of  this  character. 
The  clear  purpose  of  the  lessor  was  to  have  his 
land  operated  for  oil  or  gas,  and  the  condition 
was  inserted  for  his  benefit  While  the  obli- 
gation on  part  of  the  lessee  to  operate  is  not  ex- 
pressed in  s6  many  words,  it  arises  by  necessary 
implication.  The  lease  was  for  the  expressed 
purpose  of  drilling  and  boring  for  oil  or  gas,  the 
lessor,  in  a  certain  event,  to  receive  a  snare  of 
the  productions  as  a  royalty,  or  rent;  and,  in 
another  event,  to  be  paid  $500  per  annum  for 
each  gas-well,  the  product  of  which  was  con- 
ducted from  the  land  for  consumption.  If  a 
farm  is  leased  for  farming  purposes,  the  lessee 
to  deliver  to  the  lessor  a  snare  of  the  crops,  in 
the  nature  of  rent,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say, 
because  there  was  no  express  engagement  to 
farm,  that  the  lessee  was  under  no  obligation 
to  cultivate  the  land.  An  engagement  to  farm 
in  a  proper  manner,  and  to  a  reasonable  extent, 
is  necessarily  implied.  The  clear  purpose  of 
the  parties  to  this  lease  was  to  have  the  lands 
developed,  and  the  half-yearly  payments,  and 
the  other  sums  stipulated,  were  intended  not 
only  to  spur  the  operator,  but  to  compensate 
Ray  for  the  operator's  delay  or  default  The 
lessor's  hands  have  been  tied  for  two  years. 
We  do  not  know  that  he  lost  anything  in  roy- 
alties, or  that  he  suffered  by  drainage,  for  the 
territory  might  have  proved  unproductive; 
but  as  the  transaction  was  founded  in  the 
hopes  that  either  oil  or  gas,  or  both,  might  be 
found  in  paying  quantities,  it  was  competent 
for  the  parties  to  contract  in  advance  for  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  which,  in  the 
event  of  delay  or  default  in  development,  the 
lessor  would  be  entitled.  The  provision  tor 
forfeiture  was  doubtless  inserted  in  anticipa- 
tion that  the  lessee  might  make  default,  and 
become  unable  to  pay,  in  which  event  he  might 
put  an  end  to  the  lessee's  pretensions,  and  seek 
other  means  of  development.  This  clause 
having  been  inserted  as  a  protection  to  the 
lessor,  he  had  the  right  either  to  declare  the 
forfeiture  or  to  affirm  the  continuance  of  the 
contract,  and,  if  the  lessor  did  not  choose  to 
avail  himself  of  the  forfeiture,  the  lessee  can- 
not set  it  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action  in  affirm- 
ance of  the  contract  Oaley  v.  KeUerman  and 
Wills  v.  Manufacturers  Nat.' Gas  Co.  supra. 

The  courts  of  highest  authority  in  all  of  the 
States,  and  of  the  United  States,  are  not  in- 
frequently constrained  to  change  their  rulings 
upon  questions  of  the  highest  importance.  In 
so  doing  the  doctrine  is,  not  that  the  law  is 
changed,  but  that  the  court  was  mistaken  in 
its  former  decision,  and  that  the  law  is,  and 
really  always  was,  as  it  is  expounded  in  the 
later  decision  upon  the  subject.  The  members 
of  the  judiciary  in  no  proper  sense  can  be  said 
to  make  or  change  the  law.  They  simply  ex- 
pound and  apply  it  to  individual  cases.  To 
this  general  doctrine  there  is  a  well-established 
exception,  as  follows:  "After  a  statute  has 
been  settled  by  judicial  construction,  the  con- 
struction becomes,  so  far  as  contract  rights 
are  concerned,  as  much  a  part  of  the  statute  as 
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the  text  itself,  and  a  change  of  decision  is,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  the  same  in  effect  on 
contracts  as  an  amendment  of  the  law  by 
means  of  a  legislative  enactment."  Douglass 
▼.  Pike  County,  101  U.  S.  677,  25  L.  ed.  968. 
flee  also  Anderson  v.  Santa  Anna  Twp.  116 
U.  8.  861,  29  L.  ed.  634,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  474-477.  To  this  effect 
and  no  more  we  understand  to  be  the  cases  of 
Ohio  L.  Ins.  4  T.  Co.  v.  Debolt,  67  U.  S.  16  How. 
482,  14  L.  ed.  1008:  Gelpeeke  y.Dvbuque,  68 
U.  a  1  Wall.  176,  17  L.  ed.  620;  Havemeuer  v. 
Iowa  Oo.t  70  U.  8. 8  WalL  294, 18L.  ed.  88,  and 
Oicott  v.  Fond  du  Lot  County  8upr$.9  83  U.  8. 
16  Wall.  678,  21  L.  ed.  882. 

In  Ohio  L.  Ins.  <&  T.  Oo.  v.  Debolt,  supra, 
the  doctrine  is  thus  stated:  "The  sound  and 
true  rale  is  that  if  a  contract,  when  made,  was 
valid  by  the  laws  of  the  State,  as  then  ex- 
pounded by  all  the  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  administered  in  its  courts  of  justice, 
its  validity  and  obligation  cannot  be  impaired 
by  any  subsequent  Act  of  the  Legislature,  or 
the  decision  or  its  courts  altering  the  construc- 
tion of  the  law/*  The  ruling  applies,  it  will 
be  observed,  not  to  the  general  law,  common 
to  all  the  States,  but  to  the  laws  of  the  State 
"as"  expounded  by  all  the  departments  of  its 
government;  "and  it  is  held  that  contracts 
valid  by  these  laws  may  not  be  impaired, 
either  by  subsequent  legislation  or  by  the  de- 
cisions of  its  courts  altering  their  construction. " 
The  reference  is,  of  course,  to  the  statute  law. 

In  Hew  Orleans  Water-  Works  Oo.  v.  Louisi- 
ana 8.  B.  Co.,  125  U.  S.  18,  81  L.  ed.  607,  the 
law  on  this  subject  is  stated  as  follows :  "In 
order  to  come  within  the  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  declares 
that  no  State  shall  pass  any  law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  not  only  must  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  have  been  impaired, 
bat  it  must  have  been  impaired  by  a  law  of 
the  State.  The  prohibition  is  aimed  at  the 
legislative  power  of  the  State,  and  not  at  the 
decisions  of  its  courts,  or  the  acts  of  adminis- 
trative or  executive  boards,  or  officers,  or  the 
doings  of  corporations  or  individuals.  This 
court,  therefore,  has  no  Jurisdiction  to  review 
a  Judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  on 
the  ground  that  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
has  been  impaired,  unless  some  Legislative 
Act  of  the  State  has  been  upheld  by  the  judg- 
ment sought  to  be  reviewed."  "We  are  not 
authorized  by  the  Judiciary  Act,"  says  Mr. 
Justice  Miller  in  Knox  v.  Erdtanpe  Bank  of 
Virginia,  79  TJ.  S.  12  Wall.  883,  20  L.  ed.  414, 
"to  review  the  judgments  of  the  state  courts, 
because  their  Judgments  refuse  to  give  effect 
to  valid  contracts,  or  because  those  judgments, 
in  their  effect,  impair  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts. If  we  did,  every  case « decided  in  a 
state  court  could  be  brought  here,  where  the 
party  setting  up  a  contract  alleged  that  the 
court  had  taken  a  diffeient  view  of  its  obliga- 
tion to  that  which  he  held."  To  bring  the 
case  within  this  provision  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, it  must  be  the  Constitution,  or  a 
statute,  or  some  enactment  that  has  the  force 
of  law,  either  of  the  State  or  of  some  munici- 
pality, exercising  legislative  power  delegated 
by  the  State,  which  impairs  the  obligation  of 
a  contract  Williams  v.  Bruffp,  96  U.  S.  176- 
183,  24  L.  ed.  716,  717;  United  States  v.  New 
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Orleans,  98  U.  S.  881-392,  25  L.  ed.  225,  226 ; 
Hurray  v.  Charleston,  96  U.  S.  432-440,  24  L. 
ed.  760,  761 ;  Meriwether  v.  Garrett,  102  U.  S. 
472,  26  L.  ed.  197. 

In  the  very  recent  case  of  Lehigh  Water  Co. 
v.  Boston,  121  U.  a  888,  80  L.  ed.  1069,  Mr. 
Justice  Harlan  says :  "  The  state  court  may 
erroneously  determine  questions  arising  under 
a  contract  which  constitutes  the  basis  of  the 
suit  before  it;  it  may  hold  the  contract  void 
which  in  our  opinion  is  valid ;  it  may  adjudge 
a  contract  to  be  valid  which  in  our  opinion  la 
void,  or  its  interpretation  of  the  contract  may 
in  our  opinion  be  radically  wrong;  but  in 
neither  of  such  cases  would  the  judgment  be 
reviewable  by  this  court,  under  the  clause  of 
the  Constitution  protecting  the  obligation  of 
contracts  against  impairment  by  state  legisla- 
tion, and  under  the  existing  statutes  denning 
and  regulating  its  jurisdiction,  unless  that 
judgment,  in  terms,  or  by  its  necessary  opera- 
tion, gives  effect  to  some  provision  of  the 
State  Constitution,  or  some  legislative  enact- 
ment of  the  State,  which  is  claimed  by  the  un- 
successful party  to  impair  the  obligation  of 
the  particular  contract  in  question."  The  af- 
fidavit, in  our  opinion,  is  insufficient,  and  the 
judgment  was  rightly  entered. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


William  8.  GRAHAM  and  Wife 
v. 

PENNSYLVANIA  CO.,  Appt 

1.   Opinion*  of  witnesw,  expert  or  otb- 
er,  svre  not  avdmlaslble  where  the  droum- 


Nom—  Witnesses;  opinion  evidence,  when  not  ad- 


The  general  rule  is  that  witnesses  are  to  testify 
to  facts  and  not  to  give  their  individual  opinions. 
Clifford  v.  Richardson,  18  Vt.  628;  Lawson,  Expert 
and  Opin.  Bv.  Rule  84. 

When  all  the  pertinent  facts  can  be  sufficiently 
detailed  and  described,  and  when  the  triers  are  sup- 
posed to  be  able  to  form  correct  conclusions  with- 
out the  aid  of  opinion  or  Judgment  from  others,  no 
exception  to  the  rule  is  allowed.  Clifford  v.  Rich- 
ardson, supra;  Parkhurst  v.  Masteller,  87  Iowa,  476; 
Kent  v.  Miltenberger,  15  Mo.  App.  460;  Railroad 
Co.  v.  Scbultx,  48  Ohio  St.  270. 

In  general,  wherever  the  inference  is  one  of  skill 
and  judgment,  the  opinion  of  experienced  persona 
is  admissible;  for  by  suoh  means  only  can  the  jury 
be  enabled  to  form  a  correct  conclusion.  Btarkle* 
Bv.  168. 

The  testimony  of  opinion  may  be  given  where* 
from  the  general  and  indefinite  nature  of  the  in- 
quiry, it  is  not  susceptible  of  direct  proof.  Lester 
v.  Pitts* ord,  7  Vt,  lttL 

The  opinions  of  witnesses,  whether  experts  or 
not,  will  not,  according  to  some  authorities,  be  re- 
ceived on  the  question  whether  a  certain  place  is 
dangerous  or  safe.  Chicago  v.  McG-iven,  78  III.  847; 
Way  v.  Illinois  Cent  R.  Co.  40  Iowa,  841;  Topeka 
v.  Sherwood,  89  Kan.  000;  Tolson  v.  Inland  ft  Sea- 
board Coast.  Co.  8  Cent.  Rep.  788,  6  Maokey,  80; 
King  v.  Missouri  Fao.  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  285 ;  Couch  v. 
Charlotte,  C.  ft  A.  R.  Co.  8  8.  C.  667 ;  Lawson  y. 
Chicago, St.  P.M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  64 Wis.  447;  Baker 
v.  Madison,  68  Wis.  148;  Blodgett  Paper  Co.  v.  Far- 
mer, 41 N.  H.  8981 


See  also  35  L.  R.  A.  440. 
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stances  can  be  fully  and  adequately  described  to 
the  jury  and  are  such  that  thetr  bearing  on  the 
issue  can  be  estimated  by  all  men  without  special 
knowle  Ige  or  training. 

8.  Opinion*  of  witno— m  that  a  ratoed 
part  of  a  depot  platform  or  broad  step 
four  feet  wide  and  nine  inches  high  Is  a  danger- 
ous place  are  not  admissible,  at  a  brief  statement 
would  convey  a  perfect  comprehension  of  the 
place  and  jurymen  are  capable  of  judging  of 
the  danger. 

8*  Ordinary  care  is  required  of  a  passen- 
ger in  alighting  from  a  train  and  leaving  the  plat- 
form, and  in  the  absenoe  of  such  care  no  recovery 
can  be  had  for  injuries  sustained  by  falling  over 
st  raised  portion  of  the  platform. 

(January  S,  18BL) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  1,  of  Al- 
legheny County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Reverted. 

On  February  8,  1888,  Mn.  Graham  was  a 
passenger  on  one  of  defendant's  trains,  which 
she  desired  to  leave  at  the  Federal  Street  Station 
in  Allegheny  City.  The  train  reached  that 
point  after  dark.  She  left  the  train  and 
alighted  upon  a  platform  which  consisted  of 
two  parts  of  different  heights,  one  the  platform 
proper  leading  to  the  exit,  which  was  about 
nineteen  feet  wide  and  about  as  high  as  the 
top  of  the  rails  upon  the  track;  the  other  was 
about  four  feet  wide  and  extended  along  in 
front  of  the  former  between  it  and  the  cars. 
There  was  no  space  between  the  two  but  the 
latter  was  raised  about  nine  inches  above  the 
former  and  was  designed  to  be  used  as  a  step, 
and  rendered  access  to  the  cars  easier.  Mrs. 
Graham  started  towards  the  exit  without  know- 
ing of  or  observing  this  difference  in  tfre  height 
of  the  different  parts  of  the  platform.  When 
she  stepped  off  from  the  raised  portion  she 
stumbled  and  fell,  receiving  the  injuries  com- 
plained of. 

At  the  trial  witnesses  were  permitted  to  give 
their  opinions  as  to  the  safety  of  the  platform 
as  constructed  and  the  admission  of  this  evi- 
dence became  the  basis  of  the  first  and  second 
'  assignments  of  error: 

The  3d,  4th  and  5th  assignments  of  error 
called  in  question  the  answers  of  the  court  to 
the  following  requests  for  instructions: 

"  Second.  The  duty  of  the  defendant  Com- 
pany is  to  use  ordinary  care  in  the  construction 
of  its  platforms,  and,  if  the  jury  believe  that 
the  platform  on  which  the  plaintiff  fell  was  rea- 
sonably safe,  and  one  which  could  be  used 
without  danger  by  a  passenger  exercising  ordi- 
nary care,  then  their  verdict  should  be  for  the 
defendant    A.  This  point  is  refused. 

"  Third.  If  the  Jury  believe  that  the  alleged 
defect  in  the  platform  was  a  patent  one  (that  is, 
open  and  visible),  and  that  there  was  sufficient 
light  for  a  person  using  ordinary  care  to  see 
and  avoid  the  danger,  then  their  verdict  should 
be  for  the  defendant.  A.  We  cannot  say  that 
because  the  offset  in  the  platform  was  open  and 
visible,  there  being  sufficient  light  to  see  it  by 
.  a  person  exercising  ordinary  care,  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover,  without  explaining  to 
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the  jury  what  constitutes  ordinary  care  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case.  The  question 
here  is,  Did  the  plaintiff  use  or  exercise  or- 
dinary and  proper  care  on  the  occasion  in  ques- 
tion ?  Here  you  will  consider  the  facts  in  evi- 
dence. She  says  she  did  not  know  of  the  offset 
in  the  platform.  The  evidence  shows  such  an 
offset  is  not  usual  in  platforms  used  for  the  de- 
barking of  passengers  from  railway  cars,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  indicates  that  the  usual  method 
was  to  have  the  platforms  level  after  they  were 
reached.  Passengers  are  not  bound  to  antici- 
pate and  look  out  for  irregularities  or  offsets 
which  might  cause  one  to  fall.  Under  ordinary 
circumstances,  a  passenger  has  a  right  to  expect 
an  ordinary  and  usually  level  and  safe  exit  to 
the  depot  or  station  after  he  has  left  the  cars, 
and  has,  therefore,  a  right  to  go  along  the  plat- 
form, only  exercising  such  care  as  would  be 
reasonable  and  proper  under  circumstances  he 
was  bound  to  anticipate.  With  this  explana- 
tion the  point  is  affirmed. 

"  Fourth.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  distance  from  the  lowest  step  of 
a  car  to  the  ground  is  about  seventeen  inches, 
and  that  that  distance  is  greater  than  children 
or  women  can  with  reasonable  comfort  and 
safety  step,  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  provide  some  intermediate  step  for  them  at 
stations ;  and  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  nar- 
row, raised  platform  or  step  from  which  Mrs. 
Graham  fell  was  placed  there  for  that  purpose, 
and  was  such  a  device  as  could  be  used  by  a 

Enger  exercising  ordinary  care,  without  in- 
then  their  verdict  should  be  for  the  de- 
alt. A.  This  point  is  refused.  We  think 
the  proposition  is  too  broad.  It  means,  if  I  un- 
derstand it,  that  if  one  using  ordinary  care 
could  use  the  platform  without  injury  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover.  This  would:  seem  to 
say,  if  affirmed,  that  because  one  exercising 
due  care  was  not  hurt,  therefore  one  who  was 
hurt  did  not  exercise  due  care,— proper  care,— 
which  we  think  does  not  follow,  either  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  or  as  a  principle  of  law.  I 
may  be  exercising  due  care,  and  may  be  get- 
ting along  perfectly  well,  because  I  may  see 
danger,  and,  if  I  see  it,  I  am  bound  to  expect 
it  If  I  do  not,  and  fall  down,  I  am  not  exer- 
cising due  care,  because  I  know  it  Is  there. 
You  do  not  know  it  is  there,  and  you  fall 
down  ;  it  may  be  due  care.  The  thing  I  do 
would  be  negligence. in  me  and  yet  due  care 
in  you." 

Afcstrs.  John  H.  Hampton,  Willlsun 
Scott  and  George. B.  Gordon,  for  appel- 
lant: 

As  a  general  rule,  a  witness  is  not  allowed 
to  give  an  opinion.  The  only  exception  to  that 
rule  is  that  with  reference  to  matters  which 
involve  questions  of  science  or  peculiar  skill  to 
such  a  degree  that  when  the  facts  in  the  case 
have  been  riven  in  evidence  it  is  impossible 
for  a  person  of  merely  ordinary  experience  to 
draw  the  necessary  inference  from  the  facts  to 
reach  a  conclusion  in  the  case,  persons  having 
skill  in  that  art  or  science  may  be  called  to  say 
what  would  be  the  proper  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  the  facts  proven. 

Starkie,  Ev.  Sharswood's  ed.  pp.  96,  176;  1 
Greenl.  Ev.  §  440,  note  4;  1  Phillips,  Ev.  p. 
778;  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Gntver.  100  Pa. 
273;  Hartman  v.  Keystone  Int.  Co.  21  Pa.  466; 
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Ramadge  r.  Ryan,  9  Bine.  833;  New  Enoland 
-Glass  Oo.  t.  LoveU,  7  Cush.  821;  Vthite  v. 
BaUou,  8  Allen,  406;  Gannell  v.  Phanix  Ins. 
Oo.  59  Me.  582;  Gavisk  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  49  Mo. 
374. 

The  degree  of  care  imposed  upon  a  railroad 
•company  with  reference  to  its  station  platforms 
■and  approaches  thereto  is  very  different  from 
the  degree  of  care  required  in  the  appliances 
which  relate  to  the  actual  carriage  itself.  As 
to  its  platforms,  station  houses  and  approaches 
thereto,  it  is  only  bound  to  exercise  ordinary 
care. 

Thomp.  Carr.  p.  104;  Moreland  v.  Boston  dt 
P.  R.  Carp.  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  909,  141  Mass. 
31;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Marion,  2  West.  Rep. 
234,  104  Ind.  289,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
182;  8t.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Fairhairn, 
30  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  166, 26  Am.  AEng. 
R  R.  Cas.  288,  note. 

Messrs.  Petty  &  Friend  and  R.  B.  Petty, 
for  appellees: 

Opinions  of  witnesses  as  to  the  safety  of  the 
platform  were  proper. 

Beaity  v.  Qilmore,  16  Pa.  468;  American  8. 
S.  Co.  v.  Landreth,  102  Pa.  185;  Altoona  v. 
Lots,  6  Cent.  Rep.  135,  114  Pa.  245;  Nanticoke 
t.  Warne,  106  Pa.  874;  Minnequa  Springs  Imp. 
Co.  v.  Coont  10  W.  N.  C.  502;  Morse  v.  8tate, 
6  Conn.  9;  Potter  v.  Pequonnoe  Mfg.  Oo.  17 
-Conn.  249;  Com.  v.  8turtivantt  117  Mass.  122; 
Lund  v.  Tungsborough,  9  Cush.  36;  KeUeher  v. 
Keokuk,  60  Iowa,  478;  Alexander  v.  Mi.  Sterl- 
ing, 71  111.  866;  Spear  v.  Drainage  Comrs.  113 
111.  682;  International  dbG.N.R  Co.  v.  Klaus, 
M  Tex.  293;  Missouri  Pat.  R.  Co.  v.  Jarrard, 
65  Tex.  560;  Bridger  v.  Ashevillc  &  8.  R.  Co.  25 
S.  C.  26;  Baltimore  db  L.  Tump.  Co.  v.  CasseU, 
«6Md.  431. 

A  witness  may  state  a  conclusion  of  fact  de- 
rived from  observation  and  knowledge  of  the 
subject  matter. 

Manna  v.  Barker,  6  Colo.  803;  Ardesco  Oil 
Co.  v.  Oilson,  63  Pa.  151. 

The  court  could  not  say  as  matter  of  law 
that  because  others  who  exercised  due  care 
were  not  injured,  therefore  Mrs.  Graham  could 
not  recover. 

Longmore  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  19  C.'B.  N. 
8. 183.    See  Thomp.  Carr.  p.  81. 

It  is  a  gross  perversion  of  language  to  say 
that  the  court  instructed  the  Jury  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  go  along  the  platform  with- 
out taking  the  slightest  care.  On  the  contrary 
the  court  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
exercise  such  care  as  would  be  reasonable  and 
proper  under  circumstances  he  was  bound  to 
anticipate.    This  was  proper. 

Dickson  v.  HoUieter,  123  Pa.  421;  Philadel- 
phia dbT.RCo.  v.  Hagan,  47  Pa.  244;  Brasseli 
v.  Now  York  Cent.  &  H.R  B.  Go.  84JN.  Y.  241. 

Mitchell*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

That  the  opinions  of  witnesses  are  in  some 
cases  admissible  as  evidence,  even  when  not 
coming  properly  under  the  head  of  "expert 
testimony,"  has  long  been  established  in  prac- 
tice. In  several  classes  of  questions  the  lines 
between  the  witness's  judgment  or  opinion  and 
bis  affirmation  of  a  fact  is  so  indistinct  that  it 
cannot  be  marked  out  in  practice.  Such  are 
-questions  of  identity  of  persons  or  things,  of 
12L.R.A. 


the  lapse  of  time,  of  comparative  shape  or 
color  or  sound,  of  expression,  and,  through  it, 
of  meaning,  etc.  In  all  of  these,  however 
positively  the  witness  may  affirm  facts,  what  he 
says  is  after  all  only  his  opinion,  but  so  blended 
with  knowledge  and  recollection  that  the  line 
where  opinion  ends  and  fact  begins  cannot  be 
distinguished.  Hence  both  must  be  admitted 
or  both  excluded,  and  to  do  the  latter  is  often 
to  shut  out  the  only  light  the  case  admits  of. 
In  questions,  therefore,  of  identity,  of  sanity, 
of  handwriting,  and  some  others  of  like  nat- 
ure, opinions  of  witnesses  having  sufficient 
knowledge  of  the  particular  circumstances  to 
form  the  basis  of  a  responsible  judgment  have 
been  admitted  without  hesitation.  Such  is  the 
elementary  doctrine  laid  down  in  Greenleaf  and 
other  authoritative  works,  but  the  theory  on 
which  such  evidence  is  admitted  is  very  slight- 
ly developed.  The  cases,  however,  have  ex- 
tended far  beyond  the  classes  mentioned  in  the 
text-books,  and  may  be  said  not  only  to  have 
become  legion,  but  legion  against  legion.  An 
examination  of  a  large  number  of  them,  while 
not  enabling  us  to  reconcile  all  the  practical  ap- 
plications, does,  we  think,  show  that  the  ground 
on  which  such  evidence  must  always  rest,  as 
expert  testimony,  strictly  so  called,  "does,  is  a 
clear  necessity.  One  of  the  earliest  and  strong 
est  cases,  since  constantly  cited  in  favor  of  the 
admission  of  such  testimony,  is  Porter  v.  Pe- 
quonnoc Mfg.  Co.,  17  Conn.  249  (1845),  where 
the  opinions  of  observers,  not  professional  en- 
gineers or  builders,  were  allowed  to  be  given 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  dam  to  stand  the  pres- 
sure of  a  flood,  which  it  was  contended  ought 
to  have  been  anticipated.  The  case  is  decided 
without  any  abstract  discussion,  but  the  germ, 
at  least,  of  the  principle  may  be  found  in  the 
following  language  of  Storrs,  J. :  "It  is  im- 
possible for  a  person,  however  skillful  or  scien- 
tific, to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  on  facts  tes- 
tified to  by  another  witness  in  the  manner  in 
which  they  are  frequently  related.  Such  wit- 
ness may  detail  in  the  best  manner  he  can  the 
facts  on  the  subject  of  which  the  opinion  of  a 
scientific  person  is  sought ;  but  it  may  be  im- 
possible to  extract  from  bis  testimony  the  data 
for  such  an  opinion  with  sufficient  precision  and 
certainty."  In  the  following  year  (1846),  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  Clifford  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 18  Vt  620,  put  the  principle  still  more 
clearly,  thus :  "  When  all  the  pertinent  facts 
can  be  sufficiently  detailed  and  described,  and 
when  the  triers  are  supposed  to  be  able  to  form 
correct  conclusions  without  the  aid  of  opinion 
or  judgment  from  others,  no  exception  to  the 
rule  is  allowed.  But  ...  the  facts  are  some- 
times incapable  of  being  presented  with  their 
proper  force  and  signincancy  to  any  but  the 
observer  himself.  .  .  .  Under  these  circum- 
stances, the  opinions  of  witnesses  must  of  ne- 
cessity be  received."  This  states  very  clearly 
and  forcibly  the  principle  and  the  limits  of  its 
application.  In  those  matters  where  mere  de- 
scriptive language  is  inadequate  to  convey  to 
the  iury  the  precise  facts  or  their  bearing  on 
the  issue,  the  description  by  the  witness  must 
of  necessity  be  allowed  to  be  supplemented  by 
his  opinion,  in  order  to  put  the  jury  in  position 
to  make  the  final  decision  of  the  fact.  It  is  thus 
expressed  in  Com.  v.  Sturtivant,  117  Mass.  122, 
where  a  large  number  of  illustrations   are 
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given,  some  of  which,  I  may  Bay  in  passing, 
seem  to  us  extremely  questionable :  "  The  ex- 
ception .  .  .  includes  the  evidence  of  common 
observers  testifying  to  the  results  of  their  ob- 
servation, made  at  the  time,  in  regard  to  com- 
mon appearances  or  facts,  and  a  condition  of 
things  which  cannot  be  reproduced  and  made 
palpable  to  a  jury." 

Bat,  as  necessity  is  the  ground  of  admissi- 
bility, the  moment  the  necessity  ceases  the  ex- 
ception to  the  general  rule  that  requires  of  a 
witness  facts  and  not  opinions  ceases  also. 
Hence,  whenever  the  circumstances  can  be 
fully  and  adequately  described  to  the  Jury,  and 
are  such  that  their  bearing  on  the  issue  can  be 
estimated  by  all  men,  without  special  knowl- 
edge or  training,  opinions  of  witnesses,  expert 
or  other,  are  not  admissible.  This  is  well 
stated  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  New  England 
Glass  Co.  v.  r/nell,  7  Cush.  821:  "The  prin- 
ciple upon  which  this  evidence  is  admissible 
is  clear  and  entirely  just.  In  applying  evi- 
dence which  does  not  go  direotly  to  the  fact 
in  issue,  but  to  facts  from  which  the  fact  in 
Issue  is  to  be  inferred,  the  jury  have  two  duties 
to  perform:  First,  ...  to  ascertain  the 
truth  of  the  fact  to  which  the  evidence  goes, 
and  thence  to  infer  the  truth  of  the  fact  in  is- 
sue. This  inference  depends  on  experience.  .  .  . 
Now,  when  this  experience  is  of  such  a  nature 
that  it  may  be  presumed  to  be  within  the  com- 
mon experience  of  all  men  of  common  educa- 
tion, moving  in  the  ordinary  walks  of  life, 
there  is  no  room  for  the  evidence  of  opinion; 
It  is  for  the  jury  to  draw  the  inference/  The 
law  is  thus  summed  up  in  the  American  & 
English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  title  Expert  and 
Opinion  Evidence,  VI:  "Opinions  are  never 
received  if  all  the  facts  can  be  ascertained  and 
made  intelligible  to  the  jury,  or  if  it  is  such  as 
men  in  general  are  capable  of  comprehending 
and  understanding.  The  ordinary  affairs  of 
life  cannot  be  the  subject  of  expert  testimony." 
See  vol.  7,  p.  493,  and  cases  there  cited. 

This  examination  of  elementary  principles 
and  general  authorities  has  seemed  necessary 
because  our  own  cases  on  the  exact  point  are 
few,  and  supposed  not  to  be  in  entire  har- 
mony. Passing  by  the  cases  where  opinions 
not  of  experts  have  been  received  practically 
without  challenge  upon  questions  of  sanity, 
identity,  etc. ,  the  first  case  on  the  subject  is 
Beatty  v.  Oilmore,  16  Pa.  468.  Defendant 
was  building  a  house  on  Market  Street,  Harris- 
burg,  and  bad  left  an  area-way  from  the  street 
into  the  basement,  without  a  guard  or  railing, 
and  the  plaintiff  fell  into  it  Witnesses  were 
allowed  to  state  their  opinion  that  it  was  dan- 
gerous. This  was  held  to  be  proper,  and  the 
case  has  been  accordingly  cited  as  in  favor  of  the 
general  admissibility  of  such  evidence;  and 
Bell,  J.,  does  say  that  it  is  "a  species  of  testi- 
mony always  resorted  to  in  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent/ But  it  appears  from  the  report  that  there 
was  a  porch  projecting  beyond  the  area,  and 
that,  to  fall,  a  person  would  have  to  turn  aside 
from  the  direct  way.  It  is  not,  therefore,  clear 
that  the  mere  description  of  the  place  would 
convey  to  the  jury  an  adequate  idea  of  it  with 
reference  to  the  danger,  and  this  seems  to  have 
been  in  the  mind  of  the  court,  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  opinion,  that  testimony  as  to  the 
dangerous  character  of  the  excavation  "was, 
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in  truth,  rather  the  assertion  of  a  fact  depend- 
ent in  some  measure  upon  opinion  than  of  an» 
abstract  opinion  without  more."  That  this* 
was  the  ratio  decidendi  also  appears  probable- 
from  the  cases  cited  in  the  opinion,  which  are- 
clearly  cases  where  the  circumstances  were  in- 
capable of  adequate  description.  So  under- 
stood, Beatty  v.  Oilmore  is  entirely  in  the  line- 
of  the  best  authorities  heretofore  cited.  If  not 
to  be  so  understood,  then  it  must  be  considered: 
as  materially  modified  by  the  cases  hereafter 
to  be  noticed.  The  next  case,  Minnequa  Spring* 
Imp.  Co.  v.  Goon,  10  W.  N.  C.  602,  was  clearly 
in  the  same  line.  The  opinions  of  witnesses- 
as  to  the  violence  and  unusual  character  of  the 
storm  were  certainly  necessary  to  supplement 
their  descriptions,  and,  as  to  anything  beyond, 
that,  this  court  said  that  if  the  witness  "had 
any  claims  to  the  character  of  an  expert*'  the- 
court  below  would  not  be  reversed  on  a  matter 
so  much  within  its  discretion.  The  only  other 
case  is  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Graver,  10O 
Pa.  266,  in  which  it  was  held  that  an  insurance- 
expert  could  not  be  permitted  to  give  his  opin 
ion  that  the  erection  of  a  frame  building  next 
to  the  building  insured  increased  the  risk  in. 
fact.  The  basis  of  decision  was  indicated  in 
the  opinion- of  Gordon,  /.:  "How  any  persor 
can  be  said  to  be  an  expert  in  that  which  muu 
necessarily  result  from  observation  so  general 
that  it  must  be  common  to  every  person  we- 
cannot  understand."  In  the  same  general  line- 
are  American  8. 8.  Cb.r.  Landreth,  102  Pa,  185, 
and  Lombard  8.  Street  Pass.  R  Co.  v.  Christian, 
124  Pa.  125,  though  in  both  of  these  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  testimony  was  discussed  rather  as* 
declarations  of  agents  than  as  opinions  neces- 
sary for  the  information  of  the  jury.  From 
this  view  it  appears  that  our  own  cases  are  not 
really  in  conflict  with  each  other,  and  that  cer- 
tainly the  latest  and  most  authoritative  of 
them  are  in  harmony  with  the  best  elementary 
doctrine.  Some  occasional  difference  in  appli- 
cation may  be  unavoidable,  because,  as  said 
by  Chief  Jtttfte*  Shaw  in  New  England  Glass 
Uo.  v.  LoveU,  supra,  there  is  extreme  difficulty 
in  laying  down  any  rule  precise  enough  for 
practical  application,  and  the  only  proper 
course  is  to  keep  the  principle  steadily  in  view, 
and  apply  it  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  In  the  present  case  the  alleged  dan- 
gerous place  was  a  raised  part  of  the  platform, 
or  broad  step,  four  feet  wide  and  nine  inches- 
high.  It  came  clearly  within  the  range  of  or- 
dinary experience.  The  briefest  statement 
would  convey  a  perfect  comprehension  of  the 
place,  and  every  juryman  who  ever  got  in  or 
out  of  a  car,  or  went  up  or  down  a  flight  of 
steps,  was  as  capable  of  judging  of  the  alleged 
danger  as  the  witnesses  who  gave  their  opin- 
ions. The  first  and  second  assignments  of  er- 
ror must  be  sustained. 

The  third,  fourth  and  fifth  assignments 
must  also  be  sustained.  There  is  no  situation 
in  which  ordinary  care  is  not  required  of  a 
plaintiff,  and  want  of  it  a  bar  to  recovery. 
Delaware,  L.  <fe  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Oadow,  120  Pa. 
559, 12  Cent.  Rep.  725.  It  is  unnecessary  to- 
discuss  now  whether  the  Railroad  Company 
was  bound  in  its  platforms  and  approaches  to 
use  the  very  utmost  degree  of  care,  as  it  is  to- 
passengers  during  actual  carriage.  If  the  re- 
sult in  fact  was  a  platform  which  could  be  used* 
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without  danger  by  a  passenger  exercising  ordi- 
nary care,  then  the  Company  had  done  its  duty 
so  far  as  this  plaintiff  was  concerned;  and,  as  its 
points  were  based  on  the  finding  of  this  fact 
Dy  the  jury,  they  should  have  been  affirmed. 
Delaware,  L.  4  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Napheys,  90  Pa. 
185. 

In  the  Naphey' $  Case  the  absence  of  a  step  or 
elevation  in  the  platform  was  the  only  negli- 
gence alleged,  and  on  it  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  In  the  present  case  the 
presence  of  such  an  elevation  seems  to  have 


been  sufficient  for  the  Jurv  to  find  neglicence 
and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Defendant's 
counsel,  for  reasons  which  are  not  apparent 
to  us,  omitted  to  ask  for  a  nonsuit,  or  a  per- 
emptory direction  in  their  favor.  Notwith- 
standing the  omission,  however,  it  is  clear  that 
the  admitted  facts  fail  to  establish  any  negli- 
gence of  defendant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  always  fail  to  recover.  It 
would  therefore  be  useless  to  send  the  case  back 
for  another  trial 
Judgment  reversed. 
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B.  WILLIAMSON,  Admr.,   etc.,  of  J.  P. 
Williamson,  Plff  in  Err., 
v. 
NEWPORT  NEWS  &  MISSISSIPPI  VAL- 
LEY CO 

C-...W.  Va.....) 

•W.  wsus  employed  sub  a  brakemsm  on  a 
freight  train  by  the  Cnesape&ke  ft  Ohio  Rail- 
wayOompany  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1886,  and, 
when  he  applied  for  such  servloe,  stated  that  he 
had  been  employed  for  six  months  as  brakeman 
on  the  same  road  in  the  year  1886.  In  July,  1886, 
the  Newport  News  ft  Mississippi  Valley  Company 
took  charge  of  said  road  as  lessee.  On  the  12th 
day  of  August,  1886,  while  on  duty  on  top  of  his 
team  In  daylight,  said  W.  was  killed  by  striking 
his  bead  against  a  high  way  bridge  wbioh  spanned 
said  railroad  track,  which  was  not  high  enough 
for  a  man  erect  on  the  oar  top  to  pass  under. 
While  he  was  in  the  service  of  said  Company  on 
both  occasions  his  run  was  between  Huntington 
and  Gannelton  on  a  local  freight  train,  and  said 
bridge  was  between  said  points.  When  leaving 
Hurricane  Station  on  the  morning  of  the  accident 
about  ten  minutes  before  reaching  said  bridge 
he  was  warned  by  the  ureman  to  look  out  f  orthe 
overhead  bridge,  and  was  found  dead  about 
fifteen  feet  from  the  rear  end  of  the  oar.  In  a 
suit  by  W*s  administrator  against  the  Newport 
News  ft  Mississippi  Valley  Company,  defendant 
demurred  to  the  evidence.   Held: 

(a)  That  the  demurrer  was  properly  sus- 
tained. 

(o)  That*  although  the  defendant  may 
not  have  been  free  from  blame  on  account 
of  lowness  of  bridge,  yet  W's  want  of  proper  care 
contributed  to  the  injury,  and  defendant  is  not  li- 
able. 

(c)  In  entering  the  aervioe  of  the  de- 
fendant under  tGe  circumstances,  W.  was  fully 
aware  of  the  character  of  the  bridge,  and  while  in 
said  servloe  had  ample  opportunity  to  become  fa- 
miliar with  it,  and  by  oontinuLig  In  the  employ- 
ment he  assumed  the  risk  of  being  injured  by 
said  bridge  as  inoident  to  the  employment. 

{January  81, 18BL) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit    Court   for   Cabell 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
*Head  note  by  English,  J. 


ages  for  personal  injuries  resulting  in  death 
and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  I*.  N.  Travenner,  Vinson  &  Mc- 
Donald and  Gibson  &  Miehie,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

Shearman  and  Redfield  say,  In  speaking  of 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Maryland,  Mis- 
souri and  Virginia,  which  hold  that  there  is  no 
liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  injuries 
caused  to  its  servants  by  low  bridges  over 
the  track:  "Decisions  more  shocking  to  the 
moral  sense  are  scarcely  conceivable.  If  they 
are  really  law,  then  a  railroad  company  may 
Are  a  cannon,  at  short  intervals,  all  along  its 
line,  sending  the  balls  within  four  feet  of  the 
roofs  of  its  cars,  may  require  its  servants  to 
stand  on  those  roofs  constantly,  undejr  fire,  and 
yet  be  exempt  from  liability  for  the  death  of 
any  of  them  who  should  forget  to  crouch  down, 
when  passing  the  cannon-stand,  provided  only 
that  the  act  of  murder  goes  on  punctually,  at 
the  same  time  and  place,  every  day." 

Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  4th  ed.  $  198. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company  when 
it  becomes  necessary  to  span  a  highway  with  a 
bridge,  if  reasonably  practicable,  to  place  the 
structure  at  such  an  elevation  as  that  trains 
with  their  customary  employes  can  pass  under 
it  unharmed,  and  mere  knowledge,  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased,  of  the  danger,  is  not  of  itself 
contributory  negligence. 

Louiscille  dk  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Hall%  4  L.  R.  A. 
710.  87  Ala.  708;  Beach  Contrib.  Neg.  185; 
Baltimore,  0.  A  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Bowan,  1  West. 
Rep.  914,  104  Ind.  88;  Chicago  A  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  2  West  Rep.  888,  116  111.  206 :  Si. 
Louis,  Ft.  8.  A  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Erwin,  87  Kan. 
701;  Louisville,  N.  A.  <fe  C.  R.  Co.  t.  Wright, 
18  West.  Rep.  798,  115  Ind.  878. 

Messrs.  Simms  St  Enslow,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

A  railroad  cannot  be  held  responsible  in 
damages  to  an  employe  for  its  failure  to  main- 
tain and  keep  bridges  over  its  line  at  such  a 
height  from  its  track  as  to  allow  its  employes 
to  stand  erect  when  passing  under  them. 

Patterson,  Railway  Ace.  Law,  §  289,  p.  807; 
Clark  v.  Richmond  dk  D.  R.  Co.  IS  Va.  709 ; 


Nora— As  to  risks  whioh  servant  assumes,  see  i  Canal  Co.  (Vt.)  6  Lb  R.  A.  78;  Foley  v.  Pettee  Ma- 
notes  to  Taylor  v.  Evansvflie  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  ( lad.)  6 1  chine  Works  (Mass.)  4L.  R.  A.  ftl;  Pldoook  v.  Union 
L.  R.  A.  584;  Hunter  v.  New  York,  O.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  |  Pae.  R.  Co.  (Utah)  1  L.  R.  A.  lffl. 
(N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  24ft;  Howard  v.  Delaware  ft  H. ' 
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Well  v.  Burlington,  G.  B.  AN.  B.  Oo.  66 Iowa, 
520,  2  Am.  &  En*.  R.  R.  Gas.  243;  Clark  v.  St. 
Paul  &8.0.RCo.26  Mion.  128. 2  Am.  AEng. 
R  R.  Gas.  240 ;  Pittsburgh  <£  C.  B.  Go.  v.  Bent- 
meyer,  92  Pa.  276;  Owen  v.  New  York  dent.  R. 
Go.  1  Laos.  108;  Devitt  v.  Pacific  Railroad,  50 
Mo.  802;  Baltimore  dt  O.  R  Go.  v.  Strieker, 
61  Md.  47,  34  Am.  Rep.  291;  itotrw  v.  flt. 
Z<ww,  7.  M  <Sb  S.  11.  Go.  71  Mo.  164,  86  Am. 
Rep.  459;  Gibson  v.  Erie  B.  Go.  63  N.  T.  449, 
20  Am.  Rep.  552;  Lotejoy  v.  Boston  &  L.  R. 
Co.  125  Mass.  79,  28  Am.  Rep.  206. 

A  servant  by  contracting  for  the  perform- 
ance of  hazardous  duties  assumes  such  risks 
as  are  incident  to  their  discharge,  from  causes 
open  and  obvious,  the  dangerous  character  of 
which  he  has  the  opportunity  to  ascertain. 

Wharton,  Neg.  par.  214;  Brossrnan  v.  Le- 
high Valley  B.  Oo.  4  Gent  Rep.  918,  113 
Pa.  490. 

A  railroad  employe  knowing  or  having 
ample  means  of  knowing,  from  long-continued 
employment,  of  the  existence  of  certain  defects 
or  peculiarities  in  the  road  or  its  construction, 
and  continuing  in  the  employment  without  ob- 
jection assumes  all  risks  arising  therefrom. 

8t.  Louis,  Ft.  8.  A  W.B.  Go.  v.  Irwin,  87 
Kan.  701;  Patton  v.  Central  Iowa  B.  Oo.  78 
Iowa,  806;  Hewitt  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  B.  Go.  67 
Mich.  61;  Naylor  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R  Oo. 
58  Wis.  661. 

No  employer  by  an  implied  contract  under- 
takes tbat  his  machinery  and  appliances  are 
safe  beyond  a  contingency,  or  tbat  they  are  as 
safe  as  those  of  others  using  the  same  kind  of 
machinery. 

BicTiarfls  v.  Rough,  58  Mich.  212. 

English,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  of  the 
Gircuit  Gourt  of  Cabell  County,  rendered  on 
the  15th  day  of  March,  1889,  in  an  action  of 
trespass  on  the  case,  in  which  B.  Williamson, 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  J.  F.  William- 
son, deceased,  was  plaintiff,  and  the  Newport 
News  &  Mississippi  Valley  Com  pan v,  a  cor- 
poration, was  defendant.  The  plaintiff  in 
said  action  sought  to  recover  from  the  defend- 
ant Company  damages  to  the  amount  of  $10,000 
for  causing  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  intes 
tate,  J.  F.  Williamson,  by  the  negligence  of 
the  said  defendant,  and,  as  the  plaintiff  alleges, 
without  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  said  J. 
F.  Williamson.  The  case  was  decided  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  evidence  in  the  court  below, 
which  evidence  is  set  forth  in  the  record  under 
the  rule  of  practice  which  prevails  in  such 
cases;  and,  in  considering  the  propriety  of  the 
action  of  the  court  below  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  the  evidence,  the  practice  requires 
us  "  to  consider  the  demurrant  as  admitting 
all  that  may  be  reasonably  inferred  by  the  jury 
from  the  evidence  given  by  the  other  party, 
and  as  waiving  all  the  evidence  on  his  part 
which  contradicts  that  offered  by  the  other 
party,  or  the  credit  of  which  is  impeached,  and 
all  inferences  from  his  own  evidence  which 
do  not  necessarily  flow  from  it."  MuMeman 
v.  National  Ins.  Go.  6  W.  Va.  508;  Iac  v. 
Virginia  A  M.  Bridge  Co.  18  W.  Va.  299; 
AUen  v.  Bartlett,  20  W.  Va.  46;  Garrett  v. 
Bameey,MYr.  Va.  845. 
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It  appears  from  an  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence, under  this  rule,  that  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate was  in  the  employ  of  the  Chesapeake  & 
Ohio  Railway  Company  for  about  six  months 
in  the  vear  1885,  and  that  he  was  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  same  railway  from  the  4th  day  of 
April,  1886,  until  the  12lh  of  August,  1886, 
each  time  acting  as  brakeman,  and  that  while 
he  was  so  employed  in  the  year  1886  he  waa 
running  on  said  freight  trains  between  Hun- 
tington and  Gannelton,  W.  Va.;  that  some 
time  in  July,  1886,  said  railway  commenced 
doing  business  in  the  name  of  the  "Newport 
News  &  Mississippi  Valley  Company/'  and 
was  so  operating  said  road  at  the  time  the 
plaintiff  was  injured.  It  also  appears  that  at 
the  time  the  plaintiff  entered  the  service  of  the 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Railway  Company,  on  the 
4th  of  April,  1886,  be  agreed  to  study  the  rules 
governing  employes  on  said  road  carefully,  to 
keep  posted  and  obey  them;  and  on  examina- 
tion at  tbat  time, when  asked:  "Do  you  know 
that  bridges,  including  highway  bridges  and 
tunnels  on  this  line,  are  too  low  to  clear  a  man 
standing  on  a  box-car?"  answered  "  Yes." 
So  far  as  the  employes  of  said  railroad  were 
concerned,  no  changes  appear  to  have  been 
made  in  the  rules,  management  and  regula- 
tions. The  name  of  the  company  managing 
the  road  was  changed,  and  the  vouchers  were 
paid  them  after  Julv,  1886,  by  the  Newport 
News  &  Mississippi  Valley  Company. 

How  the  plaintiff's  intestate  came  to  his  death 
does  not  affirmatively  appear,  but  circumstances 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  bis  death  ensued 
from  coming  in  contact  with  a  bridge  which 
spans  said  railroad  at  a  point  between  Hurri- 
cane and  Milton  Stations.  This  is  the  theory 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  assuming  it  to  be 
the  correct  one,  it  appears  from  the  testimony 
of  the  engineer,  Poindexter,  who  was  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff,  tbat  he  saw  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate  at  Hurricane;  that  be  got  up  on 
his  engine,  and  set  his  lantern  down,  about  5 
o'clock  in  the  morning  on  the  12th  day  of  Au- 
gust, by  standard  time,  which  is  twenty- 
four  minutes  faster  than  sun  time,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  it  would  take  about  twelve 
minutes  to  run  from  Hurricane  to  the  bridge. 
When  the  bridge  was  reached,  then,  it  lacked 
twelve  minutes  by  sun  time  of  being  5  o'clock; 
and  the  court  will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the 
fact  tbat  on  the  12th  of  August,  1886,  the  sun 
arose  at  that  place  at  seven  minutes  after  5 
o'clock,  so  that  it  lacked  about  nineteen  minutes 
of  sunrise  at  the  time  said  freight  train  passed  un- 
der said  bridge.  He  did  not  need  his  lantern, 
for  the  engineer,  Poindexter,  testifies  that  he  left 
it  sitting  on  the  engine.  He  also  states  that  it 
was  a  aamp.  cloudy  morning;  that  the  bridge 
was  on  a  straight  line,  and.  going  west,  it 
could  be  seen  for  half  a  mile.  Mr.  Keasel, 
who  was  a  fireman  on  the  train  at  the  time, 
testifies  tbat  plaintiff's  intestate  said  he  was  go- 
ing on  top  or  the  car.  That,  as  be  went  out, 
some  cinders  got  in  his  eyes.  He  stopped 
and  rubbed  them;  then  came  back  down. 
Then  he  started  back  again.  That  nothing  was 
said  to  him  about  going  out,  only  he  told  him  to 
look  out  for  the  overhead  bridge.  That  lie 
said  something  in  reply,  but  witness  did  not 
know  what  it  was.  That  he  got  upon  the  car. 
and  stood  for  a  minute  in  sight.    Then  be  dis- 
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appeared.  And  that  from  bis  position  he 
•could  see  a  man  on  the  care  ten  or  fifteen  feet. 
That  deceased  was  found  Wing  about  fifteen 
feet  from  the  other  end  of  the  car. 

As  this  unfortunate  accident  occurred  in 
the  day-time,  and  not  at  night,  I  do  not  regard 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  guards  or  whip- 
ping strings  were  in  proper  order  at  the  time 
the  injury  occurred  as  material,  because  the 
office  of  these  guards  is  to  give  warning  of  the 
fact  that  a  bridge  is  near,  when  it  cannot  be 
seen;  but  if  the  question  was  material,  it  is 
clearly  shown  by  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
witness  Nugent  that  the  guards  were  in  proper 
condition  at  the  time  of  the  accident  It  also 
ahows  that  said  bridge,  although  not  a  county 
bridge,  was  used  by  the  public,  and  that  a 
county  road  passes  over  it.  The  greater  por- 
tion of  the  rest  of  the  evidence  bears  upon  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff's  intestate 
came  to  his  death  by  coming  in  contact  with 
said  bridge, and,  in  my  view  of  the  case,  must 
be  regarded  as  immaterial.  The  plaintiff,  in 
his  declaration,  avers  that  the  fact  that  the 
bridge  under  and  through  wjiich  said  train 
passed  was  low  and  unsafe  was  unknown  to 
said  J.  F.  Williamson,  but  he  utterly  fails  to 
sustain  said  averment  by  proof:  while,  on  the 
contrary,  said  Williamson  acknowledged  at 
the  time  he  took  service  from  said  Company 
that  he  knew  that  bridges,  including  highway 
bridges  and  tunnels  on  this  line,  were  too  low 
to  clear  a  man  standing  on  boxcars:  and  at  the 
very  time  he  was  approaching  the  bridge  where 
he  lost  his  life  the  witness  Keasel  called  bis  at- 
tention, and  told  him  to  look  out  for  the  low 
bridge.  How  this  unfortunate  accident  oc- 
curred must,  to  some  extent,  always  remain  a 
subject  of  conjecture.  The  evidence  discloses 
thai,  when  he  left  the  engine  to  go  on  top  of 
the  cars,  some  cinders  got  in  his  eyes.  That 
he  stopped  and  rubbed  them;  then  came  back 
down.  Then  he  started  back  again.  That  he 
got  on  top  of  the  car,  and  stood  for  a  minute 
in  sight.  Then  he  disappeared.  He  may 
have  gotten  more  cinders  in  his  eyes,  At  any 
rate,  he  was  delayed  in  returning  to  the  en- 
gine, and  rubbing  his  eyes,  and  standing 
again  for  a  minute,  after  he  reached  the  top  of 
the  cars  again.  And  all  this  time  the  train 
was  rushing  on  towards  the  bridge  on  a  down 

frade,  with  no  brakes  applied;  all  hough  Mr. 
oindexter,  when  asked,  "At  what  point  was 
it  the  duty  of  the  brakeman  to  put  on  the 
brakes?"  replied,  "  Generally  about  a  mile  be- 
yond the  bridge;"  meaning,  as  I  suppose,  east 
of  the  bridge,  as  he  was  testifying  in  Hunting- 
ton. The  train  was  running  towards  the 
bridge,  and,  as  a  matter  of  course,  the  smoke 
and  cinders  from  the  engine  would  be  between 
said  Williamson  and  the  bridge;  and,  suffering 
from  the  cinders  which  bad  lodged  in  his  eyes, 
it  is  but  natural  to  suppose  he  would  turn  his 
aide  or  his  back  to  the  smoke,  and  in  this  man- 
ner he  failed  to  look  out  for  the  bridge,  and 
was  prostrated  by  it.  Be  this,  however,  as  it 
may,  the  question  presented  for  our  considera- 
tion and  determination  is  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  detailed  in  the  evidence,  the 
court  below  acted  properly  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  to  the  evidence. 

In  the  case  of  Bheeler  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  B. 
Co.,  decided  in  81  Va.  188,  there  was  but  one 
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count  in  the  declaration,  the  gravamen  of 
which  was  that  the  deceased,  a  fireman  in  the 
employment  of  the  defendant  company,  lost 
his  life  while  in  the  discbarge  of  his  duty  as 
such  fireman  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligent and  careless  construction,  at  a  point  m 
the  line  of  its  road,  of  a  bridge,  the  upright 
sides  of  which  were  not  sufficiently  distant 
from  the  engines  and  cars,  when  passing  over 
the  same,  to  allow  and  permit  the  plaintiff's 
intestate,  as  such  fireman,  to  properly  dis- 
cbarge his  duties  as  fireman  without  incurring 
unreasonable  risk  and  danger  to  his  life  ana 
limbs;  and  also  that  by  reason  of  the  defend- 
ant's carelessness  and  negligence  in  not  prop- 
erly constructing  said  bridges,  and  the  upright 
sides  thereof,  etc.,  the  plaintiff's  intestate, 
while  in  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duty  to 
said  defendant,  was  thrown  against  a  certain 
bridge,  and  the  upright  sides  thereof,  etc.,  and 
was  killed  by  means  thereof;  and  it  was  also 
averred  that  he  did  not  know,  and  had  no 
means  of  knowing,  of  the  defects  and  dangers 
of  said  bridge,  although  the  same  were  well 
known  to  the  defendant  It  appears  from  the 
evidence  in  the  case  that  Bheeler,  without  or- 
ders, and  unnecessarily,  got  down  on  the  side 
of  the  engine  and  tender,  holding  with  his 
right  hand  a  hand-bolder  on  the  engine,  and 
holding  in  his  left  hand  a  small  hose  attached 
to  a  spigot  on  tender,  swung  his  body  out  and 
forward  in  a  stooping  posture,  and  attempted 
to  extinguish  some  greased  woolen  ravelings 
that  were  blazing  in  the  box  of  the  driving 
wheel,  when  he  was  struck  by  the  side  of  the 
bridge  and  was  killed.  The  court,  in  its  opin- 
ion, says:  "  The  settled  doctrine  is  that  *  in 
order  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  injuries  received,  etc.,  it  must  be 
proved  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant  or  its  agents;  and  it 
must  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  want 
of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of 
the  person  injured  directly  contributed  to  the 
injury.'"— referring  to  17  Am.  R.  Rep.  253, 
and  cases  cited;  also  to  Norfolk  4  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ferguson,  79  Va.  248.  And  the  court  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  said  Shelter's  adminis- 
trator was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

In  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Richmond  dt  D.  R.  Co. , 
reported  in  78  Va.  709,  the  facts  are  very  simi- 
lar to  the  one  under  consideration.  Clark  was 
employed  as  a  brakeman  on  a  freight  train; 
and  while  in  the  performance  of  his  duty  on 
top  of  a  car,  by  moonlight,  he  was  killed  by 
striking  a  highway  bridge,  not  high  enough 
for  a  man  standing  erect  on  the  car-top  to  pass 
under.  When  he  was  employed  be  had  notice 
of  highway  bridges  which  were  too  low  to  pass 
under  without  6tooping;  and  on  that  night, 
leaving  thi>  station  next  the  bridge,  he  was 
warned  to  look  out  for  the  bridge.  On  nearing 
the  bridge,  a  co-brakeman,  seeing  him  standing 
erect  on  the  car-top,  shouted  to  him  to  stoop; 
but  he  did  not  stoop.  In  that  case,  as  in  this, 
there  was  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence;  and 
the  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  holding  that, 
"though  defendant  may  have  been  culpable 
for  lowness  of  bridge,  yet  Clark's  carelessness 
contributed  to  the  injury,  and  defendant  was 
not  liable;"  and  also  that  "the  risk  of  collision 
with  such  bridges  was  incident  to  the  em- 
ployment   Clark  had  opportunity  to  know  of 
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their  dangerous  character,  which  must  have 
been  contemplated  when  he  accepted  employ- 
ment." 

In  the  case  of  Owen  v.  Kyw  York  Cent.  R.  Co., 
1  Laos.  108,  it  was  held  that  a  brakeman  in 
the  employ  of  a  railroad  company,  while  dis- 
charging duties  in  the  line  of  his  employment, 
upon  the  roof  of  a  freight  car,  who  was  carried 
against  a  highway  bridge,  and  sustained  in- 
juries, for  which  he  brought  an  action  against 
bis  employer,  the  bridge  being  three  and  a  half 
feet  higher  than  the  top  of  the  highest  freight- 
car  in  use  by  the  company,  and  had  so  re- 
mained for  many  yeats,  and  since  the  construc- 
tion of  the  railroad,  the  brakeman  having  en- 
tered into  the  employment  of  the  company 
with  knowledge  of  the  position  and  height  of 
the  bridge,  and  having  had  opportunity  of  in- 
forming himself  as  to  its  continuance  in  the 
same  position,  he  should  have  been  nonsuited, 
the  danger  from  the  bridge  being  clearly  in- 
cident to  the  labor  he  undertook  to  perform; 
and  that,  "in  view  of  the  brakeman  *8  knowl- 
edge as  to  the  bridge,  his  omission  to  avoid 
the  accident  by  stooping  was  such  want  of 
ordinary  care  and  caution  as  would  have  de- 
feated his  action,  if  otherwise  maintainable." 

In  Wood's  Railway  Law  (vol.  3,  p.  1481),  the 
author  says:  "But  where  the  servant  knows, 
or  ought  to  know,  of  the  obstruction,  he  can- 
not recover  for  an  injury  received  therefrom, be- 
cause, by  reason  of  his  failure  to  guard  against 
it,  and  neglecting  to  do  so,  he  is  treated  as 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,"— citing 
Baylor  v.  Delaware,  L.  <fc  W.  R.  Co.,  40 N.J.  L. 
28.  The  author  also  says,  on  the  same  page: 
"Thus,  in  the  case  last  cited,  a  brakeman,  called 
upon  suddenly  to  apply  the  brakes  to  a  train, 
was  hit  by  the  roof  of  a  bridge  over  the  road, 
and  injured.  The  bridge  was  not  high  enough 
to  permit  a  person  to  stand  upright  on  the  cars 
in  passing  through  it,  and  it  appeared  it  was 
not  usual  or  customary  for  railroad  companies 
to  build  their  bridges  with  an  elevation  suffi- 
cient to  enable  a  person  to  stand  upright  on 
the  top  of  the  cars  in  passing  through  them; 
and  the  court  held  there  could  be  no  recovery 
for  the  injury,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
method  of  building  such  bridges,  and  assumed 
the  risk  incident  thereto."  See  Gibson  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.,  68  N.  T.  449,  where  it  is  held  that, 
"where  a  servant  enters  upon  employment 
from  its  nature  necessarily  hazardous,  he  as- 
sumes the  usual  risks  and  perils  of  the  service, 
and  also  those  risks  which  are  apparent  to 
ordinary  observation.  If  he  accepts  service 
with  knowledge  of  the  character  and  position 
of  structures  from  which  employes  might  be 
liable  to  receive  injury,  he  cannot  call  upon 
his    master  to    make    alterations  to  secure 

greater  safety,  or,  in  case  of  injury,  hold 
im  liable."  See  also  the  case  of  Rains  v. 
8U  Louis,  I.  M.  &8.R  Co.,  71  Mo.  105,  third 
section  of  syllabus,  where  it  is  held:  "If  a 
brakeman  knows  that  a  foot-bridge  over  the 
railroad  upon  which  he  is  employed  is  too 
low  to  permit  a  man  standing  erect  on  the  top 
of  a  freight-car  to  pass  under  in  safety,  and 
nevertheless  remains  in  the  service  of  the  com- 
pany, and,  while  passing  under  the  bridge  on 
the  top  of  a  freight-car  stands  erect,  and  is 
killed  by  coming  in  contact  with  the  bridge, 
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the  company  is  not  liable."  See  also  Pitts- 
burgh  <£  C.R.  Co.  v.  Bentmeyer,  92  Pa.  976; 
Baltimore  6  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Strieker,  51  Md.  47. 

That  the  plaintiffs  intestate  had  ample  op- 
portunity to  become  acquainted  with  this  por- 
tion of  said  railroad,  and  with  this  particular 
bridge,  is  clearly  shown  by  the  evidence. 
When  he  made  application  for  service  a» 
freight  brakeman,  on  the  4th  of  April,  1886, 
he  was  asked,  "Were  you  ever  employed  by 
this  road;  where,  and  in  what  capacity?"  and 
answered,  "Yes,  sir;  in  the  year  1885,  about 
six  months  as  brakeman;"  and  P.  O.  Pine,  a 
witness  for  plaintiff,  when  asked,  "How  long 
did  Williamson  run  on  this  road?"  answered, 
"I  don't  know;  he  was  here  twice;"  and  when, 
asked,  "Where  did  be  run  from?"  answered, 
"From  Huntington  to  Cannelton."  The  bridge 
at  which  it  is  claimed  the  injury  was  received  is 
shown  to  be  on  the  road  between  these  two 
points;  and  Mr.  Poindexter,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  stated  that  he  was  running  a  freight 
train  between  Huntington  and  Cannelton,  and, 
when  asked  how  often  he  passed  under  said 
bridge,  answered,  "I  couldn't  say.  I  pass- 
under  it  sometimes  twice  every  twenty-four 
hours,"  clearly  showing  that  employes  on  the 
freight  trains  between  these  points  were  not 
lacking  in  opportunity  to  become  acquainted 
with  this  bridge.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in- 
error  rely  upon  the  case  of  Baltimore,  O.  £  C. 
R.  Co.  v.  Rowan,  104  Ind.  88, 1  West.  Rep.  914; 
but  it  is  clearly  apparent  that  that  case  is  very 
different  from  the  one  at  bar.  The  second  sec- 
tion of  the  syllabus  reads  as  follows:  '  'Where 
a  railroad  company  has  constructed  and  main- 
tains a  bridge  over  its  track  with  knowledge 
that  it  is  of  insufficient  height,  and  dangerous  to- 
its  employes  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties, 
it  is  liable  to  a  brakeman,  ignorant  of  the 
danger,  who  is  injured  while  passing  under 
such  bridge  in  the  performance  of  his  duties." 
And  so  with  the  case  of  Kane  v.  Northern  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  128  U.  S.  91, 82  L.  ed.  889.  The  facts 
in  that  case  are  very  different  from  the  case- 
under  consideration.  In  that  case  a  brakeman 
was  injured  by  reason  of  a  broken  step  to  one 
of  the  cars,  which  caused  him  to  fall  from  the 
train.  The  plaintiff  ascertained  the  fact  that 
the  step  was  broken  after  the  cars  had  started, 
and  the  conductor  promised  to  drop  the  car 
out  that  had  the  broken  step  during  the  night, 
but  failed  to  do  so.  The  cars  were  similar, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  easily  deceived  as  to  the 
fact  whether  the  car  with  the  broken  step  had 
been  dropped  or  not:  and  the  court  held  it 
error,  on  account  of  the  peculiar  facts  con- 
nected with  the  case,  to  strike  out  the  testimony 
from  the  jury. 

In  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  <&  8L 
L.  R.  Co.,  24  W.  Va.  51,  relied  upon  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error,  while  it  holds  that  the 
master  is  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  in  supply- 
ing and  maintaining  suitable  instrumentalities 
for  the  work  required  to  be  done,  it  also  is  held 
in  that  case  that  "the  ordinary  risks  and  perils 
incident  to  the  employment,  which  the  servant 
can  foresee  or  shun  or  avoid  or  guard  against  by 
prudence,  skill  and  forecast,  are  assumed  by 
him,  and  they  are  supposed  to  enter  into  the 
consideration  to  be  received  by  him  for  his* 
services."  And  while  it  is  true  that  in  Illinois, 
and  perhaps  several  other  of  the  Western  States,. 
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it  has  been  held  that  It  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad 
company  to  so  construct  overhead  bridges  as  to 
prevent  them  from  being  dangerous  to  em- 
ployes walking  on  the  top  of  the  cars  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties,  yet  the  great 
-weight  of  authority  in  Virginia,  New  York, 
Iowa,  Minnesota,  Missouri.  Maryland,  Massa- 
chusetts and  New  Jersey  hold  in  accordance 
with  the  passage  above  quoted  from  24  W.  Va., 
in  regard  to  assuming  the  risks  and  perils  in- 
cident to  the  employment;  and  we  must  hold 
that,  by  continuing  in  the  employment  of  the 
defendant  after  he  bad  every  opportunity  of 
becoming  acquainted  with  its  dangers,  he  as- 
sumed the  risks  incident  thereto. 


Looking,  then,  at  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
evidence  In  this  case,  and  applying  the  rule 
which  requires  us  to  disregard  the  evidence  of 
the  defendant  which  is  in  conflict  with  that  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  admitting  all  that  might  be 
reasonably  inferred  by  the  jury  from  the  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff,  my  conclusion  Is  that 
the  court  below  committed  no  error  in  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  and  (he  judg- 
ment complained  of  must  be  affirmed  with  costs 
to  the  defendant  in  error. 

Brannon  and  Holt,  J  J. ,  concur.  Lueavo, 
P.,  absent. 
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Hezekiah  H.  SMITH 

Hugh  J.  CARROLL  et  al. 
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1.  Money  sued  for  is  not  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  so  as  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  gar- 
nishment where  both  suits  are  in  the  same  juris- 
diction. 

S*  A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  is 
sufllolent  to  set  up  a  defense  that  defendant  has 
been  garnished  in  another  suit  as  trustee  of  the 
plaintiff. 

(February  7. 1891.) 

ACTION  to  recover  money  alleged  to  be  due 
and  unpaid.  On  demurrer  to  plea  puis 
darrein  continuance  setting  up  that  since  the 
last  continuance  defendants  had  been  garnished 
as  trustees  for  plaintiff  in  respect  to  the  debt 
sued  for.     Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Claudius  B.  Farnsworth, 
Claude  J.  Farnsworth  and  Jacob  W. 
Mathewson  for  plaintiff  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

Messrs.   William  H.  Clapp,  Hugh  J. 


Carroll  and  Thomas  J.  McParlin,  for 

defendants,  contra: 

The  pendency  in  the  same  court  of  an  action 
against  the  garnishee  will  not  preclude  the  gar- 
nishee's being  charged. 

Drake,  Attachm.  §§620, 621,  citing  MCarty 
v.  Emlen,  2  U.  8.  3  ball.  277,  1  L.  ed.  880; 
Crabb  v.  Jones,  2  Miles,  180;  Bfoeeney  v.  Allen, 
1  Pa.  880;  Penniman  v.  Smith,  5  Lea,  180; 
Thrasher  v.  Buckingham,  40  Miss.  67;  Lieber  v. 
St.  Louis  A.  &  M.  Asso.  86  Mo.  882;  Hitt  v. 
Lacty,  8  Ala.  104;  McDonald  v.  Carney,  8  Ran. 
20. 

Mathewson'8  claim  to  the  funds  can  be  set- 
tled in  the  garnishee  action  in  Clapp  v.  Smith. 
See  Pub.  Laws,  Jan.  1884.  chap.  483. 

Durfee,  Ch.  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  assumpsit  to  recover  $400  in  money. 
The  action  was  brought  in  this  court  at  the 
October  Term,  A.  D.  1888.  February  17,  A.  D. 
1890,  one  William  H.  Clapp  brought  an  action 
of  debt  on  judgment  for  $122.74  debt  and  $5.65 
costs,  against  the  plaintiff,  in  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas,  the  writ  wherein  was  served  by 
garnishment  on  the  defendants  for  the  purpose 
of  attaching  in  their  bands  the  money  sued  for 


Nora— Fltadina;  plea  puis  darrein  continuance. 

Matters  occurring  after  plea  filed  can  only  be 
pleaded  puis  darrein  continuance.  Mount  v. 
Scholee,  SWest.  Rep.  688, 120 IIL8W. 

Where  matter  of  defense  has  arisen  after  the 
.commencement  of  a  suit,  it  cannot  be  pleaded  in 
bar  of  the  action  generally*  but  must,  when  It  has 
arisen  after  issue  joined,  be  by  plea  puis  darrein 
continuance.  Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  80  U.  8. 6  Pet  224, 8 
L.  ed.  106: 1  Chltty.  PL  *689,  citing  Bowell  v.  Hay- 
den,  40  Me.  686;  Semmes  v.  Naylor,  12  Gill  &  J.  861; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Merchants  Bank  of  Bal- 
timore, 7  Gill,  416:  Longwortb  v.  Flagg,  10  Ohio,  800; 
Burns  v.  Hlndman,  7  Ala.  681;  Tuffs  v.  Gibbons,  10 
Wend.  640;  Morrow  v.  Morrow,  8  Brev.  804;  Thomas 
t.  Van  Doren,  6  Mo.  201;  Wyatt  v.  Richmond,  4 
Humpb.  865. 

A  fact  which  has  arisen  since  the  return  to  a 
mandamus  was  made,  as  a  matter  of  defense, 
whether  in  abatement  or  in  bar,  should  be  set  up 
by  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance,  or  its  equiva- 
lent. Thompson  v.  United  States,  108  U.  S.  480, 26 
L.  ed.  SO,  citing  Jackson  v.  Rich,  7  Johns.  104;  Jack- 
son v.  Ramsay,  8  Oow.  7ft> 
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That  a  surety  in  a  sheriff's  bond  had  been  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  woole  amount  of  his  bond  in 
other  suits  before  judgment  against  him,  but  after 
the  institution  of  the  suit,  is  a  good  defense  to  the 
action  if  pleaded  puis  darrein  continuance.  Leg- 
gett  v.  Humphreys,  62  U.  8. 21  How.  66, 16  L.  ed.  60. 

A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  is  considered  as 
a  waiver  of  all  previous  pleas,  and  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  admitted  to  the  same  extent  as  if  no  other 
defense  had  been  urged  than  that  contained  in  the 
plea.  Wallace  v.  M'Connell,  38  U.  8. 18  Pet  186, 10 
L.  ed.  96;  Yeaton  v.  Lynn,  30  U.  8. 6  Pet  224, 8L.  ed. 
106. 

If  matter  in  abatement  is  pleaded  puis  darrein 
continuance,  the  judgment,  if  against  the  defend- 
ant, is  peremptory  as  well  on  demurrer  as  on  trhL 
Renner  v.  Marshall,  14  (T.  8. 1  Wheat  216, 4  L.  ed.  74. 

A  plea  puis  darrien  continuance  setting  up  a  re- 
lease made  since  the  general  issue  was  pleaded  Is 
defective  where  it  does  not  state  the  time  and 
place  in  which  the  release  was  made  or  delivered,  or 
the  day  of  the  last  continuance,  or  that  there  ever 
was  a  continuance.    Field  v.  Cappers,  81  Me.  36.  - 
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In  the  case  at  bar.  Said  action  was  entered  in 
the  court  of  common  pleas  at  the  June  Term, 
A.  D.  1890,  and  appealed  by  the  defendants  to 
this  court  at  its  present  term,  so  that  both  cases 
are  now  pending  in  this  court.  The  defend- 
ants have  set  forth  these  facts  on  the  record  by 
plea  puis  darrein  continuance,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  demurred.  The  plaintiff  contends  that, 
after  the  commencement  of  his  action,  the 
money  sued  for  was  in  the  custody  of  the  law, 
and  no  longer  subject  to  attachment;  and,  fur- 
thermore, that,  even  if  it  continued  to  be  sub- 
ject to  attachment,  the  defendants'  said  plea  is 
fatally  defective  in  form  and  substance,  and 
should  be  overruled. 

We  will  consider  the  question  first  presented 
first,  namely,  whether  such  an  attachment  can 
be  supported.  According  to  what  seems  to  be 
the  prevailing  consent  of  American  decision,  a 
debt  is  not  necessarily  put  beyond  the  reach  of 
garnishment  by  being  put  in  suit,  where  both 
suits  are  in  the  same  jurisdiction.  Drake,  At- 
tachm.  §§  618-621;  McConn.  Trustee  Process, 
§§  318-820. 

The  law,  as  supported  by  American  authori- 
ty, is  well  stated  in  Foster  v.  Dudley,  30  N.  H. 
463,  465.  In  that  case  the  court  says:  ' 'If  the 
trustee  suit  be  commenced  while  the  debtor 
trustee  has  yet  an  opportunity  to  ask  for  delay, 
and  to  plead  a  recovery  against  him,  if  one 
should  be  had,  he  may  be  charged  as  trustee, 
if  no  other  objection  appears."  See  also  Mc- 
Carty  v.  F/mlen,  2  Yeates,  190;  Orabb  v.  Jones, 
2  Miles,  180;  Sweeney  v.  Allen,  1  Pa.  880; 
Thayer  v.  Pratt,  47  N.  H.  470;  Tlirasher  v. 
Buckingham,  40  Miss.  67;  Lieber  v.  8t.  Louis 
Agr.  &  M.  Asso.  36  Mo.  382;  Smith  v.  Barker, 
10  Me.  458;  Thomdike  v.  Be  Wolf,  6  Pick.  120; 
Whipple  v.  Bobbins,  97  Mass.  107. 

There  are  cases  that  hold  or  appear  to  hold 
that,  for  the  garnishment  to  be  effectual,  the 
two  suits  must  be  in  the  same  court,  as  well  as . 
in  the  same  jurisdiction.    Hitt  v.  Lacey,  8  Ala. ' 


104;  McDonald*.  Carney,  8  Kan.  20;  Bingham 
v.  Smith,  5  Ala.  651.  Under  this  rule  the  gar- 
nishment here  is  maintainable. 

The  next  question  in  as  to  the  plea  puis  dar- 
rein. The  purpose  of  the  plea  is  to  protect  the 
defendant  from  liability  to  double  payment. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont  in  Trombiy  v. 
Clark,  18  Vt.  118, 123,  has  said:  "If  a  suit  is 
pending  in  the  name  of  the  principal  debtor, 
against  the  trustee  as  defendant,  and  the  latter 
is  summoned  as  trustee,  he  may  plead  this  tem- 
porary bar,  and  stay  the  proceedings  until  the 
suit  of  the  creditor  against  him  as  trustee  is 
determined."  The  same  view  has  been  taken 
by  other  courts.  Crawford  v.  Blade,  9  Ala.  887; 
McDonald  v.  Carney,  supra.  The  plea  in  this 
view  has  the  effect  simply  of  a  motion  for  con- 
tinuance or  for  a  temporary  stay  of  proceed- 
ings; and,  where  the  two  suits  are  depending- 
in  the  same  court,  the  record  in  each  being 
thus  readily  accessible  to  inspection,  we  see  no 
reason  why  the  result  intended  to  be  accom- 
plished by  the  plea  cannot  be  as  well,  if  not 
better,  accomplished  by  motion.  It  seems  to 
be  the  practice  In  some  States  to  resort  to  a 
motion  rather  than  a  plea.  Winthrop  v.  Carl- 
ton, 8  Mass.  456.  And  see  Spieer  v.  Spicer,  23 
Vt.  678.  And  in  this  view  it  seems  to  us  that 
the  matter,  whether  interfered  by  plea  or  mo- 
tion, need  not  be  very  strictly  regarded,  if  only 
it  be  made  to  appear  that  justice  requires  a 
stay.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  here  ia 
8u indent  for  the  purposes  intended.  It  is  ob- 
jected that  the  suit,  though  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff,  is  prosecuted,  as  appears 
by  the  declaration,  for  Jacob  Mathewson  as 
his  assignee,  and  that  the  plea  does  net  allege 
any  invalidity  in  the  assignment.  We  think, 
however,  that  the  place  to  try  whether  the  as- 
signment is  valid  or  not  is  in  the  garnishment 
suit,  and  that  the  allegation  is  therefore  unnec- 
essary. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


LOUISIANA   SUPREME  COURT. 


P.  R.  BERNARD,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  M.  8. 

Powell,  Deceased, 

v. 

WHITNEY  NATIONAL  BANK. 

Ora  POWELL,  Intervenor,  AppL 
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♦1.   The  giving  of  a  credit  In  payment, 

by  a  debtor,  does  not  bind  third  persons,  unless 
attar  notice  of  the  transfer  or  assignment  has 
been  given  to,  or  acknowledged  by,  the  party 
owing  the  credit. 

g.  Delivery  of  title  suffices  between  trans- 
ferrer and  transferee;  but,  as  against  third  per- 
sons, possession  of  the  credit,  which  is  acquired 
only  by  the  given  notice,  is  essential  to  bind  them. 

8.  A  chec|c  is  a  valid  instrument  for  the 
assignment  of  the  credit  of  the  drawer 
against  the  bank;  but  it  docs  not  bind  the  cred- 
itors of  the  drawer,  who  are  third  persons,  unless 
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the  transfer  was  notified  to  the  bank,  before  a 
change  in  the  title  to  the  credit  has  taken  place. 

4.  At  the  death  of  an  assignor,  bis  prop- 
erty passes  to  his  creditors  and  heirs,  the 
rights  of  the  former  being  then  fixed,  not  sus- 
ceptible of  being  changed  afterwards,  so  that  one 
may  acquire  any  preference  over  another. 

6.  An  assignment  vests  an  inchoate  title 
only,  so  far  as  third  persons  are  concerned,  and. 
until  notice  to  the  debtor  of  the  credit  assigned 
has  been  given,  the  assignor's  Interest  may  be 
seised  by  his  creditors  and  devested. 

6.  The  law  considers  as  third  persons, 
all  t*»e  creditors  of  the  assignor,  whose  prop- 
erty is  liable  to  them,  unless  a  complete  devest!- 
ture  has  taken  place  previous  to  any  action  by 
them  against  it. 

7.  At  the  death  of  an  insolvent  assignor,. 
all  his  rights  to  property  In  his  name,  not  com- 
pletely and  absolutely  assigned  so  as  to  bind  third 
persons,  pass  to  his  Insolvent  succession,  as  fully 
and  effectually  as  if  he  had  made  a  voluntary 
surrender,  whioh  had  been  duly  accepted. 

8.  A  notice  of  a  transfer  of  credit  made 
after  a  ohange  in  the  title  to  the  property  of  tfe» 
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Insolvent  has  thus  ooourred  oomes  too  late,  and 
does  not  devest  the  rights  acquired  by  the  cred- 
itors. 

9.  In  davtlon  en  palement,  dell  very  and  pos- 
session are  essential  to  operate  a  transfer,  so  as  to 
ezolude  third  persons.  Everything  doubtful  or 
ambiguous  must  be  interpreted  against  the  trans- 
feree* 

10.  A  eluuige  in  the  title  before  notice  of 
the  transfer  or  assignment  forbids  the  payment 
by  the  bank  to  the  transferee,  and  requires  it  to  be 
made  to  the  legal  representative  of  the  suocesaion 
for  distribution. 

(December  15, 1800.) 

APPEAL  by  the  mtervenorfrom  a  Judgment 
of  the  Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish 
of  Orleans  disallowing  her  claim  to  a  deposit 
made  by  M.  8.  Powell,  deceased,  with  the  de- 
fendant Bank,  aqd  which  she  alleged  had  been 
transferred  to  her.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  m  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  White  A  Saunders*  for  appellant: 

The  ordinary  relation  existing  between  a 
bank  and  its  customer,  if  not  complicated  by 
any  further  transaction  than  that  of  the  depos- 
iting and  withdrawing  of  moneys  by  the  cus- 
tomer from  time  to  time,  is  simply  that  of 
debtor  and  creditor  at  common  law,  whether 
the  deposit  is  on  demand  or  on  time. 

1  Morse,  Banks  and  Banking,  §289;  Gordon 
t.  Muchler,  84  La.  Ann.  607;  Matthew  v.  Their 
Creditors,  10  La.  Ann.  842;  Be  Louisiana  8at>. 
Bank  &  8.  D.  Co.  40  La.  Ann.  515.    • 

A  bank  is  in  no  sense  the  agent  of  the  depos- 
itor, nor  is  the  depositor  the  principal  of  the 
bank. 

Foley  v.  Bill,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  27;  Bank  of  the 
Republic  v.  Millard,  77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  155,  19 
L.ed.899. 

On  its  face  a  check  Is  nothing  more  than  a 
written  order,  signed  by  the  depositor,  ad- 
dressed to  the  bank,  and  directing  it  to  pay  to 
a  person  therein  named,  or  to  his  order,  a 
certain  sum  of  money. 

A  written  order  addressed  by  a  creditor  to 
his  debtor,  directing  him  to  pay  a  third  person, 
is  in  legal  effect  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a 
transfer  and  assignment  of  the  creditor's  claim 
to  such  third  person. 

Gray  v.  Trajton,  12  Mart.  704. 

This  is  true  as  well  of  checks  on  banks  as  of 
other  orders. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1284;  Macomber  v.  Boone, 
2  Allen,  542:  Kingman  v.  Perkins,  105  Mass. 
112;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1044;  Dan.  Keg.  Inst. 
8  21. 

In  Louisiana,  whether  a  check  is  for  the 
whole  or  for  a  part  of  a  deposit,  it  amounts  to 
an  assignment. 

Gordon  v.  Muchler,  84  La.  Ann.  608;  2 
Morse,  Banks  and  Banking,  §  496. 

A  transfer  of  an  incorporeal  right  by  a  bus- 
band  to  his  wife  in  satisfaction  of  his  indebted- 
ness to  her  is  lawful. 

Key.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2446;  Succession  of 
Webre,  85  La,  Ann.  266. 

The  transfer  by  husband  to  wife  authorized 
by  art.  2446  is  in  reality  a  giving  in  payment. 

Under  art.  2656.  a  giving  in  payment  "  is 
made  only  by  delivery. 

In  the  transfer  of  credits,  rights  or  claims  to 
a  third  person,  the  delivery  takes  place  between 
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the  transferrer  and  the  transferee  by  the  giving 
of  the  title. 

Art.  2642. 

Succession  of  Webre,  supra,  decides  that  the 
delivery  intended  by  the  article  consists  in  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  the  act  transferrins: 
the  claim.  The  delivery  consists  in  and  is  af- 
fected by  what  the  parties  do  as  between  them- 
selves at  the  time  and  in  the  act  by  which  the 
transfer  is  made.  Notice  to  the  debtor  Is  a 
subsequent  and  independent  fact,  not  involved 
in  the  idea  of  delivery. 

6  M  arcade^  pp.  228,  224. 

Assuming  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  that 
the  "delivery"  required  by  art.  2656  embraces 
the  notice  to  the  debtor  required  by  art.  2648, 
such  notice  is  valid,  if  given  after  the  transfer- 
rer's death. 

Mars/iallv.  Parish  of  Morehouse,  14  La.  Ann. 
700;  Laurent,  §§  492, 494;  4  Aubrey  &  H.  p.  429; 
Be  la  Chaume  v.  Bvguet,  Journal  du  Palais,  p. 
47, 10  Mai,  1845;  1  Morse,  Banks  and  Banking, 
§400. 

A  check  is  not  a  mandate.  A  mandate  pos- 
tulates the  relation  of  principal  to  egent.  The 
relation  of  principal  and  agent  does  not  exist  in 
any  sense  between  bank  and  depositor. 

The  death  of  the  drawer  does  not  invalidate 
a  check  issued  for  value. 

2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  $  499;  Edwards,  Bills  and 
Notes,  896;  Bvles,  Bills,  Notes  and  Checks, 
♦18;  2  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  218;  1  Dan. 
Neg.  Inst.  §  868. 

The  death  of  a  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
works  no  revocation.  Why  should  a  different 
rule  obtain  as  to  checks? 

1  Morse,  Banks  and  Banking,  §  400  '3). 
See  Jacquet  v.  His  Creditors,  88  La.  Ann.  864; 
Renskfiw  v.  His  Creditors,  40  La.  Ann.  87; 
Campbell  v.  Slid  ell,  5  La.  Ann.  274;  Kicdopulo 
v.  His  Creditors,  87  La.  Ann.  474;  Garritson  v. 
Creditors,  7  La.  558;  HaU  v.  Mulhollan,  7 
La.  889. 

Messrs.  Favrravr,  Jonas  A  Kruttachnitt* 
for  appellee: 

A  husband's  check  given  to  his  wife,  in  pay- 
ment of  her  paraphernal  claims,  which  is  not 
presented  for  payment  by  the  wife  until  after 
the  husbadd's  death,  cannot  be  collected  by  the 
wife  after  the  husband's  death  as  against  the 
administrator  of  his  insolvent  estate.  The  giv- 
ing of  such  check  was  not  a  payment,  because 
a  check  is  a  means  or  instrument  by  which 
payment  is  to  be  effected  when  the  money  is 
procured  thereon.  The  holder  in  such  case 
becomes  the  agent  of  the  drawer  to  collect  the 
money. 

Woodbum  v.  Woodburn,  8  West.  Rep.  85, 
115  III.  427:  Brown  v.  Letkk,  48  111.  497;  2 
Parsons,  Cont.  628;  Burke  v.  Bishop,  27  La. 
Ann.  466;  Succession  of  Be  Pouilly,  22  La. 
Ann.  97;  Chitty,  Bills  and  Notes,  *806;  Par- 
sons. Notes  and  Bills,  p.  82;  Bolles,  Banks  and 
Their  Depositors,  §  99. 

A  check  being  a  mere  vehicle  of  payment, 
the  death  of  the  maker  of  the  check  revokes 
the  mandate  of  the  drawer  on  the  banker  who 
holds  the  funds,  And  the  vehicle  is  destroyed. 

Simmons  v.  Cincinnati  Sav.  Soc.  81  Ohio  St. 
457;  Tate  v.  Bilbert,  2  Ves.  Jr.  112;  Story, 
Prom.  Notes,  §  498;  Bvles,  Bills,  Notes  and 
Checks,  p.  25;  Chitty,  Bills  and  Notes,  *  806; 
Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  p.  82;  Bolles,  Banks 
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and  Their  Depositors,  §  99;  Rev.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  8027. 

Bermudea,  Oh.  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff,  as  the  administrator  of  the 
succession  of  M.  S.  Powell,  brought  this  action 
to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
$8,400,  standing  on  its  books  to  his  credit  at 
title  time  of  his  death,  on  August  21,  1885. 
The  Bank  admitted  the  credit,  but  averred  that 
claim  was  laid  to  it  by  the  widow  of  the 
deceased.  Mrs.  Powell  intervened  in  the  suit, 
asserting  rights  to  (he  credit,  in  consequence  of 
a  check  of  her  husband  in  her  favor,  given  her 
in  payment  of  her  claims  against  him;  which 
check  was  drawn  on  the  20th  of  August  previ- 
ous and  presented  on  the  27th  following  to, 
but  not  honored  bv,  the  Bank,  on  the  ground 
of  the  death  of  the  drawer  some  short  time 
before  presentment  From  an  adverse  judg- 
ment the  intervenor  appeals.  The  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  record  are  the  following:  On 
July  81,  1885,  M.  S.  PoweU  deposited  $3,400 
with  the  defendant  Bank,  and  was  credited 
therefor.  On  August  20  following,  being  in- 
debted to  his  wife  in  the  sum  of  $3,500,  Powell 
gave  her  a  check  for  the  entire  amount  to  his 
credit  in  bank.  On  August  21,  the  next  day, 
Powell  died.  On  the  27th  of  August  the  check 
was  presented  for  payment,  which  was  de- 
clined. On  behalf  of  the  intervenor,  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
did  not  exist  between  Powell  and  the  Bank; 
that  the  relation  was  that  of  creditor  and 
debtor;  that  the  check  imported  an  assignment 
to  the  payee  of  the  creditor's  claim  against  the 
Bank;  that  this  assignment  was  a  valid  dation 
-en  paument  under  art  2446,  Rev.  Civ.  Code; 
that  the  delivery  required  bv  article  2656  was 
effected  by  the  delivery  to  the  assignee  of  the 
check,  which  is  the  act  of  transfer;  that  if  notice 
was  required,  such  was  validly  given,  although 
after  the  transferrer's  death,  and  notwithstand- 
ing his  insolvency.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
urged  that  in  Louisiana  all  contracts  between 
husband  and  wife  are  prohibited,  except  those 
which  pertain  to  the  restitution  of  her  dotal  or 
paraphernal  property;  that  a  husband's  check 
to  his  wife,  not  presented  by  her  until  after  his 
death,  cannot  be  collected  as  against  the  ad- 
ministrator of  his  insolvent  estate;  that  such  a 
check  was  not  a  payment,  a  check  being  a 
means  or  instrument  by  which  payment  is  to 
be  effected  when  the  money  is  procured  thereon; 
that  the  bolder,  in  such  case,  becomes  the  agent 
of  the  drawer  to  collect  the  money;  that  the 
death  of  the  principal  revokes  the  agency  of 
both  the  Bank  and  the  holder,  the  vehicle 
being  destroyed;  that  delivery  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  giving  in  payment,  and  that  there  was 
none;  that  it  is  against  public  policy  that  an 
insolvent  and  defaulting  public  official  should 
be  allowed  to  make  a  preferred  creditor  of  his 
wife,  by  transferring  to  her  a  large  portion  of 
his  estate,  she  being  aware  at  the  time  that  he 
was  a  defaulter  and  an  insolvent. 

It  would  serve  no  useful  purpose  to  under- 
take to  discuss  and  determine  all  the  compli- 
cated, broad  and  difficult  issues  thus  presented 
by  the  litigants.  Authorities  are  not  wanting 
1o  sustain  many  of  the  conflicting  positions  by 
them  respectively  assumed.  The  question  pre- 
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seated  for  solution  is,  after  all,  the  following 
one  only:  Whether  the  drawing  of  a  check 
by  an  insolvent,  delivered  by  him  to  a  creditor 
in  payment  of  a  claim,  operates  an  assign- 
ment in  his  favor,  such  as  entitles  him  to  receive 
the  amount  as  assignee,  when  claimed  after 
the  drawer's  death,  and  without  any  previous 
presentment  or  certification.  In  other  words, 
whether  the  condition  of  things  existing  during 
the  drawer's  life  was  or  was  not  changed  at  bis 
death,  and,  if  it  was,  whether  the  change  does 
or  does  not  prevent  the  checkholder  from 
recovering  the  amount  of  the  check. 

The  contention  of  the  intervenor,  strictly,  is 
that  she  was  a  creditor  of  Powell;  that 
the  check  was  given  by  him  to  her  in  pay- 
ment; that  this  giving  operated  in  her  favor  an 
assignment  and  transfer  of  the  amount  to  his 
credit;  that,  by  the  title  thus  furnished  to  her, 
the  credit  was  delivered  to  her,  and  that 
this  delivery  included  the  possession,  if  any  be 
required  by  law;  that  this  condition  of  Urines 
existed  at  his  death,  and  that  the  fact  of  his 
dying  insolvent  in  no  way  impaired  her  ac- 
quired rights.  It  is  clear  that,  being  at  the 
time  a  creditor  of  her  husband,  she  could  re- 
ceive payment  from  him  of  her  claim  against 
him,  and  that,  when  he  issued  and  delivered 
to  her  the  check  in  question,  he  intended  to 
give  her,  and  she  consented  to  receive,  in  pay- 
ment of  what  was  due  her  the  amount  to  bis 
credit  in  the  Bank.  There  was  then  an  as- 
signment made  to  her  of  his  credit  or  right  to 
that  amount,  and  she  held  the  check  for  a  valid 
consideration.  The  "giving  in  payment"  in 
Louisiana  is  an  act  by  which  a  debtor  gives  a 
thing  to  the  creditor,  who  is  willing  to  receive 
it  in  payment  of  a  sum  which  is  due.  Rev. 
Civ.  Code,  art.  2655.  By  the  same  law,  that 
"giving  of  payment"  is  perfect  only  when  fol- 
lowed by  delivery.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2656. 
In  the  transfer  of  credits,  the  delivery  takes 
place  between  transferrer  and  transferee  by  the 
giving  of  the  title.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2642. 
The  transferee  of  a  credit,  says  the  Code,  is 
only  possessed,  as  regards  third  persons,  after 
notice  has  been  given  to,  or  accepted  by,  the 
debtor,  that  the  transfer  had  taken  place. 
Rev.  Civ.  Code.  art.  2643.  The  check  given 
by  Powell  to  his  wife  was  not  the  thing  given 
in  payment.  In  itself  it  was  a  worthless  piece 
of  paper,  unless  filled,  signed  and  honored  ac- 
cording to  the  purpose  in  view  by  the  parties 
concerned.  That  which  was  intended  to  be 
given  in  payment  was  not  any  money  in  bank 
of  Powell,  for  he  had  none  there,  on  special 
deposit,  or  separate  and  apart  in  his  name, 
which  he  could  order  to  be  delivered  in  kind; 
but  was  his  claim  to  the  amount  standing  to 
his  credit  on  the  books  of  the  Bank,  and  which 
the  latter  owed  him  for  as  much  which  he  had 
deposited  as  a  loan  with  it,  subject  to  payment 
on  call.  It  has  therefore  been  frequently  held 
that  the  giving  of  a  check  for  an  antecedent 
debt  is  not  an  absolute  payment  and  extin- 
guishment of  the  debt,  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
press agreement  giving  it  that  effect.  Ordina- 
rily, it  is  only  a  means  of  payment,  and  the  debt 
will  not  be  extinguished  unless  and  until  the 
check  is  paid.  2  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  638;  3  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  Cfocto,  218.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  it  was  some  six  or  seven  days 
after  the  death  of  Powell  that  the  check  was  first 
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presented  to  the  Bank,  and  payment  asked, 
which  was  refused,  on  account  of  the  death. 
It  is  certain  that,  before  that  event,  the  Bank 
had  received  or  accepted  no  notice  that  the 
check  had  been  drawn,  or  that  the  credit  had 
been  transferred  either  from  Mr.  or  Mrs. 
Powell.  Surely,  had  the  check  been  presented 
before  the  death,  it  could  aud  would  have  been 
paid;  but  the  dominant  question  remains, 
whether,  after  that  event,  it  should  have  been 
honored. 

The  able  counsel  for  the  intervenor,  well 
•ware  of  the  tenderness  and  difficulty  of  the 
position  here,  says:  "The  sole  test  is  whether 
any  creditor  of  the  assignor,  or  any  other  as 
«ignee,  has  acquired  a  right  on  the  credit  trans- 
ferred."  So  that  the  contention  is  narrowed 
down  to  the  solitary  inquiry,  whether  or  not, 
at  the  moment  of  the  death,  any  creditor  of  the 
assignor,  or  any  other  assignee,  has  acquired  a 
right  on  the  credit  It  is  clear  that  had  the 
check  been  presented  tofore  the  death,  but 
after  the  credit  bad  been  drawn  against,  or 
-validly  seized  by  Judicial  authority,  in  satisfac- 
-tion  01  an  undhrputable  claim,  or  had  Powell 
tecome  a  Judicially  declared  insolvent,  to  the 
Bank's  knowledge,  Mrs.  Powell  could  not  have 
been  paid  at  all,  Decause  there  would  have  then 
existed  no  claim  which  Powell  could  have 
•enforced  against  the  Bank,  and  because  Mrs. 
•Powell,  transferee,  could  have  had  in  the 
matter  no  greater  right  than  he  possessed. 
.Now,  it  is  well  settled  in  the  Jurisprudence  of 
4his  State  that  the  rights  of  creditors  are  fixed 
at  the  debtor's  death,  and  that  no  one  can  subse- 
quently get  any  advantage  over  others.  It  is 
likewise  well  established  that  a  debtor's  proper- 
ty is  the  common  pledge  of  his  creditors. 
Under  those  Just  and  equitable  rules,  all  the 
titles  which  Powell  had  to  any  property,  stand- 
tag  in  his  name,  not  devested  so  as  to  bind 
third  parties,  passed  to  his  succession,  repre- 
sented by  both  his  creditors  and  his  heirs,  if 
any  of  the  latter,  as  effectually  as  if  he  had 
made  a  voluntary  surrender,  which  had  been 
accepted.  Bev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  871;  Rev.  Stat 
ft  1791.  The  intervenor  nevertheless  claims 
that  under  the  settled  jurisprudence  of  this 
State,  as  the  sale  of  a  movable  or  the  transfer 
of  a  credit  may  be  perfected  as  to  creditors, 
after  declared  insolvency,  it  may  be  perfected 
after  death,  in  case  of  actual  insolvency  of  the 
succession,  and  the  creditors  and  heirs  are  then 
as  strictly  bound  by  the  obligations  of  the  de- 
•ceased  after,  as  they  were  before,  the  death. 
In  support  of  this  bold  proposition  reference  is 
made  to  three  cases,  viz.:  Campbell  v.  8lidell, 
4  La.  Ann.  274;  Nicolopulo  v.  His  Creditors, 
87  La.  Ann.  474;  HaU  v.  MulhoUan,  7  La. 
489. 

It  is  perfectly  true  that,  in  those  cases,  the 
purchasers  were  recognized  as  owners  of  prop- 
erty sold  before  the  cession  or  surrender,  al- 
though in  the  first  the  act  of  sale  of  an  interest 
in  real  estate  had  not  been  previously  recorded, 
and  in  the  others  delivery  or  possession  bad 
not  followed  the  sale  of  the  movables  before  the 
declared  insolvency.  It  must  not  be  forgotten 
that  we  are  not  presently  concerned  with  a 
aale,  but  with  a  "giving  in  payment,"  and  that 
the  principles  which  govern  in  one  do  not  rule 
in  the  other.  The  Code  distinctly  declares 
{Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art  3656)  "that  giving  in  pay- 
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ment  differs  from  the  ordinary  contract  of  sale, 
in  this:  that  the  latter  is  perfect  by  the  mere 
consent  of  the  parties,  even  before  delivery, 
while  the  giving  in  payment  is  made  only  by 
delivery."  It  also  says,  on  the  subject  of  the 
assignment  of  credits,  that  although  delivery 
takes  place  between  transferrer  and  transferee 
by  the  giving  of  title  (Rev.  Oiv.  Code,  art. 
9642),  the  transferee  is  only  possessed,  as  re- 
gards third  persons,  after  notice  has  been 
given  to  the  debtor  of  the  transfer  having  taken 
place,  or  be  has  accepted  the  transfer  by  an 
authentic  act.    Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  2643.  ' 

In  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Muchler,  84  La. 
Ann.  604,  in  which  a  sum  to  the  credit  of  the 
defendant  was  claimed  by  three  parties,*^ 
the  bank  in  which  the  deposit  had  been  made; 
(2)  another  bank  which  held  a  check  •against 
it,  which  had  been  presented  but  not  paid;  (8) 
a  creditor  who  had  attached  after  the- present* 
ment  of  the  check,— this  court  held  mat  the 
first  claimant  was  not  entitled  to  it,  because  ft 
would  not  plead  compensation  against  it*  'that 
the  attaching  creditor  could  not  recetartt;  be- 
cause the  seizure  had  been  effected  too  late,  •'»  «.* 
after  the  presentment;  and  the  court  allowed  the 
amount  to  the  bank  which  held  the  check,  be- 
cause the  check  had  operated  as  an  assignment, 
perfected  by  notice,  in  the  form  of  the  present- 
ment of  it.  In  thus  holding,  the  court  said: 
"Our  law,  differing  therein  from  the  common 
law,  distinctly  recognizes  the  assignability  of 
that  class  of  incorporeal  rights  known  at  com- 
mon law  as  'choses  in  action/  and  provides 
for  the  perfectibility  of  such  assignments  by 
notice  to  the  debtor,  and  entirely  independent 
of  his  consent  .  .  ." 

This  clearly  recognizes  and  establishes,  in 
cases  of  checks  drawn  against  a  credit  in  bank, 
that,  although  the  check  may  be  an  assignment 
by  the  drawer  in  favor  of  the  drawee,  that  as- 
signment is  perfect  and  absolute  as  to  third 
parties  only  when  the  check  has  been  pre- 
sented and  payment  asked,  even  independent 
of  the  consent  of  the  bank  on  which  drawn. 
It  is  the  settled  and  unbending  Jurisprudence 
of  this  8tate  that  the  assignment  of  an  incorpo- 
real right  vests  only  an  inchoate  title,  and  that 
until  notice  to  the  debtor  the  assignor's  interest 
may  be  seized  by  his  creditors.  2  Hen.  Dig. 
p.  1882,  Yin.  (6)  1.  The  law  considers  as  third 
persons  all  the  creditors  of  the  assignor  whose 
property  is  liable  to  tbem  till  a  complete  trans- 
fer and  tradition  to  the  assignee.  Ooxy.  White, 
2  La.  426.  The  transfer  of  a  draft,  in  order  to 
be  binding  on  third  persons,  must  be  made  by 
delivery  of  the  draft  to  the  transferee,  and  by 
notice  to  the  debtor  of  the  transfer.  Hill  v. 
Hanneg,  15  La,  Ann.  664;  Louq.  Dig.  p.  641, 
(ft)  1.  Delivery  is  of  the  very  essence  of  a 
datum  en  paiement,  and,  in  such  cases,  every- 
thing doubtful  or  ambiguous  must  be  in- 
terpreted against  the  creditor.  Groves  v.  Steel, 
8  La.  Ann.  280.  Until  notice  of  the  transfer 
of  a  claim  has  been  given  to  the  debtor,  such 
claim,  though  transferred,  is  liable  to  attach- 
ment by  the  creditors  of  the  transferrer.  Gol- 
san  v.  PoweU,  82  La.  Ann.  621;  FreUeen  v. 
WitkomH,  40  La.  Ann.  278.  When  Powell 
died,  all  his  rights  and  obligations  were  trans- 
mitted to  bis  legal  representatives,  who  were 
apparently  his  creditors  (as  lie  was  thoroughly 
insolvent),  and  his  heirs,  if  any.  Rev.  Civ. 
20 
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Code,  art  871  et  mq.  Tboee  representative* 
acquired  by  his  death  something  besides  rights 
which  he  could  not  have  asserted  had  he  not 
died,  among  which  was  that  of  undoing  sea- 
sonably any  illegal  acts  done  by  him,  to  their 
injury,  even  by  resorting  to  parol  proof,  when 
he  would  have  been  estopped  or  required  to 
produce  only  by  written  evidence;  likewise 
that  of  resisting  the  effect  of  a  mortgage  con* 
sented  to  by  him,  but  not  recorded  before  his 
death  or  failure,  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  arts.  8862, 
8868.  It  will  not  do.  in  order  to  avoid  these 
propositions,  to  say  that  the  property  passed 
from  the  deceased  to  his  legal  representatives 
cum  onere,  because  that  is  a  begging  of  the 
question,  for  the  reason  that,  in  the  instant 
case,  under  the  special  provisions  of  our  law, 
the  giving  in  payment  was  an  absolute  nullity, 
as  regards  third  persons,  inasmuch  as  the  check 
had  not  been  presented,  or  no  notice  of  the 
transfer  of  credit  had  been  given,  before  the 
death. 

It  was  emphatically-held  in  the  -celebrated 
case  of  Tate  v.  HilberUt  Ves.  Jr.  112,  ia  which 
the  question  presented  related  to  the  effect  of 
the  death  of  the  drawer  of  a  check  presented 
after  his  demise,  that,  at  the  instant  of  the 
death,  the  title  vested  in  his  legal  representa- 
tives, and  his  own  order  was  no  longer  com- 
petent to  withdraw  any  part  of  that  which  was 
no  longer  his  property.  The  French  authori- 
ties invoked  by  the  intervenor  are  to  the  effect 
,  that  the  notice  given  after  a  Judicially  declared 
,  insolvency  is  of  no  avail;  also  that,  in  cases  of 
sale,  the  contract  may  be  perfected,  even  with- 
out previous  delivery  after  surrender;  also  that 
notice  may  be  given  after  death  in  cases  of  an 
acceptance  by  the  heirs  under  benefit  of  inven- 
tory; but  they  do  not  establish  authoritatively 
that,  in  cases  of  insolvent  successions,  the  title 
of  the  deceased  to  credits  given  in  payment 
does  not  vest  in  the  creditors,  as  in  cases  of 
judicial  surrenders.  It  is  to  be  noted  that, 
while  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art  2642  et  §eq.,  were 
borrowed  from  the  French  Code,  the  subse- 
quent article  (Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art  2666)  is  not 
to  be  found  in  it,  and  was  inserted  in  our  legis- 
lation, obviously  to  differentiate,  to  some  ex- 
tent, between  the  two  systems  in  this  respect 
The  title  which  Mrs.  Powell  claims  to  hold  to 
the  credit  may  have  been  good  evidence  of  the 
transfer,  and  binding,  without  notice  to  the 
Bank,  on  Powell  and  his  heirs;  delivery  being 
sufficient,  and  possession  not  being  essential  as 
to  them  {Sail  v.  MuUioUan,  7  La.  889;  Lee  v. 
Cameron,  14  La.  Ann.  700;  Rev.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  2642);  but  as  to  third  persons,  creditors  be- 
ing such,  it  surely  was  barren  of  all  effect,  for 
the  reason  that  the  transfer  or  assignment  of 
the  credit  could  not,  under  our  law,  which 
differs  from  the  common  law,  have  bound 
them,  unless  notice  to  the  debtor,  the  Bank, 
had  been  duly  and  seasonably  given,  or  he  had 
acknowledged  them  before  the  death.  Rev. 
Civ.  Code,  art.  2648.  Delivery  is  one  thing, 
and  suffices  in  one  instance.  Possession  Is 
another,  and  is  essentially  required  in  another. 

While  ruling  as  we  do,  we  are  not  to  be 
understood  as  holding  that  the  death  of  Powell 
revoked  the  check  delivered  by  him  to  his 
wife,  who  is  not  a  third  person,  for  the  assign- 
ment thereby  made  is  binding  between  him 
and  her,  nor  as  holding  that  a  third  person 
12LRA. 


holding  ft  would  not  be  entitled  to  col* 
lect  it  What  we  decide  is  simply  that  such, 
assignment  not  having  been  notified  before 
his  death,  he  dying  thoroughly  insolvent,  a, 
change  has  taken  place  as  to  the  title  of  the 
credit,  which,  at  the  moment  of  death,  has- 
passed  to  the  mass  of  his  creditors,  who  are- 
third  parties,  not  bound  without  notice  of  the 
assignment;  consequently  that  hy  such  change, 
Powell  was  dispossessed  for  the  benefit  of  hi* 
creditors,  and  that  his  order  to  pay,  given  be- 
fore his  death,  cannot  be  executed:  as  to  them 
after  that  event  has  occurred.  Had  he  died 
solvent  quite  a  different  state  of  things  would 
be  presented,  and  this  case  would  not  have- 
arisen;  for  it  would  have  been  immaterial  to* 
the  heirs,  as  the  debt  existed,  with  what  money 
it  would  have  to  be  paid.  It  therefore  follows, 
that,  as  the  check  was  not  presented,  paid  or 
certified  before  the  death,  or  that  notice  of  the 
transfer  of  the  credit  has  been  given  after  that 
same  event,  a  change  in  the  title  then  occurred, 
and  that  the  transfer  is  barren  of  effect  as  to* 
the  creditors  .of  the  insolvent  assignor;  that  the 
credit  belongs  to  his  succession;  and  the 
amount  which  the  Bank  owes,  as  standing  in> 
Powell's  name,  must  be  paid,  not  to  the  inter- 
venor, but  to  the  administrator  of  his  succes- 
sion, for  distribution  according  to  law.  The 
district  court  thought  that  the  credit  had  not 
been  transferred  so  as  to  prevent  the  legal  rep- 
resentatives of  Powell  from  acquiring  title  to- 
it  and,  in  so  finding,  it  has  correctly  applied 
the  law  to  the  facts. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Fenner,  /..  dissenting: 

The  value  of  legal  principles  consists  in  their 
practical  application.  We  have  held  that  a. 
check  operates  as  an  assignment  of  the  fund 
upon  which  it  is  drawn,  perfect  as  between 
the  drawer  and  payee,  from  the  moment  of 
delivery,  and  binding  on  the  bank  as  soon  as  it 
is  notified  thereof  by  the  presentment  of  the 
check.  Gordon  v.  Mvchler,  84  La.  Ann.  604; 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §§  1688, 1648.  This  entirely 
removes  the  case  from  the  application  of  those 
authorities  which  are  based  on  the  contrary 
principle,  that  a  check  is  a  mere  mandate,  rev- 
ocable by  the  drawer,  and  not  binding  on  the 
bank  until  accepted  by  the  latter.  All  authori- 
ties, which  hold  the  view  taken  by  this  court 
agree,  as  a  logical  consequence,  that  the  death 
of  the  drawer  operates  no  change  in  the  rights- 
of  the  parties.  Mr.  Morse  says:  "It  is  per- 
fectly clear  that  where  a  check  operates  as  an 
assignment,  the  death  of  the  drawer  will  not 
revoke  it  Whether  it  be  with  or  without  con- 
sideration, a  right,  once  vested,  cannot  be  de- 
vested by  the  death  of  the  party  from  whom  it 
was  acquired."  Morse,  Banks  and  Banking, 
§  400.  Mr.  Daniel  says:  "The  idea  that  the 
death  of  the  drawer  of  a  check,  given  to  a* 
payee  for  value,  operates  a  revocation,  is.  as  it 
seems  to  us,  a  total  misconception  of  the  law. 
.  .  .  The  drawer  is  deemed  the  principal 
debtor,  and  it  is  anomalous  to  hold  that  hia- 
death  in  any  wise  lessens  his  obligations,  or 
the  right  of  the  bank  to  pay  it,  when  given  for 
value/'  Dan.  Nee:.  Inst  §  1618ft,  and  note. 
Prof.  Parsons  takes  the  same  view:  "The 
right  on  the  part  of  the  drawee  to  complete 
the  assignment  would  seem  to  be  a  privilege 
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of  bis  own,  *nd  it  Is  somewhat  difficult  to  see 
bow  the  death  of  the  drawer  can  affect  it." 
2  Parsons.  Notes  and  Bills,  287,  note.  In  the 
case  of  (Jordan  v.  Muchler,  above  cited,  we 
assimilated  a  check  to  the  transfer  or  assign- 
ment of  an  incorporeal  right,  saying:  "  It 
will  not  be  disputed  that  a  written  order  by  a 
creditor,  addressed  to  a  debtor,  directing  him 
to  pay  to  a  third  person  a  debt  due  to  the 
former,  accompanied  by  due  notice  to  the 
debtor,  would  comply  with  all  the  require- 
ments imposed  by  our  Civil  Code,  arts.  2642- 
2654,  for  the  valid  giving  of  title,  delivery 
and  complete  assignment  ox  the  credit  or  incor- 
poreal right  referred  to  in  the  order.  The 
check,  its  presentation,  protest  and  the  written 
notice  herein  given,  unequivocally  fulfill  all 
these  requirements."  If  the  death  of  the 
drawer  of  the  check  would  operate  to  destroy 
the  right  of  the  payee  to  perfect  his  assign- 
ment by  giving  notice  to  the  bank,  the  death 
of  the  assignor  of  any  other  incorporeal  right 
would  have  a  like  effect.  There  is  certainly 
no  authority  for  such  a  proposition  in  our  juris- 
prudence; and  the  French  courts  and  commen- 
tators agree  that  the  death  of  the  assignor  of 
an  incorporeal  riant  has  no  such  effect,  and 
that,  notwithstanding  the  same,  the  assignee 
preserves  intact  his  right  to  perfect  his  assign- 


ment by  giving  notice  to  the  debtor.  Journal 
du  Palais,  1887,  1,  p.  481;  Id.  1841,  2,  p.  715; 
24  Laurent,  No.  494;  4  Aubry  &  R  p.  429. 
A  reference  to  these  authorities  will  show  that 
all  the  reasons  assigned  in  tbe  majority  opin- 
ion, touching  tbe  intervention  of  tbe  rights  of 
creditors  as  resulting  from  the  death,  etc.,  are 
considered  and  disposed  of.  They  also  refer 
to  article  8862  of  our  Code  (Code  Nap.  2146), 
which  refuses  effect  to  mortgages  inscribed 
after  the  death,  as  declaring  an  exceptional 
principle  not  to  be  extended  beyond  its  terms,, 
and  hold  that  the  failure  to  make  such  pro- 
vision, with  reference  to  notice  of  assignment 
of  incorporeal  rights,  exempts  the  latter  from 
a  like  regulation.  I  do  not  think  the  pro- 
visions of  our  law  on  the  subject  of  giving  in 
payment  have  any  application.  They  apply 
to  tbe  giving  in  payment  of  things  other  than 
money.  A  check  is  an  order  for  tbe  payment 
of  money,  and  is  a  mere  vehicle  or  process  for 
affecting  a  payment  in  money.  Moreover,  I 
think  the  delivery  referred  to  m  article  2656  la 
the  delivery,  as  between  the  transferrer  and 
transferee,  which,  under  article  2642,  takes 
place  "by  the  giving  of  title."    I  dissent 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 
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:  sjabucrlyiloBS)  amount- 
ing? to  $800,000  by  a  bond  for  title  to  land  on  which 
only  $5,000  bad  been  paid,  and  whioh  was  worth 
no  more  than  tbe  subscribers  had  agreed  to  pay 
for  h\the  company  assuming  the  purchase-money 
notes,  leaves  the  subscribers  liable  to  creditors 
of  the  corporation  for  the  diff erenoe  between  tbe 
actual  value  of  their  interest  in  the  land  and  the 
amount  of  their  subscriptions  where  the  State 
Constitution  prohibits  the  issue  of  stock  except 
for  money  or  property  actually  received;  and 
statutes  require  payments  by  property  to  be  at 
its  money  value. 

OfayllsflU 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Court  for  Jefferson  County 
sustaining  demurrers  to  a  bill  filed  to  collect  a 
corporation  debt  from  stockholders  whose 
stock  subscriptions  were  alleged  to  remain  un- 
paid.   Bevereed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Alexander  T.  London,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Subscriptions  to  tbe  capital  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration constitute  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors,  which  neither  the  corporation, 


nor  its  directors,  can  dispose  ol  or  waste  to 
their  prejudice,  and  any  agreement  to  that  ef- 
fect is  void  against  creditors. 

8mith  v.  Huckabee,  68  Ala.  191;  Montgom- 
ery &  W.  P.  R.  Go.  v.  Branch,  59  Ala.  189; 
Banger  v.  Upton,  91  TJ.  S.  60,  28  L.  ed.  222; 
ScoviU  v.  Thayer,  105  U.  8. 148. 26  L.  ed.  968. 

Creditors  may  enforce  this  liability. 

Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  660;  Cook,  Stock  and 
Stockholders,  §  42;  Smith  v.  Huckabee  and  Seo- 
viU v.  Thayer,  supra. 

Where  property  is  transferred  in  payment  of 
subscriptions,  it  must  be  at  its  fair  cash  value. 

1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  ?§  425-428;  2  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  825,  and  cases  cited;  Weth- 
erbee  v.  Baker.  85  N.  J.  Eq.  501,  518;  Taylor, 
Priv.  Corp.  %%  545,  701  et  eeg.;  Osgoodv.  King* 
42  Iowa,  478;  Jackson  v.  Traer,  64  Iowa,  469, 
477;  Bailey  v.  Pittsburg  &  O.  O.  C.  <fc  G.  Co. 
69  Pa.  884;  Code  1876.  $  1805;  Cook,  Stock 
and  Stockholders,  §g  44.  47,  4a 

Where  the  over-valuation  of  land  or  property- 
transferred  in  payment  of  stock  subscriptions, 
is  so  great  as  to  bear  evidence  on  its  face  that 
it  was  intentional  and  fraudulent,  tbe  court 
will  hold,  unless  the  transaction  is  reasonably 
explained,  that  there  is  no  question  of  fact,  but 
as  a  matter  of  law  the  over-valuation  waa 
fraudulent. 

Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  §  84,  p.  81; 
Boynton  v.  Batch,  47  N.  Y.  225;  Lake  Supe- 
rior Iron  Co.  t.  Drexd,W  N.  Y.  87;  Brockway 
v.  Ireland,  61  How.  Pr.  872;  Boynton  v.  An- 
drew*, 68  N.  Y.  98. 


Nora.— That  creditors  may  oompel  a  stockholder 
to  pay  in  the  full  value  of  his  stook  subscription, 
see  notes  to  Minneapolis  Threshing*  Mach.  Go.  v. 
Davta(MiniU8L.R.  A  798;  Boulton  Carbon  Co.  v. 
12  L.  R  A. 


Mills  (Iowa)  6  L.  R.  A.  651;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Ons- 
tm-Minerva  Oonsol.  Min.  Co.  (Minn.)  6  L.  R.  A.  ST* 
Cartwright  v.  Dickinson  (Tennj  7  I*.  R.  A  70S. 
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The  rale  by  which  it  Is  to  be  determined 
whether  the  payment  is  fraudulent  or  not  is 
the  same  as  would  apply  in  the  purchase  of 
property. 

Bump,  Fraud.  Cony.  44;  Boot  v.  Borrdl,  11 
Ala.  886;  Prosser  v.  Henderson,  11  Ala.  484; 
Gordon  v.  Tweedy,  71  Ala.  902-218. 

Stock  issued  must  be  based  on  a  valuable 
consideration;  that  is,  the  stock  should  repre- 
sent the  fair  value  of  assets  received. 

Const,  art.  14,  §  6;  Fitvpatrick  v.  Dispatch 
Pub.  Co.  88  Ala.  604;  Williams  v.  Evans,  87 
Ala.  725;  Swing  v.  OroviUe  Min.  Co.  56  Cal 
649. 

A  subscription  of  "real  property"  is  not 
"discharged  by"  the  transfer  to  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  right  to  a  conveyance  of  property 
upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money. 

Qoodlett  v.  Han$eUt  66  Ala,  151;  2  Addison, 
Cont.  8th  ed.  p.  890;  Bailey  v.  Pittsburg  &  C.  Q. 
C.  A  C.  Co.  svpra. 

Where  a  stockholder  fails  to  deliver  property 
of  the  value  of  bis  subscription  in  discharge  of 
it,  he  is  liable  for  the  subscription  in  money, 
and  creditors  may  subject  him  to  this  liability. 

Boynton  v.  Batch,  supra;  Sehenek  v.  An- 
drews, 57  N.  Y.  188;  Boynton  v.  Andrews, 
supra;  Douglass  v.  Ireland,  75  N.  T.  100; 
Endtich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes;  BedsoU  v. 
Peters,  79  Ala,  186. 

As  against  creditors  a  corporation  cannot  re- 
lease stockholders  from  any  part  of  their  sub- 
scriptions to  capital  stock,  and  an  agreement 
to  accept  less  than  the  full  amount  of  the  sub- 
scription in  money  or  property,  while  binding 
on  the  corporation,  is  void  so  far  as  it  injuri- 
ously affects  creditors. 

ScoviU  v.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  148,  154,  26  L. 
ed.  968,978;  Sawyer  v.  Hoag,  84  U.  a  17  Wall 
610,  21  L.  ed.  781;  Wood  v.  Bummer,  8  Mason, 
808. 

Messrs,  Garrett  6  Underwood  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Walker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Elyton  Land  Com- 
pany as  a  Judgment  creditor  of  the  Birming- 
ham Warehouse  &  Elevator  Company,  a  cor- 
poration, and  its  purpose  is  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  by  the  enforcement  of 
the  alleged  unsatisfied  liability  of  the  individ- 
ual defendants  as  original  subscribers  to  the 
stock  of  the  defendant  corporation.  It  is 
;.verred  that  said  individual  defendants  pretend 
that  they  have  discharged  and  satisfied  their 
liability  as  such  subscribers,  but  it  is  alleged 
that  the  transaction  whereby  it  was  attempted 
to  discharge  that  liability  is  merely  colorable, 
and  is  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  said  cor- 
poration, and  that  said  subscribers  are  liable 
to  pay  in  money  the  amount  of  their  said  sub- 
scriptions, or  so  much  thereof  as  is  necessary 
to  satisfy  said  judgment  The  following  is  the 
substance  of  the  case  stated  by  the  bill : 

On  the  9th  day  of  March,  1887,  the  Elyton 
Land  Company  executed  and  delivered  to  de- 
fendant J.  A.  van  Hoose,  as  trustee  for  the 
Birmingham  Warehouse  &  Elevator  Company, 
a  corporation  then  in  process  of  organization, 
its  bond  of  title  for  two  blocks  of  land  near  the 
City  of  Birmingham,  to  be  paid  for  at  the 
price  of  $58,000.  Said  Van  Hoose  paid  to  the 
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Elyton  Land  Company  $5,000  on  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  bond  for  title,  by  the 
terms  of  which  it  was  provided  that  he  was  to 
execute  a  transfer  and  conveyance  of  his  rights 
and  interests  thereunder  to  the  Birmingham 
Warehouse  &  Elevator  Company,  upon  its 
organization,  and  that  that  Company  should 
make  its  nine  notes  for  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  to  the  Elyton  Land  Company, 
said  notes  to  be  each  for  $5y888.88,  bearing  in- 
terest from  August  20, 1886,  payable,  respect- 
ively, at  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8  and  9  years 
from  that  date.  On  the  19th  day  of  February. 
1887,  said  Van  Hoose  and  the  other  individual 
defendants,  Johnston,  Sage  and  McLester,  filed 
their  petition  in  the  office  of  the  probate  judge 
of  Jefferson  County  for  the  organization  as  a 
corporation  of  the  Birmingham  Warehouse  & 
Elevator  Company,  the  capital  stock  of  which 
was  to  be  fixed  at  $250,000,  to  be  divided  into 
2,500  shares  of  $100  each.  On  the  same  day  a 
commission  was  issued  to  said  Van  Hoose, 
Johnston,  Sage  and  McLester,  constituting  them 
a  board  of  corporators,  and  authorizing  them 
to  open  books  of  subscription  to  the  capital 
stock  of  the  proposed  corporation.  On  the 
11th  day  of  March,  1887,  said  board  of  corpora- 
tors, over  their  signatures,  reported  and  certi- 
fied to  said  probate  judge  that  on  the  9th  day 
of  March,  1887,  they  had  opened  books  of  sub- 
scription to  the  stock  of  said  proposed  corpora- 
tion, and  that  they  had  each  subscribed  for 
500  shares,  "subscribed  through  James  A.  Van 
Hoose,  trustee  for  the  subscribers,  and  payable 
in  real  property  near  the  City  of  Birmingham, 
...  of  the  money  value  stated  in  said 
subscription  of  $250,188.88,  subject  to  the  un- 
paid purchase  money  due  to  the  Elyton  Land 
Company,  amounting  to  $50,188.88,  the  pay- 
ment of  which  is  to  be  assumed  by  said  Com- 
pany, said  lands  being  fully  described  in  the 
bond  for  titles  of  the  Elyton  Land  Company 
to  said  James  A.  Van  Hoose,  trustee,  dated 
March  9, 1887,  which  said  trustee  is  to  convey 
to  said  Company  in  payment  of  said  two 
thousand  shares  of  stock,"  and  Van  Hoose, 
Johnston  and  McLester  each  subscribed  for  one 
share,  payable  in  money.  Said  corporators 
further  reported  that  on  the  organization  of 
said  Company  said  Van  Hoose,  Johnston,  Sage 
and  McLester  were  present,  and  each  repre- 
sented in  person  501  shares  in  stock;  that  each 
of  said  persons  was  elected  a  director  of  said 
corporation,  and  that  the  board  of  directors 
elected  Van  Hoose  as  president  and  McLester 
as  treasurer  and  secretary  of  the  corporation. 
It  was  further  reported  and  certified  by  the 
corporators  that  on  the  10th  day  of  March,  1887, 
after  the  organization  of  said  Company,  all  the 
capital  stock  thereof  payable  in  money  was 
paid  to  the  treasurer,  and  all  the  property  sub- 
scribed was  delivered  to  him.  The  subscrip- 
tions were  made  as  reported,  and  certified  by 
the  corporators.  It  was  not  true  at  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  or  when  the  subscriptions 
were  made  and  reported,  that  said  land  was  of 
the  money  value  of  $200,000.  The  price  named 
in  said  Bond  for  title— $58,000— was  at  the 
time  of  said  subscription  the  full  money  value 
of  said  land  when  sold  on  long  credit.  Said  Van 
Hoose,  Johnston,  Sage  and  McLester  well  knew 
that  said  land  was  not  worth,  nor  was  it  of  the 
money  value  of,  $200,000,  or  anything  near  that 
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sum.  After  said  subscriptions  were  made,  and 
after  said  Birmingham  Warehouse  &  Elevator 
Company  was  organized,  said  Van  Hoose  in- 
dorsed to  it  said  bond  for  title,  and  said  Com- 
pany executed  its  nine  promissory  notes,  as  by 
the  terms  of  the  bond  for  title  it  was  provided 
H  should  do ;  and  said  Van  Hoose,  Johnston, 
8age  and  McLester  now  claim  that  the  assign- 
ment of  said  bond  was  a  discharge  and  satis- 
faction of  said  subscription  of  1200,000,  which 
has  not  been  otherwise  paid.  It  is  this  trans- 
action which  the  bill  alleges  is  merely  color- 
able and  is  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  said 
corporation.  Only  $5,000  has  been  paid  on 
account  of  said  purchase  money.  The  Elyton 
Land  Company  has  recovered  Judgment  against 
said  Birmingham  Warehouse  &  Elevator  Com- 
pany on  two  of  said  notes.  That  Judgment  re- 
mains unsatisfied,  and  said  corporation  baa  no 
property  out  of  which  it  could  be  satisfied  by 
execution. 

Each  of  the  individual  defendants  demurred 
to  the  bill  upon  the  following,  among  other, 
grounds:  (1)  That  the  bill  on  its  face  shows 
that  the  complainant  has  no  right  to  the  relief 
therein  prayed  because  it  shows  that  this  de- 
fendant owes  nothing  to  the  Birmingham 
Warehouse  &  Elevator  Company,  either  in  un- 
paid subscriptions  for  stock  or  otherwise ;  (2) 
because  said  bill  alleges  no  facts  which  render 
this  defendant  liable  personally  in  any  way 
for  the  alleged  debt  mentioned  therein  as  due 
from  said  Birmingham  Warehouse  &  Elevator 
Company  to  the  complainant ;  and  (8)  because 
said  bill  shows  that  this  defendant  subscribed 
for  stock  in  said  Birmingham  Warehouse  & 
Elevator  Company,  payable  in  property,  at  a 
valuation  mentioned  in  said  subscription,  which 
property  has  been  delivered  and  received  in 
full  payment  for  said  stock ;  and  said  bill  fails 
to  show  that  said  property  was  over-valued  un- 
reasonably, intentionally  and  fraudulently,  or 
that  the  defendant  has  made  a  profit  frem  the 
stock  so  subscribed  and  taken  by  him.  A  de- 
cree was  rendered  sustaining  the  demurrers  as 
to  the  grounds  here  mentioned.  The  appeal 
is  from  that  decree. 

On  the  averments  of  the  bill  it  is  to  be  taken 
as  true  that  ihe  property  which  was  received 
by  the  corporation  as  full  payment  of  the  stock 
subscription  was  worth  only  $5,000,  the  amount 
which  bad  been  paid  on  the  bond  for  title.  It 
follows  that  the  decree  of  the  chancery  court 
involves  the  assertion  of  the  validity  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  corporation  of  the  pay- 
ment of  a  stock  subscription  of  $200,000  by 
the  transfer  to  the  corporation  of  property 
worth  only  $5,000.  In  reviewing  this  deter- 
mination regard  is  to  be  had  to  certain  constitu- 
tional and  statutory  provisions  which  are  to  be 
construed  and  applied  in  the  light  of  settled  prin- 
ciples governing  the  relations  of  stockholders 
to  the  corporation  of  which  they  are  members, 
and  to  the  creditors  thereof.  By  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1875  it  was  provided  that  "no  corpora- 
tion shall  issue  stock  or  bonds,  except  for 
money,  labor  done,  or  money  or  property 
actually  received  ;  and  all  fictitious  increase  of 
stock  or  indebtedness  shall  be  void  ;"  and  that 
"dues  from  private  corporations  shall  be  secured 
by  such  means  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law, 
but  in  no  case  shall  any  'stockholder  be  indi- 
vidually liable  otherwise  than  for  the  unpaid 
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stock  owned  by  him  or  her."  Sections  6,  8, 
art.  14,  of  the  Constitution.  Prior  to  the  adop- 
tion of  the  present  Constitution  each  stockholder 
in  any  corporation  was  liable  to  the  amount 
of  stock  held  or  owned  by  him,  the  law  im- 
posing a  liability  not  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  stock  was  unpaid,  but  for  an  additional 
sum  equal  to  the  amount  of  such  stock.  Sec- 
tion 8,  art  18,  of  the  Constitution  of  1868;  sec- 
tion 1760,  Rev.  Code  1867;  McDonnell  v. 
Alabama  G.  L.  In*.  Co.  85  Ala.  401. 

Before  the  creation  of  this  additional  liability 
the  stock  and  other  property  of  a  private  cor- 
poration was  regarded  and  treated  in  a  court 
of  equity  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  corporation,  and  in  the  event 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  corporation  unpaid 
stock  subscriptions  could  be  condemned  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  creditors ;  and  said  addition- 
al liability  was  a  mere  increase  of  the  security 
for  the  payment  of  the  corporate  debt  Smith 
v.  Huckabee,  58  Ala.  191. 

While  corporate  creditors  were  secured  by 
this  special  liability  existing  in  their  favor 
there  was  no  direct  constitutional  or  general 
statutory  prohibition  against  the  abuse  of  cor- 
porate powers  by  the  issue  of  stock  not  in  good 
faith  representing  the  value  of  money,  service 
or  property  actually  contributed  to  the  corpor- 
ate enterprise ;  and  the  general  Incorporation 
Law  then  in  force  contained  no  requirements 
as  to  the  mode  of  subscribing  for  stock,  or  as 
to  how  the  subscription  liability  should  be 
satisfied.  Code  1867,  chaps.  8,  4,  title  2,  pt. 
2.  The  dangers  to  which  corporate  creditors 
were  exposed  by  the  absence  of  such  regula- 
tions were  obviated  by  the  provisions  for  said 
additional  liability.  When  those  provisions 
were  repealed  by  the  Constitution  of  1875  there 
was  an  obvious  necessity  of  providing  that  the 
trust  fund,  the  remaining  security  for  corpor- 
ate creditors,  should  exist  as  a  thing  of  sub- 
stance, and  that  the  liability  for  unpaid  stock 
should  not  be  merely  illusory.  This  necessity 
was  not  overlooked.  The  former  legislative 
policy  of  securing  corporate  creditors  by  mak- 
ing the  stockholders  liable  to  them  in  amounts 
over  and  above  what  they  could  be  called  up- 
on to  pay  on  their  stock  subscriptions  gave 
place  to  a  new  policy,  the  aim  of  which  was 
to  afford  proper  security  to  .persons  dealing 
with  corporations  by  prohibiting  the  issue  of 
stock  except  for  value  received  by  the  corpor- 
ation, and  by  providing  definite  regulations  for 
the  payment  of  stock  subscriptions  in  money, 
or  in  labor  or  property  at  its  money  value. 
This  new  policy  is  evidenced  generally  by  sec- 
tion 6,  art  14,  of  the  Constitution,  quoted 
above,  and  particularly  as  to  manufacturing, 
mining,  immigration  and  industrial  business 
corporations,  by  section  1805  of  the  Code  of 
1876,  which  provides  that  "all  subscriptions 
to  the  capital  stock  of  any  company  organized 
or  proposed  to  be  organized  under  the  provis- 
ions of  this  article  shall  be  made  payable  in 
money,  or  in  labor  or  property  at  its  money 
value,  to  be  named  in  the  list  of  subscriptions; 
and  in  case  of  a  failure  to  perform  the  labor, 
or  deliver  the  property,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  subscription,  the  money  value  thereof 
as  named  in  the  list  of  subscription  shall  be 
paid  by  the  subscribers."  These  enactments 
are  not  for  the  benefit  of  corporate  creditors 
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alone.  Hie  policy  evidenced  thereby  bears 
upon  the  relations  of  corporations  to  the  public 
and  upon  the  relations  of  stockholders  to  each 
other,  to  the  corporation  and  to  its  creditors. 

This  court  has  not  heretofore  had  occasion 
to  pass  upon  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  these 
provisions  upon  the  rights  of  corporate  cred- 
itors. The  effective  operation  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  in  other  connections  has  been 
recognized  in  several  cases. 

In  Fitzpatrick  v.  Dispatch  Pub.  Co.,  88  Ala. 
604,  it  was  held,  at  the  instance  of  an  object- 
ing stockholder,  that  under  the  constitutional 
and  statutory  provisions  a  corporation  with  a 
paid-up  capital  of  $10,000  has  no  authority  to 
double  its  capital  stock  and  distribute  the  new 
stock  among  its  stockholders  as  a  stock  divi- 
dend, on  the  mere  statement  that  its  capital 
stock  "  has  been  invested  in  property  which 
has  more  than  doubled  in  value,  and  is  now 
worth  $20,000  over  and  above  all  liabilities;" 
and  an  injunction  was  issued  to  restrain  and 
enjoin  the  corporation  from  carrying  into 
effect  a  resolution  which  had  been  adopted  by 
the  stockholders  for  the  issue  and  distribution 
of  such  new  stock.  In  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion it  was  said:  "  Let  us  not,  by  timid  inter- 
pretation, impair  the  strength  of  this  bulwark, 
erected  by  our  constitution  makers  against  the 
frauds  which  have  become  the  reproach  of  the 
age  we  live  in." 

In  Williams  v.  Evans,  87  Ala.  725,  6  L.  R. 
A.  218,  it  was  held  that  relief  could  not  be 
ranted  on  an  executory  contract  to  pay  for 
the  transfer  of  a  subscriber's  right  under  a 
stock  subscription  whereby  it  was  provided 
that  the  corporation  to  be  formed  should  issue 
"  five  dollars  of  stock  for  one  dollar  of  sub- 
scription.'9 The  stock  had  not  been  issued 
when  the  contract  in  suit  was  made.  The 
court  said:  "  A  contract  which  contemplates 
the  violation  of  a  statute  or  a  constitution  as  a 
mode  of  executing  such  contract  is  illegal 
and  void.  .  .  .  One  of  the  purposes  of  this 
clause  of  the  Constitution  was  to  protect  the 
public,  as  well  as  stockholders,  against  spurious 
and  worthless  stock  by  the  process  of  water- 
ing; in  other  words,  from  fraudulently  issuing 
and  putting  on  the  market  fictitious  corporate 
stock,  which  is  based  on  nothing  valuable  as  a 
consideration  for  its  issue.  It  is  greatly  to  the 
interest  of  the  public  that  the  policy  of  this 
provision  should  be  enforced."  In  Parson  v. 
Joseph  (Ala.),  decided  during  the  present  term, 
and  reported  in  8  So.  Rep.  788,  the  bill,  to 
which  a  demurrer  was  overruled,  was  filed  by 
a  stockholder  to  secure  the  cancellation  of  cer- 
tain certificates  of  stock  issued  to  another 
stockholder,  on  the  ground  that  the  stock  so 
issued  was  fictitious,  and  that  its  issue  was  in 
violation  of  the  Constitution  and  the  statute 
law  of  the  State.  It  was  alleged  that  certain 
stock  was  paid  for  in  full  by  conveying  to  the 
company  thirty-nine  acres  of  land  at  an  agreed 
price  and  valuation  of  $187  per  acre,  when 
the  land  was  not  worth  more  than  $26  per 
acre;  that  afterwards  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company  was  doubled,  and  without  further 
consideration  than  the  thirty-nine  acres  of  land 
the  amount  of  stock  issued  therefor  was 
doubled.  The  contention  was  in  regard  to 
this  latter  issue  of  stock.  It  was  alleged  that 
the  excessive  valuation  of  the  land  was  made 
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knowingly,  willfully  and  with  the  fraudulent 
intent  of  having  the  fictitious  stock  in  ques- 
tion issued  in  violation  of  law.  On  these 
averments  it  was  held  that  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion was  issued  in  violation  of  section  1662  of 
the  Code  of  1886,  and  of  section  6,  art  14,  of 
the  Constitution.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
respective  requirements  of  section  1805  of  the 
Code  of  1876  and  section  1662  of  the  Code 
of  1886,  as  to  how  stock  subscriptions  shall 
be  payable,  differ  in  this:  that  the  former 
requires  the  subscriptions  to  be  made  payable 
in  money,  or  in  labor  or  property  at  its  money 
value,  to  be  named  in  the  list  of  subscription; 
while  the  latter  provides  that  all  subscriptions 
must  be  payable  in  money;  but  the  commis- 
sioners may  receive  subscriptions  payable  in 
money,  the  subscriber  having  the  privilege  of 
discharging  the  same  by  the  rendition  of  stipu- 
lated necessary  services,  or  the  performance  of 
stipulated  necessary  labor  for  the  corporation,** 
the  reasonable  value  of  such  services  or  labor, 
or  In  property  at  the  reasonable  value  thereof. 
It  does  not  seem,  however,  that  the  variations 
in  the  terms  of  these  two  Statutes  are  such  that 
the  fact  that  the  stock  subscription  was  made 
under  the  one  or  the  other  of  them  would 
make  any  substantial  difference  in  the  right  of 
a  stockholder  to  object  to  the  issue  of  other 
stock  representing  property  received  bv  the 
corporation  at  an  excessive  and  fraudulent 
overvaluation.  •  In  the  case  last  cited  it  was 
suggested  that*  stockholders  who  knowingly 
and  intentionally  have  subscribed  and  paid 
for  stock  with  property  upon  a  fictititious 
valuation  are  liable  to  creditors  as  stockholders 
who  have  not  paid  up  in  full  for  their  stock; 
but  the  question  of  such  liability  was  not  pre- 
sented in  that  case. 

In  Tutwiler  v.  Tuscaloosa  O.  I  A  L.  Co.,  89 
Ala.  801,  several  questions  that  might  arise 
from  the  issue  of  stock  for  property  taken  at 
a  palpably  excessive  valuation  were  stated,  but 
not  decided.  It  is  plain  from  this  review  of 
the  decisions  that  the  constitutional  and  statu- 
tory provisions  in  question  are  treated  as  ef- 
fectual to  prevent  the  courts  from  lending 
their  aid  for  the  enforcement  of  any  contract 
or  obligation  the  execution  of  which  involves  a 
disregard  of  those  regulations,  and  that,  so  far 
as  they  are  appropriate  for  the  protection  of 
stockholders  from  improper  discriminations 
in  accepting  payments  for  stock,  those  regu- 
lations are  accorded  such  effect  and  operation 
as  to  fully  accomplish  this  purpose  of  their 
enactment  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
protection  of  the  interests  of  corporate  credit- 
ors is  as  much  within  the  aim  and. policy. of 
those  regulations  as  were  the  objects  in  behalf 
of  which  they  have  been  successfully  invoked 
in  this  court. 

In  considering  the  claim  of  corporate  cred- 
itors to  hold  the  stockholders  of  the  corpora- 
tion individually  liable  on  the  ground  that  an 
attempt  by  them  to  satisfy  their  stock  sub- 
scriptions by  the  transfer  to  the  corporation  of 
property  at  a  gross  overvaluation  was  not 
such  payment  as  the  law  requires,  the  fact  is 
not  to  be  lost  sight  of  that  the  solution  of  the 
question  is  dependent  in  some  measure  at  least 
upon  the  constitutional  and  statutory  provis- 
ions which  the  court  has  already  construed  as 
amply  effectual  to  secure  the  accomplishment 
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of  other  objects,  also  within  the  purview  of 
the  enactments;  and  it  may  be  added  that  a 
like  beneficial  operation  should  be  accorded  to 
these  provisions  when  invoked  in  furtherance 
of  either  of  their  manifest  purposes.  It  is  im- 
possible to  reconcile  the  decisions  of  the  va- 
rious courts  upon  the  question  of  the  liability 
to  the  creditors  of  the  corporation  of  stock 
holders  on  stock  issued  for  property  taken  at 
an  overvaluation.  We  will  briefly  consider 
the  cases  principally  relied  on  in  support  of 
the  proposition  that  such  liability  cannot  be 
maintained. 

In  Ooit  v.  North  Carolina  Gold  Amalgamat- 
ing Co.,  119  U.  8.  848,  80  L.  ed.  420,  the  lia- 
bility was  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the 
stock  was  paid  for  in  property  at  a  valuation 
Illegally  and  fraudulently  made  at  an  amount 
far  above  its  actual  value.  The  court  found 
that  this  claim  was  not  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence. It  was  said  in  the  opinion:  "The 
•corporators  may  have  placed  too  high  an  esti- 
mate upon  the  property,  but  the  court  below 
finds,  that  its  valuation  was  honestly  and  fairly 
made;  and  there  is  only  one  item— the  value  of 
the  charter  privileges — which 'is  at  all  liable  to 
«ny  legal  objection.  But  If  that  were  deducted 
•the  remaining  amount  would  be  so  near  the 
aggregate  capital  that  no  implication  could  be 
raised  against  the  entire  good  faith  of  the  par- 
ties in  the  transaction."  It  is  plain  that  this 
oise  is  not  an  authority  against  the  existence 
of  the  liability  contended  for  by  appellant. 

In  Brant  v.  Mien,  59  Md.  1,  there  was  no  as- 
sertion of  the  absence  of  such  liability.  It  was 
expressly  stated  in  the  opinion  that  the  ques- 
tions presented  were  dealt  with  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  land 
which  was  paid  for  in  stock  were  made  in  good 
faith.  Another  case,  decided  subsequently,  and 
reported  in  the  same  volume, — Crawford  v. 
Rohrer,  59  Md.  599, — shows  clearly  the  rule  pre- 
vailing in  that  State  on  the  subject  under  con- 
sideration. In  that  case  it \ was  decided  that 
"any  arrangement  among  stockholders,  or  those 
in  charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  corporation,  by 
which  the  stock  is  but  nominally  paid  for, 
whether  in  money  or  property,  the  corporation 
not  in  fact  getting  the  benefit  of  the  price  in 
good  faith,  will  be  regarded  as  a  sbam,  and  not 
as  a  valid  payment,  as  against  the  creditors  of 
the  corporation,  however  it  may  be  regarded  as 
between  the  corporation  and  the  subscriber." 

In  Carr  v.  Le  Fare,  27  Pa.  418,  a  stock- 
holder was  sought  to  be  charged  on  stock 
which,  had  been  paid  for  in  land.  It  was  said 
in  the  opinion:  "There  is  nothing  in  the 
special  verdict  tending  to  show  that  there  was 
any  fraud  in  this  transaction;'9 and  that  "the 
parties  took  the  precaution  to  have  the  lands 
valued  and  appraised.  We  are  bound  to  pre- 
sume that  this  was  fairly  done."  The  element 
of  gross  overvaluation  was  lacking  in  that 
-case.  In  this  particular  it  was  like  the  Ala- 
bama case  of  Davis  v.  Montgomery  Furnace  <fc 
0.  Co.,  decided  during  the  present  term,  and 
reported  in  8  So.  Rep.  496. 

In  Van  CoU  v.  Tan  Brunt,  82  N.  Y.  585,  it 
appeared  that  stock  and  bonds  of  a  railroad 
company  were  issued  to  a  contractor  for  the 
building  of  the  road,  and  that  the  work  done 
under  the  contract  was  of  less  value  than  the 
par  of  the  stock  and  bonds  agreed  to  be  paid 
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therefor.  By  this  arrangement  the  stock  was 
disposed  of  in  good  faith,  and  without  fraud, 
though  for  less  than  its  face  value.  It  was 
held  that  the  liability  of  the  stockholder  had 
been  discharged.  On  page  542  of  the  opinion 
it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  transaction  was 
without  the  influence  of  statutes  in  that  State 
somewhat  similar  to  provisions  prevailing 
here,  as  will  be  shown  by  references  to  be  made 
to  other  New  York  decisions.  This  case  has 
several  times  been  made  the  subject  of  unfa- 
vorable comment.  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  2d  ed. 
§545,  note  5;  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  826; 
Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  §  47,  note  5; 
Jackson  v.  Traer,  64  Iowa,  488. 

Phelan  v.  Hazard,  5  Dill.  45,  was  a  suit  by  a 
creditor  to  charge  a  transferee  of  stock,  who  had 
purchased  the  same  for  value,  and  in  good  faith, 
as  full-paid  stock.  It  was  said  that  a  liability 
could  not  be  established  against  the  defendant 
by  showing  that  the  property  conveyed  to  the 
corporation  in  payment  for  the  stock  was  not* 
worth  the  amount  of  the  stock,  or, that  it  was 
not  worth  anything  over  and  above  the  mort- 
gages upon  it  at  the  time  of  the  trjras'fer.  The 
court  held  that  the  agreement  wHereby  prop- 
erty was  received  in  payment  for  the  stock 
was  conclusive  upon  the  company  and  its 
creditors,  until  by  direct  attack  it  has  been  im- 
peached and  rescinded  for  fraud;  and  it  was 
said  that  "  the  courts,  even  where  ihe  rights  of 
creditors  are  involved,  will  treat  that  as  pay- 
ment which  the  parties  have  agreed  should  be 
payment."  This  case  was  followed  as  au- 
thority in  Coffin  v.  RanedeU,  110  Ind.  417,  9 
West.  Rep.  88. 

The  three  cases  last  cited  represent  the  weight 
of  American  authority  opposed  to  the  recog- 
nition of  the  liability  asserted  in  the  case  at 
bar.  It  is  to  be  marked  that  in  neither  of 
those  cases  were  any  statutory  provisions 
mentioned  as  having  any  bearing  upon  the 
conclusions  reached.  It  is  also  to  be  noted 
that  in  the  latter  two  of  the  three  cases  English 
decisions  were  principally  relied  on  as  authori- 
ty. The  opinions  in  both  those  cases  quote 
with  approval  from  Re  Raglan  Ball  Colliery 
Co.,  L.  K.  5  Ch.  App.  846,  where  it  was  said, 
in  reference  to  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  ques- 
tion the  payment  for  stock  by  a  transfer  of 
property  at  an  overvaluation,  that "  the  test 
to  be  applied  is  this:  Could  the  company  by  • 
any  proceeding  have  set  aside  the  transac- 
tion?" The  English  rule  seems  to  be  that  the 
creditor  can  have  no  other  or  greater  rights 
in  this  regard  than  the  corporation  .itself  could, 
assert.  In  this  country,  on  the  contrary,  the 
best  authorities  maintain  that  arrangements  to 
issue  stock  as  full  paid,  though  only  partly  paid 
for  in  fact,  may  be  valid  ana  binding  between 
the  company  and  its  stockholders,  and  yet  may 
be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  creditors,  and 
full  payment  on  the  stock  enforced  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation. 
Seovill  v.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  148,  26  L.  ed.  968; 
Curry  v.  Woodward,  58  Ala.  871.  This  latter 
rule  results  from  the  doctrine,  well  established 
in  America,  that  the  stock  subscribed  is  consid- 
ered in  equity  as  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment 
of  creditors.  Wood  v.  Bummer,  8  Mason.  808; 
Montgomery  &  W.  P.  R.  Go.v.  Branch,  59  Ala, 
189;  Smith  y.  Buckabec,  58  Ala.  191;  PascJiaU 
v.    Whitsett,  11  Ala.  472;  Allen  v.  Montgomery 
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R  Co.  Id.  487.  This  doctrine  first  distinctly 
enunciated  in  Wood  v.  Dummer,  supra,  does 
not  prevail  in  England  as  in  this  country. 
Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  §658,  note  1;  Cook,  8tock 
and  Stockholders,  §  42.  The  absence  of  the 
recognition  in  English  cases  of  this  trust  fea- 
ture of  a  subscription  to  stock  renders  them 
unsafe  guides  in  American  courts  when  deal- 
ing with  questions  relating  to  the  liability  of 
stockholders  in  reference  to  the  debts  of  the 
corporation. 

Several  cases  are  cited  in  support  of  the  con- 
tention that  the  provision  of  section  6,  art.  14, 
of  the  Constitution  does  not  have  such  effect  on 
the  transaction  in  this  case  as  to  leave  the  stock- 
holders who  participated  therein  still  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  corporation.  In  Memphis  <&  L. 
R.  R.  Co.  v.  Dow,  120  U.  S.  287,  80  L.  ed. 
095,  it  was  held  that  a  similar  provision 
of  the  Constitution  of  Arkansas  did  not  au- 
thorize a  corporation  itself  to  repudiate  its 
liability  on  $£,600,000  in  bonds  and  $1,800,000 
in  stock,  both  of  which  had  been  issued  in  pay- 
ment for  property  worth  only  $1,800,000. 
This  case  involves  no  question  of  the  right  of 
creditors  to  charge  stockholders.  As  has  been 
already  shown,  an  arrangement  which  would 
preclude  the  corporation  from  demanding 
further  payment  upon  stock  issued  by  it  would 
not  prevent  creditors  from  proceeding  against 
the  stockholders  if  the  stock  has  not  really  been 
paid  for.  Nothing  is  said  in  that  case  to  indi- 
cate that  the  transaction  would  have  been  sus- 
tained to  the  same  extent  as  against  the  credit- 
ors of  the  corporation.  The  case  is  not  an  au- 
thority against  the  existence  of  the  liability 
here  asserted.  The  same  thing  may  be  said  of 
the  case  of  Peoria  AS.  B.  Go.  v.  Thompson, 
108  1)1.  187,  which  is  cited  in  the  opinion  in 
the  case  just  mentioned.  In  Stein  v.  Howard, 
65  CaL  616,  it  was  held  that  an  increase  of  cap- 
ita] stock,  under  a  resolution  authorizing  the 
additional  shares  to  be  sold  at  87i  cents  on  the 
dollar,  was  not  such  "  a  fictitious  increase  of 
the  stock"  as  was  prohibited  by  a  constitution- 
al provision  similar  to  ours.  Neither  in  this 
case  nor  in  the  two  cases  cited  just  before  it  is 
there  anything  in  the  report  to  indicate  what, 
if  any,  statutory  regulations  prevailed  in  those 
States  in  reference  to  the  mode  in  which  sub- 
scriptions to  stock  in  corporations  should  be 
made  pavable. 

We  will  now  turn  to  the  principal  cases  which 
assert  the  invalidity  as  against  creditors  of  at- 
tempts to  satisfy  the  liability  on  stock  sub- 
scriptions by  the  transfer  of  property  at  a  gross 
overvaluation.  In  Jackson  v.  Traer,  64  Iowa, 
460,  the  facts  were  that  a  railway  company  had 
been  indebted  to  a  construction  company  in  the 
sum  of  $70,000,  which  it  was  unable  to  pav; 
and  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  it  issued  to  tie 
construction  company  certificates  of  stock  of 
the  face  value  of  $350,000,  which  shares  were 
distributed  among  the  members  of  the  construc- 
tion company.  It  was  held  that  such  members 
were  to  be  treated  as  stockholders  who  had  paid 
20  per  cent  on  their  stock,  the  stock  held  by 
them  being  five  times  greater  in  amount  than 
the  debt  for  which  it  was  issued,  and  that  they 
were  liable  to  a  creditor  of  the  corporation  to 
the  extent  of  the  unpaid  80  per  cent  of  the  par 
value  of  the  stock.  To  the  same  effect  is  Os- 
good v.  King,  42  Iowa,  478.  In  neither  of 
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these  cases  does  it  appear  that  the  statutes  of! 
Iowa  require  subscriptions  to  stock  to  be  made* 
payable  in  any  particular  mode.  The  exist- 
ence of  the  liability  was  not  made  to  depend 
upon  a  statutory  requirement  in  this  regard. 
By  the  New  York  Statute  governing  the  organ- 
ization of  corporations  for  manufacturing  pur- 
poses it  is  provided  "that  the  trustees  or  such. 
companies  may  in  good  faith  purchase  property 
necessary  to  their  business,  and  issue  stock  to 
the  amount  of  the  value  thereof  in  payment 
therefor,  and  the  holders  of  such  stock  are  ex- 
empt from  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  corpor- 
ation." In  Douglass  r.  Ireland,  78  N.  Y.  100, 
it  appeared  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  corpor- 
ation organized  under  that  Act  to  the  amount 
of  $800,000  was  issued  in  consideration  of  the 
assignment  to  the  company  of  executory  con- 
tracts for  the  purchase  of  property  found  by 
tbe  jury  to  be  of  the  value  of  $68,000.  The 
defendant  acquired  his  stock  with  a  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  f acts,  having,  as  a  trustee  of  the 
corporation,  participated  in  the  transaction. 
He  was  held  liable  as  a  stockholder  who  had 
not  fully  paid  up.  Tbe  court  said:  "A  de- 
liberate and  advised  overvalution  of  property 
thus  purchased  and  paid  for  is  a  fraud  upon  the 
law,  and  a  violation  of  the  condition  upon 
which  the  exemption  of  stockholders  from  lia- 
bility under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  is 
made  to  depend.  It  is  in  direct  violation  of 
the  policy  as  well  as  the  terms  of  the  law  which 
demands  payment,  either  in  money  or  prop- 
erty at  its  value,  of  all  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company,  as  a  condition  of  immunity  to  the 
stockholders  from  liability  for  debts  of  the  cor- 
poration. The  payment  of  an  amount  for 
property  in  excess  of  its  value  deprives  credit- 
ors and  the  public  of  the  security  contemplated 
by  the  Statute,  and  thus  a  fraud  is  perpetrated 
as  well  upon  the  law  as  upon  creditors.  The 
fraud  is  consummated  by  tbe  issue  of  stock  as 
full  paid  under  the  Act  of  1858,  which  has  not 
been  fully  paid  for  in  value  by  the  property  for 
which  it  is  issued,  and  it  does  not  depend  upon 
any  fraudulent  intent  other  than  that  which  is 
evidenced  by  the  act  of  knowingly  issuing 
stock  for  property  to  an  amount  in  excess  of 
its  value.  All  that  is  necessary  to  establish  the 
legal  fraud  and  take  the  stock  issued  out  of  the 
immunity  assured  to  stock  honestly  issued  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act  of  1858  is  to  prove  two 
facts:  (1)  that  the  stock  issued  exceeded  in 
amount  the  value  of  tbe  property  in  exchange 
for  which  it  was  issued;  and  (2)  that  the  trus- 
tees deliberately  and  with  knowledge  of  the 
real  value  of  the  property  overvalued  it,  and 
paid  in  stock  for  it  an  amount  which  they  knew 
was  in  excess  of  its  actual  value."  The  rule 
laid  down  in  this  case  is  firmly  established  in 
New  York.  Boynton  v.  Andrews,  68  N.  Y. 
98;  Bchenck  v.  Andrews,  57  N.  Y.  188;  Boyn- 
ton v.  Batch,  47  N.  Y.  225;  Lake  Superior 
Iron  Co.  v.  Drexel,  90  N.  Y.  87. 

A  New  Jersey  Statute  authorized  payment 
for  capital  stock  to  be  made  "either  in  money 
or  in  land;  the  land  to  be  appraised  by  the 
board  of  directors,  and  taken  at  such  value  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  agreed  on."  The  capital 
stock  of  a  corporation  was  fixed  at  $100,000, 
all  of  which  was  subscribed  for  by  five  persons, 
who  became  the  directors  of  the  company. 
Certain  lands  were  purchased  for  $50,000,  and 
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the  deed  thereto  was  made  directly  to  the  cor- 
poration, which  gave  its  obligations  for  the 
whole  of  the  purchase  money.  The  directors 
then  appraised  the  lands  at  $100,000,  and  cred- 
ited $50,030  of  that  valuation  as  a  payment  of 
50  per  cent  on  their  stock  subscriptions.  The 
lands  were  not  worth  more  than  the  original 
purchase  price.  On  this  state  of  facts  it  was 
held,  in  Wcthtrb*  v.  Baker,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  601, 
that,  as  against  creditors  of  the  corporation, 
such  allowance  of  credit  on  the  subscriptions 
was  invalid,  and  that  the  stockholders  were 
liable  for  the  whole  amount  of  their  subscrip- 
tions. In  reference  to  the  valuation  of  the 
land  by  the  directors,  as  authorized  by  the 
Statute  above  quoted,  the  court  says:  "The 
directors,  in  making  the  appraisement  and  val- 
uation and  dealing  with  their  stock  subscrip- 
tions, act  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  are  bound 
to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  trust  with  fldel 
itv.  This  appraisement,  it  is  manifest,  was 
illusory,  and  made  only  in  the  interest  of  the 
directors,  who  were  to  profit  by  it;"  and  that 
"in  all  such  oases  transactions  under  such  pow- 
ers have  been  upheld  only  where  the  contract 
for  the  rendition  of  services  or  the  purchase  of 
property  payable  in  stock  has  been  made  in 
good  faith,  and  the  property  taken  in  payment 
of  stock  subscriptions  has  been  put  in  at  a  fair 
bona  fide  valuation;  and  the  courts  have  inflex- 
ibly enforced  the  rule  that  payment  of  stock 
subscriptions  is  food  as  against  creditors  only 
where  payment  nas  been  made  in  money,  or  in 
what  may  fairly  be  considered  as  money's 
worth." 

In  Bailey  Y.PUUburgd  O.  Q.  O.  AC.  Co.,  69 
Pa.  884,  the  facto  were  that  Bailey,  with  two  oth- 
er persons,  on  September  29th  purchased  certain 
land  for  $126,000,  and  on  October  1st  follow- 
ing the  corporation  agreed  to  take  the  land  at  an 
advance  of  $60,000,  subject  to  the  whole  pur- 
chase money,  so  that  the  stock  subscription  of 
$60,000  made  by  Bailey  and  the  two  others 
should  be  paid  for  in  full  by  the  agreed  ad- 
vance on  the  land.  The  Statute  provided  that 
"  no  share  shall  be  issued  for  less  than  its  par 
value."  It  was  held  that  by  such  a  transaction 
Bailey  did  not  pay  for  his  stock,  and  that  he 
was  still  liable  thereon.  Rights  of  creditors 
were  not  involved  in  this  case.  The  transac- 
tion was  regarded  as  a  fraud  on  the  rights  of 
other  stockholders,  and  as  involving  a  non- 
compliance with  statutory  safeguards  intended 
for  the  protection  of  the  public.  The  case  is 
not  unlike  the  Alabama  case  of  Parxm  v.  Jo- 
$eph,  supra. 

The  review  of  the  authorities  will  not  be 
further  extended.  Discussions  of  them  may 
be  found  in  Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders. 
$388-47;  IMorawetz,  Priv.Corp.  £§425-420;  2 
Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  826  et  §eq.\  2  Water- 
man, Corp.g  188;  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  645, 
701  et  leg.  Our  examination  satisfies  us  that 
the  weight  of  American  authority  does  not 
support  the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Cook,  in 
section  47  of  his  work  on  Stock  and  Stock- 
holders, to  the  effect  that  the  attempts  which 
have  been  made,  in  cases  where  stock  was  is- 
sued for  property  taken  at  an  overvaluation,  to 
hold  the  party  receiving  such  stock  liable  for 
its  full  par  value,  less  the  actual  value  of  the 
property  received  from  him,  have  been  unsuc- 
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cessful;  and  that,  if  there  has  been  an  over- 
valuation, which  is  shown  to  have  been  fraud- 
ulent, then  the  contract  is  to  be  treated  like 
other  fraudulent  contracts,  and  is  to  be  adopted 
in  toto  or  rescinded  in  toto  and  set  aside.  We 
have  found  no  authority  at  all  asserting  the  ex- 
emption of  the  stockholder  from  such  liability 
where  it  appeared  that  the  stock  subscription 
was  governed  by  a  statutory  regulation  at  all 
similar  to  section  1806  of  the  Code  of  1876,  or 
section  1662  of  the  Code  of  1886.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  New  York,  New  Jersey, 
Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  decisions  which 
have  been  cited  show  that  the  courts  in  those 
States,  in  giving  effect  to  statutory  require- 
ments, certainly  no  more  stringent  than  ours, 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  stock  subscriptions 
shall  be  made  payable,  do  not  allow  attempted 
payments  in  property  worth  greatly  less  than 
the  amount  of  the  stock  issued  therefor  to 
foreclose  the  just  demand  of  corporate  credit- 
ors to  require  that  the  stock  subscriptions  be 
made  good  in  money,  or  in  money's  worth,  as 
contemplated  by  the  statutes.  Those  courts 
recognize  in  such  provisions  safeguards  in- 
tended for  the  protection  of  persons  dealing 
with  corporations  as  well  as  for  the  corpora- 
tions themselves  and  the  persons  associated  to- 
gether therein.  Our  general  laws  afford  the 
amplest  and  freest  facilities  for  persons  desir- 
ing to  engage  in  almost  any  kind  of  lawful 
venture  to  secure  by  corporate  association  the* 
advantages  of  defined  and  limited  responsibil- 
ity, and  at  the  same  time  the  efficient  execution 
of  their  purposes  by  means  of  an  artificial 
being,  changes  in  the  membership  of  which 
cause  no  break  in  the  continuity  of  its  action, 
nor  affect  its  capacity  to  act,  within  the  scope 
of  its  powers,  as  a  natural  person.  It  is  plain 
that  such  associations,  endowed  with  such 
powers  and  privileges,  would  be  a  source  of 
danger  to  persons  dealing  with  them,  unless  the 
law  required  that  in  their  formation  suitable 
provisions  be  made  for  a  substantial  responsi- 
bility for  such  engagements  as  they  may  enter 
into.  When  legal  provisions  are  found  which 
are  appropriately  framed  to  secure  the  existence 
of  such  responsibility,  it  is  not  permissible  so* 
to  construe  them  as  to  allow  a  mere  formal  and 
illusory  compliance  therewith  to  defeat  the  ob- 
jects intended  to  be  accomplished.  No  argu- 
ment is  needed  to  show  that  a  requirement  that 
the  stock  of  a  corporation  shall  be  paid  in 
money,  or  in  labor  or  property  at  its  money 
value,  inures  to  the  benefit  of  persons  who- 
may  become  creditors  of  the  corporation,  in 
that  it  requires  the  capital  stock  to  be  the  rep- 
resentative of  substantial  values,  and  insures 
the  existence  of  a  fund  which  must  be  within 
reach  for  the  satisfaction  of  debts  if  the  affairs 
of  the  corporation  are  managed  as  contemplated 
by  the  law.  It  is  equally  clear  that  if  a  stock 
subscription  which  is  required  to  be  made  pay- 
able in  money,  or  in  labor  or  property  at  ft* 
money  value,  and  is  in  fact  made,  payable  in 
property  at  a  designated  money  valuation,  may 
be  satisfied  by  the  transfer  of  property  the 
value  of  which  is  insignificant,  or  merely  nom- 
inal, as  compared  with  the  valuation  stated, 
then,  so  far  as  this  provision  of  the  law  look* 
to  the  protection  of  creditors,  it  might  as  well 
have  allowed  the  subscription  to  be  made  pay- 
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able  in  "  chips  and  whetstones. "  Except  sec- 
tion 6,  art.  14,  of  the  Constitution,  and  section 
1806  of  the  Code  of  1876,  there  were  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  appellee,  in 
reference  to  the  mode  of  satisfying  stock  sub- 
scriptions, adequate  provisions  for  the  protec- 
tion of  creditors  of  such  corporations.  Those 
enactments  are  appropriate  for  this  purpose. 
The  requirement  of  section  1806  of  the  Code 
of  1876,  that  "in  case  of  a  failure  to  perform 
the  labor  or  deliver  the  property  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  subscription,  the  money  value 
thereof,  as  named  in  the  lists  of  subscription, 
thall  be  paid  by  the  subscribers,"  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  providing  for  a  penalty  to  compel  the 
performance  of  the  labor  or  the  delivery  of  the 
property.  The  evident  meaning  is  that,  in  the 
event  of  such  failure,  the  corporation  shall  re- 
ceive the  equivalent,  and  no  more  nor  less  than 
the  equivalent,  in  money,  or  the  labor,  or  the 
property,  as  the  case  may  be.  This  clause  of 
the  Statute  is  convincing  that  the  statement  of 
the  money  value  of  the  property  in  which  the 
subscription  is  made  payable  is  a  material  feat- 
ure of  the  contract,  and  that  the  property  de- 
livered must  be  of  a  value  to  correspond  with 
that  named  in  the  subscription.  As  affecting 
the  rights  of  creditors,* the  8tatute  is  simply  a 
definite  requirement  as  to  what  shall  constitute 
that  trust  fund  to  which  persons  dealing  with 
the  corporation  have  a  right  to  look.  The  de- 
fendants in  this  case,  in  making  and  accepting 
payments  on  the  stock  subscriptions,  were  act- 
ing in  a  fiduciary  capacity  in  reference  to  that 
fund.  The  performance  of  the  contract  of 
subscription,  to  be  binding  on  creditors,  should 
have  been  such  as  is  required  in  the  case 
of  a  contract  between  a  trustee  and  one  hav- 
ing knowledge  of  his  trust  obligation.  In 
form  the  stock  subscription  was  such  as  the 
Statute  called  for.  Under  section  2028  of  the 
Code  of  1876,  and  section  8,  art.  14,  of  the 
Constitution  the  stockholders  are  liable  only 
for  the  unpaid  stock  owned  by  them.  But  the 
-creditors  are  entitled  to  demand  that  the  pay- 
ment on  the  stock  shall  be  an  actual  and  bona 
fide  discharge  of  the  liability  imposed  by  the 
•contract  of  subscription.  The  defendants,  in 
making  and  accepting  payment  in  property, 
were  bound  to  exercise  their  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion fairly  and  honestly  directed  to  secure  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  In  the  exercise  of  that  judgment  add 
discretion  tbey  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
whatever  margin  there  may  be  for  honest  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  in  the  valuation  of  the  prop- 
erty; but  a  deliberate  and  intentional  overval- 
uation of  the  property  is  not  permissible.  The 
transfer  of  the  property  known  to  be  worth 
only  $5,000  to  pay  a  stock  subscription  of 
$200,000  does  not  bear  the  semblance  of  a  com- 
pliance with  the  contract  of  subscription  as  to 
one  of  the  essential  terms  thereof.  The  taking 
of  property  at  a  valuation  forty  times  greater 
than  its  actual  worth,  which  was  known  to  the 
parties,  shows  upon  its  face  the  absence  of  a 
bona  fide  exercise  of  judgment  and  discretion 
In  making  the  valuation,  and  an  intentional  non- 
compliance with  the  requirement  that  the  prop- 
erty shall  be  taken  at  its  money  val  ue.  The  ab- 
sence of  the  fraudulent  motive  on  the  part  of 
a  trustee  does  not  give  validity  to  a  mere  sim- 
12  U  R.  A. 


ulated  execution  of  the  trust;  and  an  averment 
of  fraud  in  reference  thereto  is  unnecessary. 
The  parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  trust 
are  entitled  to  a  substantial  compliance  with 
its  terms.  They  are  not  bound  by  an  act  of 
mere  formal  compliance,  which  really  involves 
their  practical  exclusion  from  the  benefits  in- 
tended to  be  secured  to  them.  The  capital 
stock  of  a  corporation  constitutes  the  basis  of 
its  credit,  and  persons  dealing  with  the  corpor- 
ation have  a  right  to  assume  that  the  stock  has 
been  actually  paid  in,  or  that  it  may  be  reached. 
The  transaction  whereby  payment  was  at- 
tempted to  be  made,  as  shown  by  the  averments 
of  the  bill  in  this  case,  is  not  binding  on  cred- 
itors, because  it  did  not  constitute  such  a  pay- 
ment as  was  contemplated  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  of  subscription,  and  was  in  effect  a 
palpable  evasion  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Statute.  It  is,  however,  contended  in  the  ar- 
gument for  appellee  that  the  appellant,  through 
its  officers,  knew  of  the  history  of  the  organi- 
zation of  the  appellee  corporation,  and  of  the 
mode  in  which  the  subscriptions  to  the  stock 
were  to  be  paid;  that  in  fact  it  was  an  active 
promoter  of  the  whole  transaction  in  Advance. 
It  may  be  that  such  an  unauthorised  extin- 
guishment of  the  subscription  liability  may  not 
be  impeached  bv  one  who  was  actively  instru- 
mental in  securing  the  organization  of  a  cor- 
poration with  a  view  of  making  a  sale  of  prop-' 
erty  to  it,  and  did  in  fact  accept  benefit  in  deal- 
ing with  the  corporation  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  arrangement  by  which  the  stock  was 
proposed  to  be  paid  for.  Disability  to  question 
a  wrongful  transaction  usually  attaches  to  a 
party  who  consented  thereto  or  participated 
therein.  Deadwood  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Qustin- 
Minerva  Oon.  Min.  Co.  42  Minn.  827,  8L.R. 
A.  676;  Bank  of  Fort  Madison  v.  Aldan,  120 
U.  S.  872,  82  L  ed.  725;  Parson  v.  Joseph, 
supra;  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  829. 

But  the  averments  of  the  bill  in  this  case  do 
not  show  that  the  appellant  participated  in  or 
knew  of  the  mode  in  which  the  stock  subscrip- 
tion was  undertaken  to  be  paid.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  averments  upon  this  subject,  it  is  not 
to  be  taken  for  granted  that  the  appellant,  in 
making  the  agreement  to  convey  the  land  to 
the  corporation  when  formed,  contemplated 
that  the  stock  in  the  corporation  should  not  be 
paid  for  as  the  law  directed,  or  that,  in  accept- 
ing the  notes  of  the  corporation,  it  had  such 
knowledge,  and  took  such  part  in  the  further- 
ance of  the  acts  connected  with  the  transfer  of 
the  bond  for  title  for  the  stock,  that  it  is  to  be 
presumed  to  have  dealt  with  the  corporation  on 
the  basis  of  treating  its  capital  stock  as  fully 
paid  up.  We  find  nothing  in  the  averments  of 
the  bill  to  preclude  appellant  from  asserting  the 
right  of  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  to  nold 
stockholders  liable  for  subscriptions  to  stock 
not  really  paid  for.  The  statements  of  fact  in 
the  bill  support  the  conclusions  therein  averred 
that  the  transaction  bv  which  payment  for 
the  stock  was  attempted  to  be  made  was  mere- 
ly colorable— in  other  words,  that  it  was  not 
really  a  payment— but  had  only  the  outward 
appearance,  without  the  substance  of  payment 
Such  being  the  case,  the  individual  defendants 
are  still  liable  on  their  stock  subscriptions  to 
the  extent  that  the  attempted  payment  falls 
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abort  of  a  bona  fide  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  the  allegations  as  to  ex- 
cessive overvaluation  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion  were   sufficient  under  the  rules  above 


stated.    The  chancery  court  erred  in  sustain- 
ingthe  demurrers. 
Hewreed  and  remanded. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Andrew  L.  FOLLETT,  Appt., 

«. 

UNITED  8TATE8  MUTUAL  ACCIDENT 

ASSOCIATION. 

OOTN.aSiU 


1.  A  el«4mth*tde*ftie«^abo<lil7  in- 
firmity which  is  oovered  by  a  representation  by 
an  applicant  for  accident  insurance  that  he  Is 
free  from  bodily  imflrmlties  is  deemed  to  have 
been  waived  where  the  Insurer's  agent,  by  per- 
sonal observation,  knew  or  had  abundant  oppor- 
tunity to  know  the  extent  of  applicant's  deafness 
before  the  application  was  signed,  notwithstand- 
ing a  provision  in  the  policy  that  the  company's 
agents  should  have  no  power  to  waive  Its  oondi- 


ft.  An  *-— -—  agent's  knowledge  of 
an  avpplicsvnt's  rtoafhuiss  before  tbejtignlng 
of  the  application  may/  be  shown  by  cross  oxam- 
ination-of  the  company's  witnesses  in  a  suit  on 
the  policy. 

(December  1,1880.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
nonsuit  entered  by  the  Superior  Court  for 
Durham  County  in  an  action  upon  a  policy  of 
.accident  insurance  brought  to  recover  for  in- 
juries caused  by  a  gun-shot  wound.    Reverted. 

Statement  by  Avery,  /..■ 

This  was  a  civil  action  tried  at  the  January 
Term,  1890,  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Durham 
County,  before  Armfield,  J.  The  plaintiff 
gave  evidence  of  his  injury  which  was  shown 
to  he  accidental,  and  to  have  happened  as  set 
out  in  the  complaint,  and  that  his  band  was  am- 
putated above  the  wrist,  in  consequence  of  said 
injury.  He  testified  that  he  was  partially  deaf; 
had  been  so  for  thirty  years  to  the  same  extent. 
That  he  was  in  good  health,  and  his  deafness 
did  not  interfere  with  the  pursuit  of  his  busi- 
ness. That  be  did  not  use  any  mechanical  ap- 
plications to  enable  him  to  hear  conversation, 
though  a  person  speaking  to  him  had  to  elevate 
his  voice  above  the  ordinary  conversational 
tone  to  enable  him  to  hear.  That  when  he 
took  out  bis  insurance  his  deafness  was  just  as 
it  had  been  for  years,  and  is  now,  and  was  at 
the  time  of  his  injury.  In  addressing  the  wit- 
ness (plaintiff),  judge  and  counsel  had  to  raise 
their  voices  to  a  loud  pitch  to  enable  the  wit- 
ness to  hear  the  questions.  He  could  not  hear 
questions  asked  in  the  tone  used  to  other  wit- 
nesses. That  he  was  well  acquainted  with  the 
local  agent  of  defendant,  who  took  his  appli- 
cation and  solicited  his  insurance,  and  had 


Nora.— As  to  how  far  company  bound  by  acts 
and  knowledge  of  agent,  see  notes  to  Equitable  L. 
Assur.  Boo.  v.  Haslewood  (Tex.)  7  L.  R.  A.  217; 
Davidson  v.  Old  People's  Mut.  Ben.  Soo.  (Minn.)  1 
L.*R.  A.48K. 
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often  conversed  with  him.  That  the  said 
agent  had  a  chance  to  know  the  extent  of  his 
deafness  when  he  applied  for  the  policy.  That 
no  question  was  asked  about  deafness,  and 
nothing  said  about  it  when  he  made  his  appli- 
cation or  received  his  policy.  That  he  did  not 
think  of  his  deafness  as  a  bodily  infirmity,  and 
did  not  intend  to  suppress  the  fact  of  his  deaf- 
ness as  aforesaid.  Plaintiff  introduced  and 
read  the  following  letter  from  the  secretary  and 
general  manager  of  defendant's  company,  hav- 
ing explained  that  the  said  letter  was  a  reply 
to  one  written  on  September  10th  by  himself, 
under  the  assumed  name  of  Samuel  C.  Moore: 

"Exhibit  A. 
"The  United  States  Mutual  Accident  Asso- 
ciation, 820,  822  and  824  Broadway,  New  York. 
"September  17,  1889.    P.O.  Box,  861. 
"Samuel  C.  Moore,  Esq.,  Asheville,  N.  C. 
"Dear  Sir :   I  have  your  favor  of  10th  instant, 
and  in  reply  beg  to  say  that,  from  the  descrip- 
tion you  give  of  your  deafness,  we  do  not  think 
that  it  will  debar  you  from  becoming  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Association.    Fill  out  the  inclosed 
application  and  forward  it  to  us,  together  with 
your  regular  membership  fee  of  $5.00,  and  on 
receipt  we  shall  be  pleased  to  issue  a  policy  to 
you  in  this  Association. 

"Truly  yours, 

"James  R.  Pitcher, 
"Secretary  and  General  Manager." 

J.  J.  Mackey,  local  agent  of  defendant,  testi- 
fied that  he  took  plaintiff's  application  for 
membership  in  defendant  company,  and  de- 
livered bim  the  policy.  Plaintiff  proposed  to 
ask  the  witness  if  he  knew  the  extent  of  plain- 
tiff's deafness  at  the  time  of  the  application  and 
of  delivery  of  certificate  or  policy.  This  ques- 
tion was,  under  objection  of  defendant,  ex- 
cluded, and  plaintiff  excepted.  Exception  1. 
Plaintiff  then  asked  said  witness  if  he  had  fre- 
quently conversed  with  plaintiff  prior  to  said 
application,  and  if  any  questions  were  asked 

Slaintiff  by  him,  at  time  of  application,  about 
eafness,  or  plaintiff's  attention  drawn  to  it 
in  any  way.  This  question  was  excluded,  and 
plaintiff  excepted.  Exception  2.  Plaintiff 
proved  by  his  wife  that  one  Frank,  adjuster 
of  defendant,  who  came  to  see  plaintiff  after 
his  injury  and  the  amputation  of  his  hand,  said 
that  the  company  was  satisfied  that  no  fraud  or 
concealment  was  intended  by  plaintiff  in  not 
stating  in  his  application  that  he  was  deaf. 
Defendant  introduced  the  certificate  or  policy, 
and  the  application.  His  honor  stated  that  he 
would  instruct  the  jury  that  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  anything  upon  the  around 
that  plaintiff's  deafness  was  a  "bodily  infirmity" 
which  he  had  not  disclosed  in  his  reply  to  the 
questions  printed  in  the  application,  and  that 
this  was  so,  notwithstanding  such  suppression 
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was  not  fraudulent  or  intended,  and  though 
his  deafness  did  not  contribute  to  the  injury. 
Exception  8.  To  this  ruling  and  intimation 
plaintiff  excepted,  and,  in  deference  thereto, 
submitted  to  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  and  ap- 
pealed to  the  supreme  court. 
The  issues  framed  were  as  follows: 

(1)  Were  the  alleged  receipt  and  acquit- 
tance obtained  by  the  fraud  or  undue  influence 
of  plaintiff  or  its  agent? 

(2)  Was  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  alleged  receipt  and  acquittance, 
incapable,  by  reason  of  his  then  mental  con- 
dition, of  understanding  the  meaning  and 
effect  of  said  paper  writing? 

(8)  What  is  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover 
from  defendant  on  said  policy? 

Judgment:  This  cause  coming  on  to  be 
heard  before  me,  in  deference  to  the  court, 
plaintiff  submits  to  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  and 
it  is  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  take  nothing  by 
his  suit,  and  the  defendant  go  without  day, 
etc. 

Section  12  of  the  application  was  as  follows: 
"(12)  I  have  never  had,  or  am  I  subject  to,  fits, 
disorders  of  the  brain,  rheumatism,  or  any  bod- 
ily or  mental  infirmity,  except  as  herein  stated. 
Had  an  attack  of  rheumatism  six  years  ago." 

Two  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  were  as 
follows:  "(5)  The  application  for  member- 
ship, together  with  the  classification  risks  in- 
dorsed thereon,  are  made  a  part  of  this  certifi- 
cate. Fraud  or  concealment  in  obtaining  mem- 
bership, or  attempts  by  like  means  to  obtain 
indemnity,  shall  make  the  membership  and 
this  insurance  absolutely  void.  The  Associa- 
tion may  cancel  this  insurance  and  member- 
ship at  any  time  by  refunding  the  insured 
(member)  herein  named  the  membership  fee, 
,  together  with  any  balance  to  his  credit  de- 
posited for  assessments  in  advance.  This  mem- 
bership and  insurance,  unless  sooner  termi- 
nated by  forfeiture,  cancellation  or  resignation, 
shall  cease  and  determine  when  the  insured 
(member)  reaches  the  age  of  sixty-five  years." 
"(10)  The  provisions  ana  conditions  aforesaid, 
and  a  strict  compliance  therewith  during  the 
continuance  of  this  certificate  and  insurance, 
are  conditions  precedent  to  the  issuing  of  this 
certificate  and  to  its  validity,  and  no  waiver 
shall  be  claimed  by  reason  of  the  act  of  any 
agent,  unless  such  act  or  waiver  shall  be  spec- 
ially authorized  in  writing  over  the  signature 
of  the  secretary  of  this  Association/' 

Messrs.  W.  W.  Fuller,  F.  L.  Fuller  and 
R.  B.  Boone*  for  appellant: 

In  making  and  forwarding  application,  the 
insurance  company  is  held  to  do  all  that  the 
agent  does  and  to  know  all  that  he  knows,  and  is 
estopped  from  availing  itself  j  of  the  act  or 
omission  of  its  agent. 

Bliss,  L  Ins.  §  290;  Phillips,  Ins.  §  1876. 

Just  principles  of  public  policy  require  that 
insurance  companies  should  be  held  to  a  strict 
degree  of  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  their 
agents. 

Bliss,  L.  Ids.  §§78-80. 

As  to  agents'  authority  and  power  generally, 
as  directly  applicable  in  this  case,  see- 
May,  Ins.  $g  120,  181,  182,  140,  142,  148, 
144;  Rowley  v.  Empire  Ins.  Co.  86  N.  Y.  550 ; 
Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  80  U.  8. 18 
12L.R.A. 


Wall.  284,  20  L.  ed.  628;  Woodbury  Sat.  Bank 
&  B.  Asso.  v.  Charter  Oak  F.  6  M.  Ins.  Co. 
81  Conn.  517;  Bebee  v.  Hartford  County  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  25  Conn.  51. 

Courts  do  not-  favor  warranties  by  construc- 
tion. 

May,  Ins.  §  164. 

When  the  language  of  the  question  in  the 
application  calls  for  an  answer  which  to  some 
extent  may  be  a  matter  of  opinion,  so  as  to 
admit  of  different  answer,  if  the  insured  an- 
swers in  good  faith,  and  when  the  application 
is  unintentionally  defective  in  a  matter  known 
to  the  insurer  or  its  agent,  the  insured  will  be 
excused  though  he  did  not  give  the  desired  an- 
swer. 

May,  Ins.  §  166,  and  the  cases  cited;  Union 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  80  U.  8.  18 
Wall.  222,  20  L.  ed.  617 ;  Carpenter  v.  Wash- 
ington Ins.  Co.  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  5th  ed.  p. 
917;  Virginia  F.  dk  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Saunders, 
14  Va.  L.  J.  881. 

Messrs.  J.  S.  Bf  aiming  and  J.  W.  Hine- 
for  appellee: 

In  express  words,  the  application  is  made  a 
part  of  the  policy,  and  becomes  one  of  the 
paper  writings  containing  the  contract  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant. 

Bobbitt  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  Q.  Ins.  Co.  66 
N.  C.  70. 

A  false  statement  in  the  application,  when 
the  application  constitutes  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract, will  render  the  policy  void. 

Bobbitt  v.  Liverpool  &L.&Q.  Ins.  Co.  supra; 
Maes  v.  Provident  L.  Ins.  Asso.  101  N.  C.  122; 
Cuthbertson  v.  North  Carolina  Rome  Ins.  Co. 
06  N.  C.  480 ;  Sugg  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  98 
N.  C.  148;  Jeffries  Economical  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  89  U.  8.  22  Wall  47.  22  L.ed.888;  Knick- 
erbocker L.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Trefs,  104  U.  8.  202,  26 
L.  ed.  710;  JBtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Franc*,  91  U. 
8.  510.  28  L.  ed.  401;  Moulor  v.  American  L. 
Ins.  Co.  Ill  U.  8.  846,  28  L.  ed.  451. 

It  is  no  answer  that  the  false  statement  was 
not  material  to  the  risk,  or  that  it  was  a  positive 
advantage  to  the  company  to  be  deceived  by 
it 

Jeffries  v.  Econonical  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  supra; 
May,  Ins.  §g  179-181,  185;  Mace  v.  Provident 
Lin  Ins.  Asso.  supra. 

The  statements  made  in  the  application  are 
warranties,  made  so  by  express  words  of  the 
application  and  policy,  and  must  be  strictly 
true. 

May,  Ins.  §§  179-181;  Porter,  Ins.  pp.  145, 
146,  and  cases  cited  supra. 

Knowledge  of  the  agent  cannot  help  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  evidence  was  properly  ex- 
cluded as  immaterial 

Bliss,  L.  Ins.  §  82,  pp.  122, 128;  Cham  v. 
Hamilton  Ins.  Co.  20  K.  Y.  52 ;  Loehner  v. 
Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  17  Mo.  247. 

The  application  contained  these  printed 
words:  'The  Association  is  not  bound  by  state- 
ments made  to  agents  or  brokers  not  written  in 
this  application/'  This  was  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  extent  of  the  agent's  authority. 

Biggs  v.  North  Carolina  Home  Ins.  Co.  88  N. 
0.  141;  Bigelow,  Fraud,  p.  285. 

Avery*  J.t  delivered  the  opinion   of  the 
court: 
It  was  competent  to  prove  by  the  agent  of 
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the  defendant,  on  cross-examination,  that  be 
knew,  or  bad  bad  abundant  opportunity  and 
good  reason  to  know,  tbe  extent  of  the  plain- 
tiff's deafness,  when  he  solicited  him  to  take 
out  a  policy  or  subsequently  and  before  the 
application  was  signed.  Actual  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiffs  defective  hearing  on  the  part  of 
the  agent  was  constructive  notice  of  it  to  his 
principal,  and  hence  the  latter  is  deemed  to 
have  waived  the  objection  that  the  deafness  of 
the  former  was  a  bodily  infirmity,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  it  was  provided  in  the 
policy  that  tbe  agents  of  the  company  should 
have  no  power  to  waive  its  conditions.  Horn- 
thai  v.  Western  Ins.  Co.  88  N.  C.  78;  Dupree 
▼.  Virginia  Home  Ins.  Co.  98  N.  C.  240,  02  N. 
C  422;  CoUins  v.  FarmexUe  Ins.  &  Bkg.  Co. 
79  N.  0.  284;  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Wilkinson,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall.  222,  20  L.  ed. 
€17;  Home  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Garfield,  80  HI. 
124;  WithereU  v.  Mains  Ins.  Co.  49  Me.  200; 
American  Cent  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  MeOrea,  8  Lea, 
-613;  Wood,  Ins.  §  496;  Morrison  v.  Wisconsin 
O.  F.  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  59  Wis.  162;  Shafer  v. 
Brooklyn  P.  Ins.  Co.  68  Wis.  861;  Westchester 
F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Earls,  88  Mich.  148. 

An  application  for  insurance  constitutes  a 
part  of  the  contract  between  the  insurer  and 
the  insured,  and  the  representations  contained 
in  it  are  presumptively  inducements  to  the 
former  to  enter  into  it  But  when  it  appears 
that  an  agent,  through  whom  a  corporation 
acts,  himself  examined  and  valued,  or  had  op- 
portunity to  estimate  by  examination  actually 
made  by  him,  the  value  of  property  insured 
against  fire,  or  frequently  conversed  with  a 
man  partially  deaf,  had  opportunity  to  test  the 
extent  of  bis  infirmity,  and  afterwards  solicited 
or  forwarded,  with  favorable  recommendation, 
his  application  for  insurance  against  accident, 
the  insured  will  not  be  absolutely  precluded 
from  showing  the  facts,  as  evidence  that 
the  corporation  assented  to  what  subsequently 
Appeared  to  be  an  overvaluation  in  the  one 
case,  or  had  knowledge  of  the  defective  hear- 
ing, and  waived  objection  to  the  risk  on  ac- 
count of  it  in  the  other.  It  was  material  that 
the  Jury,  in  passing  upon  and  finding  the  facts 
upon  which  the  liability  of  the  defendant  de- 
pended, should  hear  any  testimony  that  would 
aid  them  in  determining  whether  the  defendant 
company  was  induced,  or  might  reasonably 
have  been  induced,  by  tbe  false  representation 
contained  in  the  application,  to  enter  into  the 
contract,  when  it  would  not  have  done  so  had 
its  agents  had  full  knowledge  of  tbe  facts. 
The  representation  in  the  application  must  be, 
in  contemplation  of  law,  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently made,  in  order  to  prevent  a  recovery  in 
case  of  loss;  but  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of 
knowledge  of  the  misrepresentation  com- 
plained of,  or  waiver  of  objection  on  account 
of  it  by  the  agents  of  the  insured,  a  false  state- 
ment constituting  an  apparent  inducement  to 
tbe  contract  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  made 
with  fraudulent  intent.  Mace  v.  Provident  L. 
Ins.  Asso.  101  N.  O.  188. 

The  courts  of  this  country  have  differed 
widely  as  to  the  admissibility  of  testimony  in 
cases  like  that  before  us.  Borne  have  held  that 
parol  testimony  was  not  competent  in  a  case  to 
show  a  waiver  of  the  requirements  in  the  con- 
ditions of  a  policy  or  of  the  warranty  arising 
12L.H.A. 


out  of  the  application;  while  others  have  lim- 
ited the  power  of  agents  to  waive  its  require- 
ments in  the  face  of  a  prohibitory  provision  in 
the  policy,  to  matters  not  constituting  essential 
and  material  portions  of  the  contract,  such  aa 
the  stipulations  as  to  proof  of  loss.  There  is  a 
very  general  concurrence  of  course  in  the  view 
that  where*  the  execution  of  a  contract  has 
been  procured  by  the  fraud  of  an  agent  of  the 
insurer,  it  may  be  declared  void  upon  showing 
the  acts  of  the  agent  inducing  its  execution. 
This  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  Bob- 
bin v.  Liverpool  &  L.  A  G.  Ins.  Co.,  66  N.  C. 
70,  in  that  in  the  latter  the  plaintiff  not  only 
made  a  false  statement,  which  was  an  appar- 
ent inducement  to  the  defendant  to  issue  the 
policy,  but  failed  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
fraudulent  purpose  by  showing  any  actual 
knowledge  of  the  true  value  of  tbe  property 
on  tbe  part  of  the  corporation  acting  through 
its  agent.  In  Dupree  v.  Virginia  Some  Ins. 
Co.,  98  N.  C.  240,  Chief  Justice  Smith,  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "It  was 
certainly  competent  to  show  this  source  of  in- 
formation possessed  by  the  agency  firm,  in  re- 
gard to  the  property  included  in  both  policies, 
when  they  issued  the  last,  as  tending  to  rebut 
the  charge  that  it  was  solely  brought  about  by 
tbe  fraudulent  statements  contained  in  the 
plaintiff's  application."  The  evidence  referred 
to  tended  to  show  that  a  sub-agent  of  a  general 
insurance  agent  had,  the  year  before,  inspect- 
ed the  same  property  for  another  company  for 
which  tbe  general  agent  was  acting,  and  had 
issued  a  policy  upon  the  valuation  then  de- 
clared just  by  the  sub-agent,  and  the  general 
agent  had  the  next  year  sent  the  insured  the 
policy  sued  on,  which  was  issued  in  the  name 
of  another  company,  upon  the  property  de- 
stroyed by  fire,  but  based  upon  the  same  valu- 
ation, under  the  principle  laid  down,  it  was 
equally  competent  and  material  to  show  that 
Mackey,  the  agent  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, knew  and  could  have  informed  bis  prin- 
cipal that  the  plaintiff  was  partially  deaf,  and, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  could  have 
communicated  the  extent  of  the  infirmity. 
Being  presumably  in  possession  of  tbe  infor- 
mation acquired  by  its  agent,  tbe  company  is 
not  deemed  to  have  been  induced  to  take  the 
risk  by  the  representation  in  the  application 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  subject  to  any  "bodily 
infirmity." 

The  principles  announced  by  this  court  in 
the  cases  already  cited  are  supported  by  reason 
and  sustained  by  authority.  May,  Ins.  §§  181, 
182;  1  Phillips,  Ins.  g  904.  In  Hornthal  v. 
Western  Ins.  Co.,  supra,  the  court  says  that  tbe 
policy  "was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff, with  actual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
agent,  and  constructive  knowledge  of  his  prin- 
cipal, and  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  done 
with  the  full  assent  to  the  proposed  increase." 
See  also  CoUins  v.  Farmville  Ins.  <£  Bkg.  Co. 
79  N.  O.  279;  ArgaU  v.  Cld  North  Stale  Ins.  Co. 
84  N.  C.  865;  Dupree  v.  Virginia  Home  Ins.  Co. 
92  N.  C.  422, 428.  "The  powers  of  the  agent 
are  prima  facie  co-extensive  with  the  business 
intrusted  to  his  care,  and  will  not  be  narrowed 
by  the  limitations  not  communicated  to  tbe 

5erson  with  whom  he  deals/'     Union  Mut.  L. 
ns.  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall.  222, 
20  L.  ed.  617.    So  in  the  case  of  Cuthbertson 
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v.  North  Carolina  Home  In*.  Oo.%  96  K.  C.  480 
(cited  by  the  defendant),  the  insured  made  a 
false  representation  as  to  the  title  of  the  prop- 
erty destroyed  by  fire,  and  offered  no  testimony 
to  trace  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts  to 
the  defendant,  or  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
a  fraudulent  intent  by  a  waiver.  Justice  Davis, 
in  Mace  v.  Provident  L.  Ins.  Asso.%  101  N.  C. 
188,  says:  "A  false  statement  made  in  the  ap- 
plication, when  the  application  constitutes  a 
part  of  the  contract,  will  render  the  policy 


void,  and  so  will  any  representation  of  a  mate- 
rial fact  by  which  the  company  is  misled,  if 
falsely  ana  fraudulently  made."  But  where* 
there  is  a  waiver,  as  in  the  cases  of  Hornthal  v. 
Western  Int.  Oo.  and  Dupree  v.  Virginia  Home 
Ins.  Co.,  supra,  though  the  false  statement  De- 
nude in  the  application  itself,  it  does  not  mis- 
lead, and  cannot  be  considered  an  inducement 
to  the  contract. 

There  was  error,  for  which  a  new  trial  must 
be  granted. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


OAKES,  Respt., 

e. 

NORTHERN  PACIFIC  R.  CO.,  Appt. 

C....OT....J 

•  1.  Carriers  of  passengers  are  respon- 
sible  for  the  carriage  and  sale  deliv- 
ery of  such  baggage  as  by  custom  and 
usage  is  ordinarily  carried  by  travelers;  and  the 
payment  of  the  usual  fare  includes,  to  legal  con- 
templation, s  compensation  for  the  conveyance 
of  such  baggage. 

8*  They  are  insurers  of  such  baggage 
In  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as 
of  goods  or  freight. 

8*  Baggage  within  the  role  of  such  lia- 
bility Is  confined  to  such  articles  as  are  usually 
carried  as  baggage  for  the  personal  use  of  the 
passenger  or  for  his  convenience.  Instruction 
or  amusement  on  the  journey,  and  does  not  In- 
clude that  which  Is  carried  for  the  purpose  of 
business,  suoh  as  merchandise  or  the  lute. 

4.  While  the  obligation  of  a  carrier  of 
passsengers  is  limited  to  ordinary  bag- 
gage, yet  if  the  carrier  knowingly  permit  a  pas- 
senger, either  on  payment  or  without  payment 
of  an  extra  charge,  to  take  articles  as  personal 
baggage  which  are  not  properly  such.  It  .will  be 
liable  for  their  loss  or  destruction,  though  with- 
out fault. 

(March  28, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  County 
In  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  certain  of 
plaintiff's  property  while  in  defendant's  pos- 
session for  transportation.    A  firmed. 

Statement  by  Lord*  J.: 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $1,- 
401.25  on  account  of  the  alleged  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  certain 
personal  property,  specifically  enumerated  in 
the  complaint,  and  constituting  the  contents  of 
seven  trunks.  The  complaint  alleges  that  at 
the  time  therein  mentioned  the  plaintiff,  to- 

*  Head  notes  by  Lord,  J. 

Norn.— As  to  a  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  bag- 
gage and  as  to  what  constitutes  baggage,  see  notes 
to  Hartwell  v.  Northern  Pac.  Exp.  Go.  (Dak.)  8  L. 
B.  A.  845;  Mets  v.  California  Southern  B.  Co.  (Cal.) 
9L.B.A.48L 
12L.R.A. 


gether  with  his  wife  and  several  other  persons,, 
naming  them,  constituted  the  Oakes  Comedy 
Company,  an  organization  giving  theatrical 
entertainments  in  the  villages  and  cities  situ- 
ated on  the  line  of  the  Company's  road,  and 
that  on  said  day.  or  the  night  thereof,  the 
plaintiff,  as  proprietor  of  said  theatrical  organ- 
ization, had  engaged  and  advertised  his  com- 
pany to  give  an  entertainment  at  Thompson'* 
Fall,  Mont.,  and  had  started  with  said  com- 
pany of  people  and  baggage,  by  the  defendants 
line  of  road,  to  said  place  from  Hope,  in. 
Idaho;  that  prior  to  starting  he  applied  to  de- 
fendant's ticket  agent  at  said  Hope  for  trans- 
portation for  himself  and  other  persons  afore- 
said, and  their  trunks  and  contents,  and  other 
movable  property  necessary  and  proper  to  be 
used  by  them  in  the  business  in  which  they 
were  engaged,  and  necessary  and  proper  a» 
their  wearing  apparel;  that  he  informed  said 
ticket  agent  that  he  desired  transportation  for 
said  persons  and  property,  and  said  agent  in- 
formed that  it  would  be  necessary  for  plaintiff 
to  buy  live  first  class  tickets  for  the  sum  therein, 
specified  to  secure  such  transportation;  and 
that  thereupon  plaintiff  purchased  said  tickets, 
and  secured  said  transportation  and  carriage, 
etc,  and  delivered  said  property  to  its  agents 
and  servants,  which  was  accepted  and  taken 
in  their  charge  and  care,  and  for  which  he  re- 
ceived checks  in  addition  to  his  said  tickets; 
that  it  refused  and  failed  to  deliver,  etc. ;  and 
through  its  own  negligence  said  train  was 
wrecked,  and  a  large  part  of  the  property  was- 
destroyed  by  fire,  eta  The  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant put  in  issue  all  the  allegations  of  the* 
complaint,  or  that  it  had  any  knowledge  or  in- 
formation as  to  the  contents  of  such  trunks,  or 
the  value  thereof,  etc.  Upon  the  trial,  the 
jury,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  were  re- 
quired to  find  special  answers  to  the  following 
questions;  4t First.  What  do  you  find  to  bet 
the  value  of  the  baggage  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  and  his  company  which  was  lost  in 
the  wreck  of  the  defendant's  cars  March  25th 
last,  aside  from  the  stage  properties,  cos- 
tumes, musical  instruments  ana  theatrical 
property  of  the  comedy  company?  Answer, 
$881.25.  Second.  What  do  you  find  to  be 
the  value  of  the  stage  properties,  musical  in- 
struments, advertising  matter,  tickete,  stage- 
costumes,  and  stage  paraphernalia  destroyed 
in  the  wreck  on  the  25th  of  March  last?  An- 
swer, $754.75."  At  the  same  time  the  Jury 
found  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain  tiff 
for  $1,186,  being  for  the  full  value  of  all  the- 
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property  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and  his 
company  which  was  lost  in  the  wreck.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  to  set  aside 
the  general  verdict  because  the  same  was  in- 
consistent with  the  special  findings  found  by 
the  jury,  and  moved  the  court  to  render  a 
judgment  upon  such  special  findings  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $881.26,  which  the  court  refused 
to  do,  and  rendered  judgment  foi  the  plaintiff 
for  the  sum  of  $1,186. 

Messrs.  Dolpb*  Bellinger,  Mallory  * 
Simon  for  appellant. 
Mean.  Jones  Jk  Stusvrt  for  respondent 


Lord,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  defendant  does  not  deny  liability  for  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  the  personal  baggage  of 
the  plaintiff  and  the  members  of  his  troupe, 
but  it  denies  liability  for  property  other  than 
actual  personal  baggage.  In  determining  the 
question  presented  by  this ,  record  it  is  neces- 
•  aarv*  to  understand  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
obligation  which  a  carrier  of  passengers  by  rail 
assumes  as  respects  the  personal  baggage  of 
the  passenger.  That  obligation  requires  it  not 
only  to  carry  the  passenger,  but  also  to  carry  a 
reasonable  amount  of  his  personal  baggage. 
"The  carriage  of  the  baggage  of  the  passen- 
ger/' said  Andrews,  J%9  "under  reasonable  limi- 
tations as  to  amount,  is  the  ordinary  incident 
to  the  carriage  of  the  passenger;  and  the  duty 
arises  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  carry  the 
baggage  of  the  passenger  as  incident  to  the 
principal  contract,  without  any  specific  agree- 
ment or  separate  compensation."  Isaacson  v. 
JSfewYork  Cent,  dt  H.  R.  R.  Go.  94  N.  Y.  278. 
As  respects  such  baggage,  a  carrier  of  passen- 
gers is  held  to  the  same  liability  as  a  common 
carrier  of  goods.  For  its  loss  or  destruction, 
save  by  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy,  it 
must  respond,  though  without  fault  on*  its  part. 
To  this  extent  it  is  an  insurer,  and  is  respon- 
sible for  the  carriage  and  safe  delivery  of  such 
baggage,  the  same  as  goods  intrusted  to  it  as 
freight.  But  it  is  only  to  such  articles  as  may 
be  legally  termed  "baggage"  that  such  liability 
attaches,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  contents 
of  the  bag  or  trunk.  As  to  what  constitutes 
"baggage*  in  the  legal  sense,  or  "ordinary  bag- 
gage, or  "personal  baggage,"  as  commonly 
used  in  England,  it  has  been  found  by  the 
courts  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  define  with 
accuracy  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  the 
carrier's  liability.  "It  is  agreed  on  all  bands," 
said  Erie.  Oh.  J.,  "that  it  is  impossible  to  draw 
any  very  well  defined  line  as  to  what  is  and 
what  is  not  necessary  or  ordinary  baggage  for 
a  traveler.  That  which  one  traveler  would 
consider  indispensable  would  be  deemed  super- 
fluous and  unnecessary  by  another.  But  the 
general  habits  and  wants  of  mankind  must  be 
taken  to  be  in  the  mind  of  the  carrier  when  he 
receives  a  passengeT  for  conveyance."  Phelps 
▼.  London  dbK  W.  R.  Co.  19  0.  B.  N.  8.  821. 
In  a  general  sense  it  may  be  said  to  include 
such  articles  as  it  is  usual  for  persons  traveling 
to  take  with  them  for  their  pleasure,  conven- 
ience and  comfort,  according  to  the  habits  and 
wants  of  the  class  to  which  they  belong.  In 
Weeks  v.  New  York, N.  R.  db  H.  R.  Co.,  9  Hun, 
669,  it  is  said  that  a  passenger  may  carry  with 
12LR.A. 


him  "such  articles  of  necessity  and  convenience 
as  are  usually  carried  by  passengers  for  their 
personal  use'and  comfort,  instruction  and  con- 
venience, or  protection."  In  Jordan  v.  FaU 
River  R.  Co.,  5  Cush.  89,  the  rule  is  stated  to- 
be  "that  baggage  includes  such  articles  as  are 
of  necessity  or  convenience  for  personal  use, 
and  such  as  is  usual  for  persons  traveling  to 
take  with  them."  In  Johnson  v.  Stone,  11 
Humph.  419,  the  court  said:  "It  is  not  prac- 
tical to  state  with  precise  accuracy  what  shall 
be  included  by  the  term  'baggage.'  It  certainly 
includes  articles  of  necessity  and  personal  con- 
venience usually  carried  by  passengers  for  their 
personal  use;  and  what  these  may  be  will  very 
much  depend  upon  the  habits,  tastes  and  re- 
sources of  the  passenger."  In  Hannibal  db  St. 
J.  R.  Co.  v.  Stctft,  79  U.  8.  12  WalL  262, 20  L. 
ed.  428,  Mr.  Justice  Field  said  that  the  contract 
"to  carry  the  person  only  implies  an  undertak- 
ing to  transport  such  a  limited  quantity  of 
articles  as  are  ordinarily  taken  by  travelers  for 
personal  use  and  convenience,  such  quantity 
depending1,  of  course,  upon  the  station  of  the 
party,  the  object  and  length  of  his  journey,  and 
many  other  considerations."  In  Maorow  v. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  612,  Cock- 
burn,  Oh.  J.,  said:  "Whatever  the  passenger 
takes  with  him  for  his  personal  use  and  con- 
venience, according  to  the  habits  or  wants  of 
the  particular  class  to  which  he  belongs,  either 
with  reference  to  the  immediate  necessities  or 
to  the  ultimate  purpose  of  the  journey,  must 
be  considered  as  personal  luggage.  This  would 
include,"  he  continues,  "not  only  articles  of 
apparel,  whether  for  use  or  ornament,  .  .  . 
but  also  the  gun-case  or  fishing  apparatus  of 
the  sportsman,  the  easel  of  the  artist  on  a 
sketching  tour,  or  the  books  of  the  student,  and 
other  articles  of  analogous  character,  the  use 
of  which  is  personal  to  the  traveler,  and  the 
taking  of  which  has  arisen  from  the  fact  of  his 
journeying.  On  the  other  hand,  the  term  'or- 
dinary luggage'  being  thus  confined  to  that 
which  is  personal  to  the  passenger,  and  carried 
for  his  use  and  convenience,  it  follows  that 
what  is  carried  for  the  purpose  of  business, 
such  as  merchandise  and  the  like,  or  for  larger 
and  ulterior  purposes,  such  as  articles  of  furni- 
ture or  household  goods,  would  not  come  with- 
in the  description  of  'ordinary  luggage'  unless 
accepted  as  such  by  the  carrier."  Bee  also  1 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  Baggage,  1042;  2 
Rorer,  Railroads,  988;  Hutch.  Oarr.  £§'677, 
688,  686.  So  that  it  would  seem  that  baggage, 
in  the  sense  of  the  law,  may  consist  of  such 
articles  of  apparel  as,  through  necessity,  con- 
venience, comfort  or  recreation,  the  passenger 
may  take  for  his  personal  use,  according  to  the 
habits  or  wants  of  the  particular  class  to  which 
he  belongs,  either  with  reference  to  the  imme- 
diate necessities  or  the  ultimate  purpose  of  the 
journey.  The  question  what  articles  of  prop- 
erty, as  to  quantity  and  value,  contained  in  a 
trunk,  may  be  deemed  baggage  within  the  rule, 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  Jury  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  subject  to  the 
power  of  the  court  to  correct  any  abuse  New 
York  Vent,  db  U.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Fraloff,  100  TJ.  S. 
24, 25  L.  ed.  681;  Romar  v.  Maxwell,  9  Humph. 
622;  Brock  v.  Gale,  14  Fla.  628;  Maurits  v.  Nets 
York,  L.  E.  db  W.  R.  Co.  28  Fed.  Rep.  766. 
As  the  contract  of  the  carrier  of  passengers 
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Is  to  cany  a  reasonable  amount  of  baggage  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  passenger,  it  follows 
from  the  nature  and  object  of  the  contract,  as 
observed  by  Appleton,  Oh.  J.t  "that  the  right 
of  the  passenger  is  limited  to  the  baggage  re- 
quired for  his  pleasure,  convenience  and  neces- 
sity during  the  journey,"  Wilson  v.  Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co.  56  Me.  62.  Articles  of  whatever 
kind  that  do  not  properly  come  within  the  de- 
scription of  ordinary  baggage  are  not  included 
within  the  terms  of  such  contract,  nor  is  the 
carrier  liable  for  their  loss  or  destruction,  in 
the  absence  of  negligence.  Stage  properties, 
costumes,  paraphernalia,  advertising  matter, 
etc.,  are  not  articles  required  for  the  pleasure 
or  convenience  or  necessity  of  the  passenger 
during  his  journey,  but  are  plainly  intended 
for  the  larger  or  ulterior  purposes  of  carrying 
on  the  theatrical  business.  They  do  not  fall, 
therefore,  under  the  denomination  of  "bag- 
gage," and,  in  the  absence  of  negligence,  no 
liability  can  arise  against  the  carrier  for  their 
loss  or  destruction,  unless  accepted  as  baggage 
by  the  carrier.  And  so  the  special  verdict  of 
the  jury  found.  They  segregated  the  articles 
which  might  properly  be  termed  "baggage" 
from  those  carried  for  the  purposes  of  business, 
and  found  separately  the  value  of  each,  but  by 
their  general  verdict  found  the  Company  liable 
for  the  full  value  of  the  property  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  trunks  and  their  contents 
were  received  by  the  Company  as  baggage. 
The  bill  of  exceptions  discloses  that  the  court 
charged  the  jury,  among  other  things,  as  fol- 
lows: "There  is  another  phase  of  this  ques- 
tion. If  you  find  from  all  the  evidence  in  the 
case  that  these  trunks  were  brought  to  the 
agent  of  the  Company,  and  their  appearance 
indicated  that  they  might  not  only  contain  the 
personal  baggage,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
word,  of  the  party,  but  that  other  things  than 
baggage  were  received  without  objection,  and 
no  fraud  or  concealment  was  practiced  by  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  trunks  on  their  face  advertised 
fully  what  their  contents  were,  and  their  agents 
received  them  under  these  circumstances,  and 

S,ve  checks  for  them,  and  the  Company, 
rough  these  agents  and  employes,  took  them 
into  its  charge  without  making  any  objection, 
then  the  defendant  is  to  be  deemed  to  have 
taken  these  articles  as  baggage,"  etc.  In  sub- 
stance, the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defend- 
ant was  fully  informed  of  the  contents  of  the 
trunks  prior  to  their  delivery,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant received  and  checked  them  as  bag- 
gage, which  is  put  in  issue  by  the  denials  of 
the  answer.  Although  the  bill  of  exceptions 
contains  no  evidence,  nor  is  any  certified  to  us 
by  this  record,  the  issue  permitted,  and  the  in- 
struction was  designed  to  meet,  the  evidence 
upofi  this  phase  of  the  case.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, we  are  bound  to  assume  that  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  tbe  defend- 
ant had  notice  of  the  nature  of  the  property, 
and  received  it  as  baggage  for  transportation. 
In  this  view,  the  general  verdict  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  special  findings,  for  if  the  de- 
fendant knowingly  permitted  the  plaintiff  to 
take  as  baggage  articles  that  would  not  come 
under  that  description,  it  is  liable  for  their  loss, 
though  not  arising  from  its  negligence.  While 
it  is  true  that  passenger  carriers  are  not  liable 
for  merchandise  and  the  like  when  packed  up 
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with  a  traveler's  baggage,  if  the  baggage  be 
lost,  yet  if  the  merchandise  be  so  packed  as  to 
be  obviously  merchandise  to  the  eye,  and  the 
carrier  takes  it  without  objection,  he  is  liable 
for  the  loss.  Story,  Bailm.  §  409.  Thus,  in 
the  case  of  Great  Northern  B.  Co.  v.  Shepherd, 
8  Exch.  80,  Parke,  B.f  said:  "If  the  plaintiff 
had  carried  these  articles  exposed,  or  had 
packed  them  in  the  shape  of  merchandise,  so 
that  the  company  might  have  known  what 
they  were,  and  they  had  chosen  to  treat  them 
as  personal  luggage,  and  carry  them  without 
demanding  any  extra  remuneration,  they  would 
have  been  responsible  for  the  loss.  So  also 
upon  any  limit  in  point  of  weight,  if  the  com- 
pany chose  to  allow  a  passenger  to  carry  more, 
tbey  would  be  liable."  And  in  Maerow  v. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.,  supra,  Cockburn,  Gh%  J., 
said:  "If  the  carrier  permits  the  passenger, 
either  on  payment  or  without  payment  of  an 
extra  charge,  to  take  more  than  the  regulated 
quantity  of  luggage,  or  knowingly  permits  him 
to  take  as  personal  luggage  articles  that  would 
not  come  under  that  denomination,  he  will  be 
liable  for  their  loss,  though  not  arising  from 
his  negligence."  In  Stoman  v.  Great  Western 
R  Co.,  6  Hun,  546,  Gilbert,  J*.,  after  stating 
and  citing  authorities  to  sustain  tbe  proposition 
that  railroad  companies  are  not  liable  for  the 
loss  of  merchandise  delivered  to  them  under 
the  guise  of  baggage  for  transportation  along 
with  a  passenger,  said:  "They  are  liable,  u 
tl\ey  knowingly  undertake  to  transport  mer- 
.  Jandise  in  trunks  or  boxes,  which  have  been 
received  by  them  for  transportation,  in  passen- 
ger trains,  unless  the  agent  who  receives  the 
packages  for  that  purpose  violates  a  regulation 
of  the  company  by  so  doing,  and  the  passenger 
or  owner  of  the  goods  has  notice  of  such  reg- 
ulation,"—dtingjftrt&r  v.  Hudson  Riter  R.  Co. 
8  £.  D.  Smith,  571,  and  other  cases.  See  also 
2  Wait,  Act.  and  Def.  82.  "Doubtless,"  said 
Mitchell,  J.,  "if  the  carrier  had  actual  notice 
of  the  nature  of  the  property,  and  still  received 
it  as  baggage,  he  would  be  liable."  Haines  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  d>  0.  R.  Co.  29  Minn.  161. 
So  in  Texas  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Capps  (Tex.),  16  Am. 
&  Eng.  R.  R  Cas.  118,  it  was  held  that  where 
a  railroad  company,  through  its  baggage  or 
ticket  agent,  receives  articles  for  transportation 
as  baggage,  knowing  at  the  time  that  such  arti- 
cles are  not  properly  baggage,  the  company 
will  be  responsible  therefor  as  a  common  car- 
rier, and  will  be  estopped  from  denying  that 
the  same  was  baggage.  Chicago,  R.  I.  dk  P.R. 
Co.  v.  OonkUn,  82  Kan.  55;  Minter  v.  Padfc 
R.  Co.  41  Mo.  508.  Again,  In  Hoeger  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  68  Wis.  100,  a  travel- 
ing agent  applied  to  a  railroad  company  to 
transport  his  sample  trunks  as  baggage,  and 
the  company,  knowing  their  contents,  received 
and  checked  them  as  baggage,  and  carried 
them  as  such  on  the  passenger  train  on  which 
he  rode;  and  the  court  held  that  both  parties 
were  estopped  to  claim  that  such  trunks  were 
not  baggage,  and  to  be  treated  as  such,  and 
not  as  ordinary  freight.  So  that,  while  the  ob- 
ligation of  a  carrier  of  passengers  is  limited  to 
ordinary  baggage,  yet  if  it  knowingly  permits 
a  passenger,  either  on  payment  or  without  pay- 
ment of  an  extra  charge,  to  take  articles  as  per- 
sonal baggage  which  are  not  properly  such,  it 
will  be  liable  for  their  loss  or  destruction, 
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though  without  fault  Now,  the  issue  invites 
and  the  instruction  indicates  that  there  was 
evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  contents  of 
the  trunks  were  fully  advertised,  and  that  the 
agent  of  the  defendant  knew  that  they  con- 
tained, besides  personal  apparel,  stage  costumes 
and  properties,  and  that  they  were  received 


and  checked  as  baggage;  and  in  such  case  ihe 
defendant  is  liable  for  their  loss,  though  with- 
out fault,  as  the  jury  have  found  by  their  ver- 
dict, and  the  court  affirmed  by  its  judgment. 

In  this  view  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  the 
general  verdict  with  the  special  findings,  and 
the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT, 


John  GLENNON 

e. 

UBBANONMANUFACTURINGCO.,  Appt. 

<....Pa.....> 

lioee  canaedbythe  unakfflfnl  work  of  a 
eei'vant  may  be  set  off  against  his  claim  for 
wages  and  the  set-off  is  not  limited  to  his  waves 
for  the  partioular  days  during  which  the  damage 
was  done. 

<March9. 189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Lebanon 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  wages  alleged  to  be  due  and  unpaid. 
Beversed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Grant  Weidman  and  Frank  E. 
Meily,  for  appellant: 

The  damages  sustained  by  appellant  was  a 
good  defense  pro  tanto  to  the  claim  of  appellee. 

The  formal  plea  of  set-off  was  not  necessary 
in  order  to  enable  the  appellant  to  prove  the 
damages  and  the  circumstances  out  of  which 
they  arose. 

Leech  v.  Baldwin,  5  Watts,  449;  Heck  v.  She- 
net,  4  Serg.  &  R.  249;  PownaU  v.  Bair,  78  Pa. 
403;  Blessing  v.  Miller,  102  Pa.  45;  Gate  v. 
Wolcott,  10  Pa.  48. 

Damages  resulting  to  a  master  from  his  serv- 
ant's non-performance,  or  negligent  or  unfaith- 
ful performance,  of  the  work  for  which  be  was 
hired  are  ex  contractu,  and  may,  if  capable  of 
liquidation  by  any  recognized  measure,  be  set 
off  against  the  servant's  claim  for  wages. 

Hunt  v.  Gilmore,  59  Pa,  450;  Niclde  v.  Bald- 
win, 4  Watte  &  S.  290;  Shoupy.  S/ioup,  15  Pa. 
361;  Wright  v.  Oumpsly,  41  Pa.  102. 

When  one  undertakes  to  perform  work  for 
another,  the  law  implies  a  contract  to  do  it 
with  care  and  skill,  and  an  action  of  assumpsit 
for  a  breach  of  such  contract  will  lie. 


Conn  v.  8tumm%  31  Pa.  14;  Beeside  v.  Bee- 
side,  49  Pa.  322. 

Mr.  John  Benson,  for  appellee: 

Damage  done  through  carelessness  and  neg- 
ligence is  a  wrong  arising  out  of  a  tort,  and 
cannot  be  set  off  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  un- 
der our  Defalcation  Act. 

Gogel  v.  Jacoby,  5  Serg.  &  R.  116;  Hunt  v. 
Qilmore,  59  Pa.  452. 

When  damage  arises  from  a  tort  through  the 
negligence  or  unskillful  work  of  the  plaintiff 
it  cannot  be  set  off  in  an  action  for  assumpsit. 

ZeU  v.  Arnold,  %  Penr.&W.292;  M'Oahan 
▼.  Hint,  7  Watts,  179. 

Negligence  in  doing  work  may  be  proven  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit  when  directly  connected 
with  the  cause  of  action,  to  prove  failure  of 
consideration  of  the  promise  to  pay,  but  not  as 
a  set-off. 

Price  v.  Lewi*,  17  Pa.  51;  Leech  v.  Baldwin, 
5  Watts,  446;  messing  v.  Miller,  102  Pa.  45. 

Paxeon,  Ch.  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  small  case,  yet  it  involves  a  ques- 
tion of  some  importance.  It  was  not  disputed 
that  the  plaintiff  did  certain  work  so  unskill- 
fully  as  to  cause  a  loss  to  the  defendant  The 
learned  judge  held  that  this  loss  could  not  be 
set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  wages, 
further  than  to  the  extent  of  the  five  or  six 
days  during  which  he  was  engaged  upon  the 
work  which  was  so  unskillfully  done.  It  was 
contended  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff that  such  set-off  could  not  be  allowed,  be- 
cause if  the  appellant  (defendant)  was  injured 
by  the  imperfect  work  on  the  wheels,  through 
the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  plaintiff, 
it  is  a  wrong, — a  tort;  and  redress  cannot  be 
obtained  in  this  action  of  assumpsit  by  means 
of  a  set-off.  We  may  concede  that  unliquidat- 
ed damages  arising  from  a  tort  growing  out  of 
a  separate  transaction  cannot  be  set  off  in  an 


Not*.— Set-of  for  damage  by  negligence  and  want 
of  sMB,  in  performance  of  service*. 

In  an  action  for  services  defendant  is  entitled  to  a 
-counterclaim  for  loss  resulting  from  the  laok  of 
eklll  and  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  Barretts, 
P.  &  H.  Dyeing  Bstab.  v. Wharton,  2  Gent.  Rep.  109, 
101N.T.681. 

A  recoupment  may  be  allowed  for  loss  sustained 
from  plaintiff's  negligence:  but  for  this  purpose  a 
notice  must  be  given  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  definite 
statement  of  the  claim  filed.  Dermott  v.  Jones,  64 
U.  a  28  How.  220, 16  L.  ed.  442.  See  Green  v.  Biddle, 
tk  U.  a  8  Wheat.  L4L.  ed.547. 

A  recoupment  for  defective  workmanship  in  the 
construction  of  a  brick  store-building  cannot  be 
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defeated  by  proof  of  changes  in  the  contract,  in  no 
wise  involved  in  the  controversy.  Moellerlng  v. 
Kayser,  9  West.  Rep.  874, 110  Ind.  688. 

All  damages  directly  arising  from  the  inferior 
work  upon  It,  or  inferior  materials,  maybe  proved 
against  a  demand  for  its  price.  Florida  B.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall.  255,  22  L.  ed.  613;  Winder  v. 
Caldweu\  55  U.  S.  14  How.  434, 14  L.  ed.  487;  Dermott 
v.  Jones,  64  U.  8. 23  How.  220, 16  L.  ed.  442;  Ingle  v. 
Jones.  69  U.  8.  2  Wall.  1, 17  L.  ed.  782. 

Evidence  of  delay  contrary  to  the  contract,  and 
that  the  materials  used  and  the  workmanship  were 
defective,  is  admissible.  Winder  v.  Caldwell,  supra. 
Bee  notes  to  Helwig  v.  Laschowski  (Mich.)  10  L.  B. 
A.  880;  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Greer  (Tenn.)  4  L.  R. 
A.  869. 
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action  of  assumpsit.  This  is  not  such  a  case. 
The  plaintiff  is  a  machinist,  and  was  employed 
in  defendant's  machine-shop  to  do  certain  me- 
chanical work  for  a  compensation  agreed  upon. 
From  this  contract  the  law  implies  faithful  serv- 
ice on  the  part  of  the  employe,  and  an  amount 
of  care  and  skill  proportioned  to  the  character 
of  the  work  which  he  has  engaged  to  perform. 
If  he  performs  it  negligently  and  unskillfully 
it  is  a  breach  of  contract,  and  when  the  em- 
ployer is  sued  for  wages  earned  under  the  con- 
tract he  can  defend  by  showing  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  servant  to  properly  perform  his 
part,  in  consequence  of  which  he  has  sustained 
damages.  It  is  not  a  question  of  set-off  or  of 
tort;  it  is  an  equitable  defense,  growing  out  of 
the  contract  itself,  and  going  directly  to  its  con- 
sideration. Leech  v.  Baldwin,  5  Watts,  446, 
was  an  action  by  a  common  carrier  against  the 
consignee  to  recover  the  price  of  carrying,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  might  set  up  as 
a  defense  negligence  or  want  of  skill  in  the 
carrier,  by  which  the  goods  were  deteriorated 
in  value.  It  was  said  by  Justice  Huston,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court:  "It  is 
simply  whether  a  person  who  has  undertaken 
to  perform  a  service  for  hire,  and  has  per- 
formed it  so  negligently  or  dishonestly  as  to 
occasion  loss  to  his  employer,  can  recover  full 
compensation,  as  though  all  bad  been  done  ac- 
cording to  the  contract  All  our  decisions  say 
he  cannot  so  recover.  The  defendant,  if  he 
can  prove  any  facts  which  go  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  perform  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract, or  from  negligence  or  want  of  skill  per- 
formed it  in  sucb  a  manner  as  that  the  defend- 
ant suffered  loss,  may  have  the  amount  of  that 
loss,  as  ascertained  by  the  jury,  deducted  from 
the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs  claim."  The  case 
of  Heck  v.  Shener,  4  Serf.  &  R  249,  is  even 
stronger.  It  was  there  held  that  in  an  action 
to  recover  compensation  for  services  as  a  house- 
keeper, and  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  malfeas- 
ance in  the  execution  of  her  trust,  and  embez- 
zled the  goods  of  the  defendant,  is  not  admissi- 
ble by  way  of  set-off;  but  it  may  be  received 
under  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  to  defeat  the 
action.  To  the  same  point  are  Nickle  v.  Bald- 
win, 4  Watts  &  S.  290;  Shoup  v.  JShoup,  15  Pa. 
861;  Wright  v.  Cumpstv,  41  Pa.  102;  Hunt  v. 
Gilmore,  59  Pa.  450.  This  is  not  only  good 
law,  but  it  is  good  sense.  Surely,  if  my  serv- 
ant sue  me  for  wages,  I  may  show  as  a  de- 
fense to  his  claim  that  he  has  been  unfaithful, 
negligent  or  dishonest,  or  that  he  wasted  or 
embezzled  my  property.  It  was  urged,  how 
ever,  that  the  defense  was  only  available  as  to 
the  portion  of  the  claim  for  the  particular  days 
upon  which  the  negligence  and  consequential 
injury  occurred.  This  position  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. The  plaintiff  was  suing  upon  an  en- 
tire contract.  A  separate  suit  could  not  be 
maintained  for  each  day's  work.  Logan  v. 
Caffrey,  80  Pa.  196.  The  authorities  are  clear 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  make  defense 
for  his  whole  loss,  and  was  not  limited  to  de- 
falk it  against  the  claim  for  the  particular  day's 
work  when  the  loss  occurred.  Fmonattv.  Bair, 
78  Pa.  403;  Blessing  v.  Miller,  102  Pa.  45. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias 
de  novo  awarded. 
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John  G.  CTJRTTN 

v. 

Philip  H.  SOMERSET,  Appt 

(..••Pa*....) 


after  the 

delivery  of  posjswsvlim  of  a  building*  and  b» 
aooeptanoe  by  the  owner  is  not  liable  to  a  stranger 
to  the  contract  for  injuries  resulting  from  de- 
fects in  the  construction  of  the  building. 

(February  1ft.  189L> 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  8,  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an. 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  E.  Cooper  Shsvpley,  for  appellant: 

If  defendant  had  delivered  possession  of  the 
hotel  to  its  owner  and  the  latter  bad  accepted 
it.  and  if  the  accident  happened  while  said 
owner,  or  its  lessee,  was  in  possession,  then  the* 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the 
defendant. 

Wharton,  Neg.g  489  etseq.;  QoUis  v.  Selden, 
L.  R.  8  C.  P.  495;  Winterbottom  v.  Wright,  10> 
Mees.  &  W.  115;  Blakemore  v.  Bristol  dE.IL 
Co.  8  El.  A  Bl.  1085;  Loopy.  Litchfield,  42  N. 
T.  851;  Loses  r.  Chits,  51  N.  T.  494;  Bydraulur 
Works  Co.  v.  Orr,  88  Pa.  885;  BoeweUr.  Laird* 
8  Cat.  489;  Francis  v.  Oockrett,  L  R  5  Q.  B. 
501;  Heaven  v.  Fender,  L.  R 11  Q.  B.  Div.  608. 

Mr.  Joseph  8.  Goodbresvd,  for  appelleet 

The  appellant  cannot  cast  the  responsibility 
upon  the  hotel  company  for  whom  ne  erected 
the  building. 

Mansfield  Goal  A  Coke  Co.  v.  MeBnerv,  91  Pa. 
185;  Meanyv.  Abbott,*  Phila.  356;  Waldenv. 
Finch,  70  Pa.  480. 

The  owner  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
the  architect  or  contractor. 

WiUard  v.  Tatham,  57  Pa.  874;  Meany  t. 
Abbott,  supra;  Painter  v.  Pittsburgh,  46  Pa. 
282;  Blake  v.  Ferris,  5  N.  T.  48;  Billiard  v. 

Nora.— Duty  it  an  essential  element  of  neoOaenoe, 

If  there  is  no  duty,  there  can  be  no  negligence* 
as  duty  is  an  essential  element,  and  such  duty  must 
he  owed  to  the  plaintiff,  or  an  action  will  not  lie. 
Mckerson  v.  Bridgeport  H.  Oo.  46  Conn.  Sfc  Marvin 
Safe  Co.  v.  Ward,  46  N.  J.  L.  19;  Loses  v.Clute,51 
N.  T.  494;  Hofnagle  v.  New  York  Gent,  ft  H.  EL  R. 
Oo.  66  N.  T.  SOS;  Houseman  v.  Oirard  Mot.  Bldg.  * 
L.  Asso.81Pa.H56;  National  8av.  Bank  v.  Ward,  100- 
U.  8. 196.  S6  L.  ed.  CQ;  Winterbottom  v.  Wright,  1* 
Mees.  A  W.  109;  Heaven  v. Pender,  L. R.9 Q. B. Div. 

Negligence  which  consists  merely  in  the  breach 
of  a  contract  will  not  afford  ground  for  an  action 
by  anyone  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract,  nor- 
a  person  for  whose  benefit  the  contract  was  avow- 
edly made.  Heaven  v.  Pender,  L.  R.  11 Q.  B.  Div. 
608. 

Where  one  builds  a  mill-dam  on  a  proper  model* 
and  the  work  Is  faithfully  done,  he  is  not  liable  to- 
an  action,  though  It  breaks,  and  his  neighbor*  dam 
and  mm  below  an  thereby  destroyed.  Uvlngstoifc 
v.  Adams,  8  Cow.  175.  See  noU  to  Bmethurst  t- 
Proprietors  of  Ind.  Cong.  Churob  (Massj  *  L.  B.  A* 
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Richard*m,  8  Gray,  849;  OfwrtiersValley  Oas 
Co.  v.  Lynek.  10  Cent  Rep.  625, 118  Pa.  870; 
Ardcxo  Oil  Go.  v.  0»tof>,  68  Pa.  151;  Rapho  v. 
J/<*w<5,68Pa.408;  Riffony  v.  8chuylkill  County, 
108  Pa.  885. 

Appellant  knew  that  the  building  he  waa  to 
erect  waa  to  be  used  as  a  hotel,  and  knew  that 
persons  without  apprehending  any  danger 
would  pass  and  repass  and  occupy  the  porch 
in  great  numbers.  It  was  his  duty  to  construct 
the  porch  in  such  a  manner  and  with  such  ma- 
terials, so  that  it  would  be  held  safe  and  se- 
cure, and  suitable  for  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  intended.  This  duty  the  appellant  owed 
to  the  public. 

Qodtey  v.  Hagerty,  20 Pa.  887;  Carton*.  Qod- 
Uy.  26  Pa.  111. 

If  the  appellant  has  committed  only  a  breach 
of  contract,  be  is  liable  to  those  only  with  whom 
lie  contracted ;  but,if  he  baa  committed  a  breach 
of  duty,  he  is  not  protected  by  setting  up  a 
contract  in  respect  of  the  same  matter  with  an- 
other person. 

8mith,Neg.  p.  7;Longmeidv.Bbaidayft  Eng. 
L.  &  Eq.  «5;  McKain  v.  Elton,  27  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  169;  Thoma*  v.  Winchc$Ur,  6  N.  Y.  897. 


Paocaon*  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant,  Philip  H.  Somerset,  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  Sea  Isle  City  Hotel 
Company  for  the  erection  of  a  hotel  building, 
at  Sea  Isle  City,  according  to  certain  plans  and 
specifications.  The  building  was  completed, 
and  accepted  by  the  hotel  company  in  the  pres- 
ence of  their  architect  and  the  chairman  of  the 
building  committee.  Subsequently,  at  an  en- 
tertainment given  at  the  hotel  by  the  proprietor 
or  lessee,  a  crowd  of  persons,  some  twenty  or 
more,  having  collected  on  the  porch,  a  girder, 
which  in  part  supported  it,  save  way,  the  porch 
fell  and  by  reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured. He  brought  this  suit  in  the  court  below 
against  the  contractor,  to  recover  damages  for 
the  injury  he  thus  sustained,  with  the  result  of 
a  verdict  in  his  favor  for  $4,000.  Upon  the 
trial  the  defendant  asked  the  court  below  to  in- 
struct the  jury  that  "  if  Somerset,  the  defend- 
ant, was  the  contractor  for  the  erection  of  the 
hotel  in  question,  for  the  Sea  Isle  Hotel  Com- 
pany, the  owner,  and  after  completion  deliv- 
ered possession  of  it  to  the  said  Sea  Isle  Hotel 
Company  on  June  80, 1888,  which  company 
accepted  it,  and  if  the  accident  in  question  hap- 
pened after  June  80, 1888,  and  while  said  owner 
or  his  lessee  was  in  possession,  then  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  de- 
fendant" This  point  was  refused,  and  it  fairly 
presents  the  important  question  in  the  case. 
The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  the  acci- 
dent was  caused  by  the  defective  construction 
of  the  porch ;  that  it  was  not  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  called  for  by  the  con- 
tract ;  that  timber  inferior  in  size  and  quality 
to  those  called  for  by  the  plans  were  used ;  that 
these  defects  were  not  observable  after  the 
building  was  completed,  and,  in  point  of  fact, 
were  unknown  to  the  company  when  it  ac- 
cepted the  building  from  the  contractor.  We 
must  assume  these  allegations  as  substantially 
found  by  the  jury,  and  the  question  arises, 
What  is  the  responsibility  of  the  contractor  un- 
der such  circumstances  ?  That  he  would  be 
19L.R.  A. 


responsible  to  the  company  for  any  loss  sus- 
tained by  it  in  consequence  of  his  failure  to 
erect  the  building  in  conformity  to  the  plans 
and  specifications  may  be  conceded.  There 
was  a  contractual  relation  between  them,  and 
for  breach  of  a  contract,  not  known  to,  and  ap- 
proved by,  the  company,  he  would  be  liable. 
Is  he  also  liable  for  injury  to  a  third  person, 
not  a  party  to  the  contract,  sustained  by  reason 
of  defective  construction  ?  It  is  very  clear  that 
he  was  not  responsible  by  force  of  any  con- 
tractual relation,  for,  as  before  observed,  there 
was  no  contract  between  these  parties,  and 
hence  there  could  have  been  no  breach.  If  lia- 
ble at  all,  it  can  only  be  for  a  violation  of  some 
duty.  It  may  be  stated,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, that  a  man  is  not  responsible  for  a  breach 
of  duty  where  he  owes  no  duty.  What  duty 
did  the  defendant  owe  to  the  plaintiff  ?  The 
latter  was  not  upon  the  porch  by  the  invitation 
of  the  defendant.  The  proprietor  of  the  hotel, 
or  whoever  invited  or  procured  the  presence  of 
the  plaintiff  there,  may  be  said  to  have  owed 
him  a  duty,— the  duly  of  ascertaining  that  the 
porch  was  of  sufficient  strength  to  safely  hold 
the  guests  whom  he  had  invited.  The  plaintiff 
contended,  however,  that,  as  the  hotel  company 
was  not  responsible,  the  contractor  must  nec- 
essarily be  so.  This,  however,  is  moving  in  a 
circle.  It  by  no  means  follows  that,  because 
A  is  not  responsible  for  an  accident,  B  or  some 
other  person  must  be. 

Authorities  are  not  abundant  upon  this  point, 
for  the  reason  that  it  is  comparatively  new.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  direct  ruling  upon  it.  in 
this  State.  The  true  rule,  which  we  think  ap- 
plicable to  it,  may  be  found  in  Wharton  on 
Negligence,  $489.  It  is  as  follows :  "  There 
must  be  causal  connection  between  the  negli- 
gence and  the  hurt ;  and  such  causal  connec- 
tion is  interrupted  by  the  interposition  between 
the  negligence  and  the  hurt  of  any  independ- 
ent human  agency.  Thus,  a  contractor  is  em- 
ployed by  a  city  to  build  a  bridge  in  a  work- 
manlike manner,  and  after  he  has  finished  his 
work,  and  it  has  been  accepted  by  the  city,  a 
traveler  is  hurt  while  passing  over  it  by  a  de- 
fect caused  by  the  contractor's  negligence. 
Now,  the  contractor  may  be  liable  upon  his 
contract  to  the  city  for  his  negligence,  but  he 
is  not  liable  to  the  traveler  in  an  action  on  the 
case  for  damages.  The  reason  sometimes  given 
to  sustain  such  a  conclusion  is  that  otherwise 
there  would  be  no  end  to  suits.  But  a  better 
ground  is  that  there  is  no  causal  connection  be- 
tween the  traveler's  hurt  and  the  contractor's 
negligence.  The  traveler  reposed  no  confidence 
on  the  contractor,  nor  did  the  contractor  accept 
any  confidence  from  the  traveler.  The  travel- 
er, no  doubt,  reposed  confidence  on  the  city 
that  it  would  have  its  bridges  and  highways  in 
good  order ;  but  between  the  contractor  and 
the  traveler  intervened  the  city,  an  indepen- 
dent, responsible  agent,  breaking  the  causal 
connection."  In  section  440  the  same  learned 
author  refers  to  the  case  of  a  contract  with  the 
postmaster-general  to  furnish  certain  road- 
worthy  carriages ;  and  after  the  delivery  of  the 
carriages  the  plaintiff  is  injured  in  using  one 
of  them,  by  reason  of  the  carriage  having  been 
defectively  built  "No  doubt,"  says  Mr. 
Wharton,  "  had  the  carriage  been  built  for  the 
plaintiff,  be  could  have  recovered  from  the  cod- 


*24 


PSHHBTLTAHIA  SUFBEME  CoUBT. 


Mat. 


tractor.  Bat  there  It  no  confidence  exchanged 
between  him  and  the  contractor ;  and  between 
them,  breaking  the  causal  connection,  is  the 
postmaster  general,  acting  Independently,  form- 
ing a  distinct  legal  center  of  responsibilities  and 
duties."  This  role  is  distinctly  recognized  in 
Winterbottom  v.  Wright,  10  Mees.  &  W.  115. 
There  one  Atkinson  contracted  with  the  post- 
master-general to  provide  a  mail-coach  to  carry 
the  mail  bags  over  a  certain  route.  The  driver 
was  injured  while  in  this  service  from  a  hidden 
defect  in  the  coach.  In  a  suit  by  him  against 
Atkinson,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  re- 
cover ;  Alderson,  J.,  saying :  "  The  contract 
in  this  case  was  made  with  the  postmaster-gen- 
eral ;  and  the  case  is  just  the  same  as  if  he  had 
come  to  the  defendant,  and  ordered  a  carriage, 
and  had  handed  it  at  once  over  to  Atkinson. 
The  only  safe  rule  is  to  confine  the  right  to  re- 
cover to  those  who  enter  into  the  contract ;  if 
we  go  one  step  beyond  that,  there  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  not  go  fifty."  Francis  v.  Cock- 
reU,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  601 ;  Heaven  v.  Pender,  L. 
R.  11 Q.  B.  Div.  508;  OoMsy.  Selden,  L.  R.  8C. 
P.  406,  and  other  English  cases,  recognize  the 
doctrine  that  in  such  Instances  there  is  no  duty 
owing  from  the  contractor  to  the  public 

As  was  said  by  Martin,  2?.,  in  Francis  v. 
CockreU,  supra :  "  The  law  of  England  looks 
at  proximate  liabilities  as  far  as  possible  and 
endeavors  to  confine  liabilities  to  the  persons 
immediately  concerned."  In  Losee  v.  utote,  61 
N.  T.  494,  it  was  held  that  the  manufacturer 
and  vendor  of  a  steam  boiler  is  only  liable  to 
the  purchaser  for  defective  materials,  or  for 
any  want  of  care  and  skill  in  its  construction, 
and  if  after  delivery  to  and  acceptance  by  the 
purchaser,  and  while  in  use  by  him,  an  explo- 
sion occurs,  in  conseqnence  of  such  defective 
construction,  to  the  injury  of  a  third  person, 
the  latter  has  no  cause  of  action,  because  of 
such  injury,  against  the  manufacturer.  We 
do  not  find  that  any  of  the  cases  cited  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff  conflict  with  the  above 
views.  In  Godley  v.  Hagerty,  20  Pa.  887,  the 
builder  was  the  owner,  and  he  was  properly 
held  responsible  for  an  inherent  weakness  in 
the  building  by  which  an  accident  occurred. 
In  Carton  v.  Qodley,  26  Pa.  Ill,  the  warehouse 
was  erected  under  the  personal  superintendence 
of  the  owner,  and,  having  leased  it  to  the  gov- 
ernment, be  was  held  liable  to  a  person  whose 
goods  were  destroyed  by  the  fall  of  the  build- 
ing, in  consequence  of  its  insufficiency  for  the 
furpose  for  which  it  was  erected  and  leased, 
n  Thomas  v.  Winchester,  6  N.  Y.  807,  the  court 
held  a  dealer  in  drugs  and  medicines,  who  care- 
lessly labels  a  deadly  poison  as  a  harmless  med- 
icine, and  sends  it  so  labelled  into  market,  to 
be  liable  to  all  persons  who,  without  fault  on 
their  parts,  are  injured  by  using  it.  We  think 
this  case  was  correctly  decided,  but  it  has  no 
application.  The  druggist  owed  a  duty  to  ev- 
ery person  to  whom  he  sold  a  deadly  poison  to 
have  it  properly  labelled  to  avoid  accidents. 
Just  here  the  analogy  between  his  case  and  the 
one  in  band  ceases.  The  defendant  owed  no 
duty  to  the  public,  as  before  stated  ;  his  duty 
was  to  bis  employer.  We  need  not  pursue  the 
subject  further.  We  regard  the  weight  of  au- 
thority with  the  views  above  indicated .  More- 
over, they  are  sustained  by  the  better  reason. 
The  consequence  of  holding  the  opposite  doc- 
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trine  would  he  far-reaching.  If  «  contractor 
who  erects  a  house,  who  builds  a  bridge  or  per- 
forms any  other  work,  the  manufacturer  who 
constructs  a  boiler,  piece  of  machinery  or  a 
steam-ship,  owes  a  duty  to  the  whole  world, 
that  his  work  or  bis  machine  or  his  steam-ship 
shall  contain  no  hidden  defect,  it  is  difficult  to 
measure  the  extent  of  his  responsibility,  and  no 
prudent  man  would  engage  in  such  occupa- 
tions upon  such  conditions.  It  is  safer  and 
wiser  to  confine  such  liabilities  to  the  parties 
immediately  concerned.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  defendant's  first  point  should  have 
been  affirmed.  So,  also,  his  second  point, 
which  asked  for  a  binding  instruction  m  his 
favor. 

This  disposes  of  the  case,  and  we  should  stop 
here,  were  it  not  that  we  do  not  wish  any  con- 
clusion to  be  deduced  from  our  silence  in  re- 
gard to  the  portions  of  the  charge  referred  to 
in  the  fourth  and  fifth  assignments.  In  these 
portions  of  the  charge  the  learned  judge  used 
very  strong  expressions  in  regard  to  the  alleged 
departure  of  the  contractor  from  his  plans  and 
specifications.  When  the  court  characterizes 
such  departure  as  "gross  and  almost  criminal 
negligence,"  and  as  "  glaringly  and  knowing- 
ly *  done,  "for  which  he  could  have  no  excuse, 
except  the  desire  to  increase  bis  profits,"  the 
defendant  has  not  much  chance  with  the  jury. 
8uch  intense  expressions  are  ill  suited  to  a  ju- 
dicial charge,  and  may  seriously  interfere  with 
a  calm  and  impartial  consideration  of  the  facte 
by  the  jury.  More  than  this,  it  was  assuming 
the  province  of  the  jury,  for  the  facts  are  for 
them.  Were  there  nothing  else  in  the  case,  we 
would  reverse  upon  these  assignments  alone. 
We  prefer,  however,  to  place  our  decision  up- 
on a  ground  which  controls  the  case. 

Judgment  reversed. 


George  GUEST  et  al„  Appts., 

e. 

LOWER  MERION  WATER  CO.  et  aL 
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1.   A  warier  company  is  sv  public 
poration  exempt  from  mechanics'  I 

where  It  is  hound  to  furnish  water  at  reasonable 
rates  and  after  twenty  years  to  transfer  Its  works 
to  a  municipality  at  cost  with  10  per  cent  thereon 
leas  dividends  received  if  required  to  do  so,  and 
which  is  protected  from  competition  until  it  Is 
able  to  declare  an  8  per  cent  dividend  during  five 
yean. 
8.  A  mechanics'  lien  on  a  public  cor- 
poration in  not  authorised  by  the  Aot  of 
April  7. 1870,  providing  for  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty and  franchises  of  a  corporation  on  execu- 
tion. 

(May  2T.  1891.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Mont- 
gomery County  striking  from  the  record  a 
mechanics'  lien  which  thev  were  trying  to  en- 
force against  property  of  the  defendant  Water 
Company.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opta 
ion. 


iaw. 


Guest  t.  Lower  Mbbion  Watsb  Co. 
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Messrs.  Bickel  *  Hobson  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  Henry  C  Boyer  and  Morgan  A 
r«ewis  for  appellees. 

KeColkun,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  Lower  Merlon  Water  Company  was  in- 
corporated under  the  Act  of  April  89,  1874 
(Pub.  Laws,  98),  and  its  powers,  privileges  and 
duties  are  defined  by  the  84th  section  thereof. 
It  is  clothed  with  the  right  of  eminent  domain, 
and  it  is  protected  from  competition  until  it 
"shall  have,  from  its  earnings  realised  and  di- 
vided among  its  stockholders,  during  five 
yean,  a  dividend  equal  to  8  percent  per  annum 
upon  its  capital  stock."  It  is  bound  to  furnish 
a  sufficient  qoantity  of  pure  water  at  reason- 
able rates  and  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
the  proper  county  may,  on  the  petition  of  any 
citizen  using  the  same,  make  such  order  in  the 
premises  as  may  seem  just  and  equitable,  and 
enforce  its  decrees  by  the  usual  process.  It 
may,  at  the  expiration  of  twenty  years  from  its 
introduction  of  the  water,  be  required  to  trans- 
fer to  the  municipality  in  which  it  is  located 
its  works  at  their  cost  with  10  per  cent  thereon 
less  the  dividends  it  has  received.  This  par- 
tial summary  of  its  powers  and  duties  clearly 
stamps  it  as  a  public  corporation.  It  was  de- 
cided in  Foster  v.  Fowler,  60  Pa.  27,  that  the 
structures  necessary  to  the  operations  of  such 
a  company  are  not  subject  to  a  mechanics1  lien, 
and  the  present  case  is  ruled  by  it  if  the  Act  of 
April  7,  1870  (Pub.  Laws,  58),  which  allows 
the  personal,  real  and  mixed  property,  rights 
and  franchises  of  a  corporation  to  be  sold  on  a 
writ  of  fieri  facias,  does  not  supersede  it.  It 
is  contended  that  the  Act  referred  to  has  ren- 
dered the  reasoning  on  which  the  decision  in 
Foster  v.  Fowler,  supra,  rests,  and  which  is  un- 
doubtedly sound,  inapplicable,  and  our  sole 
inquiry  Is  whether  this  contention  is  well 
founded.  It  should  be  noted  at  the  outset  that 
the  principle  of  the  case  cited  was  distinctly 
approved  in  Qirard  Pt.  Storage  Go.  v.  South- 
work  Foundry  Oo„  106  Pa.  248,  where  a  me- 
chanics' lien  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that 
the  public  was  not  directly  interested  in  the 
business  of  the  defendant  corporation.  In  that 
case  it  was  conceded  tbat  if  the  Girard  Point 
Storage  Company  was  in  the  nature  of  a  pub- 
lic corporation  its  works  would  be  protected 
from  the  incumbrance  of  a  mechanics'  lien. 
The  case  was  heard  in  1884,  and  this  conces- 
sion is  evidence,  at  least,  that  it  was  not  then 
suggested  or  supposed  that  the  Act  of  1870 
could  have  any  part  in  the  decision  of  it,  nor 
can  we  now  see  how  that  Act  affects  the  claim 
of  the  appellants  to  a  lien  for  their  work  and 
materials.  The  only  execution  process  allowed 
for  the  enforcement  of  a  mechanics'  lien  is  a 
writ  of  levari  facias  to  sell  the  building  and 
curtilage  bound  by  it,  and  the  form  of  the  writ 
is  prescribed  by  the  Statute  which  gives  the 
lien.  The  levy  and  sale  on  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias  allowed  by  the  Act  of  1870  may  embrace 
the  property,  franchises  and  rights  of  the  cor- 
poration in  any  and  every  county  of  the  Oom- 
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monwealth  and  pass  the  title  thereto  as  effectu- 
ally as  if  "said  property,  franchises  and  rights 
were  located,  used,  levied  upon  and  sold  in 
the  county  wherein  said  writ  of  execution  was 
issued."  It  is  obvious  that  such  comprehen- 
sive process  was  not  designed  for  the  collection 
of  a  judgment  founded  on  a  mechanics'  lien. 
This  lien  is  statutory  and  in  the  procedure  for 
its  enforcement  the  judgment  and  execution 
are  restricted  to  the  property  bound  by  it  It 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  keen  intact  the  prop- 
erty belonging  to  and  essential  to  the  opera- 
tions of  a  public  corporation,  and  hence  its 
creditors  will  not  be  permitted  to  divide  such 
property  and  sell  a  part  of  it.  It  would  be  a 
signal  abandonment  of  this  policy,  and  it  would 
Invite  a  division  of  the  property  to  allow  it  to 
be  sold  on  mechanics'  lien  process.  This  could 
not  be  done  prior  to  the  Act  of  1870,  and  we 
discover  nothing  in  that  which  authorizes  if. 
The  fieri  facias  allowed  by  that  Act  is  not  a 
substitute  for  the  ordinary}!. /a.  under  the  72d 
section  of  the  Act  of  June  16,  1886,  but  it  is  in 
lieu  of  sequestration  under  the  73d  section  of 
it  The  process  and  procedure  provided  by 
the  72d  section  remain,  and  the  process  pro* 
vided  by  the  73d  section  is  superseded  by  the 
special  ft.  fa.  given  by  the  Act  of  1870.  The 
condition  precedent  to  sequestration  was  an  or- 
dinary fl.fa.  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or 
in  part,  and  this  must  precede  the  writ  which 
takes  its  place.  By  this  precedent  return  on 
the  ordinary  Jl.  fa.  the  insolvency  of  the  cor- 
poration is  discovered,  and  the  necessity  of  re- 
course to  a  sale  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors,  of 
its  franchises  and  property  essential  to  its  opera- 
tion, is  demonstrated.  It  was  decided  in  Bay- 
anfs  App.,  72  Pa.  458,  that  a  sale  on  the  fi.  fa. 
given  in  lieu  of  sequestration  did  not  change 
the  rule  of  distributions,  but  that  its  proceeds 
were  for  the  benefit  of  all  its  creditors,  and  on 
the  footing  of  moneys  made  by  a  sequestrator 
under  the  Act  of  1836.  The  proceeds  of  a  sale 
of  real  and  personal  property  under  the  72d 
section  of  that  Act  were  applicable  to  the  liens 
in  their  order. 

The  view  tbat  we  have  taken  of  the  Act  of 
1870,  and  its  effect  upon  the  established  prac- 
tice in  the  appropriation  of  the  property  of  a 
corporation  to  the  payment  of  its  debts,  is  sus- 
tained in  an  opinion  by  our  Brother  Mitchell 
in  Flaga  v.  Farnsworth,  12  W.  N.  C.  500,  and 
adopted  by  Judge  McDermott  in  Bank  v.  Mfg. 
Co.,  18  W.  N.  C.  174.  These  were  common 
pleas  discussions,  but  the  reasoning  which  sup- 
ports them  is  clear,  satisfactory  and,  in  our  opin- 
ion, fully  vindicated  the  judgments.  While 
the  precise  question  has  not  heretofore  arisen 
in  this  court  it  is  plain  that  this  was  the  view 
entertained  by  Chief  Justice  Thompson,  in 
Philadelphia  A  B.  0.  R.  Go's  App.,  70  Pa.  855, 
and  by  Justice  Williams  in  Bayard? s  App.,  su- 
pra. As  the  property  described  in  the  claim 
in  this  case  is  essential  to  the  operations  and  is 
part  of  the  works  of  the  corporation,  Foster 
v.  Fowler,  supra,  sustains  the  action  of  the 
court  in  striking  off  the  lien. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


tie 


iLLIKOtB  SUPREME  COUBT. 

ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Jail, 


UNION  COAL  CO.,  Plf.  in  Brr.9 

9. 

CITY  OF  LA  SALLE. 
(....111..—) 

1.  A  question  not  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings as  to  tbe  power  of  a  city  to  sen  ooal  under 
Its  streets  cannot  be  raised  for  adjudication  by 
stipulation  of  the  parties  in  an  action  by  the  city 
for  trespass  in  removing  suoh  coal  where  no  con- 
tract has  been  in  fact  made  or  attempted  before 
the  suit,  although  the  stipulation  authorises  a  set- 
tlement of  the  rights  of  the  parties  on  the  basis 
of  a  contract  providing  the  oourt  will  uphold  the 
power  of  the  city  to  make  it. 

8.  Tbe  right  of  the  court  to  decide  upon 
its  merits  the  issue  presented  by  the  pleadings 
cannot  be  affected  by  a  stipulation  between  the 
parties  as  to  matters  not  covered  by  the  pleadings 
and  which  attempts  to  present  a  question  which 
the  oourt  Ignores  because  not  properly  before  it. 

3.  A  eitjr  hawing  the  legal  title  to  its 
streets  in  trust  for  the  public  can  maintain 
trespass  for  the  removal  of  ooal  underlying  the 
streets,  and  recover  the  full  value  of  the  coal,  al- 
though no  actual  damage  has  been  done  to  the 
surface  of  the  streets. 

(January  22, 189L) 

ERROR  to  the  Appellate  Court,  Second  Dis- 
trict, to  review  a  Judgment  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  tbe  Circuit  Court  for  La  Salle  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  from  defendant  for  mining  and 
taking  away  coal  from  beneath  tbe  streets  and 
public  squares  of  plaintiff  City.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Duncan  &  Gilbert  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Messrs.  R.  D.  McDonald  and  P.  J. 
O'Brien  for  defendant  in  error. 

Bailey,  J*.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

Some  controversy  arises  in  this  case  as  to  the 
precise  questions  presented  by  the  record  to  the 
trial  court  for  its  adjudication,  and,  consequent- 
ly, as  to  tbe  precise  questions  presented  to  this 
court  for  its  decision  by  the  appeal.  The  issue 
made  by  the  pleadings  is  that  of  a  trespass 
committed  by  the  defendant  by  entering  upon 
certain  strata  of  coal  underlying  the  public 
streets  of  the  City  of  La  Salle,  and  taking 
therefrom  large  quantities  of  coal,  and  con 
verting  the  same  to  its  own  use.  This  is  the 
entire  scope  of  the  case  made  by  the  declara- 
tion and  plea,  and  tbe  only  judgment  which 
the  trial  court  thereby  obtained  jurisdiction  to 
pronounce  was  that  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  of 
the  trespass  thus  alleged.  The  stipulation  of 
the  parties  as  to  tbe  facts  admits  that  the  terri- 
tory embraced  within  tbe  City  of  La  Salle  was 
formerly  owned  by  the  State,  it  being  a  portion 
of  the  lands  donated  by  the  United  States  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Illinois  &  Michi- 
gan Canal;  that  in  1838  the  trustees  of  said 
canal,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  conferred  up- 
on them  by  law,  platted  and  laid  off  said  ter- 
ritory into  lots,  blocks,  streets,  alleys  and  pub- 
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lie  squares;  that  underlying  said  streets,  alleys 
and  public  squares  are  several  veins  of  coal,  said 
ooal  being  beneath  strata  of  solid  rock  several 
hundred  feet  in  thickness,  so  that  it  can  be 
mined  without  injury  to  said  streets,  and  with- 
out impairing  their  usefulness  as  public  high- 
ways;, that  said  canal  trustees  conveyed  to 
sundry  persons  all  the  lots  and  blocks  so  platted 
by  them,  and  that  tbe  defendant  owns,  by  pur- 
chase from  the  various  owners,  all  the  coal 
underlying  the  lots  and  blocks  in  the  portion  of 
said  City  m  question  in  this  suit,  and  is  desir- 
ous, in  connection  therewith,  of  obtaining,  by 
purchase  or  otherwise,  the  right  to  mine  the  coal 
underlying  said  streets  ana  alleys;  that  said 
City  is  willing  to  sell  said  coal,  and  the  right  to 
mine  it,  at  a  certain  price,  but  that  a  contro- 
versy exists  as  to  the  right  of  said  City  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  said  coal;  that  the  defendant 
has,  without  permission,  mined  and  removed 
coal  from  beneath  the  streets  of  said  City  to  the 
amount,  in  value,  of  $1,050;  that  the  parties 
have  agreed  that,  in  case  the  City  has  tbe  ripht 
to  sell  said  coal,  the  reasonable  damage  for  tbe 
coal  mined  by  the  defendant  is  $60  per  acre  for 
the  coal  actually  mined,  and,  in  case  the  City 
has  the  right  to  sell  said  coal,  it  is  willing  to  sell 
for  a  like  sum  per  acre  all  the  coal  not  mined 
underlying  all  the  streets,  alleys  and  public 
squares  ofsaid  City  west  of  Joliet  Street;  that, 
in  case  it  shall  be  determined  by  the  final  ad- 
judication of  the  courts  of  this  State  that  said 
City  has  a  legal  right  to  sell  and  dispose  of  tbe 
coal  underlying  its  streets,  alleys  and  public 
squares,  a  judgment  shall  be  rendered  against 
tbe  defendant  for  the  value  of  the  coal  thus 
mined  computed  at  the  rate  aforesaid,  but  that, 
if  it  shall  be  finally  decided  by  said  courts  that 
said  City  has  no  right  to  sell  and  dispose  ofsaid 
coal,  judgment  shall  be  entered  in  this  case  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  "the  City  not  desiring, 
but  expressly  waiving  all  right,  to  recover 
merely  nominal  damages  for  tbe  mining  ofsaid 
coal,  or  any  damage  whatever,  in  case  it  has  no 
legal  right  to  sell  said  coal;"  that  the  question 
both  parties  desire  to  have  determined  is  as  to 
the  right  of  the  City  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
coal  aforesaid  at  its  market  value,  it  being  con- 
ceded that  no  actual  damage  has  been  done  to 
the  surf ace  of  the  streets,  or  their  use  for  pub- 
lic purposes,  or  will  be  occasioned  to  them  by 
mining  said  coal. 

The  contention  is  that  under  this  stipulation 
a  question  not  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  in 
respect  to  which  there  is  no  present  controversy 
between  the  parties,  viz.,  whether  the  City  has 
the  legal  right  or  power  to  sell  to  the  defend- 
ant the  remaining  coal  underlying  its  streets, 
alleys  and  public  squares,  and  license  the  de- 
fendant to  mine  ana  remove  the  same,  is  pre- 
sented for  adjudication,  and  that  the  court, 
before  it  could  properly  render  a  judgment  of 
guilty  against  the  defendant  for  the  alleged 
trespass,  was  obliged  to  pass  upon  that  ques- 
tion, and  hold  that  such  right  to  sell  and  license 
existed.  It  is  manifest  that  the  question  thus 
sought  to  be  raised  was  purely  speculative, 
the  effort  being  to  obtain  in  advance  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  as  to  the  validity  of  a  con- 
templated contract  before  it  is  entered  into,  or 


See  also  24  L.  R.  A.  507. 
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amy  rights  in  relation  to  it  hare  accrued  to  either 
party,  they  thus  seeking,  in  effect,  to  employ 
the  court  as  their  legal  adviser  in  a  matter 
«bout  which  they  intend  to  negotiate.  It  is 
not  the  province  of  the  courts  to  pronounce 
•opinions  or  to  give  advice  upon  questions  which 
sue  merely  speculative.  Judicial  investigation, 
ordinarily  at  least,  should  be  limited  to  rights 
"which  have  actually  accrued;  and  all  attempts 
4o  obtain  from  the  courts  decisions  in  relation 
to  rights  which  have  not  yet  accrued,  or  to  the 
validity  of  transactions  which  have  not  yet 
been  entered  into,  ought  to,  and  usually  do, 
prove  abortive. 

Under  the  pleadings,  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  depended  solely  upon  whether 
the  evidence  presented  at  the  trial  established 
the  defendant's  guilt  of  the  trespass  alleged, 
and  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  parties 
to  so  change  the  established  order  of  legal  pro- 
ceedings as  to  make  such  right  depend  upon 
the  opinion  the  court  might  form  as  to  the  va- 
lidity or  invalidity  of  a  contract  in  relation  to 
another  subject  matter  which  the  parties  were 
seeking  to  negotiate.  Nor  does  it  seem  to  be 
material  that  some  of  the  legal  principles  in- 
volved in  such  proposed  contract  may  have  had 
a  collateral  bearing  upon  the  issue  presented 
by  the  pleadings.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
the  validity  of  such  contract  was  not  in  issue, 
and  was  not,  and  could  not  be,  submitted  to 
the  court  for  its  decision  in  the  manner  here 
attempted.  The  court  was  therefore  ontirely 
at  liberty  to  disregard  the  stipulation,  so  far  as 
it  attempted  to  obtain  a  decision  of  a  matter 
not  properly  before  it  If  it  had  attempted  to 
decide  that  question,  there  was  no  legal  mode 
by  which  it  could  embody  such  decision  in  its 
judgment;  and  its  opinion  in  relation  to  it,  if 
It  had  seen  proper  to  pronounce  one,  would 
have  been  a  mere  obiter  dictum.  But  if  it 
ahould  be  conceded  that  the  portion  of  the 
stipulation  which  calls  for  the  decision  of  a 
question  not  at  issue  was  in  all  respects  valid 
and  binding,  both  upon  the  parties  and  the 
court,  it  cannot  be  doubted,  we  think,  that  it 
ahould  receive  a  strict  construction,  or  at  least 
a  construction  which  would  confine  its  opera- 
tion to  the  cases  specifically  provided  for.  Its 
.terms  are  thai,  in  case  it  is  decided  that  the 
City  has  a  legal  right  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
coal  underlying  its  streets,  alleys  and  public 

Suares,  the  judgment  should  be  far  the  plain- 
l  for  the  value  of  the  coal  already  mined; 
but  that,  if  the  decision  should  be  that  the  City 
has  no  such  right,  Judgment  should  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant.  There  is  no  stipula- 
tion, however,  as  to  what  Judgment  should  be 
entered  in  case  the  court  declined  to  pass  on 
that  question  at  all.  As  to  that  possible,  and 
indeed  very  probable,  outcome  of  the  litiga- 
tion, the  stipulation  was  silent.  There  was  no 
5 revision  that  in  that  event  the  suit  should  be 
ismlssed,  or  that  Judgment  should  go  for  or 
against  either  party.  It  follows  that  the  court, 
by  declining  to  pass  upon  the  question  thus 
sought  to  be  submitted,  was  left  entirely  at 
liberty  to  decide  the  issue  presented  by  the 
pleadings  upon  the  merits,  wholly  untrammeled 
by  any  of  the  requirements  of  the  stipulation. 
It  remains  to  be  seen  whether,  under  the 
facts  established  by  the  stipulation  of  the  par- 
ties, the  court  properly  found  the  defendant 
12  L.  R.  A. 


guilty, 
the  ngl 


Where  the  ultimate  facts  upon  which 

e  right  to  recover  depends  are  admitted,  as 
they  are  here,  the  right  to  recover  becomes  a 
question  of  law;  and  whether  that  question  was 
properly  decided  by  the  trial  couu  is  therefore 
open  for  consideration  here.  By  our  Statute 
the  acknowledgment  and  recording  of  a  plat  by 
the  owner  of  lands  within  a  city,  by  which  such 
lands  are  subdivided  and  platted  "into  blocks, 
lots,  streets,  alleys,  public  squares,  etc.,  is  de- 
clared to  operate,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  as 
a  conveyance  in  fee  by  the  owner  to  the  city  of 
such  portions  of  the  lands  platted  as  are  em- 
braced within  the  streets,  alleys  and  other 
grounds  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  public; 
and  it  is  provided  that  the  lands  embraced 
within  such  streets,  alleys  and  other  public 
places  shall  be  held  by  the  city,  in  its  corpor- 
ate name,  in  trust  for  the  uses  and  purposes 
set  forth  and  intended  by  the  plat.  Rev.  Stat. 
1874,  chap.  109,  §  8;  Rev.  Stat.  1845,  p.  115; 
Rev.  Laws  1888,  p.  C99. 

It  results  from  these  provisions  of  the 
Statute  that  the  legal  title  to  the  streets  and 
alleys  in  question  in  this  suit  is  vested  in  the 
City  of  La  Salle  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  pub- 
lic for  the  purposes  of  streets  and  alleys.  Ha- 
noi* &M.  Canal  Trustees  v.  Haven,  11  111.  554; 
Manly  v.  Gibson,  18  III  808;  Hunter  v.  Middle- 
ton,  Id.  50;  Chicago  v.  McGinn,  51  111.  266; 
Indianapolis,  B.  db  W.  K  Co.  v.  Hartley,  67 
111.  487;  Qebhardt  v.  Beeves,  75  111.  801;  Chica- 
go v.  Bumsey,  87  111.  348;  Brooklyn  v.  Smith, 
104  111.  429.  The  trust  thus  vested  in  the  City 
is  not  a  mere  dry  or  passive  trust,  but  one  in 
the  execution  of  which  the  City  has  and  holds 
the  possession,  control,  management  and  su- 
pervision of  the  trust  property.  This  manage- 
ment, supervision  and  control  of  streets  and 
alleys  is  expressly  vested  in  the  municipal  au- 
thorities by  statute.  Rev.  Stat.  1874,  chap.  24, 
§62. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  trustee  to  defend  and  pro- 
tect the  tille  to  the  trust  estate;  and,  as  the  legal 
title  is  in  him,  he  alone  can  sue  and  be  sued  in 
a  court  of  law.  Upon  this  principle,  it  is  held 
that  a  trustee  may  maintain  an  action  for  any 
trespass  upon  the  land  held  by  him  in  trust. 
Walker  v.  FawceU,  7  Ired.  L.  44;  1  Perry,  Tr. 
§828. 

That  the  entry  by  the  defendant  upon  the 
strata  of  coal  underlying  the  streets  of  La 
Salle,  and  mining  coal  therefrom,  was  a  tres- 
pass, cannot  admit  of  doubt.  The  defendant 
had  no  more  right  to  mine  the  coal  under  said 
streets  than  it  would  have  had  to  enter  upon 
the  lands  of  any  other  proprietor,  and  mine 
coal  therefrom.  The  owners  of  lots  abutting 
upon  the  streets  of  a  city  have  no  title  to  the 
fee  in  the  streets,  their  interest  being  limited  to 
a  mere  easement,  viz.,  the  right  of  using  the 
streets  for  purposes  of  ingress  and  egress  to  and 
from  their  lots,  and  for  the  ordinary  purposes 
of  travel.  Their  sale  to  the  defendant  of  the 
coal  underlying  their  lots  gave  to  it  no  greater 
rights  than'tbey  themselves  had,  and  therefore 
vested  in  the  defendant  no  title  or  license  to 
mine  beyond  the  street  line.  Mining  beyond 
that  was  a  trespass,  for  which  the  defendant  is 
clearly  liable  to  an  action.  In  whom  is  the 
right  of  action  to  recover  damages  for  such 
trespass  vested?  Clearly,  not  in  the  owners  of 
the  abutting  property.    Hunter  v.  Middleton, 
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supra.  Tbe  City,  the  owner  of  the  fee  in  the 
streets,  is  the  party,  and  the  only  party,  au- 
thorized to  sue;  and  in  such  suit  it  is  entitled 
to  recover,  not  merely  nominal  damages,  but 
full  compensation  for  the  injury  done  to  its 
freehold. 

The  conclusion  we  have  reached  is  supported 
by  the  decisions  of  other  States  where,  as  here, 
the  legal  title  to  the  land  covered  by  the  streets 
is  vested  in  tbe  municipality.  Thus,  in  Dee 
Moines  v.  Hall,  24  Iowa,  284,  it  was  held  that 
under  the  Statute  of  Iowa  the  laving  off-  and 
recording  of  a  town  plat  or  an  addition  thereto 
had  the  effect  of  vesting  in  tbe  municipal  cor- 
poration the  fee-simple  title  and .  exclusive 
right  of  dominion  over  the  streets  and  alleys 
dedicated  to  the  public  use,  and  that  neither  the 
original  proprietor  nor  his  grantee  had  tbe 
right  to  the  subterraneous  deposits  of  coal  with- 
in tbe  limits  of  such  streets,  and  that  the  cor- 
poration might  maintain  an  action  against  such 
proprietor  for  the  coal  mined  and:  taken  be- 
neath tbe  same.  In  Hatoesvilk  v.  Hawes,  6 
Bush,  292,  it  was  held  that  where  tbe  absolute 
title  to  streets,  and  not  merely  an  easement 
over  them,  is  vested  in  the  municipal  authori- 
ties, such  authorities  own  the  coal  under  the 
surface  of  the  streets;  and  the  lessees  of  tbe 
heirs  of  the  original  owners  of  certain  land 
over  which  such  streets  had  been  platted  hav- 
ing mined  and  removed  the  coal  under  such 
streets,  and  paid  to  said  heirs  a  certain  rental 
therefor,  it  was  held  that  tbe  municipal  author- 
ities might  waive  the  tort  committed  by  the 
removal  of  said  coal  without  their  consent,  and 
sue  and  recover  from  said  heirs  the  rental  so 
received  by  them  as  money  had  and  received. 
We  are  satisfied,  both  upon  reason  and  author- 
ity, that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  entitled 
to  maintain  its  action  of  trespass  against  the 
defendant,  and  to  recover  as  damages  the  full 
value  of  the  coal  actually  mined. 

The  judgment  wiU  be  affirmed. 


REPUBLIC  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO.  ,Appt, 

v. 

Charles  P.  8WIGERT,  Auditor  of   Public 

Accounts,  et  at. 

(....Hi....  ) 

1.  A  statute  empowering  the  state  audi- 
tor to  institute  proceedings  for  the  dis- 
solution of  Insurance  companies  which 
upon  examination  seem  to  be  Insolvent,  or  In 
such  oondltion  as  to  render  their  further  contin- 
uance in  business  hazardous  to  the  Insured  or  to 
the  public,  and  to  apply  for  an  injunction  to 
prevent  their  further  proceeding  with  the  busi- 
ness, and  for  a  receiver,  is  not  unconstitutional 
as  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 

&•  An  order  will  be  treated  as  a  part  of 
the  record  and  legitimately  before  the  court 
for  examination  on  the  rehearing  of  an  appeal, 
if  the  case  was  submitted  by  both  parties  at  the 


Note.— Dissolution  of  corporation.  See  notes  to 
Re  Oshkosh  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Wis.)  9L.R.A,  274; 
People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Bef .  Co.  (V.  T.) »  L. 
It  A.  83;  Bnell  v.  Chicago  OIL)  8  L.  R.  A.  858;  Chi- 
cago  Mut.  L.  Ind.  Asso.  v.  Hunt  (TJL)  8  L.  B.  A.  619. 
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first  hearing,  upon  the  theory  that  the  order  was 
properly  In  tbe  record. 
8.  In  a  statutory  procwertlnsr  by  the 
stato  auditor  to  wind  ap  a  corporation, 

to  which  the  stockholders  are  not  made  parties, 
the  corporation  has  tbe  duty  to  protect  their 
rights,  and  It  may  therefore  object  to  the  making 
of  an  order  direoang  the  receiver  to  bring  i 
for  unpaid  stock  subscriptions. 
4*  A  corporation  may,  if  it  acts  la  i 
faith,  lawfully  receive  from  its 
scribers,  who  have  paid  a  oertaln  percentage 
of  their  subscriptions,  a  surrender  of  the  certifi- 
cates held  by  them,  and  issue,  in  lieu  thereof, 
certificates  for  as  many  fully  paid  shares  of  stock 
as  the  money  paid  in  will  buy,  thereby  releasing 
them  from  further  liability  so  far  as  the  claims 
of  the  company  itself  are  concerned. 

5.  Error  may  be  assigned  upon  aa  la* 
terlocutory  order  which  Is  continued  to 
force  by  the  final  decree,  and  involves  and  deter- 
mines a  matter  of  substantial  right. 

6.  A  receiver  appointed  in  a  statutory 
proceeding  instituted  by  the  state  auditor,  to 
wind  up  an  insolvent  insurance  company,  has  no 
authority  to  sue  for  unpaid  stock  subscriptions 
which  the  company  has  released  by  a  contract 
binding  on  itself,  either  by  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute or  by  the  order  of  appointment,  or  by  aa 
assignment  to  him  by  the  company  of  its  effects, 
made  In  pursuance  of  such  order.  Such  receiver 
does  not  represent  the  rights  of  creditors. 

7.  An  order  lor  the  payment  of  a  divi- 
dend to  creditors,  made  during  the  course 
of  proceedings  for  the  winding  up  of  an  insolvent 
Insurance  company,  to  which  no  objection  was 
taken  until  a  rehearing  had  been  granted  of  an 
appeal  from  the  final  decree  In  the  case,  and 
upon  which  the  reoelver  has  acted  and  had  his 
report  confirmed,  will  not  be  disturbed. 

(SdkoUleid,  Ch.  J„  dasenttj 

(October  81, 1800.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  County 
to  review  a  decree  enjoining  defendant 
from  tbe  farther  prosecution  of  its  business, 
and  appointing  a  receiver  for  it,  and  author- 
izing him  to  sue  for  unpaid  stock  subscriptions. 
Reverted  in  pari. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C.  Beckwith,  with  Me—re.  Creorg* 
F,  Westower  and  F.  H,  Kales,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error:* 

A  receiver  cannot  intermeddle  in  questions 
affecting  the  rights  of  parties  in  the  disposition 
of  property  in  bis  hands. 

Re  Colvin,  8  Md.  Cb.  278;  Oomyn  r.  Smith, 
1  Hogan,  81;  Heting  v.  Atty-Qen.  104  111.  292; 
Blatckford  v.  Newberry,  100  111.  481 

Corporations  have  the  right  and  authority, 
in  good  faith,  to  buy  and  sell  their  stock. 

Chicago,  P.  d  S.  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Marseilles,  84 
III  145;  Chetlain  v.  Republic  L.  Ins.  Oo.  88 
111.  220;  Hyde  v.  Lvnde,  4  N.  Y.  887;  Strong 
v.  Brooklyn  Grose  Town  R.  Co.  98  N.  Y.  4*6. 

An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  can- 
not bring  suit  to  set  aside  a  transaction  bind- 
ing upon  bis  assignor. 

Bouton  v.  Dement,  11  West.  Rep.  487, 128 
111.  142;  Haws  r.  Leader,  Cro.  Jac.  270; 
BrowneU  v.  OurUs,  10  Paige,  210, 4  L.  ed.  948; 
Bostwick  v.  Menck,  40  N.  Y.  888;  Teatman  v. 
Jfeto  Orleans  Sat.  In*.  96  U.  a  764,  24  I*  ed. 


See  also  47  L.  R.  A.  617. 
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680;  Donaldson  v.  FarweU,  98  U.  8.  *81, 28  L. 
ed.  908;  Jones  v.  Totes,  9  Bam.  &  C.  682; 
Thompson  v.  Dougherty,  12  Serg.  A  R.  448; 
&ay  v.  Am*  ^  Borne,  66  Ga.  609,  616;  Dob- 
bins  v.  Walton,  87  Ga.  614,  619;  jLan*  t.  Mor- 
ris, 8  Ga.  468;  Pouche  v.  Brower,  74  Ga.  266. 

In  all  the  States,  where  direct  power  is  not 
given  by  statute,  the  courts  hold  that  assignees 
in  insolvency,  or  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
cannot  impeach  the  conveyances  of  their  grant- 
ors. 

Esiabrook  v.  Messersmith,  18  Wis.  616;  Hawks 
v.  PHtdaf.  51  Wis.  160;  Frost  v.  Citizen's  Mat. 
Bank,  68  Wia.  284;  Brigham  v.  Olaflin,  81 
Wis.  607;  Bromley  v.  Goodrich,  40  Wis.  181; 
SandwicJ*  Mfg.  Co.  t.  Frty/itf,  22  Fed.. Rep. 
631;  Rumsey  v.  7bion,  20  Fed.  Rep.  668;  &'m<m 
v.  Openheimer,  20  Fed.  Rep.  668;  BrowneU  v. 
Cfcrfi*,  10  Paige,  210,  4  L.  ed.  948;  Z«a<ri  v. 
Jfttey,  7  Barb.  466;  Fan  jftuam  v.  Badeliff, 
17  N.  Y.  580;  A>««kmJ  v.  Aan^r,  72  tf.  Y. 
424;  Bouton  v.  Ifemtftf,  11  West.  Rep.  487, 128 
111.  142;  Clapp  v.  Nordmeyer,  25  Fed.  Rep.  71; 
JTfeuer  y.  Oronish,  25  Minn.  478;  Merrill  v. 
Jfenfor,  87  Minn.  82;  Jfawter*  v.  CWtw,  1 
Duv.  164;  Vandyke  v.  Gftrttt,  7  Watts  &  S. 
878;  Jon*  v.  Fafef,  9  Barn.  &  0.  632. 

In  the  absence  of  legislation  enlarging  bis 
powers,  a  receiver  has  only  such  rights  of 
action  as  were  possessed  by  the  person,  com- 
pany or  corporation  over  whose  estate  he 
administers. 

Coope  v.  Bowles,  42  Barb.  87,  28  Sow.  Pr. 
10;  Curtis  v.  Mclihenny,  6  Jones,  Eg.  290; 
Bvttertcorth  v.  </Brien,  89  Barb.  192;  Hyde  v. 
Lynde,  4  N.  Y.  887;  Verplanek  v.  Mercantile 
Ins.  Co.  2  Paige,  487,  2  L.  ed.  979;  Teager  v. 
Htottw*,  44  Pa.  294;  IngersoU  v.  Gwn*r,  5 
Blackf.  426;  Manlove  v.  tfwpw,  88  Ind.  211. 

If  creditors  have  any  rights  they  must  assert 
them  in  their  own  names. 

Coope  v.  Bowles.  Curtis  v.  Mclihenny,  Hyde 
v.  Lynde,  Verplanek  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  and 
Teager  v.  Wallace,  supra;  Clapp  v.  Peterson, 
104  1)1.  26;  129  Duckworth,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  578; 
Watcrhouse  v.  Jamieson,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  87; 
Lei/child's  Case,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  Cas.  281;  Fam«- 
iwrtA  v.|  fftorf,  91  N.  Y.  808;  Jacdbson  v.  <4tt*n, 
20  Blatchf.  528;  Piscataqua  F.  dk  M.  Ins.  Co. 
v.  jft'tt,  60  Me.  178. 

Jfr.  E.  B.  Sherman,  for  the  Auditor: 

The  Act  of  1874  in  regard  to  the  dissolution 
of  in  suranoe  companies,  under  which  the  peti- 
tion was  filed  by  the  Auditor  in  this  case,  is 
valid  and  constitutional  as  to  insurance  com- 
panies incorporated  under  special  charters 
granted  before  its  passage,  and  such  corpora- 
tions are  subject  to  all  the  provisions  thereof. 

Ward  t.  FarweU,  97  111.  598;  Chicago  L.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Auditor,  101  III.  82;  Ang.  &  A.  Priv. 
Corp.  §774,  and  cases  cited;  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co. 
t.  McClelland,  26  111.  140 ;  Reapers  Bank  v. 
Willard,  24  HI.  488;  Moore  v.  Whitcomb,  48 
Mo.  548;  Munn  v.  People,  60  111.  98;  Munn  v. 
Illinois,  94  U.  8.  118,  24  L.  ed.  77;  Re  Jackson 
Murine  Ins.  Co.  4  Sandf.  Ch.  559,  7  L.  ed. 
1208;  Stee  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Cb.  880, 1  L.  ed. 
1115;  Oowen  v.  Penobscot  RR.Co.U  Me.  140; 
Veatie  v.  Mayo,  45  Me.  560;  Com.  v.  Farmers 
6  M.  Bank,  21  Pick.  542;  Commercial  Bank 
of  Rodney  v.  State,  4  Bmedes  &  M.  489;  State 
v.  Matthews,  44  Mo.  528;  Bank  of  Columbia  v. 
Atty-Uen.  8  Wend.  688;  Tennessee  v.  £/?<?**, 
12  L.  It.  A. 


06  TJ.  S.  69,  24  L.  ed.  610;  Northwestern  Fer- 
tilmng  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park,  97  TJ.  8.  659,  24  L. 
ed.  1086;  St.  Clair  County  Tump.  Co.  v.  People, 
82  111.  174;  United  States  v.  Union  Pan.  R.  Co. 
98  U.  8.  605,  25  L.  ed.  151. 

Possession  being  taken  by  the  court,  through 
its  receiver,  and  being  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
collecting  and  marshaling  the  assets,  ana  divid- 
ing them  among  the  creditors  and  other  persons 
entitled  thereto,  the  defendant,  not  objecting  to 
such  orders  or  any  of  them,  must  be  taken  as 
having  consented  thereto. 

Post  v.  Dorr,  4  Edw.  Cb.  412,  5  L.  ed.  928; 
v.  Brower,  67  111.  525,  581;  Petrie  v. 
,  40  111.  884,  844;  Turner  v.  Jenkins,  79 
DL  228,  282. 

Mr.  John  N.  Jewett,  with  Messrs.  Hutch- 
inson A  IdaB,  for  the  Receiver. 

Messrs.  Sleeper  &  Whiton  for  the  Com- 
mercial National  Bank. 

Baker,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  25th  of  May,  1877,  the  State  Auditor 
filed  his  petition  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cook 
County  against  the  Republic  Life  Insurance 
Company,  under  the  provision  of  the  Act  in 
regard  to  the  dissolution  of  insurance  oom- 

Smies,  approved  February  17, 1874.  The  Au- 
tor  alleged  in  his  petition  that  be  had  caused 
an  examination  to  be  made  of  the  assets  and 
liabilities  of  the  Company,  and  that,  from  such 
examination,  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
condition  of  the  Company  was  such  as  to  ren- 
der its  further  continuance  in  business  hazard- 
ous to  the  insured  therein.  The  prayer  of  the 
petition  was  that  the  Company  might  be  en- 
joined and  restrained  from  further  proceeding 
with  its  insurance  business,  and  that  a  receiver 
might  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  real 
estate  and  effects  of  the  Company,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  Act  aforesaid,  and  with  the  power 
therein  prescribed,  and  usually  vested  in  a  re- 
ceiver. On  the  same  day  that  the  petition 
was  filed,  the  Company  waived  service  of 
process,  and  entered  its  appearance,  and 
filed  an  answer,  which  was  as  follows: 
"Now  comes  the  said  defendant,  by  its  solicit- 
or, and  8aith  that  it  cannot  deny  the  matters 
in  said  bill  alleged,  and  it  prays  to  be  hence 
dismissed,"  etc.  Thereupon,  and  on  the  same 
day,  on  motion  of  the  solicitors  for  the  Auditor, 
and  no  objection  being  made  by  the  Company, 
Samuel  D.  Ward  was  appointed  receiver.  It 
was  also  ordered  that  the  Company,  its  officers, 
agents,  attorneys  and  servants,  be  enjoined  and 
restrained,  until  the  further  order  of  the  court 
from  further  proceeding  with  its  business,  or 
from  any  transfer  of  the  property  other  than 
to  the  receiver,  and  from  receiving  or  paving 
out  any  moneys;  and  that  neither  the  receiver, 
nor  the  defendant,  nor  its  officers,  agents,  serv- 
ants or  attorneys,  should  exact  or  take  from 
its  policy-holders  any  sum  or  sums  of  money 
to  accrue  from  the  premiums  on  policies  be- 
yond what  mi^ht  be  justly  due  or  payable  on 
or  as  of  the  26th  day  of  May,  1877.  It  was 
specified  in  the  order  appointing  the  receiver 
that  said  Samuel  D.  Ward  "be,  and  is  hereby, 
appointed  receiver  of  all  and  singular  the  real 
estate,  personalty,  choees  in  action,  bonds,  bills, 
notes,  securities,  evidences  of  indebtedness, 
books,  records,  moneys,  checks,  drafts  and 
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property  and  assets  of  every  nature,  real  and 
personal,  of  and  belonging  to  said  defendant, 
or  in  any  manner  held  in  trust  for  or  subject 
to  the  control  of  said  defendant,  as  the  same 
are  on  this  25th  day  of  May,  with  power  to 
take  possession  of  the  same  forthwith,  and  to 
institute  any  and  all  necessary  ■  proceedings  or 
actions  to  recover  the  same,  either  at  law  or 
in  equity."  And  it  was  further  ordered  that 
the  president  and  secretary  of  the  Company 
should  forthwith  execute  and  deliver  to  tbe  re- 
ceiver all  necessary  deeds,  conveyances  and  as- 
surances of  title,  proper  and  requisite  to  carry 
out  the  foregoing  order,  and  to  vest  in  the  re- 
ceiver full  title  to  all  and  singular  the  properties, 
assets  and  choses  in  action  of  the  defendant; 
and  that  said  receiver  should  have  and  exercise 
all  and  singular  the  rights  and  powers  conferred 
upon  such  receiver  by  the  statutes  of  this  State 
in  that  behalf;  and  that  he  should  have  tbe  usual 
powers  of  a  receiver  in  equity,  with  liberty  to 
apply  to  the  court,  from  time  to  time,  for  such 
further  directions  and  orders  as  might  be  nec- 
essary to  the  discharge  of  his  trust.  In  con- 
formity with  this  order  and  decree,  the  officers 
of  tbe  Company  made  to  the  receiver  deeds 
for  all  the  real  estate  of  the  Company,  and  on 
May  27,  1877,  the  president  and  secretary  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  to  him  an  assignment  of 
all  tbe  property  of  the  Company,  and  immedi- 
ately turned  over  to  him  such  property.  On 
December  1,  1877,  the  receiver  presented  to 
tbe  court  a  petition  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
at  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Repub- 
lic Life  Insurance  Company  held  on  the  11th 
day  of  June,  1878,  the  following  resolutions 
were  adopted,  to  wit:  "Resolved,  that  the 
board  of  directors  of  this  Company  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  instructed  and  empowered 
to  receive  from  such  of  tbe  stockholders  as 
may  desire  and  to  cancel  all  outstanding  cer- 
tificates of  the  stock  of  this  Company  upon 
which  but  20  per  cent  has  been  paid,  and  to 
issue,  in  place  thereof,  anew  certificate  to  each 
stockholder  for  the  number  of  shares  at  par 
represented  by  the  20  per  cent  already  paid,  or 
secured  to  be  paid,  by  such  stockholder  or 
stockholders.  Resolved,  that  the  remainder 
of  tbe  stock  of  this  Company  be  held  as  unis- 
sued stock,  subject  to  sale  and  issue  as  the  di- 
rectors shall  deem  best,  but  at  par  and  for  cash 
only,  exclusive  of  expense  and  commissions." 
li  further  appeared:  from  said  petition  that, 
In  pursuance  of  said  resolutions,  a  large  num- 
ber of  the  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  said  Com- 
puny  surrendered  their  certificates  of  stock 
upon  which  but  20  per  cent  had  been  paid, 
and  received  in  lieu  thereof  certificates  for  one 
fifth  the  number  of  shares  of  stock  so  surren- 
dered, which  said  uew  certificates  represented 
the  holders  thereof  as  entitled  to  the  number 
of  shares  of  full-paid  stock  therein  respectively 
specified.  It  also  appeared  from  the  petition 
that  the  largest  proportion  of  tbe  liabilities  of 
the  Company  were  contracted  before  the  said 
11th  day  of  June,  1878,  when,  by  vote  of  the 
stockholders,  the  directors  were  authorized  to 
issue  full-paid  certificates  of  stock  on  tbe  sur- 
render of  the  certificates  on  which  only  20  per 
cent  had  been  paid.  The  petition  stated: 
"Your  petitioner  knows  of  no  resources  out  of 
which  he  will  be  able  to  realize  any  money  to 
pay  the  balance  of  the  liabilites  of  said  Com- 
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pany  over  and  above  90  or  85  per  cent  thereof, 
unless  the  same  can  be  collected  of  said  stock- 
holders and  subscribers  to  said  stock."  The 
prayer  of  the  petition  was  for  the  direction  of 
tbe  court  in  the  premises,  and  for  such  other 
and  further  order  in  reference  to  the  matter  of 
commencing  proceedings  against  said  sub- 
scribers and  stockholders  as  shall  seem  Just 
and  proper. 

On  January  81, 1878,  an  order  was  entered  in 
said  cause,  which  was  as  follows,  to  wit:  '  'Sam- 
uel D.  Ward,  receiver  of  said  defendant,  having 
heretofore— to  wit,  on  1st  day  of  December, 
A.  D.  1877— filed  his  petition  herein  asking  for 
the  direction  of  the  court  in  reference  to  fur- 
ther legal  proceedings  against  the  subscribers 
to  the  stock  and  stockholders  of  said  defend- 
ant, and  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  said  re- 
ceiver has  published  a  notice,  etc.,  that  the 
application  contained  in  said  petition  would 
be  heard  on  this  day,  etc.,  and  said  application 
now  coming  on  to  be  heard,  after  argument 
by  counsel  for  said  receiver  and  for  said  com- 
plainant, and  the  court  being  advised  in  the 
premises,  it  is  ordered  by  the  court  that  the 
said  receiver  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized 
and  directed  to  institute  such  legal  or  equitable 
proceedings  as  he  may  be  advised  are  neces- 
sary and  proper  against  the  subscribers  to  the 
stock  and  stockholders  of  said  defendant,  or 
against  such  of  them  as  he  may  be  advised  are 
or  may  tie  indebted  to  the  said  Company;  and 
that  he  institute  such  proceedings  against  resi- 
dent and  nonresident  subscribers  to  stock  and 
stockholders,  or  either  of  them,  and  proceed 
with  all  convenient  speed  with  the  same,  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  a  sufficient  amount 
to  pay  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  said  defend- 
ant." On  the  22d  day  of  June,  1881,  tbe  cause 
came  on  for  a  hearing  in  the  circuit  court,  and 
the  court  rendered  a  final  decree  therein,  over- 
ruling tbe  prayer  of  the  Company  in  its  an- 
swer to  be  dismissed  out  of  court,  and  decree- 
ing that  the  Company  be  perpetually  enjoined, 
restrained  and  prohibited  from  the  further 
prosecution  of  its  business,  and  that  the  pre- 
vious appointment  of  Ward  as  receiver  be  rati- 
fied and  confirmed.  Thereafter  a  writ  of  error 
was  sued  out  of  this  court  by  the  Republic 
Life  Insurance  Company.  Tbe  errors  assigned 
upon  the  amended  record  which  was  filed  in 
this  court  were  that  the  court  erred  in  not  dis- 
missing the  petition  of  the  Auditor  as  prayed 
for  in  tbe  answer  of  tbe  plaintiff  in  error;  and 
that  the  court  erred  in  making  each  and  every 
of  the  orders  and  decrees  set  forth  in  the  rec- 
ord aforesaid.  In  the  briefs  and  arguments 
which  were  filed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  prior  to  the  rehearing,  tbe  grounds  of 
objection  urged  to  tbe  decree  and  orders  of  the 
court  were  that  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
filed  by  the  Auditor  were  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  final  decree,  and  that  it  was  therefore 
erroneous;  that  the  law  authorizing  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  and  the  dissolution 
and  winding  up  of  the  Company  and  its  affairs, 
was  violative  of  the  contract  clauses  of  both 
the  Federal  and  State  Constitutions,  and  the 
Act  therefore  void,  and  the  decree  errone- 
ous; and  that,  even  assuming  tbe  Act  to  be 
valid,  and  the  allegations  of  the  petition  to  be 
sufficient,  tbe  court  had  no  power,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  the  receiver,  to  authorize  him  to 
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call  in  question  the  surrender  of  subscriptions 
to  capital  stock,  and  the  receipt  of  paid-up 
stock  for  the  money  paid  on  such  subscrip- 
tions, as  being  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors; and  that  such  transaction  could  be  im- 
peached only  by  and  on  the  application  of 
creditors  of  the  Company. 

Section  1  of  the  Act  of  1874,  now  under  con- 
sideration, provides  "that  if  the  auditor  of 
state,  upon  examination  of  any  insurance  com- 
pany incorporated  in  this  State,  is  of  the  opin- 
ion that  it  is  insolvent,  or  that  its  condition  is 
such  as  to  render  its  further  continuance  in 
business  hazardous  to  the  insured  therein,  or 
to  the  public,  ...  he  shall  apply  by  pe- 
tition to  a  Judge  of  any  circuit  court  of  this 
State  to  issue  an  injunction  restraining  such 
company,  in  whole  or  in  part,  from  further 
proceeding  with  its  business  until  a  full  hear- 
ing can  be  had,  or  otherwise,  as  the  court  may 
direct."  Rev.  Stat  18*9,  chap.  78,  §  108. 
The  further  clause  of  this  section  provides 
that  the  court  "may  in  all  such  cases  make 
such  orders  and  decrees,  from  time  to  time,  as 
the  exigencies  and  equities  of  the  case  may  re- 
<raire,  and  in  any  case,  after  a  full  hearing  of 
all  parties  interested,  may  dissolve,  modify 
or  perpetuate  such  injunction,  and  make  all 
such  oiders  and  decrees  as  may  be  needful  to 
suspend,  restrain  or  prohibit  the  further  con- 
tinuance of  the  business  of  the  Company." 
Section  5  of  the  Act  provides  for  the  appoint- 
ment by  the  court  of  one  or  more  receivers, 
9  'to  take  charge  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
Company,  including  such  securities  as  may  be 
deposited  with  the  auditor  or  treasurer  of  state, 
and  to  collect  the  debts  due  and  property  be- 
longing to  it,  with  power  to  prosecute  and  de- 
fend suits  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  or 
in  their  own  names,  to  appoint  agents  under 
them,  and  do  all  other  acts  necessary  for  the 
collection,  marshaling  and  distributing  of  the 
assets  of  the  company,  and  the  closing  of  its 
concerns."    Rev.  Stat.  1889.  chap.  78,  §  107. 

The  petition  which  was  filed  by  the  Auditor 
in  this  cause  contained  all  the  averments  that 
section  1  of  the  Act  requires  to  enable  the 
court  to  grant  an  injunction,  and  to  appoint  a 
receiver.  The  allegations  of  the  petition  con- 
ferred jurisdiction  to  render  a  decree  appoint- 
ing a  receiver,  and  perpetually  enjoining  the 
further  prosecution  of  tbe  business  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  decreeing  its  involuntry  dissolu- 
tion, and  especially  so  since  the  Company  an- 
swered that  it  could  not  deny  the  matters  al- 
leged in  the  petition.  The  constitutional  ques- 
tion which  is  argued  by  counsel  was  fully  con- 
sidered by  this  court  in  Ward  v.  FartceU,  97 
HI.  598.  It  was  there  held  that  the  Statute 
bow  under  consideration  was  constitutional. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  again  state  the  reasons 
which  led  to  that  conclusion. 

Was  the  order  which  was  entered  by  the 
court  on  the  81st  day  of  January,  1878,  direct- 
ing the  receiver  to  institute  proceedings  against 
stockholders,  erroneous? 

Preliminary  to  giving  attention  to  this  ques- 
tion, there  are  several  matters  which  may 
properly  be  examined.  It  is  urged  that  said 
order  of  January  81, 1878,  is  not  in  the  record, 
except  as  a  matter  of  evidence.  The  record 
consists  of  the  record  which  was  originally 
filed  in  this  court  and  of  an  additional  or  sup- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


plemental  record  which  was  afterwards  filed. 
This  latter  record  contains  the  pleadings  and 
the  orders  and  proceedings  in  the  cause.  It  is 
informally  made  up,  and  after  the  statement 
that  "petitioner,  in  support  of  his  motion  for  a 
perpetual  injunction,  introduced  on  tbe  hear- 
ing the  following  evidence,"  follow  the  various 
petitions,  answers,  proceedings  and  orders  in 
the  cause.  The  certificate  of  the  clerk  is  that 
the  transcript  is  a  true,  perfect  and  complete 
transcript  of  the  record,  prepared  in  accord- 
ance with  the  stipulation  of  counsel,  contained 
in  the  record.  The  stipulation  was  filed  in  the 
cause,  and  immediately  precedes  the  certificate 
of  the  clerk,  and  it  is,  in  substance,  that  the 
record  first  filed  in  this  court,  "  together  with 
the  foregoing  record,  as  made  up  for  said  su- 
preme court,  .  .  .  shall  be  taken  as  the  com- 
plete record  in  said  cause,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  suit"  There  is  also  indorsed  upon  said 
record  a  stipulation,  signed  by  the  solicitors 
for  the  defendants  in  error,  that  the  errors  as- 
signed upon  the  record  originally  filed  may  be 
considered  as  assigned  and  made  upon  said 
amended  record;  and  one  of  the  errors  so  as- 
signed is  that  "tbe  court  erred  in  making 
each  and  every  of  the  orders  and  decrees  set 
forth  in  the  record  aforesaid."  It  would 
seem  that  the  transcript  was  made  up  for  this 
court  in  the  way  in  which  it  was  by  consent 
of  counsel  for  both  parties,  and  probably  for 
tbe  purpose  of  avoiding  the  supposed  necessity 
of  copying  the  pleadings,  proceedings  and  or- 
ders twice  in  the  record,  and  at  the  same  time 
showing  that  the  same  were  given  in  evideuce 
in  support  of  the  motion  for  a  perpetual  in- 
junction. Upon  the  first  hearing  of  this  2ause 
in  this  court,  it  was  submitted  by  both  parties 
to  the  controversy  upon  the  theory  that  the  or- 
der in  question  was  properly  in  the  record,  and 
before  the  court  for  review.  The  case  was 
heard  and  determined  upon  that  assumption. 
We  must  now  regard  that  order  as  a  part  of 
tbe  record,  and  as  legitimately  before  us  for 
examination. 

It  is  suggested  that  it  is  for  the  interest  and 
benefit  of  the  corporation  that  a  sufficient 
amount  should  be  collected  from  its  stock- 
holders to  pay  its  debts,  and  that  it  cannot  be 
heard  to  complain  of  the  order  directing  suits 
to  be  brought  against  such  stockholders.  In 
Ward  v.  FarweU,  supra,  it  was  held  that,  on  a 
petition  filed  by  the  auditor  to  dissolve  an  in- 
surance company,  or  to  restrain  its  further 
transaction  of  business,  tbe  stockholders  of 
such  corporation  were  not  necessary  parties  to 
the  proceeding.  It  would  seem,  then,  that  in 
any  matter  which  affects  the  rights  or  interests 
of  the  stockholders  the  company  must,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  case,  have  the  right  to 
protect  its  stockholders,  and  that  it  is  its  duty 
so  to  do.  A  contrary  conclusion  would  be  sub- 
versive of  justice,  and  in  antagonism  with  first 
principles. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  order  of  the  court  now 
under  investigation  does  not  direct  the  receiver 
to  proceed,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  against 
stock  subscribers  or  stockholders,  whether 
they  have  surrendered  their  certificates  of  part- 
ly-paid stock  or  not.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  it  does  not  in  express  terms  direct  or  au- 
thorize such  suits;  but,  in  order  to  apprehend 
the  full  scope  of  the  order,  it  is  necessary  to 
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tace  into  consideration  one  or  two  matters 
which  we  have  not  thus  far  stated.  Section  6  of 
the  charter  of  plaintiff  in  error  provides  as  fol- 
lows: "The  real  and  persona]  property  of 
each  individual  stockholder  shall  be  held  liable 
for  any  and  all  liabilities  of  the  Company,  to 
the  amount  of  stock  held  or  subscribed  by 
him,  and  not  actually  paid  in.  In  all  cases  of 
losses  not  exceeding  the  means  of  the  corpora- 
tion, each  stockholder  shall  be  liable  to  the 
amount  of  unpaid  stock  held  by  him."  A 
corporation  may,  if  it  acts  in  good  faith,  buy 
and  sell  shares  of  its  own  stock.  Chicago,  P. 
&S.W.R.  Co.  v.  MwrmUeB,  84  111.  145,  048; 
Chetlain  v.  Republic  L.  Ins.  Co.  86  111.  220; 
Clapp  v.  Peterson,  104  111.  26. 

The  surrender  by  stockholders  to  the  Com- 
pany of  the  certificates  of  stock  upon  which  90 
per  cent  had  been  paid,  and  the  issuance  to 
such  stockholders  of  certificates  for  paid-up 
stock,  was,  in  substance,  and  in  legal  effect,  a 
purchase  by  the  Company  of  the  unpaid  stock 
at  its  par  value.  The  transaction  was  not  ultra 
tires.  It  was  based  upon  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  corporation  at  a  stockholders'  meeting. 
It  does  not  appear  that  any  stockholder  has 
ever  objected  either  to  the  resolutions  or  to  the 
transfers  of  stock  which,  in  conformity  there- 
with, took  place  between  the  corporation  and 
such  of  the  stockholders  as  elected  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  privilege  given  thereby. 
The  contracts  were  valid  as  between  the  Com- 
pany and  the  stockholders  who  gave  up  their 
part-paid  stock,  and  received,  in  lieu  thereof, 
full- paid  stock  for  one  fifth  of  the  amount  re- 
linquished. The  transaction  was  binding  upon 
the  Company,  and  the  stockholders  who  sold 
their  stock  to  the  corporation  should  be  pro- 
tected against  further  payments  upon  their 
subscriptions,  unless  there  were  at  the  time  of 
such  transaction  existing  creditors  in  respect  to 
whose  rights  it  was  fraudulent.  It  is  to  be 
noted  that  thereafter,  as  between  such  stock- 
holders and  the  Company,  there  was  no  in- 
debtedness to  the  Company  in  regard  to  the  sub- 
scriptions for  stock.  Such  being  the  law,  and 
the  condition  of  affairs  being  such  as  has  al- 
ready been  sufficiently  indicated  herein,  the 
circuit  court  made  the  order  of  January  81, 
1878,  authorizing  and  directing  the  receiver  to 
institute  legal  or  equitable  proceedings,  not 
only  against  such  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
stock  and  stockholders  as  he  should  be  advised 
"are  or  may  be  indebted  to  the  said  Company," 
but  also  "against  the  subscribers  to  the  stock 
and  stockholders  of  said  defendant."  The  lan- 
guage of  the  order  is  broad  enough  to  cover 
suits  prosecuted  upon  the  liability  of  the  stock- 
holders to  the  creditors,  and  where  the  only 
liability  is  to  the  creditors.  Construing  the  or- 
der in  the  lieht  of  the  petition  of  the  receiver 
upon  which  it  was  based,  tbe  purpose  of  it  was 
clearly  to  authorize  and  direct  the  receiver  to 
sue  for  and  recover  from  the  stockholders  sub- 
scriptions for  stock  which  they  had,  under  the 
resolutions  of  the  11th  of  June,  1878,  surren- 
dered to  tbe  Company.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  the  grounds  which  are  urged  by  plaintiff 
in  error  for  the  reversal  of  that  order  clearly 
appear  upon  tbe  face  of  the  order,  when  prop- 
erly construed. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  order  in  question  is 
merely  an  interlocutory  order  and  that  error 
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cannot  be  assigned  thereon.  Bat  that  order  is 
still  in  force  by  virtue  of  the  final  decree,  and 
it  involves  and  determines  a  matter  of  substan- 
tial right;  and  we  understand  that,  under  such 
circumstances,  error  may  be  assigned  upon  an 
interlocutory  order. 

If  the  order  directing  proceedings  against 
the  stockholders  who  had  transferred  their 
unpaid  stock  to  the  corporation  was  valid,  and 
was  not  erroneous,  it  seems  it  must  necessarily 
be  so  either  because  the  assignment  made  by 
the  Company  to  the  receiver  invested  the  latter 
with  such  title,  right  or  power  as  would  enable 
him  to  maintain  such  suit,  or  because  a  receiver 
has  authority,  under  the  rule  which  prevails 
in  the  chancery  courts,  to  avoid  the  voluntary 
and  lawful  acts  of  tbe  person  or  corporation 
whose  estate  he  represents,  or  may  be  clothed 
with  such  power  by  the  court  of  chancery 
which  appointed  him,  or  because  the  Statute 
for  the  dissolution  of  insurance  companies) 
makes  the  receiver  appointed,  in  conformity 
with  its  provisions,  tbe  representative  of  the 
creditors  of  the  Company  that  is  restrained 
from  the  further  prosecution  of  its  business. 

We  will  first  consider  the  matter  of  the  deed 
of  assignment.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the 
transfer  of  the  unpaid  stock  to  the  Company 
did  not  operate  as  an  absolute  discharge  of 
the  stockholders*  indebtedness  for  such  stock, 
but  was  a  discbarge  sub  modo  only;  that  the 
debts  continued  to  exist  Just  as  they  did  before, 
for  the  purpose  of  liquidating  the  claims  of  the 
creditors;  that  the  Company  continued  to  be 
the  creditor,  and  tbe  subscribing  stockholders 
tbe  debtors,  so  far  as  the  creditors  of  the  Com- 
pany are  concerned;  and  that,  the  legal  title 
and  interest  in  the  debts  remaining  in  the  Com- 
pany for  the  benefits  of  its  creditors,  such  legal 
title  and  interest,  and  the  right  of  the  Com- 
pany to  control  the  claims,  passed  to  the  re- 
ceiver by  virtue  of  the  Company's  assignment 
to  him,  in  pursuance  of  tbe  order  of  the  court 
directing  such  assignment.  The  statement  of 
this  theory  is  qualified  by  the  expression,  "for 
tbe  benefit  of  the  creditors,"  and  other  expres- 
sions of  like  import.  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind 
that  there  are  no  creditors  who  were  parties  to* 
the  proceeding  the  record  of  which  is  now  be- 
fore us.  The  statement  also  includes  the  ele- 
ment of  "  the  right  of  the  Company  to  control 
the  claims."  But  the  transaction  in  question, 
was  lawful  and  valid  so  far  as  the  Company  it- 
self was  concerned,  and  was  binding  upon  it, 
and  it  had  no  right  to  impeach  it  (only  the 
creditors  were  entitled  to  the  privilege),  and 
the  Company  had  no  authority  to  enforce  or 
"  control "  the  claims,  and  it  could  not  pass  by* 
its  deed  of  assignment  to  anyone,  either  as- 
signee or  receiver,  any  right  of  control  or  en- 
enforcement  that  it  did  not  of  itself  have.  It 
would  seem  that  the  Company,  by  its  deed  of 
assignment  to  the  receiver,  did  not  transfer  to 
him  any  rights  greater  or  in  addition  to  those 
that  would  have  been  conveyed  had  the  assign- 
ment been  made  to  an  assignee  under  the  Volun- 
tary Assignment  Law.  The  provisions  of  the 
assignment  now  under  investigation  are  no- 
broader  or  more  comprehensive  than  those 
that  would  have  been  contained  in  a  deed 
made  to  such  assignee;  and,  even  if  they  were, 
it  would  be  immaterial,  for,  in  the  nature  of 
things,  one  cannot  transfer  to  another  a  right 


1800. 


Republic  Life  hcs.  Co.  v.  Swtoebt. 


888 


which  he  does  not  have,  unless  he  is  acting 
under  a  power. 

In  the  case  of  BouUm  v.  Dement,  128  111. 
142,  11  West.  Rep.  437,  this  court,  speaking 
of  an  assignment  under  the  Act  relating  to  as- 
signments for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  said: 
"  The  company,  by  its  assignment,  conveyed 
do  greater  right  in  respect  to  its  property  than 
the  company  itself  possessed.  It  is  a  rule  of 
extensive  prevalence  that  a  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  does  not  pass  to  the 
assignee  any  interest  in  property  before  fraudu- 
lently transferred  by  the  assignor,  nor  any 
right  to  impeach  or  set  aside  such  fraudulent 
transfer,  such  right  belonging  to  the  creditors 
only.  ...  As  held  by  this  court,  an  admin- 
istrator cannot,  even  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors, avoid  a  fraudulent  conveyance  made  by 
his  intestate.  .  .  .  We  think  consistency 
with  our  decision  with  respect  to  administra- 
tors requires  the  adoption  of  the  role  above 
stated.  It  would  seem,  upon  principle,  that 
the  same  rule  in  this  respect  which  exists  in 
regard  to  an  administrator  should  be  held  to 
apply  to  an  assignee  under  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment. We  do  not  perceive  that  our  Statute 
respecting  assignments  makes  any  change  of 
the  rule.  The  assignee  under  the  above  doc- 
trine is  not  the  representative  of  creditors,  but 
the  agent  of  the  assignor  for  the  distribution 
of  the  property  assigned.  The  assignee's  duty 
...  is  confined  to  the  distribution  of  the  prop- 
em  assigned  to  him.  Any  interest  in  property 
before  fraudulently  transferred  by  the  assignor 
was  not  assigned  to  the  assignee. 

In  the  cases  passed  upon  by  this  court  in  re- 
spect to  an  administrator,  and  in  respect  to  an 
assignee  under  the  Assignment  Act,  there  were 
the  same  elements  that  were  claimed  here,  at 
least  so  far  as  the  assignment  made  by  the 
company  is  concerned.  These  elements  are 
the  existence  of  creditors  at  the  time  of  the 
transfers  of  property,  and  in  respect  to  which 
creditors  such  transfers  were,  or  were  claimed 
to  be,  fraudulent,  and  a  subsequent  vesting  in 
another  person,  either  by  operation  of  law  or 
by  conveyance  of  the  property  rights  of  the 
party  who  has  made  the  supposed  fraudulent 
transfers,  and  an  attempt  by  such  person  to 
enforce  the  right  of  creditors  to  reach,  in  pay- 
ment of  their  debts,  the  property  fraudulently 
transferred  by  the  person  to  whose  property 
rights  the  person  making  such  attempt  has 
succeeded.  And  there  was  the  same  element 
lacking  that  is  lacking  here,  i.e.  ,the  right  sought 
to  be  enforced  had  not  been  vested  in  the  person 
from  whom  title  and  interest  were  derived. 
We  think  that  consistency  with  this  decision 
in  Bouton  v.  Dement,  in  regard  to  an  assignee 
under  a  voluntary  assignment,  as  well  as  con- 
sistency with  the  decision  of  the  court  in  re- 
gard to  an  administrator,  requires  that  the 
same  rule  should  be  adopted  in  this  case  in  re- 
spect to  the  effect  of  the  assignment  that  was 
executed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  re- 
ceiver. In  other  words,  the  receiver  took  by 
the  assignment  made  by  plaintiff  in  error  no 
right  to  control  or  enforce  the  claims  against 
the  stockholders  growing  out  of  the  transac- 
tion between  the  Company  and  some  of  the 
stockholders  whereby  certificates  of  stock  were 
«nrroDdered  to  the  Company  in  payment  of 
unpaid  subscriptions  to  capital  stock. 
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The  only  authority  to  impeach  the  sale  of 
the  stock  to  the  Company  being  in  the  credit- 
ors of  the  corporation,  the  receiver,  Ward,  if 
be  has  such  authority,  must  have  it  either  be- 
cause the  doctrine  applicable  to  proceedings  in 
chancery  invests  him  with  an  agency  and  right 
to  act  on  behalf  of  the  creditors  in  that  regard, 
or  gives  the  court  of  equity,  by  virtue  of  its  in- 
herent powers,  the  prerogative  to  so  invest 
him,  or  upon  the  ground  that  the  Statute  for 
the  dissolution  of  insurance  companies  clothes 
him  with  the  right  to  enforce  the  rights  of  the 
creditors  in  that  behalf.  We  understand  the 
rule  to  be  that,  where  a  receiver  is  appointed 
for  the  purpose  of  takiDg  charge  of  the  prop- 
erty ana  assets  of  a  corporation,  he  is,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  nature  and  extent 
of  his  title,  regarded  as  representing  only  the 
corporate  body  itself,  and  not  its  creditors  or 
shareholders,  being  vested  by  law  with  the  es- 
tate of  the  corporation,  and  deriving  his  own 
title  under  ana  through  it;  and  that,  for  pur- 
poses of  litigation,  he  takes  only  the  rights  of 
the  corporation,  such  as  could  be  asserted  in  its 
own  name;  and  that  upon  that  basis  only  can 
he  litigate  for  the  benefit  of  either  stockhold- 
ers or  creditors.  In  High  on  Receivers  (§  316) 
the  rule  is  formulated  substantially  and  almost 
in  words  as  stated  above,  except  that  the  rule 
is  qualified  in  said  section  by  the  statement 
that  when  acts  have  been  done  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  creditors,  but  which  are  valid  as 
against  the  corporation  itself,  the  receiver 
holds  adversely  to  the  corporation.  The  only 
authority  cited  as  sustaining  the  qualification 
found  in  the  text  is  the  case  of  Curtis  v.  Lea- 
vitt,  15  N.  Y.  44.  That  case  was  decided  upon 
the  basis  of  such  qualification.  It  was  as- 
sumed and  conceded  by  counsel  upon  the  ar- 
gument of  the  case  that  the  receiver  succeeded 
to  the  rights  of  the  creditors.  It  was  an- 
nounced in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that,  "for 
all  the  purposes  of  the  present  controversy," 
they  would  •'proceed  upon  this  assumption." 
The  receivership  there  in  question  was  consti- 
tuted under  the  statutory  provisions  in  which 
were  found  the  expressions:  "Appoint  one  or 
more  receivers  to  take  charge  of  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  corporation;"  "the  property 
that  may  belong  to  it;A  "are  vested  with  all  the 
estate,  real  and: personal,  of  such  corporation;" 
"as  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and 
stockholders;"  "deemed  vested  with  all  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  the  debtor;"  and 
"power  to  sue  in  their  own  name  or  otherwise 
and  recover  all  the  estate,  debts  and  things  in 
action  belonging  or  due  to  such  debtor,  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  such 
debtor  might  or  could  have  done  if  no  attach- 
ment had  been  issued  or  trustees  appointed." 
Comstock,  J.,  in  his  opinion  said:  "It  has 
been  said  in  this,  as  in  other  cases,  that  the  re- 
ceiver represents  the  creditors  and  the  stock- 
holders, but,  for  all  the  purposes  of  in- 
quiry into  his  title,  be  really  represents  the 
corporation.  He  is  by  law  vested  with  the  es- 
tate of  the  corporate  body,  and  takes  his  title 
under  and  through  it.  It  is  true,  indeed,  that 
he  is  declared  to  be  a  trustee  for  creditors  and 
stockholders,  but  this  only  proves  that  they 
are  the  beneficiaries  of  the  fund  in  his  hand?, 
without  indicating  the  sources  of  his  title,  or 
the  extent  of  his  powers.    If,  then,  in  a  con- 
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troveny  between  the  receiver  and  third  parties 
in  respect  to  the  corporate  estate,  it  is  possible 
to  form  a  conception  of  rights,  legal  or  equi- 
table, belonging  to  the  shareholders  as  individ- 
uals, which  the  corporation  itself  could  not  as- 
sert in  its  own  name,  the  receiver  does  not  rep- 
resent those  rights.  So  far  as  the  shareholders 
are  concerned,  he  can  litigate  respecting  the 
fund  upon  precisely  the  grounds  which  would 
be  available  to  the  corporation,  if  it  were  still 
in  existence,  solvent  and  no  receivership  had 
been  constituted.  In  regard  to  creditors,  I 
should  certainly  incline  to  take  the  same 
view  of  his  rights  and  powers  under  the  stat- 
utes referred  to." 

In  Alexander  v.  Relfe,  74  Mo.  495,  it  was 
said  in  the  opinion  of  the  court:  "When  acts 
have  been  done  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors, the  receiver  may  litigate  for  their  benefit, 
though  the  acts  in  question  be  valid  as  to  the 
corporation  itself,  in  which  case  he  holds  ad- 
versely to  the  corporation."  This  language 
was  wholly  unnecessary  to  the  decision  of  the 
case,  and  the  only  authority  cited  therefor  was 
High.  Receivers,  §  815,  and  cases  cited,  which 
we  have  mentioned  and  considered  above. 

In  Byde  v.  Lynde,  *  N.  Y.  867,  it  was  said 
by  Bronson,  Ch.  J. :  "The  recovery  in  this  case 
seems  to  have  gone  upon  the  ground  that  the 
receiver  had  greater  rights  than  those  which 
belonged  to  the  company.  But  for  most,  if 
not  for  all,  purposes,  he  took  the  place,  and 
stands  as  the  representative,  of  the  company. 
He  is  as  much  bound  by  a  settlement  which 
the  company  was  authorized  to  make  as  was 
the  company  itself.  It  would  be  strange,  in- 
deed, if  the  legal  acts  of  a  corporation  did  not 
bind  the  receiver  of  its  effects.  .  .  .  If  the 
settlement,  though  a  lawful  act  in  itself, 
had  been  made  for  an  illegal  purpose;  if,  for 
example,  the  parties  had  known  that  there 
were  valid  claims  against  the  company  to  the 
payment  of  which  the  defendant  ought  to  con- 
tribute, and  yet  the  note  was  given  up  without 
consideration,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
either  the  creditors  or  the  other  members  of  the 
corporation, — the  persons  defrauded  would  un- 
doubtedly have  a  remedy.  But  I  do  not  see 
how  the  receiver  could  sue.  It  would  be  like 
the  case  of  a  conveyance  of  property  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  creditors  of  the 
grantor,  which,  though  void  as  against  the  per- 
sons intended  to  be  defrauded,  is  neverthe- 
less valid  against  the  grantor,  and  all  who  rep- 
resent him.  A  receiver  of  the  effects  of  such 
a  grantor  could  not  avoid  the  grant.  Neither 
can  this  receiver  avoid  a  settlement  which  bound 
the  corporation,  though,  in  the  supposed  case,  it 
was  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors,  and  other 
members  of  the  company.  The  person  injured 
must  sue." 

In  Farneworth  v.  Wood,  91  N.  Y.  808,  the 
court  said :  '  'The  rights  of  certain  creditors  to 
prosecute  their  claims  against  certain  of  the 
stockholders  never  were  the  property  of  the 
corporation,  nor  rights  of  action  vested  in  it, 
nor  is  there  any  provision  of  the  8tatute  which 
transfers  their  rights  of  action  from  the  credit- 
ors to  the  receiver." 

In  Ooope  v.  Bowles,  42  Barb.  87,  it  was  held 
that  a  receiver  is  not  clothed  with  any  rieht  to 
maintain  an  action  which  the  parties  or  the  es- 
tate which  he  represents  could  not  maintain; 
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and  that  he  must  show  a  cause  of  action  ex- 
isting in  those  parties,  and  that  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  court,  lawfully  made  in  a  matter 
where  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  the  power 
had  been  conferred  on  him,  in  bis  representa- 
tive capacity,  to  prosecute  the  action. 

In  Pieeataoua  F.  <£  M.  ln$.  Co.  v.  Bill,  80 
Me.  178,  a  bul  in  equity  was  brought  in  behalf 
of  the  creditors  of  the  corporation  by  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  trustees,  under  a  winding- 
up  statute  which  gave  them  power  to  take 
charge  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  to  collect  its  debts,  and  to  prosecute 
and  defend  suits.  The  defendant  was  a  stock- 
holder, director  and  treasurer  of  the  company. 
The  bill  charged  that  be  had  illegally  surren- 
dered securities  to  stockholders;  that  he  had 
illegally  sold  to  the  company  a  large  amount 
of  stock,  and  received  payment  therefor,  when 
he  knew  the  company  was  insolvent;  and  that 
he  had  committed  a  variety  of  other  acts, 
which  were  set  out  in  detail,  done  by  virtue  of 
contracts  with  the  company,  which  were  al- 
leged to  be  illegal,  fraudulent  and  void.  A 
demurrer  to  the  bill  was  sustained,  and  it  was 
dismissed.  It  was  there  said:  "The  trustees 
represent  the  corporation  alone,  and  not  its 
creditors  or  stockholders.  .  .  .  The  claims 
of  the  creditors  and  of  the  stockholders,  if  they 
have  any,  are,  in  the  first  instance,  against  the 
corporation,  and  they  have  no  other  except  as 
provided  by  law.  If  the  conduct  of  the  cor- 
poration, its  officers  or  stockholders,  has  been 
such  as  to  give  other  remedies  to  the  creditors, 
such  may  properly  be  pursued  in  their  own 
names.  So  far  as  their  rights  are  in  question, 
they  must  be  vindicated  by  themselves,  and 
not  by  others  in  their  behalf." 

In  Waterhouee  v.  Jamiceon,  2  Paters. 
(Scotch)  1812,  and  L  R  2  H.  L  29,  Lord 
Westbury  said  before  the  House  of  Lords: 
"I  take  it  to  be  quite  settled  that  the  righto  of 
creditors  against  the  stockholders  of  a  com- 
pany, when  enforced  by  a  liquidation,  must  be 
enforced  by  him  in  right  of  the  company. 
What  is  to  be  paid  by  the  shareholders  is  to  be 
recovered  in  that  right.  What  is  due  to  the 
company  is  that  only  which  is  in  fact  recover- 
able by  the  company.  The  liquidator,  there- 
fore, standingin  the  place  of  the  company,  the 
question  is,  Has  he  a  right  to  impeach  the 
memorandum,  set  aside  the  articles,  reduce  the 
certificate  and  recover,  in  right  of  the  com- 
pany, that  which  the  company  could  not  for 
one  moment,  as  against  a  bona  fide  shareholder, 
be  entitled  themselves  to  recover?  I  entirely 
adopt,  in  few  words,  what  fell  from  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  [  Lord  Cairns]  in  the  case  of 
Be  Duckworth,!*.  R.  2  Ch.  578,  where  my  noble 
and  learned  friend  used  these  words:  'The 
liquidator  represents  the  creditors  only  because 
he  represents  the  company,  and  through  the 
company  the  rights  of  the  creditors  are  to  be 
enforced/  .  .  .  Could  the  company  re- 
cover against  him?  If  there  bad  been  no  wind- 
ing-up order,  the  question  would  not  have  ad- 
mitted of  a  moment's  doubt,  and  the  winding- 
up  order  does  not  place  the  liquidator  in  a  bel- 
ter position  against  the  shareholder  than  the 
company  were  in."  In  the  same  case,  Lord 
Chelmsford  said:  "It  is  contended  on  the  part 
of  the  respondent  that,  under  the  winding-up 
order,  the  liability  of  the  appellant  is  entirely 
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chanced;  that  it  Is  competent  to  the  official 
liquidator,  who,  it  is  said,  represents  not  only 
the  company,  hut  also  the  creditors  of  the 
company,  to  show  that  the  company  was 
founded  on  misrepresentation;  that  the  allega- 
tion in  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  asso- 
ciation that  £100,000  had  been  paid  was  false; 
that  the  statement  on  the  register  of  £100  hav- 
ing been  paid  on  the  appellant's  shares  was 
also  false;  and  that  the  liquidator  is  therefore 
entitled  to  make  calls  upon  the  appellant  to  the 
extent  of  £100,  not  actually,  but  only  nomi- 
nally, paid  on  each  of  his  shares.  Upon  ex- 
amining the  Companies'  Act  of  1862,  I  find 
nothing  to  warrant  the  assertion  that  the  pow- 
ers of  the  liquidator  are  as  extensive  and 
searching  into  the  constitution  of  a  company  as 
is  there  alleged.  He  is  appointed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assisting  the  court  in  the  winding-up  of 
a  company,  but  in  all  his  proceedings  he  ap- 
pears to  be  merely  substituted  for  the  com- 
pany." 

In  Lcifchiltft  Case,  LRlEq.  281,  John 
and  Robert  Claypole  conveyed  a  patent-right 
to  the  British  &  Foreign  Cork  Company,  and 
received  shares  of  paid-up  stock  therefor.  No 
money  was  paid.  A  portion  of  these  shares 
was  afterwards  transferred  to  Leifchild.  It 
was  contended  that  the  transaction  was  a  fraud 
on  creditors,  and  the  liquidator  applied  to  have 
Leif child's  name  put  upon  the  list  of  contribu- 
tors, it  being  claimed  that  the  shares  transferred 
to  him  were  not  paid-up  shares.  It  was  held 
that  the  right  of  creditors  was  only  to  get  pay- 
ment of  their  debts  from  those  shareholders 
who  were  liable  to  contribute  to  the  payment, 
and  that  the  holders  of  paid-up  shares  were 
not  liable  to  so  contribute.  It  was  further 
held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  the  creditors  could  obtain  any  relief 
try  hill  in  chancery. 

Defendants  in  error  cite  numerous  cases  in 
which  it  has  been  decided  that  a  receiver  could 
bring  suit  to  set  aside  a  transaction  which  was 
binding  upon  the  person  or  corporation  over 
whose  estate  he  was  appointed.  Almost  all  of 
the  cases  cited  by  defendants  in  error  fall  in 
one  or  another  of  the  four  classes  following: 
Where  the  receiver,  by  force  of  some  statute, 
can  act  for  the  creditors;  where  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  ultra  vires,  and  not  binding 
upon  the  corporation;  where  the  receiver  was 
appointed  in  a  proceeding  prosecuted  by  cred- 
itors, which  was  supplemental  to  execution, 
and  the  receiver  had  the  rights  of  the  creditors 
at  whose  instance  and  to  secure  whose  claims 
he  was  appointed;  and  where  the  receiver  was 
suing  for  property  or  assets  that  belonged  to 
the  debtor.  With  the  law  of  such  cases  we 
have  no  fault  to  find.  To  analyze  and  exam- 
ine the  various  cases  cited  would  unduly  ex- 
pand the  proportions  of  this  opinion,  and 
would  accomplish  no  useful  purpose.  We  do 
not  wish  to  be  understood  as  saving  that  there 
is  no  conflict  in  the  authorities  in  regard  to  the 
matter  under  consideration;  but  we  think  the 
decided  weight  of  authority  sustains  the  rule 
in  respect  to  the  powers  of  receivers,  where 
there  has  been  no  enlargement  of  their  powers 
bv  legislative  enactment,  that  they  have  such 
rights  of  ac  ion  only  as  were  possessed  by  the 
persons  or  corporations  upon  whose  estates 
they  administer.  A  receiver  is  the  right  hand 
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and  creature  of  the  court  of  equity,  and  he  has 
such  powers  as  are  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
order  appointing  him,  and  the  course  and  prac- 
tice of  the  court  It  will  hardly  be  claimed, 
however,  that  the  court  of  chancery,  even  with 
all  its  inherent  powers,  is  authorized,  in  the 
absence  of  legislative  sanction,  to  clothe  its  re- 
ceiver with  power  to  seize  and  enforce  a  prop- 
erty right  which  belongs  only  to  parties  who 
are  not  before  the  court,  nor  asking  its  assist* 
ance. 

What  are  the  powers  of  a  receiver  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  for  the  dissolution  of  in- 
surance companies?  And  to  what  extent  have 
his  powers,  according  to  the  usual  course  and 
practice  of  the  court,  been  increased  thereby? 
Section  5  of  the  Act  provides  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  "one  or  more  persons  to  be  receivers, 
to  take  charge  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
company,  including  such  securities  as  may  be 
deposited  with  the  auditor  or  treasurer  of  state, 
and  to  collect  the  debts  due  and  property  be- 
longing to  it,  with  power  to  prosecute  and 
defend  suits  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  or 
in  their  own  names,  to  appoint  agents  under 
them,  and  do  all  other  acts  necessary  for  the 
collection,  marshaling  and  distributing  of  the 
assets  of  the  company,  and  the  closing  of  its 
concerns."  Rev.  Stat.  1880,  chap.  78,  §  107. 
Section  8  of  the  Act  is  as  follows:  "The  re- 
ceiver shall  pay  all  debts  due  from  the  com- 
pany if  the  funds  in  his  hands  are  sufficient 
therefor,  and,  if  not,  he  shall  distribute  the 
same  ratably  among  the  creditors  '.?ho  prove 
their  debts,  in  such  manner  as  the  court  may 
direct,  and  receivers  may  be  authorized  by  the 
court  to  sell,  convey  and  dispose  of,  and  con- 
vert into  money,  any  of  the  securities  or  assets 
of  the  company,  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
such  debts  and  distributing  such  funds.  If 
there  is  a  balance  remaining  after  the  payment 
of  the  debts,  the  receiver  shall  distribute  the 
same  among  those  who  are  justly  entitled  there- 
to, as  members,  stockholders,  or  otherwise,  or 
their  legal  representatives."  Rev.  Stat.  1889, 
chap.  78,  §  108.  These  two  sections  contain 
all  of  the  powers  that  are  expressly  given  to 
the  receiver  by  the  Statute.  It  will  be  noted 
that  no  provision  is  made  in  the  Act  for  the 
execution  of  an  assignment  by  the  corporatioo 
to  the  receiver.  It  would  seem  that  the  prop- 
erty rights  of  the  company  are  committed,  by 
force  of  the  Statute  and  by  virtue  of  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  appointing  a  receiver,  to  the 
charge  of  such  receiver,  to  be  sued  for,  bold, 
conveyed  and  disposed  of,  and  converted  into 
money,  as  the  court  may  direct.  It  appears 
that  a  decree  ordering  the  execution  of  an 
assignment,  and  the  making  of  an  assignment 
to  the  receiver,  are  not  necessary  in  order  to 
vest  in  the  latter  full  and  exclusive  charge  and 
control,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  of 
the  property  rights  of  the  company.  In  this 
particular  case  such  decree  and  such  assign- 
ment were  in  fact  made,  and  so,  in  any  view 
that  may  be  taken,  the  property  rights  of  the 
corporation  have  in  fact  vested  in  Ward,  the 
receiver  and  assignee.  The  powers  of  the  re- 
ceiver specially  designated  in  the  Statute  do 
not  seem  to  be  essentially  different  from  those 
mentioned  in  the  Voluntary  Assignment  Act 
as  being  given  to  the  assignee  under  a  volun- 
tary  assignment.     In  both  Acts  the  powers 
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specified  seem  to  be  limited  to  the  enforcement 
of  property  rights  derived  from  the  corpora- 
tion or  assignor,  respectively.  Section  5  of  the 
Dissolution  Act  defines  the  powers  and  prop- 
erty rights  of  the  receivers,  it  says  they  are 
"to  take  charge  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
company,"  "to  collect  the  debts  due  and  prop- 
erly belonging  to  it"  (the  company),  "to  prose- 
cute and  defend  suits  in  the  name  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  in  their  own  names,"  "to  do  all 
acts  necessary  for  the  collection,  marshaling 
and  distributing  of  the  assets  of  the  company, 
and  "to  do  all  acts  necessary  for  the  closing  of 
its  concerns."  Section  6  defines  the  duties  of 
the  receiver  in  respect  to  paying  out  and  dis- 
tributing such  moneys  as  may  be  in  his  hands, 
and  also  gives  him  power,  when  authorized  by 
the  court,  to  sell,  convey  and  dispose  of,  and 
convert  into  money,  any  of  the  securities  or 
assets  of  the  company.  The  property  rights 
donated  him,  or  given  into  his  charge,  are  the 
estate  and  effects  of  the  company,  the  debts 
due  the  company,  and  the  property  belonging 
to  it.  We  have  already  seen  that  in  this  case 
there  were  no  debts  due  the  Company,  from 
the  stockholders  here  in  question.  To  say 
"the  estate  and  effects  of  the  company"  means 
precisely  the  same  thing  as  saying  "the  es- 
tate and  effects  owned  by  the  company." 
Ohio  <fe  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  1&5  111.  80S; 
Montgomery  v.  Wyman,  130  111.  17.  We  do 
not  find  any  words  in  said  sections  which 
afford  any  pretense  for  claiming  that  the  pow- 
ers of  the  receiver  are  so  enlarged  thereby  as 
to  include  the  right  to  impeach  a  transaction 
which  the  corporation  could  not  challenge,  but 
which  the  creditors  could  arraign,  unless  such 
enlargement  is  accomplished  by  the  use  of  the 
words  "the  assets  of  the  company,"  or  follows 
by  necessary  implication  from  the  power  given 
the  receiver  to  marshal  assets,  or  by  like  im- 
plication from  the  power  donated  "to  do  all 
acts  necessary  for  the  closing  of  the  concerns" 
of  the  company.  As  now  used,  the  expression 
"the  assets  of  a  person,  corporation  or  estate" 
is  generally  equivalent  to  the  expression  "the 

fropertv  or  such  person,  corporation  or  estate." 
rem  the  connection  in  which  the  expression 
"the  assets  of  the  company"  is  found  in  this 
Statute,  we  think  it  has  reference  only  to  the 
estate,  effects,  securities,  debts  and  property 
specified  in  said  Statute,  and  which  are  to  be 
p'aced  in  charge  of  the  receiver.  There  may 
oe  frequent  occasion  for  the  application  by  the 
receiver  of  the  equitable  doctrine  of  marshal- 
ing, without  any  such  amplification  of  the 
funds  to  be  administered  by  him  as  is  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendants  in  error;  and  so 
there  is  no  sufficient  justification  for  saying 
that  such  enlargement  follows  by  necessary 
intendment.  The  expression  "the  concerns  of 
the  company"  falls  in  the  same  category  with 
the  phrase  "the  assets  of  the  company."  Al- 
though broad  enough,  in  one  sense,  to  include 
the  enforcement  of  claims  which  the  company 
could  not  enforce,  but  which  its  creditors 
could,  yet  we  think,  from  the  context,  that 
they  were  not  intended  to  thus  magnify  the 
powers  of  the  receiver.  The  expression  may 
be  given  a  signification  which  is  both  reason- 
able and  usual,  and  is  also  consistent  with  the 
other  parts  of  the  statute,  and  with  the  func- 
tions of  a  receiver  according  to  the  course  and 
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practice  of  the  court,  without  holding  that 
there  is  any  enlargement  of  the  powers  of  the 
receiver  beyond  what  is  specified  in  the  Statute, 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  held  that  an  expres- 
sion in  that  behalf  results  by  implication.  An 
administrator  is  merely  the  representative  of 
his  intestate.  An  assignee  is  not  the  repre- 
sentative of  creditors,  but  is  the  agent  of  the 
assignor  for  the  distribution  of  the  property 
assigned.  A  receiver,  virtute  officii,  and  with- 
out regard  to  any  expansion  of  bis  powers  by 
statute  or  by  an  authorized  decree  of  court,  is 
only  a  custodian  of  property.  He  is  ordinarily, 
in  respect  to  his  title,  and  in  respect  to  the 
litigations  in  which  he  may  engage,  merely 
the  representative  of  the  owners  or  the  prop- 
erty submitted  to  his  control.  But  so  far  as 
bis  powers  are  derived  from  a  statute,  or  from 
a  lawful  decree  of  the  court,  and  the  powers  do 
not  involve  rights  which  at  the  time  of  his  ap- 
pointment were  vested  in  such  owners,  he  is 
not  merely  their  representative,  but  is  the  in- 
strument of  the  law,  and  the  agent  of  the  court 
which  appointed  him.  Such  right  and  author- 
ity as  the  law  and  the  court  rightfully  give 
him,  he  possesses;  and,  in  respect  to  such  right, 
he  is  not  circumscribed  and  limited  by  the 
right  which  was  vested  in  and  available  to  the 
owners. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  defendants  in 
error,  and  the  claim  is  supported  by  very  able 
and  learned  arguments,  that  the  Legislature, 
in  enacting  the  law  here  under  consideration, 
invested  the  court  of  equity  with  Jurisdiction 
and  authority  to  make  final  settlement  of  the 
unfinished  business  of  the  corporation,  and 
close  up  its  concerns,  and  that  this  authority, 
when  supplemented  by  the  powers  inherent  in 
the  court  of  chancery,  was  amply  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  court  in  making  the  order  which 
is  here  called  in  question,  and  in  doing  all 
other  acts  necessary  for  the  accomplishment  of 
the  ultimate  purposes  contemplated  by  the  Act. 
But,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  ultimate 
purposes  intended  by  the  Act  are  to  perpetually 
enjoin  insurance  companies  which  fall  within 
its  purview  from  the  further  continuance  of  the 
business  for  which  they  were  organized,  and  to 
enable  the  court,  through  its  receivers,  to  ad- 
minister upon  the  estates,  effects,  securities, 
property  and  assets  owned  by  such  companies, 
and  upon  the  debts  due  them.  The  means  by 
which  these  objects  are  to  be  accomplished  are 
designated  and  fixed  by  the  Statute  itself. 
The  ninth  section  of  the  Act  provides:  "The 
mode  of  summoning  parties  into  court,  the 
rules  of  practice,  course  of  procedure,  and 
powers  of  courts,  in  cases  arising  under  this 
Act,  shall  be  the  same  as  in  ordinary  proceed- 
ings in  equity  in  this  State,  except  as  herein 
otherwise  provided."  As  we  have  already,  in 
substance,  remarked  in  another  connection,  it 
is  not  a  power  inherent  in  the  court  of  chancery, 
and  it  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  course  of 

{>rocedure  and  rules  of  practice  which  obtain 
n  ordinary  proceedings  in  equity,  for  the  court 
to  clothe  its  receiver  with  power  to  seize  and 
enforce  a  property  right  which  belongs  only  to 
parties  who  are  not  before  the  court,  and  who 
are  not  asking  its  assistance.  Nor  is  it  pro- 
vided in  the  Statute,  nor  legitimately  deducible 
therefrom,  as  is  the  case  in  respect  to  the  stat- 
utes in  force  in  some  jurisdictions,  that  the 
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receiver  may  represent  creditors,  and  bring  suits 
to  set  aside  acts  of  the  persons  or  corporations 
-whose  property  is  in  charge  of  the  receiver, 
-which  were  in  fraud  of  such  creditors.  The 
Legislature  has  made  no  provision  of  this  kind, 
•ana,  in  its  absence,  it  does  not  devolve  upon 
the  courts,  by  Judicial  legislation,  to  assume  a 
Jurisdiction  that  they  have  not  heretofore  pos- 
-sessed.  Our  conclusion  upon  this  branch  of 
the  case  is  that  the  order  made  by  the  circuit 
-court  on  January  81, 1878,  authorizing  and  di- 
recting the  receiver  to  institute  proceedings 
•against  the  subscribers  to  the  stock  and  stock- 
holders of  plaintiff  in  error,  was  erroneous. 

One  of  the  assignments  of  error  is  that  the 
-court  erred  in  making  each  and  every  of  the 
•orders  and  decrees  set  forth  in  the  record.  It 
is  claimed  that  an  order  made  in  January,  1878, 
•directing  the  receiver  to  pay  a  "dividend  of 
fifteen  per  cent  of  all  accepted  valuations  made 
T>y  him  of  policies  and  certified  by  the  actuary 
of  the  state  insurance  department,  and  of  all 
other  admitted  liabilities  of  the  said  Republic 
Life  Insurance  Company,"  etc.,  was  erroneous. 
The  Statute  provides  for  the  payment  of  divi- 
dends to  "creditors  who  prove  their  debts," 
and  it  is  claimed  that  this  statutory  require- 
ment was  disregarded  in  making  said  order. 
As  we  understand  the  record,  no  objection 
was  made  to  this  order  upon  the  first  submis- 
sion of  the  case  nor  until  after  the  awarding 
of  a  rehearing.  The  receiver,  acting  in  good 
faith  upon  this  order,  paid  out  $93,588.99, 
and  his  report  of  such  payments  was  con- 
firmed by  the  court.  There  was  no  objec- 
tion taken  in  the  court  below,  either  to  the 
order  or  to  the  report.    The  order  was  a  final 


and  appealable  order.  But  no  appeal  was 
taken,  or  writ  of  error  sued  out,  until  after  the 
entry  of  the  final  decree  in  the  cause.  We 
think  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  objec- 
tions now  urged  should  not  be  considered  by 
us.  The  order,  without  any  examination  by 
us,  should  be  allowed  to  stand  for  the  protec- ' 
tion  of  the  receiver. 

The  final  decree  perpetually  enjoining  the 
plaintiff  in  error  from  further  prosecution  of 
its  business  is  affirmed.  The  order  and  decree 
licensing  the  receiver  to  $et  aside  the  transactions 
by  which  unpaid  stock  was  surrendered  and  paid- 
up  stock  issued,  is  reversed. 

3f  avgrtider,  /.: 

This  is  a  controversy  between  creditors  on 
the  one  side  and  stockholders  on  the  other. 
Having  acted  as  attorney  for  one  of  the  creditors 
in  the  court  below,  I  have  taken  no  part  in  the 
decision  of  this  case. 

Scholfleld,  Gh.  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  foregoing  opinion.  I 
think  that  the  Statute  conferred  ample  power 
upon  the  circuit  court  to  make  the  order  in 
question.  Although  the  corporation  may  be 
estopped  to  sue  these  subscribers  for  stock,  the 
receiver  is  not,  for  he  represents,  as  to  the 
transaction  whereby  they  claim  to  be  protected 
from  suit  by  the  corporation,  both  the  corpor- 
ation and  its  creditors,  and  it  is  his  duty  to 
collect  the  amounts  subscribed  for  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors.  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp. 
g  867,  and  authorities  cited;  High,  Receivers, 
§  815;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt.  15  N.  Y.  44;  Sawyer 
v.  Eoag%  84  U.  8.  17  WalL  619, 21  L.  ed.  785. 
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-*!•  Street-railroad,  companies  are  not 
llabla  for  willful  and  tortious  acts  of  their  serv- 

•Head  notes  by  MoBmntr,  X 


ants  committed  outside  of  the  scope  of  their 
employment* 
8*  They  are  under  obligation*  to  carry 
their  passengers  safely  and  properly,  to 
treat  them  respectfully,  and,  if  this  duty  is  in- 
trusted to  a  servant,  he  is  responsible  for  the 
manner  in  which  he  exeoutes  the  trust  They 
must  protect  their  passengers,  not  only  from  vio- 
lence and  insults  of  strangers,  but  a  fortiori 
against  the  violence  and  insults  of  their  ow» 


Nom-Oorrter  UabU  for  tortious  act*  of  Us  agents. 

A  failure  by  a  carrier  of  passengers  to  use  the 
utmost  care,  not  only  safely  to  transport  its  pas- 
-sengers,  but  to  protect  them  from  violence  and  in- 
-eults  from  those  on  the  train,  will  render  it  liable 
for  any  damages  naturally  and  directly  resulting 
therefrom.  Spohn  v.  Missouri  Fac  B,  Co.  101  Ho. 
417. 

A  common  carrier  of  passengers  undertakes  ab- 
solutely to  protect  them  against  the  misconduct  of 
its  own  servants  engaged  in  executing  the  con- 
tract. New  Jersey  a  B.  Co.  v.  Brocket*,  121 U.  & 
487,  SO  Led.  104ft. 

A  common  carrier  is  responsible  for  the  willful 
misconduct  of  Its  servant  against  a  passenger. 
Ooddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Go.  57  He.  302. 

It  is  wholly  immaterial  that  the  master  did  not 
authorise  or  even  know  of  the  servant's  act  or  neg- 
lect, or  even  that  he  disapproved  or  forbade  it,  if 
the  act  or  neglect  be  in  the  course  of  the  servant's 
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employment.  Philadelphia  ft  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Derby, 
66  U.  8.14  How.  48ft,  14  L.  ed.  600;  Philadelphia,  W. 
AB.R.OO.V.  Quigley,  68  U.  8.  XL  How.  210, 16  L.  ed. 
75;  Higgles  v.  Watervllet  Turnp.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  27; 
Stewart  v.  Brooklyn  AO.B.  Co.  00  N.  Y.581;  New 
Jersey  &  &  Go.  v.  Brookett,  supra. 

A  railway  company  is  liable  for  the  malicious  and 
criminal  acts  of  its  employes  toward  passengers 
while  they  are  executing  what  they  suppose  to  be 
the  orders  of  the  company,  even  though  tbe  orders 
do  not  in  fact  contemplate  such  acts.  HoKlnley  v. 
Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  44  Iowa,  314;  Chicago  ft  B. 
B.  Co.  v.  Flexman,  108  HI.  646, 8  Am.  ft  Bng.  B.  B. 
Gas.  864;  Gasway  v.  Atlanta  ft  W.  P.  B.  Co.  68  6a. 
216,  16  Am.  By.  Bep.  00. 

But  the  acts  of  a  servant  beyond  the  scope  of  his 
employment  are  not  ohargeable  to  tbe  master. 
Little  Miami  R.  Co.  v.  Wetmore,  10  Ohio  St.  110. 

If,  through  tbe  negligenoe  or  willful  act  of  the 
oonduotor  or  of  a  brakoman,  or  of  both,  a  jet  of  wa- 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish  of 
Orleans  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  because  of  abuse 
to  which  he  was  subjected  while  a  passenger 
on  defendant's  car.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Buck*  Dinkelspiel  Sb  Hart  for 
appellant. 

Messrs.  P.  E.  Thesvrd  A  Sons,  forap 
pel  lee : 

A  street  railway  company  is  answerable  in 
damages  for  the  insulting  conduct  of  one  of  its 
drivers  towards  a  passenger. 

Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace  Oar  Co.  40  La. 
Ann.  87;  Goddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Go.  57 
Me.  202;  Keens  v.  Lizardi,  5  La.  481;  Block  v. 
Bannerman.  10  La.  Ann.  1;  Philadelphia  AR. 
R.  Co.  v.  Derby,  66  U.  8.  14  How.  4*8, 14  L. 
ed.  602;  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  arts.  2815,  2817. 

A  street  railway  company  is  also  responsible 
for  the  unlawful  and  unwarranted  arrest  of  a 
passenger,  on  a  malicious  charge  made  by  one 
of  its  drivers  that  the  passenger  had  passed  a 
counterfeit  coin.  Proof  of  actual  damage  in 
such  cases  is  not  necessary. 

Spotorno  v.  Fourichon,  40  La.  Ann.  428; 
Lobe  v.  Carey,  83  La.  Ann.  914;  Perret  v.  New 
Orleans  Times  Newspaper,  26  La.  Ann.  170; 
Love  v.  McOomas,  14  La.  Ann.  198. 

Where  it  is  shown  that  the  arrest  was  entirely 
without  probable  cause,  malice  will  be  in- 
ferred. 

Northern  v.  Williams,  6  La.  Ann.  578;  Hardy 
v.  Stevenson,  29  La.  Ann.  172;  Leteler  v.  Hunt- 


ington, 24  La.  Ann.  880; 
La.  Ann.  448. 


Thezan  v.  Thetan,  29 


McEnery,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  Company 
for  $20,000  for  damages  for  abuse  when  in  de- 
fendant's car,  and  for  damages  for  maliciour 
Prosecution,  and  false  arrest  and  imprisonment, 
'here  was  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  $400,  from  which  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed. The  facts  are  that  on  the  27th  day  of 
December,  1889.  the  plaintiff  entered  the  street- 
car of  the  defendant  Company.  He  handed  to 
the  driver  of  the  car,  through  the  change  gate, 
one  silver  dollar  for  change.  The  drivers  of 
the  cars  are  instructed  to  furnish  change  to  the 
amount  of  two  dollars  to  passengers.  The 
driver  returned  to  the  plaintiff  95  cents,  15 
cents  of  which  he  placed  in  the  fare-box  for 
himself  and  friends.  There  was  some  alterca- 
tion about  the  change  being  short  five  cents. 
The  driver  gave  the  plaintiff  five  cents  to  make 
good  the  deficiency.  After  going  several 
squares,  the  driver  charged  the  plaintiff  with 
having  handed  a  counterfeit  dollar  to  him,  for 
which  he  had  given  him  the  change.  The 
driver,  in  the  hearing  of  the  passengers,  threat- 
ened to  have  the  plaintiff  arrested  when  he 
reached  the  station.  He  frequently  looked  at 
the  plaintiff  in  a  menacing  manner,  which  at- 
tracted attention.and  placed  the  plaintiff  un- 
der suspicion.  When  the  car  reached  the  sta- 
tion the  driver  and  the  starter  at  the  station  had 
the  plaintiff  arrested  by  a  policeman,  and  con- 
fined in  prison  for  a  short  while.  There  was  a 
charge  of  passing  counterfeit  money  lodged 


ter  is  dashed  upon  a  passenger  while  being  carried, 
it  is  a  breaota  of  the  oontract.  Terre  Haute  ft  I.  B. 
Co.  v.  Jackson,  81  Ind.  18,  6  Am.  ft  Bng.  B.  B.  Gas.  ITS. 

Assaulting  passenger. 

Where  an  agent  commits  an  assault  in  the  line  of 
bis  duty  and  within  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
the  master  Is  liable.  Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  B. 
Co,  18  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 818;  Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  B. 
Co.  8  Jones  ft  S.  118. 

Tt  is  a  Joint  trespass,  for  which  a  Joint  or  several 
action  against  either  the  principal  or  agent  could 
be  sustained.  Priest  v.  Hudson  River  B.  Co.  40 
flow.  Pr.  466. 

A  railroad  company  Is  responsible  for  an  assault 
and  battery  by  the  conductor  of  one  of  Its  trains 
upon  a  passenger  In  seising  or  attempting  to  sense 
his  property  to  enforce  payment  of  his  fare.  Barns- 
den  v.  Boston  ft  A.  B.  Co.  104  Mass.  117.  8ee  Moore 
v.  Fitohburg  B.  Corp.  4  Gray,  465;  Hewett  v.  Smith, 
8  Allen,  420;  Holmes  v.  Wakefield,  12  Allen,  580. 

Striking  him,  throwing  him  down,  trampling  on 
him,  etc.,  is  ground  of  action  against  the  company 
for  assault  and  battery.  Priest  v.  Hudson  Biver 
H.  Co.  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  B.  60. 

Where  a  person  Is  assaulted  and  grossly  insulted 
by  a  brakeman  employed  on  the  train,  the  compa- 
ny is  liable.  Goddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Go.  87 
Me.  202. 

Where  a  conductor  on  a  train  makes  an  indecent 
assault  on  a  female  passenger  the  oompany  is  liable 
for  compensatory  damages.  Craker  v.  Chicago  ft 
It.  W.  B.  Co.  86  Wis.  657, 9  Am.  By.  Bep.  118. 

Removing  trespasser  from  train. 

Removing  a  trespasser  from  a  train  of  oars  while 
the  train  is  moving  very  slowly  Is  not  negligence 
12L.R.A. 


or  wantonness  per  ss.  Southern  Kansas  B.  Co.  v. 
Sanford  (Kan.)  11 L.  B.  A.  488. 

Where  a  boy  fifteen  years  old  gets  upon  a  freight 
train,  for  the  purpose  of  riding,  without  paying  hi» 
fare,  and  Is  commanded  by  the  brakeman  to  jump 
off  the  train  while  In  dangerous  motion,  and  In  fear 
of  being  thrown  off  obeys  the  command  and  is  in- 
jured thereby,  the  company  is  liable.  Kansas  City* 
V.  8.  ft  G.  B.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  86  Kan.  666. 

A  child  riding  upon  a  platform  without  the  pay- 
ment of  fare  Is  a  trespasser;  but  If  the  driver  ejects 
him  in  a  manner  endangering  life  or  limb,  the  oom- 
pany is  liable.  Biddle  v.  Hestonvlile,  M.  ft  F.  Pass. 
B.  Co.  8  Cent.  Bep.  404, 118  Pa.  66L  See  Duff  v.  AW 
legheny  Valley  R.  Co.  91  Pa.  458;  Hestonvlile  Pass. 
B.  Co.  v.  Connell,  88  Pa.  688;  Philadelphia  *B.  B. 
Co.  v.  Hummell,  44  Pa.  875. 

A  street-car  oompany  Is  liable  for  the  act  of  its* 
driver  in  attempting  to  put  off  a  boy  who  Is  tres- 
passing upon  the  car,  who  Jumps  off  and  receives 
Injuries  resulting  in  death,  if  the  driver's  acts- 
caused  a  belief  that  he  was  about  to  inflict  bodily 
punishment  upon  the  boy.  Hogan  v.  Central  Park* 
N.ftE.B.B.Co.88N.Y.8.B.7Q2.  8eeMoCannv» 
Sixth  Ave.  B.  Co.  117  N.  T.  605. 

Ejecting  passenger  from  train. 

Although  a  servant  of  a  carrier  may  be  obliged1 
to  use  force  in  the  enforcement  of  reasonable  reg- 
ulations established  by  the  carrier,  the  carrier  will- 
not  be  protected  if  be  uses  excessive  or  unnecessa- 
ry force.  New  Jersey  8.  B.  Co.  v.  Brookett,  121  U. 
8. 687, 80  L.  ed.  104%  Sanford  v.  Eighth  Avenue  B. 
00.88N.Y.846. 

If  the  oonduotor,  acting  In  the  performance  of 
his  duty,  exceeds  the  degree  of  force  necessary  and) 
proper  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  removal,  and> 
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against  plaintiff.  The  prosecution  was  dis- 
missed, as  the  dollar  which  it  is  alleged  was 
counterfeit  was  a  good  coin.  There  is  some 
conflict  of  testimony  as  to  the  exact  point  where 
the  plaintiff  was  arrested.  But  we  believe  his 
statement  is  corroborated  that  he  was  arrested 
at  the  request  of  the  driver  by  the  policeman,  in 
response  to  the  "whistle," — a  signal  for  the  of- 
ficer which  he  blew  before  the  car  stopped,— 
just  as  he  was  stepping  from  the  car.  The  pe- 
tition of  plaintiff  contains  two  causes  of  ac- 
tion,—one  for  abuse  and  defamation  when  in 
defendant's  car,  and  the  other  for  malicious 

Srosecution.  On  the  latter  cause,  the  record 
oes  not  show  that  the  charge  against  plaintiff, 
and  his  consequent  arrest,  instigated  by  the 
driver  of  the  car,  was  done  in  the  exercise  of 
the  functions  in  which  he  was  employed.  The 
driver  had  no  instructions  to  make  arrest  for 
the  passing  of  counterfeit  money.  No  infer- 
ence of  such  authority  can  be  drawn  from  the 
fact  of  changing  money  for  passengers.  He 
does  this  at  his  own  risk  and  responsibility;  the 
Company  loses  nothing  if  counterfeit  coin  is 
accepted  by  the  driver,  as  he  is  charged  with 
it.  It  has  no  interest,  therefore,  in  the  arrest 
of  the  person  attempting  to  pass  counterfeit 
money,  other  than  that  which  induces  every 
citizen  to  make  known  crime  when  committed. 
It  may  be,  as  alleged  by  plaintiff,  that  the  act 
was  malicious,  willful  and  tortious,  but,  as  it 


\  not  done  within  the  scope  of  the  driver's 
employment,  the  defendant  Company  cannot 
be  held  responsible  in  damages.  Rev.  Civil 
Code,  art  2820 ;  Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace 
Gar  Oo.  40  La.  Ann.  88 ;  Gerber  v.  Viosca,  8 
Bob.  (La.)  150;  Ware  v.  Barataria  &  L.  Canal 


Co.  15  La.  189;  Dyer  v.  Ridey,  28  La.  Ann.  6 ; 
Cooley,  Torts,  p.  586. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  defendant's 
street-car  line.  He  had  paid  his  fare  to  his 
destination.  He  behaved  himself  with  propri- 
ety. He  was  not  drunk  or  disorderly.  The 
complaint  against  him  for  passing  counterfeit 
money  was  groundless.  He  was  subjected  to 
insult  and  defamation  by  the  driver  in  the  pres- 
ence of  other  passengers.  If  not  subjected  to 
arrest  within  the  car,  he  was  practically  placed 
under  surveillance  by  the  driver  from  the  time 
be  was  charged  with  passing  the  counterfeit  ' 
dollar  until  he  arrived  at  his  destination.  In 
the  case  of  Williams  v.  Pullman  Palace  Oar 
Co.,  40  La.  Ann.  88,  we  quoted  from  and  ap- 
proved of  the  law  as  expressed  in  the  case  of 
Qoddard  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.Jfl  Me.  202. 
In  that  case  the  court  said:  "The  carrier's 
obligation  is  to  carry  his  passenger  safely  and 
properly,  and  to  treat  him  respectfully,  and  if 
he  intrusts  the  performance  of  this  duty  to  his 
servants,  the  law  holds  him  responsible  for  the 
manner  in  which  they  execute  the  trust.  He 
must  not  only  protect  his  passengers  against 
the  violence  and  insults  of  strangers  and  co- 
passengers,  but  a  fortiori  against  the  violence 
and  insults  of  his  own  servants."  Ibid.  The 
same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Eeene 
v.  Lieardi,  5  La.  481;  also  referred  to  and  af- 
firmed in  the  cases  of  Williams  v.  Pullman  Pal- 
ace Car  Co.,  40  La.  Ann.  88,  and  MaUaeh  v. 
Ridley,  15  N.  T.  8.  R.  4. 

There  was  no  conductor  on  defendant's  car. 
The  driver  was  in  exclusive  control  of  the  car, 
and  charged  with  the  safe  delivery  of  the  pas- 
sengers.   He  was  the  only  servant  of  the  Com  • 


injury  results,  the  company  is  also  liable.  Jackson 
v.  Seoond  Ave.  R.  Co.  47  N.  T.  274.  See  Ramsden  v. 
Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.  104  Mass.  117;  fllggins  v.  Water- 
vlietTurnp.ftR.Oo.4fiN.Y.28.  See  note  to  South- 
ern Kansas  B.  Oo.  v.  Sanford  (Kan.)  11 L.  R.  A.  482. 

If  the  agent  uses  more  force  than  Is  necessary  to 
eject  a  passenger,  or  uses  vile  epithets  toward  him, 
such  conduct  should  always  be  considered  by  the 
jury  in  aggravation  of  damages.  Quigley  v.  Cen- 
tral Pac.  R.  Oo.  11  Ne  v.  880. 

Where  a  passenger  stricken  with  apoplexy  1s  re- 
moved from  astreet-car  by  the  driver,  in  a  helpless 
condition,  and  laid  in  the  street,  on  a  nleak,drlnllng 
day,  and  there  abandoned,  the  company  is  liable. 
Conolly  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Oo.  41  La.  Ann.  57. 

His  mistake  in  supposing  that  the  passenger  was 
drunk,  when  he  had  ridden  a  considerable  distance 
without  misbehavior,  will  not  excuse  the  oompany 
from  liability.   Ibid. 

The  refusal  of  a  passenger  to  pay  his  fare  will  not 
justify  any  act  which  would  put  human  life  in  peril, 
and  a  passenger  has  a  right  to  repel  an  attempt  to 
eject  him  in  order  to  save  his  own  life,  from  the  un- 
justifiable assault  of  the  conductor.  Hoffman  v. 
New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  R.  R.  Oo.  87  N.  Y.  24;  Bounds 
v.  Delaware.  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  64  N.  Y.  120 ;  Lynch  v. 
Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  77;  Ramsden  v. 
Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.  104  Mass.  121;  Noble  v.  Cunning- 
ham. 74  m.  88;  Northwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Hack,  ft*  111. 
242;  Robinson  v.  Webb,  11  Bush,  464,  cited  in 
New  Jersey  8.  B»  Co.  v.  Brockett,  121 U.  B.  687, 80  L. 
ed.l0SL 

Action  of  damages  for  personal  injury  or  death. 

It  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  for 

a  tort  that  damages  should  accompany  the  act  eom- 

'  plained  of ;  otherwise  it  is  damnum  absque  injuria* 

for  whloh  no  action  lies.   Knapp  v.  Roche,  04  N.  Y. 

12  L.  R.  A. 


888;  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany  v.  Ten  Eyck,  48 
N.  Y.  806;  People  v.  Stephens,  71  N.  Y.  641. 

A  railway  oompany  cannot  be  held  liable  in  dam- 
ages because  its  conductor  informed  a  husband  in 
a  brusque  manner.  In  the  presence  of  his  wife,  that 
they  must  pay  their  fares  or  get  off,  and,  at  the  next 
station,  said  in  a  decided  or  rude  tone  that  they 
must  get  off.  Rose  v.  Wilmington  ft  W.  R.  Co.  100 
N.C.168. 

Where  the  enforcement  of  a  regulation  was  at- 
tended with  unnecessary  or  cruel  severity,  the  dec- 
larations of  the  servant  made  at  the  time  are  com- 
petent evidence  against  the  carrier,  and  a  part  of 
the  res  otstat.  Vioksburg  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  O'Brien, 
U»  U.  8. 00, 80L.ed.200;  Ohio  ft  M.R.Oo.  v.  Porter, 
02  HL  487;  Toledo  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Goddard,  26  Ind. 
190. 

Where  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
after  defendant  had  notice  that  its  brakeman  had 
committed  the  injuries  complained  of  it  retained 
him  in  its  service  and  promoted  him,  it  might  be*, 
such  a  ratification  of  the  brakeman 's  act  as  to  au- 
thorise the  jury  to  award  exemplary  damages. 
Bass  V.Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  80  Wis.  688, 18  Am.  ' 
By.  Rep.  414;  Bass  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  42  Wis. 
664. 16  Am.  Ry.  Rep.  46;  Gasway  v.  Atlanta  ft  W.  P. 
B.  Oo.  68  Ga.  216, 16  Am.  Ry.  Rep.  00. 

A  verdict  against  a  railroad  oompany  for  an  as- 
sault committed  upon  a  passenger  by  one  of  its  em- 
ployes is  sustained  by  evidence  that  the  person 
committing  the  assault  was  at  the  time  acting  as 
brakeman  under  the  authority  of  the  defendant, 
though  not  on  his  regular  train.  Conger  v.  St.  PauJ, 
M.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  Jan.  12, 180L  See  notes  to 
Smith  v.  Kanawha  County  Ct  ( W.  Va.)  8  L.  R.  A.  82; 
Conolly  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Co.  (La.  Ann.)  8  L.  R.  A. 
184;  Dillingham  v.  Anthony  (Tex.)  8  L.  R.  A.  686; 
Quim  v.  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  (8. 0.)  1 L.  R.  A.  682. 
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pany  to  whom  the  passengers  could  look  for 
protection.  It  is  difficult  to  estimate  damages 
to  f  eelincs  and  reputation.  If  the  plaintiff  was 
possessed  of  any  pride,  or  had  any  regard  for 
his  character,  his  humiliation  in  the  presence 
of  others,  when  in  defendant's  oar,  must  nave 
produced  the  severest  mortification.  Under 
the  facts  presented  in  this  case,  it  was  the  pe- 
culiar province  of  the  jury  to  estimate  the 
damages.  In  the  case  of  Origin  v.  JBkreupert 
&a7r.  Oo.,  41  La.  Ann.  806,  we  said:  ''While 
we  are  not  bound  by  the  findings  of  a  Jury, 
even  on  questions  of  fact  or  of  damage,  and 


do  not  hesitate  to  reverse  them  when 
f estly  erroneous  or  excessive,  yet  we  give  them 
the  weight  to  which  they  are  Justly  entitled, 
and  do  not  lightly  disturb  them." 

The  claim  for  damages  for  the  false  arrest 
and  malicious  prosecution  did  not  go  to  the 
Jury.  Their  finding  was  confined  to  the  insult, 
abase  and  defamation  whOe  in  defendant's  car. 
We  see  no  reason  to  disturb  the  amount  award* 
ed  by  the  Jury. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 
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1.  A  ticket  for  avoyage  purporting;  to 
be  a  contract,  containing  written  and 
printed  stlpnlationa  which  cover  the  greater 
part  of  two  quarto  pages,  bearing  the  signature 
of  the  carrier's  agent  with  a  blank  space  for  that 
of  the  passenger,  oharges  the  latter  with  notice 
of  the  stipulations,  and  they  are  binding  on  him 
although  he  did  not  read  them. 

8.  The  fact  that  a  passenger  does  not 
sign  a  ticket  which  constitutes  a  oontract  and 
has  a  blank  space  for  his  signature  does  not  re* 
lieve  him  from  the  effects  of  its  stipulations. 

3.  A  contract  to  carry  a  paeeenger  ex- 
empting the  carrier  from  liability  even  for  neg- 
ligence, if  it  was  valid  where  it  was  made,  will  be 


upheld  by  the  ooura  of  a  State  in  which  snob 
contracts  are  held  void  as  against  public  policy. 

(Hay  is,  189L) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  (Pitman,  J.)  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  his  trunk  and 
contents  while  said  trunk  was  in  defendant's 
possession  for  transportation,  in  which  a  ver- 
dict had  been  entered  fox  plaintiff.  Judgment 
for  defendant. 

Plaintiff  was  a  steerage  passenger  ou  de- 
fendant's steamship  "Samaria"  from  Liverpool 
to  Boston  on  a  trip  commencing  November  7, 
1888.  He  had  with  him  his  trunk  containing 
clothing  and  personal  effects.  During  the  voy- 
age the  trunk  and  contents  were  entirely  ruined 
by  defendant's  negligence. 

At  the  time  plaintiff  engaged  passage  he  re- 


Norm.— Pamngen;  stipulation  in  contract  of 
oarriaQt, 

The  right  of  a  passenger  to  be  carried  upon  a 
railroad  upon  a  •'  tourist*  w  or  "round-trip  "  ticket 
depends  upon  the  written  oontract  signed  by  mm 
thereon,  and  not  upon  representations  made  by  an 
officer  of  the  oompany.    Mosher  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 

A8.R.oo.ma.aaw,ffiL.ed.m 

Where  a  passenger  ticket  oontalns  limitations  of 
the  carrier's  liability  printed  thereon,  with  a 
blank  space  thereunder  for  the  passenger*  signa- 
ture, but  the  passenger  is  not  requested  to  sign  his 
name  thereto,  and  the  conditions  are  not  made 
known  to  him,  there  is  no  oontract  and  no  restric- 
tion or  limitation  of  the  liability  of  the  carrier. 
Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  G.  B.  R.  Go.  v.  Rodebaugh.  86 
Kan.  46;  Freeman  v.  Detroit,  M.ftM.R.Oo.  9  West. 
Kep.H7,66Mioh.677. 

A  stipulation  that  an  express  oompany  shall  not 
be  liable  for  money  lost  by  Its  default,  unless  claim 
therefor  is  made  in  writing,  at  Its  office,  within 
thirty  days  after  its  delivery  to  the  oompany,  Is 
reasonable  and  valid.  Glenn  v.  Southern  Exp.  Go. 
66  Tenn.  694. 

Where  the  failure  to  make  the  claim  ooours  with- 
out fault  or  negligence  of  the  parties  entitled  to 
the  money,  It  will  be  excused  and  will  not  prevent 
a  recovery.    Ibid, 

The  fact  that  a  ticket,  on  its  face  nontransferable, 
was  sold  without  requiring  the  purohaser  to  sign 
it,  does  not  relieve  him  from  the  terms  of  the  con- 
t  met.  Drummond  v.  Southern  Pao.  Co.  (Utah)  Feb. 
3, 1891,  citing  Illinois  Cent  R.  Go.  v.  Bead,  37  I1L 
484 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  MoGowan,  26  Am.  ft  Bng.  R. 
It.  Cas.  274;  Mosher  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  ftS.  R.  Co.  127 
T.  S.  391, 32  L.  ed.  249. 
12  L.  R.A. 


The  giving  plalnthTa  free  pass  does  liot  estop  him 
from  showing  that  he  was  not  to  take  hts  ] 
upon  the  terms  therein  expressed, 
ing  on  the  oompany  *s  ofler  to  pay  hts  < 
a  trip  for  the  pospese  of  certeJ 
Grand  Trunk  EL  Oo,  v.  Stevens,  9ft  U.  8.6s*  21 1* 


One  holding  a  commutation  ti<)ket»andeetfmiag 
the  right  to  travel  as  a  passanaoi  oat  the  ground 
that  he  is  a  member  of  a  partnership  named  om  the 
face  of  the  ticket,  must  show  the  conductor  that 
his  name  appears  indorsed  thereon  in  fwmpHsnon 
with  the  conditions  specified  on  the  reverse  side  of 
the  ticket.  Greater  v.  Louisiana  W.  B.  Oo.  4ft  La. 
Ann,  880. 

The  burden  of  proof  of  knowledge,  byapasssav 
ger,  of  a  memorandum  on  his  ticket  limiting  the 
liability  of  a  railroad  company,  and  of  Ins  assent 
to  it,  rests  upon  the  oompany.  Baltimore  ft  O. 
R.  Co.  V.Harris,  7vU.8.12WalL  66, 20  L.ed.  864,  cit- 
ing Bissau  v.  Michigan,  S.  ft  N.  L  R.  Go.  28  N.  Y. 
268;  Champion  v.  Bostwiok,  IS  Wend.  195;  Gary  v. 
Cleveland  ft  T.  EL  Oo.  29  Barb.  96;  Quhnby  v.  Tan- 
derWlt,  17  N.Y. 806;  Najao  V.Boston  ft  L.B.Oo.7 
Allen,  889;  Great  Western  R.  Oo.  v.  Blake,  7  Hurlst. 
ft  N.  987;  New  Jersey  Steam  Nav.  Oo.  v.  Merchants 
Bank,  47  XT.  8.  6  How.  888, 18  L.  ed.  488:  Brown  v. 
Eastern  R.  Oo.  11  Gush.  97;  Bean  v.  Green,  1ft  Me. 
428;  Dorr  v.  New  Jersey  Steam  Nav.  Oo.  4  Sandf. 
186,  11  N.  T.  485.  See  notes  to  MoGowen  v.  Mor- 
gan's  L.  ft  T.  R.  ft  8.  Oo.  (La.)  6  L.  R.  A.  818;  Wight- 
man  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Oo.  (Wis.)  ft  L.  R.  A.  186; 
Dewire  v.Boston  ftM.R.B.(Meaw  8L.R.A.U6; 
Missouri  Pao.  R.  Oo.  v. Ivey  (Taxjl  L.  R.  A.  6QL 


See  also  16  L.  R.  A.  318. 
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ceftved  from  defendant's  agent  a  ticket  entitled 
"Passenger  Contract  Ticket/'  upon  the  bottom 
of  which  appeared  "  The  passenger's  luggage 
is  carried  only  on  the  conditions  on  the  back 
hereof." 

On  the  back  of  the  ticket  among  other 
things  was  written  "The  Company  is  not  liable 
for  loss  of  or  injury  to  the  passenger  or  his 
luggage,  or  delay  in  the  voyage,  whether  arising 
from  the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  per- 
ils of  the  sea,  rivers  or  navigation,  restraint  of 
princes,  rulers  and  peoples,  barratry  or  negli- 
gence of  the  Company's  servants  (whether  on 
board  the  steamer  or  not),  defect  in  the  steam- 
er, her  machinery,  gear  or  fittings,  or  from  any 
other  cause,  of  whatsoever  nature." 

The  defendant  relied  on  the  provisions  of  the 
contract  to  defeat  the  action.  The  court  found 
for  the  plaintiff  and  reported  the  case  for  the 
consideration  of  this  court. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  H.  Appleton  for  plaintiff. 

Messrs.  George  Futnam  and  Thomas 
I  for  defendant. 


Knowlton,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  not  expressly-stated  in  the  report  that 
the  law  of  England  was  put  in  evidence  as  a 
fact  in  the  case;  but  it  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  at  the  trial,  if  not  expressly  agreed, 
that  this  law  should  be  considered,  and  the 
argument  before  this  court  has  proceeded  on 
the  same  assumption.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
presiding  justice  correctly  found  and  ruled  as 
follows:  "That  the  contract  was  a  British 
contract;  that  by  the  English  law  a  carrier 
may  by  contract  exempt  himself  from  liability, 
even  for  loss  caused  by  his  negligence:  that  in 
this  case,  as  the  carrier  has  so  attempted,  and 
the  terms  are  broad  enough  to  exonerate  him, 
the  question  remains  of  assent  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff."  That  part  of  his  ruling  which 
is  called  in  question  by  the  defendant  is  as 
follows:  "This  has  been  decided  in  Massa- 
chusetts to  be  a  question  of  evidence,  in  which 
the  lex  fori  is  to  govern.  That,  although  it 
has  been  decided  that  the  law  conclusively 
presumes  that  a  consignor  knows  and  assents 
to  the  terms  of  a  bill  of  lading  or  a  shipping 
receipt  which  he  takes  without  dissent,  vet  a 
passenger  ticket,  even  though  it  be  called  a 
"  contract  ticket,"  does  not  stand  on  the  same 
footing.  That  in  this  case  assent  is  not  a  con- 
clusion of  law,  and  is  not  proved  as  a  matter  of 
fact." 

The  principal  question  before  us  is  whether 
the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  his  acceptance  and 
use  of  his  ticket,  shall  be  conclusively  held  to 
have  assented  to  its  terms.  It  has  often  been 
decided  that  one  who  accepts  a  contract,  and 
proceeds  to  avail  himself  of  its  provisions,  is 
bound  by  the  stipulations  and  conditions  ex- 
pressed in  it  whether  he  reads  them  or  not. 
Grace  v.  Adams,  100  Mass.  505;  Monitor  Mut. 
F  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bvffum,  115  Mass.  343;  Bice  v. 
DwigTit  Mfg.  Co.  2  Cush.  80;  HoacUey  v.  North- 
ern Transp.  Co.  115  Mass.  304;  Germania  F. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Memphis  &  C.  R  Co.  72  N.  Y.  90. 
This  rule  is  as  applicable  to  contracts  for  the 
carriage  of  persons  or  property  as  to  contracts 
of  any  other  kind.  Grace  v.  Adams,  supra; 
Boston  d>  M.  B.  Co.  v.  Chipman,  146  Mass.  107, 
12  L.  ft  A. 


5  New  Eng.  Rep.  572;  Parker  v.  South-Eastern 
B.  Co.  ITr.  2  C.  P.  Div.  418,  428;  Harris  v. 
Great  Western  R  Co.  L.  R  1  Q.  B.  Div.  515; 
York  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Blinois  Cent  R  Go.  70  U.  S. 
8  Wall.  107, 18  L.  ed.  170;  HiU  v.  Syracuse,  B. 
&N.  T.B.  Go.  73  K.  T.  851. 

The  cases  in  which  it  is  held  that  one  who 
receives  a  ticket  which  appears  to  be  a  mere 
check,  showing  the  points  between  which  he  is 
entitled  to  be  carried,  and  which  contains  con- 
ditions on  its  back  which  he  does  not  read,  is 
not  bound  by  such  conditions,  do  not  fall 
within  this  rule.  Brown  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  11 
Cush.  97;  Matone  v.  Boston  db  W.  R  Corp.  12 
Gray,  888;  Henderson  v.  Stevenson,  L.  K.  2 
App.  Cas.  470;  Quimby  v.  VandtrbiU,  17  N. 
Y.  806;  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Siemens,  95  U. 
8.  655,  24  L.  ed.  585.  Such  a  ticket  does  not 
purport  to  be  a  contract  which  expressly  states 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  but  only  a  check  to 
indicate  the  route  over  which  the  passenger  is 
to  be  carried,  and  he  is  not  expected  to  exam- 
ine it  to  see  whether  it  contains  any  unusual 
stipulations.  The  precise  question  in  the  pres- 
ent case  is  whether  the  "  contract  ticket"  was 
of  such  a  kind  that  the  passenger  taking  it 
should  have  understood  that  it  was  a  contract 
containing  stipulations  which  would  determine 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  reference  to  his  car- 
riage. If  so,  he  would  be  expected  to  read  it, 
ana  if  he  failed  to  do  so  he  is  bound  by  its 
stipulations.  It  covered  with  print  and  writing 
the  greater  part  of  two  large  quarto  pages,  ana 
bore  the  signature  of  the  defendant  Company 
affixed  by  its  agent,  with  a  blank  space  for  the 
signature  of  the  passenger.  The  fact  that  it 
was  not  signed  by  the  plaintiff  is  immaterial. 
Quimby  v.  Boston  4  M.  B.  Co.  150  Mass.  865, 
5  L.  R.  A.  846,  and  cases  there  cited.  It  con- 
tained elaborate  provisions  in  "egard  to  the 
rights  of  the  passenger  on  the  voyage,  and 
even  went  into  such  detail  as  to  give  the  bill 
of  fare  for  each  meal  in  the  day  for  every  day 
of  the  week.  No  one  who  could  read  could 
glance  at  it  without  seeing  that  it  undertook 
expressly  to  prescribe  the  particulars  which 
should  govern  the  conduct  of  the  parties  until 
the  passenger  reached  the  port  of  destination. 
In  that  particular  it  was  entirely  unlike  the 
pasteboard  tickets  which  are  commonly  sold  to 
passengers  on  railroads.  In  reference  to  this 
question  the  same  rules  of  law  apply  to  a  con- 
tract to  carry  a  passenger  as  to  a  contract  for 
the  transportation  of  goods.  There  is  no  rea- 
son why  a  consignor  who  is  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  a  bill  of  lading,  which  he  accepts 
without  reading,  should  not  be  equally  bound 
by  the  terms  of  a  contract  in  similar  form  to 
receive  and  transport  him  as  a  passenger. 

In  Henderson  v.  Stevenson,  supra,  the  ticket 
was  for  transportation  a  short  distance,  from 
Dublin  to  Whitehaven,  and  the  passenger  was 
held  not  bound  to  read  the  notice  on  the  back, 
because  it  did  not  purport  to  be  a  contract,  but 
a  mere  check  given  as  evidence  of  his  right  to 
carriage.  In  later  English  cases  it  is  said  that 
this  decision  went  to  the  extreme  limit  of  the 
law,  and  it  has  repeatedly  been  distinguished 
from  cases  where  the  ticket  was  in  a  different 
form.  Parker  v.  South-Eastern  B.  Co.  L.  R 
2  C.  P.  Div.  416,  428;  Harris  v.  Great  Western 
B.  Co.  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  515;  Burke  v.  South- 
Eastern  B.00.L.K5C.  P.  Div.  1. 
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The  passenger  in  the  last-mentioned  case  had 
a  coupon  ticket,  and  it  was  held  that  he  was 
hound  to  know  what  was  printed  as  a  part  of 
the  ticket.  Steere  v.  Liverpool,  N.  T.  &  P.  8. 
6.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  1,  is  in  its  essential  facts 
almost  identical  with  the  case  at  bar,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  passenger  was  bound  by  the 
conditions  printed  on  the  ticket 

In  Quimby  v.  Boston  <&  M.  R  Co.,  eupra,  the 
same  principle  was  applied  to  the  case  of  a 
passenger  traveling  on  a  free  pass,  and  no 
sound  distinction  can  be  made  between  that 
case  and  the  case  at  bar. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  ticket  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  purported  to  be  a  contract,  and 
that  the  defendant  corporation  had  a  right  to 
assume  that  he  consented  to  its  provisions.    All 


these  provisions  are  equally  binding  on  him  at 
if  he  had  read  them. 

The  contract  being  valid  in  England  where 
it  was  made,  and  the  plaintiff's  acceptance  of 
it  under  the  circumstances  being  equivalent  to 
an  express  assent  to  it.  and  it  not  being  illegal 
or  immoral,  it  will  be  enforced  here,  notwith- 
standing that  a  similar  contract  made  in  Massa- 
chusetts would  be  held  void  as  against  public 
policy.  Greenwood  v.  Outfit,  6  Mass.  858; 
Forepaugh  v.  Delaware,  L.  dc  W.  JL  Co.  128 
Pa.  217,  5  L.  R.  A.  508,  and  cases  cited;  Be 
Mietouri  8team$hip  Oo.  L.  R.  42  Oh.  Div.  826, 
827;  Liverpool  dc  O.  W.  8.  Oo.  v.  Phenix  In*. 
Oo.  120  U.  S.  897,  82  L.  ed.  788. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


GEORGIA  PACIFIC  R.  CO.,  Plff.  in  Err., 

v. 

W.  H.  DOOLY. 

(....Ga..— > 

1.  An  employe  is  not  bound  by  a  rale 

that  the  regular  compensation  for  services  coven 
all  risks,  and  that  remaining;  in  the  service  will  be 
considered  an  acceptance  of  such  condition  of 
employment  where  he  has  not  expressly  agreed 
to  the  rule. 

2.  An  Instruction  thstf  a  rsUlroavd  bed  is 
in  sv  defective  condition  when  it  is  not  rea- 


sonably safe  for  the  passage  of  trains  over  it  need 
not  be  qualified  by  reference  to  other  railroads  in 
the  State. 
8.  A  judgment  will  not  bo  reversed  for 
improperly  allowing  a  former  verdict  to  go  to  the 
Jury  with  other  papers  where  it  was  not  known 
to  or  read  by  them  until  their  own  verdict  was 
agreed  upon. 

(December  1,  IflOOj 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  for  $16,044 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 


Note.— Empioyi  assume*  the  ordinary  risks  of  Ms 
employment. 

A  servant  when  he  enters  the  service  takes  upon 
himself  the  ordinary  risks  of  his  employment  and 
no  other  (Both  v.  Northern  P.  Lumbering;  Oo.  IS 
Or.  206;  Nadau  v.  White  River  Lumber  Oo.  T8  Wis. 
120;  Fort  Hill  Stone  Oo.  v.  Orm,  84  Ky.  188;  Turtle 
v.  Detroit,  0.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  Iffl  U.  8. 189, 80L.  ed. 
1114),  for  the  reason  that  both  himself  and  his  em- 
ployer had  the  risks  in  contemplation  in  fixing  the 
compensation.  Anderson  v.  Bennett.  16  Or.  616. 
See  Chicago,  M.  6  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  112  U.S. 883, 
28L.ed.789. 

He  assumes  no  other  risks  unless  the  unusual  and 
unreasonable  risks  are  open  and  visible,  and  known 
to  and  comprehended  by  the  employe.  Nadau  v. 
White  River  Lumber  Co.  and  Fort  Hill  Stone  Oo. 
v.  Orm,  supr*. 

What  risks  are  assumed.  See  notes  to  Foley  v. 
Pettee  Mach.  Works  (Mass.)  4  L.  B.  A.  61;  Howard 
v.  Delaware  *  H.  Canal  Oo.  (Vt.)  6  L.  R.  A.  78;  Tay- 
lor v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  6  L.  R.  A.  684; 
Pldcock  v.  Union  Pao.  R.  Co.  (Utah)  ILEA,  181. 

Among  the  ordinary  risks  which  he  assumes  are 
injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  serv- 
ant in  the  same  common  employment.  Anderson 
v.  Bennett,  eupro. 

When  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  defendant's 
employment  he  assumed  the  usual  hazards  of  the 
service  and  such  risks  as  were  apparent  to  observa- 
tion. Fredenburir  v.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co.  114  X. 
Y.  584:  Gibson  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  449. 

But  if  the  danger  or  risk  is  such  that  a  prudent 
man  is  bound  not  to  assume,  his  remaining  in  the 
service  will  make  him  chargeable  with  their  as- 
sumption. Devlin  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  4 
West.  Rep.  54. 87  Mo.  545, 88  Am.  &  Eng.  R.R.  Cas.  524; 
Mayes  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  68  Iowa,  663. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  servant  should  take  notice  of  risks  which 
arise  during  the  course  of  his  employment.  Snow- 
den  v.  Idaho  Quarts  Min.Co.66  Oal.  448;  Missouri 
Furnace  Co.  v.  Abend,  107  111.  51;  Smith  v.  Sellers, 
40  La,  Ann.  627. 

An  employe  assumes  the  danger  incident  to  a 
maohine  of  wbioh  he  has  the  optional  use.  Inter- 
national &  G.  N.  R.  Oo.  v.  McCarthy,  64  Tex.  682. 

A  servant  ordinarily  assumes  the  risks  of  latent 
defects  in  machinery  and  appliances  used  by  him. 
Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Oo.  v.  Allen,  78  Ala.  484:  Hayden 
v.  Smithville  Mfg.  Oo. »  Conn.  548;  Spioer  v.  8outh 
Boston  B.  Co.  188  Mass.  426;  McDennott  v.  Pacific 
R.  Co.  80  Mo.  115;  Palnton  v.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co. 
88N.Y.7. 

He  is  deemed  to  have  assumed  the  risk  where  an 
accidental  injury  results  from  an  unexpected 
cause.  Lindall  v.  Bode,  72  CaL  246;  Lake  Shore  & 
ML  8.  B.  Oo.  v.  MoOormlclc  74  Ind.  440;  Richards  v. 
Bough.  58  Mioh.  212. 

A  servant  assumes  the  risk  of  the  known  dangers 
or  of  obviously  defective  implements,  where  the 
method  of  the  use  is  within  his  control.  Jenney 
Electric  TJgfet  ft  P.  Oo.  v.  Murphy,  115  Ind.  566.  cit- 
ing Indianapolis  ft  St  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Watson,  18  West. 
Bep.  882, 114  Ind.  20;  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Frawley,  7  West.  Rep.  44, 110  Ind.  18, 28  Am.  ft  Eng. 
R.R.  Cas.  806;  Umbaok  v.  Lake  Shore  &M.  8.  R.  Co, 
88  Ind.  101;  Philadelphia,  W.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Keenan. 
JOB  Pa.  124;  Green  ft  C.  St.  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Brenner,  07 
Pa.  103;  English  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  U 
Fed.  Rep.  906. 

If  he  consents  to  work  at  a  place  exposed  to  dan- 
ger, knowing  the  dangers  and  risks,  he  cannot  com- 
plain that  the  place  might  have  been  made  safe  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care.  Roth  v.  Northern 
P.  Lumbering  Co.  18  Or.  205.  See  Sullivan  v.  India 
Mfg.  Co.  113  Mass.  800. 


Sec  also  13  L.  B.  A.  817;  17  L.  R.   A.  450. 
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have  resulted  from  defendant's  negligence. 
Affirmed. 

The  sixth  ground  insisted  on  in  the  court 
below  for  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  was  for 
alleged  error  in  giving  the  following  instruc- 
tion: "It  is  important,  as  you  must  perceive, 
to  understand  when,  in  the  sense  of  the  law,  a 
roadbed  is  in  a  defective  condition.  It  is  in 
such  condition  when  the  roadbed  is  not  reason- 
ably safe  for  thepaasage  over  it  of  the  com- 
pany's trains.  There  is  no  obligation,  how- 
ever, on  the  company  to  have  the  roadbed  ab- 
solutely safe.  Where  the  roadbed  of  a  rail- 
road is  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition,  and 
therefore  not  defective,  the  company,  of  course, 
would  not  be  responsible  for  any  injury  which, 
notwithstanding,  occurred  to  an  employe  from 
the  derailing  of  a  train." 

The  further  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Messrs.  Jsvckson  Sb  Jackson,  for  plain- 
tiff  in  error: 

There  was  manifest  error  in  the  ruling  com- 
plained of  in  the  fifth  assignment.  To  Insure 
«ven  approximate  justice,  all  extrinsic  matter 
should  be  excluded  from  the  jury. 

Wodfolk  v.  State,  81  Ga.  5&. 

Exculpatory  affidavits  of  lurors  to  sustain  a 
verdict  should  not  be  considered. 

Salter  v.  Glenn,  42  Ga.  64. 

A  employe*  continuing  to  work  for  his  em- 
ployer after  a  printed  copy  of  the  employer's 
regulations  were  delivered  to  him  must  be 
considered  as  having  agreed  to  them. 

Barman  v.&timon  FaUs  Mfg.  Cfc.35  Me.  447, 58 
Am.  Dec.718;  Stevenev.  Beeves,  9  Pick.  197, 200. 


Dooly  was  charged  conclusively  with  notice 
of  the  terms  of  Rule  28.  It  had  been  promul- 
gated to  him  in  the  usual  way. 

Carroll  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.&  G.R. Cb.82 Ga. 
478;  Hill  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  85  Ga.  425. 

Messrs.  Hoke  Smith  and  Burton  Smith, 
for  defendant  in  error: 

Failure  of  the  court  on  motion  of  defendant's 
counsel  to  detach  the  first  verdict  from  the 
declaration  is  not  reversible  error. 

Onofri  v.  Com.  (Pa.)  9  Cent.  Rep.  7G2. 

Failure  of  the  court  to  limit  ordinary  care 
to  the  conduct  of  roads  in  Alabama  was  not 
error. 

Wilson  v.  Louisville  dlT.RCo.Sti  Ala.  209 
Georgia  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Propst,  88  Ala.  518 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Chapn,  84  Ga.  519 
Krogg  v.  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  77  Ga.  214.' 

No  such  regulation  as  Rule  28  could  be 
made,  for  it  was  unreasonable. 

Hill  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  85  Ga.  425; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Graham,  1  Colo.  280, 
9  Am.  Rep.  186;  True  v.  International  Teleg. 
Co.  00  Me.  9,  11  Am.  Rep.  100;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Fontaine,  58  Ga.  488;  Lake  Shore 
A  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Spangler,  5  West.  Rep.  785, 
44  Ohio  St.  471,  28  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
819;  Kansas  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Peavy,  29  Kan.  109, 
11  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  201;  Rose  v.  Des 
Moines  Valley  R.  Co.  89  Iowa,  249;  Roesner  v. 
Hermann,  8  Fed.  Rep.  782. 

The  current  of  authority  is  against  such  con- 
tracts when  express,  and  should  much  mors 
be  against  the  effort  to  create  such  a  contract 
by  a  presumption  based  upon  a  presumption. 

Fish  v.  Chapman,  2  Ga.  849;  Southern  Easp. 


If  being;  acquainted  with  the  dangers  and  know- 
tog  the  risks  he  works  near  machinery  which  is  not 
boxed  or  covered,  he  assumes  the  risks,  and  the 
master  is  under  no  obligation  to  Indemnify  him 
against  the  consequences.  Both  v.  Northern  P. 
Lumbering  Go.  supra. 

But  he  does  not  assume  a  risk  unless  he  has,  or  is 
presumed  to  have,  knowledge  or  notice  thereof. 
Pittsburgh,  0.  ft  8t  L.  B,  Co.  v.  Adams,  8  West. 
Bep.  387. 106  Ind.  151;  Sullivan  v.  India  Mfg.  Co. 
supra;  Clapp  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St  L.  B,  Go.  88  Minn. 
0;  Clowere  v.  Wabash,  St  L.  ft  P.  B.  Go.  8  West. 
Bep.  410,  21  Mo.  App.  218;  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  B. 
Co.  v.  Frawley,  supra;  Northern  Pae  B.  Co.  v.  Her- 
bert, IIS  U.S. 642, 29  L.  ed.755;  Galveston, H. ft  S. 

A.  B.  Co.  v.  Lempe,  60  Tex.  19;  Bean  v.  Oceanic 
Steam  Nav.  Co.  24  Fed.  Bep.  124. 

The  negligence  of  a  railroad  In  fading  to  provide 
a  safe  place  and  tools  is  not  a  risk  Incident  to  tne 
service,  or  one  assumed  by  the  employe;  and  if  In- 
jury result  from  such  negligence  the  company  is 
liable,  unless  the  employe  had  full  knowledge  of 
the  unsafe  oonditiou  of  the  place.    Little  Book,  M. 

B.  ft  G.  B.  Co.  v.  Leverett  48  Ark.  838,  citing  St. 
Louta,LM.ftS.  R.Go.  v.  Hlggins,  44  Ark.  800;  El- 
mer v.  Locke,  135  Mass.  875;  Hough  v.  Texas  ft  P. 
B.  Go.  100 U.S. 218,  25  L.  ed.  612;  Pierce,  Railroads, 
3TO;  Davis  v.  Central  Vermont  B.  Co.  55  V t  84,  11 
Am.  ft  Eng.  B.  B.  Gas.  175;  Missouri  Pae.  B.  Co.  v. 
Lyde,  57 Tex.  506, 11  Am.  ft  Eng.  B.B.  Cas.  100;  Texas- 
Mexican  B.  Co.  v.  Whitmore,  68  Tex.  276, 11  Am.  ft 
Eng.  B.  B.  Cas.  199;  Galveston,  H.  ft  S.  A.  B.  Co.  v. 
Lempe,  69  Tex.  19, 11  Am.  ftEng.B.  B.  Gas.  301;  Atch- 
ison, T.  ft  8.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Holt,  29  Kan.  149, 11  Am.  ft 
Eng.  B.  B.  Gas.  211;  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v. 
Moore.  29  Kan.  682, 11  Am.  ft  Eng.  B.  B.  Cas.  247; 
Brown  v.  Atchison,  T.  ft  &  F.  B.  Co.  81  Kan.  1, 15 
Am.  ft  Eng.  B.  B.  Cas.  271. 

A  servant  directed  by  the  order  of  his  master 
12LR.A. 


outside  the  contract  of  hiring  Is  carried  away  from 
his  implied  assumption  of  risks.  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft 
St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Adams,  8  West  Bep.  887, 106  Ind.  161. 

Duty  of  master  to  secure  safety  of  servant. 

A  servant  does  not  stand  on  the  same  footing  as 
a  master,  as  respects  the  matter  of  oare  in  inspect- 
ing and  Investigating  risks  to  which  he  may  be  ex* 
posed.    Cook  v.St.  Paul.  M.  ft  M.B.  Co.  84  Minn.  46- 

The  servant  has  a  right  to  presume  that  the  mas- 
ter will  do  his  duty  in  investigating  the  risks  to 
which  the  servant  may  be  exposed,  so  that  when 
directed  to  perform  a  service  he  may  be  justified  in 
assuming  the  risk.  Cook  v.  St  Paul,  M.  ft  M.  B. 
Co.  84  Minn.  45;  Russell  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St  L.  B.  Co. 
32  Minn.  280;  Hutchinson  v.  York,  N.  ft  B.  B,  Co.  5 
Exoh.  848:  Gibson  v.  Pacific  B.  Co.  46  Mo.  168. 

The  servant  has  the  right  to  assume  that  the  ma- 
chinery and  implements  furnished  him  are  safe  and 
suitable  for  the  employment,  and  is  not  as  the 
master  is,  required  to  inspect  them  for  that  pur- 
pose. Fort  Wayne,  J.  ft  8.  B.  Co.  v.  G-ildersleeve,  88 
Mich.  188;  Speed  v.  Atlantic  ft  P.  B.  Co.  71  Mo.  808; 
Cone  v.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  K.  Co.  81 N.  Y.  207, 2  Am. 
ft  Eng.  B.  B.  Cas.  57. 

An  employe  is  not  bound  to  find  out  whether  the 
master  has  used  care  in  the  selection  of  fellow  em- 
ployes; he  is  warranted  in  assuming  that  the  mas- 
ter has  done  his  duty  in  that  respect  United  States 
Boiling  Stock  Co.  v.  Wilder,  2  West  Bep.  918,  US 

ni.  ioo. 

A  servant  is  not  bound  to  inform  himself  as  to 
the  safety  of  the  premises  or  material  to  be  used, 
where  the  master  has  superior  means  of  knowledge, 
and  the  oiroumstanoes  authorize  the  servant  to  rely 
upon  him  because  of  want  of  equal  opportunity. 
Bogensohutz  v.  Smith.  84  Ky.  880;  Wood. Mast,  and  S. 
791,  citing  Malone  v.  Hawley,  46  Cal.  409:  Baxter  v. 
Roberts,  44  Cal.  187;  Sizer  v.  Syracuse,  B.  ft  N.  T.  R, 
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Co.  v.  Ntwby,  86  Ga.  644;  Southern  Bxp.  Co. 
▼.  Puratf,  87Ga.  112. 

Simmon*,  Jl,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  controlling  question  in  this  case  is  as  to 
the  proper  construction  and  effect  of  Rule  28, 
which  was  relied  upon  by  the  Railroad  Com- 
pany to  discbarge  it  from  all  liability  to  the 
employe.  That  rule  is  as  follows;  "The  con- 
ditions of  employment  by  the  Company  are 
that  the  regular  compensation  paid  for  the 
services  of  employes  shall  cover  all  risks  in- 
curred, and  liability  to  accident  from  any  cause 
whatever,  while  in  the  service  of  this  Com- 
pany, if  an  employ^  is  disabled  by  accident, 
or  other  cause,  the  right  to  claim  compensation 
for  injuries  will  not  be  recognized.  Allow- 
ance, when  made  in  such  cases,  will  be  as  a 
gratuity,  Justified  by  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  and  previous  good  conduct  of  the  party. 
The  fact  of  remaining  in  the  service  of  the 
Company  will  be  considered  acceptance  of 
these  conditions.  All  officers  employing  men 
to  work  for  this  Company  will  have  these  con- 
ditions distinctly  understood  and  agreed  to  by 
each  employ  6  before  he  enters  the  service  of  the 
Company.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
Dooly  was  employed  as  flagman  on  the  21st  of 
June,  1887,  and  then  receipted  for  a  copy  of 
the  book  of  rules  and  regulations,  which  con* 
tained  Rule  28.  He  was  promoted  from  the 
position  of  flagman  to  that  of  conductor,  while 
he  was  in  possession  of  the  book  of  rules.  He 
was  familiar  with  the  rule  which  required  em- 


ployes to  know  the  rules  and  regulations.  The- 
accident  happened  on  August  2,  and  he  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  rule-book  about  forty- 
two  days.  Under  this  state  of  facta,  the  able 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  insisted  that, 
as  Dooly  had  receipted  for  the  book  of  rules, 
and  kept  them  in  his  possession  up  to  the  time* 
of  the  accident,  and  remained  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  Company,  he  thereby  assented  to- 
Rule  23,  and  as  matter  of  law  was  bound  by 
it,  and  that  the  court  should  have  so  charged, 
instead  of  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
he  assented  to  the  rule  or  not.  Under  the  facte 
of  this  case  wc  do  not  think  the  court  should 
have  charged  the  jury  that  Dooly,  on  account 
of  this  rule,  could  not  recover.  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  last  clause  of  the  rule  is:  "All  officers- 
employing  men  to  work  for  this  Company 
will  have  these  conditions  distinctly  understood 
and  agreed  to  by  each  employ 6  before  he  enters- 
the  service  of  the  Company.  It  affirmatively 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  this  clause  of 
the  rule  was  not  complied  with  by  the  officer 
of  the  Company  employing  Dooly.    Dooly's- 


attention  was  not  called  to  this  specific  rule. 
Nothing  was  said  to  him  about  it  Therefore- 
he  could  not  have  "distinctly  understood  and 
agreed"  to  it  The  object  of  this  clause  of  the 
rule  was  to  have  each  employe"  make  an  express- 
contract  with  the  Company,  waiving  his  right 
to  recover  for  any  "accident  from  any  cause- 
whatever  while  in  the  service  of  the  Company."' 
If  an  express  contract  to  this  effect  had  been 
made  by  Dooly  under  the  common  law  (which 
governs  this  case)  it  is  likely  he  would  have- 


Oo.  7  Laos.  67;  Strahlendorf  v.  Bosenthai,  80  Wis. 
674;  Haskln  v.  New  York  Gent  ft  H.  R.  B.  Co.  66 
Barb.  129;  Spelman  v.  Fisher  Iron  Co.  66  Barb.  16L 

But  where  he  accepts  the  service  subject  to  risks, 
with  knowledge  of  the  kind  of  tools  and  imple- 
ments used,  the  master  is  not  required  to  furnish 
new  appliances  or  to  elect  between  the  expense  of 
so  doing  and  damages  for  injuries  to  servants. 
Sweeney  v.  Berlin  ft  Jones  Envelope  Oo.  2  Gent. 
Rep.  46; ,  101  N.  Y.  880.  See  De  Forest  v.  Jewett,  88 
N.  Y.  264;  Hayden  v.  Smithvllle  Mfg.  Co.  29  Conn. 
648;  Gibson  v.  Erie  B.  Co.  63  N.  Y.  449;  noU  to 
Myham  v.  Louisiana  E.  L.  ft  P.  Co.  (La.  Ann  J  7  L. 
B.A.17S. 

Duty  and  obligation  of  master. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  employer  to  apprise  the  em- 
ploye of  any  defects  in  the  machinery  which  are 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  observation  of  the  latter. 
HoDade  v.  Washington  ft  G.  B.  Oo.  8  Cent.  Bep. 
794,6Mackey,144. 

A  master  is  bound  to  disclose  latent  defects  and 
dangers  not  apparent,  of  wbioh  he  has  or  ought  to 
h»ve  knowledge;  and  his  duty  In  this  respect  is 
greater  to  a  young  or  Inexperienced  servant.  Pitts- 
burgh, C.  ft  St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Adams,  8  West.  Bep.  887, 
105  Ind.  161,  citing  Atlas  Engine  Works  v.  Fyndftllt 
100  Ind.  298;  Hill  v.  Gust,  66  Ind.  46;  Hawkins  v. 
Johnson.  2  West.  Bep.  290, 106  Ind.  29;  Indiana  Oar 
Co.  v.  Parker,  100  Ind.  181;  Mann  v.  Oriental  Print 
Works,  U  B.  L 168;  Union  Pao.  B.  Oo.  v.  Fort,  84  U.  & 
17  Wall.  664, 21  L.ed.  789;  Lalorv.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q. 
B.  Co.  62 I1L  401;  Coombs  v.  New  Bedford  Cordage 
Co.  102  Mass.  692;  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Bayfield, 
91  Mien.  206;  Dowling  v.  Allen,  74  Mo.  18. 

When  there  are  hazards  incident  to  the  occupa- 
tion, unknown  to  the  servant,  whioh  the  master 
knows  or  ought  to  know,  it  is  his  duty  to  warn  the 
servant;  and  on  failure  to  do  so  he  Is  liable  for  any 
injury  that  may  result  to  the  servant  in  conse- 
quence of  suoh  neglect  Missouri  Pac  B.  Co.  v. 
12 L.  R.A. 


Oallbreath,  66  Tex.  626;  Missouri  Pao.  B.  Co.  v. 
Watts,  64  Tex.  668;  Walsh  v.  Peet  Valve  Co.  HO 
Mass.  28;  Wood,  Mast,  and  8.  714;  Book  v.  Indian 
Orchard  Mills,  8  New  Enjr.  Bep.  69, 142  Mass.  622. 

As  to  the  duty  of  the  master  to  inform  his  servant 
of  risks  to  which  the  latter  is  subjected  in  the- 
course  of  his  employment,  see  note  to  Brazil  Block 
Coal  Co.  v.  Gaffney  (Ind.)  4  L.  R.  A.  850. 

Bute  to  insure  safety  of  employs*. 

A  railroad  company  must  make  and  promulgate- 
rules  which,  if  faithfully  observed,  will  give  rea- 
sonable protection  to  Its  employes,  and  this  obliga- 
tion cannot  be  relieved  from  by  custom.  Bushby 
v.  New  York,  L.  E.  ft  W.  B.  Co.  10  Cent.  Bep.  240, 
107  N.Y.  874;  Abel  v.  Delaware  ft  H.  Canal  Co.  6- 
Cent.  Bep.  616, 108  N.  Y.  681;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  86  N. 
Y.  61;  Besel  v.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  70  N- 
Y.  171:  Sheehan  v.  New  York  Cent  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co. 
91  N.  Y.  889;  Dana  v.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co. 
92N.Y.689. 

Failure  of  an  employe  to  observe  the  rules  of  a. 
railroad  company,  which  were  wholly  disregarded 
by  the  railroad  people,  cannot  be  treated  as  con- 
tributory negligence.  Atkyn  v.  Wabash  B.  Co.  41 
Fed.  Bep.  198. 

The  rules  of  a  railway  company  for  the  govern- 
ment of  its  employes  are  not  obligatory  upon  those- 
who  are  ignorant  of  them  and  to  whom  they  have- 
not  been  promulgated.  Central  B.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
By  lea,  84  Ga.  420;  Maokey  v.  Baltimore  ft  P.  B.  Co. 
(D.  O.)  18  Wash.  L.  Bep.  767.  8ee  Brunswick  ft  W. 
B.  Co.  v.  Clem,  80  Ga.  684;  Carroll  v.  East  Tennessee, 
V.  ftG.B.0o.88Ga.4B8. 

Where  the  printed  rules  of  a  company  require* 
each  conductor  to  Inform  himself  of  the  condition 
of  the  oars,  a  oonduotor  who  falls  to  do  so,  and  is* 
injured  by  reason  of  defective  brakes  oannot  re- 
cover. Alexander  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Co.  88  Kj. 
680. 


See  also  12  L.  R.  A.  454. 


1800. 


Gbobgia  Pacific  R.  Go.  t.  Dooly. 


841 


been  bound  by  it;  but,  inasmuch  as  he  made 
no  express  contract,  we  do  not  think  he  was 
bound  by  the  rule.  It  is  insisted,  however,  that 
although  he  made  no  express  contract,  there 
was  an  implied  contract  between  him  and  the 
Company,  because  the  Company  gave  him  the 
rule-book,  which  contained  this  rule;  and  as 
he  had  time  and  opportunity  to  read  it,  and 
remained  in  the  employment  of  the  Company, 
he  impliedly  agreed  to  the  rule,  and  therefore 
could  not  recover.  We  think  that  wherever  a 
corporation  employs  a  person  and  gives  him  its 
printed  rules  governing  his  conduct  as  an  em- 
ploye1, and  he  can  read,  and  has  had  sufficient 
time  to  become  acquainted  with  the  rules  of 
the  employer,  he  is  bound  by  every  rule  of  the 
employer  which  is  to  govern  his  conduct  while 
in  the  service,  whether  he  has  read  the  rule  or 
has  knowledge  of  it  or  not.  The  employer  has 
the  right  to  make  the  rules  for  the  government 
of  his  employes.  It  is  to  his  interest  to  do  so, 
and  he  has  the  right  to  have  those  rules  obeyed ; 
and  an  employ  §  has  no  right  to  violate  them, 
and  set  up  as  an  excuse  his  want  of  knowledge 
of  them,  after  he  has  had  an  opportunity  to  be- 
come acquainted  with  them.  He  is  bound  by 
every  reasonable  rule  which  is  to  govern  him 
in  his  work  or  conduct  If  one  of  these  rules 
should  require  him  to  couple  cars  with  a  stick, 
and  he  should  undertake  to  couple  them  with 
his  hand,  and  in  consequence  should  be  in- 
jured, he  would  not  be  allowed  to  say  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  rule.  Or  if  one  of 
the  rules  should  require  him  to  give  so  many 
days'  notice  before  quitting  the  employers 
service,  or  in  default  thereof  lose  his  pay,  he 
could  not,  if  he  quit  the  service  without  such 
notice,  recover  ms  wages  because  he  was  igno- 
rant of  the  rule.  This  is  the  principle  upon 
which  the  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tin!  in  error  were  decided.  Harmon  v.  Salmon 
Falls  Mfg.  Co.  85  Me.  447,  68  Am.  Dec.  718, 
and  note;  Proton  v.  American  Linen  Go.  119 
Mass.  403;  Collins  v.  New  England  Iron  Co.  115 
Mass.  23;  Steven*  v.  Beeves,  9  Pick.  198;  Brad- 
ley v.  Salmon  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  80  N.  H.  487. 
It  will  be  seen  by  reading  these  cases  that  the 
rules  in  each  one  of  them  were  to  govern  the 
conduct  of  the  employe  while  in  the  service  of 
the  employer,  and  prescribed  penalties  for  non- 
compliance. But  where  the  rule  requires  the 
employS  to  waive  certain  rights  which  are  not 
connected  with  his  duty  as  an  employe^  then, 
in  our  opinion,  it  does  not  bind  him,  although 
he  has  knowledge  of  it,  unless  he  has  expressly 
agreed  thereto.  The  fact  that  he  kept  the 
rules  in  his  possession,  and  remained  in  the  serv- 
ice of  the  Company,  would  not  bar  his  right 
to  recover,  unless  he  expressly  agreed  to  that 
particular  rule.  And  this  is  especially  so  in 
this  case,  as  the  rule  itself  requires  that  the 
employe  shall  distinctly  understand  and  agree 
to  it.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  charges 
complained  of  on  this  point,  and  set  out  in 
grounds  7,  8,  9  and  9a  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  were  more  favorable  to  the  railroad  than 
they  ought  to  have  been.  Under  the  above 
view  the  special  exceptions  taken  in  the  seventh 
and  eighth  grounds  are  not  material,  and  would 
not,  if  they  were  sustained,  be  cause  for  rever- 
sal. The  error  complained  of  in  the  sixth 
ground  is  that  "the  court  did  not  qualify  its 
instruction  by  reference  to  roadbeds  of  other 
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railways  reasonably  well-conducted  in  the  State 
of  Alabama;"  counsel  contending  that  the  cri- 
terion as  to  what  constituted  a  roadbed  in 
reasonably  good  condition  was  the  condition  of 
other  well-conducted  railroads  in  Alabama; 
The  court  could  not  have  made  this  qualifies 
tion  without  evidence  to  predicate  it  upon,  and, 
if  evidence  had  been  offered  as  to  the  roadbeds 
of  other  railways  in  Alabama,  it  would  have 
been  inadmissible,  as  we  held  in  Louisville  & 
N.  R  Co.  v.  Chaffin,  84  Ga,  519. 

The  fifth  ground  complains  that  the  court 
erred  in  refusing,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  the 
defendant,  to  have  the  verdict  rendered  on  a 
former  trial  detached  from  the  declaration  be- 
fore the  same  was  handed  to  the  jury,  he  in- 
sisting that  such  former  verdict  would  preju- 
dice the  defendant's  case  notwithstanding  any 
instruction  which  the  court  might  give  to  the 
jury  on  the  subject.  Speaking  for  myself,  I 
think  the  trial  judge  should  have  granted  this 
motion.  The  general  rule  is  that  it  is  a  ground 
for  new  trial  for  any  paper  or  writing  to  go  to- 
the  jury  and  be  read  by  them  which  is  calcu- 
lated to  prejudice  or  influence  them  against 
any  of  the  parties,  unless  it  has  been  properly 
admitted  in  evidence;  and  I  think  the  verdict 
of  a  former  jury  in  the  same  case  might  be  cal- 
culated to  prejudice  or  influence  the  minds  of 
a  succeeding  jury,  although  it  had  been  set 
aside.  It  represents  the  opinion  of  their  twelve 
predecessors  in  the  same  case  that  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  recover,  and, 
when  the  plaintiff,  their  opinion  also  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  recovery;  and  it  cannot  be  de- 
nied that  the  unanimous  judgment  of  twelve 
upright  and  intelligent  citizens,  under  oath, 
sometimes  carries  great  weight,  not  only  with 
twelve  succeeding  jurors  in  the  case,  but  with 
the  community  at  large.  Whether  this  be 
sound  or  not,  we  all  think  the  better  practice 
is,  when  either  party  so  requests,  to  detach, 
erase  or  in  some  way  conceal  the  former  ver- 
dict so  that  the  jury  cannot  know  from  the 
papers  in  the  case  what  that  verdict  was. 

Another  rule  on  this  subject  is  that,  if  a  paper 
or  writing  calculated  to  prejudice  or  influence- 
the  jury  gets  before  them  illegally,  but  is  not 
read  by  them,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
upon  this  ground.  And  the  record  in  this  case 
shows,  by  the  affidavits  of  eight  of  the  jurors, 
(the  other  four  being  inaccessible),  that  thia 
first  verdict  was  not  known  or  read  by  them 
until  after  the  second  verdict  had  been  agreed 
upon  and  signed  by  the  foreman.  This  being 
true,  the  jury  could  not  have  been  influenced 
by  the  first  verdict.  If  it  was  not  read  by  them 
it  is  the  same  as  though  it  had  not  been  deliv- 
ered to  them;  and,  substantial  justice  having 
been  done  between  the  parties,  we  will  not 
grant  a  new  trial  upon  this  ground  of  the  mo- 
tion alone.  As  to  papers,  writings,  verdicts, 
etc.,  getting  before  the  jury  illegally,  and  the 
rules  governing  the  subject,  see  2  Thomp.  Tri- 
als, §§2576,  2580;  Killen  v.  Sistrunk,  7  Ga. 
294;  Biggins  v.  Brown,  12  Ga.  271;  Walker  v. 
Hunter,  17  Ga.  864;  Loveti  v.  State,  60  Ga. 
257;  Wilkins  v.  Maddrev,  67  Ga.  766:  Barri- 
man  v.  Wilkins,  20  Me.  98;  Green  v.  State,  88 
Ark.  818;  St.  Louis,  1.  M.  db  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Big- 
gins (Ark.)  14  8.  W.  Rep.  654. 

The  motion  also  complains  that  the  verdict 
was  contrary  to  evidence  and  excessive.    We 
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think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain 
the  finding  of  the  jury.  If  the  evidence  for 
,  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  believed,  the  Railroad 
Company  was  very  negligent  in  allowing  its 
cross-ties  to  become  so  rotten  as  this  evidence 
shows  them  to  have  been.  While  the  verdict 
Is  a  large  one,  the  facta  of  the  case  show  that 
Dooly  was  badly  and  permanently  injured, 
and  that  from  this  injury  his  heart  has  become 
displaced  or  enlarged,  so  much  so  that  he  must 


be  in  constant  dread  of  death.  An  eminent 
physician  testified  that  if  he  were  in  Dooly's 
condition  he  would  not  run  a  hundred  yards 
for  the  universe.  We  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
discuss  the  other  grounds  of  the  motion,  be- 
cause the  points  made  therein  are  immaterial, 
and  would  not  work  a  reversal  of  the  case  if 
they  were  sustained. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 


FARMERS1  CO-OPERATIVE  TRU8T  CO., 

Plff.  in  Brr.9 

v. 

John  FLOYD  et  al. 

(....Ohio  St.....) 

•!•   A  person  who  contract*,  m  svgent, 

without  bavin*  In  fact  authority  to  do  so,  is  per- 
sonally responsible  to  those  who,  m  ignorance  of 
his  want  of  authority,  contract  with  him,  though 
he  act  in  good  faith,  believing  that  he  is  in- 
vested with  such  authority. 

t.  This)  liability  Is  founded  upon  the  im- 
plied promise  of  the  person  so  con- 
tracting as  agent  that  he  has  authority  to  bind 
the  principal;  and  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
loss  sustained  by  the  other  contracting  party  by 
reason  of  his  not  having  the  valid  contract  which 
the  agent  assumed  to  make. 

9.  The  corporate  powers,  business  and 
property  of  corporation  s  formed  Ayr 
profit  must  be  exercised,  conducted  and  con- 
trolled by  a  board  of  directors,  who  cannot  be 
chosen  until  10  per  cent  of  the  capital  stock  speci- 
fied in  the  articles  of  incorporation  has  been  sub- 

•   'Head  notes  by  the  Coubt. 


scribed.  Persons  contracting  as  directors  when 
less  than  that  amount  of  stock  has  been  sub- 
scribed are  without  authority  to  create  any  cor- 
porate obligation,  and  become  personally  liable, 
though  acting  in  good  faith. 

(October  28,1*00) 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson. 
County  to  review  a  judgment  reversing  * 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  ren- 
der defendants  personally  liable  for  a  debt  con* 
tracted  by  them  in  the  name  and  on  account  of 
the  Wool  Growers'  Exchange,  an  alleged  cor- 
poration.   Reverted. 

Statement  by  William*,  J.: 

The  original  action  was  commenced  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Jefferson  County, 
on  the  8d  day  of  January,  1886,  by  the  Farm- 
ers' Co-operative  Trust  Company,  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  against  John  Floyd,  Davidson  S. 
Gault,  John  Med  ill,  A.  C.  Ault  and  John  F. 
Hartshorn,  who  are  the  defendants  in  error 
here,  and  William  M.  Lee,  J.  D.  Whitham, 
Benjamin  Griffith,  R.  C.  Vance,  S.  N.  Orr, 


-   Nora,— Agency ;  responsfbUity  of  agent  on  hit 
contracts. 

A  person  not  a  party  to  a  note  or  bill  of  exchange 
cannot  be  made  liable  upon  it  upon  proof  that  the 
ostensible  party  signed  or  indorsed  as  his  agent. 
Cbltty.  Bills  and  Notes,  88;  Soelling  v.  Howard,  51 
N.  Y.  877;  Meeker  v.  Clagborn,  44  N.  Y.  861;  Barker 
V.  Mechanics  Ins.  Co.  8  Wend.  94,  80  Am.  Dec.  684; 
Pentz  y.  Stanton,  10  Wend.  271, 86  Am.  Dec.  568;  De 
Witt  v.  Walton, 9  N.  Y.  571 ;  Beckham  v.  Drake,  9 
Mees.  &  W.  79 ;  Stackpold  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  27,  8 
Am.  Dec.  150;  Briggs  v.  Partridge,  64  N.  Y.  857;  Bast- 
«rn  R.  Co.  v.  Benedict,  5  Gray,  566. 

An  agent  accepting  a  bill  in  his  own  name  binds 
himself  and  not  his  principal.  Bank  of  Rochester 
v.  Monteath,  1  Denlo,  402, 48  Am.  Dec  681. 

There  can  be  no  recovery  on  a  note  or  bill  against 
one  whose  name  does  not  appear  upon  it.  When 
an  agent  acts  in  bis  own  name,  he  binds  himself  and 
not  his  principal.  Thomas  v.  Bishop.  2  Strange,  956: 
Allen  v.  Colt,  6  Hilt  818 ;  Barlow  v.  Bishop,  1  Bast, 
482,  8  Bsp.  266 ;  Leadbltter  v.  Farrow,  5  Maule  &  8. 
846. 

If  an  agent  in  the  course  of  bis  agency  sign  a  bill 
In  his  own  name  he  and  not  the  principal  is  liable. 
Joynson  v.  Richard,  12  Jones  &  S.  20;  Newhall  v. 
Dunlap,  14  Me.  180, 81  Am.  Dec.  45. 

An  agent  is  liable  on  a  note  given  by  him  in  his 
principal's  name  without  authority.  Rossiter  v. 
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Rossiter,  8  Wend.  494,  84  Am.  Deo.  68;  Bartlettv. 
Tucker,  104  Mass.  886;  Dusenberry  v.  Kills,  8  Johns. 
Gas.  70, 2  Am.  Deo.  144;  Dung  v.  Parker,  52  N.  Y. 
499;  Collen  v.  Wright,  8  EL  A  BL  647;  Hoohster  v. 
Baruch.5Daly,440. 

The  character  in  which  a  person  draws  a  bill  may 
be  shown  as  between  himself  and  his  principal, 
though  he  may  be  personally  liable  to  third  per- 
sons.   Newhall  v.  Dunlap,  14  Me.  180, 81  Am.  Dec  45. 

A  principal  who  justifies  a  party  dealing  with  his 
agent  in  believing  that  he  has  given  the  agent  au- 
thority is  responsible  only  for  that  appearance  of 
authority  which  is  caused  by  himself,  and  not  for 
an  appearance  of  conformity  to  the  authority 
caused  only  by  the  agent.  Edwards  v.  Dooley,  120 
N.Y.540. 

Belief  of  the  authority  of  an  agent  may  be  such 
as  to  estop  the  principal  from  denying  his  authority 
in  the  particular  transaction;  but  if  not,  then  per- 
sons treating  with  him  have  no  remedy,  unless 
against  the  agent  himself  who  misled  them.  See 
note  to  Hubbard  v.  Tenbrook  (Pa.)  2  L.  R.  A.  824. 

A  person  assuming  to  be  an  agent  is  not  liable  for 
a  contract  which  he  makes  in  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal, unless  it  contains  apt  words  to  charge  him 
personally.  Senter  v.  Monroe,  77  OaL  847,  citing 
Hall  v.  Crandail,  29  Oal.  668;  Lander  v.  Castro,  48 
Cal.  497.  8ee  notes  to  McKeosey  v.  Edwards  ( KyJ 
8  L.  R.  A.  397;  Wheeler  v.  McGuire  (Ala.)  2  L.  R.  A. 
808. 


See  also  1G  L.  R.  A.  143;  44  L.  R.    A.  (i(i4. 
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John  Farris,  John  Coad,  Nathaniel  Wells  and 
Yirginius  P.  Duvall.  Summons  was  duly 
served  upon  those  who  are  defendants  in  error 

.  in  this  court,  but  no  service  was  obtained  upon 
the  other  defendants  in  the  action  below.  On 
the  8th  of  May,  1885,  the  plaintiff  filed  an 
amended  petition,  which  (omitting  the  caption) 
is  as  follows:  "The  said  plain tiff  complains 
of  the  said  defendants  and  says  that  it  is  a  cor- 

.poration  duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  and 
doing  business  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania; 
that  the  said  defendants,  from  the  6th  day  of 
May,  1878,  until  the  11th  day  of  April,  1888, 

.  were  associated  together  in  the  buying  and  sell- 
ing of  wool,  and  doing  a  general  merchandiz- 

,  ing  business  in  wool,  under  the  name  and  style 
of  the  'Wool  Growers'  Exchange;'  that  the 
places  of  business  of  said  association  were  at 
Steubepville,  Jefferson  County,  Ohio,  and  the 
City  of  Philadelphia,  State  of  Pennsylvania; 
that  in  the  formation  of  said  association  the 

.said  defendants,  John  F.  Hartshorn,  Nathaniel 
Wells,  S.  N.  Orr,  Benjamin  Griffith,  William 
M.  Lee,  J.  D.  Whit  ham,  A.  C.  Ault,  Davidson 

.£.  Gault,  Yirginius  P.  Duvall  and  John  Floyd, 
undertook,  in  their  names  as  incorporators,  to 
organize  a  corporation  for  said  association 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  under  the 
name  of  the  'Wool  Growers'  Exchange,'  and 
did  obtain  a  pretended  certificate  of  incorpora- 
tion from  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  State  of 
Ohio  for  that  purpose,  but  said  plaintiff  avers 
that  said  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  or  any 
person  for  them  or  on  their  behalf,  never  had 
or  procured  said  association  to  be  properly  or 
legally  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Ohio,  or  of  any  other  State.    Said 

.  plaintiff  avers  that  said  pretended  incorpora- 
tors set  forth  in  their  said  pretended  certificate, 
filed  wiih  the  secretary  of  state,  that  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  said  organization  shall  be  fifty 
thousand  dollars  ($50,000),  and  yet  they,  said 

.pretended  incorporators,  gave  notice  to  the 

.  pretended  stockholders  to  meet  for  the  purpose 
of  choosing  directors  when  less  than  $3,000  of 
the  capital  stock  had  been  subscribed,  and  less 
than  $2,000  of  the  capital  stock  paid  in,  and 
said  pretended  stockholders,  including  said  in- 
corporators, did  meet  on  the  19th  day  of  June, 
1878,  and  held  an  election  under  said  notice, 
and  elected  said  defendants,  William  M.  Lee, 
president;  John  Floyd,  vice-president;  J.  D. 
Whit  ham,  treasurer;  Benjamin  Griffith,  secre- 
tary; and  Davidson  S.  Gault,  R.  O.  Vance,  S. 
N.  Orr,  John  Medill,  John  Farris  and  John 
Coad,  directors  of  said  pretended  corporation. 
Plaintiff  says  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  March  16, 
1881,  the  said  defendant  A.  C.  Aplt  was  added 
to  said  pretended  board  of  directors.  Plaintiff 
says  that  at  no  time  baa  there  been  more  than 

.  $8,000  of  the  pretended  capital  stock  of  $50,000 
of  said  pretended  corporation  subscribed,  nor 

,  more  than  $2,000  paid  in,  and  that  all  of  said 
defendants,  incorporators,  officers  and  directors 
knew  during  all  the  time  they  conducted  the 
business  of  said  association  that  not  more  than 
$3,000  of  the  capital  stock  had  been  subscribed, 
and  not  more  than  $2,000  paid  in.  Said  plain- 
tiff further. says  that  said  incorporators,  nor 
any  of  them,  nor  any  person  for  them,  gave 
any  notice  by  publication  of  the  opening  of 
the  books  of  said  corporation  for  subscription 
to  the  capital  stock;  neither  were  the  books  or- 
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dered  opened  nor  in  fact  opened,  for  subscrip- 
tion to  the  capita]  stock.  Said  plaintiff  further 
says  that  from  the  time  of  the  organization  of 
said  pretended  corporation  or  association  until 
its  close  by  assignment,  on  the  11th  day  of 
April,  1888,  said  defendants  had  control  of  the 
affairs  of  said  association  and  did  a  large  busi- 
ness in  the  buying  and  selling  of  wool,  amount- 
ing to  thousands  of  dollars  annually,  borrowed 
large  sums  of  money,  contracting  a  large  in- 
debtedness. Plaintiff  further  says  that  on  or 
about  April  1,  1881,  said  defendants  Temoved 
the  business  of  the  said  association  to  Philadel- 
phia, State  of  Pennsylvania,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  pretended  charter  of  said  as- 
sociation. Plaintiff  says  that  between  the  1st 
day  of  August  and  the  1st  day  of  December, 
A.  D.  1882,  it  sold  to  said  defendants,  doing 
business  under  the  name  of  the  'Wool  Grow- 
ers' Exchange,'  as  aforesaid,  81,840  pounds  of 
wool,  which  was  delivered  to  said  defendants 
at  the  City  of  Philadelphia,  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  that  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  1883, 
there  was  a  balance  due  said  plaintiff  from  said 
defendants  on  account  of  said  wool  so  sold  and 
delivered  to  them,  the  sum  of  $8,195.  Plain- 
tiff says  that  the  said  pretended  charter  ob- 
tained by  said  defendants  was  under  the  Act 
of  the  General  Assembly  of«the  State  of  Ohio, 
entitled  'An  Act  Supplementary  to  An  Act  En- 
titled "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Creation  and 
Regulation  of  Incorporated  Companies  in  the 
State  of  Ohio,"  passed  May  1,  1852,'  passed 
April  18,  1867,  as  amended  April  20,  1874,  as 
amended  April  11, 1876,  as  amended  March  12, 
1877,  as  amended  March  28, 1878,  and  that  said 
pretended  charter  sets  forth  the  object  of  said 
association  as  follows:  'That  we  nave  associ- 
ated ourselves  together  for  the  purpose  of  form- 
ing an  organization  to  .establish  a  wool-house, 
and  handle  wool,  merchandise,  produce  and 
furnishing  supplies  to  wool-growers  and  others, 
on  commission  and  purchase  or  sale,  or  in  such 
other  manner  as  will  be  for  the  best  interest  of 
the  stockholders  herein,  and  to  do  a  general 
commission  business  in  the  articles  above  enum- 
erated, and  also  for  the  purpose  of  disseminat- 
ing through  bureaus  or  journals  useful  knowl- 
edge and  information  pertaining  to  the  improve- 
ment and  protection  of  wool-growing  interests.' 
Plaintiff  says  that  under  said  pretended  charter 
and  said  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
State  of  Ohio,  under  which  the  said  pretended 
charter  was  obtained,  said  defendants  had  no 
authority  or  power  as  a  corporation  to  buy  or 
sell  wool,  and  that  therefore  all  of  said  acts  of 
said  defendants  in  a  pretended  corporate  ca- 
pacity, in  the  buying  and  selling  of  wool,  and 
in  the  buying  of  said  wool  from  said  plaintiff, 
were  ultra  vires  and  invalid.  Plaintiff  says 
that  said  defendants,  on  the  8th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1888,  through  said  defendant  J.  D.  Whit- 
ham,  their  agent,  executed  and  delivered  to 
plaintiff,  as  evidence  of  said  indebtedness,  a 
promissory  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
true  copy: 

"  'Cochrantown,  Pa.,  Jan.  8, 1883. 
"  'March  20th,  after  date,  for  value  received, 
we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  the 
Farmers'  Co-operative  Trust  Company,  or  or- 
der, thirty-one  hundred  and  ninety -five  dollars, 
with  interest;  and  in  case  of  default  of  payment 
at  maturity,  an  additional  five  per  cent  for  the 
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collection  of  the  same.  And  we  Jointly  and 
severally  empower  any  attorney  of  record  in 
this  Commonwealth,  or  elsewhere,  to  appear 
for  us,  or  either  of  us,  and  confess  judgment 
against  us,  or  either  of  us,  for  the  same  and 
accrued  interest,  together  with  said  five  per 
cent  attorneys'  fees,  with  costs  of  suit,  release 
of  errors  and  without  stay  of  execution.  And 
for  value  received  we  Jointly  and  severally  do 
waive  the  right  and  benefit  severally  of  any 
law  of  this  or  any  State  exempting  property, 
real  or  personal,  from  sale;  and  if  levy  is  made 
on  land,  we  do  also  jointly  and  severally  waive 
the  right  of  inquisition,  and  consent  to  the 
condemnation  thereof,  with  full  liberty  to  sell 
the  same  on  fl.  fa.,  with  release  of  errors 
thereon. 

•'  rJ.  D.  Whitham,  Treaa. 
"•J.  D.  Whitham.' 

"Plaintiff  further  says  that  no  part  of  said  sum 
has  been  paid.  Plaintiff  says  that  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  of  the  said  wool  and  the  acceptance 
of  said  promissory  note  it  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  manner  in  which  said  defendants  were  con- 
ducting said  business,  but  relied  upon  all  the 
members  of  said  association,  Jointly  and  sev- 
erally, for  the  payment  of  their  said  claim. 
Said"  plaintiff  further  says  that  said  Wool 
Growers'  Exchange,  as  a  corporation  or  associ- 
tion,  is  wholly  insolvent,  having  no  property 
whatever  out  of  which  it  can  make  its  said 
claim,  and  that  the  debts  against  said  Wool 
Growers'  Exchange  are  more  than  (40,000. 
Plaintiff  says  that  at  the  time  of  the  selling  of 
said  wool  and  the  issuing  of  said  promissory 
note  as  aforesaid  all  of  said  defendants  were 
the  active  business  managers  of  said  associa- 
tion, and  had  fuli  knowledge  of  the  failure  of 
said  association,  as  aforesaid,  to  obtain  and 
carry  into  effect  a  complete  charter,  and  had 
also  full  knowledge  that  the  buying  or  selling 
of  wool  was  beyond  the  scope  and  authority  of 
said  pretended  corporation  as  afore  said.  Plain- 
tiff avers  that  said  defendants,  J.  D.  Whitham, 
R.  C.  Vance,  8.  N.  Orr  and  A.  0.  Ault,  did 
business  under  their  initials,  and  that  plaintiff 
does  not  know,  and  cannot  ascertain,  their  full 
name.  Plaintiff  therefore  says  that  said  de- 
fendants are  jointly  and  severally  indebted  to 
said  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $3,195,  with  inter- 
est from  the  8th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1888. 
Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against 
said  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  for  same 
sum  of  $8,195,  with  interest  upon  the  same 
from  the  8th  day  of  January,  1883,  and  costs 
of  suit" 

Hartshorn  made  default.  The  other  defend- 
ants who  were  served  with  process  demurred 
generally  to  the  amended  petition,  and,  after 
the  demurrers  were  overruled,  filed  a  joint  an- 
swer, controverting  all  the  allegations  of  the 
petition  except  the  averment  of  the  plaintiff's 
incorporation.  The  plaintiff,  upon  the  trial, 
obtained  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount  claimed 
in  the  petition.  The  court  overruled  the  mo- 
tion filed  by  the  answering  defendants  for  a 
new  trial,  and  rendered  judgment  against  them 
on  the  verdict,  and  also  rendered  judgment 
against  Hartshorn  on  default  for  the  same 
amount.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  duly  taken 
by  the  defendants,  from  which  it  appears  that 
at  the  trial  the  parties  gave  evidence  tending 
to  prove,  on  their  respective  parts,  the  issues 
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Joined  by  the  pleadings.  To  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  under  the  instructions  riven  by 
the  court  to  the  jury,  it  was  necessary  for  them, 
to  find  that  there  had  not  been  subscribed  to* 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Wool  Growers'  Ex- 
change an  amount  equal  to  10  per  cent  thereof; 
that  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant  of  this  defect  in 
the  incorporation;  and  that  the  defendants- 
themselves,  or  through  an  agent  appointed  by 
them,  actuallv  participated  In  the  transaction- 
which  the  plaintiff  set  forth  in  the  petition. 
The  burden  of  establishing  these  facts,  the  jury 
were  instructed,  was  on  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  requested  that  certain  in- 
structions be  given  to  the  jury,  which,  togeth- 
er with  the  action  of  the  court  with  respect  to- 
them,  are  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  a» 
follows:  "I  am  requested  by  counsel  to  charge 
the  following  propositions:  'Proporitwn  1.  If 
the  said  Medill,  Floyd,  Ault  and  Gault.  who- 
have  filed  a  Joint  answer  herein,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  without  negligence 
on  their  part,  believed,  and  had  a  good  right 
to  believe,  that  the  condition  as  to  the  sub- 
scription of  $5,000  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Wool  Growers'  Exchange  had  been  complied 
with  prior  to  the  election  of  officers,  then  they 
are  not  liable  to  plaintiff,  if  the  articles  of  in- 
corporation were  duly  filed  with  the  secretary 
of  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  said  Wool  Growers" 
Exchange  did  proceed  to  carry  on,  and  did 
carry  on,  the  business  for  which  they  were  in- 
corporated.' This,  gentlemen,  I  refuse  to- 
charge.  Mere  belief  is  not  sufficient.  I  am 
also  requested  by  defendants  to  charge  as  fol- 
lows: '  Proportion  t.  If  you  are  satisfied  from 
the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  defendant* 
answering  in  this  case,  knowingly,  and  with 
the  design  to  defraud  the  public  generally, 
combined  together  and  held  forth  false  and  de- 
ceptive colors,  and  did  acts  which  are  wrong, 
and  have  thereby  injured  the  plaintiff,  they 
must  make  him  whole  by  responding  to  the 
full  extent  of  that  injury,  and  the  Act  of  incor- 
poration in  such  case,  when  the  same  is  defect- 
ive, and  the  organization  thereunder  was  effect- 
ed without  the  requisite  amount  of  stock  sub- 
scribed, will  not  protect  the  defendants  from, 
such  liability.  But  if,  on  the  contrary,  you  are 
satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  said  de- 
fendants, in  good  faith  and  without  negligence* 
proceeded  to  the  organization  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  thereafter  carried  on  business  as  a. 
corporation  in  good  faith,  believing  and  having 
cause  to  believe  that  the  requisite  amount  of 
stock  had  been  subscribed,  and  that  the  corpor- 
ation was  otherwise  regularly  organized,  then, 
and  in  such  case,  the  Act  of  incorporation  will 
protect  them  from  personal  liability  in  this  ac- 
tion to  the  plaintiff,  although  in  fact  it  should 
now  turn  out  that  the  organization  was  effected 
when  less  than  the  requisite  amount  of  stock 
had  been  subscribed.'  This  I  refuse.  Actual 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  is  not  es- 
sential to  the  case  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  will  good 
faith  and  sincere  belief  alone  afford  a  shield. * 

The  defendants  excepted  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested  by  them* 
and  also  excepted  generally  to  the  charge  given; 
and  those  of  them  against  whom  judgment  wa» 
rendered  (except  Hartshorn,  who,  refusing  to* 

S)in  as  a  plaintiff  in  error,  was  made  a  party 
efendant)  prosecuted  error  to  the  circuit  court, 
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"where  the  judgment  was  reversed  upon  the  fol- 
lowiog  grounds,  as  stated  in  the  journal  entry: 
••  First.  The  court  of  common  pleas  erred  in 
overruling  the  separate  demurrers  of  plaintiffs 
in  error  to  the  amended  petition  of  defendant 
in  error,  the  Farmers'  Co-operative  Trust  Com- 
pany. Second.  The  court  of  common  pleas 
-erred  in  refusing  to  give  the  propositions  num- 
bered one  and  two  of  the  request  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  to  the  jury,  as  requested  by  plain- 
tiffs in  error,  and  in  the  charge  as  given  by  the 
•court  to  the  jury  so  far  as  inconsistent  with 
said  requests. 

It  is  sought  by  the  present  proceeding  in  error 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court, 
and  have  that  of  the  common  pleas  affirmed. 

Messrs.  John  K.  Cook,  Eaten  *  Estop 
and  A.  H.  Batten,  for  plaintiff  In  error: 

The  subscribing  of  10  per  cent  of  the  capital 
stock  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  business  by  the  association, 
and  if  10  per  cent  was  not  subscribed,  these 
parties,  defendants  in  error,  who  conducted 
the  business,  made  themselves  individually  re- 
sponsible for  all  liabilities  incurred,  and  the 
question  of  fraud  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

If  there  was  a  corporation  by  the  issuing  of 
the  certificate,  it  was  a  lifeless 'thing  until  the 
10  per  cent  or  $6,000  was  subscribed. 

Act  March  21,  1861,  %%  10,  44;  Swan  &  C. 
8tat.  p.  168  :  MediU  v.  Collier,  16  Ohio  St 
609;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ball.  86  Ohio  St. 
158 ;  Raccoon  River  Nav.  Co.  v.  Eagle,  29  Ohio 
St  288;  Chamberlain  v.  PainsviUe  AH.  EL  Co. 
16  Ohio  St.  225;  Ashtabula  4  N.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  Id.  828 ;  1  Swan  &  C.  Stat.  p.  276.  §§6, 
6,  9;  JeucU  v.  Valley  K  Co.te  Ohio  St  601; 
POwersv.  Suction  4b  L.  R.  Co.  33  Ohio  St.  429; 
Fay  v.  Noble,  7  Cuah.  194 ;  Fuller  v.  Rowet  57 
N.  Y.  28;  Coppin  v.  Qreenkec&R.  Co.  88 Ohio 
St.  279. 

Directors  and  managers  of  a  corporation  are 
agents,  and  governed  Try  the  rules  of  law  re- 
specting agency. 

Thompson,  Liability  of  Officers,  ft§  77-79, 
361-863,  895,  401 ;  Field,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  79, 
€0,  81, 156, 178;  Story.  Ag.  £  264. 

These  directors  had  no  authority  to  act  for 
the  corporation. 

2  Morawets,  Priv.  Corp.  §  68a 

They  were  not  officers  &  facto. 

Id.  §640. 

A  stranger  contracting  with  the  corporation 
might  plead  it  was  a  de  facto  corporation,  but 
these  parties  are  estopped  from  taking  advan- 
tage of  their  own  wrong.  It  would  be  a  fraud 
to  permit  them  to  do  so. 

I xiwler  v.  Walker,  18  Ohio,  166;  Bartholo- 
mew v.  Bentley,  1  Ohio  St.  87;  Strauc  v.  Eagle 
Ins.  Co.  6  Ohio  St.  60;  Bank  of  Chillicothe  v. 
Swayne,  b  Ohio,  287;  Kaiser  v.  Lawrence  Sav. 
Bank,  66  Iowa,  104,  41  Am.  Rep.  86. 

If  defendants  in  [error  did  not  know  that 
the  10  per  cent  of  the  capital  stock  was  not  sub- 
scribed, they  might  have  known;  it  was  their 
business  to  know,  hence  they  are  responsible. 

Scale  v.  City  Bank,  20  Ohio  Law  Bulletin,  60; 
Cole  v.  Cassidy,  188  Mass.  487. 

Persons  who  carry  on  the  business  of  a  cor- 
poration before  it  is  legally  authorized  to  trans- 
act business  are  personally  liable  for  debts  con- 
tracted by  them.    ' 
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MediU  v.  Collier,  16  Ohio  St.  699 ;  Kaiser  v. 
Lawrence  Sav.  Bank,  supra. 

There  being  in  law  no  corporation  authorized 
to  transact  business,  there  is  no  principal,  and 
the  agent  is  personally  bound  on  the  general 
doctrine  of  agency. 

Story,  Ag.  §  264;  Ang.  &  A.  Priv.  Corp. 
§808. 

If  the  agents  of  a  corporation  incur  debts 
within  their  apparent  power,  the  members  of 
the  company  should  sustain  the  loss  rather 
than  innocent  creditors. 

2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  610,  828. 

Messrs.  W.  P.  Havy*  and  J.  F.  Daton, 
for  defendants  in  error: 

Before  the  defendants  can  be  held  respon- 
sible, they  must  have  been  guilty  of  fraud. 

Zinn  v.  Model,  9  W.  Va.  680 ;  Bartholomew 
v.  Bentley,  16  Ohio,  669;  Thompson,  Liability 
of  Officers,  401;  Stebbingsv.  Edmands,  12  Gray, 
203 ;  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  §  628 ;  Spering**  App. 
71  Pa.  11 ;  Coppin  v.  Qreenleec  <£>  R.  Co.  88 
Ohio  St.  270. 

The  subscription  of  10  per  cent  stock  is  not 
a  prerequisite  to  corporate  existence  or  to  the 
right  to  carry  on  business. 

State  v.  Robinson,  12  Ohio  Law  Bull.  269; 
Eaton  v.  AtpinwaU,  19  N.  Y.  119;  Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hall,  86  Ohio  St  169. 

The  corporation,  the  Wool  Growers'  Ex- 
change, having  assumed,  by  entering  into  the 
contract  with  plaintiff,  to  have  requisite 
power,  and  plaintiff  having  dealt  with  the  cor- 
poration as  a  corporation,  both  parties  are  es- 
topped to  deny  it. 

ttoutv.  ZuUck,  6  Cent.  Rep.  386,  48  N.  J. 
L.  699;  Worcester  Med.  Inst.  v.  Harding,  11 
Cusb.  286;  McBroom  v.  Lebanon  Corp.  31  Ind. 
268;  Troy  Cong.  Boo.  v.  Ferry,  6  K.  H.  164; 
Newburg  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Weare,  27  Ohio  St 
348;  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  ft  789;  Ang.  &  A. 
Priv.  Corp.  §  686;  Whitney  v.  Wyman,  101 U. 
S.  892,  26  L.  ed.  1060. 

Defendants  are  protected  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  from  the  debts  of  the  corporation  be- 
cause it,  the  Wool  Growers'  Exchange,  was  a 
de  facto  corporation. 

Society  Perun  v.  Cleveland,  1  West.  Bep. 
606,  48  Ohio  St  481;  Rowland  v.  Meader 
Furniture  Co.  88  Ohio  St  269. 

There  are  only  four  classes  of  cases  where 
corporate  officers  can  be  made  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation,  where  injury  results: 

1.  Where  their  acts  are  malum  in  se. 

2.  Where  their  acts  are  prohibited  by  law. 

8.  Where  the  statute  under  which  the  cor- 
poration is  organized  provides  for  a  liability 
against  the  officers. 

4.  Where  their  acts  are  fraudulent. 

Ang.  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.  691,  696,  696,  699, 
606-607.  See  especially,  Whitney  v.  Wyman, 
supra;  Humphreys  v.  Mooney,  6  Colo.  288; 
Stout  v.  Zuixck,  supra  ;  Gartside  Coal  Co.  v. 
Maxwell,  20  Fed.  Rep.  187,  22  Fed.  Rep.  197. 

Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  circuit  court,  it  appears  from  the  record, 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  because  of  alleged  errors  in  overruling  the 
demurrers  to  the  amended  petition,  and  refus- 
ing the  instructions  which  the  defendants  re- 
quested to  be  given  to  the  jury.    It  sufficiently 
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appears  from  the  petition  that  in  1878  the  de- 
fendants attempted  to  form,  under  the  laws  of 
this  State,  a  corporation  called  the  "Wool 
Growers'  Exchange/'  for  the  purpose,  as  de- 
clared in  the  articles  of  incorporation,  of  deal- 
ing in  "  wool,  merchandise,  produce,  and  fur- 
nishing supplies  to  wool-growers  and  others,  on 
commission  and  purchase  or  sale,  and  to  do  a 
general  commission  business  in  the  articles 
above  enumerated;  and  also  for  the  purpose  of 
disseminating,  through  bureaus  or  journals, 
useful  knowledge  and  information  pertaining 
to  the  improvement  and  protection  of  wool- 
growing  interests. "  The  amount  of  the  capital 
stock  was  fixed  at  $50,000,  in  shares  of  $10 
each.  When  less  than  $8,000  of  stock  had  been 
subscribed,  and  less  than  $2,000  paid  in,  an 
election  was  held  by  the  defendants  and  others, 
at  which  the  defendants  were  chosen  as  direc- 
tors of  the  concern.  These  directors  organized 
by  selecting  from  their  number  the  customary 
officers  of  a  corporation.  Thereafter,  in  1882, 
while  the  defendants,  against  whom  the  judg- 
ment in  the  case  was  rendered,  were  acting  as 
such  directors,  controlling  and  managing  the 
business  of  the  Wool  Growers'  Exchange,  wool 
was  purchased  in  its  name  from  the  plaintiff  to 
the  amount  averred  in  the  petition;  and  the 
balance,  $3,105,  of  the  purchase  price,  for 
which,  with  interest,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
judgment,  remains  unpaid.  The  defendants 
had  knowledge  that  10  per  cent  of  the  stock  of 
the  corporation  had  not  been,  and  never  was, 
subscribed  or  paid  in,  but  the  plaintiff  was  ig- 
norant of  that  fact.  There  is  no  allegation  in 
the  petition  that  the  defendants  were  actuated 
by  any  fraudulent  purpose,  or  had  any  design 
to  cheat  or  defraud  the  plaintiff.  Without 
such  purpose  or  design,  it  is  claimed  that  the 
defendants  could  not  be  made  liable,  and 
therefore  the  lack  of  such  averment  is  a  fatal 
defect  in  the  petition.  Whether  it  be  so  or  not 
is  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrers.  The 
instructions  refused  present  a  question  some- 
what different  in  form,  though  much  of  the 
same  nature,  which  is,  whether  a  personal  lia- 
bility was  incurred  by  the  defendants  if  in  the 
transaction  with  the  plaintiff  they  acted  in  good 
faith,  believing  that  the  requisite  amount  of 
stock  to  authorize  the  organization  of  the  cor- 
poration had  been  subscribed. 

Upon  both  questions  the  circuit  court  held 
with  the  defendants,  and  if  its  holding  upon 
either  was  correct,  its  judgment  must  be  af- 
firmed. A  somewhat  extended  examination 
has  satisfied  us,  however,  that  upon  neither  is 
the  decision  In  harmony  with  the  great  weight 
of  authority.  The  courts  of  this  country  and 
of  England,  with  few  exceptions,  adhere  to  the 
doctrine  so  clearly  laid  down  by  Mr,  Justice 
Story  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of 
Agency,  where  it  is  said:  "  Wherever  a  party 
undertakes  to  do  any  act  as  the  agent  of 
another,  if  he  do  not  possess  any  authority  from 
the  principal  therefor,  or  if  he  exceeds  the  au- 
thority delegated  to  him,  he  will  be  personally 
responsible  therefor  to  the  person  with  whom 
he  is  dealing  for  or  on  account  of  his  principal. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  is,  and  ought 
to  be,  the  rule  of  law  in  the  case  of  a  fraudulent 
representation  made  by  the  agent,  that  be  has 
due  authority  to  act  for  the  principal;  for  it  is 
an  intentional  deceit.  The  same  rule  may 
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justlv  apply  where  the  agent  has  no  such  au- 
thority, and  he  knows  it,  and  he  nevertheless 
undertakes  to  act  for  the  principal,  although  he 
intends  no  fraud.  But  another  case  may  be ' 
put,  which  may  seem  to  admit  of  more  doubt; 
and  that  is,  where  the  party  undertakes  to  act 
as  an  agent  for  the  principal,  bona  fide,  believ- 
ing that  he  has  due  authority,  but  in  point  of 
fact  he  has  no  authority,  and  therefore  be  acts 
under  an  innocent  mistake.  In  this  last  case, 
however,  the  agent  is  held  by  law  to  be  equally 
as  responsible  as  he  is  in  the  two  former  cases, 
although  he  is  guiltyof  no  intentional  fraud  or 
moral  turpitude.  This  whole  doctrine  pro- 
ceeds upon  a  plain  principle  of  justice;  for 
every  person  so  acting  for  another,  by  a  natural, 
if  not  by  a  necessary,  implication,  holds  himself 
out  as  having  competent  authority  to  do  the 
act;  and  he  thereby  draws  the  other  party  into  ' 
a  reciprocal  engagement.  ...  If  he  has  no 
such  authority,  and  acts  bona  fide,  still  he  does  ' 
a  wrong  to  the  other  party:  and  if  that  wrong  ' 
produces  an  injury  to  the  latter,  owing  to  his  * 
confidence  in  the  truth  of  an  express  or  implied 
assertion  of  authority  by  the  agent,  it  is  per- 
fectly just  that  he  who  makes  such  an  assertion 
should  be  personally  responsible  for  the  con- 
sequences, rather  than  that  the  injury  should 
be  borne  by  the  other  party,  who  has  been 
misled  by  it.  Indeed,  it  is  a  plain  principle  of 
equity,  as  well  as  of  law,  that  where  one  of  two 
innocent  persons  must  Buffer  a  loss,  he  ought  to 
bear  it  who  has  been  the  sole  means  of  produc- 
ing it,  by  inducing  the  other  to  place  a  false 
confidence  in  his  acts,  and  to  repoee  upon  the 
truth  of  his  statements."  Story,  Ag.  §  264. 
In  the  note  to  this  section  many  cases  which  ' 
sustain  the  text  are  cited.  And  in  the  notes  to 
Thomson  v.  Davenport,  in  2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas. 
8th  ed.  pt.  1,  commencing  on  page  408  of  the 
eighth  edition,  a  number  of  the  cases  on  the 
same  subject  are  collected.  In  addition  to  * 
those,  other  cases  might  be  referred  to,  among 
them  the  following:  Wajkerv.  Bank  of  State,  ' 
9  N.  Y.  582;  White  v.  Madison,  2e  N.  T.  117; 
Wear*  v.  Qote,  44  N.  H.  196. 

In  the  last  case  cited  above  it  is  held  that, 
"  although  no  fraud  or  wrongful  motive  can  be 
imputed  to  the  agent,  still  his  act  is  an  affirma- 
tion that  he  has  authority  to  make  the  contract,  ' 
and  he  may  justly  be  held  responsible  for  the 
truth  of  it;  and  it  is  no  more  than  reasonable 
that  he  should  suffer  the  consequences  of  his 
mistake  rather  than  the  party  who  is  misled  by 
it,  because,  before  holding  himself  out  as  such  ' 
agent,  it  is  his  duty  to  ascertain  whether  his 
claim  so  to  act  is  well  founded  or  not;  and  he 
surely  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  that  others 
have  confided  in  his  assertion  of  authority,  and 
upon  the  strength  of  it  have  entered  into  recip- 
rocal engagements  with  him.  Even  if  wholly 
innocent  of  any  wrongful  purpose,  his  case  falls 
within  the  familiar  principle  that  when  one  of 
two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  a  loss  it  ought 
to  be  borne  by  him  who  has  been  the  means  of 
causing  it,  by  inducing  the  other  to  confide  in 
the  truth  of  his  representations." 

While,  however,  the  authorities  generally 
agree  that  where  a  person,  not  having  in  fact 
authority  to  make  a  contract  as  agent,  yet  does 
so  under  the  bona  fide  belief  that  such  authority 
is  vested  in  him,  is  nevertheless  personally  re- 
sponsible to  those  who  contract  with  him  in 
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ignorance  of  his  want  of  authority,  a  diversity 
of  opinion  is  found  in  tbe  cases  in  regard  to  the 
exact  nature  of  the  liability,  and  the  character 
of  the  action  by  which  it  may  be  enforced. 

In  Jenkins  v.  Hutchinson,  18  Q.  B.  746,  it  is 
intimated  by  Erie,  J.,  that  an  action  of  deceit 
would  He  in  such  cases,  notwithstanding  the 
good  faith  of  the  agent,  and  some  authorities 
may  be  found  to  that  effect.  Another  class  of 
cases  hold  that  the  liability  is  upon  tbe  contract; 
but  it  is  believed  that  whether  the  agent  is  so 
liable  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties 
as  discovered  from  the  contract  itself;  and  on 
this  question  the  form  of  the  agreement  and  tbe 
mode  of  signature  may  be  quite  conclusive. 
The  rule,  as  stated  in  Story  on  Agency,  is  that 
an  agent  cannot  be  sued  on  the  very  instrument 
itself,  as  a  contracting  party,  unless  there  be 
apt  words  to  charge  him.  Section  264a.  Still 
another  class  of  cases  establish  the  rule,  which 
we  are  inclined  to  adopt,  that  in  cases  like  the 
one  we  are  considering  the  agent  is  liable  upon 
his  implied  promise  that  he  possesses  the  au- 
thority he  assumes  to  have.  ,  2  Smith,  Lead. 
Cas.  8th  ed.  pt.  1,  p.  408,  and  Cases  there  cited; 
Lewis  v.  Nicholson  18  Q.  B.  512.  In  White  v. 
Madison,  supra,  in  a  learned  opinion,  it  is  held 
that  the  liability  of  the  agent  in  such  case*  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  he  warrants  his  authority, 
and  not  that  tbe  contract  is  to  be  deemed  his 
own.  Bartholomew  v.  Bentley,  15  Ohio,  650,  is 
referred  to  as  establishing  both  that  the  liability 
of  the  agent  in  cases  of  this  kind  is  founded  on 
fraud  and  that  the  petition  should  charge  a 
fraudulent  intent  in  direct  terms.  That  was  an 
action  in  case  for  deceit,  under  the  practice 
which  prevailed  before  the  adoption  of  tbe 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  The  questions  aris- 
ing upon  the  demurrer  related  to  the  form  of 
the  remedy  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  declara- 
tion in  such  an  action.  They  are  stated  by 
Birchard,  J.t  to  be:  "  First.  Can  a  special 
action  on  the  case  for  fraud,  which  has  resulted 
in  damage  of  tbe  plaintiffs,  be  maintained  in  a 
case  like  this,  upon  sufficient  declaration? 
Second.  Is  this  declaration  good  upon  demur- 
rer? "  Tbe  court  answers  the  first  question  in 
the  affirmative,  and  in  speaking  of  the  declara- 
tion says:  "The  objection  taken  by  counsel 
is  a  want  of  certainty.  The  action  is  founded 
on  a  fraudulent  combination,  and  for  holding 
out  false  colors  at  the  commencement  of  the 
banking  operations,  and  at  various  subsequent 
periods.  The  only  direct  charge  of  a  fraud- 
ulent intention  is  in  tbe  withdrawal  of  the 
funds,  and  this,  for  aught  that  appears,  may 
have  been  long  since  the  bills  in  plaintiff's  hands 
were  issued.  ...  It  is  thought  that  tbe  aver- 
ment of  a  fraudulent  design  should  have  been 
made  in  positive  terms,  as  to  each  specific  act 
relied  upon  to  sustain  the  action."  Under  the 
practice  then  in  force,  pleadings  were  subject 
to  demurrer  unless  they  were  appropriate  in 
their  form  and  allegations  to  the  particular  ac- 
tion pursued;  and  we  do  not  understand  it  to 
be  there  decided  that  no  other  action  could  be 
maintained  on  tbe  facts  of  that  case.  A  differ- 
ent action  was  maintained  in  MediU  v.  Collier, 
16  Ohio  St.  589,  which,  so  far  as  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  liability  of  the  bank  directors 
was  placed,  is  not  greatly  dissimilar  to  the  case 
before  us. 

Under  our  present  system  of  pleading  it  is 
12L.R.A. 


not  important  what  was  formerly  the  most 
appropriate  remedy.  Upon  tbe  facts  stated  in 
the  petition,  the  law,  we  think,  implied  a 
promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  in 
making  tbe  contract  with  the  plaintiff  they  had  . 
authority  to  bind  the  corporation  they  assumed 
to  represent;  and  if  they  had  not,  they  are 
answerable  for  the  consequences.  That  they 
were  without  such  authority  seems  clear.  It 
was  held  by  this  court  in  Bartholomew  v.  BenU 
ley,  1  Ohio  St  87,  that  while  mere  irregulari- 
ties in  organizing  a  corporation  would  not  sub- ' 
ject  the  officers  to  private  liability,  to  protect 
them  from  such  liability  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  incorporation  must  be  substantially  pur-  - 
sued.  By  our  statutes,  under  which  the  pro- 
ceedings were  taken  for  the  formation  of  the  • 
corporation  referred  to  in  the  petition,  the  cor- 
porate powers,  business  and  property  of  cor- 
porations formed  for  profit  must  be  exercised, 
conducted  and  controlled  by  aboard  of  direct- 
ors, all  of  whom  must  be  stockholders ;  the 
articles  of  association  must  state  tbe  amount 
of  the  capital  stock,  and  the  number  of  shares 
into  which  it  is  divided ;  and  at  least  10  per 
cent  of  that  amount  must  be  subscribed  before 
directors  can  be  chosen.  So  that  tbe  sub- 
scription of  the  necessary  amount  of  the  capital 
stock  to  authorize  the  election  of  directors  it 
not  only  a  matter  of  substance,  bnt  is  essential 
to  the  organization  of  tbe  corporation,  and 
necessary  to  the  transaction  of  business  by  it.  - 
It  is  tbe  security  which  the  law  requires  shall 
be  provided,  before  the  corporation  enters  up- 
on its  business,  for  the  protection  of  those  who 
may  deal  with  it.  The  statutory  liability  of 
the  stock  subscribers  is  an  additional  security. 
In  the  effort  to  form  tbe  corporation  in  ques- 
tion neither  of  these  securities  was  provided. 
Counsel  contend  that  it  is  nevertheless  a  cor- 
poration de  facto,  and  estopped  to  deny  its 
liability  to  the  plaintiff.  If  it  were,  it  is  not 
readily  perceived  how  this  would  aid  the  de- 
fendants. Until  there  were  stock  subscriptions 
to  an  amount  warranting  the  organization,  the 
subscribers  could  not  be  compelled  to  pay  be- 
yond the  sum  required  at  the  time  of  toe  sub- 
scription ;  nor  would  the  statutory  liability  at- 
tach, unless  there  were  some  ground  of  estop- 
pel, not  appearing  in  this  case.  The  implied 
undertaking  of  the  defendants  was,  that  they 
represented  a  corporation  with  the  capital  stock 
required  by  law  ;  while  the  one  to  which  they 
insist  the  plaintiff  shall  be  compelled  to  resort 
was,  if  a  de  facto  corporation,  so  only  in  name, 
without  substance  of  capacity  ;  and  if  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  could  be  brought  to  the  aid  of 
the  plaintiff  against  it,  tbe  defendants  are  not 
in  a  position  to  require  a  resort  to  that  remedy 
to  relieve  them  from  the  liability  they  have  in- 
curred. 

The  case  appears  to  have  proceeded  in  the 
trial  court  upon  the  theory  that,  if  the  defend- 
ants were  liable  at  all,  the  amount  which  tbe 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  was  the  balance 
due  on  tbe  contract.  This  was  not  necessarily 
tbe  measure  of  recovery.  As  we  have  already 
seen,  the  action  in  such  cases  is  not  founded  on 
the  contract  made  for  the  supposed  principal, 
but  on  the  implied  promise  of  tbe  agent  that 
he  had  authority  to  bind  tbe  principal ;  and 
tbe  damages  which  may  be  recovered  for  its 
breach  is  the  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by 
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reason  of  his  not  having  the  valid  contract 
which  the  agent  undertook  that  he  should  have. 
The  damages  may  sometimes  exceed  the 
amount  due  on  the  contract  made  in  the  name 
of  the  principal,  for  it  is  held  they  may  include 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  an  unsuccessful  action 
against  the  principal  to  enforce  the  contract. 
White  v.  Madison,  supra;  Simons  v.  Patchett, 
7  El.  &  Bl.  568 ;  OoUen  v.  Wright,  Id.  801,  2 
Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  410. 

In  Morawetz  on  Corporations  it  is  said  that 
the  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action  against 
the  directors  or  officers  of  a  corporation  who 
induce  a  person  to  deal  with  it  before  the 
capital  indicated  in  its  charter  has  in  fact  been 
provided,  is  the  loss  sustained  "bv  reason  of 
the  difference  between  the  capital  which  he  actu- 
ally received,  and  that  which  he  was  entitled 
to  expect"  Under  this  rule,  we  think,  the 
plaintiff  might  properly  recover  the  balance  re- 
maining unpaid  on  the  purchase  price  of  the 
wool  sold.  Prima.facie,  that  is  the  amount  of 
the  plaintiffs  loss,  and  it  does  not  exceed  the 
amount  of  the  capital  which  the  corporation 
was  required  by  law  to  have  before  it  could  be 
represented  by  directors,  and  which  the  de- 
fendants, by  assuming  to  act  for  it,  undertook 
that  it  did  have. 

It  is  true  the  petition  alleges  that  the  corpora- 
tion is  insolvent,  with  an  indebtedness  exceed- 
ing 10  per  cent  of  the  capital  stock;  but 
whether  the  claims  of  other  creditors  stand  up- 
on a  like  footing  with  that  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
can  or  will  be  enforced  against  the  defendants, 
does  not  appear.  Besides,  if  the  proper  stock 
subscriptions  had  been  obtained,  the  corpora- 
tion might  not  have  become  insolvent ;  or  be- 
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fore  it  did,  the  plaintiff's  claim  might  have 
been  paid  or  secured.  If  in  such  case  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  no  more  than  a  sum 
equal  to  the  proportion  of  the  capital  which 
should  have  been  provided  that  his  claim  bears 
to  the  whole  indebtedness  contracted  in  the 
corporate  name,  it  would  be  necessary  to  take 
an  account  of  the  assets  and  liabilities  to  de- 
termine the  amount  of  the  recovery.  That 
rule  applied  to  this  case  would  require  that  the 
defendants  be  charged  with  an  amount  equal 
to  the  necessary  stock  subscriptions  and  the 
statutory  liability  of  the  subscribers,  and  that 
all  the  creditors  be  brought  in  to  have  their 
claims  adjusted  before  the  amount  of  the  ver- 
dict could  be  arrived  at.  The  plaintiff  has 
not  sought  to  compel  the  defendants  to  pro- 
vide a  fund  for  the  payment  of  other  creditors 
who  are  not  themselves  asserting  their  claims, 
nor  have  the  defendants  complained  because 
they  were  not  compelled  to  do  so.  Whether 
the  defendants  could  in  the  trial  court,  if  they 
had  deemed  it  to  their  advantage,  have  had 
the  claims  of  all  the  creditors  adjusted,  the 
aggregate  liabilities  ascertained,  ana  the  total 
amount  the  defendants  could  be  called  upon 
to  pay  determined  and  apportioned  among  the 
creditors,  we  need  not  decide.  They  did  not 
make  that  claim  in  the  court  below,  nor  do 
they  make  it  here.  In  our  opinion,  the  court 
of  common  pleas  committed  no  error  in  over- 
ruling the  demurrers  to  the  petition,  nor  in  re- 
fusing the  instructions  requested  by  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  that  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas 
affirmed. 
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fjoren  A.  GALLUP,  Trustee  in  Insolvency  of 

Almon  Bartlett, 

t. 

George  S.  SMITH. 

<®  Conn.  354.) 

&•  A  probate  judge  cited  by  the  pro- 
bate Judge  of  another  district  to  act  in 

his  place,  who  acts  with  the  assent  of  the  clerk, 
is  a  judge  de  jure,  although  the  statute  prescribes 
that  the  "clerk  of  the  court  shall  cite"  the  Judge 
lo  such  cases,  as  that  provision  Is  merely  directo- 
ry. 

3*  The  meet  satisfactory  and  conclusive 
test  of  the  question  whether  or  not  the  provis- 
ions of  a  statute  are  mandatory  or  directory  is 
whether  the  prescribed  mode  of  action  is  of  the 
essence  of  the  thing  to  be  accomplished,  in  other 
words,  whether  it  relates  to  matters  material  or 
Immaterial,  to  matters  of  convenience  or  of  sub- 
stance. 

"8.   Evidence  that  no  witnesses  were 
lot  hearing  had  before  a  probate  Judge, 
1 1n  the  records  of  the  probate  court,  is 
inadmissible. 

(September  32, 1880.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  New  Lon- 
don County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  for  property  alleged  to  have 


been  taken  by  defendant,  and  which  was  a  part 
of  the  estate  of  which  plaintiff  bad  been  ap- 
pointed trustee.    Afflrmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  In  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  S.  Lucas,  C.  P.  Thayer  and  G. 
E.  Parsons*  for  appellant: 

A  plaintiff  who  sues  as  trustee  must  prove  a 
legal  appointment  to  such  office  when  his  right 
to  sue  in  that  capacity  is  put  in  issue;  and  be 
cannot  avail  himself  of  the  de  facto  doctrine  in 
aid  of  his  appointment  when  the  defective  title 
of  the  appointing  power  is  matter  of  public 
record,  or  when  he  has  set  the  appointing  power 
in  motion  for  his  own  advantage. 

Power*  v.  Mulvey,  51  Conn.  488;  Mowry  v. 
Hawkins,  57  Conn.  458. 

The  Statute  provides  for  the  organization  of 
a  new  tribunal  when  the  probate  Judge  is  dis- 
qualified, which,  when  organized,  shall  have 
power  to  affect  the  rights  and  property  of  the 
citizen ;  and  such  a  power  can  only  be  ac- 
quired by  a  strict  compliance  with  statutory 
requirements.  This  makes  the  Statute  man- 
datory. 

People  v.  Schermerhorn,  19  Barb.  558. 

The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  know  the  law  rel- 
ative to  the  citation  of  the  foreign  judge,  and 
also  that  nothing  is  presumed  in  favor  of  courts 
of  limited  jurisdiction. 

Qriswold  v.  MatJter,  5  Conn.  485. 


Worm.— Statute*,  when  mandatory  and  when  direc- 
tory; constitutional  provision*. 

The  provisions  of  a  new  Constitution  are  manda- 
tory and  prohibitory  unless  by  direct  words  they 
ere  declared  to  be  otherwise.  Cal.  Const  art.  1, 1 22. 

The  North  Carolina  constitutional  provisions  re- 
garding the  forms  and  methods  to  be  observed  by 
the  General  Assembly  In  the  enactment  of  laws  are 
^mandatory,  and  not  merely  directory.  8tate  v. 
Patterson,  08  N.  C.  660. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  the  style  of  a  law 
-•hail  be:  "It  is  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly 
as  follows,"— If  anything  more  than  director}-, 
cannot  be  decreed  to  apply  to  that  species  of  enact- 
ments which  are  usually  denominated  Joint  resolu- 
'tions,  and  which  are  often  used  to  express  the  leg- 
islative will  in  cases  not  requiring  a  general  law. 
Hoyt  v.  Sprague,  108  U.  8. 618, 28  L.  ed.  586. 

In  respect  to  the  impropriety  and  danger  of  ap- 
plying the  rules  of  Interpretation  as  to  directory 
provisions  of  statutes  to  the  interpretation  of  con- 
stitutional provisions,  see  Cooley,  Const,  Lim.  78, 
83;  Hunt  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  806;  May  v.  Rice,  91 
Ind.  646;;Swann  v.  Buck,  40  Miss.  268;  Seat  of  Gov- 
•ernment  Case,  1  Wash.  Terr.  115;  State  v.  Patter- 
"•on,  supra. 

Ohio  Const.,  art.  2,  I  6,  providing  that  "no  bill 
-•hall  contain  more  than  one  subject,  which  shall  be 
dearly  expressed  in  its  title,14  relates  only  to  bills 
In  their  progress  through  the  General  Assembly, 
■and  Is  directory  merely,  being  a  rule  prescribed 
-for  that  body,  to  which  the  supervision  of  its  ob- 
servance to  left.  Weil  v.  State,  46  Ohio  St  45Q. 
*  Failure  by  the  Alabama  Code  Commissioners  to 
Incorporate  all  of  the  Acts  of  the  1886-87  Session, 
(amending  sections  of  the  Code  of  1876,  into  the  Code 
of  1686,  does  not  invalidate  any  such  amending  Act 
•omitted,  as  the  requirement  upon  them  to  so  incor- 
porate such  amendments  was  only  directory. 
•8outh  y.  State,  86  Ala.  617. 

Enabling  Statutes. 
ftaabling  Statutes  impliedly  prohibit  any  other 
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than  the  statutory  mode  of  doing  the  acts  which 
they  authorise  to  be  done.  Yeazle  v.  China,  60  Me. 
518:  Dalton  v.  Murphy,  80  Miss.  50;  Beltzhoover  v. 
Gollings,  101  Pa.  288;  Wendel  v.  Durbin,  26  Wis.  880. 

Duties  imposed  by  statute. 

Where  the  intent  of  the  Legislature  Is  not  to  de- 
volve a  mere  discretion,  but  to  impose  a  positive 
and  absolute  duty,  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
are  mandatory.  Rock  Island  Supra,  v.  United 
States,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  446, 18  L.  ed.  422:  Hogan  v. 
Devlin,  2  Daly,  184. 

Where  a  duty  is  imposed  upon  officers  by  statute, 
whether  by  words  peremptory  or  merely  permis- 
sive, it  is  mandatory  in  favor  of  a  party  having  an 
absolute  interest  in  the  subject  matter.  Martin  v. 
Brooklyn,  1  Hill,  645. 

Where  the  salary  of  an  officer  is  declared  to  be  a 
county  charge  which  the  bupervlsors  shall  audit 
and  allow  the  provision  is  imperative  and  leaves 
them  no  discretion.   Morris  v.  People,  8  Denio,  881. 

So  where  work  is  required  by  a  municipal  char- 
ter to  be  done  by  contract.  Re  Manhattan  R.  Co.  8 
Cent.  Rep.  829, 102  K.  Y.  201;  Re  Emigrant  Indust.  Sav. 
Bank,  75  N.  Y.  888;  Re  Merriam,  84  N.  Y.  506;  Re 
Weil,  88  N.  Y.  548;  Re  Lange,  85  N.  Y.  807. 

A  provision  requiring  publication  by  a  common 
council  of  the  passage  and  adoption  of  certain  reso- 
lutions two  days  prior  to  their  passage  in  a  pre- 
scribed manner  is  mandatory*  Be  Douglass,  46  N. 
Y.42. 

A  statute  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  supervisors 
to  raise  money  by  tax  for  county  buildings  is  man- 
datory.   Caswell  v.  Allen,  7  Johns.  68. 

Provisions  in  a  statute  imposing  conditions  pre- 
cedent to  the  right  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  in- 
cur a  debt  or  make  a  contract  are  mandatory. 
Bladen  v.  Philadelphia,  60  Pa.  464. 

Statutes  conferring  new  rights  and  remedies. 
Statutes  providing  the  form  and  mode  of  exer- 
cising new  rights,  privileges  and  immunities  are 
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The  de  facto  doctrine,  like  that  of  estoppel  in 
pais,  is  one  of  protection  to  the  public  and  third 
persons  on  the  ground  of  public  policy,  and  it 
will  always  be  enforced  as  a  means  of  protec- 
tion; never  for  the  purpose  of  positive  gain. 

Townsend  So*.  Bank  v.  Todd,  47  Conn.  190; 
Warner  Glow  Go.  v.  Jennings,  68  Conn.  74. 
See  State  v.  Carroll,  88  Conn.  449;  Brown 
v.  (TConneU,  86  Conn.  482;  Douglass  v.  Wick- 
wire,  19  Conn.  489;  Plymouth  r.  Fainter,  17 
Conn.  585;  Balls  County  v.  Douglass,  105  U.  S. 
728,  26  L.  ed.  957;  People  v.  Collins,  7  Johns. 
549;  State  v.  Bates,  $6  Vt  887;  Lyndon  v. 
JffZfer,  86  Vt.  829. 

An  officer  de  facto  cannot  take  advantage  of 
the  doctrine  himself. 

Courser  v.  Powers,  84  Vt.  517;  Grace  v. 
Tfewu*,  81  Me.  559. 

The  issue  required  plaintiff  to  prove  himself 
a  trustee  de  jure  at  the  time  this  action  was 
brought 

Grace  v.  Teague,  supra;  Fooler  ▼.  Seed,  78 
Me.  129;  Andrews  y.  Portland,  4  New  Eng. 
Rep.  780,  79  Me.  484. 

The  Jurisdiction  of  our  courts  of  probate 
may  be  questioned  in  a  collateral  proceeding, 
even  though  the  jurisdictional  facts  appear  of 
record  to  have  been  found  by  the  court. 

The  court  cannot  acquire  it  by  deciding  that 
it  has  Jurisdiction,  when  the  facts  necessary  to 
give  it  do  not  exist. 

Hawes,  Jurisdiction,  §  86;  Sears  v.  Terry, 
26  Conn.  281;  People's  Sat.  Bank  v.  WUcow,  1 


New  Eng.  Rep.  818, 15  R  L  258;  Gregory  v. 
Gregory,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  796,  78  Me.  187; 
Gregory  v.  Sherman,  44  Conn.  471;  Pennoyer 
v.  Neff,  95  U.  8.  714.  24  L.  ed.  565;  Thompson 
v.  Whitman,  85  U.  8.  18  WalL  457,  21  L.  ed. 
897. 

The  evidence  offered  would  have  proved  that 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  the  judgment  of  a  court  acting  with- 
out authority  is  not  merely  voidable,  but  abso- 
lutely void. 

Elliott  v.  Fiersol,  26  U.  S.  1  Pet.  828,  7  Led. 
164;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  88  U.  S.  18  Pet.  498, 
10  L.  ed.  264;  Mckey  v.  Stewart,  44  U.  S.  8 
How.  750, 11 L.  ed.  814;  Thompson  v.  Whitman, 
supra;  Ex  parts  Sawyer,  124  U.  a  200,  31  L. 
ed.  402. 

Messrs.  Brown  Ss  Perkins  for  appellee. 

Loomis,  «7L,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complainant,  as  trustee  of  the  insolvent 
estate  of  Almon  Bartlett,  seeks  to  recover,  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  value  of  certain  per- 
sonal property  belonging  to  the  insolvent's  es- 
tate, which,  it  is  alleged,  the  defendant  wrong- 
fully took  and  converted  to  his  own  use. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  defendant,  having 
taken  the  property,  knowing  that  Bartlett  was  in 
failing  circumstances,  to  apply  on  a  pre-exist- 
ing debt  due  from  Bartlett  to  him,  cannot  with- 
hold it  from  the  plaintiff  if  he  is  rightfully  act- 
ing as  trustee.    The  defendant's  contention  is 


mandatory  and  must  be  substantially  followed. 
Wheaton  v.  Peters,  88  U.  8. 8  Pet.  601, 8  L.  ed.  1066; 
Joltte  v.  Jaques,  1  Blatehf  .  618;  Baker  v.  Taylor,  2 
Blatehf.  88;  Newton  v.  Oowe,  4  King.  281;  Avanso  v. 
Mudle,  10  Bxch.  208;  Brooks  v.  Cock,  8  Ad.  &  EL  141; 
Henderson  v.  Maxwell,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  882. 

So  statutes  providing  for  disposition  of  estates 
by  married  women  are  mandatory.  Armstrong;  v. 
Boss,  20  N.  J.  Bq.  117;  WOlard  v.  Kawtham,  16  Gray, 
828;  2  Roper,  Hush,  and  W.  182;  Clancy,  Huso,  and 
W.  287;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  M 1801, 1802. 

In  statutory  proceedings  every  act  which  is  Ju- 
risdictional or  of  the  essence  of  the  proceeding  or 
prescribed  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  affected  is 
mandatory.  Weed  v.  Lyon,  1  Walk.  Ch.  77;  Thurs- 
ton v.  Prentiss,  1  Miob.  108;  Galpin  v.  Abbott,  S 
Mich.  17;  Be  Selby,  Id.  108;  Whitney  v.  Thomas,  28 
N.  Y.  281;  Be  Ford,  6  Lane.  02;  United  States  v.  Wyn- 
gall,  6  Hill,  16;  Gloott  v.  Fraater,  Id.  662;  Sharp  v. 
Speir,  4  HILL,  76;  Sharp  v.  Johnson,  Id.  02;  Hasoall  v. 
Madison  University,  8  Barb.  174;  O'Donnell  v.  Mo- 
Intyre,  87  Hun,  616;  Duanesburgh  v.  Jenkins,  46 
Barb.  204;  Wheeler  v.  Mills,  40  Barb.  644;  Be  Folsom, 
2  Thomp.  &  C.  66. 

Where  a  statute  in  granting  a  new  power  pre- 
scribes how  it  shall  be  exercised,  it  can  lawfully  be 
exercised  in  no  other  way.  Best  v.  Ghotaon,  80  TJOL 
466;  Franklin  Glass  Go.  v.  White,  14  Mass.  286;  State 
v.  Cole,  2  McGord,  L.  117;  Head  v.  Providence  Ins. 
Co.  6  U.  8. 2  Cranoh,  1*7, 2  L.  ed.  220. 

Under  the  maxim  expressio  tmttit  est  exelusto  aU 
terius,  where  grants  of  power  land  authority  have 
expressly  fixed  or  limited  the  time  with  reference 
to  essential  antecedent  acta,  all  other  time  is  ex- 
cluded.   Ohilds  v.  Smith,  66  Barb.  45. 

When  a  statute  oreatesa  right  and  declares  when 
It  may  be  exercised,  it  cannot  be  exercised  at  any 
other  time.  Dow  v.  Young;  (Me.)  4  New  Bng.  Rep. 
606. 

Where  an  existing  right  or  privilege  is  to  be  ex- 
ercised only  in  a  prescribed  manner  the  mode  pre- 
scribed is  imperative.  Union  Bank  v.  Laird,  16  U. 
13L.R.A. 


8.  2  Wheat.  800,  4  L.  ed.  200;  Stayton  v.  Hillings,  7 
Ind.144. 

The  provisions  of  the  Arkansas  statute  respect- 
ing the  sale  of  property  assigned  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  are  mandatory,  and  not  directory.  Jeff- 
rey v.  MoGehee,  107  U.  8.  861,  27  L.  ed.  406.  See 
French  v.  Edwards,  80  U.  8. 18  Wall.  606,  20  L.  ed. 
702. 

Provisions  in  a  Registry  Law  that  oertaln  condi- 
tions must  be  complied  with  before  a  vote  may  be 
received  at  an  annual  election  are  imperative. 
State  v.  Hilmantel,  21  Wis.  666;  State  v.  Stumpf  , » 
Wis.  680;  As  MoDonough,  106  Pa.  488. 

Grant  of  special  vowen. 

Special  powers  given  to  corporations,  to  courts  or 
officers  must  be  exercised  with  strict  adherence 
to  the  directions  of  the  statute  giving;  them.  Chol- 
lar  Min.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  66  GaL  874;  Dee  Moines  v. 
Gilchrist,  67  Iowa,  210;  Pensacola  v.  Beese,  20  Fla. 
487;  Guilds  v.  Smith,  66  Barb.  46;  Seymour  v.  Judd, 
2  N.  F.  464;  Pifaburgv.  Walter,  80 Pa.  866c  Gordon 
v.  Winchester  Bid?.  &  A.  T.  Asso.  12  Bush,  110; 
Becket  v.  Unlontown  Bldg.  &  Loan  Asso.  88  Pa. 
211;  Working-men's  Bldg.  &  Loan  Asso.  v.  Coleman, 
80  Pa.  488;  Cope  v.  Thames  Haven  Dock  R.  Co.  9 
Bxch.  841;  Frend  v.  Dennett,  4  C.  B.  N.  8. 576; 
Sutherland,  Stat.  Const.  680. 

Where  a  statutory  power  is  to  be  exercised  and 
preliminary  notice  to  persons  to  be  affected  is  re- 
quired the  provision  is  mandatory.  Lane  v.  Bur-nap 
Drain  Comrs.  80  Mich.  786;  Burnett  v.  Scully,  » 
Mich.  874;  Bennett  v.  Glney,  66  Mich.  684;  Welker 
y.  Potter,  18  Ghlo  St.  86. 

Where  power  is  given  to  public  officers,  when- 
ever public  or  Individual  right  calls  for  its  exercise, 
the  language  used,  though  permissive  in  form,  is 
in  fact  peremptory.  In  all  such  oases  it  is  held 
that  the  intent  of  the  Legislature  was  not  to  de- 
volve a  mere  discretion,  but  to  impose  a  positive 
and  absolute  duty.  Bock  Island  County  v.  United 
States,  71  U.S.  4  WalL  486,18  L.ed.  410.  See  Wood  v. 
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that  the  plaintiff  Is  not  a  lawful  trustee  for  the 
alleged  reason  that  the  court  which  appointed 
him  was  illegally  constituted. 

The  facts  appear  from  the  records  of  the  pro- 
bate District  of  Montville, which  were  admitted 
in  evidence  against  the  defendant's  objection, 
to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  lawful  trustee 
to  take  possession  of  the  property  of  Bartlett. 
Ther  p  records  showed  a  regular  petition  to  the 
court  by  Loren  fl.  Gallup,  as  creditor  of  the  in- 
solvent,  in  due  form  proving  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee  to  take  possession  of  the 
property  of  Bartlett  for  the  benefit  of  his  credi- 
tors as  provided  by  statute,  and  an  order  of  no- 
tice by  the  court  thereon  fixing  the  date  of  hear- 
ing the  petition,  made  bv  the  regular  Judge  of 
the  probate  court.  But  before  the  day  appoint- 
ed by  the  court  for  the  hearing,  Comstock,  the 
regularly  appointed  Jqdge,  had  been  consulted 
as  counsel  in  matters  growing  out  of  the  estate, 
and  he  thereupon  and  for  that  reason  declined 
to  act  further  in  the  matter,  and  cited  in  Judge 
A.  O.  Gallup,  the  lawful  probate  judge  of  the 
adjoining  district  of  Salem,  by  sending  him  a 
letter  signed  by  the  court  asking  him  to  act  as 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate  for  the  District 
of  Montville  in  the  matter,— all  of  which  was 
made  a  matter  of  record  and  signed  by  Com- 
stock, the  regular  judge.  The  judge  of  the 
adjoining  district,  In  obedience  to  the  citation, 
held  the  court  in  the  Montville  District  on  the 
day  appointed,  and  after  a  full  hearing  found 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  true,  and  that 


Bartlett  had  failed  to  satisfy'the  claim  of  the 
petitioning  creditor,  and  therefore  granted  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  and  decreed  Bartlett  in- 
solvent, and  appointed  the  plaintiff  trustee  in 
due  form,  and  he  proceeded  with  the  settlement 
of  the  estate. 

The  only  thing  relied  upon  by  the  defendant 
to  invalidate  the  plaintiff's  appointment  as  trus- 
tee is  the  simple  fact  that  the  judge  of  the  ad- 
joining district  held  the  court  pursuant  to  a 
citation  by  the  judge  of  the  Montville  District, 
rather  than  by  the  clerk.  It  is  found ,  however, 
that  the  latter  was  present  during  all  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  part  of  the  judge  so  cited  in, 
and  it  was  not  claimed  that  the  clerk  had  des- 
ignated any  other  judge  to  hold  the  court  or 
made  the  least  objection  to  any  of  the  proceed* 

The  defendant  appeals  to  the  language  of  the 
Statute  to  support  his  position,  which  provides 
that  "when  any  judge  of  probate  shall  decline 
or  be  disqualified  to  act  as  such  judge,  or  shall 
be  unable  to  discharge  his  duties,  or  when  the 
office  of  judge  of  probate  in  any  district  shall 
become  vacant,  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  pro- 
bate of  the  district  in  which  such  disqualifica- 
tion, inability  or  vacancy  exists  .  .  .  shall  cite 
in  the  judge  of  probate  of  an  adjoining  dis- 
trict, etc." 

The  force  of  the  argument  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  depends  entirely  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  above  Statute  is  mandatory  and 
not  directory  merely,  and  that  therefore  the 


Shultis,  4  Hun,  809;  People  v.  Otsego  County  Supra. 
61 N.  Y.  401. 

Authority  conferred  by  statute. 

Authority  conferred  by  statutes  in  derogation  of 
the  common  law  must  be  strictly  pursued.  Ramsay 
v.  Hommel,  68  Wis.  12;  Potts  v.  Cooley,  51  Wis.  856; 
Moseley  v.  Tift,  4  Fla.  408.  See  note  to  Beeson  v. 
Busenbark  (Kan.)  10  L.  R.  A.  880. 

Provisions  fixing  or  prescribing  the  mode  of  ex- 
ercising a  power  or  franchise  must  be  strictly  pur- 
sued. Head  v.  Armory,  0  U.  S.  2  Cranch,  127, 2  L.  ed. 
80. 

Negative  words  In  granting  power  or  jurisdiction 
cannot  be  directory.  Bladen  v.  Philadelphia,  80 
Pa.  464. 

And  affirmative  words  in  a  statute  may  be  con- 
strued as  negative  of  what  is  not  affirmed.  Bryan 
v.  Sundberg,  5  Tex.  428;  Stradllng  v.  Morgan,  Plowd. 
206;  Slade  v.  Drake,  Hob.  208. 

In  ail  oases,  especially  in  courts  of  Inferior  juris- 
diction where  authority  to  proceed  is  conferred  by 
statute,  and  the  manner  of  obtaining  jurisdiction 
is  so  prescribed,  and  where  one  may  be  devested  of 
his  estate  by  the  proceeding  thereunder,  such  pro- 
ceeding must  be  strictly  pursued.  Gorwin  y. 
Merritt,  8  Barb.  841:  Harrington  v.  People,  6  Barb. 
607;  Cohoes  County  v.  Goes,  18  Barb.  188;  People  v. 
Schermerhorn,  19  Barb.  541;  People  v.  Brook- 
lyn Common  Council,  22  Barb.  405;  Morse  v. 
Williamson,  85  Barb.  472;  Bloom  v.  Burdick,  1 
Hill,  180;  Sherwood  v.  Heade,  7  Hill,  481:  Sharp 
v.  Spier,  4  Hill,  76;  Ex  parte  Albany  Common 
Council,  8  Cow.  858;  Barnard  v.  Viele,  21  Wend. 
80;  Atkins  v.  Kinnan,  20  Wend.  248;  Brisbane 
v.  Pea  body,  8  How.  Pr.  100;  Denning  v.  Smith,  8 
Johns.  Ch.  882,  1  L.  ed.  687;  Sherman  v.  Dodge,  6 
Johns.  Ch.  107, 2  L.  ed.  60;  Porter's  Dwar.  8tat  224; 
Sutherland,  8tat.  Const.  587. 

The  word*  "may,*  "shaUn  and  "must." 
In  a  direction  to  a  public  body  in  a  matter  in 
which  the  public  have  an  interest,  as,  that  abridge 
12  L.  R.  A. 


may  be  maintained  by  the  county,  the  word  "may'* 
means  **must."  Newburgh  &  C.  Turnp.  Road  v. 
Miller,  5  Johns.  Ch.  118,  1 L.  ed.  1027;  Malcolm  v. 
Rogers,  5  Cow.  188;  Phelps  v.  Hawley,  52  N.  Y.  28; 
Spangier  v.  Jaooby,  14  HI.  287;  Schuyler  County 
Suprs.  v.  People,  25  11L 181;  Sheckert  v.  East  Sagi- 
naw, 22  Mich.  104. 

A  statute  providing  that  a  tax  certificate  may  be 
of  a  certain  form,  the  word  "may"  was  held  equiv- 
alent to  "shall"  and  is  mandatory.  Clark  v.  Sohatz, 
24  Minn.  800;  Keller  v.  Houlihan,  82  Minn.  486;  Wil- 
berf  oroe.  Statute  Law,  204. 

When  a  statute  directs  the  performance  of  an 
act  for  the  promotion  of  justice  or  the  public  good, 
if  it  is  necessary  to  secure  these  objects,  the  word 
"may"  will  be  construed  as  mandatory.  Johnston 
v.  Pate,  05  N.  C.  68.  See  Rex  v.  Barlow,  2  Salk.  600; 
Coy  v.  Lyons  City  Council,  17  Iowa,  1:  Clark  County 
Justices  v.  Paris,  W.  &  T.  R.  Co.  11  B.  Mon.  148; 
Baltimore  v.  Marriott,  0  Md.  160;  State  v.  Harris,  17 
Ohio  St  608;  New  York  v.  Furze,  3  Hill,  612;  Minor 
v.  Mechanics  Bank  of  Alexandria,  28  U.  8. 1  Pet.  46, 
7  L.  ed.  47;  Mason  v.  Fearson,  50  CJ.  8.  9  How.  2*8; 
18  L.  ed.  125;  Rock  Island  County  Suprs.  v.  United 
States,  71 U.  S.  4  Wall.  485, 18  L.  ed.  419;  Galena  v. 
United  States,  72  U.  S.  5  Wall.  705, 18  L.  ed.  560. 

The  word  "shall"  or  "may"  when  used  In  a  stat- 
ute is  Imperative  only  when  public  Interest  or 
rights  are  concerned.  Malcom  v.  Rogers,  5  Cow. 
188. 

The  word  "may"  when  used  instead  of  "shall,"  in 
a  statute  prescribing  the  duty  of  an  officer,  ordi- 
narily imports  a  duty  that  is  directory;  but  when 
the  public  interest  is  concerned,  or  the  rights  of 
third  persons  are  affected,  the  words  are  construed 
to  mean  the  same  thing.    Smith  v.  King,  14  Or.  10. 

"May"  means  "must"  in  all  cases  where  the 
Legislature  means  to  impose  a  positive  instead  of  a 
discretionary  power.  Minor  v.  Mechanics  Bank  of 
Alexandria,  28  U.  8.  1  Pet.  46,  7  L.  ed.  47.  See  noU 
to  People  v.  Bloomington  Twp.  Highway  Comra. 
(H1.)6L.R.  A.  162. 
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precise  mode  prescribed  must  be  pursaed.  Bat 
if  we  apply  to  the  Statute  the  most  approved 
tests  established  by  high  authority  we  shall  see 
that  the  assumption  is  not  well  founded. 

In  the  first  place  the  provision  in  question 
contains  mere  matter  of  direction  and  there  are 
no  negative  words  importing  that  the  act  must 
be  done  by  the  clerk  rather  than  by  the  court. 
This  was  the  test  laid  down  in  Peane  v.  Mor- 
riee,  2  Ad.  &  El.  96;  Bex  v.  5*.  Gregory ;Id.  99; 
Bex  v.  Hipewell,  8  Barn,  &  C.  466;  8tayton  v. 
Hulinge,  7  Ind.  144,  and  in  Bladen  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 60  Pa.  464. 

In  People  v.  Cook,  14  Barb.  290,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  8  N.  Y. 
67,  the  rule  was  laid  down  that  "statutes  di- 
recting the  mode  of  proceeding  by  public  offi- 
cers are  directory,  and  are  not  regarded  as  es- 
sential to  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  them- 
selves, unless  it  be  so  declared  in  the  statute." 

In  Veazie  v.  China,  50  Me.  618,  it  is  said: 
4 'Where  words  are  affirmative,  and  relate  to  the 
manner  in  which  power  or  Jurisdiction  vested 
In  a  public  officer  or  body  is  to  be  exercised, 
and  not  to  the  limits  of  the  power  or  jurisdic- 
tion itself,  they  may  and  often  have  been  con- 
strued to  be  directory." 

In  People  v.  8c/iermerhorn,19B&Tb.  668,  it  was 
held  that  "statutory  requisitions  are  deemed 
directory  when  they  relate  to  some  imma- 
terial matter,  where  compliance  is  a  matter  of 
convenience  rather  than  of  substance." 


Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bex  v.  Loxdale,  1  Burr. 
446,  made  the  question  whether  a  statute  should 
be  considered  mandatory  or  not  depend  upon 
"whether  that  which  was  directed  to  be  done 
was  or  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  thing  re- 
quired." A  similar  principle  was  adopted  in 
this  State  in  Thamee  Ufa.  Co.  v.  Lathrop, 
7  Conn.  560,  and  io  Colt  v.  Ehee,  12  Conn.  248, 
both  cases  relating  to  the  time  specified  in  stat- 
utes for  the  performance  of  a  required  act. 
In  the  former  the  town  clerk  was  required  un- 
der a  penalty  to  return  an  abstract  of  the  as- 
sessment list  of  the  town  to  the  comptroller  by 
the  first  day  of  March.  In  the  latter  case  a  city 
charter  required  that  a  certain  number  of  Jur- 
ors should  be  chosen  on  the  first  Monday  of 
July,  and  they  were  not  chosen  until  the  eighth 
day  of  August.  In  both  cases  it  was  held  that, 
as  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  exact 
time  specified  in  the  statute  was  essential,  it 
should  be  considered  merely  as  directory. 

All  the  rules  to  which  we  have  adverted  are 
consistent  with  and  furnish  some  support  for 
the  position  that  the  Statute  under  consideration 
is  merely  directory. 

It  is  of  course  difficult  to  lay  down  a  general 
rule  to  determine  in  all  cases  when  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  are  merely  directory  and 
when  mandatory  or  imperative,  but.  of  all  the 
rules  mentioned,  the  test  most  satisfactory  and 
conclusive  is,  whether  the  prescribed  mode  of 
action  is  of  the  essence  of  the  thing  to  be  ac- 


Whether  the  word  "may"  Is  permissive  or  oblig- 
atory depends  upon  the  intent  and  object  of  the 
Legislature.  It  means  "must"  when  third  persons 
or  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the  performance 
of  the  act.  Rains  v.  Herring*,  68  Tex.  468,  citing- 
Newburg  ft  C.  Tump.  Road  v.  Miller,  5  Johns. 
Oh.  118,  1  L.  ed.  1087:  Maloom  v.  Rogers,  mtpra; 
8edgw.  Stat,  and  Const.  L.  488. 

Permissive  words  in  statute. 

Whether  words  when  used  in  a  statute  are  merely 
permissive  or  imperative  depends  on  the  intention 
as  disclosed  in  the  nature  of  the  act,  and  in  the 
context.  Minor  v.  Mechanics  Bank  of  Alexandria, 
MU.aiPet.46,  7L.ed.47;  Lewis  v.  State,  8  Head, 
227;  1  Kent,  Com.  468. 

Where  a  statute  confers  power  on  a  corporation 
to  be  exercised  for  the  public  good,  the  words 
"power  and  authority"  and  "authorized  and  em- 
powered** imply  duty  and  obligation  and  are  man- 
datory. Baltimore  v.  Marriott,  8  Md.  160;  Allegany 
County  Pub.  School  Comrs.  v.  Allegany  County,  80 
Md.  448;  People  v.  Herkimer  County  Supra.  66  Barb. 
468;  Barnes  v.  Thompson,  2  Swan,  817. 

Permissive  words  in  respect  to  courts  or  officers 
are  Imperative  in  those  oases  in  which  the  public 
or  Individuals  have  a  right  that  the  power  so  con- 
ferred be  exercised.  Tarver  v.  Tallapoosa  Comrs. 
Ct.  17  Ala,  527;  Mitchell  v.  Duncan,  7  Fla.  18;  Reg. 
v.  Adamson,  L.  R.  1 Q.  B.  Dlv.  801. 

They  will  be  construed  as  mandatory  for  the  pur- 
pose of  sustaining-  and  enforcing*  rights,  but  not  for 
creating  a  right  or  determining  its  character;  they 
are  peremptory  when  used  to  clothe  a  public  officer 
with  power  to  do  an  act  for  Justice's  sake  or  which 
concerns  the  public  interests  or  rights  of  third 
persons.  Re  Banks,  28  Ala.  28;  Rex  v.  Barlow,  2 
Salk.609;  Johnston  v.  Pate,  96  N.  C.  68;  Sutherland, 
Stat.  Const.  607. 

But  statutes  which  are  permissive  in  form,  or 
which  declare  that  it  shall  be  lawful  to  do  or  pro- 
cure to  be  done  certain  things,  are  not  imperative. 
Sutherland,  Stat.  Const.  893,  citing  Minor  v.  Me- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


ohanicsBank  of  Alexandria,  26  U.  6.  1  Pet.  48, 7  L. 
ed.  47;  Julius  v.  Oxford,  L.  R.  5  App.  Oss.  214; 
BackwelTs  Case,  1  Vera.  162. 

Protection  of  personal  and  property  riofU*. 

Statutory  requirements  intended  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  citizen  and  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of  his 
property  are  not  directory,  but  mandatory.  The 
power  of  the  officer  in  such  eases  is  limited  by  the 
manner  and  conditions  prescribed  for  its  exercise. 
French  v.  Edwards,  80  U.  8. 18  Wall.  606,  20  Lfed. 
702.   See  Clark  v.  Crane,  6  Mich.  154. 

A  requirement  of  the  statute  can  never  be  dis- 
pensed with  as  directory  where  the  act  or  its  omis- 
sion can  by  any  possibility  work  injury,  however 
slight,  to  anyone  affected  by  it  Koch  v.  Bridges, 
45  Miss.  247. 

Where  a  statutory  power  or  jurisdiction  is 
granted,  whether  to  a  court  or  to  an  officer,  in  the 
exercise  of  which  one  may  be  devested  of  his  prop- 
erty, the  provisions  regulating1  the  procedure  are 
mandatory  as  to  the  essential  acts.  Potter's  Dwar. 
Stat.  224. 

So  every  material  requirement  of  the  laws  for 
condemning1  private  property  must  be  strictly  ob- 
served. Kroop  v.  Forman,  81  Mich.  144;  Bennett  v. 
Olney,  56  Mich.  684;  People  v.  Hillsdale  ft  C.  Turnp. 
Co.  2  Johns.  102. 

Statutes  providing*  for  commitments  to  the  cus- 
tody of  state  lunatic  hospitals  are  to  be  strictly  fol- 
lowed. Leggate  v.  Clark,  HI  Mass.  808;  Chase  v. 
Hathaway,  14  Mass.  222;  Leonard  v.  Leonard,  14 
Pick.  280. 

What  the  law  requires  to  be  done  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  taxpayer  is  mandatory.  Clark  v.  Crane, 
5  Mich.  154;  Marsh  v.  Chesnut,  14  DL  228;  Torrey  v. 
Millbury,  21  Pick.  67;  Sibley  v.  Smith,  2  Mich.  486. 

Under  provisions  in  a  statute  Intended  for  the 
protection  of  the  citizen,  and  to  prevent  a  sacrifice 
of  his  property,  the  power  of  the  officer  is  limited 
by  the  measure  and  conditions  prescribed  for  its 
exercise.  French  v.  Edwards,  80  U.  8. 18  Wall.  506, 
20  L.  ed.  702.   See  generclly  Walker  v.  Chapman,  22 
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complished,  or,  In  other  words,  whether  it  re- 
lates to  matter  material  or  immaterial— to  mat- 
ter of  convenience  or  of  substance. 

The  thine  to  be  accomplished  in  this  case 
was  to  obtain  a  probate  judge  from  some  dis- 
trict adjoining  Montville,  in  order  to  continue 
the  proceedings  legally  commenced  and  pend- 
ing in  the  Probate  (Jourt  of  Montville.  To 
accomplish  this  the  judge  of  the  adjoining  dis- 
trict should  be  informed  if  possible  by  some- 
one diredlv  connected  with  the  court  in  the 
other  district,  of  the  exigency  that  had  arisen, 
and  that  his  presence  and  official  assistance 
were  desired;  but  whether  asked  to  attend  by 
the  court  or  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  would 
seem  about  as  immaterial  as  whether  he  would 
take  one  road  or  another  or  one  vehicle  or  an- 
other to  get  there. 

There  is,  however,  one  reason  urged  by  the 
defendant  for  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
statutory  requisition  which  deserves  considera- 
tion, for,  if  true,  we  would  be  unwilling  to 
pronounce  the  Statute  merely  directory.  The 
reason  alleged  is,  that  the  clerk  was  mentioned 
because  the  law  was  unwilling,  so  to  speak,  to 
trust  a. disqualified  judge  with  the  selection  of 
another  judge  to  take  his  place.  There  would 
be  some  force  in  this  suggestion  if  the  disquali- 
fied judge  could  substitute  any  person  of  his 
own  choice;  but  the  choice  is  limited  by  law  to 
the  judges  of  the  adjoining  probate  districts— 
all  duly  qualified  public  officers,  elected  by 


the  people  of  their  respective  district!  to  per- 
form the  same  judicial  duties  that  are  required 
of  them  in  the  districts  to  which  they  may  be 
invited.  It  is  impossible  that  the  law  should 
apprehend  danger  to  be  guarded  against  from 
a  choice  among  these  officials.  Should  there 
happen  to  be  in  a  given  case  a  personal  disquali  - 
flcation,  such  an  one  would  of  course  be  set  aside 
upoo  general  principles.  It  would  seem  im- 
possible that  injury  should  result  from  a  choice 
by  a  disqualified  judge,  when  he  cannot  choose 
any  but  qualified  judges  to  try  the  case,  whom 
the  law  must  regard  as  equally  well  qualified. 

And  besides,  Die  clerk  to  whom,  .as  the  de- 
fendant contends,  the  law  has  exclusively  com- 
mitted the  selection,  might  also  have  a  personal 
interest  in  the  same  matter,  but  of  which „ 
strangely  enough,  the  law  takes  no  account  at 
all,  as  it  would  if  it  was  so  scrupulously  guard- 
ing against  such  a  danger. 

if  the  purpose  of  the  law  in  the  case  under 
consideration  is  as  claimed,  our  statutes  in  an- 
alogous-cases are  all  strangely  defective  and! 
inconsistent  By  section  678  of  the  General 
Statutes,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  disqualified  to 
try  a  case  before  him,  can  designate  some  other 
justice  to  act  in  his  stead ;  and  by  section  745 
of  the  Statutes,  when  a  judge  of  the  court  of 
common  pleas  is  unable  or  disqualified  to  act, 
he  may  himself  call  in,  or  in  his  absence  the 
clerk  of  the  court  may  call  in,  another  judge. 
In  the  long  time  that  these  provisions  have 


Ala,  116;  State  Auditor  v.  Jackson  County,  66  Ala, 
14$  Wheeler  v.  Chicago,  24  HI.  105:  Shawnee  County 
Oomrs.  v.  Garter,  8  Kan.  U5;  M'Donough  v.  Grav- 
ler,  0  La.  646;  O'Neal  v.  Virginia  ft  M.  B.  Co. 
18  Md.  1;  Westhampton  v.  Searle,  127  Mass.  508;  Bird 
▼.  Perkins,  88  Mich.  21;  Clark  v.  Crane,  tupra;  Flint 
ft  P.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Auditor-General,  41  Mich.  686; 
Btatov.  Jersey  City,  86  N.  J.  L.  881;  Kelly  v.  Craig,  5 
Ired.  L.  120;  Magee  v.  Com.  46  Pa.  868;  Spear  y. 
Dltty.8Vt.4W. 

Tea  Law. 

Statutory  provisions  regulating  the  assessment 
and  levy  of  taxes  are  mandatory  when  their  object 
is  the  protection  of  the  taxpayer;  but  regulations 
intended  to  promote  dispatch,  method,  system  and 
uniformity  in  modes  of  proceeding  are  merely 
directory.    1  Desty,  Tarn.  616. 

Acts  required  by  a  statute  to  make  a  tax  charge- 
able are  conditions  precedent  and  must  be  strictly 
complied  with.   Hewes  v.  Bats,  40  OaL  266. 

In  Tax  Laws  provisions  for  the  levy  of  a  tax  are 
Imperative,  and  permissive  words  in  the  statute 
may  be  construed  as  commands,  and  performance 
of  the  duty  may  be  enforced.  Jones  v.  State,  17 
Fla.  411;  Cooley,  Taxn.  281;  People  v.  Otsego  Coun- 
ty Supra.  61  N.  Y.  401;  Indianapolis  v.  MoAvoy,  86 
In  d.  567. 

An  act  providing  for  the  levy  of  a  tax  to  pay  the 
funded  indebtedness  of  a  city  is  imperative.  Ga- 
lena v.  United  States,  73  U.  8.  6  Wail.  706, 18  L.  ed. 

sea 

A  provision  requiring  notice  when  time  for  re- 
demption from  tax  sale  will  expire  is  imperative- 
Doughty  v.  Hope,  3  Denio,  604, 1 N.  Y.  79;  Cruger  v. 
Dougherty,  48  N.  Y.  107;  Westbrook  v.  WiUey,  47  N. 
Y.467. 

ProvMon*  of  statute^  when  dtnetory. 

A  clause  in  a  statute  is  directory  when  the  pro- 
visions contain  mere  matter  of  direction,  and  no 
more;  but  not  when  they  are  followed  by  words  of 
positive  prohibition.  Be  Cuslok'B  App.  10  L.  B.  A. 
228, 186  Pa,  468;  Pearse  v.  Morrioe,  *  Ad.  ft  BL  04. 
12L.K.A. 


Some  oases  hold  that  whether  a  statute  is  direc- 
tory or  not  depends  upon  whether  the  act  shall  be 
done  in  a  particular  manner  or  time  and  not  other- 
wise (Stayton  v.  Hulmgs,  7  Ind.  144;  Rex  v.  St. 
Gregory,  8  Ad.  ft  EL  flO);  but  this  rule  as  to  the  use 
or  non-use  of  negative  words  is  by  no  means  gen- 
eral.  Dubuque  Dlst.  Twp.  v.  Dubuque,  7  Iowa,  284. 

A  law  which  directs  a  particular  act  to  be  per- 
formed, but  which  does  not  imperatively  command 
it,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  anything  further,  is 
directory  only.'  See  generally  Wiley  v.  Flournoy, 
80  Ark.  609;  Milner  v.  Clarke,  61  Ala,  256;  8tate  Aud- 
itor v.  Jackson  County,  66  Ala.  148;  Kelsey  v.  Ab- 
bott, 18  CaL  600;  Adams  v.  Seymour,  80  Conn.  4GB; 
Silsbee  v.  Stockle,  44  Mich.  661;  People  v.  Auditor- 
General,  41  Mich.  28;  Bubey  v.  Huntsman,  38  Mo. 
501;  Life  Asso.  of  America  v.  St.  Louis  County 
Assessors,  48  Mo.  612;  Morrill  v.  Taylor,  6  Neb.  886; 
State  v.  Washoe  County  Comrs.  14Nev.  140;  Young 
v.  Joslin.  18  K  L  675;  Davis  v.  Barnes,  86  Tex.  886; 
Lane  v.  James,  86  Vt.  481. 

The  provisions  of  a  law  which  are  merely  direc- 
tory are  not  to  be  construed  into  conditions  prece- 
dent.   Whitney  v.  Bmmett,  1  Bald.  808. 

An  Act  of  Incorporation,  by  which  the  president 
and  directors  are  "empowered  and  directed  to  enter 
Into  reasonable  agreements  with  the  proprietors** 
of  the  land  to  be  used,  cannot  be  taken  as  manda-  ' 
tory  on  the  company,  but  contemplates  a  volun- 
tary agreement.  Blnney  v.  Chesapeake  ft  O.  Canal 
Co.  83  U.  8. 8  Pet.  801,  8  L.  ed.  817. 

Provisions  are  directory  where  they  relate  to 
some  immaterial  matter  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
thing  to  be  done,  and  where  a  departure  from  the 
•statute  will  cause  no  injury  to  any  person  affected 
by  it.  McKune  v.  Weller,  11  Cal.  48;  Best  v.  GhoJ- 
son.  88  TIL  466;  Clark  v.  Crane,  6  Mich.  161;  Hurf ord 
v.  Omaha,  4  Neb.  886;  Marsh  v.  Cbesnut,  14  111.  223; 
Norwegian  Street,  81  Pa.  848;  State  v.  Lean,  8* 
Wis.  208. 

A  provision  requiring  a  surrogate  to  take  from 
appellant  a  bond  with  sureties  is  directory.  Bloom 
v.  Burdlch,  1  Hill,  180. 
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been  in  operation  no  mischief  has  ever  been 
disclosed  calling  for  a  remedy,  and  we  do  not 
believe  the  provision  in  the  Probate  Law  under 
consideration  was  inserted  on  account  of  any 
evil  resulting  or  anticipated  from  allowing  one 
j  to  cite  in  another  to  act  in  his  stead 


he  requirement  under  consideration  is  not  a 
.material  one  for  the  reason  alleged  and  no 
other  reason  has  been  suggested. 
.  Is  it,  then,  arbitrarily  prescribed  as  one  es- 
sential qualification  of  the  substituted  Judge 
that  he  should  be  cited  in  in  a  particular  manner? 
What  virtue  can  there  be  in  the  mere  citation, 
other  than  to  signify  to  him  from  a  responsible 
source  that  he  Is  wanted,  and  induce  him  to 
come?  We  believe  the  prescribed  notice  or 
citation  is  a  mere  matter  of  convenience  and 
not  at  all  a  matter  of  substance. 

A  brief  history  of  our  legislation  on  this  sub- 
ject will  furnish  further  support  for  this  posi- 
tion. In  the  several  revisions  of  our  statutes, 
from  1821  to  1866  inclusive,  will  be  found  only 
a  general  provision  that  "in  case  a  judge  of 
probate  shall  be  disqualified,  the  judge  of  any 
.adjoining  district  may  act  in  his  stead,"  with 
no  provision  whatever  for  citing  him  in — thus 
.distinguishing  and  pointing  out  the  matter  of 
substance,  while  considering  the  rest  so  imma- 
terial as  that  it  might  be  safely  left  to  the  mere 
discretion  of  the  judge  or  clerk  or  some  party 
interested  in  the  pending  litigation. 


The  requirement  under  consideration  (so  far 
as  the  Revised  Statutes  are  concerned)  first  ap- 
pears in  the  Revision  of  1875,  where  it  prob- 
ably originated,  as  we  are  unable  to  find  it 
from  a  somewhat  hurried  examination  of  the 
Session  Laws  prior  to  that  time.  The  principal 
object  of  the  change,  we  think,  was  to  promote 
the  convenience  of  the  judge  to  be  cited,  and 
to  assure  him  that  the  call  to  act  came  from  a 
responsible  source  directly  connected  with  the 
court.  Under  the  present  law  no  duty  to  act 
will  be  imposed  on  the  judge  of  the  adjoining 
district  unless  he  shall  be  cited  in  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed,  but  he  may  waive  the  formality, 
and  if  he  does  so,  be  may  act  upon  less  formal 
notice  with  the  consent  of  the  clerk  and  the 
court,  and  if  he  does  so,  his  acts  become  those 
of  a  judge  dejure,  and  no  one  has  a  right  to 
complain.  This  conclusion  renders  unneces- 
sary any  decision  of  the  interesting  questions 
discussed  by  counsel  relative  to  the  application 
of  the  de  facto  doctrine. 

In  the  argument  before  this  court,  counsel  for 
the  defendant  objected  to  certain  amendments 
that  had  been  made  to  the  original  record  by 
the  acting  probate  judge,  and  asked  this  court 
to  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  alterations 
were  no  part  of  the  record.  If  such  a  question 
was  properly  before  us  it  would  be  obviously 
difficult  to  comply  with  any  such  request,  but 
it  will  suffice  to  say  that  in  the  court  below  the 


A  provision  that  execution  against  a  married 
woman  shall  direct  levy  and  collection  from  her 
separate  property,  and  not  otherwise,  is  directory 
only.    Thompson  v.  Sargent,  15  Abb.  Pr.  468. 

Mode  and  manner  of  doing  an  act. 

Where  the  provision  of  the  statute  is  the  essence 
of  the  thing  to  be  done,  and  by  which  jurisdiction 
is  obtained,  it  is  mandatory;  otherwise,  when  it  re- 
lates to  form  and  manner  after  jurisdiction  ob- 
tained, and  is  Incident  to  the  jurisdiction,  it  is  di- 
rectory. Marohant  ▼.  Langworthy,  6  Hill,  040; 
8triker  v.  Kelly,  7  Hill,  9. 

A  statute  directing  the  mode  of  proceeding  is  di- 
rectory, and  not  to  be  regarded  as  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  proceedings  themselves,  unless  so 
declared  in  the  statute.  People  v.  Cook,  8  N.  Y.  67, 
14  Barb.  290. 

A  statute  requiring  an  execution  sale  of  lands  to 
be  made  separately  in  lots  or  parcels,  and  not  in 
gross,  is  directory,  and  a  sale  in  gross  made  there- 
under is  voidable  only.  Cunningham  v.  Oassidy,  17 
N.  Y.  276. 

Where  a  statute  directs  a  thing  to  be  done  in  a 
certain  manner  it  implies  that  it  shall  not  be  done 
in  any  other  manner.    Dane,  Abr.  591, 698. 

Where  legislation  points  out  specifically  how  an 
act  is  to  be  done,  and  Imposes  a  special  limitation, 
that  mode  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  no  discre- 
tion can  be  indulged.'  Hudson  v.  Jefferson  County 
Ct.  28  Ark.  869. 

As  when  a  statute  directs  that  a  public  record 
shall  be  kept  for  a  certain  purpose,  entries  to  be 
made  therein  in  a  certain  way,  entries  made  in  any 
manner  other  than  that  prescribed  are  unlawful. 
United  States  v.  O'Connor,  81  Fed.  Rep.  449. 

Provisions  in  statute  fixing  time  for  doing  an  act. 

Statutes  fixing  the  time  for  the  doing  of  an  act 
are  considered  as  only  directory,  where  the  time  is 
not  fixed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  party  a  hear- 
ing or  for  some  other  important  purpose.  Fay  v. 
Wood,  8  West.  Rep.  886, 65  Mich.  880. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Where  a  statute  directs  the  doing  of  a  thing  in  a 
certain  time  without  any  negative  words  restrain- 
ing the  doing  of  it  afterwards,  the  provision  as  to 
time  is  directory,  and  not  a  limitation  of  authority. 
Pond  v.  Negus,  8  Mass.  232;  People  v.  Allen.  6  Wend. 
486;  People  v.  Peck,  11  Wend.  604;  People  v.  HoUey, 
12  Wend.  481;  Be  Heath,  8  Hill,  42;  People  v.  Cook, 
14  Barb.  28U,  8  N.  Y.  67;  Barnes  v.  Badger,  41  Barb. 
98;  Mead  v.  Gale,  2  Denio,  282;  Dawson  v.  People,  26 
N.  Y.  889;  People  v.  Board  of  Police,  46  Hun,  296. 

In  such  case  where  no  injury  appears  to  have  re- 
sulted, the  fact  that  the  act  was  performed  after 
the  time  limited  will  not  render  it  invalid.  People 
v.  Board  of  Police,  supra.  See  Be  Broadway  Wid- 
ening, 68  Barb.  579;  Witherfl  v.  Moaher,  9  Hun,  412 ; 
People  v.  Wheeler,  18  Hun,  640. 

Under  a  peremptory  statute  the  duty  must  be 
performed  at  the  time  specified,  while  under  a  di- 
rectory statute  while  it  should  be  performed  at  the 
time  specified  yet  it  may  be  valid  if  performed 
afterward.  Webster  v.  French,  12  HI.  802. 

When  a  statute  specifies  the  time  within  which  a 
public  officer  is  to  perform  an  act  regarding  the 
rights  and  duties  of  others  it  will  be  considered  di- 
rectory unless  the  nature  of  the  act  or  the  language 
of  the  statute  shows  that  it  was  intended  as  a  limi- 
tation of  power.  People  v.  Allen,  6  Wend.  487i : 
Jackson  v.  Young,  5  Cow.  269.  ,' 

Provisions  of  a  law  fixing  the  time  for  interme- 
diate steps,  after  jurisdiction  acquired,  are  direo-  L 
tory.    United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  United  States  F. 
Ins.  Co.18  N.Y.  199. 

Where  a  statute  requires  an  official  act  to  be  dona 
by  a  given  day,  for  a  public  purpose,  it  is  construed 
as  merely  directory*    Be  Heath,  8  Hill,  42. 

A  provision  limiting  the  time  for  a  referee  to  re- 
port is  directory.  Be  Empire  City  Bank,  Id  N.  Y. 
200. 

A  provision  requiring  a  judge  to  file  his  decision 
in  writing  within  twenty  days  after  trial  is  direc- 
tory.   Stewart  v.  81ater,  6  Duer,  84. 

A  statute  requiring  the  court  to  limit  the  time  of 
the  sentence  of  a  convict  is  merely  directory. 
Miller  v.  Finkle,  1  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  874. 
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finding  is  very  explicit  that  the  defendant's  ob- 
jection to  the  records  in  question  was  upon 
the  sole  ground  that  the  acting  Judge  of  the 
probate  court  had  been  cited  In  to  nold  the 
court  by  the  judge  of  the  court,  instead  of  by 
the  clerk  as  required  by  the  literal  terms  of 
the  Statute,  so  that  this  was  the  only  question 
"ogthe  records  brought  before  us  for 


One  other  question  only,  raised  in  the  court 
below  and  decided  adversely  to  the  defendant, 
remains  for  our  consideration.  The  finding 
states  the  question  as  follows:  "The  defend- 
ant also  offered  evidence  that  no  witnesses 
were  sworn  or  hearing  had  before  said  A.  O. 
Gallup"  (the  acting  judge)  "on  July  80,  1889, 
as  stated  in  the  records  of  the  probate  court, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  objected,  and  the  court 
excluded  said  evidence." 


The  facts  offered  to  be  proved  did  not  attack 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  but  its  irregular 
mode  of  proceeding,  and  under  the  common- 
law  rule  the  records  of  the  probate  court  as  to 
all  material  facts  except  jurisdictional  ones, 
necessarily  made  a  part  of  It  and  upon  which 
the  judgment  depends,  import  absolute  verity. 
But  without  the  common  law,  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  486  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes, that  "no  order  or  decree  of  a  court  of 
probate  shall  be  attacked  collaterally  except 
for  fraud,  or  set  aside  save  by  appeal,"  would 

Sreclude  the  defendant  from  offering  such  evi- 
ence. 
There  was  no  error  in  the  judgment  complained 

of- 
In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges  concurred. 
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Constance  B.  PRICE 

v. 

Walter  J.  PRICE  et  at. 

1.  Ne  dower  right  exists  in  flavor  of  * 
woman  whose  marriage  was  annulled  because 
the  husband  had  a  wife  living:,  although  she  had 
not  been  heard  from  within  five  years  before  the 
second  marriage,  which  was  contracted  by  both 
parties  in  good  faith,  and  was  therefore  valid  un- 
der 2  Rev.  Stat-,  180, 1  6,  until  its  nullity  was  pro- 
nounced by  a  court. 

ft.  The  express  denial  of  dower  in  New 
York  statutes,  where  a  divorce  is  granted  for  the 
wife's  adultery,  does  not  by  Implication  give 
dower  in  case  of  annulment  of  a  marriage  made 
In  good  faith,  because  the  husband  had  a  former 
wife  living. 

(April  21, 189L) 

C ROBS-APPEALS  from  Judgments  of  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  First 
Department,  reversing  a  Judgment  entered  in 
the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  New  York  County, 
upon  the  report  of  a  referee  dismissing  the  bill 
which  was  filed  to  secure  the  admeasurement 
of  dower  in  the  estate  of  Walter  W.  Price,  de- 
ceased, and  allowing  and  admeasuring  such 
dower.    Reverted. 

Statement  by  Follett,  Oh.  J.: 

Cross-appeals  from  an  interlocutory  and  final 
Judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  First  Judicial  Department,  award- 
ing dower  to  the  plaintiff.  April  23,  1889, 
Walter  W.  Price  and  Susanna  Butler  inter- 
married in  England,  and  lived  together,  as 
husband  and  wife,  at  Birmingham,  for  about 
one  year,  when  he  came  to  the  United  States, 
where  he  resided  until  his  death.  July  1,1865. 
Price  and  Constance  Bridget  Tallon,  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  action,  intermarried  at  the  City  of 
New  York,  and  lived  together  as  husband  and 


Note.— See  notes  to  Adams  v.  Storey  (HI.)  ULfi. 
A  791;  Goes  v.  Froman  (Ky.)  8  L.  R.  A.  KB. 
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wife  until  July,  1871,  having  two  children 
born  unto  them,  who  survive.  In  May,  1873, 
Price  began  an  action  in  the  supreme  court  of 
this  State  to  have  his  last  marriage  annulled, 
on  the  ground  that  his  first  wife  was  then  liv- 
ing, which  resulted  in  a  Judgment  entered 
April  15,  1874,  annulling  the  marriage.  The 
court  found  that  the  first  wife,  Susanna,  had 
absented  herself  from  her  husband  since  1818, 
had  not  been  heard  of  by  him  for  more 
than  fiveyears,  and  that  the  marriage  between 
Walter  W.  Price  and  Constance  B.  Tallon  was 
contracted  in  good  faith,  believing  that  his 
former  wife  was  dead.  It  was  adjudged  that 
their  marriage  was  null  and  void,  but  "only 
from  the  time  that  its  nullity  is  hereby  pro- 
nounced, to  wit,  from  and  after  the  date  of  this 
judgment."  It  was  further  adjudged  that  the 
children  of  the  marriage  were  legitimate,  and 
entitled  to  succeed  in  the  same  manner  as  legiti- 
mate children  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  father  and  mother,  or  either  of  them.  At  the 
date  of  the  entry  of  this  judgment  Walter  W. 
Price  owned  the  real  estate  described  in  the 
interlocutory  judgment  in  this  action,  about 
fourteen  acres  of  which  he  conveyed  in  July, 
1875,  to  Walter  J.  Price.  June  6,  1876,  Wal- 
ter W.  Price  died  seised  of  all  of  said  real 
estate  except  that  so  conveyed,  which  he  dis- 
posed of  by  will.  This  action  was  begun  by 
the  plaintiff,  June  7,  1880,  to  have  dower 
ad  measured  in  the  real  estate  of  which  Walter 
W.  Price  was  seised  at  the  date  of  the  entry  of 
the  judgment  annulling  the  marriage.  The 
defendants  are  the  devisee,  grantees  and  mort- 
gagees of  the  devisees  of  Walter  W.  Price. 
They  set  up  in  their  answers,  among  other 
defenses,  (1)  that  the  marriage  was  null  and 
void,  and  had  been  so  adjudged;  (2)  that  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1874,  the  plaintiff  received  from 
Walter  W.  Price  a  sum  of  money  in  satisfac- 
tion of  all  claims  to  dower  in  his  property. 

Messrs.  Charles  Jones  and  George  H. 
Starr,  for  plaintiff: 

Dower  "is  a  title  inchoate  and  not  consum- 
mate till  the  death  of  the  husband,  but  it  is  an 
interest  which  attaches  on  the  land  as  soon  as 


See  also  27  L.  R.  A.  120,  685. 
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there  is  the  concurrence  of  marriage  and  sei- 
sin." 

4  Kent,  Com.  50. 

The  marriage  between  the  plaintiff  and  Wal- 
ter W.  Price  fi  valid. 

VaUeau  v.  VaUeaut  6  Paige,  907,  8  L.  ed. 
967:  White  v.  Lowe,  1  Redf.  870;  Cropsey  v. 
McKinney,  80  Barb.  47;  0r»#»  v.  £anfo,  24 
How.  Pr.  218;  Boderigas  v.  2ftw<  Blfoer  Art?. 
7n^^.  68  N.  T.  460;  Brower  v.  £ouw*,  1  Abb. 
▲pp.  Dec.  214. 

The  supreme  court  has  held  that  a  widow  of 
such  a  marriage  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  es- 
tate of  the  husband. 

Jones  v.  ZoUer,  29  Hun,  561,  82  Hun,  280; 
Price  v.  Price,  88  Hun,  76;  Jonee  v.  Fleming, 
87  Hun,  227. 

The  marriage  of  the  plaintiff  with  Walter 
W.  Price  being  valid,  ana  she  being  his  lawful 
wife,  had  dowable  capacity,  and  her  dower 
right  or  title  was  an  interest  which  "  attached 
on  the  land  "  of  which  her  husband  was  seised 
during  the  coverture. 

4  Kent,  Com.  50;  Wait  v.  Wait,  4  N.  Y.  96; 
Steele  v.  Ward,  80  Hun,  567. 

The  plaintiff  has  never  been  barred  or  de- 
vested of  the  dower  right  or  interest  which  at- 
tached to  the  lands  by  virtue  of  marriage  and 
seisin. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  cases  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  wife  may  be  barred  or  devested 
of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  and  of  dower. 

1  Rev.  Stat,  title  8,  740. 

She  cannot  be  barred  or  devested  of  this  in- 
terest or  estate  in  any  other  way. 

Wait  v.  Wait,  supra;  People  v.  Faber,  92  N. 
Y.  149. 

In  case  of  a  divorce  by  which  the  marriage 
was  dissolved,  dower  was  not  barred  or  devested 
unless  the  divorce  was  for  the  misconduct  of 
the  wife,  here  meaning  her  adultery. 

Schiffer  v.  Pruden,  64  N.  Y.  47. 

Mr.  James  R.  Marvin,  for  defendant 
Josephine  Little: 

A  divorce  at  common  law  avoided  the  mar- 
riage ab  initio.  "  It  was  equivalent  to  a  sen- 
tence of  nullity  under  our  Statute.  It  placed 
the  parties  in  the  same  relation  to  each  other  as 
though  there  had  been  no  marriage." 

Wait  v.  Wait,  4  N.  Y.  100;  2  Kent,  Com.  78; 
Williamson  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  889, 1  L. 
ed.  182;  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns.  52. 

The  marriage  in  question  was  a  voidable 
marriage.  The  plaintiff  was  the  wife  of  Price 
de  facto  only.  Dower  attaches  to  such  a  mar- 
riage provided  it  exists  at  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band. 

4  Kent,  Com.  86;  Co.  Litt  88  b,  82  a;  1  Bl. 
Com.  484,  note;  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  S  57; 
Burger  v.  HiU,  1  Bradf.  876;  1  Williams,  Exrs. 
858;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  p.  198;  1  Scribner, 
Dower,  p.  109;  Wait  v.  Wait,  4  Barb.  202. 

The  divorce  in  the  case  at  bar  was  a  vinculo 
matrimonii. 

Such  a  divorce  "bars  the  claim  for  dower, 
for  to  entitle  the  party  claiming  dower  she  must 
have  been  the  wife  at  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band." 

4  Kent,  Com.  §  58,  64;  2  BL  Com.  180,  note  a. 

The  Legislature  never  intended  to  give  the 
plaintiff  dower  in  the  lands  of  Price,  and  at 
the  same  time  deny  to  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage the  right  to  inherit  the  same  property. 
12L.R.  A. 


Bpicer  v.  Bpicer,  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  112. 

Mr.  David  Wfflcox,  with  Meter*.  Bris- 
tow,  Peet  ft  Opdyke,  for  defendants  Paine, 
F.  N.  Price  and  Dunne  and,  with  Mr.  Stephen 
Brown,  for  defendants  L.  M.  Price  and  the* 
Glens'  Falls  Ins.  Co.: 

Under  the  rules  of  the  common  law  this  at- 
tempted marriage  was  void. 

Williamson  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  898, 1 
L.  ed.  184;  Finn  v.  Finn,  62  How.  Pr.  88;. 
Elliott  v.  Qurr,  2  Phillim.  EccL  16. 

▲  second  marriage  in  the  lifetime  of  a  for* 
mer  wife  is  also  prohibited  by  the  Statute. 

Rev.  Stat  pt  2,  chap.  8,  title  1,  art  1,  ft  5; 
2  Edmonds,  Stat  144;  Blossom  v.  Barrett,  87* 
N.  Y.  484;  Appleton  v.  Warner,  51  Barb.  270; 
People  v.  Liscomb,  60  N.  Y.  559. 

At  common  law  a  voidable  marriage  could 
not  be  attacked  collaterally  in  the  absence  of  a 
decree  of  nullity;  but  if  its  nullity  was  adjudged 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  by  the  decree- 
it  became  a  void  marriage,  and  was  therefore- 
void  ab  initio. 

Jaques  v.  Public  Administrator,  1  Bradf.  499; 
Finn  v.  Finn,  62  How.  Pr.  86. 

The  marriage  in  this  case  was  voidable. 

VaUeau  v.  VaUeau.  6  Paige,  207,  8  L.  ed.  957; 
Cropsey  v.  McKinney,  80  Barb.  47;  White  v. 
Lowe.  1  Redf .  876. 

It  is  impossible  that  a  contract  attempted  by- 
persons  who  were  incapable  of  contracting, 
and  for  that  reason  adjudged  null,  can  never- 
theless be  a  valid  contract 

2  Edmonds,  Stat.  144,  §  1. 

Without  qualification  of  any  sort,  the  Stat- 
ute expressly  provides  that  the  judgment  of 
nullity  shall  be  evidence  of  the  Invalidity  of 
the  marriage,  and  this  court  has  several  times- 
stated  that  such  is  its  effect 

Keen's  Case,  7  Coke,  140;  Aughtie  v.  Aughtie. 
1  Phillim.  Eccl.  201;  EUiottv.  Qurr,  2  Phillim. 
Eccl.  16;  Perry  v.  Perry,  6  Paige,  507, 2  L.  ed. 
1006. 

In  such  cases  no  material  rights  could  exist 
on  either  side,  since  the  decree  adjudged  that 
a  lawful  marriage  had  never  existed. 

Be  Ensign's  Estate,  4  Cent  Rep.  876,  10* 
N.  Y.  287;  Van  Cleafv.  Burns,  118  N.  Y.  549. 

The  claim  that  dower  arises  from  a  marriage 
which  is  void,  whether  by  reason  of  the  Stat- 
ute alone  or  by  reason  of  a  judgment  pro- 
nounced in  accordance  with  statutory  provis- 
ions, is  contrary  to  the  authorities. 

Cropsey  v.  Ogden,  11  N.  Y.  228;  Co.  Litt 
82a;  2  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  Sg  690,  706; 
Keen's  Case,  supra;  1  Scribner,  Dower,  146, 
subd.  19;  VaUeau  v.  VaUeau,  supra;  Bpicer  v. 
Bpicer,  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  a  112;  Bird  v.  Bird,  1 
Lee,  Eng.  Eccl.  628;  Chase  v.  Chase,  55  Me.  21; 
Boddington  v.  Clariat,  L.  R.  22  Ch.  Div.  597. 

Mr.  Frank  L.  Hall,  with  Messrs.  De  For* 
est  ft  Weeks,  for  defendants,  the  Rector, 
etc.,  of  St  John  the  Evangelist's  Church. 

Messrs.  Hashes  ft  Northrnp  for  defend- 
ant Walter  J.  Price. 

Follett,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
court: 

The  primary  question  underlying  this  cass- 
is whether  when  a  wife  absents  herself  from 
her  husband  for  five  successive  years  without 
being  known  by  him  to  be  living  within  that 
time,  and  he  contracts  a   second   marriage* 
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which  is  annulled,  in  an  action  between  them, 
because  the  first  wife  if  living,  such  second 
wife  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  real  estate 
owned  by  him  at  the  date  of  the  entry  of  the 
Judgment  of  nullification.  In  this  State  the 
right  to  dower  arises  out  of  the  rules  of  the 
common  law,  except  in  so  far  as  they  have 
been  changed  by  our  statutes.  By  the  com- 
mon and  canon  law,  a  marriage  by  one  hav- 
ing a  spouse  Hying  and  undivorced,  though 
the  spouse  had  been  absent  and  believed  to  be 
dead,  was  void  ab  initio,  and  the  person  con- 
tracting a  second  marriage  was  guilty  of  a 
felony.  1  Scribner,  Dower,  p.  115,  par.  5;  1 
Bl.  Com.  486;  2  Steph.  Com.  11th  ed.  266;  2 
Kent,  Com.  79;  1  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  §  299. 

An  examination  of  the  legislation  on  the 
subject  of  marriages  between  persons,  one  of 
whom  has  a  spouse  living,  becomes  necessary 
to  enable  us  to  determine  whether  the  rule  of 
the  common  law  has  been  changed.  By  chap- 
ter 2  of  the  first  year  of  James  II.,  it  was 
enacted  that  a  person  marrying  a  second  time, 
whose  husband  or  wife  had  been  continually 
absent  for  seven  years  immediately  preceding 
the  second  marriage,  and  not  known  by  such 
person  to  be  living  within  that  time,  should 
not  be  guilty  of  bigamy.  The  rule  prescribed 
by  this  statute  has  remained  the  law  of  Eng- 
land to  this  day.     4  Steph.  Com.  11th  ed.  90. 

▲  statute  containing  the  same  provisions, 
though  reducing  the  period  of  absence  to  five 
years,  was  enacted  in  this  State,  February  7, 
1788  (2  J.  &  V.  214),  which,  with  slight  mod- 
ifications, has  been  continued  in  force  to  the 
E resent  time.  1  Rev.  Acts  1801, 122;  1  Rev. 
aws  1818;  2  Bey.  8tat  687;  Penal  Code, 
§§  298,299. 

It  was  held  in  this  State  that  the  Statute 
concerning  bigamy  did  not  render  such  a  sec- 
ond marriage  valid.  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns. 
52;  Williamson  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  889, 
1  L.  ed.  182.  And  such  is  the  rule  in  Eng- 
land. Shelf.  Mar.  and  Div.  89,  228,  280,  479. 
Such  was  the  condition  of  the  law  when  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  this  State  were  enacted, 
and,  experience  having  proved  that  the  Stat- 
ute in  respect  to  bigamy  had  induced  the  con- 
traction of  second  marriages  by  persons  having 
spouses  who  had  been  absent  for  five  years, 
and  believed  to  be  dead,  which  after  the  re- 
turn of  the  absent  husband  or  wife  were  found 
to  be  void  and  the  issue  illegitimate,  it  was,  for 
the  purpose  of  alleviating  some  of  these  con- 
sequences, enacted  (2  Rev.  Stat.  189):  "Sec.  5. 
No  second  or  other  subsequent  marriage  shall 
be  contracted  by  any  person,  during  the  life- 
time of  any  former  husband  or  wife  of  such 
person,  unless  .  .  .  and  every  marriage  con- 
tract in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion shall,  except  in  the  case  provided  for  in 
the  next  section,  be  absolutely  void.  Sec.  6. 
If  any  person  whose  husband  or  wife  shall 
have  absented  himself  or  herself,  for  a  space  of 
five  successive  years,  without  being  known  to 
such  person  to  be  living  during  that  time,  shall 
marry  during  the  lifetime  of  such  absent  hus- 
band or  wife,  the  marriage  shall  be  void  only 
from  the  time  that  its  nullity  shall  be  pro- 
nounced by  a  court  of  competent  authority." 
It  was  also  provided  (2  Rev.  Stat  142):  "Sec. 
20.  The  chancellor  (supreme  court)  may,  by 
a  sentence  of  nullity,  declare  void  the  mar- 
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riage  contract  for  either  of  the  following 
causes,  existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage: 
.  .  .  (2)  That  the  former  husband  or  wife  of 
one  of  the  parties  was  living,  and  that  the  mar- 
riage with  such  former  husband  and  wife  was 
then  in  force."  "Sec  2a  When  it  shall  ap- 
pear and  be  so  decreed  that  such  second  mar- 
riage was  contracted  in  good  faith,  and  with 
the  full  belief  of  the  parties  that  the  former 
husband  or  wife  was  dead,  the  issue  of  such 
marriage,  born  or  begotten  before  its  nullity 
be  declared,  shall  be  entitled  to.succeed,  in  the 
same  manner  as  legitimate  children,  to  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  parent  who  at  the. 
time  of  the  marriage  was  competent  to  con- 
tract, and  the  issue  so  entitled  shall  be  speci- 
fied in  the  sentence  of  nullity." 

By  these  provisions  such  marriages  ceased 
to  be  void,  and  became  voidable  and  subject 
to  be  annulled,  with  the  consequences  incident 
to  the  annullment  of  marriages  by  the  rules  of 
the  common  law,  except  in  so  far  as  they  were 
changed  by  the  above  sections  and  the  two 
hereinafter  quoted.  By  the  common  law,  nei- 
ther dower  nor  curtesy  arises  from  a  voidable 
marriage,  if  it  be  annulled  during  the  lifetime 
of  the  parties,  and,  when  annulled  by  the 
judgment  of  a  competent  court,  they  are  in  the 
same  situation  in  respect  to  each  other,  and  to 
rights  in  the  property  of  each  other,  as  though 
a  marriage  had  never  been  entered  into,  and 
the  children  born  of  it  are  illegitimate  unlesa 
legitimated  by  statute.  Aughtie  v.  Aughtie, 
1  Phillim.  Eccl.  201;  Oage  v.  Acton,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  521;  1  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  §§116- 
118;  2  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  §§  690,  712;  1 
Bishop,  Mar.  Women,  §§  247,  479,  482;  1 
Brightly,  Husb.  and  W.  7,  822;  2  Brightly, 
Husb.  and  W.  866;  1  Roper,  Husb.  and  W. 
882;  Stewart,  Mar.  and  Div.  §&  147,  429,  487. 

And,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  saving  the 
right  to  dower,  the  dissolution  a  vinculo  of  a 
valid  marriage,  for  the  fault  of  either  party, 
bars  it.  Barrett  v.  Failing,  111  U.  S.  528,  28 
L.  ed.  505;  Frampton  v.  Stephens,  21  Ch.  Div. 
164;  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  587;  5 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  921. 

It  is  contended  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law 
was  altered  by  the  sections  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  hereinbefore  set  forth,  and  by  the  two 
next  quoted,  which  are  the  only  ones  relied  on 
as  effecting  a  change:  "Sec.  8.  In  case  of 
divorce  dissolving  the  marriage  contract  for 
the  misconduct  of  the  wife  she  shall  not 
be  endowed."  1  Rev.  Stat.  p.  741,  §  8. 
'Sec.  48.  A  wife  being  a  defendant  in  a 
suit  for  a  divorce  brought  by  her  bus- 
band,  and  convicted  of  adultery,  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  dower  in  her  husband's  real  estate, 
or  any  part  thereof,  nor  to  any  distributive 
share  in  his  personal  estate."  2  Rev.  Stat.  14fi, 
§  48.  The  last  section  was  repealed  by  chap- 
ter 245,  Laws  1880,  after  it  had  been  mane  a 
part  of  section  1760  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro 
cedure.  In  Wait  v.  Wait,  4  N.  Y.  95,  it  was 
held  that  a  judgment  dissolving  a  valid  mar- 
riage for  the  adultery  of  the  husband  did  not 
cut  off  the  wife's  inchoate  right  to  dower  in 
lands  of  which  he  was  at  the  date  of  tbe  judg- 
ment or  theretofore  had  been  seised,  and,  she 
having  survived,  dower  was  assigned.  The 
court  rested  its  decision  on  the  ground  that  the 
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sections  denying  a  wife's  right  to  dower,  when 
divorced  for  her  adultery,  by  fair  implication 
saved  it  when  a  divorce  was  granted  for  the 
adultery  of  the  husband.  The  learned  Judge 
who  wrote  an  opinion  in  the  case  last  cited 
seems  to  have  overlooked  Oharruaud  v.  Char- 
maud,  1  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  184;  Day  v.  West, 
2  Edw.  Ch.  592,  6  L.  ed.  515,  and  Reynolds  v. 
Reynolds,  24  Wend.  108,  and  the  Judgment  has 
not  escaped  criticism  (Moore  v.  Hegeman,  27 
Hud,  68,  affirmed,  92  N.  Y.  521;  2  Bishop,  Mar. 
and  Div.  §  706),  but  the  result  reached  bv  it  has 
been  lately  confirmed  by  statute.  Code  Civil 
Proc.  §  1754. 

The  changes  effected  by  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes in  the  rights  of  parties  entering  in  good 
faith  into  a  marriage,  while  one  has  a  living 
and  undivorced  spouse  who  has  been  absent 
for  five  years,  and  not  known  to  be  living,  are: 
(1)  the  marriage  is  not  void  from  the  begin- 
ning, but  voidable;  (2)  when  Judicially  an- 
nulled, it  is  only  void  from  the  date  of  the  Judg- 
ment; (8)  when  so  annulled,  the  issue  may  be 
adjudged  entitled  to  succeed  to  the  estate  of 
the  parent  who  was  competent  to  marry,  in 
the  same  manner  as  legitimate  children;  (4)  it 
has  been  held  that,  while  such  a  marriage  re- 
mains unannulled,  the  cohabitation  of  the  par- 
ties is  not  adulterous  (VaUeau  v.  VaUeau,  6 
Paige,  807, 8  L.  ed.  957);  also  that  the  survivor 
is  entitled  to  administration  (White  v.  Lowe,  1 
Redf.  876),  and,  before  the  passage  of  the  Acts 
for  the  protection  of  married  women,  that  the 
husband  could  hold  and  transfer  the  personal 
property  of  the  wife.  Oropsey  v.  Mc  Kinney, 
80  Barb.  47. 

We  do  not  express  the  opinion  that  other 
changes  than  those  mentioned  have  not  been 
wrougbt,  for  we  are  only  concerned  with  the 
claim  that  it  has  changed  the  common  law  in 
respect  to  the  right  of  a  wife  to  dower  under 
sued  a  marriage  after  it  has  been  judicially  an- 
nulled. The  absence  of  a  husband  or  wife  for 
five  years,  unheard  of  during  that  time,  and 
who  is  believed  to  be  dead,  is  not  in  this  State 
a  cause  for  an  absolute  divorce.  The  effect  of 
a  judgment  annulling  a  marriage  upon  the 
right  of  a  wife  to  dower  has  never  been  deter- 
mined in  this  State  in  any  reported  case  except 
in  the  one  at  bar. 

In  Spicer  v.  Spicer,  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  112, 
the  second  marriage,  through  which  the  wife 
claimed  dower,  was  never  dissolved,  and  she 
survived  her  husband;  nevertheless  dower  was 
denied  her.  In  Jones  v.  Zotler,  29  Hun,  551, 
82  Hun,  280  (S.  C.  sub  nom.  Jones  v.  Fleming 
87  Hun,  228),  reversed,  104  N.  Y.  418, 6  Cent. 
Rep.  518,  the  second  marriage  had  not  been 
dissolved,  and  tbe  wife  survived  her  husband. 

In  Brower  v.  Bowers,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  214, 
and  Oriffln  v.  Banks,  24  How.  Pr.  218,  reversed, 
8?  N.  Y.  621,  the  voidable  marriages  considered 


remained  in  force  until  the  death  of  one  of  the 
spouses,  and  were  never  Judicially  annulled. 

In  tbe  case  at  bar  the  learned  general  term 
rested  its  judgment  on  the  authority  of  Wait 
v.  Wait,  supra,  which  was  decided  upon  the 
ground  that  the  sections  above  quoted  pre- 
served the  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  in 
case  she  was  innocent  and  he  guilty;  but  in 
the  case  at  bar  it  was  found  and  adjudged, 
in  the  action  wherein  the  marriage  was  an- 
nulled,  that  both  parties  contracted  their  mar- 
riage in  good  faith,  believing  that  the  hus- 
band's former  wife  was  dead,  which  judgment 
is  declared  by  the  statute  to  be  conclusive  be- 
tween them.    2  Rev.  Stat.  p.  144,  §  87. 

The  referee,  upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  in 
this  action,  found,  and  the  general  term  af- 
firmed the  finding,  that  both  parties  contracted 
their  marriage  in  good  faith.  But  we  do  not 
think  those  sections  (8  and  48)  relate  to  the 
rights  of  persons  whose  marriages  are  annulled, 
but  only  to  those  of  persons  divorced  for  adul- 
tery. There  now  is,  and  always  has  been,  a 
broad  distinction  made  by  the  common  law, 
and  in  the  statutes  of  this  State,  between  ac- 
tions brought  to  annul  marriages  by  reason  of 
tbe  incapacity  of  the  parties  to  legally  con- 
tract them,  and  actions  brought  for  their  dis- 
solution by  reason  of  acts  committed  after 
their  due  and  legal  solemnization.  The  for- 
mer class  was  provided  for  by  article  2,  chap. 
8,  pt.  2,  Rev.  Stat,  and  the  latter  by  the  third 
and  fourth  articles  of  the  same  chapter.  The 
same  distinction  is  still  preserved  by  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure.  Title  1,  chap.  15,  Code 
Civil  Proc.  Section  48,  above  quoted,  is  con- 
tained in  the  third  article,  which  relates  to  di- 
vorce a  vinculo  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and 
has  no. application  to  actions  or  judgments  an- 
nulling marriages  for  causes  existing  prior  to 
their  solemnization.  The  word  "misconduct, " 
in  tbe  eighth  section  (1  Rev.  Stat.  741).  has 
been  held  by  this  court  to  mean  "adultery" 
(Van  CleafY.  Bums,  118  N.  Y.  549);  and  the 
section  is  not  applicable  to  this  class  of  actions. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  at  common  law, 
nor  under  the  statutes  of  this  State,  to  dower 
in  any  of  the  lands  described  in  her  complaint. 
The  conclusion  reached  renders  it  unnecessary 
to  consider  the  other  questions  raised  by  the 
defendants'  appeals,  or  those  presented  by  the 
appeal  taken  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  judgments  and  orders  reviewed,  subse- 
quent to  the  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of 
K  H,  Anderson,  referee,  reversed,  and  the  judg- 
ment entered  on  the  report  of  R.  H.  Anderson, 
referee,  on  the  9th  day  of  August,  1883, dismiss- 
ing the  complaint  with  costs,  is  affirmed,  with 
costs  to  each  of  the  defendants  appearing  by 
separate  attorneys. 

All  concur. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


J.  T.  RUCK8  et  al,  Appts., 

J.  T.  RENFROW  et  al. 

(-..Ark ) 

Declarations  of  voters,  made  before  or  after 
election  and  not  as  part  of  the  res  aestce,  are  not 
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admissible  in  an  election  contest  to  show  their 
disqualification. 
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APPEAL  by  contestants  from  a  Judgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Cleveland  County, 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  County  Court  in 
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favor  of  persons  contesting  the  declared  result 
of  an  election  held  for  the  purpose  of  having 
a  county  seat  chosen  for  Cleveland  County. 


The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  U.  BL  Rose  and  G.  B.  Roae,with 
Mr.  G.  H.  Rousseau,  for  appellants : 

A  contested  election  for  county  seat  is  a  con- 
test of  all  the  voters  favoring  one  location 
against  all  those  favoring  the  other.  The  par- 
ties being  too  numerous  to  be  all  brought  into 
court,  some  of  them  are  permitted  to  prosecute 
and  defend  for  the  whole,  but  any  citizen  of 
the  county  can  be  allowed  to  participate  in  the 
litigation. 

Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  97;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  260. 

In  such  cases,  those  appearing  in  the  suit  are 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  tbose  who  are  Jointly 
interested  with  them.  The  admissions  of  a 
beneficiary,  or  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  may 
be  received  against  the  trustee,  or  the  person  in 
whose  name  the  suit  is  brought. 

GreenL  Ev.  §  180;  People  v.  Pease,  27  N.  Y. 
59;  State  v.  Olin,  28  Wis.  819;  French  v.  Lighty, 
9  Ind.  477;  Patton  v.  Coates,  41  Ark.  111. 

Messrs.  Met  L.  Jones  and  W.  S.  Amis, 
for  appellees : 

In  an  election  held  under  the  Laws  of  Ar- 
kansas the  voter  cannot,  after  his  vote  has  been 
cast,  by  any  declaration  of  his,  change  the  re- 
sult found  by  the  Judges  of  election  founded 
upon  his  vote,  and  proof  of  his  declarations  as 
to  his  disqualifications  are  not  admissible. 

Patton  v.  Coatee,  41  Ark.  112 ;  Qilleland  v. 
behuyler,  9  Kan.  681;  Beardstoum  v.  Virginia, 
76  111.  46, 81  111.  649:  1  Oreenl.  Ev.  §  124;  Beat 
v.  Beat,  79  Ind.  282;  McCrary,  Elections, 
§§  272,  278;  Little  v.  State,  75  Tex.  616;  Davie 
v  State,  1±  420.    . 

Hughes,  J ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
Circuit.  Court  of  Cleveland  County  that  at  an 
election  held  on  the  17th  day  of  August,  1889, 
to  determine  whether  the  county  seat  of  that 
county  should  be  located  at  the  Town  of  Bison 
or  the  Town  of  Kingsland  in  said  county, 
Rison  had  received  a  majority  of  the  legal 
votes  cast  at  said  election,  and  that  the  county 
seat  be  removed  to  said  Town  of  Rison  from 
the  former  county-seat  location  at  Toledo,  and 
that  Rison  should  thereafter  be  the  county  seat 
of  said  county.  The  case  was  brought  to  the 
circuit  court  on  appeal  from  the  Judgment  of 
the  county  court,  in  which,  upon  the  canvass 
of  votes  cast  at  the  election  by  the  clerk  of 
county  court,  and  the  filing  of  his  certificate  in 
said  court  showing  that  Rison  had  received 
1,009  votes  and  Kingsland  1,002  votes,  the  ap- 
pellants and  others  gave  notice  that  they  would 
contest  the  election,  and  afterwards  filed  a 
written  notice  of  contest  setting  out  the  ground 
upon  which  they  relied, upon  which  the  county 
court  made  orders  for  the  taking  of  depositions, 
and  set  the  cause  for  hearing.  This  was  before 
the  court  had  proceeded  to  judgment,  and  thus 
appellants  became  parties  to  the  record,  and 
made  the  appellees  parties,  the  former  repre- 
senting Kingsland,  and  the  latter  Rison.  The 
Judgment  of  the  county  court  was  for  Kings- 
Jand,  from  which  appellees  appealed  to  the  cir- 
cuit court,  where  a  trial  de  novo  was  had,  re- 
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suiting  in  a  Judgment  for  Rison,  from  which 
this  appeal  was  taken.  It  will  be  observed  that 
there  was  no  independent  suit  to  contest  the 
election  after  the  Judgment  of  the  county  court 
was  rendered,  but  that  appellants  made  them- 
selves parties  in  the  interest  of  Kingsland,  and 
made  the  appellees  parties  in  the  interest  of 
Rison,  pending  the  determination  of  the  elec- 
tion by  the  county  court,  and  before  any  Judg- 
ment had  been  rendered.  They  had  a  right  to 
become  parties,  and  appeal  from  the  judgment  of 
the  county  court,  though  no  provision  has  been 
made  by  statute  for  an  appeal  in  such  a  case. 
McOulloughv.  BlaekweU,  51  Ark.  159,  and  au- 
thorities cited.  It  is  contended  and  shown  by 
evidence  that  many  illegal  votes  were  cast  at  the 
election,  some  by  minors,  some  by  persons  con- 
victed of  infamous  crimes,  some  by  nonresi- 
dents of  the  county  and  some  by  persons  who 
had  not  resided  long  enough  in  the  county  and 
townships  in  which  they  voted  to  become  legal 
voters. 

The  circuit  court  refused  the  following  dec- 
laration of  law,  asked  for  by  appellants,  and 
gave  the  converse,  asked  for  by  the  appellees : 
"  The  declarations  of  voters,  made  after  or  be- 
fore the  election,  showing  their  want  of  quali- 
fications to  vote,  so  far  as  age  and  residence  are 
concerned,  are  competent  and  legal  testimony 
to  show  that  such  voters  did  not  possess  such 
qualifications."  Exceptions  were  saved,  and  it 
is  insisted  here  that  this  is  the  law.  The  adju- 
dicated cases  on  this  question  are  not  numer- 
ous, and  are  divided.  The  principal  cases  that 
hold  such  declarations  admissible  are  People  v. 
Peaet,  27  N.  Y.  59;  State  v.  Olin,  23  Wis.  819; 
People  v.  Oieott,  16  Mich.  288.  Among  those 
which  hold  such  evidence  inadmissible  are 
OiUeland  v.  Schuyler,  9  Kan.  582,  by  Judge 
Brewer;  Davis  v.  State,  75  Tex.  420 ;  Beards- 
toon  v.  Virginia,  81  111.  542,— where  it  is  held 
that  "the  declarations  of  a  person  made  some 
time  after  having  voted  at  an  election,  admit- 
ting or  stating  facts  showing  that  be  was  not  a 
legal  voter,  are  inadmissible  to  show  his  dis- 
qualification to  vote."  The  declarations  of  a 
voter  as  to  his  qualifications  may  be  so  con- 
temporaneous with  his  voting  as  to  be  part  of 
the  res  gestm,  and  as  such  competent  evidence. 
Ibid,;  Patton  v.  Coatee,  41  Ark.  117. 

Judge  McCrary,  in  his  work  on  Elections, 
§  448,  says  :  '  'The  English  authorities,  though 
not  entirely  uniform,  are  generally  in  favor  of 
admitting  such  declarations,  and,  perhaps,  the 
weight  of  authority  in  this  country  is  the  same 
way,  though  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  ten- 
dency in  the  more  recent,  and  we  think  also 
the  better  considered,  cases  is  to  exclude  the 
evidence  as  hearsay." 

The  case  of  People  v.  Pease,  supra,  was 
decided  by  five  judges  against  three  dis- 
senting. The  case  of  People  v.  Oieott, 
supra,  was  decided  by  an  equal  division  of 
the  judges.  Judge  Cooley  says :  "If  votes 
were  taken  viva  voce,  so  that  it  could  al- 
ways be  determined  with  absolute  certainty 
how  every  person  had  voted,  the  objection  to 
this  species  of  scrutiny  after  an  election  had 
been  held  would  not  be  very  formidable.  But ' 
when  secret  balloting  is  the  policy  of  the  law, 
and  none  is  at  liberty  to  inquire  how  any  elect- 
or has  voted,  except  as  he  may  voluntarily 
have  waived  his  privilege,  and  where  conse- 
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quently  the  avenues  to  correct  information  con- 
cerning the  votes  cast  are  carefully  guarded 
against  judicial  explanation,  it  seems  exceed- 
ingly dangerous  to  permit  any  question  to  be 
raised  upon  this  subject"  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  p.  789.  Such  declarations  of  a  voter  are 
not  admissible,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  in 
derogation  of  an  existing  right  of  the  voter, 
and  against  his  interest.  They  are  hearsay,  and 
their  admission  would  violate  a  sound  rule  of 
law,  and  also  a  sound  public  policy.  There 
was  no  error  in  the  circuit  court's  declaration 
of  the  law  in  this  behalf. 

We  have  reached  a  conclusion  in  the  case 
which  makes  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  or  de- 
termine the  other  questions  of  law  raised  upon 
the  trial,  and  presented  here  by  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. Of  the  persons  under  age  who  are 
said  to  have  voted  for  Bison  we  find  that  there 
are  nine  as  to  whom  the  evidence  does  not  show 
for  what  place  they  voted.  It  is  charged  that 
five  convicts,  whose  names  are  given,  voted  for 
Bison,  and  that  six  persons,  whose  names  are 
given,  voted  for  Bison  out  of  their  township. 
Again,  it  is  contended  that  two  persons  who 
had  not  been  in  the  State,  and  ten  who  bad  not 
been  in  the  township  in  which  they  voted,  long 
enough  to  become  qualified  electors  voted  for 
Bison,  but  the  evidence  fails  to  show  how  any 
of  these  persons  voted.  It  is  insisted  that  a 
number  of  persons  who  had  not  been  residents 
of  the  county  long  enough  to  become  qualified 
voters  voted  for  Bison,  and  yet  no  evidence  ap- 
pears showing  for  what  place  nine  of  these 
voted.  The  disqualification  as  voters  of  nine 
of  the  minors  included  in  the  above  was  shown 
only  by  their  admissions  made  after  the  elec- 
tion. Unqualified  persons,  voting  at  the  elec- 
tion, could  not  change  the  result,  unless  it  were 
shown  for  what  place  they  voted.  People  v. 
Oicott,  supra.  Of  the  minors  who  are  said  to 
have  voted  for  Eingsland  we  find  no  evidence 


showing  for  what  place  four  of  them  voted. 
Of  those  who  are  said  to  have  voted  in  the- 
wrong  township  for  Kingsland,  there  is  one  as- 
to  whom  there  is  no  evidence  how  he  voted. 
All  of  the  above  have  been  excluded  in  the  es- 
timate we  make  of  the  vote,  under  the  rule 
laid  down  above.  We  have  estimated  that  the 
following  illegal  votes  were  cast  for  Bison  at 
the  election :  two  by  persons  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age;  nine  by  persons  voting  in  the 
wrong  townships ;  three  by  persons  not  long 
enough  in  the  State;  three  by  persons  who  were 
nonresidents  of  the  county,— in  all,  seventeen. 
And  that  the  following  illegal  votes  were  cast 
at  the  election  for  Eingsland :  four  by  per- 
sons under  age ;  ten  by  persons  voting  in  the 
wrong  township ;  three  by  persons  convicted 
of  infamous  crimes  ;  four  by  persons  who  did 
not  reside  in  the  county;  eight  by  persons  who- 
had  not  resided  in  the  county  long  enough  to- 
become  qualified  voters^— total,  twenty-nine. 

Deducting  from  the  1,009  votes  returned  for 
Bison,  17  illegal  votes  cast  for  Bison,  we  have 
992  legal  votes  for  Bison.  Deducting  from  the 
1,002  votes  returned  for  Eingsland  the  29  ille- 
gal votes  cast  for  Eingsland,  we  have  978  legal 
votes  for  Eingsland.  It  thus  appears  that 
there  was  a  majority  of  19  legal  votes  for 
Bison.  In  this  estimate  two  votes  are  counted 
about  whose  identity  there  might  have  been 
some  contest,  but  the  exclusion  of  these  could 
not  change  the  result.  In  the  view  we  have 
taken  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  exclusion  of  certain  depositions  offered 
at  the  trial  in  behalf  of  Bison,  or  to  consider 
the  offer  by  citizens  of  Eingsland,  made  be- 
fore the  election,  to  pay  $675  for  the  purpose 
of  building  a  high  school  for  colored  people 
at  Eingsland,  if  the  county*  seat  should  be  lo- 
cated at  Eingsland. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  (hurt  is  affirmed^ 
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v. 

STATE  of  Texas,  ex  rel.  Gustavus  LACOUR. 

(....Tex.....) 

A  citizen  of  the  State  U  not  ineligible  to 
hold  office  in  the  county  of  his  residence, 
because  he  moved  there  so  short  a  time  before 
election  that  he  cannot  vote,  where  neither  the 
Constitution  nor  statutes  provide  that  a  county 
officer  must  be  a  voter  In  the  county. 
(March  27,1891.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Liberty  County,  in 
favor  of  relator  in  a  proceeding  to  oust  defend- 
ant from  the  office  of  tax  assessor.    RevermcL 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Sam  R.  Ferryman,  for  appellant: 
The  Constitution  having  prescribed  the- 
qualifications  of  a  tax  assessor— that  he  shall 
reside  in  the  county  and  shall  keep  his  office  at 
such  place  as  may  be  required  by  law— neither 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  nor  any  of  the 


Note.— State  citizenship. 

A  citizen  of  the  United  States  residing  In  any 
State  of  the  Union  is  a  citizen  of  that  State.  G as- 
sies v.  Ballon,  81  U.  S.  6  Pet.  761,  8  L.  ed.  578; 
Butchers  Benev.  Asso. v. Crescent  City  L.  S.L.  &  S.H. 
Co.  ("  Slaughter  House  Oases"),  88  U.  S.  16  Wall.  36, 
a  L.  ed.  894;  Smith  v.  Moody,  26  Ind.  290. 
'  He  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a 
citizen  of  that  State.  Hannon  v.  Hounlhan,  86  Va, 
429. 

In  general  the  national  character  of  a  person  is  to 
be  decided  by  that  of  his  domiciL  See  note  to  War- 
ren v.  Board  of  Registration  (Mich.)  2  L.  R.  A.  2QB. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


In  order  to  effect  such  a  change  of  domksil  as- 
constitutes  a  change  of  citizenship,  there  must  be 
actual  residence  in  the  place,  with  the  intention 
that  It  is  to  be  a  principal  and  permanent  resi- 
dence.   Morris  v.  Gilmer,  129  U.  S.  815, 88  L.  ed.  680. 

Mere  intention  to  ohange  residence  does  not  con- 
stitute a  change.  There  must  be  added  thereto  the 
fact  of  living  in  the  new  place  for  some  period  of 
time.  Penfleld  v.  Chesapeake,  O.  &  8.  W.  R.  Co.  29» 
Fed.Bep.494. 

Eligibility  to  office.  See  notes  to  State  v.  Peell* 
(Ind.)  8L.  R.  A.  228;  De  Turk  v.  Com.  (Paj  5LR. 
A.  853. 


Soc  also  43  L.  R.  A.  699. 
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courts  have  power  to  add  or  require  others  not 
therein  prescribed. 

McCrary,  Elections.  2d  ed.  §  262.  p.  226. 

Messrs.  Home  A  Kleberg  for  appellee. 

Gaines,  </.»  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a 
quo  uarranto,  brought  in  the  name  of  the  State 
of  Texas  upon  the  relation  of  Gustavus  Lacour, 
for  the  purpose  of  removing  appellant  from 
the  office  of  tax  assessor  of  Liberty  County. 
The  appellant  was  chosen  to  that  office  at  the 
general  election  held  in  November,  1890,  and 
thereupon  qualified  and  entered  upon  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  the  place.  The  relator 
was  the  appellant's  predecessor  in  the  office. 
The  ground  upon  which  the  reversal  was 
sought  was  that  the  respondent  was  not  a  legal 
voter  in  the  county  at  the  time  either  of  his  elec- 
tion or  of  qualification,  and  that,  therefore,  he 
was  not  eligible  to  the  office.  The  facts  were 
that  the  appellant  had  been  a  resident  and  voter 
in  Liberty  County  for  many  years;  but  in 
March,  1889.  he  removed  with  his  family  to 
the  City  of  Houston,  where  he  engaged  in  a 
mercantile  business.  In  June,.  1890,  he  moved 
back  to  Liberty  County,  and  resumed  bis  resi- 
dence. There  was  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  he  took  up  his,  residence  in  Houston  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  and  that  it  was  never  his 
intention  to  abandon  permanently  his  borne  in 
Liberty  County,  but  there  was  also  evidence 
tending  to  establish  the  contrary  conclusion. 
However,  the  Jury  found  that  he  "had  not 
lived  in  the  county  six  months  prior  to  the 
election/'  etc. ;  and  this  may,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  opinion,  be  assumed  to  be  a  finding  of 
the  issue  against  the  appellant,  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  fact  that  he  was  not  a  qualified 
voter  in  the  county  at  the  time  he  received  a 
majority  of  the  votes.  We  then  have  the 
question,  Did  the  fact  that  he  was  not  a  legal 
voter  in  the  county  render  him  ineligible  to  the 
office  of  tax  assessor?  There  is  no  express 
provision  to  the  effect  that  the  tax  assessor  of 
a  county  must  be  a  voter  therein  either  in  our 
Constitution  or  laws,  and,  if  we  decide  such  to 
be  the  law,  we  must  hold  that  the  rule  results 
from  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  form 
of  government.  It  is  said  by  a  recent  text- 
writer:  "  Where  no  limitations  are  prescribed, 
the  right  to  hold  office  under  our  political  sys- 
tem is  an  implied  attribute  of  citizenship,  and 
is  presumed  to  be  co-extensive  with  that  of 
voting  at  an  election  held  for  the  purpose  of 
choosing  an  incumbent  for  the  office,  those, 
and  those  only,  who  are  competent  to  select 
the  officer  being  deemed  competent  also  to  hold 
the  office  "  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  67.  The 
cases  cited  in  support  of  this  doctrine  are  State 
v.  8mith,  14  Wis.  665,  and  State  v.  Murray,  28 
Wis.  96.  These  cases  involved  the  question  of 
the  eligibility  of  an  alien  to  hold  office  under 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Wisconsin,  and 
the  decisions  were  that  citizens  of  the  State 
only  could  hold  office  under  the  State.  They 
are  not  authority,  in  any  sense,  for  the  propo- 
sition that  a  citizen  of  the  State  would  be  in- 
eligible to  office  because  for  the  time  being  he 
mijebt  be  disqualified  by  reason  of  a  change  of 
residence  from  voting  in  a  particular  county. 
A  rimilar  question  arose  in  State  v.  McMillen, 
IS  L.  R  A. 


28  Neb.  885,  and  there  the  court  held  that  the 
claimant  to  an  office  was  not  eligible  because 
at  the  time  of  the  election  he  had  not  become 
a  citizen  of  the  State.  In  fhe  opinion  in  that 
case  it  was  said  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  con- 
stitutional or  statutory  law  upon  the  subject, 
none  but  voters  are  qualified  to  hold  office. 
The  case,  however,  did  not  call  for  so  broad 
an  announcement.  In  Atchison  v.  Lucas,  83 
Ey.  451 ,  the  Court  of  Appals  of  Kentucky 
decided  that  a  women  could  not  hold  the  office 
of  jailer,  but  placed  their  decision  upon  a  gen- 
eral construction  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
State,  and  not  upon  the  fact  that  none  but  male 
persons  were  given  the  right  to  vote. 

But  even  if  the  rule  announced  in  the  Ne- 
braska case  cited  above  be  sound  law,  we  do 
not  think  it  could  be  properly  applied  to  the 
case  before  us.  If  it  be  invoked  to  sustain  a 
decision  that  none  but  the  citizens  of  a  State 
can  hold  offices  under  the  state  government, 
there  is  much  to  be  said  in  its  support.  But 
in  this  State,  when  a  candidate  at  an  election 
has  received  a  plurality  of  the  votes,  and  at  the 
same  time  been  debarred  of  the  right  to  vote 
upon  the  sole  ground  that  he  has  not  resided 
in  the  county  for  the  period  of  six  months  be- 
fore the  election,  we  think  the  reason  for  the 
rule  altogether  ceases.  It  follows,  we  think, 
that,  even  Upon  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
cases  first  cited,  the  appellant  should  be  held 
eligible  to  the  office  to  which  he  was  chosen. 
But  there  is  a  broader  view  of  this  question. 

In  Barker  v.  People,  8  Cow.  708,  the  chan- 
cellor who  declared  the  opinion  of  the  court 
said:  "  Eligibility  to  office  is  not  declared  as 
aright  or  principle  by  any  express  terms  of 
the  Constitution,  but  it  results  as  a  just  deduc- 
tion from  the  express  powers  and  provisions  of 
the  system.  The  basis  of  the  principle  is  the 
absolute  liberty  of  the  electors  and  the  appoint- 
ing authorities  to  choose  and  appoint  any  per- 
son who  is  not  made  ineligible  bv  the  Consti- 
tution .  Eligibility  to  office,  therefore,  belongs, 
not  exclusively  or  specially  to  electors  enjoy- 
ing the  right  of  suffrage.  It  belongs  equally 
to  all  persons  whomsoever  not  excluded  by  the 
Constitution."  When  a  Constitution  has  been 
framed  which  contains  no  provision  defining 
in  terms  who  shall  be  eligible  to  office,  there  is 
strength  in  the  argument  that  the  intention  was 
to  confide  the  selection  to  the  untrammeled 
will  of  the  electors.  Experience  teaches  us 
that,  in  popular  elections,  those  only  are 
chosen  who  are  in  sympathy  with  the  people 
both  in  thought  and  aspiration;  and  that  no 
law  is  needed  to  secure  the  selection  of  those 
only  who  reside  in  the  county  or  district  in 
which  these  functions  are  to  be  performed. 
The  Constitution  of  1869  contained  the  provis- 
ion that  "no person  shall  be  eligible  to  any 
office,  state,  county  or  municipal,  who  is  not 
a  registered  voter  in  the  State.  Art.  8,  §  14. 
The  omission  of  a  similar  article  in  our  present 
Constitution  is  not  without  significance.  But 
in  this  case  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide 
whether  or  not  the  appellant  would  have  been 
eligible  to  the  office  of  tax  assessor  if  he  had 
not  been  a  citizen  of  the  State.  He  was  a 
citizen  of  the  State.  Did  the  fact  that  be  had 
changed  his  residence  so  short  a  time  before 
the  election  as  to  deprive  him  of  bis  vote  at 
that  election  render  him  ineligible  to  the  office 
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of  governor  or  to  any  other  state  or  district 
office?  We  think  not,  and,  if  not,  we  see  no 
good  reason  why  he  should  be  held  ineligible 
to  a  county  office.  The  demurrer  to  the  infor- 
mation should  have  been  sustained. 

The  judgment  is  reverted,  and  here  rendered 
for  the  appellant. 


EMPIRE   MILLS,  Appt.% 

v. 

ALSTON   GROCERY  CO.  et  at. 

(....Tex.  App.....) 

1.  The  law  of  comity  does  not  require 

that  a  mercantile  corporation  organised  under 
the  laws  of  another  State  shall  be  allowed  to  do 
business  In  Texas,  as  the  repeal,  in  1886,  of  a  stat- 
ute granting-  the  privilege  of  organizing  mer- 
cantile corporations  Is  a  direct  prohibition  against 
the  operation  of  such  corporations  in  the  State. 
9.  A  person  is  not  estopped  from  denying 
that  a  so-called  corporation,  with  which  he  has 
made  a  contract,  is  in  fact  a  legal  corporation, 
and  from  claiming  that  the  stockholders  are  indi- 
vidually liable  on  the  contract. 


8.   Stockholders  are  liable  as  partners 

on  contracts  of  a  corporation  which  they  have 
undertaken  to  form  for  a  certain  business,  under 
the  laws  of  another  State,  solely  because  a  cor- 
poration for  such  business  could  not  be  legally 
organized  in  the  State  where  it  was  to  be  carried 
on. 

(February  26,  189U 

MOTION  by  appellees  for  a  rehearing  of  an 
appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  County 
Court  for  Dallas  County  in  their  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  render  them  liable  as  part- 
ners for  a  debt  which  they  had  contracted  as  a 
corporation,  the  first  hearing  having  resulted 
in  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment    MoUon  denied. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Dickson  ft  Moroney  for  appel- 
lees, in  support  of  the  motion. 

Messrs.  mcCormick  A  Spenee  and  Wal- 
ton, Hill  ft  Walton  for  appellant,  contra. 

Davidson*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellant  sued  appellees  to  recover  an  al- 
leged indebtedness.  Appellees  were  sued  as  a 
co-partneiship  firm,  composed  of  several  par- 


Norn.— Corporations;  individual  liability  on  eon- 
tracts. 

Persons  who  enter  into  a  contract  in  the  name  of 
a  corporation  which  has  no  legal  existence  become 
individually  liable  thereunder.  Glenn  v.  Berg- 
mann, 2  West.  Rep.  607, 20  Mo.  App.  848:  Johnson 
v.  Oorser,  84  Minn.  856. 

To  shield  its  members  from  personal  liability  on 
its  contracts,  the  corporation  must  obtain  its  fran- 
chise in  good  faith ;  it  cannot  become  incorporated 
in  one  State  to  do  business  in  another.  In  such 
case  the  organization  may  be  inquired  into  collat- 
erally.   Booth  v.  Wonderly,  86  N.  J.  L.  200. 

Yet  it  has  been  held  that  a  Connecticut  corpora- 
tion which  did  all  its  business  and  performed  all  its 
corporate  acts  in  New  Fork,  except  holding  its 
elections,  did  not  thereby  lose  its  corporate  char- 
acter, nor  render  its  members  liable  as  co-partners. 
Merrick  v.  Van  Santvoord,  84  N.  Y.  208;  Ban  forth 
v.  Penny,  8  Met.  564;  Second  Nat.  Bank  of  Cincin- 
nati v.  Hall ,  85  Ohio  St.  158.  See  notes  to  Leigh  ton  v. 
Campbell  (R.  I.)  9  L.  R.  A.  187;  Metropolitan  Elev. 
R.  Co.  v.  Kneeland  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  R.  A.  258;  MoKensey 
V.  Edwards  (Ky.)  3LH.A.  807. 

Foreign  corporation;  law  of  comity. 

By  state  comity  the  rule  is  established  that  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  a  State  may 
transact  business  beyond  the  borders  of  such  State. 
Its  residence  in  one  State  creates  no  insuperable 
objection  to  its  power  of  contracting  in  another. 
Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Rarle,  88  U.  8. 18  Pet.  521, 10  L. 
ed.  275;  Townsend  v.  Jemison,  50  U.  S.  0  How.  418, 
18  L.  ed.  198;  McDonogh  v.  Murdoch,  56  U.  8. 15 
How.  418, 14  L.  ed.  752;  Marshall  v.  Baltimore  ft  O. 
R.  Co.  57  U.  S.  16  How.  852, 14  L.  ed.  960;  Dred  Scott 
v.  Sandf ord,  60  TJ.  S.  19  How.  694, 15  L.  ed.  779;  Home 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Morse,  87  U.  S.  20  Wall.  456, 22  L.  ed.  869; 
Fire  Asso.  of  Phila.  v.  New  York,  119  U.  S.  118, 80  L. 
ed.  846;  Mathews  v.  Springer,  2  Abb.  TJ.  S.  298:  Day 
v.  Newark  I.  R.  Mfg.  Co.  1  Blatohf.  688;  New  York 
Dry  Dock  v.  Hicks,  5  McLean,  115;  Farmers  L.  ft 
T.  Co.  v.  McKinney,  6  McLean,  4;  Clarke  v.  New 
Jersey  Steam  Nav.  Co.  1  Story*  642;  Taylor  v.  Car- 
penter, 2  Woodb.  &  M.  15;  Ang.  ft  A.  Priv.  Corp. 
I  273:  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  ohap.  7,  pt.  6:  Wood's 
Field.  Priv.  Corp.  I  225;  Potter,  Corp.  I  10;  Mora- 
wets,  Priv.  Corp.  H  359, 861. 

But  the  comity  of  States  does  not  extend  to  a 
12  L.  R.  A. 


case  where  the  corporation  was  authorised  to  do 
business  anywhere  but  In  the  State  of  its  incorpor- 
ation. Land  Grant  R.  ft  T.  Co.  v.  Coffey  County 
Comrs.  6  Kan.  245;  Hill  v.  Beach,  12  N.  J.  Bq.  81. 
See  notes  to  Boulware  v.  Davis  (Ala.)  9  L.  R.  A.  601; 
Pennypacker  v.  Capital  Ins.  Go.  (Iowa)  8  L.  R.  A.  286; 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Deadwood  v.  Gustin-Minerva 
Consol.  Min.  Go.  (Minn.)  6  L.  R.  A.  678. 

Persons  dealing  with,  not  estopped  to  deny  its  incor- 
poration. 

The  genera]  rule,  that  one  who  contracts  with  a 
body  under  a  designation  which  implies  its  corpor- 
ate existence  recognizes  it  as  invested  with  the 
attributes  of  a  corporation,  and  is  estopped  from 
afterwards  questioning  its  corporate  existence,  can- 
not be  denied.  But  the  rule  has  been  confined  to 
cases  where  the  corporation,  or  those  claiming 
under  the  corporation,  assert  some  rights  under 
the  contract.  Glenn  v.  Bergmann,  2  West.  Rep.  597. 
20  Mo.  App.  848. 

Illustrations  of  this  rule  are  found  in  the  oases  of 
Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  McPherson,  86  Mo.  18:  Smith  v. 
Heidecker.  89  Mo.  157;  Kansas  City  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Harris,  61  Mo.  464;  Farmers  ft  M.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Needles, 
52  Mo.  17;  National  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bowman,  60  Mo.  252, 
and  Stoutlmore  v.  Clark,  70  Mo.  471. 

The  propriety  of  applying  the  rule  to  a  case 
where  a  party  makes  a  contract  with  a  body  be- 
lieving it  to  be  a  corporation,  when  in  fact  suoh 
body  is  no  corporation,  thereby  leaving  him  reme- 
diless to  enforce  his  contract  against  anyone,  has 
been  expressly  denied.  Hurt  v.  Salisbury,  56  Mo. 
810, 818;  Glenn  v.  Bergmann,  supra;  Richardson  v. 
Pitts,  71  Mo.  128;  Heath  v.  Goslin,  80  Mo.  810. 

The  case  must  be  determined  by  the  simple  propo- 
sition whether  at  the  date  of  the  contract  defend- 
ants had  power  to  bind  anyone  but  themselves.  If 
they  had  not,  they  are  personally  liable,  on  the 
principle  which  makes  a  pretended  agent  liable 
whose  principal  had  no  existence  as  a  legal  entity. 
Blakely  v.  Bennecke,  59  Mo.  196;  Heath  v.  Goslin, 
supra. 

If  a  party  who  contracts  with  a  corporation 
thereby  estops  himself,  when  sued  on  the  contract, 
from  denying  the  power  of  the  corporation  to 
make  it,  the  principle  does  not  apply  when  a  cor- 
poration seeks  to  enforce  a  contract  as  assignee  of 
one  of  the  original  parties.  Wilks  v.  Georgia  Pao> 
R.  Co.  79  Ala.  180. 


See  also  13  L.  R.  A.  854;  23  L.  R.   A.  039. 
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ties,  whose  names  are  set  out  in  the  petition. 
The  partnership  was  denied  under  oath  by  all 
the  defendants.  By  first  supplemental  petition 
appellant  alleged  that  appellees  had  obtained  an 
Act  of  incorporation  from  the  State  of  Iowa  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  general  mercantile 
business  in  this  State;  that  appellees  conducted 
a  mercantile  business  in  Dallas,  Tex.,  and 
nowhere  else;  that  said  business  began  in 
March,  1886,  and  continued  until  August  16, 
1887,  when  the  Company  dissolved,  and  Alston 
continued  to  conduct  said  business  until  No- 
vember, 1887.  Appellant  further  alleged  ap- 
pellees filed  their  Act  of  incorporation  in  Iowa, 
"  purposely  to  evade  and  to  practice  a  fraud 
upon  the  laws  of  Texas;  that  the  laws  of  Texas 
prohibited,  and  did  not  permit  or  allow,  the 
formation  of  such  corporations,  at  the  time 
specified,  for  the  purposes  or  objects  intended 
by  defendant  Company,  and  for  the  business 
conducted  by  the  defendant  Company;  that  the 
same  was  contrary  to  the  public  policy,  and  in 
violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Texas;  and 
that  said  Act  of  incorporation  was  a  fraud  upon 
Texas,  and  was  procured  fraudulently  as  to 
both  States,  Iowa  and  Texas. "  Appellees  filed 
a  general  demurrer  thereto,  which  was  sus- 
tained. They  also  filed  denials  of  partnership 
under  oath.  The  court  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
returned  against  appellant,  which  was  done, 
and  Judgment  was  entered  accordingly.  Ap- 
pellant prosecuted  his  appeal  to  this  court,  and 
during  this  term  of  this  court  the  judgment  was 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded;  and  in  due 
time  appellees  filed  their  motion  for  rehearing, 
in  which  it  is  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  re- 
manding the  case,  and  suggested  that  the  re- 
hearing oe  granted,  and  the  judgment  be  af- 
firmed. In  the  opinion  heretofore  rendered  this 
court  held  that  "  in  so  far  as  it  [the  Act  of  in- 
corporation of  appellee  Company]  was  intended 
to  operate  in  this  State,  it  is  absolutely  void, and 
that  in  conducting  said  business  appellees  were 
in  fact  and  in  law  co-partners,  and  not  a  cor- 
poration, and  that  the  court  erred  in  rendering 
judgment  for  appellees."  In  this  motion  for 
rehearing  appellees  contend  that,  by  a  rule  of 
comity,  a  corporation  organized  in  one  State  is 
permitted  to  transact  business  in  other  States, 
"unless  such  rule  of  comity  is  expressly  re- 
pealed;" and  that  "this  repeal  will  not  be  im- 
plied from  the  fact  that,  in  the  State  where  such 
corporation  seeks  to  do  business,  a  corporation 
for  like  purposes  could  not  be  organized; "  and 
virtually  that  the  power  of  a  State  to  "  repeal 
this  genera]  rule  of  comity  does  not  extend  to 
foreign  corporations,"  etc.  If  appellee  be  cor- 
rect, then  the  rule  of  comity  would  be  superior 
to  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  State  where 
the  corporation  was  seeking  to  do  business. 
Appellee  slates  his  proposition  in  advance  of 
ana  beyond  what  we  understand  the  law  to  be. 
"  A  corporation  is  the  creature  of  a  statute  im- 
mediately creating  it,  or  authorizing  proceed- 
ings for  its  organization."  "  The  powers  of  a 
corporation,  under  statutes,  are  such,  and  such 
only,  as  the  statutes  confer. "  Sutherland ,  Stat. 
Const  S  882;  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  4,  and 
notes;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  206, 
and  notes,  and  collated  authorities  on  pages 
206-209.  All  the  authorities  on  the  subject 
agree  that  such  is  the  law.  Again,  it  may  be 
said  in  this  connection  that  "  it  is  a  f  undamen- 
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tal  principle  that  the  laws  of  a  State  can  have 
no  binding  force,  propriowgore,  outside  of  the 
territorial  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the  State 
enacting  them."  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  1st 
ed.  §  500;  Story,  Confl.  L.  $  7;  Sedgw.  Stat, 
and  Const  L.  69.  "  Hence  it  follows  that  a 
State  cannot  grant  to  any  person  the  right  to 
exercise  a  franchise  in  a  foreign  State  or  coun- 
try: for  a  franchise  is  the  result  of  a  law  au- 
thorizing particular  individuals  to  do  acts  or 
enjoy  immunities  which  are  not  allowed  to  the 
community  at  large."  Same  authority.  See 
also  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  586. 

"  A  grant  of  corporate  existence  is  a  grant  of 
special  privileges  to  the  corporators,  enabling 
them  to  act  for  certain  designated  purposes  as 
a  single  individual,  and  exempting  them  (unless 
otherwise  provided)  from  individual  liability. 
The  corporation,  being  the  mere  creation  of 
local  law,  can  have  no  legal  existence  beyond 
the  limits  of  the  sovereignty  where  created.  It 
must  dwell  in  the  place  of  its  creation,  and  can- 
not migrate  to  another  sovereignty.  The  re- 
cognition of  its  existence  even  by  other  States, 
and  the  enforcement  of  its  contracts  made 
therein,  depend  purelyupon  the  comity  of  those 
States."  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  1st  ed.  §  500; 
Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earte,  88  U.  S.  18  Pet.  588. 
10  L.  ed.  807;  Bunyan  v.  Cosier,  89  U.  S.  14 
Pet.  129, 180, 10  L.  ed.  886;  Land  Grant  B.  <* 
T.  Co.  v.  Coffey  County  Gomrs.  6  Kan.  252; 
Thompson  v.  waters,  25  Mich.  221;  Baltimore 
d  0.  B.  Co.  v.  Glenn.  28  Md.  287;  Franco- 
Texan  Land  Co.  v.  LaigU,  59  Tex.  889;  Wright 
v.  Bundy,  11  Ind.  898;  Miller  v.  Ewer,  27  Me. 
509;  Merrick  v.  Van  Santword,  84  N.  Y.  208, 
220;  McCaU  v.  Byram  Mfg.  Co.  6  Conn.  428. 
435,  note  a;  Paul  v.  Virginia,  75  TJ.  S.  8 
Wall.  181,  19  L.  ed.  860;  Smith  v.  Alvord,  6ft 
Barb.  428. 

The  rule  of  comity  is  entirely  in  subjection 
to  the  sovereign  will  of  the  State,  and  can  only 
exist  by  permission  of  the  State  in  which  it  is 
sought  to  employ  it  A  corporation  has  no 
implied  authority  to  do  any  act  in  a  foreign 
State  which  is  not  permitted  by  the  laws  of  the 
latter  to  individuals  generally.  Morawetz, 
Priv.  Corp.  1st  ed.  §  505,  and  notel.  Speaking 
of  the  limit  of  the  rule  of  comity,  the  same  au- 
thor says:  ' '  By  the  common  law,  the  right  of 
acting  in  a  corporate  capacity  is  not  accorded 
freely  and  without  conditions  to  everyone,  but 
must  be  derived  from  an  Act  of  the  Legislature. 
It  is  evident  that  there  are  reasons  of  public 
policy  underlying  this  restriction,  and  it  cannot 
be  assumed  that  its  effect  may  be  nullified  by 
the  comity  extended  towards  foreign  States. 
To  obtain  a  charter  for  the  purpose  of  evading- 
the  laws  of  a  foreign  State,  under  cover  of  the 
rule  of  comity,  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  State- 
granting  the  charter;  and  to  attempt  to  act 
under  such  charter  in  the  foreign  State  would 
be  a  fraud  upon  the  latter."  Morawetz,  Priv. 
Corp.  1st  ed.  §  508.  Comity  was  never  ac 
corded  for  the  purpose  of  giving  any  State  an 
unlimited  power  to  dispose  of  the  franchise  of 
acting  in  a  corporate  capacity  in  other  States, 
or  to  "spawn  corporations"  for  that  purpose. 
Land  Grant  B.  <fe  T  Co.  v.  Coffey  County 
Gomrs.  6  Ean.  254.  No  rule  of  comity  will 
allow  one  State  to  charter  corporations  to  op- 
erate in  another  State,  unless  there  is  willing- 
ness on  the  part  of  the  foreign  State  that  It 
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should  be  so.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to 
My  that  the  right  of  one  State,  aided  by  comity, 
is  superior  to  the  sovereign  will  of  the  other. 
This  involves  the  surrender  of  sovereignty  to  a 
rule  of  comity,  and  to  a  matter  of  international 
etiquette,  which  no  independent  nationality 
should  for  a  moment  think  of  doing.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  a  State  should  by  express  enact- 
ment exclude  foreign  corporations  in  order  to 
indicate  that  they  shall  not  be  allowed  to  act 
within  its  Jurisdiction;  the  will  of  the  State  may 
be  implied  from  its  general  policy  and  legisla- 
tion. "Whenever  a  State  sufficiently  indicates 
that  contracts  which  derive  their  validity  from 
its  comity  are  repugnant  to  its  policy,  or  are 
considered  as  injurious  to  its  interests,  the  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  its  adoption  can  no  longer 
be  made."  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Bark,  88  U. 
S.  18  Pet.  592,  10  L.  ed.  809;  Myers  v.  Man- 
hattan Bank,  20  Ohio,  801,  802;  Starkweather 
t.  American  Bible  Soc.  72  111.  50;  United  States 
Trust  Co.  v.  Lee,  78  III  144;  American  &  F.  C. 
U.  v.  Tount,  101  U.  S.  856,  25  L.  ed.  890.  In 
this  last-cited  case  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  speaking 
of  the  rule  of  comity,  said:  "In  harmony  with 
the  general  law  of  comity  obtaining  among  the 
States  composing  the  Union,  the  presumption 
-should  be  indulged  that  a  corporation  of  one 
State,  not  forbidden  by  the  law  of  its  being, 
mav  exercise,  within  any  other  State,  the  gen- 
eral powers  conferred  by  its  own  charter,  unless 
it  is  prohibited  from  so  doing,  either  in  the  di- 
rect enactments  of  the  latter  State,  or  by  its 
public  policy,  to  be  deduced  from  the  general 
•course  of  legislation,  or  from  the  settled  adju- 
dications of  its  highest  court."  Page  856  of 
aaid  case.  See  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  Having 
Capital  Stock,  §  884.  (In  accordance  with  these 
principles,  see  authorities  collated  in  note  to 
above-cited  section.  They  are  too  numerous  to 
■cite  here.)  Therefore  an  Act  of  incorporation, 
procured  for  the  purpose  from  one  State  to 
•evade  the  laws  of  another  State,  and  to  carry 
on  its  business  in  the  latter  State,  would  con- 
stitute it  a  fraud  upon  the  State  granting  the 
corporate  .powers,  as  well  as  upon  the  State  in 
which  it  is  sought  to  organize  and  operate  the 
corporation,  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  the 
corporation  cannot  exercise  its  corporate 
powers  in  the  foreign  State  when  it  is  prohib- 
ited from  doing  so  by  direct  enactment  of  the 
Legislature  of  that  State;  it  is  also  as  well  setl led 
that  the  Act  of  incorporatirn  cannot  be  put  into 
•operation  there  if  the  will  of  the  State  can  be 
implied  from  its  general  policy  and  legislation, 
nor  can  it  exercise  its  powers  therein  if  the  set- 
tled adjudications  of  the  higher  court  of  the 
State  are  adverse  thereto. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  action  of  the 
•court  sustaining  the  general  demurrer,  we  are 
■of  opinion  that  said  ruling  was  erroneous.  The 
first  supplemental  petition  presented  issues  and 
facts  which  clearly  avoided  appellees'  denial 
of  partnership.  The  Act  of  incorporation,  if 
in  accord  with  the  laws  of  Iowa,  but  procured 
for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  laws  and  public 
policy  of  Texas,  or  the  general  policy  of  her 
legislation,  or  the  adjudications  of  her  courts 
•of  last  resort,  would  be  void  and  of  no  effect; 
and  because  the  appellees  may  have  carried  on 
business  in  Dallas,  Tex.,  holding  themselves 
•out  as  a  corporate  body,  that  fact  would  not 
■constitute  a  corporation.  By  an  examination 
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of  the  laws  and  the  Constitution  of  Texas,  we 
are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  appellees,  even 
had  they  organized  under  the  Laws  of  Iowa, 
could  not  have  carried  on  a  corporate  business 
in  this  State,  as  general  merchants,  by  virtue 
of  such  Act  of  incorporation.  The  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  "no  private  corporation  shall 
be  created  except  by  general  laws."  Const. 
1876,  art.  12,  §  1.  By  an  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture provision  was  made  for  the  creation  and 
operation  of  such  companies.  Rev.  Stat.  1879, 
art.  566,  subd.  27.  This  subdivision  of  said 
article  was  repealed  by  an  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture in  1885  (Acts  1885,  p.  59).  Said  article 
566  was  amended  again  in  1887,  but  subdivis- 
ion 27  was  not  re-enacted.  This  repeal  of  said 
subdivision  27  was  an  emphatic  denial  to  all 
parties  of  the  right  to  organize  mercantile  cor- 
porations in  this  State,  and  directly  prohibi- 
tory of  such  corporations  operating  in  Texas. 
The  Statute  granted  the  privilege,  and  then 
revoked  it.  This  superseded  the  rule  of  com- 
ity, and  prohibited  the  foreign  corporations. 
JNot  only  so,  but  the  Legislature,  during  the 
same  Session  of  1887,  enacted  another  law,  re- 
quiring foreign  corporations,  under  heavy  pen- 
alties, to  obtain  permits  to  do  btttiness  in  this 
State.  Acts  1887,  p.  116.  This  was  prohibi- 
tory legislation  of  a  decidedly  marked  and 
stringent  character.  So  far  as  this  is  con- 
cerned, it  is  immaterial  that  said  Act  may  have 
been  held  unconstitutional,  for  it  very  clearly 
expresses  the  legislative  policy  as  to  foreign 
corporations.  It  did  not  change  or  alter  the 
policy  already  in  vogue,  but  only  the  more 
strongly  emphasized  it  as  to  these  corporations. 
It  would  hardly  be  contended  that,  in  repeal- 
ing subdivision  27  of  article  566  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  the  Legislature  intended  to  exclude 
and  debar  the  citizens  of  Texas  from  this  field 
of  corporation  business,  and  leave  it  open  to 
corporations  from  foreign  States  and  nations 
under  the  rule  of  comity.  Legislatures  are 
not  presumed  to  do  unwise  or  foolish  things, 
they  are  not  presumed  to  legislate  against  the 
interests,  rights  and  privileges  of  the  citizens 
of  their  own  States,  nor  are  they  presumed  to 
intend  to  legislate  adversely  to  the  citizens  of 
their  own  country  and  in  favor  of  foreign  cor- 
porations. Under  the  first  supplemental  peti- 
tion of  appellant,  it  became  a  question  whether 
the  appellee's  Act  of  incorporation  in  Iowa 
was  sought  as  an  evasion  of,  and  a  fraud  up- 
on, the  laws  of  Texas,  or  the  public  policy  of 
her  general  legislation,  and  it  became  a  ques- 
tion, and  an  .issue  therein,  to  be  determined  on 
the  trial,  whether  the  Act  of:  incorporation  was 
a  fraud  upon  either  or  both  of  said  States. 
These  matters,  as  well  as  Other  things,  were 
pleaded  in  said  petition.  The  petition  was  not 
subject  to  the  general  demurrer  interposed, 
when  viewed  from  this  stand-point 

In  the  motion  for  rehearing  it  is  contended 
that  appellant  dealt  with  the  appellees  as  a  cor- 
poration, and  that  it  is  thereby  estopped  from 
denying  the  corporate  capacity  of  appellees. 
This  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  on 
the  trial.  Appellant  contends  that  appellees 
were  partners.  He  alleges  that  the  "Act  of  in- 
corporation" of  appellees  constituted,  in  law 
and  in  fact,  no  corporation.  These  are  ques- 
tions of  law  and  fact.  If  appellees  had  organ- 
ized a  valid  corporation,  and  were  authorized 
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to  do  business  as  such  corporation  in  this  State, 
and  appellant  so  dealt  with  them,  he  might  be 
estopped  from  denying  their  corporate  capac- 
ity. But  if  appellees  were  not  a  valid  corpora- 
tion, and  had  no  authority  and  were  not  per- 
mitted to  do  business  as  such  corporation,  then 
he  would  not  necessarily  be  estopped  from 
denying  their  corporate  powers  and  existence. 
That  appellees  called  themselves  a  corporation 
does  not  constitute  them  a  corporate  body. 
Obligors  are  bound,  not  by  the  style  which 
they  give  to  themselves,  but  by  the  conse- 
quences which  they  incur  by  reason  of  their 
acts.  It  matters  not  what  they  call  themselves. 
Chaffs  v.  Ludeling,  27  La.  Ann.  607:  National 
Bank  of  Water  town  v.  Landon,  45  N.  Y.  410, 
414;  Bidenour  v.  Mayo%  40  Ohio  St.  9.  "A 
corporate  creditor,  seeking  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debt,  may,  however,  ignore  the 
existence  of  the  corporation,  and  may  proceed 
against  the  supposed  stockholders  as  partners, 
by  proving  the  prescribed  method  of  becoming 
incorporated  was  not  complied  with  by  the 
company  in  question."  Cook,  Stock  and 
Stockholders,  lsied.  ft  2dS;Bigelow  v.  Gregory, 
78  111.  197;  Abbott  v.  Omaha  Smelt.  A  Bef.  Oo. 
4  Neb.  416;  Hill  v.  Beach,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  81;  Gar- 
nett  v.  Richardson,  85  Ark.  144;  Coleman  v. 
Coleman.  78  lnd.  844;  Kaiser  v.  Lawrence  8av. 
Bank,  56  Iowa,  104;  Martin  v.  FeweU,  79  Mo. 
401.  410. 

The  creditor  "is  not  estopped  from  so  doing, 
since  he  is  not  repudiating  a  contract,  but  is 
enforcing  it.  The  fact  that  he  contracted  with 
them  under  a  corporate  name  is  immaterial, 
since,  at  common  law,  parries  may  carry  on 
business  under  any  name  they  choose. "  Cook, 
Stock  and  Stockholders,  §  288.  The  defense 
relied  on  was  based  on  the  idea  and  assertion 
that  the  appellees  constituted  a  corporation, 
and  were  not  partners.  This  is  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal grounds  urged  for  the  rehearing.  Appel- 
lees testified  that  they  were  incorporated,  and 
so  held  themselves  out  to  the  world.  It  is 
true  it  wss  testified  that  they  told  parties  that 
they  were  incorporated.  But  that  did  not  make 
it  so.  The  law  requires  some  things  of  parties 
who  may  have  the  legal  right  to  incorporate, 
and  these  requisites  must  be  complied  with  be- 
fore the  corporation  can  be  organized  legally. 
Unless  it  be  so  organized,  and  in  strict  accord 
with  the  law  authorizing  its  creation  or  forma- 
tion, it  cannot  exercise  the  function  of  a  cor- 
poration. Franoo-Texan  Land  Co.  v.  Laigle, 
59  Tex.  889;  Biadow  v.  Gregory,  Abbott  v. 
Omaha  SmeU.  A  Bef.  Co.,  GarneU  v.  Richard- 
son,  Coleman  v.  Coleman,  Kaiser  v.  Lawrence 
Sav.  Bank,  Martin  v.  F&well  and  Bidenour  v. 
Mayo,  supra. 

"The  question  as  to  the  existence  of  a  part- 
nership is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact; 
and  the  testimony  of  a  witness  in  respect  to  it 
amounts,  frequently,  to  nothing  more  than  the 
expression  of  an  opinion."  Bidenour  v.  Mayo, 
40  Ohio  St.  18.  So  it  may  be  of  a  corporation, 
even  where  the  corporation  is  authorized  by 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  corporation  has 
made  an  attempt  to  comply  with  and  incorpor- 
ate under  the  statute,  but  has  failed  in  the  at- 
tempt. But  it  is  admitted  and  testified  by  ap- 
pellees that  the  laws  of  Texas  prohibited  their 
pretended  Act  of  incorporation,  and  that,  so 
far  as  Texas  was  concerned,  tney  could  not 
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secure  a  charter,  and  were  not  permitted  to  in- 
corporate here.  They  not  only  failed  to  show 
themselves  a  corporation,  but  utterly  excluded 
that  idea,  and  conclusively  proved  that  they 
could  not  be  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of 
Texas,  because  prohibited  therefrom  by  the 
laws  of  said  State.  Where  a  company  relies 
on  its  corporate  capacity,  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
corporation  must  be  made  to  appear,  and  the 
burden  is  upon  the  company  to  do  so.  Au- 
thorities above  cited.  Corporations  as  such 
can  only  possess  such  powers  as  are  conferred 
on  them  by  the  Statute  creating  them  or  au- 
thorizing their  creation.  This  is  universally 
so.  If  it  fails  to  incorporate  under  such  law, 
then  it  is  invalid,  because  there  is  nothing  from 
which  it  can  spring,  nor  on  which  it  can  base 
its  life  and  existence.  Without  the  law  of  its 
creation,  it  is  not  a  creature.  It  is  artificial, 
and  can  have  no  existence,  and  no  authority, 
except  as  conferred  by  the  law  of  its  creation. 
Abrogate  the  law,  and  the  corporate  body  can- 
not organize.  But  it  does  not  follow  that,  be- 
cause of  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  law,  its 
contracts  are  void.  It  is  still  a  company  of  in- 
dividuals making  contracts  and  dealing  in  the 
affairs  of  the  world.  These  contracts  are  not 
necessarily  void.  The  company  or  members 
thereof  might  sue  and  be  sued  as  co-partners 
on  such  contracts.  This  would  not  lead  to  the 
repudiation  of  their  contracts,  but  to  the  en- 
forcement thereof.  There  is  a  very  marked 
distinction  to  be  noticed  as  to  the  relations  such 
a  company  would  occupy  towards  the  State  as 
to  its  corporate  capacity,  and  its  attitude  to- 
wards individuals  with  reference  to  contracts 
entered  into  with  such  individuals,  and  finan- 
cial transactions  carried  on  between  them. 
This  is  distinctly  recognized  in  this  State.  Texas 
Land  A  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Worsham,  76  Tex.  556. 
Our  supreme  court  says  in  that  case:  "We  do 
not  think  that  a  failure  of  the  corporation  to 
procure  a  permit,  even  if  such  failure  had  the 
effect  of  preventing  it  from  further  prosecut- 
ing its  business  in  this  State,  should  have  the 
further  effect  of  closing  the  courts  of  the  State 
to  it  so  as  to  preclude  it  from  asserting  rights 
and  recovering  property  already  acquired/' 
Authorities  heretofore  cited  show  this  distinc- 
tion is  recognized  everywhere  where  equitv 
prevails.  Because  the  Act  of  incorporation  is 
void,  it  does  not  follow  that  contracts  made 
with  the  Company  are  void,  or  non-enforceable 
in  the  courts.  "The  mere  assumption  of  cor- 
porate powers,  without  any  attempt  at  incor- 
poration, cannot,  of  course,  protect  the  mem- 
bers from  liability."  Cook,  Stock  and  Stock- 
holders, §  284;  Pettis  v.  Atkins,  6011).  454;  Ful- 
ler v.  Bowe,  57  N.  Y.  28.  They  would  be 
partners.    Fuller  v.  Bowe,  supra. 

By  the  rule  of  comity,  a  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  a  State  may  transact 
business  beyond  the  borders  of  that  State.  By 
this  rule  it  will  be  observed  that  the  corpora- 
tion is  required  to  organize,  and  that  organiza- 
tion must  take  place  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  where  said  organization  is  authorized, 
and  not  elsewhere.  An  attempt  to  organize 
the  corporation  is  not  sufficient,  and  does  not 
meet  the  requirement  and  demand  of  the  law, 
nor  does  it  comply  with  the  rule  of  comity.  A 
failure  to  so  organize  falls  short  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  law,  as  well  as  of  the  rule  of  com- 
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ity.  The  corporation  must  organize,  else  it  is 
not  a  corporation.  The  rule  of  comity  does 
hot  supply  corporate  powers  nor  confer  cor- 
porate capacity.  "It  merely  enables  a  body 
of  corporators,  chartered  by  one  State,  to  act 
in  a  corporate  capacity  in  another  State,  sub- 
ject to  all  the  laws  and  regulations  of  the  lat- 
ter." Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  606;  Bank  of 
Augusta  v.  Earls,  88  U.  S.  18  Pet  688,680,  10 
L.  ed.  807,  808;  Metropolitan  Bank  v.  Godfrey, 
28  111.  670;  Ohio  L.  Ins.  A  T.  Go.  v.  Merchant* 
Ins,  A  T.  Co.  11  Humph.  1;  Hill  v.  Beach  12  N. 
J.  Eg.  81;  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  250  et  seq^AspinwaU 
v.  Ohio  AM.  B.  Co.  20  Ind.  402;  Thompson  v. 
Waters,  26  Mich.  222;  Bard  v.  Poole,  12  N.  Y. 
606;  Merrick  v.  Van  Santvoord,  84  N.  7.  220; 
Smith  v.  Alwrd,  63  Barb.  428;  Wright  ▼.  Bundy, 
11  Ind.  808;  McOaU  v.  ByramMfg.  Go.  6  Conn. 
428,  436,  and  note  a. 

An  examination  of  the  case  before  us  dis- 
closes no  organization  by  appellees  as  a  cor- 
poration at  any  time  or  place.  One  of  the 
witnesses  testified  that  they  organized  their 
business  in  Dallas,  Tex.,  but  no  evidence  is  ad- 
duced on  the  subject  of  their  organization  as  a 
corporate  body.  The  Act  of  incorporation  re- 
quired them  to  elect  a  president,  vice-president, 
and  other  officers,  and  a  board  of  directors, 
and,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain, 
this  was  not  done.  Thev  were  required  to 
hold  annual  meetings,  and  this  was  not  done, 
although  it  continued  in  business  for  a  year 
and  a  half  about.  At  the  end  of  this  time  Mr. 
Alston  says  he  bought  up  the  stock,  and  con- 
tinued business  a  few  months  longer.  They 
did  no  act  in  Iowa  save  to  file  their  Act  of  in- 
corporation. It  was  never  contemplated  that 
they  should  or  would  do  anything  more  than 
that  in  that  State.  It  was  testified  also  that 
the  reason,  and  the  only  reason,  said  Act  of  in- 
corporation was  resorted  to  and  procured  in 
that  State,  was  because  such  a  business  as  they 
contemplated  could  not  be  incorporated  in 
Texas.    Appellees  did  not  act  in  good  faith  in 


procuring  their  Act  of  incorporation,  as  is  dis- 
closed by  their  own  evidence.  In  order  that 
such  corporate  character  be  sustained,  even  if 
the  parties  had  fully  incorporated  and  organ- 
ized as  a  corporate  body,  it  is  necessary  that 
both  the  State  creating  the  corporation  and  the* 
corporation  created  shall  have  acted  in  good 
faith  in  conferring  and  taking  the  corporate 
privileges.  These  things,  being  matters  of 
proof,  must  be  shown  by  evidence,  and  it  de- 
volved upon  appellees  to  show  this.  "A  cor- 
poration must  have  obtained  its  franchise  in 
good  faith,  in  order  to  preserve  its  corporate 
character  in  its  contracts,  and  shield  its  mem- 
bers from  personal  liability  on  such  contracts. w 
A  corporation  cannot  incorporate  in  one  State 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  all  of  its  cor- 
porate business  in  another.  The  stockholders 
would  be  held  to  be  partners.  Hill  v.  Beach,, 
12  N.  J.  Eq.  81;  Cook,  Stock  and  Stockhold- 
ers, §  288.  See  also  Land  Grant  R.  A  T.  Go. 
v.  Coffey  County  Gomrs.  6  Ean.  246;  Morawetz,. 
Priv.  Corp.  1st  ed.  §  618;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
81  N.  J.  L.  648,  644.  That  the  Alston  Grocery 
Company  could,  as  a  corporation,  maintain 
suits,  or  could  even  have  so  done  as  such  cor- 

E oration,  in  this  State,  while  in  business,  would 
ardly  be  affirmed  by  any  lawyer;  but  that  it 
could  have,  as  a  firm  of  individuals  or  part- 
ners, maintained  or  defended  such  suits,  could 
not  be  successfully  denied.  The  authorities 
already  cited  amply  and  fully  sustain  these 
positions.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  appel- 
lees were  partners,  and  that  appellant's  suit 
was  properly  brought. 

The  record  shows  that  the  Alston  Grocery 
Company  was  not  a  corporation,  and  this  w 
conclusively  proven  by  themselves  by  their  tes- 
timony. We  are  further  of  the  opinion  that 
the  motion  for  a  rehearing  manifests  no  reason 
why  we  should  recede  from  the  opinion  here- 
;  tof  ore  rendered  herein,  and  said  motion  is  then* 
fore  overruled. 
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MAINE  TRUST  &  BANKING  CO.,  Respt., 

«. 
Patrick  J.  BUTLER,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 

(....Minn.....) 

*1«  To  limit  auid  qualify  an  indorsement 

made  upon  the  back  of  a  negotiable  promissory' 
note,  the  indoiser  must  clearly  and  unmistakably 

•Head  notes  by  Coixnra,  J. 


express  bis  intention  to  exempt  himself  from  fut- 
ure conditional  liability;  he  must  use  the  phrase 
"without  recourse"  or  its  equivalent. 
8.  The  payee  of  anon  a  note  signed  hi* 
name  to  an  assignment  thereof  written  out 
on  the  back  of  the  same,  when  transferring  it  to 
another  person  for  value.  Held,  that  this  wa» 
not  a  qualified  indorsement,  and  that  the  payee- 
was  liable  as  an  ordinary  indoner. 

(GUfOUm,  Ch.  J.,  and  Dickinson*  J.,  dissent.) 


Note.— Indorsement  and  transfer  of  commercial 
paver  without  recourse. 

An  indoner  Is  one  who  writes  his  name  upon  a 
negotiable  instrument  prior  to  transferring;  it  by 
delivery.   Anderson,  Diet.  680. 

An  indorsement  without  recourse,  made  to  evade 
liability  for  the  solvency  of  prior  parties,  does  not 
make  the  transfer  leas  complete.  Welch  v.  Lindo, 
11 U.  S.  7  Cranoh,  159,  8  L.  ed.  801;  Waite  v.  Foster, 
B8  Me.  424;  Fitchburg  Bank  v.  Greenwood,  2  Allen, 
484;  Hayne  v.  Ditto,  27  La,  Ann.  622;  Story,  Prom. 
Notes,  fi  146:  2  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  720. 

Payment  of  a  note  by  a  new  note  of  an  indoner, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


which  is  accepted  in  full  satisfaction,  and  a  trans- 
fer of  the  note  to  the  indoner  by  an  indorsement 
without  recourse,  give  him  an  immediate  right  of 
action  against  the  maker,  either  on  the  note  as  eq- 
uitable assignee,  or  for  money  paid  to  the  maker's 
use.  Stanley  v.  MoElrath,  10  L.  R.  A.  545,  549,  » 
Gal.  448. 

To  complete  a  contract  of  indorsement,  in  addi- 
tion to  writing  the  name  on  the  back,  the  further 
act  of  delivering  the  Instrument  to  the  person  t» 
whom  title  is  to  be  transferred  is  necessary,  as  in* 
dorsement  imports  delivery.  Clark  r.  Sigourney* 
17  Conn.  519. 


See  also  30  L.  R.  A.  189. 
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(March  12,1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Butler  from  an  order 
of  the  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County 
overruling  his  motion  for  new  trial  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  his  alleged  liability  as  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note  in  which  a  Judg- 
ment had  been  entered  against  him  in  favor  of 
plaintiff.     Affirmed. 
The  facts  arc  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  T.  R.  Huddleston  for  appellant 
Meters.  George  H.  Taylor  r.nd  Charles 
Jm  Bartleeon  for  respondent. 

Collins,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court; 

The  defendant,  Butler,  payee  of  the  nego- 
tiable promissory  note  on  which  this  action  was 
founded,  made  and  signed  a  writing  on  the 
back  of  it,  thus:  "For  value  received  I  here- 
by assign  and  transfer  the  within  note,  together 
with  all  interests  in  and  all  rights  under  the 
mortgage  securing  the  same,  to  L.  D.  Cooke." 
It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  this  was  but 
a  naked  assignment  of  the  paper,  and  that 
Butler  cannot  be  held  as  an  indorser  of  the 
same.  We  have  carefully  examined  the  au- 
thorities at  our  command,  aud  have  been  un- 
able to  add  a  single  one  to  those  cited  by  ap- 
pellant's counsel  in  support  of  his  position, 
namely,  Bailey  v.  Falconer,  82  Ala,  586,  and 
Aniba  v.  Yeoman*,  89  Mich.  171.  In  the  Ala- 
bama case  the  payee  of  the  note  wrote  these 
words   upon   its  back:    "For  value  received 

.  .  I  transfer  unto  J  P.  Hailey  all  my  right 


and  title  in  the  within  note,  to  be  enjoyed  in 
the  same  manner  as  may  have  been  by  me,"— 
signing  the  name.  It  was  held  that  this  was  a 
qualified  indorsement,  exempting  the  signer 
from  liability,  precisely  as  if  nothing  had  ap- 
peared but  his  name,  and  the  words  "without 
recourse"  above  or  underneath  it  In  its  opin- 
ion the  court  stated  the  law  to  be  that  any 
words  in  an  indorsement  which  clearly  demon- 
strate an  intention  of  the  indorser  to  make  it  a 
qualified  one  will  have  that  effect.  The  rule 
on  this  subject  was  correctly  stated  beyond  a 
doubt,  but  misapplied,  in  our  judgment.  We 
think  this  apparent  from  the  examples  of  quali- 
fied indorsement  given  by  the  court  in  sup- 
port of  its  position.  All  clearly  demonstrated 
the  indorsees'  intention  to  exempt  themselves 
from  future  liability,  in  the  plainest  language. 
It  was  said,  among  other  things,  that  a  design 
to  qualify  the  indorsement  was  apparent  from 
the  use  of  the  words,  "  to  be  enjoyed  in  the 
same  manner  as  may  have  been  by  me,"  the 
effect  being  to  restrain  the  more  general  words 
found  in  other  parts  of  the  indorsement;  that 
they  must  be  given  effect,  and  were  meaning- 
less, unless  intended  to  exempt  the  indorser 
from  liability  by  providing  that  the  indorsee 
should  not  enjoy  the  right  and  title  transferred 
to  him  in  a  "manner"  different  from  that  en- 
joyed by  the  indorser  himself.  The  conclusion 
reached  was  largely  made  to  depend  upon  the 
clause,  "to  be  enjoyed  in  the  same  manner  as 
may  have  been  by  me,"  and  not  upon  the  fact 
that  the  assignment  was  expressed,  instead  of 
being  left  for  implication.    There  are  no  words 


If  the  accommodation  paper  is  a  bond,  which  the 
obligee  refuses  to  accept,  it  is  void  In  the  hands  of 
a  third  person,  for  want  of  delivery,  although  he 
Is  a  purchaser  for  value.  Parker  ▼.  McDowell,  96  N. 
C.  219;  Bay  v.  Banks,  6  Jones,  L.  118.  And  see  Bespass 
v.  Latham,  Buab.  L.  188;  Dewey  v.  Cochran,  4 
Jones,  L.  184,  and  Southerland  v.  Whitaker,  5  Jones. 
L.  5,  approved  but  distinguished. 

Where  an  accommodation  note  was  made  payable 
to  the  order  of  the  cashier  of  a  particular  bank,  to 
be  discounted  at  that  bank,  but  the  bank  refused  to 
discount  it,  and  it  was  afterwards  discounted  by  a 
third  party,  the  note  was  held  void,  there  being  no 
proof  of  consideration,  although  the  cashier  in- 
dorsed it  "without  recourse."  Parker  v.  McDow- 
ell, supra.  Compare  Southerland  v.  Whitaker  and 
Dewey  v.  Cochran,  supra. 

An  indorser  who  puts  his  name  above  that  of  the 
payee  of  a  note  disqualifies  himself  from  recourse 
to  his  payee  as  liable  to  him  in  the  order  of  time. 
The  parties  must  sue  or  be  sued  on  negotiable  pa- 
per in  the  order  in  which  they  have  seen  fit  to  sign 
it.  Sweet  v.  Powers,  72  Mich.  368.  See  Greusel  v. 
Hubbard,  61  Mioh.  95. 

By  the  law  of  Kentucky  and  of  Virginia,  every 
reasonable  effort  must  be  made  to  recover  of  the 
drawer  by  suit,  before  the  assignee  can  have  re- 
course against  the  assignor  or  indorser.  Bank  of 
United  States  .v.  Weisiger,  27  U.  8.  2  Pet.  881, 7  L. 
ed.44L 

"  Without  recourse?*  effect  of  Indorsement. 
The  expression  "without  recourse,**  does  not 
throw  suspicion  on  the  paper  (Stevenson  v.  O'Neal, 
71  HI.  814;  Kelley  v.  Whitney,  46  Wis.  110;  2  Bau- 
dolph.  Com.  Paper,  1 722;;  nor  will  it  affect  its  ne- 
gotiability (Bice  v.  Stearns,  8  Mass.  225;  Lomax  y. 
Pioot,  2  Band.  280);  nor  will  it  render  an  indorser  lia- 
ble who  was  not  so  otherwise.  Collier  v.  Mahan,  21 
Ind.ua 
12  L.  R.  A. 


An  indorsement  on  the  back  of  a  note  of  the 
words,  "1  sign  this  note  to  N.  H.  Garretson  without 
recourse,**— although  there  is  a  plain  misuse  of 
words,  passes  title  to  the  note.  Brotherton  v. 
Street,  124  Ind.  609. 

An  assignment  of.  "all  my  right  and  title**  in- 
dorsed on  a  note  "to  be  enjoyed  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  may  have  been  by  me**  is  equivalent  to  an 
indorsement  without  recourse.  Hailey  v.  Falcon- 
er,  82  Ala.  636. 

The  words  "without  liability  in  case  of  nonao- 
ceptanoe  or  nonpayment**  written  after  indorsees 
signature,  are  equivalent  to  the  words  without  re- 
course.   Ibid.;  6tory,  Prom.  Notes,  H 188, 146. 

Where  an  executor  indorses  as  such  to  the  testa- 
tor's widow,  under  a  special  agreement  on  her  part 
releasing  the  estate  it  is  a  special  indorsement  with- 
out incurring  liability.    Wade  v.  Wade,  86  Tex.  689. 

An  order  indorsed  payable  to  A  "at  his  own  risk" 
will  not  render  the  Indorser  liable  as  such,  and  the 
note  will  still  remain  negotiable.  Bice  v.  Stearns* 
supra. 

Where  a  stranger  to  the  Instrument  indorses  it 
"without  recourse,**  he  may  still  be  held  liable  a» 
an  original  promisor.   Childs  v.  Wyman,  44  Me.  488. 

The  words  "old  firm  In  liquidation,**  added  to  s> 
partnership  indorsement,  will  not  render  it  an  in- 
dorsement without  recourse.  Fassin  v.  Hubbard, 
66N.Y.466. 

Evidence  that  an  indorsement  in  blank  was 
"without  recourse"  is  inadmissible.  Martin  v.  Cole, 
104U.&  80,26L.ed.  647.  See  article  in  18  Cent.  L. 
J.  882-886. 

The  Codes  of  some  of  the  States  provide  for  in- 
dorsements without  recourse,  and  regulate  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  in  such  cases. 
See  2  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  868,  enumerating  the 
various  States.  See  note  to  Adrian  v.  MoOasklU 
<N.a)8IfcB.A.7G9. 
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of  this  import  in  the  assignment  now  under 
consideration.  Bnt  if  the  lsw  was  correctly 
determined  in  Haiiey  v.  Falconer,  the  indorse- 
ment was  restrictive  as  well  as  qualified,  and 
this  was  the  real  question  at  issue  in  Aniba  v. 
Yeoman*,  eupra.  There  the  indorsement  made 
by  the  payee  read:  "I  hereby  transfer  my 
right,  title  and  interest  of  the  within  note  to  8. 
A.  Yeomans,"  but  the  controversy  was  not 
as  to  the  liability  of  the  indorser,— it  was 
whether  the  indorsee  could  recover  of  the 
maker  as  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value.  It  was 
determined  that  he  could  not;  that  the  right 
and  title  passing  under  the  customary  indorse- 
ment in  blank  was  much  greater  than  the 
mere  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  payee;  and 
that  no  greater  right,  title  and.  interest  than  he 
had  could  pass  under  such  a  transfer.  The  in- 
dorsee could  look  to  the  maker,  but  not  be- 
yond nor  differently.  He  could  not  be  per- 
mitted to  fall  back  upon  the  indorser  nor  to  col- 
lect from  the  maker  In  case  the  payee  could  not 
have  collected.  The  result  of  this  decision  was 
to  give  to  the  indorsement  a  more  restrictive 
effect  than  an  indorsement  "without  recourse" 
would  have  had,  for  it  is  well  settled  that  such 
an  indorsement  does  not  destroy  the  negotiable 
character  of  the  paper  upon  which  it  has  been 
placed.  But  the  remark  which  counsel  at- 
tempts to  make  pertinent  here  was  clearly 
editor,  for  the  issue  was,  as  before  stated,  as  to 
the  restrictive  character  of  the  indorsement, 
and  not  whether  the  indorser  qualified  a  liabil- 
ity he  would  have  assumed  by  the  ordinary 
indorsement  in  blank.  The  indorsement  of  a 
promissory  note  is  commonly  accomplished  in 
the  manner  Just  mentioned.  When  so  done, 
two  contracts  are  entered  into,— one,  that  of 
the  sale  or  assignment,  completely  executed; 
the  other,  that  of  a  future,  but  conditional,  lia- 
bility, executory  and  by  implication,  from  the 
sale  and  assignment.  Both  are  as  complete, 
however,  as  if  each  was  expressed  with  great 
formality  and  precision  above  the  signature. 
In  the  case  at  bar  we  find  the  executed  con- 
tract carefully,  but  unnecessarily,  detailed,  and 
the  question  resolves  itself  into  an  inquiry 
whether  by  reason  of  this  particularity,  a  for- 
mal expression  of  that  which  the  law  would 
import  from  the  signature  alone,  the  other  con- 
tract, executory  as  to  future  liability  upon 
condition,— also  imported  from  the  bare  signa- 
ture of  the  indorser, — is  negatived,  and  has 
been  excluded.  It  would  seem  obvious  that, 
when  writing  out  upon  the  back  of  the  paper 
just  what  would  have  been  inferred  from  his 
signature,  the  indorser  has  incurred  no  greater 
liability,— has  done  no  more  than  he  would, 
had  he  simply  placed  his  signature  there. 
How  can  it  be  said,  then,  that  he  has  done  less, 
in  the  absence  of  that  clear  declaration  of  his 
intent  to  exempt  himself,  mentioned  in  all  of 
the  authorities,  as  necessary  in  the  case  of  a 
qualified  indorsement?  The  reason  given 
seems  to  be  that  because  one  part  of  this  double 
contract  of  indorsement,  always  inferred,  has 
been  expressed,  the  other  part,  also  always 
inferred,  must,  of  necessity,  be  excluded. 
"Whenever  the  view  contended  for  by  appellant 
has  been  adopted,  it  has  been  predicated  upon 
12L.  R.  A. 
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the  maxim,  exprmio  unitte,  e*texdu*io  atterius. 
We  agree  with  the  author  of  one  of  the  leading 
text-books,  who  asserts  that  the  less  common 
maxim,  exprestio  eorum  qua  taciteinennt  nihil 
operator,  u  the  one  that  should  obtain.  Many 
examples  could  be  given  where  the  expression, 
in  contracts,  of  things  tacitly  implied,  has  no 
effect;  for  illustration,  a  written  warranty  of 
the  quality  of  provisions  would  not  exclude  or 
negative  the  implied  warranty  of  title.  The 
appellant  in  this  case,  with  much  care,  indi- 
cated his  purpose  to  sell  and  transfer  the  note, 
but  he  failed  to  limit  and  qualify  his  indorse- 
ment by  words  which  would  clearly  indicate 
such  an  intent,  if  in  fact  it  existed.  It  was  in- 
cumbent upon  him  to  do  so  if  he  intended  or 
expected  to  escape  the  liability  of  the  ordinary 
indorser.  The  phrase  "  without  recourse,"  or 
its  equivalent,  which  must  be  used  on  such 
occasions,  is  a  very  simple  one,  and  in  every- 
day use.  The  appellant  did  not  insert  in  his 
contract  of  indorsement  this  phrase,  or  words 
equivalent  thereto.  To  relieve  one  who  puts 
his  name  on  the  back  of  a  negotiable  promis- 
sory note  from  liability  as  an  indorser  he  must 
insert  in  the  contract  itself  words  clearly  ex- 
pressing such  an  intention.  Although  the  ap- 
pellant is  assignment  of  the  paper  was  expressed 
instead  of  implied,  he  did  not  thereby  exempt 
himself  from  the  liability  of  an  indorser  in 
blank.  Sean  v.  Lante,  47  Iowa,  658;  Adams 
v.  EUQim,  66  Me.  19;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  688, 
note*  b  and  e:  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  704; 
1  Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes,  §  898.  See  also 
Dixon  v.  Clayville,  44  Md.  578;  Kilpatrick  v. 
Heaton,  8  Brev.  92;  Shefoy  v.  Judd,  34  Kan. 
168;  Dunning  v.  Better,  108  Pa.  269;  Richards 
v.  Frankum,  9  Car.  &  P.  221. 
Order  affirmed, 

Gilfillan,  Oh.  J.,  and  Dickinson,  J.: 

We  dissent.  When  the  payee  or  indorsee  of 
a  promissory  note  merely  writes  his  name  on 
the  back  of  it,  the  presumption  is  that  he  does 
it  for  the  purpose  of  a  double  contract, — aeon- 
tract  of  transfer  and  a  contract  of  conditional 
liability.  In  such  case  the  law  implies  the  two 
contracts,  because,  that  being  the  form  in 
which,  by  the  law-merchant,  the  two  contracts 
are  entered  into,  it  presumes  the  parties  in- 
tended both.  The  implication  is  not  made 
contrary  to  their  manifest  intention.  All  the 
authorities  agree  that  by  writing  over  the  sig- 
nature they  may  exclude  any  implication.  The 
only  difference  in  the  cases  is  as  to  what  will 
have  that  effect.  In  our  opinion,  when  the 
writing  expresses,  no  matter  in  what  form,  the 
purpose  with  which  the  name  is  indorsed,  it 
excludes  the  implication  of  any  other  purpose. 
When  the  writing  expresses  one  contract,  the 
parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  expressed  all 
they  intended;  the  written  will  be  presumed  to 
be  the  entire  contract.  It  shows  that  the  par- 
ties were  not  content  with  the  implication  of 
intention  which  the  law  raises  upon  the  bare 
signature  on  the  back  of  the  note;  for  why 
should  they  take  pains  to  express  in  writing 
one  of  the  contracts  which  would  be  implied 
from  the  bare  signature,  if  they  intended  not 
only  that  contract,  but  the  other  also? 
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Horace  BROWN,  Appt., 

e. 

Alice  BALFOUR,  Defendant,  and  Bankers' 

Life  Association,  Garnishee,  Bespts. 

(....Minn > 

♦L  No  part  of  the  fund  set  apart  or  »p- 
proporistied  in  accordance  with  the  rules,  ree> 
ulations  and  by-laws  of  either  of  the  societies  or 
associations  enumerated  In  Gen.  Stat  1878,  ohap. 
84, 1 368,  or  by  any  society  or  association  similar 
thereto  (9860)*  to  be  paid  oyer  to  the  family  of  a 
deceased  member  (unless  the  amount  exoeeds  the 
sum  of  $6,000),  can  be  seised  or  appropriated  by 
legal  process  to  satisfy  a  debt  due  from  a  mem- 
ber of  the  family,  or  from  the  society  or  organ- 
ization itself. 

2.  The  Bawke»'IdfeAflSJOcUfctioii*a  corpor- 
ation organized  under  the  laws  of  this  State  for 
the  purpose  of  life  insurance  upon  the  co-opera- 
tive or  assessment  plan,  is  an  association  of  the 
same  character  as  those  mentioned  in  said  section 
868,  and  its  funds  are  exempt  from  execution  to 
the  same  extent. 

<AprU8.189LV 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Hennepin  County  dis- 
charging the  garnishee,  from  which  plaintiff 
■ought  to  collect  the  amount  due  on  a  judg- 
ment which  he  had  recovered  against  defen 
ant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Frederick  B.  Lathrop.  for  appel- 
lant: 

Defendant  claimed  exemption  under  laws 
which  provide  that  funds  shall  under  no  cir- 
cumstances be  liable  to  be  seized,  taken  or  ap- 
propriated to  pay  any  debt  of  a  deceased  mem- 
ber. This  Statute  must  be  construed  strictly. 
The  exemption  applies  only  against  collection 
of  a  debt  of  a  deceased  member. 

Olson  v.  Nelson,  3  Minn.  58;  Temple  ▼. 
Scott,  8  Minn.  419;  Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn. 
89;  Barker  v.  Eelderhouse,  8  Minn.  207. 

The  words  "shall  be  exempt  from  execution" 
do  not  establish  a  general  exemption  unmodi- 
fied by  the  words  "to  pay  any  debt  of  a  de- 
ceased member."  For  ft  so  construed,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  section  after  the  word  "execu- 
tion" is  superfluous  and  insignificant.  The 
Statute  must  be  construed  so  that  "if  it  can  be 
prevented  no  clause,  section  or  word  shall  be 
void,  superfluous  or  insignificant." 

McNamara  v.  Minnesota  O.  R.  Co.  12  Minn. 
888;  King  v.  Kelly,  25  Minn.  524;  Bothsehild 
v.  Boelter,  18  Minn.  861. 

Defendant  cannot  claim  a  liberal  construc- 
tion under  the  rule  of  "benevolent  design." 
Respondent  is  not  a  benevolent  society. 

Sheren  v.  Mendenhall,  28  Minn.  92;  State  v. 
Critehett,  87  Minn.  18;  Foster  v.  Moulton,  85 
Minn.  459:  Walter  v.  Hensel,  42  Minn.  204; 
State  v.  St.  Louis  Citizens  Ben.  Asso.  b*  Mo. 
App.  163. 

Insurance  money  is  not  exempt,  nor  can  lib- 
eral rules  of  construction  be  invoked  to  make 
it  so. 

Norris  v.  Massachusetts  Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  131 
Mass.  294;  Troy  v.  Sargent,  182  Mass.  408, 
409. 

*  Head  notes  toy  coluhs,  J. 
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Respondent  claims  that  this  fond  belongs  to 
the  family.  If  that  is  true,  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  one  fifth  of  it  in  her  own  right.  The 
wife  is  a  member  of  the  family. 

BaUou  v.  Qile,  50  Wis.  614;  Bates  v.  Beuh 
son,  128  Mass.  884. 

There  are  five  in  the  family,  and  each 
shares  equally. 

Jadcman  v.  Nelson,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  615, 
147  Mass.  800.  .      , 

The  share  of  each  beneficiary  vests  in  him 
separately. 

Union  Mut.  Aid  Am.  of  Battle  Creek  v. 
Montgomery,  70  Mich.  587. 

Defendant  is  sole  beneficiary.  This  is  an 
insurance  contract  governed  by  ordinary  rales 
of  construction.  Respondent  is  not  a  benevo- 
lent association,  but  a  mutual  insurance  com- 
pany. 

Walter  ▼.  Hensel  and  Foster*.  Moulton, 
supra:  Com.  v.  Wetherbee,  105  Mass.  149; 
State  v.  Nichols,  78  Iowa,  747;  State  v.  Mer- 
chants Bach.  Mut.  Ben.  Soe.  72  Mo.  147; 
State  v.  St.  Louis  Citizens  Ben.  Asso.  supra. 

The  contract  is  embodied  in  the  application, 
constitution  and  certificate.  If  there  is  appar- 
ent conflict,  if  not  ultra  vires,  the  application 
prevails.  _ 

Harding  v.  LittUhaU,  150  Mass.  100;  Wal- 
ter v.  HensA,  supra;  Massachusetts  Catholic  0. 
F.  v.  Callahan,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  95,  146 
Mass.  891.  .      , 

The  terms  of  the  contract  are  all  in  the  ap- 
plication, and  defendant  is  there  designated  aa 
the  sole  beneficiary.  It  expresses  the  intent  of 
the  parties  and  must  he  enforced. 

Walter  v.  Bensd,  42  Minn.  208;  Story  v.  WiU 
liamsburgh  Masonic  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  95  N.  Y. 
475;  Fblmer's  App.  87  Pa.  183-188;  Massacliu- 
setts  Catholic  0.  F.  v.  Callahan  and  Harding 
v.  Littlehale,  supra;  Durain  ▼.  Central  Ve- 
rein  of  the  H.  S.  7  Daly,  168;  Wells,  Fargo  6 
Co.  v.  Pacific  Ins.  Co.  &  Cal.  897;  Blooming- 
ton  Mut.  L.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Blue,  6  West.  Rep. 
642,  120  HI.  121;  Eastman  v.  Provident  Mut. 
B.  Asso.  5  L.  R.  A.  712,  65  N.  H. . 

Mr.  John  D.  O'Brien,  for  Alice  Balfour, 
respondent: 

The  terms  of  the  contract  are  to  be  con- 
strued with  a  view  to  effectuate  the  purposes 
for  which  the  Association  was  organized,  and 
the  same  liberal  rule  of  construction  which 
prevails  in  the  case  of  wills  is  applicable  to  the 
disposition  of  funds  created  by  mutual  benefit 
associations. 

Union  Mut.  Aid  Asso.  of  Battle  Creek  v. 
Montgomery,  70  Micb.  587;  DutaUv.  Qoodson, 
79  Ey.  224;  Bacon,  Benefit  Societies,  §  255, 
and  cases  cited. 

If  there  is  any  irreconcilable  repugnancy  be- 
tween them,  the  terms  of  the  application  must 
give  way  to  the  paramount  conditions  of  the 
charter. 

Walter  v.  HensA,  42  Minn.  208;  Supreme 
Council  Am,  L.  of  H.  v.  Perry,  1  New  Eng. 
Rep.  715,  140  Mass.  580. 

The  garnishee  under  its  charter  could  not 
issue  a  certificate  which  would  divert  the  fund 
into  a  channel  other  than  that  provided  for  by 
its  charter. 

Kentucky  Masonic  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mil- 
ler, 18  Bush,  489. 

The  deceased,  by  the  express  terms  of  nil 


Raa  Alan  35  L.  R.  A.  002:  36  L.  R.   A.  381);  4ti  L.  R.  A.  500. 
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contract,  had  no  power  to  designate  his  wife 
or  anybody  else  except  bis  family  as  benefi- 
ciary, even  bad  he  so  desired. 

Bacon,  Benefit  Societies,  §  65,  and  cases 
cited. 

If  deceased  had  no  authority  to  designate 
Mrs.  Balfour,  of  course  she  could  not  have  it 
in  her  power  to  defeat  both  the  express  terms 
of  the  contract  and  the  design  for  which  the 
association  was  organized  by  diverting  the 
fund  from  its  proper  channel  and  subjecting  it 
to  the  claims  of  her  creditors. 

DanieU  v.  Pratt,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  480, 148 
Mass.  221;  Bacon,  Benefit  Societies,  312. 

The  fund  is  exempt  by  virtue  of  chap.  84, 
|  868,  Gen.  Stat  1878,  and  also  by  virtue  of 
1 17,  chap.  184,  Gen.  Laws  1885. 

Sehillinger  v.  Boe$,  85  Ey.  857. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  construe  the 
Statute  liberally  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
carry  out  the  benevolent  purpose  sought  to  be 
provided  for,  and  in  no  event,  unless  absolutely 
required  by  its  language,  to  construe  it  so  as 
to  defeat  such  purpose. 

Supreme  Council  Am.  L.  of  H.  v.  Perry, 
eupra;  BaUou  v.  Gib l50  Wis.  614. 

Mem*.  Warner,  Richavrdson  9t  Law- 
i  for  the  garnishee. 


Collins,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  (appellant),  having  previously 
obtained  a  judgment  against  defendant,  gar- 
nished the  Bankers'  Life  Association,  a  cor- 
poration organized  in  the  year  1880  in  tbe  man- 
ner prescribed  and  under  the  provisions  of  title 
8,  chap.  84,  Gen.  Stat  1878,  which  title  relates 
to  corporations  other  than  those  for  pecuniary 
profit.  The  general  plan,  as  shown  by  the 
articles  of  incorporation,  was  to  unite  and  as- 
sociate in  membership  male  persons  possessing 
certain  specified  qualifications,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  employment  while  living,  and  at 
their  decease  for  securing  and  rendering  pe- 
cuniary assistance  in  a  stated  amount  to  their 
families,  by  means  of  assessments  upon  the 
survivors,  the  amount  being  paid  over  in  each 
case, — when  collected,— to  the  person  desig- 
nated to  receive  the  same  for  the  family  by  the 
deceased  member  when  making  application  for 
membership  or  thereafter.  The  Association 
had  no  capital  stock,  its  entire  assets  being  de- 
rived from  its  members.  When  joining,  each 
paid  into  its  treasury  a  sum  equal  in  amount 
to  his  age,  styled  a  "guaranty  deposit,"  and 
another  sum  equal  in  amount  to  2  per  cent  of 
the  guaranty  deposit,  in  full  for  the  first  casual 
assessment  against  him,  both  of  these  sums  be- 
ing set  apart  as  a  beneficiary  fund  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  families  of  deceased  members.  The 
applicant  also  paid  a  membership  fee  and  his 
pro  rata  proportion  of  the  annual  expense  as- 
sessment for  tbe  unexpired  portion  of  the  cur- 
rent fiscal  year.  Thereafter  the  member  was 
assessed,  periodically,  for  operating  expenses, 
and,  casually,  for  such  sums  as  became  neces- 
sary for  the  payment  of  death  claims,  the  cas- 
ual assessment  being  2  per  cent  of  the  guaranty 
deposit  for  each  death  claim.  The  garnishee 
was  beyond  doubt  an  insurance  society  or  as- 
sociation doing  business  on  tbe  co-operative  or 
assessment  plan,  incorporated  for  tbe  sole  pur- 
pose of  mutual  protection,  and  for  the  payment 
12  L.  R.  A. 


of  stipulated  sums  of  money  to  the  families  of 
deceased  members.  It  was  therefore  expressly 
exempted,  by  section  868,  chap.  84,  euvra,  from 
the  provisions  of  the  general  life  Insurance 
Laws  of  the  State;  and  by  subsequent  legisla- 
tion it  had  been  made  subject  to  certain  rules 
laid  down  for  the  regulation  and  government 
of  all  corporations,  associations  and  societies 
of  its  character.  Gen.  Laws  1885,  §§  5,  6, 
chap.  184. 

Mathew  A.  Balfour  became  a  member  of  this 
Association  on  March  7, 1887,  and  died  Janu- 
ary 7, 1880,  leaving  as  members  of  his  family 
a  widow,  the  defendant,  and  four  minor  chit 
dren.  In  the  certificate  of  membership— in  the 
ordinary  form — issued  to  him  when  joining, 
the  Association  agreed  and  covenanted,  subject 
to  certain  provisos,  of  no  consequence  in  these 
proceedings,  to  pay  to  his  famuv,  and  on  the 
receipt  of  the  representative  thereof  named  in 
his  application,  the  sum  of  $2,000  within  sixty 
days  after  due  proof  of  his  decease.  Due  proof 
of  his  death  was  made,  but  for  reasons  going 
to  the  merits,  and  not  with  respect  to  this  de- 
fendant's right  to  act  as  plaintiff,  and  as  the 
duly  designated  representative  of  the  deceased 
member's  family,  the  Association  refused  to 
pay.  Legal  proceedings  were  had  for  a  recov- 
ery upon  the  certificate,  the  widow  being  plain- 
tiff, which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  her  favor  on 
June  20,  1880,  for  the  sum  of  $2,085.  Tbe 
garnishee  summons  was  served  on  tbe  Associa- 
tion the  following  day.  It  would  be  a  waste 
of  time  for  us  to  discuss  or  determine  in  this 
proceeding  just  what  right  or  interest  this  de- 
fendant has  in  the  amount  to  be  paid  over  when 
judgment  is  entered  upon  that  verdict,  whether 
she  holds  tbe  whole  in  her  own  right  or  simply 
in  trust,  or  whether  she  has  an  absolute  title  to 
one  fifth,  as  a  member  of  a  family  consisting 
of  five  persons.  She  recovered  upon  the  certi- 
ficate solely,  claiming  no  rights  except  such  as 
were  found  therein;  and  in  this  proceeding,  at 
least,  tbe  terms  of  tbe  certificate  must  govern 
tbe  plaintiff. 

Whatever  the  widow's  interest  in  the  fund, 
whether  great  or  small,  the  amount  thereof  is 
beyond  the  reach  of  her  creditors,  so  long  as  it 
remains  unpaid.  Section  869  of  said  chapter 
84  (the  same  being  §  2  of  chap.  128,  Gen.  Laws 
1877),  reads  as  follows:  '  'When  any  benevolent 
association  or  society  similar  to  those  enumer- 
ated in  section  1  of  this  Act  [§  868]  set  apart 
or  appropriated  a  beneficiary  fund  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  families  of  deceased,  or  to  any 
member  of  said  families,  any  such  fund,  not 
exceeding  the  sum  of  $5,000,  so  provided  and 
set  apart  according  to  the  rules,  regulations  or 
by-laws  of  said  association  or  society  to  the 
family  of  any  deceased  member,  or  to  any 
member  of  said  family,  shall  be  exempt  from 
execution,  and  shall  under  no  circumstances 
be  liable  to  be  seized,  taken  or  appropriated  by 
any  legal  or  equitable  process  to  pay  any  debt 
of  such  deceased  member." 

The  rule  of  construction  laid  down  by  this 
court  {Mcflamara  v.  Minnesota  Cent.  R.  fb.  12 
Minn.  888,  Oil.  268;  Kino  v.  Kelly,  25  Minn. 
524),  that  a  statute  must  be  construed  so  tbat, 
if  it  can  be  prevented,  no  clause,  section  or 
word  shall  be  void,  superfluous  or  without 
I  significance,  is  quoted  by  appellant's  counsel, 
1  and  we  readily  agree  wfth  him  that  this  rule 
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must  be  regarded  when  construing  section  809. 
Force  and  effect  should  be  riven  to  each  part, 
and  the  legislative  intent  discovered,  if  pos- 
sible. This  particular  portion  of  the  section 
'rfcas  not  been  made  quite  as  plain*  perhaps,  as 
-it  has  in  later  legislation  upon  this  class  of  as- 
sociations (sec.  17,  chap.  184,  supra);  but  the 
difference  in  the  language,  if  there  be  any,  is 
scarcely  perceptible.  If,  as  claimed  by  appel- 
lant, these  clauses  in  reference  to  an  exemp- 
tion of  the  fund  (one  prohibiting  its  seizure 
upon  execution,  the  other  its  appropriation  in 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased),  relate 
to  the  same  subject  matter,— the  indebtedness 
•of  the  member,  and  to  no  other  indebtedness, 
—the  clause  or  provision  in  reference  to  an 
•execution  is  surplusage,  for  the  succeeding 
•clause  covers  the  whole  ground;  it  absolutely 
and  without  the  slightest  opportunity  for  mis- 
apprehension forbids  the  application  of  any 
cart  of  the  fund  in  payment  of  the  decedent's 
liabilities.  From  the  language  used  in  the 
Statute  under  consideration  it  is  not  only  evi- 
dent that  the  law-makers  took  special  care  to 
protect  the  fund  created  and  set  apart  in  these 
associations  and  societies  from  demands  which 
might  be  asserted  by  creditors-  of  deceased 
members,  but  that  they  intended  to  and  did 
go  further  in  the  matter  of  protection  and  ex- 
emption. Having  in  mind  the  worthy  and 
benevolent  design  made  so  prominent  in  or- 
ganizations of  this  character,  realizing  that  the 
fund  accumulated  .by  assessment  upon  the  liv- 
ing was  for  the  relief  and  assistance  of  the 
families  of  deceased  members,  not  for  the  ben- 
•efit  of  creditors,  and  appreciating,  undoubt- 
edly, the  unwisdom  of  prohibiting  the  use  of 
the  money  in  payment  of  debts  contracted  by 
members,  and,  at  the  same  time,  allowing  it 
1o  be  seized  by  the  creditor  of  a  beneficiary  in 
payment  of  his  debt,  or  otherwise  allowing  it 
1o  be  diverted  from  coming  into  the  hands  of 
those  for  whom  it  was  designed  and  created, 
the  legislators  expressly  enacted  that  it  should 
be  exempt  from  execution,  in  addition  to  pro- 
viding that  no  part  should  go  to  the  creditors 
•of  the  .member.  The  object  which  seems  to 
have  been  kept  in  view  and  to  have  been  ac- 
-complished  by  the  use  of  words  which  prevent 
the  interposition  of  legal  process  whereby  the 
money  may  be  turned  aside  from  a  benevolent 
•channel  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  creditor 
of  a  member,  or  of  one  of  his  family, — a  ben- 
■efldary,— or  even  of  a  creditor  of  the  Associa- 
tion, was  the  relief  and  assistance,  when  most 
needed,  of  those  for  whom  the  fund  was  de- 


signed and  created,  the  complete  immunity  of 
the  fund  itself  from  the  process  of  the  courts. 
Obviously  the  amount  due  upon  the  decease  of 
a  member  has  been  placed  beyond  seizure  for 
the  debt  of  a  member,  or  a  beneficiary,  or  of 
the  Association  itself.  Language,  found  in  an 
Act  creating  a  similar  association  in  the  State 
of  Kentucky,  almost  precisely  that  of  section 
869,  has  recently  been  construed  by  tbe  Su- 
preme Court  of  that  State.  It  was  held  that 
the  fund  was  exempt  whether  garnished  for 
the  debt  of  a  member  or  for  an  indebtedness 
due  from  one  of  his  family.  SchiUinger  v. 
Boes,  85  Ky.  857. 

Unless  the  construction  we  have  determined 
upon,  or  that,  at  least,  adopted  by  the  court 
just  mentioned,  can  be  given  to  tbe  words  un- 
der consideration,  tbey  are  wholly  superfluous, 
and  without  meaning,  at  all  times.  In  fact, 
without  so  construing  them,  the  entire  section 
would  be  valueless  as  a  rule,  because  inappli- 
cable to  nearly  all  cooperative  or  assessment 
life  insurance  organizations.  Almost  without 
exception  these  associations  provide  in  their 
articles  of  incorporation  and  in  their  member- 
ship certificates,  as  did  this  garnishee,  that  the 
fund  shall  be  paid  to  his  family  upon  the  de- 
cease of  a  member.  At  no  time  has  he  an  in- 
terest which  may  subject  tbe  money  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  On  the  other  band,  con- 
struing the  section  as  we  have  indicated  gives 
it  significance  and  effect  as  to  each  of  these  so- 
cieties and  associations;  their  plans  are  pro- 
moted, and  objects  encouraged;  and  they  are 
the  better  enabled  to  accomplish  their  benevo- 
lent and  charitable  purposes.  In  addition  to 
this,  such  construction  is  in  harmony  with  all 
legislative  action  upon  the  subject  of  co-opera- 
tive and  assessment  associations,  as  well  as 
with  the  universal  rule  of  construction  that, 
when  applied  to  such  organizations,  a  liberal 
construction  is  required  of  their  articles,  and 
of  the  Statutes  in  favor  of  the  objects  of  their 
bounty,  and  to  prevent  the  application  of  their 
funds  to  the  benefit  of  those  who  are  strangers. 
Tbe  purposes  and  objer's  to  be  attained  by 
such  organization  should  not  be  defeated  by  a 
strict  construction  of  their  articles  of  associa- 
tion or  of  the  Statutes.  Jewell  v.  Grand  Lodge 
A.  0.  U.  W.  41  Minn.  405;  Supreme  Council 
Am.  L,  offf.  v.  Perry,  140  Mass.  580,  1  New 
Eng.  Rep.  715;  Ballou  v.  Gilet  50  Wis.  614. 

Order  discharging  garnishee  affirmed. 

Mitchell,  J. ,  being  absent  at  tbe  time,  took 
no  part  in  the  making  or  filing  of  this  decision. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Sarah  E.  CRAWFORD  et  al,  Respts., 

v. 

OMAN  &  STEWART  STONE  CO.,  Appt. 

(....8.  C.....) 

1.  The  word  "shipped"  in  a  contract  by 

a  lessee  of  a  quarry  to  pay  certain  rates  for  stone 
shipped  cannot  be  construed  to  include  stone  not 


shipped  although  quarried  and  ready  for  ship- 
ment. 

8*  The  words  "dimension  stone"  in  a 
quarry  lease  fixing  prices  for  such  stone 
must  be  construed  in  their  technical  trade  moan- 
ing in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  contract  to 
indicate  the  contrary,  where  both  parties  are 
quarry-men. 


Note.— Construction  of  terms  used  in  contracts,     i  sense  different  from  its  ordinary  meaning,  those 
Where  the  whole  of  a  written  instrument  shows   words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  primary  meaning, 

that  the  parties  employed  technical  language  in  a  I  and  not  in  their  technical  meaning.    Atkinson  v. 

12  L.  R.  A. 
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8,  Whether  terms  of  art  were  need  in 
their  ordinary  meaning;  or  not  in  a  con- 
tract between  men  familiar  with  the  business  to 

I  which  the  terms  relate  cannot  be  left  to  the  Jury, 
although  they  may  determine  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  in  that  business. 

(March  18, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
tbe  Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for  Fair- 
field County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  tbe  contract  price  for 
certain  land  quarried  by  defendant  on  plain- 
tiffs' land.    Reversed. 

The  lease  under  which  this  controversy 
arose  was  as  follows  : 

"This  agreement  entered  into  by  and  between 
tbe  parties  following,  witnesseth  that  Robert 
Crawford  and  8.  £.  Crawford,  his  wife,  both 
of  township  nine,  Fairfield  County,  and  State  of 
South  Carolina,  have  this  day  leased  to  the  Oman 
&  Stewart  Stone  Company,  a  firm  doing  business 
in  Nashville,  Tennessee,  with  headquarters  at 
Oman,  Watson  County,  Kentucky,  the  exclu- 
sive right  and  privilege  of  quarrying  granite 
on  the  lands  owned  by  said  Crawford  and  wife, 
in  said  township,  for  the  term  of  ten  years, 


with  the  privilege  to  the  said  Oman  &  Stewart 
Stone  Company  of  renewal  for  another  five  or 
ten  years,  at  their  election,  on  the  following; 
conditions  and  terms,  viz. :  Tbe  said  Oman  & 
Stewart  Stone  Company  are  to  have  the  exclu- 
sive right  of  quarrying  granite  on  any  part  of 
the  lands  owned  by  said  Crawford  and  wife 
that  may  appear  to  said  Oman  &  Stewart  Stone 
Company  as  proper  and  advisable.  Said  Oman 
&  Stewart  Stone  Company  are  to  have  the  right 
to  build  such  houses,  derricks  or  other  machin- 
ery, roads,  tramways  or  railroads,  as  may  seem 
to  them  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the 
quarry  or  quarries  they  may  choose  to  open  or 
operate.  Said  Oman*  Stewart  Stone  Compa- 
ny are  to  have  the  right  of  way  over  the  lands 
or  said  Crawford  and  wife  for  such  roads, 
tramways  or  railroads  as  they  may  choose  to* 
make  or  travel  over  in  conducting  their  busi- 
ness of  quarrying.  The  right  to  use  and  re* 
move  any  stone  quarried  or  unquarried  on  the 
lands  of  said  Crawford  and  wire  in  said  town- 
ship is  hereby  conveyed  to  said  Oman  &  Stew- 
art Stone  Company.  Said  Company  have  the 
further  privilege  of  cutting  down  and  remov- 
ing or  using  such  timbers  as  may  be  on  the 
ground  or  in  tbe  way  of  hauling  granite.  In 
consideration  of  the  aforementioned  privileges 


Sinnott, 87  Miss.  608;  Elph.  Intern.  Deeds,  Bole  16, 
p.  78. 

The  word  "lamp,"  as  used  In  a  oontraot  for  the 
furnishing  and  use  of  natural  gas,  is  to  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  context,  the  time, 
place  and  habits  of  the  people  with  reference  to 
which  it  is  used,  and  the  popular  understanding  of 
the  word  in  the  localities  where  natural  gas  is  gen- 
erally used.  Saltsburg  Gas  Co.  v.  Saltsburg  (Pa.) 
10  L.  B.  A.  198,  and  note. 

The  term  "solid  rook"  is  not  uncertain  or  ambig- 
uous ;  and  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  it  was  used 
in  any  other  than  its  plain  and  popular  sense,  proof 
of  surrounding  oiroumstanoea  is  not  admissible  on 
the  question  of  its  meaning  in  a  written  oontraot. 
Train  v.  Crystal  R.  Co.  4  West.  Bep.  608, 89  Ma  807. 

Custom  may  control  and  vary  the  meaning  of 
words,  giving  even  to  such  words  as  those  of  num- 
ber a  sense  entirely  different  from  that  which  they 
commonly  bear.  2'  Parsons,  Cont.  60 ;  Hinton  v. 
Locke,  5  Hill,  437;  Baton  v.  Smith,  20  Pick.  160.  See 
note  to  MaoCulsky  v.  Klosterman  (Or.)  10  L.  R.  A. 
785. 

The  Iowa  Code,  I  8868,  providing  that  when  the 
terms  of  an  agreement  have  been  Intended  in  a  dif- 
ferent sense  by  tbe  parties  to  it,  that  sense  is  to 
prevail  against  either  party  in  which  he  had  reason 
to  suppose  the  other  understood  It,  does  not  dis- 
tinguish between.verbal  and  written  agreements. 
Cobb  v.  McElroy,  79  Iowa,  608. 

When  a  word  has  attached  to  it  by  the  courts  a 
settled  technical  meaning  parties  are  to  be  supposed 
to  use  it  with  the  same  meaning.  Clark  v.  Plnney, 
7  Cow.  681;  Ellmaker  v.  BUmaker,  4  Watts,  89;  Hart 
v.  Hammett,  18  V 1. 127. 

Yet  the  legal  meaning,  no  matter  how  settled, 
must  yield  to  the  sense  in  whloh  the  term  is  used 
by  the  parties.  Browning  v.  Wright,  2  Bos.  ft  P. 
24;  Biddlecombe  v.  Bond,  4  Ad.  ft  EL  882;  Mallan  y. 
May,  18  Mees.  ft  W.  61;  Bobertson  v.  French,  4  Bast, 
180;  Stanley  v.  Western  Ins.  Co.  L.  B.  8  Ezoh.  71; 
Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Moore,  2  Whart  49JL 

This  is  eminently  the  case  with  Informal  docu- 
ments, emanating  from  businessmen,  in  which 
they  must  be  supposed  to  have  used  terms  in  their 
common  business  sense.  8  Wharton,  Cont.  M  682, 
888. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Terms  of  art  having  a  distinctive  meaning- 
among  specialists  may  be  explained  by  specialists. 
Pollen  v.  LeBoy,  80  N.  T.  649;  Collender  v.  Dins- 
more,  55  N.  Y.  200;  Colwell  v.  Lawrence,  88  Barb. 
648;  2  Wharton,  Oont.  1 680. 

The  meaning  of  terms  of  curtorbusincuiefor  thejury* 
This  is  the  rule  where  testimony  is  necessary 
to  determine  the  meaning  of  the  term ;  but  when 
tbe  meaning  is  determined,  the  construction  of  the 
contract  with  the  meaning  so  determined  is  for  the 
court.  Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  888,  IS 
L.  ed.  987 ;  Stagg  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  Lb  Ins.  Co. 
77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  589, 19  L.  ed.  1088 ;  May  v.  Bice,  101 
U.  8. 281, 25  L.  ed.  797;  School  Diet.  No.  8  of  Thomp- 
son v.  Lynch,  88  Conn.  880;  Paris  ft  D.  B.  Co.  v. 
Henderson,  89  III.  86;  Baton  v.  Smith,  20  Pick.  180; 
Star  Glass  Co.  v.  Morey,  106  Mass.  670;  Short  v. 
Woodward,  18  Gray,  86;  State  v.  Hastings,  24  Minn. 
78;  Nash  v.  Drisco,  61  Me.  417;  MoAvoy  v.  Eong,  1& 
DL 147;  Pierce  v.  State,  18  N.  H.  686;  Festerman  v. 
Parker,  10  Ired.  L.  477;  Bradley  v.  Wheeler,  44  N.  Y. 
496;  Edwards  v.  Goldsmith,16  Pa.  46;  Evans  v.  Wain* 
71  Pa.  69;  Brown  v.  Hatton,  9  Ired.  L.  819;  Wason  v. 
Bowe,  16  Vt.  625;  Nellson  v.  Harford,  8  Mees.  ft  W. 
806;  Ford  v.  Beech,  11  Q.  B.  852;  Simpson  v.  Margit- 
soo,  11  Q.  B.  82:  Hodgson  v.  Davles,  2  Campb.  530; 
Hutchinson  y.  Bowker,  6  Mees.  ft  W.  686. 

The  construction  of  the  contract  is  for  the  court. 

The  construction  of  a  written  oontraot  is  for  the 
oourt  alone,  as  soon  as  the  true  meaning  of  the* 
words  used  and  the  surrounding  circumstances,  if 
any,  have  been  ascertained  as  facts,  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  tbe  jury  to  take  the  construction  from  the- 
oourt.  Levy  v.Gadshy,7  TJ.  S.  8  Crancb,  180,2  L. 
ed.  404;  Bmery  v.  Owings,  6  Gill,  191;  Woodman  v. 
Chesley,  89  Me.  46;  Randall  v.  Thornton,  43  Me.  286; 
Naah  v.  Drisco,  61  Me.  417;  Pratt  v.  Lanegdon.  1* 
Allen,  544;  Smith  v.  Faulkner,  12  Gray,  251;  Globs- 
Works  v.  Wright,  106  Mass.  207;  Jones  v.  Bunker, 
88  N.  a  824;  Collins  v.  Benbury,  5  Ired.  L.  118;  Di- 
Sora  v.  Phillips,  10  H.  Lb  Gas.  688;  Benss  v.  Piokstey,. 
L.  B.  1  Exoh.  842.  See  notes  to  Minneapolis  Mill  Go. 
v.  Goodnow  (Minn.)  4  L.  B.  A.  202;  Newhall  v.  Ap» 
pleton  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  B.  A.  869. 
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to  said  Oman  &  Stewart  Stone  Company,  they 
agree  and  bind  themselves  to  pay  annually  to 
said  Crawford  and  wife  one  cent  and  one  quar- 
ter of  one  cent  for  every  cubic  foot  of  granite 
shipped  of  dimension  stone  during  the  first  five 
years  of  this  lease,  and  one  cent  and  one  half 
of  one  cent  per  cubic  foot  of  dimension  stone 
during  the  second  five  years  and  all  subsequent 
terms;  of  this  lease.  For  all  other  stone  shipped 
not  dimension  stone  they  agree  to  pay  fifty  cents 
per  carload.  Any  and  all  improvements  erect- 
ed or  made  by  said  Company  on  the  lands  of 
said  Crawford  and  wife  are  to  remain  the  prop- 
erty of  said  Company,  and  the  right  is  reserved 
to  them  to  remove  them  at  any  time  during 
this  lease.  In  witness  whereof  we  have  affixed 
our  names  this  22d  day  of  December,  1884. 
,  "Root  Crawford, 
"S.  E.  Crawford. 

1  Tor  Oman  &  Stewart  Stone  Company , A.  R. 
Stewart,  President, 

••Witness:  J.  W.  Jones." 


ap- 


Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Jfenra.  Ravgsditle  *  BaarMaie*  for 

pellant: 

The  contract  was  wholly  in  writing,  and  its 
terms  were  not  converted.  It  was  therefore 
error  to  submit  the  question  of  its  proper  con- 
struction to  the  jury.  The  court,  and  the  court 
alone,  should  construe  a  written  contract 

Mowry  v.  Stogner,  8  S.  C.  261;  Hammond  v. 
Port  Royal  A  A.  B,  Co.  15  S.  C.  10;  BumU  v. 
Arthur,  17  S.  C.  477;  Be  Camps  vM  Oarpin,  19 
a  C.  124;  Arnold  v.  Bailey,  24  S.  C.  497. 

Me**rs.  H.  A.  Gavillavrd  and  H.  N. 
Ob«au»  for  respondents, 

Mclver, «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  22d  of  December,  1884,  the  plain- 
tiffs and  defendant  entered  into  a  written  agree- 
ment, styled  a  "lease,"  a  copy  of  which  is  set 
out  in  the  case,  and  should  be  embraced  in  the 
report  of  this  case.  By  the  terms  of  this  agree- 
ment the  defendant,  among  other  things,  was 
to  have  the  exclusive  right  of  auarrying  gran- 
ite on  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  term 
of  ten  years,  with  the  privilege  to  defendant  of 
renewal  for  another  term  of  five  or  ten  years, 
at  its  election,  in  consideration  whereof  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  annually  to  the  plaintiffs 
''one  cent  and  one  quarter  of  one  cent  for 
every  cubic  foot  of  granite  shipped  of  dimen- 
sion stone  during  the  first  five  years  of  this 
lease,  and  one  cent  and  one  half  of  one  cent 
per  cublic  foot  of  dimension  stone  during 
the  second  five  yean  and  all  subsequent  terms 
of  this  lease.  For  all  other  stone  shipped  not 
dimension  stone  they  agree  to  pay  fifty  cents 
per  carload."  The  defendant,  having  worked 
the  quarry  for  some  two  or  three  years,  aban- 
doned it,  whereupon  this  action  was  com- 
menced, on  the  31st  of  January,  1889.  In  the 
complaint  the  plaintiffs  undertook  to  state  two 
causes  of  action,— the  first  for  breach  of  the 
written  contract  in  not  paying  the  price  agreed 
upon  for  the  stone  quarried,  and  the  second  for 
damages  for  ceasing  to  work  the  quarry.  But 
as  the  second  cause  of  action  has  been  practi- 
cally eliminated  by  the  ruling  of  the  circuit 
Judge  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  to  which 
no  exception  has  been  taken  by  the  plaintiffs, 
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we  are  confined  to  a  consideration  of  the  first 
cause  of  action.  In  support  of  this  cause  of 
action  the  plaintiffs,  after  alleging  the  making 
of  the  written  contract,  substantially  as  above 
stated,  except  that  feature  which  prescribes  the 
price  of  stone  shipped  other  than  dimension 
stone,  allege  that  defendant  "has  quarried 
200,000  blocks  of  granite,  known  as  'Belgian 
blocks;'  and  that  said  defendant  has  already 
shipped  110,000  of  said  Belgian  blocks,  and  is 
ready  to  ship,  and  is  preparing  to  ship,  the  re* 
maining  90,000  of  said  blocks."  They  then 
proceed  to  allege  that  the  200,000  Belgian 
blocks   "so   quarried  by  the  defendant  are 

Suivalent  to  86,000  cubic  feet  of  granite;  that 
id  Belgian  blocks  are  'dimension  stone;'  and 
that  there  is  due  and  payable  to  the  plaintiffs 
by  the  defendant,  under  said  agreement,  upon 
the  said  86,000  cubic  feet  of  stone,  the  sum  of 
$450;"  for  which  sum  judgment  is  demanded. 
Testimony  was  adduced  tending  to  show  how 
much  stone  had  been  shipped  by  the  defend- 
ant, how  much  was  at  the  quarry  cut  into  Bel- 
gian blocks,  but  not  shipped,  and  also  as  to 
what  was  the  meaning  of  the  term  "dimension 
stone,"  which  seems  to  be  a  term  of  art,  as  to 
which  there  was  considerable  conflict  among 
the  witnesses.  The  plaintiff  Robert  Crawford, 
who,  as  agent  for  iris  wife,  his  co-plaintiff, 
seems  to  have  bad  entire  charge  of  the  business, 
testified  that  he  regarded  Belgian  blocks  aa 
dimension  stone,  but  there  is  no  testimony  that 
the  defendant  so  regarded  them.  The  circuit 
judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  defendant  was 
liable,  not  only  for  the  stone  actually  shipped 
by  them,  but  also  for  such  as  had  been  quarried 
and  left  at  the  quarry,  using  these  words* 
"Whatever  was  quarried  and  ready  for  ship- 
ment may  be  considered  in  this  contract  as  ar- 
ticles shipped;"  and,  as  to  the  rate  that  snould 
be  charged  for  the  Belgian  blocks,  while  they 
were  not  dimension  stone,  yet  if  the  testimony 
satisfied  the  jury  that  the  term  "dimension 
stone"  was  not  used  in  its  ordinary  technical 
sense,  but  was  intended  to  embrace  Belgian 
blocks,  then  they  could  so  find,  and  allow  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  for  the  Belgian  blocks,  at 
the  rate  fixed  by  the  contract  for  dimension 
stone.  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  in  fa- 
vor of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  whole  amount 
claimed,  $450,  defendant  appeals  upon  the  fol- 
lowing grounds:  "(1)  For  that  his  honor  erred 
in  charging  the  jury  that,  if  the  75,000  Belgian 
blocks   were   quarried,    then   whatever   waa 

Saarried  and  ready  for  shipment  may  be  con- 
dered  in  this  contract  as  articles  shipped,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  recover  therefor  against 
the  defendant.  (2)  In  that  bis  honor  erred  in 
this:  that  having  charged  the  jury  that,  the 
parties  being  quarry  men,  there  was  a  presump- 
tion that  they  contracted  with  reference  to  the 
technical  meaning  of  'dimension  stone,' and 
having  charged,  further,  that  Belgian  blocks 
were  not  'dimension  stone'  in  its  technical 
sense,  it  was  error  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiffs  bad  rebutted 
this  presumption,  when  they  bad  offered  no 
testimony  whatever  to  rebut  the  same." 

The  action  being  based  upon  a  written  con- 
tract, it  is  quite  clear  that  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  parties  must  be  determined  by 
the  terms  of  such  contract,  and  it  seems  to  u» 
equally  clear  that,  under  the  provisions  of  thia 
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contract,  the  plaintiffs  had  do  right  to  demand, 
and  the  defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to 
pay  for,  any  stone  until  it  was  shipped  or  sent 
to  market,  for  such  is  the  express  provision  of 
the  contract.  It  does  not  provide  that  defend- 
ant shall  pay  for  the  stone  when  it  is  quarried, 
or  even  when  it  is  prepared  for  market,  but 
only  when  it  is  "shipped."  Such  being  the 
contract  of  the  parties  expressed  in  no  equivo- 
cal terms,  we  do  not  see  by  what  authority  a 
court  can  undertake  to  change  those  terms. 
It  may  have  been,  and  doubtless  was,  a  very 
material  matter  to  the  defendant  that  it  should 
not  be  required  to  pay  until  the  stone  was 
shipped,  as  it  may  have  been  dependent  for  the 
means  of  paying  for  the  stone  upon  its  sales 
of  the  same,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sales 
could  scarcely  be  realized  before  the  stone  was 
shipped.  Again,  it  is  not  difficult  to  under- 
stand that  one  of  the  material  elements  which 
entered  into  the  calculation  of  the  defendant, 
in  making  a  contract  in  Deference  to  such  a 
heavy  and  unwieldy  article,  would  be  the  rates 
of  transportation  which  it  might  be  able  to 
obtain,  and  hence  there  might  have  been  a  very 
good  reason  for  inserting  in  the  contract  the 

J  provision  that  the  defendant  was  to  pay  only 
or  the  stone  shipped.  The  testimony  shows 
that  the  defendant  was  largely  dependent  for 
transportation  upon  a  private  railroad,  which 
not  being  under  the  control  of  the  public  au- 
thorities of  the  State,  its  owners  could  fix  any 
rates  they  pleased,  and  thus  effectually  destroy 
the  business  of  the  defendant;  and  in  fact  there 
is  testimony  from  one  of  the  owners  of  this 
railroad,  who  was  interested  in  a  rival  quarry, 
that  the  rates  of  transportation  on  that  railroad 
were  raised  for  the  express  purpose  of  putting 
an  embargo  on  the  business  of  the  defendant, 
which  did  have  the  effect  of  stopping  its  oper- 
ations. In  view  of  this  contingency,  which 
the  testimony  shows  must  have  been  Known  to 
both  parties,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  contract, 
as  it  was  written,  and  as,  we  think,  it  must  be 
construed,  so  far  from  being  an  unreasonable 
one,  was  just  the  reverse,  and  that  the  inser- 
tion of  the  provision  whereby  the  defendant 
was  only  to  pay  for  the  stone  shipped  was  a 
very  prudent  and  proper  precaution,  in  view  of 
the  contingency  above  mentioned,  which,  as 
the  event  proved,  did  happen;  for  it  can  scarce- 
ly be  supposed  that  the  defendant  intended  to 
bind  itself  to  pay  for  stone  which  it  could  not 
get  to  market  except  by  paying  such  rates  of 
transportation  as  would  effectually  destroy  the 
profits  of  the  business,  and  perhaps  bring  it  in 
•debt  every  year.  It  may  be  that  it  was  an  un- 
wise contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
make  their  pay  contingent  upon  the  amount  of 
stone  shipped,  without  first  taking  measures  to 
secure  such  rates  of  transportation  as  would 
enable  th*  defendant  to  carry  on  the  business 
with  reasonable  success;  but  courts  do  not  sit 
for  the  purpose  of  relieving  parties  from  un- 
wise bargains,  and  when  parties  of  full  age  and 
capacity,  without  fraud  or  imposition  (of  which 
there  is  no  pretense  here)  enter  into  a  contract, 
they  will  be  held  to  its  performance  according 
to  the  terms  inserted  in  such  contract,  unless, 
perhaps,  it  is  so  wholly  unreasonable  and  un- 
conscientious as  to  afford  a  presumption  that 
the  parties  must  have  intended  something  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  the  words  they  used 
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clearly  import.  But,  as  we  have  said,  we  do 
not  see  anything  so  unreasonable  in  the  terms 
of  this  contract,  as  written,  as  would  afford 
any  ground  for  such  a  presumption.  The  sug- 
gestion made  by  the  circuit  Judge  that  the  par- 
ties could  not  have  contemplated  that  the  de- 
fendant should  work  the  quarry  from  year  to 
year,  taking  from  it  blocks  of  stone  of  any 
kind,  and  become  the  owners  of  such  blocks 
without  becoming  responsible  for  the  payment 
of  the  contract  price  therefor,  and  hence  that 
whatever  stone  was  quarried  and  ready  for 
shipment  may  be  considered,  under  this  con- 
tract, as  shipped,  and  consequently  that  if 
there  were,  as  estimated,  75,000  Belgian  blocks 
left  at  the  quarry,  the  defendant  was  liable  to 
pay  the  contract  price  for  the  same,  cannot  be 
approved.  In  the  first  place,  we  do  not  think 
that  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  defendant 
would  "become  the  owner  of  such  blocks;"  for 
if  the  defendant  has  abandoned  the  work,  as 
the  testimony  shows,  leaving  that,  or  any  other, 
number  of  Belgian  blocks  at  the  quarry,  we 
do  not  see  how  it  would  become  the  owner  of 
the  same.  On  the  contrary,  if  such  is  the  case, 
we  see  no  reason  why  the  plaintiffs  may  not 
resume  possession  of  the  quarry,  together  with 
all  the  stone  left  there  which  had  oeen  taken 
out  of  the  quarry  and  cut  into  Belgian  blocks, 
and,  if  so,  then  the  plaintiffs  have  been  bene- 
fited, rather  than  injured,  thereby.  But,  be 
all  this  as  it  may,  we  think  that,  the  parties 
having  clearly  expressed  in  writing  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  which  do  not  appear  to  us  to 
be  so  unreasonable  as  to  warrant  a  court  in 
changing  those  terms,  they  must  beheld  to  the 
plain  meaning  of  the  terms  they  have  used; 
and  hence  that  the  circuit  Judge  erred  in  in- 
structing the  Jury  that  whatever  stone  was 
quarried  and  ready  for  shipment  may  be  re- 
garded as  shipped,  under  the  terms  of  this  con- 
tract, and  that  defendant  was  liable  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  contract  price  of  the  same. 

It  seems  to  us,  also,  that  the  second  excep- 
tion is  well  founded.  Inasmuch  as  the  con- 
tract prescribed  one  price  for  dimension  stone 
and  another  and  much  lower  price  for  all 
other  stone,  it  was  of  course  very  material  to 
determine  what  was  meant  by  the  term  *  'di- 
mension stone,"  and  especially  whether  Bel- 
gian blocks  were  embraced  in  that  term. 
Now,  as  the  term  "dimension  stone"  was  a 
term  of  art,  it  was  competent,  under  the  well- 
settled  rule,  to  receive  evidence  of  experts  as 
to  the  technical  meaning  of  that  term.  1 
GreenL  Ev.  §  280;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Eocyclop. 
Law,  867,  868,  and  note*.  Accordingly  such 
evidence  was  received  in  this  case,  and  as  it 
was  conflicting,  a  question  of  fact  was  pre- 
sented as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "dimen- 
sion stone,"  and  especially  whether  it  included 
Belgian  blocks,  which  it  was  the  province  of 
the  jury  to  determine;  and  it  was  for  the  court 
to  instruct  them  as  to  the  proper  construction 
of  the  contract,  accordingly  as  they  found  one 
or  the  other  meaning  of  the  term  to  be  correct. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  true  rule  upon  this  sub- 
ject is  well  stated  by  Parke,  B.,  in  NeiUon  v. 
Harford,  8  Mees.  &  W.  806,  in  the  following 
language,  taken  from  one  of  the  notes  to  the 
passage  in  the  Encyclopedia  above  cited:  "The 
construction  of  all  written  instruments  belongs 
to  the  court  alone,  whose  duty  it  is  to  construe 


1891. 


Scott  ▼.  Eldbidge. 


87* 


all  such  instruments  as  so<  n  as  the  troe  mean- 
ing of  the  words  in  which  they  are  couched, 
and  the  surrounding  circumstances,  if  any, 
have  been  ascertained  as  facts  by  the  jury; 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  take  the  con- 
struction from  the  court  either  absolutely,  if 
there  be  no  words  to  be  construed  (or,  perhaps, 
it  would  be  better  to  say  interpreted)  as  words 
of  art  or  phrases  used  in  commerce,  and  no 
surrounding  circumstances  to  be  ascertained, 
or  conditionally,  when  those  words  or  circum- 
stances are  necessarily  referred  to  them." 
This  rule  was  illustrated  in  the  case  of  Hutch- 
inson v.  Bowker,  5  Mees.  &  W.  535,  where  an 
offer  had  been  made  by  letter  to  sell  a  certain 
quantity  of  ''good  barley,"  and  the  letter,  in 
reply,  after  stating  the  offer,  contained  the  fol- 
lowing: "Of  which  offer  we  accept,  expect- 
ing you  to  give  us  fine  barley  and  good 
weight."  And  it  was  held  that,  although  the 
jury  might  find  the  mercantile  meaning  of 
"good"  and  "fine,"  as  applied  to  barley,  yet 
they  could  not  go  further  and  find  that  the  par- 
ties did  not  understand  each  other.  The  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  a  sufficient  acceptance 
was  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the  court 
upon  a  proper  construction  of  the  letters, 
Parke,  B.t  saying:  "The  law  I  take  to  be 
this:  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  con- 
strue all  written  instruments.  If  there  are  pe- 
culiar expressions  used  in  them,  which  have, 
in  particular  places  or  trades,  a  known  mean- 
ing attached  to  them,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say 
what  is  the  meaning  of  such  expressions,  but 
for  the  court  to  decide  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  contract."  So.  as  was  said  by  Shaw,  Oh. 
J.,  in  Eaton  ▼.  Smith,  20  Pick.  150  (quoting 
again  from  the  Encyclopedia):  "When  a  new 
and  unusual  word  is  used  in  a  contract,  or 
when  a  word  is  used  in  a  technical  or  peculiar 
sense,  as  applicable  to  any  trade  or  branch  of 
business,  or  to  any  particular  class  of  people, 
it  is  proper  to  receive  evidence  of  usage  to  ex- 
plain and  illustrate  it,  and  that  evidence  is  to 
be  considered  by  the  jury:  and  the  province  of 
the  court  will  then  be  to  instruct  the  jury  what 
will  be  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  or  in- 
strument as  they  shall  find  the  meaning  of  the 
word  modified  and  explained  by  the  usage." 
It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  circuit  judge 
erred  when  he  instructed  the  jury  that  while 
a  Belgian  block  was  not  a  dimension  stone,  if 


that  word  is  to  be  interpreted  in  its  technical 
sense,  yet  the  question  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine in  this  case  was  whether  the  term  "di- 
mension stone"  was  used  in  this  contract  in  its 
ordinary  technical  sense,  or  in  some  other 
sense.  The  written  contract  showed  what 
terms  had  been  used  by  the  parties,  arid,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  one  of  those  terms — "di- 
mension stone" — was  a  term  of  art,  the  only 
question  for  the  jury  was,  What  was  the 
meaning  of  that  term  in  the  art  to  which  it 
applied?  and  not  whether  the  parties  used  that 
term  in  a  sense  different  from  that  which  it  or- 
dinarily bore.  This  would  be  allowing  a  party, 
by  parol  evidence,  to  prove  that  the  under- 
standing between  the  parties  was  different  from 
that  which  the  terms  they  have  used  ordina- 
rily and  properly  import,  which  is  not  permis- 
sible, as  it  would  be,  in  effect,  varying  the 
terms  of  a  written  contract  by  parol.  See  De 
Camps  v.  Carpin,  19  S.  C.  131. 

We  must  look  alone  to  the  written  contract 
for  the  words  used  by  the  parties,  and  where 
some  of  the  words  are  terms  of  art,  it  is  for 
the  jury  to  say,  from  the  testimony  adduced, 
what  is  the  proper  and  technical  signification 
of  such  terms,  and  there  the  province  of  the 
jury  terminates,  and  it  is  for  the  court  to  de- 
termine the  true  construction  of  the  contract, 
reading  the  terms  of  art  used  therein  in  the 
sense  as  thus  ascertained  by  the  jury.  But  the 
jury  are  not  at  liberty  to  say  that,  though  the 
words  used  by  the  parties  properly  mean  one 
thing,  yet  the  evidence  shows  that  the  parties 
intended  them  to  mean  something  else;  for 
that  would  permit  the  Jury  to  substitute  for 
the  words  actually  used  by  the  parties  other 
words  which  they  have  not  used.  In  this  case 
both  of  the  parties  who  were  active  in  making 
this  contract  were  quarry-men,  with  consider- 
able experience  in  the  business,  and,  when 
they  used  a  term  of  art,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  they  used  it  in  its  technical  sense,  and  as 
it  would  ordinarily  be  understood  by  quarry- 
men,  and,  in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the 
contract  itself  indicating  that  they  intended  to 
use  that  term  in  any  other  or  broader  sense, 
this  presumption  is  conclusive. 

The  Judgment  of  this  court  is  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  circuit  court  he  reversed,  and  the 
case  be  remanded  to  that  court  for  a  new  trial. 

McOowan,  </.,  concurs. 
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George  T.  SCOTT 

v. 

Benjamin  P.  ELDRIDGE  ct  al. 

(....Mass.....) 

1.  Conspiring  to  commit  svn  abortion 

is  not  a  felony  at  common  law. 

2.  An  arrest  for  a  past  misdemeanor 

Note.— Conspiracy. 

An  agreement  to  procure  an  abortion  is  not  a 
felony  at  common  law.    Com.  v.  Demain,  Bright 
441.    See  Reg.  v.Banks,  12  Cox,  C.C.  888.    See  note  to 
Tennessee  v.  Jackson  (Tenn.)  1 L.  R.  A.  870. 
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cannot  be  made  without  warrant  on  the  authori- 
ty of  a  letter  from  a  police  officer  of  another  State. 

(May  20,1891.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendants  to  rulings 
made  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  unlawful 
arrest  and  detention  of  plaintiff  by  defendants, 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor. 
Overruled. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Thomas  4.  Garean  and  Pat- 
rick M.  Keating,  for  defendants: 
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Conspiracy  to  commit  abortion  is  a 
in  this  State. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  207,  §9. 

If  (he  letter  from  the  Philadelphia  police  de- 
partment furnished  the  defendants,  who  are 
unfamiliar  with  legal  technicalities,  with  rea- 
sonable ground  to  believe  that  a  felony  had 
been  committed  by  the  prisoner  in  Pennsylva- 
nia, it  was  not  necessary  that  the  letter  should 
in  terms  technically  import  a  felony;  it  was 
sufficient  if  the  language  in  its  popular  sense 
would  import  such  an  offense. 

Com.  v.  Carey y  12  Gush.  240,  251. 

While  the  States  are  foreign  to  each  other 
for  certain  purposes,  in  respect  of  an  arrest 
and  detention  for  crimes  committed,  they  are 
to  each  other  as  the  counties  in  England,  and 
the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  concerning 
arrest  and  detention  should  govern. 

Com.  v.  Andrews,  2  Mass.  14,  19;  Com.  v. 
Uprichard,  8  Gray,  484,  488;  Com.  v.  Bolder, 
9  Gray,  7:  Gam.  v.  White,  128  Mass.  480,  485. 

In  England,  an  officer  has  a  right  to  arrest  a 
person  without  a  warrant  if  he  has  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  that  person  has  committed  a 
felony  either  in  the  county  in  which  he  is  ar- 
rested or  in  some  other. 

When  a  person  who  has  committed  an  of- 
fense in  one  State  has  been  found  in  another, 
it  has  been  the  frequent  practice,  on  receipt  of 
a  request  by  telegraph  or  otherwise  from  an 
officer  of  the  former  State,  to  arrest  the  offend- 
er without  a  warrant  and  detain  him  to  await 
the  arrival  of  a  requisition  and  an  agent  from 
the  State  where  the  offense  was  committed. 
This  can  be  lawfully  done. 

State  v.  Anderson,  1  Hill,L.  827:  Be  Henry, 
29  How.  Pr.  185. 

The  information  received  by  the  defendants 
led  them  to  believe  that  the  plaintiff  had  com- 
mitted a  felony  and  justified  the  arrest  without 
a  warrant  and  detention  for  a  reasonable  time 
for  the  purpose  of  having  him  answer  to  a 
complaint  for  the  offense. 

Rohan  v.  Sawin,  5  Cash.  281,  287. 

Whether  there  was  reasonable  cause  for  the 
belief  entertained  by  the  defendants  that  the 
plaintiff  had  committed  a  felony,  and  whether 
they  detained  him  an  unreasonable  time  with- 
out getting  a  warrant,  are  questions  of  fact 
which  the  court  should  have  submitted  to  the 
jury  under  proper  instruction  a. 

Rohan  v.  Sawin,  supra;  Haskins  v.  Hamil- 
ton Mut.  Ins.  Co.  5  Gray,  482,  488;  Douglass  Axe 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gardner,  10  Cush.  88-92;  Spoor  v. 
Spooner,  12  Met.  281,  284,  285;  Ellis  v.  Paige, 
1  Pick.  48,49. 

Messrs.  George  R.  Swaseyand  James 
H.  Flint,  for  plaintiff: 

If  the  arrest  could  have  been  legal  at  the 
outset,  it  became  illegal  by  defendants  detain- 
ing plaintiff  and  discharging  him  without  is- 
suing any  legal  process  against  him  ,and,  becom- 
ing illegal,  it  was  so  from  the  beginning. 

Russell  v.  Hanscomb,  15  Gray,  166;  Harris 
v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  db  T.  R.  Co.  85  Fed.  Rep. 
119,  120;  The  Six  Carpenters'  Case,  8  Goke,  290; 
Oxley  v.  Watte,  1  T.  R  12;  Melville  v.  Brown, 
15  Mass.  82. 

An  officer  to  justify  himself  must  make  a 
true  return  of  bis  doings. 

Munroe  v.   MerriU,  6  Gray,  286;  Brock  v. 
SUmson,  108  Mass.  520. 
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The  crime  mentioned  In  the  letter  is  not 
such  as  to  constitute  a  felony. 

Burrill,  Law  Diet  title  Conspiracy;  Bou- 
vier,  Law  Diet  title  Conspiracy;  Rapalje  & 
Lawrence.  Law  Diet  title  Conspiracy;  Com. 
y.Sffiedd,!  Cush.514:  Com. v. Smith ,11  Allen, 243. 

A  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason, 
felony  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  jus- 
tice and  be  found  in  another  State,  shall,  on 
demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State  from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  to  be 
removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of 
the  crime. 

U.  8.  Const,  art  4,  §2. 

No  case  can  arise  demanding  a  more  search- 
ing scrutiny  into  the  evidence  than  one  arising 
under  this  part  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

Ex  parte  Smith,  8  McLean,  186. 

To  justify  the  delivery  of  "  a  person  charged 
in  any  State  with  crime,  who  shall  flee  from 
justice  and  be  found  in  another  State,"  it  is 
necessary  to  have  proof  that  the  person  did 
in  fact  "flee  from  justice."  The  evidence 
that  the  person  has  fled  from  justice  must 
not  only  he  satisfactory  to  the  governor  but 
must  be  legally  sufficient  before  the  executive 
authority  can  be  exercised.  He  cannot  act 
upon  rumor,  nor  upon  the  mere  representation 
of  a  person,  nor  upon  the  demanding  govern- 
or's certificate.  It  should  be  sworn  evidence, 
such  as  will  authorize  a  warrant  of  arrest  in 
any  other  case. 

Be  Jackson,  2  Flipp.  188;  Roberts  v.  BeiUy, 
116  U.  S.  80,  29  L.  ed.  544. 

The  accused  may  "  insist  upon  proof  that  he 
was  within  the  demanding  State  at  the  time  he 
is  alleged  to  have  committed  the  crime 
charged,  and  subsequently  withdrew  from  her 
jurisdiction,  so  that  he  could  not  be  reached 
by  her  criminal  process." 

Ex  parte  Bmgel,  114  U.  8.  642,  29  L.  ed. 
250;  Ex  parte  Sheldon,  84  Ohio  St.  819. 

Every  definition  of  " fugitive  from  justice" 
includes  the  element  of  flight  in  order  to  es- 
cape punishment  or  detection. 

Bouvier,  Law  Diet,  title  Fugitive  from  Jus- 
tice; Burrill,  Law  Diet  title  Fugitive  from 
Justice;  Rapalje  &  Lawrence,  Law  Diet,  title 
Fugitive  from  Justice;  State  v.  Washbvrn,  48 
Mo.  240;  United  States  v.  V Brian,  8  Dill.  881; 
United  States  v.  White,  5  C ranch,  C.  C.  88; 
6  Pa.  Law  Jour.  p.  418;  Moore,  Extradition, 
§8  573,  589. 

Proof  of  flight  must  be  established  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt. 

Be  Clark,  9  Wend.  221. 

The  alleged  fugitive  must  have  been  charged 
with  the  crime  in  the  State  where  it  was  com- 
mitted. The  word  "charged"  contemplate* 
that  the  person  arrested  and  delivered  up  com- 
mitted the  offense  in  another  State,  and  is  in 
such  State  charged  either  by  indictment,  in- 
formation or  accusation  known  to  the  law  of 
such  State  before  some  court,  magistrate  or 
officer  thereof. 

Smith  v.  State,  21  Neb.  552;  State  v.  Huford, 
28  Iowa,  891. 

Even  if  a  warrant  had  been  issued,  that 
alone  would  be  insufficient 

Tullis  v.  Fleming,  69  Ind.  15;  People  v.  BradsL 
56  N.  Y.  182;  Ex  parte  Lorraine,  16  Ner.  (ft; 
BeHeyward,  1  Sandf.  701. 
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The  prosecution  must  have  been  Ant  begun 
In  the  State  where  the  offense  was  committed. 

Be  parte  White,  49  Cal.  438;  Ex  parte  Ou- 
fa-tA.Id.486. 

And  by  indictment,  affidavit  or  accusation. 

State  t.  Hufford,  supra;  Be  Deo  Woon,  18 
Fed.  Rep.  898;  Ex  parte  Morgan,  90  Fed.  Rep. 
298. 

The  affidavit  must  allege  that  the  crime  was 
committed  in  the  demanding;  State,  and  that 
the  accused  committed  it 

Ex  parte  Smith,  8  McLean,  191. 

The  executive  is  not  authorized  to  make  a 
demand  unless  the  party  was  charged  in  the 
regular  course  of  Judicial  proceedings. 

Kentucky  v.  Dennison,  65  U.  S.  94  How.  86, 
16  L.  ed.  717;  Malcolmxm  v.  Scott,  66  Mich. 
459. 

By  the  common  law  of  England  neither  a 
civil  officer  nor  a  private  citizen  had  the  right 
without  a  warrant  to  make  an  arrest  for  a 
crime  not  committed  in  his  presence,  except  in 
the  case  of  felony,  and  then  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  bringing  the  offender  before  a  civil 
magistrate. 

Kurtz  v.  Mofltt,  115  (7.  S.  487,  99  L.  ed.  458; 
Wright  v.  Court,  4  Barn.  &  C.  696;  1  Fale,  P. 
€.  587-590;  2  Hale,  P.  C.  76-81. 

An  officer  acting  on  irresponsible  inforor*- 
tion  acts  at  his  peril  and  is  no  better  off  than 
any  other  citizen. 

Malcohnson  v.  Scott,  eupra. 

No  one  has  authority  without  process  legally 
issued  in  this  State  to  arrest  a  person  charged 
with  crime  in  another  State,  and  fleeing  here 
for  refuge. 

State  v.  Shelton,  79  N.  G.  605;  MorreU  v. 
Quarlee,  85  Ala.  544. 

Where  preliminary  arrest  is  regulated  by 
statute,  the  law  must  be  observed. 

Moore,  Extradition,  §597. 
'    In  Massachusetts  there  is  a  statute  provision 
for  a  warrant. 

Pub.  Stat  218,  R7. 

Where  the  warrant  was  not  in  proper  form, 
the  arrest  was  illegal. 

Price  v.  Graham,  8  Jones,  L.  546;  Ex  parte 
Cubreth,  eupra;  Harrie  v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  & 
T.  B.  Co.  85  Fed.  Rep.  116. 

Magistrates  can  issue  warrants  and  order  the 
arrest  of  fugitives  before  demand,  and  the  im- 
plication at  least  is  that  such  arrests  cannot  be 
made  otherwise. 

Com.  v.  Deacon,  10  Serg.  &R.  185;  Ex 
parte  Bomanes,  1  Utah,  28;  State  v.  Bueine,  4 
Harr.  (Del.)  572. 

Treating  this  crime  as  a  felony,  which  it  is  not, 
failure  to  get  a  warrant,  or  take  the  prisoner 
before  a  magistrate  at  the  earliest  possible  mo- 
ment, rendered  the  party  making  the  arrest  a 
trespasser  ab  initio. 

Cochran  v.  Toher,  14  Minn.  885;  Hayes  v. 
Mitchell,  69 Ala.  452;  Ocean  S.  3.  Co.v.  Williams, 
69  Ga.  251;  Harris  v.  Atlanta,  62  Oa.  290;  Be 
Henry,  29  How.  Pr.  185;  Burke  v.  Bell.  86  Me. 
817;  Potter  v.  Swindle,  77  Ga.  419. 

Even  if  a  warrant  is  obtained,  if  the  wrong 
man  is  arrested,  the  arrest  is  illegal. 

Harris  v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  db  T.  B.  Co.  85 
Fed.  Rep.  116. 

Art.  4.  g  2,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  "does  not  contain  a  grant  of  power.  It 
confers  no  right;  it  is  the  regulation  of  a  pre- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


viously  existing  right.  It  makes  obligatory 
upon  every  member  of  the  confederacy  the 
performance  of  an  act  which  previously  was  of 
doubtful  obligation." 

Be  Fetter,  28  N.  J.  L.  811.  See  Com.  v. 
Track,  5  Met.  586;  Com.  v.  Halt,  9  Gray,  262; 
Hawtey  v.  Butler,  48  Barb.  101;  Ex  parte 
Oubreth.  49  Oal.  485;  Be  Zdand,  7  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  8.  *l. 

The  Constitution  and  statutes  of  the  United 
States  provide  only  for  the  surrender  of  fugi- 
tives when  a  demand  is  made,  and  there  is  no 
provision  or  occasion  for  arrest  until  such  de- 
mand is  made.  The  laws  are  incomplete,  and 
need  further  elaboration  and  explanation  for 

Eractical  purposes,  and  this  Is  accomplished 
y  local  legislation,  which  is  intended  solely  to 
further  and  interpret  the  United  States  stat- 
utes and  Constitution. 

Ex  parte  Ammons,  84  Ohio  St  518;  Brown's 
Case,  112  Mass.  409;  Ex  parte  Bosenblat,  61 
Cal.  285;  Be  Mohr.  78  Ala.  608. 

C.  Allen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  case  is  shortly  as  follows:  A  letter  came 
to  the  defendant  Eldridge,  who  was  the  chief 
of  the  department  of  inspectors  of  the  police 
of  Boston,  from  someone  who  purported  to  be 
the  chief  of  detectives  of  the  police  of  Philadel- 
phia, saving  that  a  colored  man  named  Robert 
Scott,  alias  George  R.  Scott,  who  was  described 
in  detail,  was  wanted,  and  asking  that  if  found 
he  should  be  arrested  and  charged  with  con- 
spiracy to  commit  an  abortion,  adding,  "I 
bold  our  coroner's  warrant/'  In  pursuance  of 
this  request,  the  defendants  Eldridge  and  Rob- 
inson, the  latter  being  an  inspector  under  El- 
dridge, arrested  the  plaintiff,  detained  him  for 
twenty-four  hours,  and  then  discharged  him 
from  custody  without  any  legal  complaint  hav- 
ing been  made  or  legal  process  issued.  The 
plaintiff  brought  this  action  for  the  arrest.  At 
the  trial,  the  defendants  contended  that  being 
a  party  to  a  conspiracy  to  commit  an  abortion 
was  a  felony  according  to  the  laws  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  put  in  evidence  Brightly  &  Pur- 
don's  Dig.  p.  481,  §§  156, 157;  and  they  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  Jury  that  if  the  de 
f  endants  bad  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that 
the  plaintiff  had  committed  a  felony  in  Penn- 
sylvania they  were  Justified  in  arresting  and 
detaining  him.  The  court  refused  to  give  this 
instruction  and  ruled  that  no  justification  was 
shown  for  the  arrest.  A  verdict  was  accord- 
ing] v  returned  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  statutes  of  Pennsylvania  which  were  put 
in  evidence  relate  to  the  offense  of  abortion, 
and  not  to  that  of  conspiracy.  No  statute  of 
Pennsylvania  relating  to  conspiracy  being 
shown,  we  must  go  to  the  common  law  to  as- 
certain if  such  a  conspiracy  is  a  felony;  and 
by  the  common  law  it  clearly  is  not.  Meg.  v. 
Button,  11  Q.  B.  929;  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend. 
229,  265;  2  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  §  240.  There 
was  therefore  nothing  to  show  that  the  defend 
ants  had  any  reason  to  think  that  the  plaiutiff 
had  committed  a  felony.  We  cannot  accept 
the  defendant's  suggestion  in  the  argument, 
that  the  latter  furnished  ground  to  believe  that 
the  plaintiff  bad  committed  an  abortion  in 
Pennsylvania,  which  is  a  felony  under  the 
Statutes  referred  to.    The  letter  is  plain  in  its 
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request  to  charge  bim  with  a  conspiracy,  which 
is  an  offense  of  a  less  grade  than  felony. 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  had  committed  the  of- 
fense of  conspiracy  in  Massachusetts,  the  de- 
fendants would  have  had  no  right  to  arrest  him 
without  a  warrant.  On  reasonable  suspicion 
of  felony  a  peace  officer  may  make  an  arrest 
without  a  warrant,  even  though  it  turns  out 
that  in  fact  no  felony  has  been  committed;  but 
he  may  not  without  a  warrant  make  an  arrest 
for  a  past  misdemeanor,  though  the  offense  has 
been  committed,  unless  he  is  specially  author- 
ized by  statute  to  do  so.  Com.  v.  Carey,  12 
Cush.  246,  252;  Com.  v.  McLaughlin,  12  Cush. 
615;  BoTian  v.  Sawin,  5  Cush.  281;  KurU  v. 
Jioffltt.  115  U.  8.  487,  4»9,  29  L.  ed.  458,  460; 
Samuel  v.  Payne,  1  Dougl.  859;  1  Lead.  Crim. 


Cas.  157,  and  Bennett's  note,  197  et  seq.  If  a 
peace  officer  would  have  had  no  right  to  arrest 
the  plaintiff  for  a  past  misdemeanor  committed 
in  Massachusetts,  certainly  be  could  have  no 
greater  right  in  respect  to  a  misdemeanor  com- 
mitted in  another  State.  So  that,  even  assum- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a  misde- 
meanor in  Pennsylvania  (which  was  not  shown),, 
his  arrest  without  a  warrant  was  illegal. 

This  view  of  the  case  being  decisive,  we  have- 
no  occasion  to  consider  whether  it  is  necessary 
in  case  of  a  felony  committed  in  another  State 
to  pursue  the  course  pointed  out  in  the  Statute 
(Pub.  Stat  chap.  207,  §  9),  or  the  other  objec- 
tions urged  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  validity 
of  bis  arrest. 

Exception*  overruled* 
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An  Innkeeper  is  not  liable  for  the  theft 
of  S>  valise  left  by  a  transient  guest  who  has 
paid  his  bill  and  gone  away,  although  it  was 
checked  for  him  by  a  porter,  where  the  latter  had 


no  authority  to  oheok  it  and  no  other  person  at 

the  hotel  had  any  notice  that  the  valise  was  left. 

(May  L  1891.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  City  Court  of  Birmingham,  in  favor  of 
defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  plaintiff's  valise 
from   the  check  room   of  defendants'  hotel. 


Nora— Responsibility  of  Innkeeper  at  bailee, 

Bailments  for  the  benefit  of  the  bailor,  deposition 
or  mandatunx,  are  founded  upon  express  contract, 
and  require  the  assent  of  the  bailee  to  make  him 
responsible.  In  such  case  the  bailee  is  required  to 
use  only  slight  care,  and  he  can  be  made  liable  only 
for  fraud  or  gross  negligence.  Heatberington  v. 
Bichter,  81 W.  Va.  858. 

To  charge  an  innkeeper  on  the  custom  or  oom- 
mon  law  of  the  realm  for  the  loss  of  goods,  (1)  the 
inn  ought  to  be  a  common  inn;  #)  the  party  ought 
to  be  a  traveler  or  passenger,  (8)  the  goods  must  be 
in  the  inn  (and  for  this  reason  the  innkeeper  is  not 
bound  to  answer  for  a  horse  put  out  to  pasture); 
(4)  there  must  be  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  inn- 
keeper  or  his  servants  in  the  safe  keeping  of  the 
guest's  goods;  (5)  the  loss  must  be  to  movables; 
and  therefore  if  the  guest  be  beaten  at  an  inn  the 
innkeeper  shall  not  answer  for  it.  Calye's  Case, 
8  Coke.  82  a;  Indermaur,  Epitome  Lead.  Com.  Law 
Cas.  11. 

To  make  one  liable  at  the  common  law  for  goods 
lost  at  hi3  inn,  it  must  appear  that  the  guest  visited 
the  inn  for  purposes  which  the  common  law  recog- 
nizes as  the  purposes  for  which  inns  are  kept.  Car- 
ter v.  Hobbs,  12  Mich.  52. 

A  sleeping-car  company,  so  far  as  it  renders  serv- 
ices similar  in  kind  to  an  Innkeeper,  is  subject  to 
the  same  liabilities.  Pullman  Palace  Oar  Co.  v. 
Lowe  (Neb.)  6  L.  R.  A.  808,  and  note. 

For  what  property  responsible. 

The  innkeeper  is  bound  for  the  safe  keeping  of 
the  beasts  of  the  guest,  and  his  goods;  that  is,  his 
luggage,  apparel,  money,  etc.;  and  if  any  of  them 
are  stolen  or  lost  while  the  relation  of  host  and 
guest  continues,  he  must' make  good  such  loss  or 
damage.    Russell  v.  Fagan  (Del.)  6  Cent.  Rep.  866. 

Goods  within  the  outbuildings,  and  cattle  within 
the  yards  belonging  to  the  inn,  which  are  the  prop- 
erty of  travelers  stopping  at  the  inn,  are  within  the 
protection  of  the  rule.  Clute  v.  Wiggins,  14  Johns. 
275;  Hilton  v.  Adams.  71  Me.  19. 
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LiabQtty  of  innkeeper  for  property  lost  or  stolen. 

His  responsibility  for  goods  and  moneys  of  his 
guest  extends  to  moneys  stolen  from  the  guest,  un- 
less stolen  by  his  servant  or  companion.  Shults  v. 
Wall,  8  L.  R.  A.  97,  and  note,  184  Pa.  282. 

He  is,  like  a  common  carrier,  an  insurer  of  the 
goods  of  bis  guests,  and  nothing  short  of  inevitable 
accident,  casualty  of  war  or  the  fault  of  the  guest 
himself,  can  excuse  him  for  their  loss.  Russell  v; 
Fagan,  supra. 

Where  a  porter  of  a  hotel  receives  from  a  travel* 
er  a  check  for  baggage,  the  hotel  proprietor  at  that 
instant  incurs  a  liability  for  the  safe  keeping  of 
such  baggage  and  the  limitation  of  the  authority 
of  the  porter,  unknown  to  the  guest,  forbidding 
him  to  receive  baggage,  is  immaterial.  Coskery  v. 
Nagle  (Ga.)  6  L.  R.  A.  488. 

The  failure  of  the  guest  to  Inform  the  porter  that 
the  baggage  contains  valuables  is  not  such  negli- 
gence as  will  prevent  his  recovery  against  the  pro* 
prletor  for  its  loss.    Ibid. 

Innkeepers;  responsibility  of;  liability  as  insurer; 
liability  as  bailee.  See  notes  to  Shultz  v.  Wall  (Pa.) 
8  L.  R.  A.  97;  Coskery  v.  Nagle  (Ga.)  6  L.  BL  A.  483? 
Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Lowe  (Neb.)  6  L.  R.  A. 
800. 

When  not  liable. 

An  innkeeper  as  such  is  not  liable  to  a  guest  for 
goods  stolen  from  the  latter  from  a  sea-bathing 
house  belonging  to  the  former.  Minor  v.  Staples, 
71  Me.  816. 

When  the  guest  pays  bis  bill  and  leaves  the  house- 
to  be  gone  a  considerable  time,  and  ceases  to  be  a 
guest  of  the  house,  if  money  was  left  with  the 
clerk  without  the  knowledge  of  the  proprietor,  by 
a  subsequent  arrangement  with  the  olerk,  the  pro- 
prietor would  not  be  liable.  Whitemore  v.  Harold- 
son,  2  Lea,  812. 

A  hotel  keeper  2s  not  liable  for  the  value  of  ef- 
fects retained  in  his  custody  during  the  absence  of 
a  traveler  who  has  taken  a  check  or  receipt  there- 
for,  if  they  are  lost  or  destroyed  by  inevitable  ao- 


Km?  also  16  L.  R.  A.  188;  35  L.  R.    A.  8r>0;  39  L.  11.  A.  700;  40  L.  R.  A.  491. 
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The  facte  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs,  Cavrmiehael  A  Thavch  for  appel- 
lant. 
Messrs.  White  A  Howse  for  appellees. 

Coleman,  Jm,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  material  facta,  briefly  stated,  are  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  Defendants  were  pro- 
prietors of  the  Florence  Hotel  The  plaintiff 
tad  been  in  the  habit  of  stopping  at  the  Flor- 
ence Hotel  as  a  guest  for  two  or  three  days 
each  week,  for  about  a  year,  but  under  no  con- 
tinuous special  contract  On  the  morning  of 
the  23d  of  November,  1888,  being  in  his  room, 
the  plaintiff  rang  the  bell  for  a  servant,  and 
he  banded  his  valise,  in  which  was  wearing 
apparel,  etc.,  to  the  porter  who  responded  to 
the  bell  call,  with  directions  to  take  it  down 
and  check  it,  and  leave  the  check  for  him  at 
the  clerk's  office;  that  he  soon  after  went  down, 
found  a  check  on  the  register,  which  the  porter, 
who  had  taken  his  valise  down,  informed  him 
was  his  check;  that  he  settled  his  hotel  bill 
with  the  clerk,  surrendered  his  room,  and  left, 
without  any  contract  that  he  would  return; 
that  two  or  three  days  afterwards  he  returned 
to  the  hotel,  presented  his  check  (No.  35)  and 
called  for  bis  valise.  The  check-room  was  ex- 
amined, but  the  valise  could  not  be  found. 
The  number  corresponding  to  86  was  in  the 
check-room  on  a  hook.  The  check-room  was 
Just  opposite  the  office  of  the  clerk,  and  was 


without  a  door,  and  was  used  only  for  storing 
and  checking  the  baggage  of  guests.  The  evi- 
dence showed  that  plaintiff  did  not  notify  the 
clerk  or  anyone  connected  with  the  hotel,  ex- 
cept the  porter  to  whom  he  gave  the  valise, 
that  his  baggage  was  to  be  placed  in  the  check- 
room, and  the  clerk  who  was  on  duty  testified 
that  he  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  that  plain- 
tiff's valise  had  been  placed  in  the  check-room. 
It  was  further  in  evidence  that  the  servants 
and  porters  in  the  hotel  had  instructions  neither 
to  check  nor  deliver  baggage  without  notice 
and  permission  of  the  clerk  of  the  hotel  who 
might  be  on  duty.  There  was  no  other  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  valise  was  ever 
placed  in  the  check-room,  or  when  it  was  taken 
or  stolen,  or  by  whom.  Plaintiff  did  not  pay 
or  agree  to  pay  anything  for  keeping  his  bag* 
gage.  The  common-law  liability  of  innkeepers, 
except  so  far  as  modified  by  statute,  is  recog- 
nized and  applied  in  this  State.  Rates  of 
charges,  and  reasonable  limitations  upon  their 
liability,  may  be  fixed  by  special  contract  A 
guest  may  also  be  guilty  of  such  proximate 
contributory  negligence  as  to  exonerate  inn- 
keepers from  responsibility.  Lanier  v.  Young- 
blood,  78  Ala.  592:  Story,  Bailm.  §§  483,  484; 
Story,  Cont  §§  744-749. 

The  strict  common-law  liability  of  innkeep- 
ers is  for  the  protection  of  the  goods  of  their 
guests,  and  while  the  relation  of  innkeeper 
and  guest  exist.  The  words  of  the  common 
law  were,  eorum  bona  et  eataUa  infra  hospiiia. 


cident   McElwaine  v.  Balmoral  Hotel  Co.  Mon- 
treal L.  Rep.  7  Super.  Ct  188. 

Relation  of  guest  and  host  must  exist. 

The  relation  of  Innkeeper  and  guest  exists  If  one 
takes  bis  meals  at  the  inn  but  does  not  reside  there, 
even  though  he  lives  within  the  same  town.  Wall- 
ing v.  Potter,  86  Oonn.  188. 

Whether  the  plaintiff  sustained  tbe  relation  of 
guest  or  boarder  In  the  defendant's  inn  at  tbe  time 
of  the  loss  of  the  articles  sued  for,  is  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  decided  upon  all  the  evidence.  Hall  v. 
Pike,  100  Mass.  486;  Houser  v.  Tully,  62  Pa.  92.  And 
see  MoDonald  v.  Bdgerton,  6  Barb.  600. 

Where  a  man  arrived  at  Toronto  from  Ireland, 
and  drove  from  the  railway  station  to  defendant's 
hotel,  having  a  portmanteau  with  him,  took  a  room, 
saying  he  only  wanted  it  to  change  his  dress  and 
go  to  friends;  and  after  having  occupied  it  for  an 
hour  went  to  his  friends,  with  whom  he  remained, 
he  was  not  a  guest  Lynar  v.  Mossop,  88  17.  a  Q. 
B.230. 

One  having  no  Axed  residence,  who  arranges  for 
a  prolonged  stay  at  a  hotel  at  reduced  rates  pay- 
able by  the  month  with  the  idea  of  determining  if 
his  wife's  health  will  be  benefited,  and  does  not 
place  his  valuables  with  the  innkeeper,  is  a  boarder, 
and  not  a  guest  Moore  v.  Long  Beach  Develop- 
ment Go.  (OaL)  Jan.  18, 188L 

Quest*  who  is. 

Everyone  who  is  received  into  an  inn.  and  has 
entertainment  there,  for  which  the  innkeeper  has 
compensation  or  reward,  is  a  guest;  but  this  in- 
cludes only  wayfarers  or  travelers.  Russell  v. 
Pagan  (DeL>  6  Cent  Bep.  886.  8ee  note  to  Pullman 
Palace  Oar  Go.  v.  Lowe  (Neb.)  6  L.  R.  A.  800. 

▲  traveler  who  seeks  and  obtains  stabling  and 
provender  for  bis  beast  for  reward,  although  be 
himself  lodges  and  boards  elsewhere,  is  a  guest  in 
the  legal  sense,  and  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
his  beast  Russell  v.  lagan,  supra. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


If  one  oomes  to  an  inn  and  leaves  his  goods  and 
horse,  and  goes  into  the  town  and  afterwards  re- 
turns, and  in  tbe  meantime  his  goods  are  stolen,  he 
may  recover  as  a  guest  for  the  loss  of  his  proper- 
ty.   Geiley  v.  Glerk,  Gro.  Jac,  188. 

The  absence  of  a  few  hours  is  not  material,  but 
when  he  "goeth  from  hence  for  two  or  three  days, 
although  be  salth  be  will  return,*'  he  is  not  a  guest. 
Dr.  Sands'  Oase,  1  Balk.  146;  Grtnnell  v.  Cook,  8 
Hill,  486. 

This  rule  obtains  where  the  property  left  at  the 
inn  was  luggage,  but  it  is  otherwise  where  he  left 
a  horse  from  which  the  host  derives  an  advantage. 
Wharton,  Innkeepers,  78. 

Not  liable  at  a  mere  depositary. 

An  Innkeeper  is  not  bound  to  receive  the  goods 
of  a  person  who  desires  the  use  of  the  inn  only  as 
a  plaoe  of  deposit  Bennet  v.  Mellor,  5T.fi,  274; 
Mateer  v.  Brown,  1  Gal.  SQ. 

Where  his  purpose  is  simply  to  deposit  his  money 
for  safe  keeping  he  is  not  a  guest  and  cannot  hold 
the  proprietor  liable.  Arcade  Hotel  Go.  v.  Wiatt 
8  West  Rep.  888,  44  Ohio  8t  82;  Garter  v.  Hobbs,  18 
Mioh.  62. 

An  Innkeeper  is  not  liable,  as  suoh,  for  the  loss  of 
money  deposited  with  him  for  safe  keeping  by  a 
person  who  is  not  a  guest  of  the  inn  at  the  time 
such  deposit  is  made,  nor  at  the  time  the  loss  oc- 
curs.  Ibid. 

The  clerk  of  an  innkeeper  has  no  authority  to 
bind  the  latter,  either  as  innkeeper  or  special 
bailee,  for  the  loss  of  money  deposited  for  safe 
keeping  with  such  clerk  by  a  person  who  is  not  a 
guest  of  the  inn  at  the  time  of  such  deposit  Ar- 
cade Hotel  Go.  v.  Wiatt  supra. 

To  entitle  a  person  visiting  an  inn  to  be  treated 
as  a  guest  and  to  hold  the  innkeeper  responsible 
for  money  deposited  for  safe  keeping,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  suoh  visit  was  for  tbe  purposes  which  the 
common  law  recognizes  as  the  purposes  for  which 
Inns  are  kept   Ibid.    See  Carter  v.  Hobbs,  supra. 
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Calve3*  Gene,  8  Coke,  82a;  Wilkin*  ▼.  Barte,  44 
N.  Y.  172. 

The  evidence  in  the  present  cane  shows  that 
on  each  several  visit  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
hotel,  be  was  a  guest,  and  was  entitled  to  all 
the  protection  of  the  common  law.  It  is  equal- 
ly clear  that  this  relation  terminated  after  each 
stoppage.  He  was  charged  and  paid  the  usual 
day  rates  without  reduction,  and  no  agreement 
was  made  as  to  future  visits.  When  the  plain- 
tiff paid  his  bill  and  left,  the  relation  of  inn- 
keeper  and  guest  ceased  to  exist.  O'Brien  v. 
VatU,  22  Fla.  027.  If,  when  he  paid  his  bill, 
be  had  called  for  his  valise,  and  it  then  had 
been  stolen  or  lost,  there  could  be  no  doubt  of 
the  liability  of  the  defendant,  or  if  be  had  re- 
quested the  defendant  or  his  authorized  clerk 
to  take  charge  of  his  baggage  until  his  return, 
agreeing  to  return  within  a  short  time,  and  the 
defendant  or  clerk  had  consented  to  do  so,  a 
liability  would  have  been  assumed  by  such 
agreement.  Story,  Bailm.  §  477,  and  note.  Or 
if  the  plaintiff  had  not  paid  bis  bill,  and  the 
defendant  had  undertaken  to  retain  the  bag- 
gage to  secure  the  plaintiff's  debt  to  him,  the 
defendant  would  be  liable.  Haas  v.  Taylor, 
80  Ala.  465.  And  there  may  be  cases,  accord- 
ing to  the  particular  circumstances,  where  an 
innkeeper  may  be  liable  for  the  goods  of  a 
guest,  for  a  reasonable  time,  after  the  depar- 
ture of  the  guest  from  the  inn.  Adams  v. 
Clem,  41  Ga.  65.  See  criticism  on  this  case  in 
22  Fla.  627,  supra. 

If  a  traveler,  intending  to  become  a  guest  at 
an  hotel,  meets  a  porter  of  the  hotel  at  the  de- 
pot or  other  usual  stopping  places  for  travelers, 
and  intrusts  his  baggage  with  the  porter,  sent 
out  for  the  purpose  of  soliciting  patronage  and 


caring  for  the  baggage  of  such  guests,  the  re 
lation  of  innkeeper  and  guest  for  the  protection 
of  the  baggage  is  thereby  created;  or  if  a  guest, 
intending  to  leave  the  hotel,  intrusts  his  bag- 
gaffe  to  a  porter  of  the  hotel  whose  duty  it  is  to 
deliver  the  baggage  at  the  depot,  the  relation 
is  continued  until  the  delivery  at  the  designated 
place.  But  these  principles  of  law  afford  no 
protection  to  one  who  intrusts  his  baggage  to 
a  mere  servant  of  the  hotel  not  authorized  to 
receive  baggage,  with  directions  to  him  to  check 
it  for  safe-keeping  until  he  returns,  then  pays 
his  bill  to  the  clerk,  and  terminates  his  relation 
as  guest,  and  gives  no  notice  to  the  innkeeper 
or  clerk  that  be  expects  to  return,  and  that  he 
has  left  his  baggage  to  be  taken  care  of  until 
his  return.  "When  a  person  came  to  an  inn 
with  a  hamper  of  bats,  and  went  away,  and 
left  them*  there  for  two  days,  and  in  his  absence 
they  were  stolen,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
to  be  deemed  a  guest,  and  that  the  innkeeper 
was  not  liable  for  the  loss  thereof."  Story, 
Bailm.  g  477. 

It  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  bailor  to  force  up- 
on another  the  custody  of  his  goods.  It  must 
be  a  duty  voluntarily  assumed  or  one  imposed 
by  law.  A  deposit  received  by  a  servant  not 
in  the  line  of  his  duty,  and  without  the  ex- 
pressed or  implied  consent  of  his  principal, 
and  against  postive  instructions,  cannot  im- 
pose a  liability  upon  the  principal.  In  such 
case  the  deposit  is  a  mere  personal  trust  in  the 
servant  There  is  nothing  in  the  objection 
that  the  court  permitted  the  defendant  to  as- 
sign other  grounds  of  demurrer  at  the  trial, 
which  had  not  been  previously  assigned. 

Affirmed. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  RITCHIE,  Appt.t 

J.  W.  GRIFFITHS  et  ai. 

(....Wash ) 

1.   Mere  delivery  of*  deed  to*  record- 
ing ofHiMM*  for  record  will  not,  unless  the  stat- 


ute so  provides,  render  it  constructive  notfoe  to 
subsequent  bona  fide  purchasers.  The  responsi- 
bility of  seeing:  that  the  deed  is  actually  recorded 
rests  upon  the  grantee,  and  he  is  not  relieved 
therefrom  by  receiving-  from  the  recorder  a  cer- 
tificate stating  that  the  record  has  been  properly 
made. 

8.   A  recording  officer  woo  receive*  a 


Nora.— Recording  Acts;  when  instrument  regarded 

as  recorded:  who  suffers  by  failure  of  clerk  to 

make  record  or  by  mistake  in  recording. 

Each  State  appears  to  have  Its  own  rule  on  this 
subject,  owing  partly,  perhaps,  to  the  different 
language  of  the  Recording  Acta.  But  there  is  not 
difference  enough  In  the  language  of  the  Acts  to 
account  for  all  the  wide  difference  in  the  decisions. 
There  is  no  rule  or  theory  by  which  the  decisions 
can  be  harmonized,  and  there  is  no  rule  which  can 
be  drawn  wholly  from  the  decisions,  which  can  be 
taken  as  a  basis  for  future  decisions,  and  which 
will  cover  all  phases  of  the  subject.  There  is  muoh 
to  be  said  on  both  sides,  and  the  courts  appear  to 
decide  as  the  one  viow  or  the  other  is  more  promi- 
nently before  them  when  first  dealing  with  the 
question.  As  illustrating  the  difficulty  of  the  ques- 
tion it  may  be  said  that  in  very  few  of  the  leading 
cases  were  the  members  of  the  court  unanimous  in 
opinion,  many  strong  dissenting  opinions  appear- 
ing in  the  books.  Under  these  circumstances  it 
would  seem  that  more  value  could  be  derived 
12  L.  R.  A. 


from  seeing  the  exact  deolsion  of  the  respective 
courts,  together  with  the  particular  clauses  of  the 
respective  Statutes  on  which  they  are  baaed,  than 
could  be  derived  from  any  attempt  to  formulate 
rules  which  must  necessarily  be  followed  many 
times  by  contra. 

A  statute  making  a  conveyance  Operative  as  a 
record"  from  the  day  of  its  delivery  to  the  record- 
ing officer  protects  the  title  of  the  holder  of  a  mort- 
gage whioh  has  been  so  delivered  although  the  mort- 
gage Is  copied  upon  the  record  as  a  security  for  a 
smaller  amount  than  it  was  given  to  secure.  Minis 
v.  Mime,  85  Ala.  28. 

Suob  delivery  places  the  legal  and  equitable 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  precisely  on  the  same  basis 
as  if  his  mortgage  were  fully  and  accurately  re- 
corded without  even  a  mistake.  Fouche  v.  Swain, 
80  Ala.  153.  See  also  M'Gregor  v.  Hah,  8  Stew.  A  P. 
897;  Dubose  v.  Young,  10  Ala,  868;  Turner  v.  McFee, 
61  Ala.  468;  Heflln  v.  Slay,  78  Ala.  180;  Leslie  v.  Hin- 
son,  83  Ala.  268. 

Under  a  statute  making  a  mortgage  a  lien  from 
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deed  for  record  from  the  grantee  mentioned 
therein  is,  as  to  the  recording  of  such  deed,  to  be 
considered  the  agent,  not  of  subsequent  bona 
fide  purchasers,  but  of  suoh  grantee,  within  the 
rule  that  when  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must 
suffer,  the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  one  under 
whose  oontrol  it  happened,  and  who  had  It  in  his 
power  to  avert  it. 

3*  The  reeort  of*  deed  Is  not  complete 
under  Bess.  Laws  1869,  pp.  813,  814, 816,  IS  18,  19, 
24,  so  as  to  constitute  constructive  notice  of  its 
existence,  until  it  has  been  filed,  recorded  and 
entered  in  the  Index  book  as  prescribed  by  those 
sections. 

-4.  When*  recording  officer  le  given  a 
certain  time  in  which  to  record  deeds 
filed  for  record*  a  provision  in  a  statute  re- 
quiring deeds  to  be  recorded,  that  they  shall  be 
valid,  as  against  bona  fide  purchasers,  from  the 
date  of  their  films'  or  recording  in  the  recorder's 
office,  and,  when  so  filed  or  recorded,  shall  be 
notice  to  all  the  world,  makes  the  filing  notice 
only  during  the  time  allowed  the  recorder  to  make 
the  record. 

(December  19, 189a) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Clallam  Comity  in 
-favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  a  certain  piece  of  real 
.estate.    Beverted. 

Both  parties  traced  their  title  to  one  Nor- 
man R.  Smith.  Smith  gave  a  deed  to  a  tract 
including  the  land  in  controversy  to  one  Nellie 
Meagher,  September  80,  1881.  Plaintiffs 
-claimed  to  have  derived  this  title  through 
-several  mesne  conveyances. 


Defendant  claimed  under  a  deed  given  by 
Smith  to  one  E.  B.  Mastick,  July  16, 1886,  and 
in  his  answer  set  up  that  at  the  aate  of  his  pur- 
chase the  deed  from  Smith  to  Meagher  was  not 
indexed  in  the  index  to  deeds  in  the  proper 
recorder's  office,  that  he  had  no  notice  that 
such  deed  had  been  made  or  filed  and  that  he 
paid  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  property. 

Messrs.  William  S.  Bush  and  George  F« 
Noyes,  for  appellant: 

The  court  below  erred  in  holding  that  the 
index  was  no  part  of  the  records  of  the  audit- 
or's office,  and  that  a  deed  spread  upon  the  rec- 
ords, but  not  indexed,  was  legal  notice  to  all 
persons. 

Barney  ▼.  McCarty,  15  Iowa,  516;  Barney  y. 
Little,  Id.  581;  SeoUt  v.  Wiltey.  11  Iowa,  266; 
Bottwiek  v.  Powert,  12  Iowa,  457;  WhaUey  v. 
Small,  25  Iowa,  188,  189;  New  York  L.  Int. 
Co.  v.  White,  17  N.  Y.  478:  Sneer  v.  Evan;  47 
Pa.  141;  Wood  v.  Chapin,  18  N.  T.  518;  Hoyt 
v.  Schuyler,  19  Neb.  652. 

The  mere  delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  auditor 
is  not  the  "filing"  contemplated  by  the  law. 

Tiedeman,  Heal  Prop.  ed.  1887,  g  289;  Ru- 
thin v.  Shield*,  11  Ga.  686:  Be  Wilt  v.  Moid- 
ton,  17  Me.  418;  Frost  v.  Beekman,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  288,  1  L.  ed.  148,  18  Johns.  544;  Peck  v. 
MaUamt,  10  N.  Y.  509;  Johns  v.  Scott,  5  Md 
82;  Taylor  v.  Hotehkitt,  2  La.  Ann.  917;  Par- 
ret  ▼.  Shaubhut,  5  Minn.  828;  Terrell  v.  An- 
drew County,  44  Mo.  809;  Farmers  db  M. 
Bank  v.  Bronton,  14  Mich.  869;  WhiUaore  v. 
Fuller,  5  Minn.  508;  Meighen  v.  Strong,  6 
Minn.  177;  Bote  v.  Worthinaton,  11  Minn.  488; 
New  York  Ufe  Int.  Co.  ▼.  White,  17  N.  Y. 


-the  time  it  is  filed  in  the  recorder's  office  for  record, 
which  filing  shall  be  notice  to  all  persons,  the  mort- 
gagee's rights  are  perfected  by  filing  his  mortgage, 
«nd  he  wiU  not  suffer  loss  by  the  clerk's  neglect  to 
record  it,  although  it  is  subsequently  withdrawn 
from  the  office  unrecorded.  Oats  v.  Walla,  28  Ark. 
-244.    See  also  Case  v.  Hargadine.  43  Ark.  144. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  every  conveyance 
properly  recorded  shall  from  the- time  of  filing  the 
same  for  record  impart  notice  to  all  persons  of  the 
•contents  thereof,  constructive  notice  is  given  only 
of  the  facts  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  record, 
.and  one  will  not  be  charged  with  notice  of  por- 
tions of  a  deed  which  through  mistake  are  not  en- 
tered In  the  record.   Chamberlain  v.  Bell,  7  CaL  284. 

So  one  leaving  notice  of  the  location  of  a  mining 
•claim  for  record  is  not  bound  by  mistakes  of  the 
recorder  in  copying  the  notice  into  the  record  book. 
Myers  v.  Spooner,  65  Oal.  282. 

And  such  is  the  rule  in  Colorado.  Weese  v.  Bar- 
ker, 7  Colo.  181. 

One  who  carries  a  deed  to  the  town  clerk  to  be 
registered  is  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  negligence 
of  the  clerk  in  permitting  the  deed  to  lie  in  his 
•office  unrecorded.  Franklin  v.  Cannon,  1  Root,  500; 
Judd  v.  Woodruff,  2  Boot,  206. 

Under  a  statute  that  no  deed  shall  be  good  against 
any  person  but  the  grantor  unless  it  be  recorded  at 
length  in  the  records  of  the  town  where  the  lands 
lie,  and  that  the  register  shall,  on  receipt  of  a  deed 
brought  to  him  for  record,  note  thereon  tbe  date  of 
euch  receipt,  and  the  record  shall  bear  the  same 
•date,  a  deed  delivered  for  registry  secures  title  to 
the  grantee  from  the  day  it  was  so  received,  with- 
out reference  to  the  time  when  it  was  In  fact  re~ 
•corded  (McDonald  v.  Leach,  Kir  by,  72),  and  it  is  im- 
material -that  the  deed  Is  surreptitiously  withdrawn 
"by  a  third  person  from  tbe  recorder's  office  before 
dt  is  recorded.  Hlne  v.  Bobbins,  8  Conn.  347. 
12  L.  R  A. 


When  a  deed  is  lodged  for  reoord  with  the  town 
clerk  it  is  constructive  notice  to  all  the  world. 
Booth  v.  Barnum,  9  Conn.  280. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  upon  failure  to 
reoord  a  mortgage  within  three  months  from  its 
date  all  Judgments  obtained  before  its  foreclosure 
and  subsequent  duly  recorded  mortgages  shall  take 
precedence  over  it,  a  mortgage  filed  for  record  and 
recorded  all  except  the  name  of  the  mortgagor, 
which  is  omitted  by  mistake  of  the  recording  offi- 
cer, will  be  postponed  to  such  Judgments  at  least 
as  are  entered  before  the  signature  is  added.  Shep* 
herd  v.  Burkhalter,  18  Ga.  447.  8ee  also  Burke  v. 
Anderson,  40  Ga.  640. 

It  is  immaterial  that  the  recording  offloer  is  so 
pressed  with  work  that  it  is  impossible  for  him  to 
record  the  instrument  within  the  proper  time.  If 
not  recorded  the  Instrument  will  be  postponed. 
Benson  v.  Green,  80  Ga.  280. 

Under  statutes  giving  title  papers  effect  from  the 
time  they  are  filed  for  reoord,  and  requiring  the 
recorder  to  keep  a  book  for  indexing  all  papers 
brought  into  his  offloe  for  record,  the  failure  of  the 
recording  offloer  to  keep  the  index  will  not  preju- 
dice the  title  of  one  leaving  his  deed  for  reoord. 
Cook  v.Hall,  em. 579. 

Nor  will  a  mistake  In  making  the  record  preju- 
dice the  grantee.  He  is  protected  when  he  has  left 
bis  deed  for  record.    Merrick  v.  Wallace,  19  UL  496. 

When  a  mortgage  Is  filed  for  reoord  it  in  contem- 
plation of  law  is  recorded  and  becomes  notice  to  all 
the  world.  But  if  It  Is  subsequently  withdrawn 
from  the  files  by  the  mortgagee  before  being  re- 
corded It  is  ineffectual  as  notice  until  reinstated. 
Riser  v.  Heuston,  38  111.  252;  Worcester  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Cheeney,  87  111.  602. 

Under  statutes  providing  that  title  papers  not 
recorded  within  forty-five  days  from  their  exe- 
cution shall  be  void  as  against  subsequent  bona 
25 
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475;  Sinclair  ▼.  Slawson,  44  Mich.  128;  2 
Pom.  Eg.  Jur.  §§  858,  854.  See  also  Hay  v. 
Hill,  24  Wis.  288;  Lombard  v.  OuZbertson,  59 
"Wis.  436;  Oconto  County  v.  Jerrard,  48  Wis. 
817;  St.  Croix  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ritchie, 
73  Wis.  409;  Bdwardt  v.  McKernan,  55  Mich. 
527. 

Messrs.  E.  C.  Johnson  and  Ralph  E. 
Moody,  for  appellees: 

The  index  is  no  part  of  the  record. 

Musgrovey.  Bonser,  5  Or.  818;  Bishop  v. 
Schneider,  46  Mo.  472;  Chatham  v.  Bradford, 
50  Qa.  327;  CurtU  v.  Lyman,  24  Vt.  888;  1  Dev- 
lin, Deeds,  §§  695,  697. 

A  grantee  who  deposits  his  deed  for  record 
in  the  auditor's  office,  which  is  received  bj  that 
officer,  discharges  his  duty  of  notice  to  the  pub- 
lic, and  his  title  cannot  be  prejudiced  through 
the  fault  alone  of  the  auditor.  A  paper  is  filed 
when  it  is  delivered  to  the  proper  officer,  and 
by  him  received  to  be  kept  on  file  or  recorded. 

Reed  v.  Acton,  120  Mass.  130;  Oats  v.  Walls, 
28  Ark.  244;  Cook  v.  Hall,  6  HI.  575;  Dodge  v. 
Potter,  18  Barb.  198;  7  Am.  &Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  p.  960. 

When  a  party  places  bis  title  papers  in  the 
proper  custody  and  for  the  proper  purpose  to 
charge  others  with  notice  he  has  discharged 
his  whole  duty  in  the  matter.  The  law  does 
not  impose  upon  him  the  task  of  following  of- 
ficers to  see  that  they  discbarge  their  official 
duties. 

LyUe  v.  Arkansas,  50  U.  8.  9  How.  888,  18 
L.  ed.  160;  Merrick  v.  Wallace,  19  HI.  486; 
Mangold  v.  Barlow,  61  Miss.  598;  Lee  v.  Ber- 
tningham,  80  Kan.  312;  Bedford  ▼.  Tupper,  80 


Hun,  174;  Stringer  v.  Young,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet 
820,  7  L.  ed.  693;  Beterley  v.  Ellis,  1  Rand. 
106;  Wood9 s  App.  82  Pa.  116;  Flowers  v.  Wilkes, 
1  Swan,  408;  Oats  v.  Walls,  28  Ark.  244; 
Throckmorton  v.  Price,  28  Tex.  605;  Nichols  v. 
Reynolds,  1  R.  I.  30;  Jberris  v.  Smith,  24  Vt 
27;  Gaskill  v.  Badge,  3  Lea,  144;  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky v.  Hoggin,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  806;  Polk  ▼. 
Cosgrove,  4  Bias.  437;  1  Devlin,  Deeds,  §  686. 

Per  Curiam: 

The  first  question  to  be  decided  in  the  con- 
sideration oftbis  case  is,  Does  a  grantee,  who 
deposits  bis  deed  for  record  in  the  auditor's  of- 
fice, where  it  is  received  by  that  officer,  dis- 
charge his  duty  of  notice  to  the  public,  so  that 
bis  title  cannot  be  prejudiced  through  the  fault 
or  negligence  of  the  auditor  in  not  recording- 
said  deed,  in  accordance  with  the  requirement* 
of  the  Registry  Laws?  If  it  is  concluded  that 
he  does  so  discharge  his  duty,  and  that  con- 
structive notice  is  thus  given,  it  will  be  conclu- 
sive of  this  case;  and  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  enter  into  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
the  index  is  an  essential  part  of  tbe  record.  It 
will  be  seen  that  important  questions  arise  here 
affecting  valuable  rights,  and  that,  whichever 
way  they  are  decided,  a  hardship  will  be  im- 
posed upon  an  innocent  party.  In  one  instance 
the  first  grantee  relies  on  the  officer,  who  is  a. 
creature  of  the  law,  to  do  his  duty;  and  in  the 
other,  the  purchaser,  reposing  faith  and  con- 
fidence in  the  correctness  of  tbe  record,  act* 
upon  it.  Shall  tbe  deed  prevail,  or  the  record 
of  it?  On  the  first  question  there  is  a  some- 
what perplexing  conflict  of  authority;  some 


fide  purchasers,  and  that  the  recorder  shall  keep  a 
book  in  whloh  be  shall  Index  all  instruments  left 
for  record,  every  deed  being  deemed  recorded  from 
the  time  so  indexed,  the  entry  in  the  Index  book 
will  not  be  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  deed  after 
It  is  spread  upon  the  records,  and  the  grantee  will 
be  bound  by  a  mistake  of  the  recorder  in  recording 
the  instrument.  Gllohrlst  v.  Gough,  68  Ind.  688. 
See  also  State  v.  Davis,  96  Ind.  643;  8mith  v.  Lowry, 
1*  West.  Rep.  621, 118  Ind.  44. 

An  Act  providing  that  an  instrument  shall  from 
the  time  of  filing  tbe  same  for  record  impart  notice 
to  all  persons  of  its  contents  will  not  make  such 
filing  notice  after  tbe  instrument  is  recorded,  at 
least  if  it  is  then  withdrawn  from  the  files,  and  a 
subsequent  purchaser  has  a  right  to  rely  on  the 
record  even  though  it  contains  mistakes  of  the 
clerk.   Miller  v.  Bradford,  12  Iowa,  19. 

A  mortgagee  must  see  that  his  mortgage  is  prop- 
erly recorded.  Barney  v.  McCarty,  16  Iowa,  616. 
See  also  Miller  v.  Ware,  81  Iowa,  624. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  when  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  every  title  paper 
shall  from  the  time  of  filing  the  same  for  record 
impart  notice  to  all  persons  of  the  contents  thereof, 
the  grantee  has  done  bis  whole  duty  when  he  leaves 
his  deed  and  has  the  same  Indorsed  for  record,  and 
he  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  the  recorder's  delay 
iu  actually  spreading  the  deed  upon  the  records. 
Poplin  v.  Mundell,  27  Kan.  169;  Lee  v.  Bermingfaam, 
80  Kan.  816. 

Under  a  statute  making  a  deed  good  against  pur- 
chasers or  oreditors  4*when  lodged  with  the  clerk  to 
be  recorded**  the  grantee's  title  cannot  be  preju- 
diced by  the  clerk's  permitting  the  deed  to  be  taken 
from  his  possession  before  recording  it  by  a  third 
person  without  the  grantee's  knowledge.  Ken- 
tucky Bank  v.  Hoggin,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  806. 

Under  an  Act  providing  that  mortgages  are  al- 
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lowed  to  prejudice  third  persons  only  when  they 
have  been  publicly  inscribed  on  records  kept  for 
that  purpose  in  the  manner  directed  by  law,  s> 
mortgage  is  valid  against  third  persons,  not  as  it 
was  executed,  but  as  it  stands  recorded.  Succession 
of  Falconer,  4  Bobt.  (La.)  7;  Taylor  v.  Hotctaktes,  * 
La.  Ann.  917. 

But  under  Acts  providing  that  deeds  shall  have 
effect  from  the  time  they  are  deposited  in  the  proper 
offioe  and  Indorsed  by  the  proper  officer  for  record,, 
a  deed  deposited  in  1878  and  not  recorded  until  lb76> 
will  protect  tbe  grantee  against  subsequent  Judg- 
ments against  his  grantor.  Payne  v.  Pavey,  £9  La. 
Ann.  116. 

Whether  or  not  it  is  recorded  in  the  proper  book 
is  immaterial.    Lewis  v.  Klats,  89  La.  Ann.  250. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  mortgage  shaft 
be  considered  as  recorded  at  the  time  it  is  left  for 
such  purpose  in  the  clerk's  office,  the  mortgage  is- 
notice  only  as  recorded,  although  prior  to  the  time 
of  its  being  recorded  the  mere  fact  that  It  is  filed- 
f  or  record  may  be  sufficient  notice  of  its  contents. 
Sawyer  v.  PennelL  19  Me.  178. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  clerk  shall  re* 
cord  mortgages  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose, 
noting  in  the  book  and  on  the  mortgage  the  time 
when  the  same  was  received,  failure  to  note  the 
time  of  receipt  in  the  book  will  postpone  the  mort- 
gage in  lavor  of  attaching  creditors  until  the  not- 
ing is  made.    Handley  v.  Howe,  22  Me.  662. 

A  mistake  in  recording  a  mortgage  binds  the* 
mo  rtgagee.  Stedman  v.  Perkins,  42  Me.  181;  Jones* 
v.  McNarrin,  68  Me.  888;  Hill  v.  MoNichol,  76  Me.  8U. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  no  deed  shall  be- 
valid  for  the  purpose  of  passing  title  unless  "re- 
corded as  herein  directed"  the  grantee  will  be* 
bound  by  mistakes  of  the  clerk  in  making  the  rec- 
ord.   Brydon  v.  Campbell.  40  Md.  888. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  the  recorder  to  keep  s> 
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courts  holding  that  a  deed  is  recorded,  in  con- 
templation of  law,  when  it  is  entitled  to  regis- 
tration, and  is  deposited  with  the  recorder  in 
his  office  for  that  purpose,  and  if,  through  any 
fraud  or  neglect  or  mistake  of  the  recording 
officer,  the  proper  notice  is  not  conveyed  to  a 
subsequent  purchaser  or  incumbrancer,  that 
the  misfortune  will  fall  upon  the  subsequent 
purchaser;  while  other  courts  hold  the  oppo- 
site doctrine,  that  the  onus  is  on  the  grantee, 
who  deposits  his  deed  with  the  recorder,  to  see 
that  every  step  is  taken,  and  every  act  done, 
that  is  prescribed  by  the  Registry  Laws.  For 
collated  authorities  on  this  question,  see  Man- 
gold v.  Barlow,  61  Miss.  597;  Wade,  Notice, 
pp.  70-78. 

In  many  of  the  cases,  however,  that  are  cited 
as  holding  the  doctrine  claimed  by  plaintiff, 
the  courts,  on  a  careful  investigation,  are 
found  to  have  based  their  opinions  on  statutes 
materially  different  from  ours,  and  others,  on 
the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case.  The 
enunciation  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  Lyth  v.  State  of  Arkansas,  60 
TJ.  S.  9  How.  815,  18  L.  ed.  153,  that  "it  is  a 
well-established  fact  that  where  an  individual 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  right  does  everything 
which  the  law  requires  him  to  do,  and  he  fails 
to  obtain  his  right,  by  the  misconduct  or  neglect 
of  a  public  officer,  the  law  will  protect  him," 
has  been  largely  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  has  been  quoted  by  a  majority  of  the  cases 
reported,  which  hold  to  plaintiff's  view,  but  in 
none  of  these  cases,  that  we  have  seen,  have 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  which  called 
forth  the  opinion,  been  reported.    To  get  the 


full  scope  and  meaning  of  this  expression,  we 
must  not  regard  it  as  a  segregated  proposition, 
independent  of  the  case  under  consideration, 
and  applicable  to  all  cases;  for  Judges  in  ren- 
dering opinions,  use  expressions  with  reference 
to  the  application  of  principles  involved  in 
the  case  under  consideration,  and  the  language 
employed  must  be  construed,  and  its  meaning 
gathered,  from  an  examination  of  the  questions 
involved,  the  circumstances  surrounding  and 
the  argument  that  leads  up  to  the  utterance, 
or,  in  homely  phrase,  it  is  necessary  to  know 
what  the  court  was  talking  about.  Of  course, 
there  are  certain  underlying  or  basic  princi- 
ples of  law,  from  the  true  deductions  of  which 
are  constructed  legal  maxims,  which  may  be 
stated  as  independent  propositions,  and  which 
will  admit  of  no  modification ;  but  the  examina- 
tion of  the  case  cited  shows  that  the  quoted, 
utterance  of  the  eminent  judge  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  principles  involved  in,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding,  this  case.  That  was 
a  case  where  a  pre-emption  claimant  tried, 
through  a  succession  of  years,  to  obtain  title  to 
some  fractional  subdivisions  of  land,  and  was 
prevented,  not  by  any  negligence  of  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver  in  the  land  office,  but  on  ac- 
count of  their  construction  of  the  law,  and 
circular  instructions  from  the  general  land  of- 
fice. Afterwards,  by  Act  of  Congress  grant- 
ing a  thousand  acres  of  land  to  the  State  of 
Arkansas,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  court- 
house, the  governor  selected  and  sola  the  land 
in  controversy  to  one  Russell,  under  whom  the 
defendants  held.  Of  course,  many  interesting 
questions  were  raised  during  the  trial  of  this 


book  in  which  he  shall  enter  in  the  order  received 
all  title  papers  left  for  record,  and  providing  that 
every  instrument  shall  be  considered  as  recorded 
at  tbe  time  so  noted,  after  the  recording  officer 
places  upon  a  deed  his  certificate  that  It  has  been 
received  for  record,  in  contemplation  of  law  the 
whole  world  has  constructive  notice  of  it  just  as  if 
it  had  been  accurately  copied  in  full  upon  tbe  rec- 
ords, and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  clerk  afterwards 
fails  in  his  duty  by  recording:  it  Inaccurately,  by 
omitting  material  portions  of  it  or  even  by  alto- 
gether suppressing  it  from  the  records.  Gillespie 
v.  Rogers,  6  New  Bng.  Rep.  287, 146  Mass.  612,  citing 
Tracy  v.  Jenks,  16  Piok.  465:  Ames  v.  Phelps,  18 
Pick.  814;  Jordan  v.  Farnsworth.  16  Gray,  517;  Ful- 
ler v.  Cunningham,  105  Mass.  442;  Adams  v.  Pratt, 
109  Mass.  GO;  Wood  v.  Simons,  110  Mass.  116;  Sykes 
v.  Keating,  118  Mass.  617;  Getchell  v.  Moran,  124 
Mass.  404. 

A  purchaser  has  a  right  to  rely  on  the  records  as 
showing  the  exact  facts,  notwithstanding  a  mis- 
take has  been  made  In  recording.  Barnard  v. 
Oampau,29Mlch.l64. 

Where  statutes  provide  for  the  keeping  of  an  en- 
try book  for  mortgages  and  that  as  soon  as  a  mort- 
gage has  been  entered  therein  it  shall  be  regarded 
as  recorded,  and  also  provide  for  the  recording  In 
full,  an  omission  in  the  record  of  the  name  of  the 
mortgagee  will  not  prejudice  bis  security  if  his 
name  properly  appears  in  the  entry  book.  Sinclair 
v.  Slawson,  44  Mich.  127. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  a  deed  to  be  recorded 
to  be  good  against  subsequent  purchasers  tbe  rec- 
ord of  the  deed  is  notice  of  Its  contents  only  so  far 
as  the  record  discloses  them.  Parret  v.  Shaubbut, 
6  Minn.  331.    See  also  Thorp  v.  Merrill,  21  Minn.  836. 

Under  a  statute  declaring  instruments  void  "as 
-  to  all  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  for  val- 
uable consideration,  without  notice,  unless  they 
12  L.  R.  A. 


shall  be  acknowledged  or  proved  and  lodged  with 
tbe  clerk  of  the  chancery  court  of  the  proper  coun- 
ty to  be  recorded,  the  grantee  fully  acquits  himself 
of  all  duty  imposed  by  law  when  he  lodges  tbe  in- 
strument with  the  proper  officer  for  record,  and  be 
cannot  suffer  loss  from  an  error  of  the  clerk  in  re- 
cording it.  Mangold  v.  Barlow,  61  Miss.  606.  But 
see  Lally  v.  Holland,  1  Swan,  401. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  every  instrument 
recorded  in  the  manner  prescribed  shall  from  the 
time  of  filing  the  same  with  the  recorder  for  rec- 
ord Impart  notice  to  all  persons  of  the  contents 
thereof,  a  record  is  notice  only  of  the  facts  appear- 
ing on  its  face,  and  if  a  mistake  occurs  in  recording 
the  grantee  must  suffer  the  consequences.  Terrell 
v.  Andrew  County,  44  Mo.  809. 

Under  statutes  providing  that  deeds  shall  be  re- 
corded in  the  order  and  as  of  tbe  time  when  they 
are  delivered  to  tbe  olerk  for  that  purpose,  and 
shall  be  considered  as  recorded  from  the  time  of 
such  delivery,  and  further  making  it  the  duty  of 
every  person  to  have  his  deed  entered  upon  the 
numerical  index  and  pay  the  fees  before  it  can  be 
recorded,  the  grantee's  duty  is  discharged  when  he 
deposits  his  deed  for  record  and  pays  the  fees,  and 
he  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  tbe  recorder's  failure 
to  record  tbe  deed.    Perkins  v.  Strong,  22  Neb.  726. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  designation  of  a 
school  site  by  selectmen  shall  be  binding  wben  their 
report  designating  a  location  "shall  be  recorded  in 
the  books  of  the  town,"  the  duty  of  the  selectmen 
is  discharged  when  the  report  is  filed  for  record, 
and  the  subsequent  neglect  of  tbe  clerk  to  make  a 
due  record  will  not  affect  tbe  validity  of  tbe  loca- 
tion.   Converse  v.  Porter,  45  N.  H.  309. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  registry  of  a 
mortgage  must  contain,  among  other  things,  "the 
mortgage  money,  and  the  time  or  times  when 'pay- 
able," and  that  no  mortgage  shall  defeat  or  preju- 
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case;  but  the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
case,  which  called  out  the  quoted  utterance, 
and  the  intended  applications  of  the  principles 
therein  enunciated,  can  probably  be  gathered 
from  the  balance  of  the  paragraph  following 
the  quotation,  which  is  as  follows:  "In  this 
case  the  preemption  right  of  Cloyes  having 
been  proved,  and  an  offer  to  pay  the  money 
for  the  laud  claimed  by  him,  under  the  Act  of 
1880,  nothing  more  could  be  done  by  him,  and 
nothing  more  could  be  required  of  him  under 
that  Act;  and,  subsequently,  when  he  paid  the 
money  to  the  receiver,  under  subsequent  acts, 
the  surveys  being  returned,  he  could  do  noth- 
ing more  than  to  offer  to  enter  the  fractions, 
which  the  register  would  not  permit  him 
to  do."  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  none  of 
the  principles  involved  in  the  case  at  bar 
'were  involved  in  that  case,  and  it  shows 
the  misleading  tendency  of  quoting  detached 
sentences  from  the  opinions  of  courts.  In 
that  case,  the  action  of  Cloyes  was  at  every 
step  a  matter  of  public  record,  and  of  official 
report,  and  the  whole  circumstances  of  the 
case  show  that  the  defendants  had  actual  no- 
tice of  bis  claim,  though  some  of  them  denied 
such  a  notice  in  the  answer,  while  others  ad- 
mitted that  they  had  heard  of  his  claim,  but 
believed  it  to  be  fraudulent;  but  the  court 
spoke  with  reference  to  the  acts  of  an  officer 
acting  in  a  Judicial  capacity,  and  deciding  ques- 
tions of  law,  decisions  ana  acts  over  which  the 
plaintiff  could  not  possibly  exercise  any  super- 
vision or  control.  It  will  certainly  not  be  hard 
to  see  that  a  very  different  rule  might  obtain, 
when  the  act  required  by  the  applicant  was 


purely  ministerial,  and  which  he  had  a  right 
to  see  was  done  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law.  Jt  is  doubtful  if  the  Judge  who  rendered 
that  opinion  would  have  concluded  that  the 
grantee  "had  done  everything  which  the  law 
required  him  to  do,"  when  he  contented  him- 
self with  simply  handing  his  deed  to  the  au- 
ditor, without  exhibiting  any  further  concern 
about  it.  In  our  judgment,  the  scope  and 
meaning  of  this  opinion  have  been  entirely  mis- 
construed, when  applied  to  this  character  of 


In  Mangold  v.  Barlow,  01  Hiss.  898,  and  one 
of  the  best  argued  cases  sustaining  the  doctrine 
that  the  onut  is  on  the  purchaser,  and  a  case 
which  is  also  largely  quoted,  the  court  bases 
its  opinion  on  the  peculiar  language  of  the 
Mississippi  Statute,  which  declares  that  certain 
instruments  "shall  be  void,  as  to  all  creditors 
and  subsequent  purchasers  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, without  notice,  unless  they  shall 
be  acknowledged  or  proved,  and  lodged  with 
the  clerk  of  the  chancery  court  of  the  proper 
county  to  be  recorded."  Here  the  Statute 
seems,  by  express  terms,  to  make  the  lodging 
of  the  properly  proved  instrument  with  the 
clerk  the  proof  of  -constructive  notice.  And 
thus  it  is  with  a  great  majority  of  cases  cited 
in  favor  of  plaintiff's  theory.  A  close  exam- 
ination of  them  will  show  that  the  opinion  is 
based  upon  some  express  language  of  the  Stat- 
ute, which  would  Justify  the  conclusion  reached ; 
but,  on  the  general  proposition,  however,  the 
decided  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  in  fa- 
vor of  the  view  that  the  record  can  be  relied 
upon  by  subsequent  purchasers,  without  actual 


dice  the  title  of  third  persons  "unices  the  same  shall 
have  been  duly  registered,"  the  registry  is  notice  of 
its  contents  and  no  more:**  hence  a  mortgage  for 
98,000  recorded  as  for  $300  wftl  be  valid  as  against 
subsequent  mortgagees  without  notice  only  for  the 
latter  amount.  Frost  v.  Beekman,  1  Johns.  Ch.  206, 
1 L.  ed.  148;  Beekman  v.  Frost,  18  Johns.  604.  See 
also  Peck  v.  Manama,  ION.  Y.  510. 
.  Under  a  statute  directing  that  mortgages  shall  be 
recorded  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  delivered 
to  the  clerk  for  recording,  the  record  of  a  mort- 
gage upon  a  page  which  should  have  been  devoted 
to  a  mortgage  several  years  antecedent  in  execu- 
tion is  not  notice  to  a  subsequent  mortgagee  in 
good  faith.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  White,  17  N. 
Y.  474. 

Where  the  statute  requires  the  clerk  to  number 
mortgages  given  him  for  record,  the  rights  of  the 
mortgagee  cannot  be  impaired  by  the  clerk's  fail- 
ure to  perform  his  duty.  Dodge  v.  Potter,  18  Barb, 
202. 

In  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Go.  v.  Dake,  87N.  Y.  284,  the 
court  remarked  that  under  a  statute  providing  that 
a  deed  shall  be  considered  as  recorded  from  the  time 
it  is  delivered  to  the  clerk  for  record,  if  before  the 
record  is  actually  made  the  deed  should  be  mislaid 
or  lost  or  purloined  the  record  would  still  remain 
complete.  See  also  Slmonson  v.  Falihee,  86  Hun, 
570;  Bedford  v.  Tupper,  80  Hun,  178, 

Slight  and  immaterial  mistakes  in  the  recording 
of  a  grant  will  not  avoid  it.  Van  Pelt  v.  Pugh, 
1  Dev.  &  B.  L.  210;  Hughes  v.  Debnam,  8  Jones,  L. 
13L 

Where  a  purchaser  of  land  hands  his  deed  to  the 
recorder  and  the  latter  by  mistake  misstates  the 
name  of  the  grantor  in  his  record,  the  record  will 
not  be  constructive  notice  to  subsequent  purchas- 
ers.   Jennings  v.  Wood,  20  Ohio,  261. 

Under  statutes  requiring  recorders  to  keep  a 
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book  in  whioh  an  immediate  entry  shall  be  made 
of  every  deed  brought  to  be  recorded,  mentioning 
the  date,  etc.,  and  providing  that  no  mortgage 
shall  be  a  lien  until  left  for  record,  parol  evidence 
is  not  admissible  to  contradict  the  entry  of  the  date 
of  receipt  as  made  in  the  book.  Musser  v.  Hyde,  2 
Watti&&814. 

A  regular  mortgage  entitled  to  record  is  a  record 
the  moment  it  is  left  for  record  and  so  continues 
for  all  time  to  come,  although  it  may  not  be  actu- 
ally recorded  for  months,  and  a  mistake  in  the  ac- 
tual record  by  which  the  mortgage  is  given  a  date 
earlier  than  that  upon  whioh  it  was  received  will 
not  avail  the  mortgagee.    Brooke's  App.  64  Pa.  127. 

A  person  who  has  his  deed  acknowledged,  record- 
ed in  the  proper  book  and  certified  by  the  recorder 
has  done  all  the  law  requires  and  will  be  protected. 
ScheU  v.  Bteln,  78  Pa.  806. 

It  is  not  Incumbent  on  the  mortgagee  to  super- 
vise the  recorder  and  see  that  the  mortgage  is  re- 
corded and  indexed.    Wood's  App.  82  Pa.  116. 

The  fact  that  an  instrument  is  Indexed  in  the 
wrong  book  does  not  Invalidate  its  record.  In  con- 
templation of  law  it  is  recorded  and  takes  effect 
from  the  time  it  is  left  with  the  recorder  for  the 
purpose  of  being  duly  recorded.  Sbeble  v.  Bryden, 
4  Cent.  Rep.  684, 114  Pa.  147,  citing  Gladlng  v.  Friok. 
88  Pa.  468;  Clader  v.  Thomas,  80  Pa.  848;  Paige  v. 
Wheeler,  02  Pa,  282;  Mark's  App.  86  Pa.  281. 

The  lodging  of  a  deed  with  the  town  clerk  to  be 
recorded  is  equivalent  to  an  actual  entry  of  it  upon 
the  record  and  the  title  is  made  complete,  and  the 
clerk's  neglect  to  record  it  cannot  affect  the  Bran- 
tee's  rights  under  the  deed.  Niohols  v.  Reynolds, 
1 R.  1. 80. 

A  corrected  record  is  notice  to  third  persons  only 
from  the  time  the  correction  is  made.  Baldwin  v. 
Marshall,  2  Humph.  116. 

A  statute  making  a  deed  valid  only  from  the  time 
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notice,  and  that  constructive  notice  cannot 
be  given  by  an  attempt  to  comply  with  the 
Registry  Laws.  And  this  view  we  think  is 
supported  by  right  reasoning,  and  founded  on 
principles  of  equity  and  Justice. 

As  is  most  admirably  stated  by  Mr.  Jones,  in 
his  work  on  Mortgages:  "Registry  Laws  are 
intended  to  furnish  the  best  and  most  easily 
accessible  evidence  of  the  title  to  real  estate, 
to  the  end  that  those  designing  to  purchase 
may  be  fully  informed  of  instruments  of  prior 
date,  affecting  the  subject  of  their  contem- 
plated purchase;  and  also  that,  having  availed 
themselves  of  this  means  of  knowledge,  they 
may  rest  there,  and  purchase  in  absolute  se- 
curity, provided  that  they  do  so  without 
knowledge,  information  or  such  suggestion 
from  other  facts  as  would  be  gross  negligence 
to  ignore  of  some  antecedent  conveyance  or 
equitable  claim."  The  recorder  cannot  be  con  • 
sidered  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  as  is  as- 
serted by  some  of  the  authorities.  It  is  a  much 
fairer  construction  of  the  law,  and  more  in 
harmony  with  the  law  of  agency  generally,  to 
consider  him  the  agent  of  the  party  who  has 
the  business  transaction  with  him,  who  gets 
him  to  do  the  work.  And  to  him  he  should  be 
responsible  for  any  damage  flowing  from  his 
refusal  or  neglect  to  do  the  work  according  to 
the  contract  netween  them;  and  that  contract 
is,  either  express  or  implied,  that  the  instru- 
ment shall  be  recorded  according  to  law.  That 
is  what  the  grantee  pays  him  to  do,  and  he 
must  see  to  it  that  his  work  is  done  right,  or 
accept  the  consequences  as  between  himself 
and  third  parties,  who  are  misled.    It  cannot 


be  said  that  the  purchaser  is  alone  subject  to 
damages  from  the  non- recording  of  the  instru- 
ment. The  very  object  in  having  it  recorded 
is  to  give  constructive  notice  to  innocent  pur- 
chasers, and  to  protect  the  grantee's  title  against 
said  purchasers.  The  law  imposes  upon  him 
the  duty  of  having  bis  deed  recorded.  It  is 
not  the  attempt  to  record  a  deed  that  the  law 
requires;  but  it  is  the  recording  of  the  deed. 
It  would  be  an  empty  benefit,  indeed,  that 
would  accrue  to  the  buying  public  if  the  at- 
tempt to  record  were  held  to  take  the  place  of 
the  record.  The  obligation  rests  upon  the 
grantee  to  give  the  notice  [required  by  the  law. 
He  controls  the  deed.  He  can  put  it  on  record 
or  not,  as  he  pleases.  He  has  the  right  and 
the  opportunity  to  see  that  the  work  is  done 
as  be  directs  it  to  be  done,  in  legal  manner. 
No  one  else  has  this  opportunity,  and  if,  from 
any  cause,  he  fails  to  give  the  notice  required 
by  law,  the  consequences  must  fall  on  him.  It 
may  be  a  hardship;  but,  where  one  of  two 
innocent  persons  must  suffer,  the  rule  is  that 
the  misfortune  must  rest  on  the  person  in 
whose  business,  and  under  whose  control,  it 
happened,  and  who  had  it  in  bis  power  to 
avert  it.  Any  other  rule  would  be  abhorrent 
to  our  natur  .1  ideas  of  right,  and  would  ren- 
der perilous  every  business  enterprise.  The 
fact  that  the  recorder  gives  to  the  grantee  a 
certificate  that  the  deed  is  properly  recorded 
does  not  relieve  him  of  the  responsibility  of 
seeing  that  it  is  actually  so  recorded.  The 
certificate  binds  no  one  but  the  recorder,  and 
cannot  possibly,  under  any  known  rule  of  law 
or  ethics,  affect  the  rights  of  an  innocent  pur- 


it  Is  proved  or  acknowledged  and  delivered  to  the 
clerk  of  the  proper  court  to  be  recorded,  makes 
registration  constructive  notice  only  of  what  ap- 
pears on  the  taoe  of  the  deed  as  registered.  Lally 
v.  Holland,  1  Swan,  40L  But  see  Mangold  v.  Barlow, 
61  Miss.  566. 

The  withdrawal  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee  after 
the  date  of  filing  has  been  noted,  but  before  It  is 
recorded,  postpones  it  until  it  is  returned  to  the 
register's  office.  Hickman  v.  Perrin,  6  Goldw.  149. 
See  Oaskffl  v.  Badge,  8  Lea,  144. 

Under  statutes  requiring  the  register  to  keep  a 
book  for  the  registration  of  trust  deeds,  and  pro- 
viding that  when  a  deed  is  noted  and  registered  it 
is  notice  to  all  the  world  -from  the  time  it  is  noted, 
the  registering  of  a  trust  deed  in  the  chattel  mort- 
gage book  will  not  affect  the  grantee's  rights. 
Swepeon  v.  Exchange  ft  Dep.  Bank,  9  Lea,  728.  See 
also  Woodward  v.  Boro,  16  Lea,  678. 

Under  statutes  making  deeds  good  only  from  the 
time  they  have  been  properly  acknowledged  and 
delivered  to  the  clerk  for  record,  from  which  time 
it  shall  be  considered  as  recorded,  and  requiring  the 
clerk  when  an  instrument  is  deposited  for  record 
to  enter  in  a  book  provided  for  that  purpose  a  de- 
scription of  the  instrument,  and  after  recording  it 
to  enter  it  in  the  index  book,  the  grantee  is  not 
compelled  to  see  that  the  recorder  does  his  duty, 
and  if  he  fails  to  make  a  record  or  index,  the  gran- 
tee will  not  be  prejudiced  thereby.  Throckmorton 
v.  Price,  £8  Tex.  608. 

But  if  the  instrument  has  been  defectively  re- 
corded so  as  to  leave  out  material  portions  of  it  the 
record  will  be  notice  only  of  the  existence  of  suoh 
an  instrument  as  appears  upon  it.  Taylor  v.  Har- 
rison, 47  Tex.  468. 

Under  laws  requiring  a  town  clerk  to  keep  books 
with  Indexes  suitable  for  registering  deeds,  and  to 
truly  record  deeds  and  conveyances  when  by  law 
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it  becomes  necessary,  and  imposing  penalties  upon 
him  for  refusal  or  neglect  to  make  the  record  or  to 
give  a  copy  or  permit  inspection  of  a  record,  if  the 
clerk  records  an  instrument  delivered  to  him  for 
that  purpose  in  a  book  which  has  long  been  con- 
sidered filled  and  ceased  to  be  used  for  recording 
purposes,  and  does  not  index  it,  ft  is  not  properly 
recorded  and  will  not  be  notice  to  third  persons. 
Sawyer  v.  Adams,  8  Vt»  ITS. 

Where  a  deed  of  the  east  half  of  a  lot  is  recorded 
as  a  deed  of  the  west  half,  the  record  will  not  be 
constructive  notice  of  the  actual  transfer  which 
was  made.   Sanger  v.  Craigue,  10  Vt.  666. 

When  an  officer  left  his  deputation  and  oath  with 
the  county  clerk  for  record,  the  record  will  be  con- 
structively deemed  to  exist  from  the  time  the  In- 
strument was  lodged  for  record,  although  the  rec- 
ord was  not  actually  made  until  nine  months  later; 
the  distinction  is  between  those  cases  where  the 
record  is  made  essential  in  working  a  transmission 
of  title  or  in  creating  or  defeating  a  right— in  which 
case  nothing  is  effectually  accomplished  until  the 
records  are  completed,— and  those  where  it  is  re- 
quired for  purpose  of  public  notice,— in  which  case 
if  the  deed  is  ultimately  reoordedicis  deemed  of 
record  from  the  time  it  was  filed  for  that  purpose. 
Ferris  v.  8mitb.  24  Vt.  81. 

So  a  deed  left  with  the  clerk  to  be  recorded  will 
be  regarded  as  recorded  at  the  date  when  it  was 
left,  although  not  actually  recorded  until  nearly 
two  years  afterwards.  Blgelow  v.  Topllff,  25  Vt. 
888. 

A  deed  withdrawn  from  the  files  by  the  grantee 
before  it  is  actually  recorded  will  be  postponed 
until  it  is  returned.   Johnson  v.  Burden,  40  Vt.  667. 

Under  an  Act  requiring  deeds  to  be  lodged  with 
the  clerk  of  court  to  be  there  recorded,  when  a 
deed  is  left  with  the  clerk  for  that  purpose,  it  shall 
be  considered  as  recorded  from  that  time,  although 
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chaser,  who  cannot  be  bound  by  a  transaction 
to  which  he  is  in  no  sense  a  party,  of  which 
he  has  no  knowledge,  and  for  which  he  is  in 
no  way  responsible.  As  we  before  intimated, 
it  might  aid  the  grantee  in  recovering  damages 
from  the  auditor,  but  could  do  no  more  than 
that  The  record  is  the  essence  of  the  law. 
The  recorder  is  only  a  convenient  instrument 
for  the  use  of  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  make 
the  record.  If,  under  the  law,  a  public  record 
were  kept,  where  every  grantee  was  required 
to  come  and  record  his  deed,  he  could  certain- 
ly not  plead  his  own  mistakes  or  negligence, 
and  the  only  reason  why  every  man  is  not  al- 
lowed to  record  his  own  instruments  is  simply 
that  the  record  can  be  kept  in  a  legible,  orderly 
and  presentable  manner;  and  the  Taw  provides 
one  man  to  do  the  work  for  the  many,  or,  in 
other  words,  makes  the  one  man  the  agent  for 
the  many,  and  who  does  the  work  at  tneir  in- 
stance, and  under  their  pay  and  control.  It  is 
true  that,  in  another  department  of  his  work, 
he  may  be  said  to  be  the  agent  of  the  purchas- 
er, or  searcher  of  the  records;  for  the  law  also 
makes  him  the  custodian  of  the  record  books. 
Every  man  has  a  right  to  see  the  records,  and 
the  law,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  rec- 
ords, and  assisting  the  searcher  of  the  records, 
constitutes  the  recorder  their  keeper,  who,  at 
certain  hours,  found  by  the  law  to  be  reasona- 
ble, must  exhibit  them  to  all  who  wish  to  see 
them,  and  must  also  certify  to  what  the  record 
shows,  when  requested  so  to  do,  and  paid  for 
said  services;  and  if,  in  the  exercise  of  either 
of  these  duties,  he  either  misrepresented  the 
books,  by  exhibiting  false  or  blind  records,  or 
made  a  false  certificate,  whether  through  fraud 
or  negligence,  the  person  for  whom  the  service 
was  rendered  must  suffer  the  damage,  if  any 
How  from  the  negligent  or  fraudulent  act,  and 
his  only  remedy  is  against  the  recorder  for 
damages.  A  employed  the  recorder  to  search 
the  records,  and  the  recorder  certified  to  A 
that  the  record  title  to  a  certain  tract  of  land 
stopped  with,  and  rested  in,  B,  upon  the 
strength  of  which  A  purchased  of  B,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  said  land,  and  it  afterwards ' 


eventuated  that  C  had  a  good  deed  on  record 
for  the  same  land,  which  the  recorder  over- 
looked. No  well-regulated  court  would,  we 
think,  hold  that  the  title  of  0  would  be  jeopar- 
dized by  the  mistaken  certificate  of  the  record- 
er. We  cannot  conceive  how  the  inconsistency 
or  injustice  would  be  diminished  by  holding 
that  the  innocent  purchaser  did  not  have  a 
right  to  rely  on  the  true  record,  or  that  the 
grantee  would  be  protected  by  the  false  or  mis- 
taken certificate  of  the  recorder. 

With  this  view  of  the  case,  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  investigate  the  next  question  involved, 
viz. :  Is  the  index  an  essential  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, under  the  Registration  Laws  of  this  State? 
On  this  proposition,  also,  there  is  conflict  of 
authority,  though  the  conflict  in  many  cases  is 
more  seeming  than  real;  for,  as  with  the  first 
question  discussed,  a  great  many  of  the  decis- 
ions, which  are  cited  as  in  point  on  the  abstract 
principle,  prove,  upon  close  investigation,  to 
have  been  decided  upon  statutory  provisions 
differing  materially  from  ours.  And  as  con- 
structive notice,  by  means  of  recorded  Instru- 
ments, depends  wholly  upon  statutory  pro- 
visions, we  will  first  examine  the  Statute  in 
force  at  that  time.  The  Statutes  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  constructive  notice  will  be 
found  in  the  Session  Laws  of  1869,  on  pages 
818,  814  and  815,  and  the  sections  to  be  con- 
strued in  this  case  are  as  follows:  "Sec.  18. 
The  auditor  of  each  county  in  this  Territory 
shall  record,  in  a  fair  and  legible  handwriting, 
in  books  to  be  provided  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose, at  the  expense  of  the  county,  all  deeds, 
mortgages  and  other  instruments  of  writing  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  recorded,  and  which  shall 
be  presented  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
same  shall  be  recorded  in  regular  succession, 
according  to  the  priority  of  their  presentation, 
and,  if  a  mortgage,  the  precise  time  of  the  day 
in  which  the  same  was  presented  shall  also  be 
recorded.  Sec.  19.  Upon  the  presentation  of 
any  deed,  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  for 
record,  the  auditor  shall  indorse  thereon  the 
date  of  its  presentation,  .  .  .  and.  when  such 
deed,  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  shall  be 


it  may  never,  in  fact,  be  recorded,  but  is  lost  by 
negligence  of  tbe  clerk  or  other  accident.  Bever- 
ley v.  Ellis,  1  Band.  106.  Bee  also  Horsley  v.  Garth, 
2Gratt.4»L 

Under  statutes  requiring  a  register  to  keep  gen- 
eral Indexes  In  which  he  shall  make  correct  entries 
of  every  instrument  received  by  him  for  record  im- 
mediately upon  tbe  receipt  of  such  instrument  and 
providing  that  the  instrument  shall  be  considered  as 
recorded  when  so  noted,  a  mistake  of  the  recorder 
in  copying  the  Instrument  into  his  book  after  it  is 
correctly  indexed  will  not  Impair  its  effect  as  no- 
tice.   Shove  v.  Larsen,  22  Wis.  142. 

But  leaving  a  tax  deed  for  record  and  having 
the  date  of  its  reception  indorsed  thereon  is  not  a 
record  of  it  so  as  to  prevent  a  redemption  from  the 
tax  sale,  if  it  has  not  been  spread  at  large  upon  the 
record  or  entered  in  the  general  index.  Interna- 
tional L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Seales,  27  Wis.  640. 

A  registry  which  would  be  sufficient  in  case  of 
any  other  deed  is  sufficient  in  case  of  a  tax  deed. 
Where  the  index  referred  to  the  record  of  the  deed 
for  a  description  of  the  property,  the  record  was  of 
force  from  the  time  the  deed  was  actually  re- 
corded in  full.  Oconto  County  y.  Jerrard,  46  Wis. 
317;  St.  Croix  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ritchie,  73 
Wig.  409. 
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An  instrument  is  not  to  be  considered  as  recorded 
until  the  proper  entries  are  made  in  the  index. 
Lombard  v.  Culbertson,  60  Wis.  488. 

A  mere  clerical  error  in  transcribing  an  instru- 
ment not  affecting  the  sense  or  obscuring  the  mean- 
ing cannot  be  held  to  invalidate  tbe  registry.  St. 
Croix  Land  ft  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ritchie,  aupro. 

The  federal  Judges  have  decided  that  the  filing 
of  a  deed  for  record  in  the  proper  county  is,  in  Illi- 
nois, all  that  is  required  of  the  grantee,  and  his 
rights  are  not  affected,  though  the  recorder  rails 
to  record  it,  or  enter  it  in  his  minute  book.  Polk 
v.  Ooagrove,  4  Bias.  487. 

And  the  effect  is  the  same  though  only  a  portion 
of  the  deed  is  recorded.  Biggs  v.  Boylan.  4  Bias.  446. 

An  intending  purchaser  has  a  right  to  rely  on  the 
public  records,  and  a  record  showing  a  mortgage 
on  the  northeast  quarter  of  a  section  of  land  will 
not  be  notice  of  a  mortgage  on  tbe  northwest 
quarter.    White  v.  McGarry,  2  Flipp.  672. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  deeds  to  be  recorded 
within  three  months  mere  filing  them  for  record 
within  that  time  is  not  sufficient;  they  must  be  ac- 
tually recorded  in  the  record  book.  Scott  v.  Doe* 
Hemp.  276. 


1890. 


Rrroms  y.  Griffith. 


recorded,  the  recorder  shall  indorse  thereon  the 
time  when  recorded,  and  the  number  or  letter 
and  page  of  the  book  in  which  the  same  is  re- 
corded. Section  20  prescribes  the  penalty  for 
failing  to  record  when  fees  are  tendered.  Sec- 
tion 21  provides  for  keeping  a  seal,  and  making 
copies  of  records.  Section  22  directs  the  turn- 
ing over  the  records  to  successor  in  office. 
"Sec.  28.  Each  auditor  shall,  upon  the  written 
demand  of  any  person,  make  out  a  statement 
in  writing,  certified  under  his  hand  and  the 
teal  of  his  office,  of  all  mortgages,  liens  and 
incumbrances  of  kind  of  record  in  his  office, 
in  relation  to  any  real  or  personal  property,  in 
relation  to  which  the  demand  shall  be  made; 
and  if  said  statement  shall  be  incorrect,  he,  and 
the  sureties  upon  his  official  bond,  shall  be  lia- 
ble to  the  person  aggrieved  for  all  damages  sus- 
tained by  him  in  consequence  of  such  incorrect 
statement,  to  be  recovered  in  a  civil  action. 
Sec.  24.  Each  county  auditor  shall  keep  a  gen- 
eral index,  direct  and  inverted.  The  index  di- 
rect shall  be  divided  into  seven  columns,  with 
heads  to  the  respective  columns,  as  follows: 


Time  of 
recep- 
tion. 

Gran- 
tor. 

Grantee. 

Nature 
of  in- 
strti- 

ment. 

VoL 
and 
page 

where 
re- 

oord'd 

Oft 

De- 
scrip- 
tion 
of 
prop- 
erty. 

"He  shall  correctly  enter  into  such  index  every 
instrument  concerning  or  affecting  real  estate, 
the  names  of  the  grantors  being  in  alphabetical 
order.  The  inverted  index  shall  be  divided  in- 
to seven  columns  precisely  similar,  only  that 
the  names  of  the  grantees  shall  be  alphabetical- 
ly arranged,  and  occupy  the  second  column. 
Sec.  26.  Whenever  any  mortgage,  bond,  lien 
or  instrument  incumbering  real  estate  has  been 
satisfied,  released  or  discharged  from  record, 
whether  by  written  release  across  the  record, 
or  upon  the  margin  thereof,  or  by  the  recording 
of  an  instrument  of  release,  or  acknowledgment 
of  satisfaction,  the  auditor  shall  immediately 
note  in  both  the  indices,  in  the  column  headed 
'Remarks/  opposite  to  the  appropriate  entry, 
that  such  instrument,  lien  or  incumbrance  has 
been  satisfied."  These  different  sections  were 
not  only  all  passed  at  the  same  session  of  the 
Legislature,  but  are  all  incorporated  in  one 
Act,  and  must  therefore  be  construed  togeth- 
er; and,  construing  them  as  a  whole,  we  con- 
clude that  sections  18. 19  and  24  intended  to 
provide  a  system  for  the  registration  of  deeds 
and  other  instruments  affecting  real  estate,  the 
compliance  with  which  would  be  constructive 
notice  to  strangers.  The  Act  points  out  sever- 
al successive  steps  to  be  taken  by  the  auditor, 
when  the  instrument  comes  into  his  possession, 
before  his  duty  with  reference  to  it  is  accom- 
plished: (1)  he  must  file  it  for  record,  noting 
the  time  when  it  was  presented  for  record;  (2) 
record  it  in  a  fair,  legible  hand,  in  a  book  pro- 
vided by  the  county  for  that  purpose;  (8)  cor- 
rectly enter  it  into  an  index  book  provided  for 
that  purpose,  showing  the  time  of  reception, 
names  of  the  grantor  and  grantee,  nature  of  the 
instrument,  volume  and  page  where  recorded 
and  description  of  the  property;  and  all  three 
of  these  successive  steps  must  be  taken  before 
the  record  is  complete.  The  other  sections 
which  we  have  quoted  are  simply  directory  to 
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the  auditor,  or  affect,  simply,  the  auditor,  and 
the  person  with  whom  he  is  dealing;  but  the 
three  requirements  specified  above  are  for  the 
direct  and  only  purpose  of  giving  notice  to  the 
publia  They  are  vital  provisions,  essential  to 
constitute  constructive  notice.  The  appellee's 
counsel  cites'section  4  of  the  Act  of  November 
9, 1877,  which  is  as  follows:  "All  deeds  and 
mortgages  shall  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the 
county  auditor  of  the  county  where  the  land  is 
situated,  and  shall  be  valid,  as  against  bona 
fide  purchasers,  from  the  date  of  their  filing  or 
recording  in  said  office,  and  when  so  filed  or 
recorded  shall  be  notice  to  all  the  world ;"  and 
argues  from  that  that  legal  notice  is  given 
simply  by  filing  the  deed  with  the  county  audi- 
tor, and  that  no  other  notice  is  necessary.  If 
that  view  could  be  entertained,  it  would  prac- 
tically render  the  provision,  in  regard  to  record- 
ing, a  nullity;  for  the  notice  would  be  complete 
when  the  Instrument  was  filed,  and  no  man 
would  go  to  the  unnecessary  expense  of  re- 
cording, and  the  record  would  soon  become  a 
voluminous  and  unapproachable  mass  of  loose 
papers.  There  was  evidently  no  such  contem- 
plation by  the  statutes.  The  auditor  has 
twenty  days  within  which  to  record  the  deed 
after  it  is  filed,  and  it  is  the  evident  meaning 
of  the  law  that  it  would  be  notice  by  virtue  or 
the  filing  only  during  the  interim  of  twenty 
days,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time  it  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  recorded,  and  the  deed  can  be 
withdrawn,  when  the  record  becomes  the  no- 
tice. Or,  as  is  more  elegantly  stated  by  Judas 
Dillon,  in  Barnev  v.  McCarty,  15  Iowa,  519,  in 
construing  a  similar  statute:  "As  the  filing  is 
but  one  step  in  a  series  of  steps,  this  language 
presupposes,  and  is  in  fact  based  upon  the 
assumption,  that  the  other,  and,  in  the  order  of 
time,  the  subsequent,  requirements  of  the  law 
will  be  observed . "  The  Iowa  Statute  was  sub- 
stantially as  ours,  except  that  the  recorder  was 
required  to  keep  a  "fair  book,"  in  which  he 
entered  every  deed,  giving  date,  parties  and 
description  of  land,  in  addition  to  an  index 
with  about  the  same  requirements  as  ours.  So 
that  there  was  really  more  chance  for  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  to  be  put  on  his  guard,  under 
their  Registration  Laws,  in  the  absence  of  the 
index,  than  under  ours;  and  yet  the  supreme 
court  of  that  State  has  uniformly  held  that 
the  index  was  necessary  to  give  construct- 
ive notice.  We  are  strengthened  in  our  opin- 
ion that  the  index  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
record  necessary  to  give  notice  by  the  provis- 
ions of  section  25,  which  require  that  the  satis- 
faction of  instruments  affecting  real  estate  shall 
be  noted  in  the  index.  The  Legislature,  recog- 
nizing the  importance  of  the  index,  and  the 
universal  custom  of  depending  upon  the  index, 
in  searching  the  record,  required  that  every 
step  taken,  both  as  to  conveying,  incumbering 
and  releasing  real  estate,  should  be  made  to  ap- 
pear briefly  on  the  index.  It  is  asserted  by 
plaintiffs  "that  the  general  construction  placed 
upon  statutes  similar  to  ours  is  that  the  index 
constitutes  no  part  of  the  record,  and  that  a 
grantee  cannot  suffer  from  any  error  or  omis- 
sion in  it; "  and,  in  defense  of  this  proposition, 
cites:  Musgrove  v.  Bonser,  5  Or.  818;  Bishop 
v.  Schneider,  46  Mo.  472;  Chatham  v.  Brad- 
ford, 50  Ga.  327;  Curtis  v.  Lyman,  24  Vt.  338, 
and  Devlin,  Deeds,  §§  695-697. 
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Id  the  lint  cue  cited  {Musgrove  v.  Bonser) 
the  ooort  decided:  first,  that  a  deed,  which 
had  been  acknowledged  in  Washington  Terri- 
tory by  an  officer,  other  than  a  commissioner 
of  deeds  for  Oregon,  where  the  deed  did  not 
have  the  certificate  of  a  certifying  officer 
of  a  court  of  record  under  seal  that  the  ac- 
knowledging officer  was  such  officer  as  he 
represented  himself  to  be  at  the  time  of 
said  acknowledgment,  was  not  entitled  to 
record  under  the  Statute,  and  therefore  did 
not  give  notice;  second,  that  the  Recording 
Acts  of  Oregon  only  protect  persons  who  act 
in  good  faith;  and,  third,  cited  a  case  of  Hast- 
ings v.  Cutter,  24  K  H.  481,  holding  that, 
where  a  defective  deed  had  been  recorded,  while 
it  did  not  operate  as  constructive  notice  of  the 
conveyance  it  might  operate  as  actual  notice, 
and  the  court,in  the  case  above  cited, said :  "But 
if,  by  means  of  that  registration  of  the  defect- 
ive deed,  the  defendants  had  actual  notice  of 
the  plaintiff's  title,  they  are  charged  with  the 
notice.  When  the  defendants  found  the  copy 
of  the  plaintiff's  deed  on  record  they  must  have 
understood  that  the  intended  record  was  to  give 
information  that  such  a  deed  had  been  made, 
and  that  plaintiff  claimed  the  land  under  it. 
This  must  be  regarded  as  actual  notice,  such 
as  every  reasonable  and  honest  man  would  feel 
bound  to  act  on."  There  is  no  suggestion  of 
an  index  in  the  case;  but  it  is  plain  that  on  the 
other  proposition,  which  we  have  already  con- 
sidered, the  plain  tiff '8  case  does  not  fall  within 
the  reason  upon  which  this  conclusion  is  based. 
In  that  case,  it  might  be  urged  with  some  de- 
gree of  justice,  that  there  was  enough  revealed 
by  the  record  to  put  the  purchaser  on  his 
guard,  and,  once  being  notified  of  the  convey- 
ance, it  would  be  his  duty  to  investigate;  and 
if,  from  such  investigation,  the  win  of  the 
grantor  could  be  gathered,  he  would  not  be  an 
innocent  purchaser  if  be  purchased  contrary  to 
such  revealed  wilL  But,  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  very  instrument  by  which  this  notice  is 
given  is  wanting,  and  the  avenues  of  knowl- 
edge are  closed  up. 

In  Bishop  v.  Schneider,  the  court  holds  that 
the  index  is  no  part  of  the  record,  asserting 
that  the  proper  office  of  the  index  is  what  its 
name  imports,  to  point  out  the  record;  "  that 
the  grantee  has  no  control  over  the  official  acts 
of  the  recorder,  and,  when  he  delivers  his  deed 
to  the  officer,  he  has  performed  all  the  duty 
within  his  power."  But  the  court  states  that 
this  decision  is  based  alone  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statutes  of  that  State,  and  they  are 
materially  different  from  ours,  both  with  re- 
gard to  the  definiteness  of  the  index  concerning 
deeds,  and  the  absence  of  the  requirements  to 
note  the  satisfaction  of  mortgages,  and  other 
instruments  affecting  real  estate,  in  the  index. 
Altogether  their  statute  does  not  make  the  in- 
dex so  Important  a  part  of  the  system  of  regis- 
tration as  ours  does.  Their  statute  also  pro- 
vides that,  when  an  instrument  is  filed  with 
the  reeorder,  it  shall  be  considered  as  recorded 
from  the  time  it  is  delivered.  The  opinion  in 
this  case  quotes  approvingly  the  case  of  Sawyer 
v.  Adams,  8  Vt.  172.  There,  the  town  clerk 
copied  a  deed,  delivered  to  him  for  record,  on 
a  book  which  had  ceased  to  be  a  book  for  re- 
cording for  a  number  of  years,  and,  for  the 
purpose  of  concealment  and  fraud,  did  not  in- 
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sert  the  names  in  the  index  or  alphabet  It  was* 
held  that  the  deed  was  not  recorded,  and  was 
not  notice  to  after-purchasers.  This  is  in- 
dorsed by  the  Missouri  case,  on  account  of  the 
fraud  that  was  perpetrated.  But  it  seems  to  us> 
that  it  makes  little  difference,  so  far  as  the  equi- 
ties of  the  innocent  purchaser  are  concerned, 
whether  the  obscurity  of  the  record  was  the  re- 
sult of  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
recorder.  Certainly  there  is  no  logical  basis 
for  such  a  discrimination.  The  rights  of  the 
purchaser  must  depend  upon  something  more 
tangible,  and  more  easily  ascertained,  than  the 
motive  of  the  officer.  Evidently,  the  idea  up- 
on which  the  decision  in  this  case  was  based 
was  that  the  searcher  of  title  had  been  misled 
by  the  state  of  the  record.  But,  as  a  practical 
fact,  he  would  have  been  no  more  liable  to 
have  been  misled  by  reason  of  the  deed  being 
recorded  in  an  unused  book  than  if  it  had  been 
recorded  in  the  proper  book,  and  not  indexed. 
The  recording  in  the  unused  book  was  an  un- 
necessary act  of  caution  on  the  part  of  the  re- 
corder in  his  attempt  to  deceive. 

In  Chatiiam  v.  Bradford,  50  Ga.  327,  while 
the  court,  to  a  certain  extent,  argues  the  gen- 
eral proposition,  insisting  that  an  index  is  only 
a  means  of  access  to  the  record,  and  that  ease 
of  access  is  v  holly  a  question  of  degree,  it  says 
"that  many  of  the  records  of  that  State  have 
no  index;  that  their  Acts  for  the  recording  of 
deeds  do  not  any  of  them  require  the  clerk  to 
keep  an  index;"  and  states,  in  conclusion,  that 
they  put  their  decision  mainly  on  their  own 
statutes,  and  on  the  condition  of  the  records 
and  the  uniform  practice  of  that  State.  They 
also  approvingly  cite  Sawyer  v.  Adams. 

Curtis  v.  Lyman,  24  Vt  888,  cited  by  plain- 
tiff  on  this  point,  we  have  been  unable  to  ob- 
tain; but,  from  reference  to  it  in  other  cases, 
we  conclude  that  their  statute  is  different  from 
ours  in  reference  to  indexing.  Considering  the 
difference  in  the  statutes,  we  think  that  none 
of  the  cases  cited  are  directly  in  point.  While 
it  is  true  that  Devlin,  in  his  work  on  Deeds 
(sec.  096),  seems  to  imply  that  an  index  is  not 
necessary  to  give  constructive  notice,  yet  he 
evidently  bases  the  idea  not  so  much  on  the 
theory  that  the  index  is  not  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, as  from  his  general  conclusion  that  the 
obligation  of  the  grantee,  as  to  notice,  ceases 
when  he  has  filed  his  deed  for  record.  And  he 
qualifies  this  general  statement  by  saying, 
"Unless  the  language  of  the  statute  necessarily 
leads  to  a  different  conclusion,"  a  qualification, 
it  seems  to  us,  which  renders  meaningless  the 
general  statement;  for,  as  constructive  notice  is 
purely  statutory,  it  must  necessarily  follow  that 
it  is  the  ''language  of  the  Statute"  that  leads  to 
one  or  the  other  of  the  conclusions.  He  cites 
Barney  v.  Little,  15  Iowa,  527,  but  says  that 
'•the  decision  in  that  case  was  founded  upon 
the  express  language  of  the  Statute  of  that 
State,"  intimating  that,  in  a  consideration  of 
the  8tatute,  the  conclusion  of  the  court  was 
correct;  and,  inasmuch  as  our  Statutes  make 
the  index  a  more  important  factor  in  the  system 
of  registration  than  does  the  Iowa  Statute,  we 
may  fairly  conclude  that,  under  a  statute  like 
ours,  this  learned  author  would  consider  the 
index  an  essential  part  of  the  record.  In- 
deed, upon  a  painstaking  investigation,  not 
only  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff  ( ex. 
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eept  the  Vermont  case,  above  referred  to),  but 
of  many  others,  we  have  been  unable  to  find  a 
case  reported  which  decides  that  an  index  is 
not  an  essential  part  of  the  record,  upon  a  stat- 
ute substantially  like  the  Registry  Laws  of 
1869.  It  is  true  that  in  numerous  cases  it  has 
been  decided  that,  where  an  instrument  affect- 
ing realty  was  not  indexed,  as  required  by  law, 
the  title  of  the  grantee  should  not  be  disturbed. 
The  greater  part  of  such  decisions,  however, 
will  be  found,  on  examination,  not  to  be  based 
on  the  theory  that  the  index  is  not  a  part 
of  the  record,  but  upon  the  broad  principle  that 
the  recording  officer  is  the  agent  of  the  subse- 
quent purchaser,  and  that  the  grantee  is  ac- 
quitted, when  he  places  his  deed  for  record  in 
the  hands  of  the  proper  officer, — a  position 
which,  we  think,  is  untenable  for  the  reasons 
above  given.  It  is  urged  bv  the  court,  in 
ScheU  v.  Stein,  76  Pa.  866,  in  deciding  the  case 
ad?ersely  to  the  interest  of  the  purchaser,  that 
the  provision  for  indexing  the  records  is  of 
comparatively  modern  origin,  and  that  such 
provisions  did  not  exist  in  the  early  Registry 
Laws.  This,  we  think,  is  a  good  argument ; 
bnt  the  application  by  the  learned  Judge  was 
in  our  judgment  bad.  The  law  was,  no  doubt, 
suggested  by  the  necessity  of  some  such  pro- 
visions as  the  records  accumulated,  and,  at  the 
present  day,  considering  the  accumulations  of 
deeds,  mortgages  and  liens  of  all  kinds,  affect- 
ing real  estate,  and  the  rapidity  with  which 
titles  are  changing  every  day,  if  we  give  the 
effect  of  constructive  notice  to  the  record  at  all, 
the  only  practical  way  bv  which  the  public 
can  obtain  the  benefit  of  that  notice  is  through 
the  medium  of  the  index.  Laws  are  enacted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  citizen,  not  only  in  theory, 
but  in  practice.  They  are  not  intended  as  pit- 
falls for  the  feet  of  the  unwary.    The  State 


provides  in  express  terms  for  the  keeping  of 
this  index;  ana  its  mandate  to  the  auditor  is  to 
enter  in  said  index,  in  alphabetical  order,  the 
names  of  the  grantors  and  grantees.  This  law 
the  citizen  is  aware  of.  He  has  a  right  to  pre- 
sume that  the  law  has  been  obeyed.  If  there 
was  no  such  law,  and  he  had  abundance  of 
time,  and  untold  patience,  he  might  devote 
himself  to  the  task  of  examining  the  vast  ac- 
cumulations of  records,  page  by  page;  but  with 
the  law  in  effect,  and  the  universal  custom  rec- 
ognized, of  examining  the  record  through  the 
index,  if  the  instrument  is  not  indexed,  the  law, 
instead  of  aiding  and  protecting  the  citizen,  be* 
comes  a  delusion  and  a  snare,  and  a  ready 
vehicle  for  collusion  and  fraud.  It  would  be 
a  policy  worthy  of  the  consideration  of  the 
ancient  tyrant,  who  wrote  his  laws  in  small 
characters,  and  posted  them  so  high  that  his 
subjects  could  not  read  them,  while  at  the  same 
time  he  held  them  accountable  for  their  strict 
observance.  In  this  connection,  we  cannot  re- 
frain from  quoting  the  language  of  the  court, 
in  Barney  v.  MeCarty,  that  "a  deed  might  as 
well  be  buried  in  the  earth  as  in  a  mass  of  rec- 
ords, without  a  clue  to  its  whereabouts." 

In  Qpeer  v.  Beans,  47  Pa.  141,  the  court  says: 
"As  a  guide  to  inquirers,  the  index  is  an  indis- 
pensable part  of  the  record,  and,  without  it, 
the  record  affects  no  party  without  notice.'* 
This,  we  think,  is  the  better  view  of  the  law. 
In  this  case,  there  is  no  question  of  actual  no- 
tice, and  applying  the  law,  as  we  have  found 
it  to  be,  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  follows  that  the 
judgment  of  the  lower  court  must  be  reversed. 

The  case  is  remanded  to  the  lower  court, 
with  instructions  to  reverse  the  judgment. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COUKT. 


John  C.  PERRY 

AnnaM.  JENSEN,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  Carl  L. 
Jensen,  Deceased,  Appt. 

(....Pa.....) 

1.  One  who  has  been  In  the  advertising 
fMiirtnoan  more  than  twenty  years  and  has  dis- 
tributed pamphlets  and  samples.  Including  some 
of  a  medical  nature,  for  various  business  establish- 
ments in  several  large  cities  and  in  different 
States,  is  competent  to  testify  whether  or  not 
431,000  samples  of  a  medicine  for  dyspepsia  was  a 
reasonable  number  to  be  furnished  to  an  adver- 
tising agent  in  one  year  for  his  distribution.  So 
also  is  a  witness  who  for  several  years  has  been 
manager  of  companies  which  dealt  in  infants1 
food  and  pepsin  preparations,  and  which  he  says 
have  distributed  many  samples  and  at  least  a  half 
million  circulars  throughout  the  United  States  in 
different  localities. 

2*  An  experienced  advertiser  and  dis- 


tributor of  samples  Is  competent  to  testify 
that  distribution  of  samples  of  a  medicine  for 
dyspepsia  through  a  district  telegraph  company 
is  not  a  proper  method  of  distribution  by  an  agent 
to  whom  samples  are  furnished  and  whose  con- 
tract requires  him  to  use  "his  best  reasonable  en- 
deavors to  introduce  and  sell  the  medicine." 
B.  To  prove  that  a  contract  to  distribute 
samples  of  medicine  for  advertlslns; 
purposes  was  not  performed,  a  witness  may 
testify  that  he  made  an  investigation  in  the  oity 
to  which  the  contract  related  at  the  time  it  is  al- 
leged to  have  been  performed  and  could  find  no 
samples.  But  evidence  of  his  complaints  to  the 
employer  is  incompetent. 

(May  4,  1G0L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  3,  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an 
alleged  breach  by  defendant's  testator  of  a  con- 


Nora.— Evidence;  expert  testimony* 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule  in  respect  to 
the  amount  of  knowledge  a  witness  must  possess; 
and  the  determination  of  this  matter  rests  largely 
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in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court.  Montana  R. 
Co.  v.  Warren,  137  U.  S.  848,  84  L.  ed.  683;  Still- 
well  &  B.  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Phelps,  130  U.  8.  630, 32  L.  ed. 
1085;  Lawrenoe  v.  Boston,  119  Mass.  126;  Chandler  v. 
Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct  Corp.  126  Mass.  544. 
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tract  having  for  Us  object  the  introduction  and 
■ale  of  a  medicine  manufactured  by  defend- 
ant's testator.    Reoened. 

By  the  contract  Jensen  appointed  Perry  his 
sole  and  exclusive  agent  for  the  sale  of  an  ar- 
ticle manufactured  by  him  known  as  Crystal 
Pepsin  on  the  condition  that  Perry  should  use 
his  "best  reasonable  endeavors  to  introduce 
and  sell  the  same,"  and  should  devote  his  en- 
tire time  and  attention  to  that  purpose. 

In  consideration  of  Perry's  services,  and  the 
payment  by  him  of  the  costs  of  introducing 
and  selling  the  article  he  was  to  have  a  com- 
mission of  one  third  of  95  per  cent  of  the  gross 
receipts. 

Jensen  agreed  to  supply  Perry  with  sufficient 
samples  of  the  article,  and  printed  matter  in 
the  nature  of  advertisements  relating  thereto, 
as  the  same  might  be  called  for  by  Perry. 

Jensen  reserved  the  right  to  terminate  the 
contract  in  case  the  sales  during  the  first  year 
did  not  amount  to  at  least  500  gross  of  packages, 
and  in  each  subsequent  year  during  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  contract  to  at  least  1,000  gross 
of  packages. 

The  total  sales  during  the  first  year  amounted 
to  only  154  gross  and  Jensen  terminated  the  con- 
tract  and  appointed  other  agents. 

During  the  first  four  months  of  the  year  Jen- 
sen furnished  to  Perry  about  481 ,000  samples, 
and  then  refused  to  furnish  any  more  for  the 
reason  that  that  was  enough  for  the  year.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  was  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  Perry  intended  to  use  1,200,000 
samples  in  the  first  year's  work. 

At  the  trial  defendant  offered  to  prove  that 
at  the  time  the  distribution  of  samples  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  made  in  Philadelphia  wit- 
ness made  an  investigation  but  could  find  no 
samples,  and  that  he  went  to  Dr.  Jensen  and 
complained  that  the  work  was  not  being  done. 
The  action  of  the  court  in  overruling  this  otfer 
became  the  subject  of  the  second  assignment 
of  error. 

The  other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  William  F.  Johnson  for  appellant 

Mr.  William  8.  Steuger  for  appellee. 

Green*  J., delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
When  this  case  was  here  before  (126  Pa.  495), 
we  held  that  it  was  error  to  reject  proof  that 
the  quantity  of  samples  furnished  by  Jen- 
sen, prior  to  the  demand  in  August,  1886,  was 
more  than  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  whole 
year's  operations.  "We  further  said  that  "the 
agent  may  demand  what  is  fairly  and  reasona- 
bly sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  his  under- 
taking and  no  more.  .  .  .  What  is  a  reasona- 
ble quantity  of  samples  for  the  purposes  of 
the  contract  is,  if  the  parties  cannot  agree 
about  it,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  settled  by  a 
jury."  Of  course  such  a  question  would  have 
to  be  determined  by  testimony,  and  the  testi- 
mony of  persons  acquainted  with  the  business 
of  distributing  samples  of  goods  of  this  class 
would  be  essential  to  the  proper  information  of 
the  jury.  In  point  of  fact  such  testimony  was 
delivered  on  the  trial,  but  some  of  that  which 
was  offered  by  the  defendant  was  rejected,  and 
of  this  complaint  is  made  more  especially  in  the 
third  and  fourth  assignments  of  error.  To  the 
witness  Lovey  the  defendant  put  the  following 
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question:  Q.  Is  or  is  not  481.000  samples  of 
medicine  like  this  for  the  cure  of  dyspepsia, 
a  reasonable  or  unreasonable  number  lor  dis- 
tribution in  any  one  year?  This  was  objected 
to,  but  no  ground  of  objection  stated,  and  ob- 
jection sustained,  but  for  what  reason  is  not 
stated.  If  the  witness  was  incompf^ea^ke-. 
cause  he  had  not  shown  sufficient  experience 
to  be  able  to  testify,  his  rejection  was  proper, 
but  if  that  does  not  appear  the  question  should 
have  been  admitted.  Upon  turning  to  his  pre- 
liminary testimony  on  the  subject  of  his  com- 
petency, we  find  that  he  testified  he  had  been 
in  the  advertising  business  since  1865,  that  he 
had  experience  in  the  distribution  of  pamphlets 
and  medical  articles  for  general  consumption, 
that  he  had  distributed  pamphlets  for  Dr. 
Palen,  Starkey  &  Palen,  for  the  Real  Estate 
Investment  Company,  and  all  of  Mr.  Good- 
man's publications;  that  his  experience  as  a  dis- 
tributor had  extended  beyond  Philadelphia,  and 
that  he  had  distributed  samples  and  pamphlets 
in  Chicago.  Baltimore  and  in  Ohio.  We  can- 
not say  of  such  a  witness  that  he  was  entirely 
incompetent  to  testify  in  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion propounded.  Possibly  his  experience  was 
not  as  great,  or  his  judgment  as  good,  as  that 
of  other  witnesses  having  a  larger  experience, 
but  that  would  be  a  matter  to  be  determined  bv 
the  jury  after  his  testimony  was  heard.  He 
would  not  be  incompetent  because  be  did  have 
experience  in  the  matter  of  advertising  medical 
articles,  and  in  the  distribution  of  samples  and 
pamphlets  relating  to  them.  We  think  it  was 
error,  therefore,  to  reject  the  question  al- 
together. 

And  so,  also,  as  to  the  fourth  assignment. 
The  witness  Herbert  L.  Ford  testified  that  he 
had  had  experience  in  putting  out  articles  for 
general  and  special  consumption  bv  sample, 
advertising  and  otherwise.  He  said,  further: 
"About  January  1,  1886, 1  was  retained  as  gen- 
eral manager  of  the  New  York  &  Chicago 
Chemical  Company.  During  the  succeeding 
year  the  article  of  infants'  food  was  brought  to 
my  attention  and  a  copartnership  formed  to 
place  it  on  the  market.  In  the  pepsin  business 
we  did  a  large  amount  of  sampline  in  the  trade 
among  the  druggists.  In  the  food  business  we 
made  distribution  of  sample  packages  from 
house  to  house,  worked  through  the  mail  and 
by  other  methods.  .  .  .  We  sent  circulars  and 
have  distributed  samples,  attended  public  ex- 
hibitions and  made  displays  of  preparations, 
and  had  contests  to  show  their  efficiency.  .  .  . 
We  have  distributed,  I  should  suppose,  at 
least  a  half  million  circulars  throughout  the 
United  8tates  from  first  to  last."  In  reply  to 
questions  by  the  court  the  witness  said  he  had 
not  distributed  from  house  to  house  all  over 
the  United  States,  but  he  had  distributed 
throughout  the  United  States,  not  by  uni- 
versal sampling  but  in  localities,  that  he  was 
interested  both  in  the  food  and  pepsin  prepara- 
tions, and  that  the  pepsin  was  delivered  to  the 
druggists,  and  the  food  to  the  trade  and  in 
localities.  The  learned  court  below  thought  the 
witness  had  not  sufficient  knowledge  to  testify 
as  an  expert,  in  reply  to  the  question  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  431,000  samples  of  an  article  like 
Jensen's  Pepsin  Tablets,  as  a  reasonable  quan- 
tity for  distribution  in  any  oneyear,and  rejected 
him  as  a  witness.    We  think  the  witness  was 
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competent,  and  that  the  objection  of  want  of 
sufficient  experience  or  knowledge  would  go  to 
the  effect  of  his  testimony  ana  not  its  com- 
petency. We  sustain  the  third  and  fourth  as- 
signments. 

The  plaintiff  had  proved  that  he  did  a  large 
part  of  his  distribution  through  the  American 
District  Telegraph  Company.  The  defendant 
disputed  the  efficiency  of  that  mode  of  distribu- 
tion and  offered  to  sustain  his  contention  by  the 
testimony  of  witness  Goodman,  who  had  testi- 
fied to  his  experience  as  an  advertiser  and  dis- 
tributor, ana  to  his  acquaintance  with  the 
methods  pursued  by  the  company  in  question. 
His  testimony  was  rejected.  It  could  hardly 
have  been  for  lack  of  knowledge  and  experi- 
ence, and  as  the  offer  was  to  prove  that  that 
method  of  distribution  was  not  the  best  reasona- 
ble endeavor  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  distribu- 
tion, it  could  not  be  said  that  the  offer  was 
irrelevant.  By  tbe  terms  of  the  contract  Perry 
was  to  use  his  "best  reasonable  endeavors  to 
introduce  and  sell"  the  Pepsin  throughout  the 
United  States  and  to  devote  bis  entire  time  and 
attention  to  that  purpose.  His  methods  of  dis- 
tribution, therefore,  were  directly  in  issue  and 
were  liable  to  be  impeached  by  the  defendant 
if  that  could  be  done.  We  think  the  witness 
had  sufficient  knowledge  and  experience  from 
which  to  testify  on  this  subject,  and  that  it  was 
error  to  reject  the  question  propounded  under 
the  first  assignment 

We  think  tbe  offer  covered  by  the  second  as- 
signment should  have  been  received,  as  its  ten- 
dency was  to  show  that  whatever  methods  of 
distribution  were  adopted  by  the  plaintiff,  they 
were  not  efficient  so  far  as  the  City  of  Phila- 
delphia was  concerned.  The  complaint  of  tbe 
witness  to  Dr.  Jensen,  however,  would  not  be 
competent,  and  that  part  of  the  offer  should  be 
rejected. 

The  second  assignment  is  sustained  except 
as  to  tbe  communication  to  Dr.  Jensen. 

The  fifth  assignment  is  not  sustained.  The 
question  of  Brill's  competency  and  reliability 
as  a  pepsin  maker  is  not  involved  in  this  con- 
troversy and  it  is  therefore  irrelevant. 

The  sixth  assignment  is  not  sustained  be- 
cause the  learned  court  below,  in  other  parts 
of  the  charge,  correctly  said  to  the  jury  that  if 
the  plaintiff's  demand  for  more  samples  was 
unreasonable  and  oppressive  upon  the  defend- 
ant, he  could  not  recover  merely  because  the 
defendant  refused  compliance  with  such  a  de- 
mand, and  the  number  already  furnished, 
400,000  and  upwards,  was  stated  in  the  charge. 
Whatever  was  demanded  beyond  that  was  left 
to  the  jury,  as  being  within  their  province  to 
detPTine,  in  support  of  tbe  allegation  that  the 
nuni^r  demanded  was  unreasonable. 

There  was  some  evidence  in  the  case  as  to 
the  reasonableness  of  a  demand  for  1,200,000, 
and  the  court  simply  said  in  this  part  of  the 
charge,  that  the  jury  must  determine  whether 
snch  a  number  would  be  unreasonable.  It  is 
true  it  does  not  appear  that  such  a  number  was 
specifically  demanded  by  the  plaintiff,  but  he 
did  call  for  several  hundred  thousand  more 
than  the  481,000  already  delivered,  in  his  let- 
ter of  August  8,  1886. 

We  are  obliged  to  sustain  the  seventh  assign- 
ment because,  literally,  the  contract  did  require 
that  in  addition  to  the  samples  Dr.  Jensen 
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should  furnish  "printed  matter  in  the  nature  of 
advertisements  relating  thereto."  and  that  was 
an  additional  expense  to  which  he  was  subject. 

A  similar  reason  requires  us  to  sustain  the 
eighth  assignment.  The  learned  court  was 
slightly  in  error  in  stating  Jensen's  testimony 
to  the  jury.  His  testimony  as  actually  de- 
livered does  not  show  that  "he  said  to  Perry 
that  he  had  machinery  which  could  make 
25,000  a  week,"  but  only  that  he  "could  con- 
struct machinery  to  make  25,000  samples  per 
week." 

As  this  discrepancy  might  be  material  with 
the  jury  in  considering  tbe  quantity  which  the 
defendant  was  reasonably  bound  to  furnish, 
we  cannot  say  it  was  harmless  to  the  defend- 
ant for  the  court  to  state  Jensen's  testimony  on 
tbe  subject  incorrectly  in  the  charge. 

The  ninth  assignment  is  not  sustained.  We 
are  not  referred,  by  the  appellant,  to  any  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  the  statement  of  the 
court  in  this  part  of  the  charge  was  incorrect, 
and  we  have  not  discovered  any. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  answer  of  the  court 
to  the  defendant's  fourth  point  and  therefore 
dismiss  the  tenth  assignment.  It  would  not 
follow  that  the  verdict,  should  be  for  the  de- 
fendant, if  the  plaintiff  was  ignorant  or  un- 
skilled in  the  business,  and  refused  to  take 
advice  from  others  having  a  knowledge  of  the 
business.  The  practical  question  for  the  jury 
was  whether  Perry  performed  bis  part  of  the 
contract,  and  whether  he  did  or  not  was  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury,  and  so  the  court 
charged  in  answer  to  this  point.  The  same 
consideration  is  applicable  to  tbe  defendant's 
fifth  point.  It  was  not  a  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  told  the  defendant  that  he  had  a  friend 
worth  a  million  who  would  go  in  with  him, 
and  that  no  such  person  did  go  in  with  him,  but 
whether  or  not  he  performed  bis  part  of  the 
contract.  The  considerations  which  pertain 
to  that  subject  were  fully  and  correctly  ex- 
pressed in  the  answers  of  the  court  to  the  ninth 
and  tenth  points  of  the  defendant  and  in  the 
general  charge.  The  eleventh  assignment  is 
not  sustained. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  answer  of  the 
court  to  the  defendant's  sixth  point  and  the 
twelfth  assignment  is  not  sustained. 

Judgment  reverted  and  new  ventre  awarded. 


Barah  N.  CANNELL 

v. 

Randolph  A.  SMITH,  Appt. 

( Pa. ) 

1.  Money  paid  to  a  broker  fbr  4  _ 

the  sale  of  real  eotato  in  ignorance  of  the 


Nora.— Agent  cannot  act  in  a  double  capacity. 

An  agent  cannot  act  for  both  parties.  Oassard  v. 
Hinman,  6  Bosw.  8;  Oaflin  v.  Farmers  ft  Citizens' 
Bank,  24  How.  Pr.  1;  Beed  v.  Norris,  2  MyL  &  C.  861; 
Wright  v.  Dannah,  2  Oampb.  208. 

It  is  against  public  policy  for  an  agent  in  a  pri- 
vate transaction  to  represent  both  parties,  and 
without  the  consent  of  both  be  cannot  recover. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Flanigan,  8  Cent.  Hep.  660, 
112  Pa.  668;  Flak  v.  Wheeler  (Colo.)  2  Denver  Legal 
News,  266;  Bice  v.  Davis  (Pa.)  26  W.  N.  a  406. 


See  also  46  L.  R.  A.  403;  47  L.  R.   A.  792. 


Pehkbtlyania  Supreme  Coubt. 


Mar., 


fact  that  he  Is  also  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  may 
be  recovered  back,  even  if  the  sale  is  an  advan- 
tageous one. 
2.   It  Is  agatnit  public  policy  for  one  to  act 

as  broker  for  both  parties  unless  that  fact  is  fully 
communicated  to  them. 

(April  87,1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  2,  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  back  money  paid  de- 
fendant as  commissions  for  selling  real  estate. 
Afflrmtd. 

Plaintiff  owned  an  estate  in  Philadelphia. 
Frank  H.  Massey  was  employed  by  Miss  Lou- 
isa Drexel  to  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  such 
estate.  Massey  employed  Smith  to  assist  him 
in  securing  the  property.  Smith  talked  with 
Mrs.  Cannell  and  offered  to  sell  the  place  for 
her,  he  to  have  one  half  of  all  be  could  obtain 
over  |80,000  for  it.  A  sale  was  subsequently 
effected  for  something  over  $90,000,  and  Mrs. 
Cannell  paid  Smith  $5,000  for  his  services. 

Subsequently  a  claim  was  made   by 


Drexel  to  recover  the  amount  of  this  commis- 
sion on  the  ground  that  Smith  had  been  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  trust  in  acting  for  the  other  side 
after  having  been  first  employed  by  her.  This 
was  settled  by  the  payment  to  ber  of  $2,600. 

Smith  claimed  to  have  severed  his  connection 
with  the  Drexels  before  be  became  agent  for 
Mrs.  Cannell,  and  also  that  he  was  frightened 
into  making  the  payment  which  be  did  to  the 
Drexels,  in  support  of  which  he  offered  to  show 
at  the  trial  that  he  at  no  time  admitted  or  be- 
lieved that  he  was  under  any  legal  or  moral  ob- 
ligation to  pay  anything  to  the  Drexels,  and 
that  he  at  no  time  admitted  to  Massey  or  to 
anybody  that  he  had  not  carried  out  in  full  the 
agreement  he  made  with  Massey,  or  that  he 
was  under  any  legal  liability  to  pay  money  to 
Miss  Drexel.  The  rejection  of  these  offers  be- 
came the  subject  of  the  second  assignment  of 
error. 

Defendant  also  offered  to  show  by  Amos 
Shallcross  that  the  property  sold  for  from  $10,- 
000  to  $15,000  more  than  it  was  worth.  The 
rejection  of  this  offer  was  also  assigned  as  error. 

The  further  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 


An  agent  who  is  relied  upon  to  exercise,  in  be- 
half of  his  principal,  his  skill,  knowledge  or  influ- 
ence will  not  be  permitted,  without  the  full  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  his  principal,  to  undertake  to 
represent  the  other  party  also  Id  the  same  transac- 
tion. Mechem,  Ag.  9  Oft,  citing  Raisin  v.  Clark,  41 
Md.  158;  Bice  v.  Wood,  118  Mass.  188;  Scribner  v. 
Collar,  40  Mich.  875;  Belt  v.  McConnell,  87  Ohio  St. 
896;  Lynch  v.  Fallon,  11 B.  I. 311;  Hinckley  v.  Arey, 
27  Me.  862;  Copeland  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  6  Pick. 
197;  Farnsworth  v.  Hemmer,  1  Allen,  404;  Walker 
v.  Osgood,  96  Mass.  848;  New  York  Cent  Ins.  Co.  v. 
National  P.  Ins.  Co.  H  N.  Y.  85;  Greenwood  v. 
Spring,  54  Barb.  875;  Pugsley  v.  Murray,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  245;  Sumner  v.  Charlotte,  C.  ft  A.  B.  Co.  78  N. 
C.  289;  Everhart  v.  Searle,  71  Pa.  256;  Meyer  v.  Han- 
chett,  89  Wis.  419, 48  Wis.  246;  Shirland  v.  Monitor 
Iron  Works  Co.  41  Wis.  162;  Bray  v.  Morse,  Id.  848; 
Stewart  v.  Mather,  82  Wis.  844;  Famsworth  v. 
Brunquest.  86  Wis.  202.  See  note  to  Wilson  v. 
Brookshire  (Ind.)  9  L.  B.  A.  796. 

Where  a  third  person,  by  surreptitiously  dealing 
with  the  agent  and  leading  him  astray  from  his 
duty,  has  secured  from  the  principal  contracts,  ob- 
ligations or  rights  in  action,  the  defrauded  princi- 
pal, if  he  acts  promptly  and  before  the  rights  of  in- 
nocent third  parties  have  intervened,  is  entitled  to 
have  the  contracts,  obligations  or  rights  in  action 
rescinded  and  to  have  such  other  adequate  relief  as 
a  court  of  equity  may  deem  proper  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. Mechem,  Ag.  9  797,  citing  in  illustra- 
tion the  late  case  of  Panama  ft  S.  P.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
India  Rubber,  O.  P.  ft  T.  W.  Co.  L.  B.  10  Ch.  App. 
615, 14  Bng.  Bep.  759. 

Where  a  secret  gratuity  is  given  to  an  agent  with 
intent  to  influence  him  Into  assenting  to  stipula- 
tions prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  his  principal  the 
contract  is  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  principal. 
Smith  v.  Sorby,  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  Div.  56s!;  Harrington  v. 
Victoria  G.  D.  Co.  L.  B.  8  Q.  B.  Div.  549. 

B ven  though  the  agent  was  not  in  fact  influenced 
against  the  interest  of  his  principal,  the  contract 
is  oorrupt,  See  Bollman  v.  Loomis,  41  Conn.  661; 
Miller  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  EL  Co.  83  Ala.  274;  flegen- 
myer  v.  Marks,  87  Minn.  6;  Potter's  App.  6  New 
Eng.  Bep.  177,  06  Conn.  1;  Holcomb  v.  Weaver,  186 
Mass.  265;  fiyrd  v.  Hughes,  84  HI.  174. 

If  the  contract  or  transaction  remains  executory 
the  principal  may  repudiate  it,  and  if  executed  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  acting  promptly  before  the 
12  L.  R.  A. 


rights  of  third  parties  intervene  he  may  rescind 
and  recover  what  he  has  parted  with  under  it. 
Wassell  v.  Beardon,  13  Ark.  705;  TJtlca  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Toledo  Ins.  Co.  17  Barb.  132 ;  Levy  v.  Loeb,  85  N.  Y. 
865;  Fish  v.  Leser,  69  111.  894;  Greenwood  v.  Spring,. 
54  Barb.  875 ;  Harrison  v.  McHenry,  9  Ga.  164 ;  Swit- 
zer  v.  Sidles,  8  III.  529 ;  New  York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
National  P.  Ins.  Co.  14  N.  Y.  85;  Mercantile  Mut> 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Hope  Ins.  Co.  8  Mo.  App.  406;  Herman 
v.  Martlneau,  1  Wis.  15L 

Agent  cannot  become  purchaser  of  the  subject  of  hi» 
agency. 

An  agent  or  trustee  cannot  directly  or  Indirectly 
become  the  purchaser  of  property  confided  to  hi* 
care.  Massie  v.  Watts,  10  U.  8.  6  Cranch,  148,  8  L. 
ed.  181 ;  Church  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  I  Mason,  841; 
Torrey  v.  Bank  of  Orleans,  9  Paige,  640, 862, 4  L.  ed. 
858, 869;  Stewart  v.  Duffy,  8  West.  Bep.  88, 116  111. 
47;  Dobson  v.  Baoey,  8  8andf.  Oh.  60,  7  L.  ed.  770; 
Baker  v.  Whiting,  8  Sumn.  476;  Switaser  v.  Skiles,  & 
111.  528. 

If  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  buying  property 
for  the  principal  buys  it  from  himself,  either  di- 
rectly or  through  the  Instrumentality  of  a  third 
person,  the  sale  or  purchase  is  voidable;  it  will  al- 
ways be  set  aside  at  the  option  of  the  principal;  the 
amount  of  consideration,  the  absence  of  undue  ad* 
vantage  and  other  similar  features  are  wholly  im- 
material; nothing  will  defeat  the  principal's  right 
of  remedy  except  his  own  confirmation  after  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facta.  Van  Bpps  v.  Van  Epps* 
9  Paige,  237.  4  L.  ed.  682;  Carter  v.  Palmer,  6  Clark 
ft  F.  667, 11  Bligh,  N.  B.  887 ;  Cane  v.  Allen,  2  Dow. 
P.  C.  289, 294;  Beed  v.  Norris,  2  Myl.  ft  C.  381;  Hob- 
day v.  Peters,  28  Beav.  849 ;  Neuendorf!  v.  World 
Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  N.  Y.  889;  Bain  v.  Brown,  56  N. 
Y.285;  Taussig  v.  Hart,  49  N.  Y.  801;  Bennett  v. 
Austin,  81 N.  Y.  308 ;  Conkey  v.  Bond,  86  N.  Y.  427, 
84  Barb.  276;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  827;  Moore- 
v.  Moore,  5  N.  Y.  266 ;  Dobson  v.  Baoey,  8  N.  Y.  216: 
Orleans  Bank  v.  Torrey,  7  Hill,  260;  Torrey  v.  Bank 
of  Orleans,  9  Paige.  649, 662. 4  L.  ed.  858, 869;  Briden- 
beoker  v.  Lowell,  82  Barb.  9 ;  Davoue  v.  Fanning.  2 
Johns.  Ch.  262, 1 L.  ed.  865;  Hughes  v.  Washington, 
72  El.  84,  cited  in  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  485. 

Persons  acting  in  trust  relation  cannot  purchase 
trust  property.  See  notes  to  Manhattan  Cloak  ft  8. 
Co.  v.  Dodge  and.)  6  L.  B.  A.  869 ;  Tyler  v.  Sanborn 
(I1LML.  R.A.  218, 


1801. 


Farkas  t.  Powell. 


89? 


Messrs.    Lincoln   L.  Eyre   and    B.   P. 
Hop  he*  for  appellant. 
Mr.  C.  Berkeley  Taylor  for  appellee. 

Per  Curiam : 

The  defendant  was  a  real  estate  broker  and 
attempted  to  serve  two  masters.  There  is  high 
authority  for  saying  that  this  cannot  be  done. 
Matthew,  6: 24.  The  plaintiff  paid  him  a  com- 
mission of  $5,000  for  effecting  a  sale  of  certain 
real  estate  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  he  was 
also  the  broker  or  agent  of  the  purchaser. 
When  she  discovered  that  he  was  acting  in  this 
dual  character  she  brought  this  suit  in  the  court 
below  to  recover  back  the  money  so  paid,  and 
succeeded.  We  have  no  doubt  of  the  right  to 
recover  money  paid  under  such  circumstances. 
It  is  against  public  policy  and  sound  morality 
for  a  man  to  act  as  broker  for  both  parties  un- 
less that  fact  is  fully  communicated  to  them. 
The  right  to  recover  being  established  this 
judgment  must  stand  unless  some  error  was 
committed  on  the  trial  below  by  which  the  de- 
fendant was  prejudiced.  A  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  record  fails  to'  disclose  any  such 
error.  The  court  waa  not  asked  to  direct  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  could 
not  properly  have  done  so  in  view  of  the  evi- 
dence.   This  disposes  of  the  first  assignment. 


The  second  is  without  merit.  The  payment 
of  the  $2,000  to  the  Drexels  was  a  fact  in  the 
case.  The  defendant's  belief  as  to  his  moral 
or  legal  liability  to  pay  this  money  waa  not  im- 
portant. IN  or  was  it  material  that  he  had 
never  made  any  admissions  "to  the  Masseysor 
anyone  else"  upon  this  subject.  The  testimony 
of  the  witness  Snallcross  was  properly  rejected. 
The  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  aid  not  depend 
upon  the  character  of  the  sale,  whether  advan- 
tageous or  otherwise.  It  rested  upon  the  higher 
ground  of  public  policy.  Beerhart  v.  Searle. 
71  Pa,  256. 

The  instructions  complained  of  in  the  fourth 
and  fifth  assignments  are  free  from  error.  The 
learned  judge  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  the  defend- 
ant's dual  character.  There  was  abundant  evi- 
dence of  her  ignorance  upon  this  point  to  go  to 
the  lury.  She  testified  distinctly  that  the  de- 
fendant told  her  he  was  acting  for  her  and  for 
her  alone.  The  defendant  did  not  deny  that 
he  had  been  employed  by  the  purchasers.  His 
contention  was  that  he  had  ceased  to  act  for 
them  before  he  entered  the  service  of  the  plain- 
tiff. This  was  a  question  of  fact  tor  the  jury, 
and,  unfortunately  for  the  defendant,  they  did 
not  take  his  view  of  it. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Samuel  F AREAS,  Plf.  in  Brr.9 

e. 

Bartow  POWELL. 

(....Ga..— ) 

1.  One  who  hires)  a  horse  to  go  to  a  cer- 
tain point  has  no  right  without  the  consent  of 
the  owner  to  go  with  the  hone  beyond  that  point, 
unless  forced  to  do  so  by  circumstances  which  he 
cannot  control. 

8.  Biding  a  hired  horse  a  few  miles 
beyond  the  point  to  which  he  was  hired  to  go 


will  not  make  the  hirer  liable  for  loss  of  the  bone, 
where,  after  returning  from  the  extra  trip,  he 
fell  on  the  homeward  road  and  died  a  day  or  two 
afterwards,  unless  the  extra  ride  caused  or  mate- 
rially contributed  to  this  result. 

(March  10,  189L) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Dougherty 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  com- 
pensation for  the  loss  of  plaintiffs  horse,  which 
died  while  in  defendant's  possession  under  a 
contract  of  bailment.    Bttersed. 


Rem.— Bailment;  letting  of  horse  for  hire. 

A  bailment  takes  place  when  any  article  of  per- 
sonalty to  put  by  the  owner  into  the  hands  of 
another  for  a  special  purpose,  to  be  returned  to  the 
owner  or  to  a  third  person  when  the  object  of  the 
trust  is  accomplished.  State  v.  Chew  Muck  You 
(Or.)  Dec.  16,  I860,  citing:  Krauae  v.  Com.  98  Pa.  418; 
Bishop,  Stat.  Cr.  9  428. 

Id  every  bailment  of  letting  for  hire,  a  price  or 
compensation  for  the  hire  is  essential.  The  amount 
may  not  be  stipulated,  but  the  contract  must  con- 
template payment.  Herryf ord  v.  Davis,  102  U.  8. 
285. 26  L.  ed.  180. 

A  bailee  for  hire  is  only  responsible  for  ordinary 
diligence  and  liable  for  ordinary  negligence,  in  the 
care  of  the  property  bailed.  Clark  v.  United 
States.  96  U.  S.  638, 24  L.  ed.  518.  8ee  Jones,  Ballm. 
p.  88;  Story,  Ballm.  M  806,  800;  Domat,  Civil  Law, 
lib.  I,  title  4,  9  3,  pars.  3, 4;  1  Bell,  Com.  7th  ed.  pp. 
481,483. 

It  is  the  duty  of  one  who  hires  a  horse  to  another 
to  give  the  latter  a  hone  that  is  manageable  and 
safe,  and,  if  the  hone  has  any  riotous  propensities, 
to  inform  the  hirer  of  that  fact;  and  he  Is  liable  In 
damages  for  any  injuries  resulting  from  his  failure 
12  L.  R.  A. 


to  impart  such  information.  Klssam  v.  Jones,  88 
Hun.  432. 

If  he  gives  him  no  notice  of  any  vicious  propen- 
sity of  the  horse  except  to  tell  him,  lu  answer  to  an 
inquiry,  that  the  hone  is  all  right  except  a  little 
"skeery,"  when  he  knows  that  the  hone  has  a 
vicious  habit,  he  win  be  liable  for  any  injuries  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  such  vicious  habit.    Ibid. 

When  there  was  a  special  contract  of  hiring  ex- 
pressly limiting  the  use  to  which  the  team  might  be 
put,  and  the  contract  was  violated  and  the  team 
Injured  in  consequence,  against  the  protest  of  the 
driver,  the  hirer  is  liable,  although  the  driver  was 
agent  of  the  plaintiff.  Fox  v.  Young,  4  West.  Bep. 
778, 22  Mo.  App.  886. 

In  an  action  against  the  bailee  of  a  horse  for 
hire,  for  immoderate  driving  and  improper  care, 
where  it  was  shown  that  defendant  drove  a  greater 
distance  than  he  engaged  for,  and  that  the  horse 
was  sound  when  engaged,  but  injured  when  re- 
turned, there  can  be  no  recovery  unless  the  jury 
find  that  the  hone  was  Injured  by  improper  use, 
care  or  driving.  Malaney  v.  Taft,  6  New  Bng.  Rep. 
022,  80  Vt.  671.  8ee  Hart  v.  8klnner,  16  Vt.  188; 
Towne  v.  Wiley,  28  Vt.  366.  See  note  to  Staub  v. 
Kendrick  (Ind.)  6  L.  B.  A.  819. 
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Georgia  Supreme  Coubt. 


The  facto  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Jesse  W.  waiters  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 
Mr.  D.  H.  Pope  for  defendant  in  error. 

Simmons,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Powell  hired  from  Farkaa  a  horse  to  ride 
from  Albany  to  the  Whitehead  place,  in  the 
country,  a  distance  of  five  miles,  and  was  to 
return  by  11  o'clock  at  night  When  he  ar- 
rived at  the  Whitehead  place,  he  learned  that 
the  person  he  wished  to  see  was  at  the  Bryant 
place,  three  or  four  miles  beyond,  and  he  rode 
on  to  that  point.  He  remained  at  the  Bryant 
place  some  two  hours  and  a  half,  and  left  there 
for  Albany  about  half  past  9  in  the  evening. 
On  his  return,  and  after  getting  between  the 
Whitehead  place  and  Albany,  the  horse  fell  in 
the  road.  After  considerable  trouble,  he  got 
the  horse  on  his  feet,  and  led  him  about  three 
miles,  and,  when  within  about  a  mile  of  Al- 
bany, the  horse  again  fell,  and  he  had  to  ob- 
tain the  assistance  of  two  colored  men,  living 
near  by,  to  again  get  the  horse  upon  his  feet. 
He  then  took  the  horse  to  the  lot  of  one  of 
these  men,  and  left  him  there;  and  about  day- 
light in  the  morning  walked  on  to  the  town, 
and  notified  Farkaa'  stable-man  where  the  hone 
was,  and  of  his  condition.  The  horse  died 
within  a  day  or  two  thereafter.  Farkas 
brought  suit  against  Powell,  alleging,  in  sub- 
stance, that  be  had  ridden  the  horse  three  miles 
beyond  the  place  he  had  hired  him  to  go,  and 
that  by  negligence  or  cruelty  the  horse  had  been 
so  injured  that  he  died.  The  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  tended  to  show  that,  on  the  afternoon 
when  the  horse  was  hired  to  Powell,  it  was 
sound  and  in  good  condition,  moved  off  briskly 
down  the  street,  and  showed  no  signs  of  any 
disease,  but  that  when  returned  the  next  morn- 
ing it  was  lame,  and  could  scarcely  walk,  and 
had  a  halter  burn  around  one  of  its  feet  The 
evidence  for  the  defendant  tended  to  show  that 
he  rode  the  horse  moderately,  never  going 
faster  than  a  trot;  that  at  the  Bryant  place  he 
hitched  it  to  a  post;  that  there  was  no  halter 
or  rope  around  its  foot  while  in  his  possession; 
and  that  in  returning  from  the  Bryant  place  he 
rode  the  horse  on  a  walk  until  it  suddenly  fell 
in  the  road.  An  expert  in  diseases  of  horses 
testified  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  horse  was  par- 
alyzed, and  that  this  may  have  been  produced 
by  straining.  There  was  also  evidence  that,  a 
day  or  two  before  the  hiring,  the  horse  had 
been  used  in  hauling  dirt  Powell  also  testified 
that  about  a  year  before  he  had  hired  another 
horse  from  Farkas  to  go  to  the  same  place,  and 
rode  three  or  four  miles  further  than  ne  intend- 
ed to  go,  and  that  when  Informed  of  it  on  his 
return  Farkas  said  it  was  all  right,  and  did  not 
charge  him  for  the  extra  time  or  distance. 

On  this  state  of  facts  the  trial  Judge  charged 
the  jury,  in  substance,  that  if  Powell  exercised 
ordinary  care  In  riding  the  horse,  and  attend- 
ing to  it  while  in  his  possession,  it  did  not  make 
any  difference  whether  he  rode  it  beyond  the 
Whitehead  place  or  not;  that,  if  Powell  was 
not  at  fault  in  riding  and  in  his  attention  to 
the  horse,  he  could  not  be  held  liable  because 
Le  went  a  greater  distance  than  he  had  hired 
the  horse  to  go,  although  it  may  have  been  in- 
jured by  accident  or  otherwise,  without  his 
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fault,  in  going  this  extra  distance.  The  jury 
found  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  made 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  We  think  this  charge 
was  error.  When  Powell  hired  the  horse  from 
Farkas  to  go  five  miles  to  the  Whitehead  place, 
he  had  no  right,  under  his  contract,  to  go  be- 
yond that  point  without  the  consent  of  Farkas, 
and  when  he  did  jgo  beyond  it  was  at  least  a 
technical  conversion,  or  a  violation  of  his  con- 
tract and  duty;  and,  if  the  horse  had  been  in- 
jured while  beyond  the  point  to  which  he  was 
hired  to  go,  Powell  undoubtedly  would  have 
been  liable,  whether  the  injury  was  caused  by 
his  own  negligence  or  by  the  negligence  of 
others,  or  even  by  accident  unless  be  was 
forced  to  go  beyond  that  point  by  circum- 
stances which  he  could  not  control  For  ex- 
ample, if  a  bridge  had  been  washed  away,  or 
the  road  was  impassable,  and  in  consequence 
he  had  to  take  a  longer  road  in  order  to  go  to 
the  Whitehead  place,  he  would  then  be  liable 
only  for  his  own  negligence.  This  principle 
seems  to  be  sustained  by  the  following  author- 
ities: Story,  Bailm.  §  418  et  eeq.,  and  author- 
ities there  cited;  Schouler,  Bailm.  §  189,  and 
authorities  cited. 

But  the  nice  question  in  this  case  is,  Would 
Powell,  after  having  been  guilty  of  a  technical 
conversion  or  violation  of  his  duty,  and  having 
returned  within  the  limits  of  the  original  hir- 
ing, and  the  horse  then  sustained  injury  with- 
out other  fault  on  his  part,  be  liable?  That 
would  depend,  in  our  opinion,  upon  whether 
the  extra  ride  of  six  or  eight  miles  to  the  Bry- 
ant place  and  back  caused  or  materially  con- 
tributed to  the  accident  If  it  did,  we  think 
he  would  be  liable  to  the  owner.  The  horse 
might  have  been  well  able  to  travel  the  five 
miles  and  return,  but  the  six  or  eight  miles  ex- 
tra may  have  fatigued  him  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  have  caused  him  to  stumble  and  fall,  and  toxin 
produce  the  in  j  ury.  If,  however,  the  extra  ride 
did  not  cause  or  materially  contribute  to  the 
injury,  we  do  not  think  Powell  would  be  liable, 
if  guilty  of  no  other  fault.  We  can  see  no 
good  reason  to  hold  the  hirer  liable  for  an  in- 
jury to  the  horse  hired,  which  occurred,  with- 
out his  fault,  after  he  had  returned  with  it 
within  the  limits  of  bis  original  contract,  al- 
though he  had  been  guilty  of  a  technical  con- 
version by  riding  it  three  miles  beyond  the 
point  to  which  it  was  hired  to  go,  the  extra  dis- 
tance not  causing  or  contributing  to  the  injury. 
We  have  been  unable  to  find  any  cause  the 
facts  of  which  are  like  the  facts  in  this.  Nearly 
all  the  cases  which  hold  the  hirer  liable,  when 
he  has  deviated  from  the  terms  of  his  contract, 
are  cases  in  which  he  was  negligent  in  fact,  or 
willfully  and  wantonly  misconducted  himself, 
or  had  overdriven  the  horse,  or  destroyed  or 
ruined  the  property  while  beyond  the  limit  or 
in  the  course  of  deviation  from  the  purpose  of 
hiring.  The  cases  cited  in  the  brief  of  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error  were  all  of  this  char- 
acter. Bee  Ootumlnu  v.  Howard,  6  Ga.  213; 
Gorman  y.  OampbeU,  14  Ga.  187;  Oollins  v. 
HutcMns,  21  Ga.  270;  Lewi*  v.  McAfee,  82  Ga. 
465;  Moloney,  Robinson,  77  Ga.  719.  So. like- 
wise, were  nearly  all  the  cases  referred  to  in 
Schouler  and  Story,  supra.  The  facts  in  those 
cases  show  that  the  property  was  injured  or  de- 
stroyed during  the  time  it  was  being  improperly 
used,  or  being  used  for  a  different  purpose 
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from  that  for  which  it  was  hired.  The  ques- 
tion whether  this  extra  ride  did  or  did  not 
cause  or  materially  contribute  to  the  injury 
was  for  the  jury  to  determine  under  the  evi- 
dence and  a  proper  charge  by  the  court;  and, 


the  court  by  its  charge  having  eliminated  this 
issue  from  the  case,  we  think  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted. 
Judgment  reverted. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


T.  B.  JONES  et  al.t  Appt$.9 

v. 

William  McEWAN. 

<....Ky.....> 

Acceptance,  after  Inspection  or  fair  oppor- 
tunity to  inspect  it,  of  wheat  furnished  under  a 
contract  for  wheat  of  a  certain  grade,  precludes 
the  buyer  from  denying  that  the  contract  was 
satisfied. 

(March  81, 1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  affirming  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Clark 
County  disallowing  their  counterclaim  for 
alleged  breach  of  warranty  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  contract  price  for  certain  wheat 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered. 
Affirmed, 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  lu  H.  Jonea,  for  appellants: 
The  thing  contracted  for  was  No.  2  wheat, 
and  not  an  inspection  by  the  appellants.  If 
the  appellants  could  have  shipped  to  another 
station,  for  the  purpose  of  having  an  inspec- 
tion, why  could  they  not  ship  it  to  Newport 
News  for  the  same  purpose?  The  appellants 
were  under  no  more  obligation,  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  to  see  that  the  wheat  delivered 
was  No.  2  than  the  appellee  was.  If,  as  mat- 
ter of  fact,  the  appeilante  had  inspected  the 
wheat  before  receiving  it,  but  for  the  warranty 


this  might  be  construed  to  be  conduct  from 
which  acceptance  in  fulfillment  of  the  contract 
might  be  implied.  But  it  would  be  interesting 
to  know  at  what  particular  point  along  the 
line  of  that  railroad  this  conclusive  legal  pre- 
sumption of  an  acceptance  attached. 

See  McKibben  v.  Bakers,  1  B.  Hon.  120. 

An  express  warranty,  in  sales  of  personal 
property,  is  never  conclusively  waived  by  any 
acceptance  of  the  goods,  unless  perchance  in, 
some  cases  of  known  defects.  A  waiver  may 
arise  as  a  presumption  of  fact,  but  never  as  a 
conclusive  presumption  of  law. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  Bennett's  ed.  1888,  p.  607; 
Smith,  Mercantile  Law,  p.  645;  1  Parsons, 
Cont.  p.  629. 

Benjamin  on  Sales,  853,  says  that  the  buyer 
may,  after  receiving  and  accepting  the  goods* 
bring  his  action  for  damages  in  case  the  quality 
is  interior  to  that  warranted  by  the  vendor. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  neither  of  appellants 
knew  anything  about  grading  wheat,  and  never 
graded,  or  attempted  to  grade,  a  grain  of  wheat 
in  their  lives;  and  for  this  reason  they  resorted 
to  the  precaution  of  requiring  an  express  war- 
ranty, and  clothed  their  contract  in  language 
which,  according  to  all  familiar  rules  of  in- 
terpretation, cannot  be  misunderstood.  Why 
should  not  this  simple  contract  to  deliver  No. 
2  wheat  be  interpreted  as  other  contracts, 
according  to  the  natural  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage used? 

See  Benjamin,  Sales,  p.  665. 

In  the  case  of  an  express  warranty  it  is  not 


Notb.— Effect  of  acceptance  of  goods  under  contract 
of  sale. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  vendee  of  goods  sold  upon  con- 
dition as  to  the  kind  and  quality,  and  also  that  they 
shall  be  satisfactory  to  the  vendee,  to  examine 
them  promptly,  and,  if  they  do  not  comply  with 
the  conditions  and  are  not  satisfactory,  to  notify 
the  vendor  within  a  reasonable  time  that  he  will 
not  accept  them.  Rosenfleld  v.  Bwenson  (Minn.) 
Jan.  5, 1801;  Baker,  Sales,  223.  See  McOormick  Har- 
vestiiur-Mach.  Oo.  v.  Chesrown,  88  Minn.  33;  Lee  v. 
Bangs,  48  Minn.  28. 

A  purchaser  is  bound  to  object  to  receive  the 
goods  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and  what  is  a  rea- 
sonable time  is  a  question  for  the  Jury.  Gordon  v. 
Clarke,  10  Fla.  179;  Coleman  v.  Gibson,  1  Mood.  & 
R.  166:  Stevens  v.  Stewart,  8  Gal.  140;  Chaffln  v. 
Doub,  14  OaL  884;  Sawyer  v.  Nichols,  40  Me.  212; 
Dyer  v.  Ltbby,  61  Me.  46;  Wartman  v.  Breed,  117 
Mass.  18;  BorrowBcale  v.  Bosworth,  99  Mass.  881; 
Stone  v.  Browning,  68  N.  Y.  601;  Garfield  v.  Paris, 
98 U.S. 567,24  L.ed.82L 

The  mere  delivery  of  goods  under  an  executory 
contract  by  the  vendor  to  the  carrier  appointed  by 
the  vendee  does  not  necessarily  bind  the  latter  to 
accept  them,  and  on  arrival  the  purchaser  has  the 
right  of  inspection,  and  to  reject  if  they  do  not 
conform  to  the  contract.  Pierson  v.  Crooks,  116  N. 
Y.648. 

It  seems  to  be  a  universal  rule  that  vendee  has 
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the  right  to  inspect  goods  after  their  delivery,  to* 
see  whether  they  are  in  accordance  with  the  order  ; 
but  if  he  sells  the  goods  without  inspection  it  is 
tantamount  to  their  acceptance.  Bill  v.  McDon- 
ald, 17  Wis.  97;  Fletcher  v.  Ingram,  40  Wis.  191; 
Hoffman  y.  King,  68  Wis.  814. 

Defects  not  discovered  by  the  inspection  actually 
made,  and  not  discoverable  by  such  as  ought  to 
have  been  made,  are  properly  classed  as  latent. 
Hence  corn,  musty  and  "blue-eyed,"  packed  in 
bulk  beneath  sound  corn,  is  a  latent  defect  In  the 
whole  lot  as  a  carload,  delivery  and  aooeptanoe- 
being  made  without  breaking  bulk  or  unloading 
the  car.  Miller  v.  Moore,  6  L.  R.  A.  874,  and  note% 
88  Ga.  684. 

A  delay  of  six  weeks,  after  an  examination  and 
discovery  as  to  the  kind  and  quality  of  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  in  notifying  the  vendor  that  they 
are  not  satisfactory  and  will  not  be  kept  by  the- 
vendee,  is  unreasonable  and  amounts  to  an  accept- 
ance of  the  goods.  Rosenfleld  ▼.  Bwenson  (Minn.) 
Jan.  6, 189L  See  Baylis  v.  Lundy,  4  L.  T.  N.  8. 178; 
O'Brlea  v.  Barker,  4  New  Zeal.  Jur.  N.  8. 64,  cited 
in  Baker,  Sales,  228. 

If  within  a  reasonable  time  he  rejects,  the  good* 
as  not  being  according  to  order,  the  fact  that  he 
had  Insured  them  will  not  amount  to  an  accept- 
ance. Bacon  v.  Socles,  48  Wis.  227.  See  notes  to 
Studer  v.  Bleistein  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  702;  Campbell 
Print.  Press  Co.  v.  Thorp  (Mich.)  1 L.  B.  A.  645. 


See  also  13  L.  R.  A.  224. 
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necessary  for  the  vendee  to  return  or  even  offer 
to  return  the  article  sold,  to  enable  him  to 
recover  the  damage  he  has  sustained  by  a 
breach  of  the  warranty. 

Waring  v.  Mason,  18  Wend.  485;  Benjamin, 
Sales,  p.  852. 

In  CBannon  v.  Relf,  7  Dana,  820,  and  Dana 
v.  Boyd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  598,  there  was  no 
express  warranty,  but  merely  the  warranty 
implied  by  law  when  an  order  is  given  for 
goods  to  be  manufactured  and  delivered  in  the 
future. 

See  Sprague  v.  Blake,  20  Wend.  61;  Reed  v. 
Randall  29  N.  T.  858;  Hart  v.  Wright,  17 
Wend.  277;  Hyatt  v.  Boyle,  5  Gill  &  J.  110. 

There  is  no  waiver  of  warranty  by  accept- 
ance. 

Day  v.  Pool,  52  N.  Y.  416. 

If  the  description  is  a  material  part  of  the 
contract,  if  it  was  an  inducement  to  the  con- 
tract, the  parties'  liability  is  fixed,  and  the  law 
of  conscience  and  the  law  of  the  land  require 
that  the  parties  should  comply  with  their  con- 
tract 

Baird  v.  Matthews,  6  Dana,  184;  2  Benjamin, 


Sales,  Corbin's  ed.  §  857,  pp.  741,  856,  note  29. 
884,  note  £&  799.  note  St;  KeUogg  v.  Denslow, 
14  Conn.,  4U;  Brigg  v.  Hilton,  1  Cent  Rep. 


807,  99  N.  Y.  517;  Kansas  City  First  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Grindstaff,  45  Ind.  158;  Ferguson  v. 
Hosier,  58  Ind.  488;  Ricketts  v.  Hays,  18  Ind. 
181;  Mann  v.  Xhertson,  82  Ind.  855;  Douglass 
Axe  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Gardner,  10  Cush.  88;  Adam 
v.  Richards,  2  H.  Bl.  578;  Kimball  &  Austin 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Vroman,  85  Mich.  811;  Hull  v. 
Belknap,  87  Mich.  179;  Scott  v.  Raymond,  81 
Minn.  487;  Eagan  Co.  v.  Johnson,  82  Ala.  288; 
Doane  v.  Dunham,  65  111.  512;  Polhemvs  v. 
Heiman,  45  CaL  578;  Cox  v.  Long,  69  N.  C.  7; 
Lewis  v.  Rountree,  78  N.  C.  828;  Rodgers  v. 
Niles,  11  Ohio  St.  48;  Byers  v.  Chapin,  28  Ohio 
St.  800;  Boothby  v.  Hoisted,  51  N.  H.  486; 
Field  v.  Kinnear,  4  Kan.  476;  McCartyv.  Gor- 
don, 16  Kan.  85;  GiU  v.  Kaufman,  Id.  571; 
Bigger  v.  Botard,  20  Kan.  204;  Nye  v.  i<na* 
Ct7y  Alcohol  Works,  51  Iowa,  129;  Morehovse 
v.  Comstoek,  42  Wis.  626;  Otwn*  v.  Sturges,  67 
111.  866;  7<zyfer  v.  ftfe,  111  Mass.  868;  Tough- 
iogheny  Iron  d  C.  Co.  v.  Smith,  66  Pa.  840; 
Brantley  v.  Thomas,  22  Tex.  270;  Gurney  v. 
Atlantic  dt  G.  W.  R.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  858;  Gau- 
tier  v.  Douglass  Mfg.  Co.  18  Hun,  514;  Mar- 
shuetz  v.  McGreevy,  28  Hun,  408. 

Words  of  description  imply  a  warranty  that 
the  property  shall  answer  the  description. 

WolcoU  v.  Mount,  36  N.  J.  L.  262;  Benjamin, 
Sales,  Bennett's  ed.  p.  510. 

Mr.  George  B.  Nelson,  for  appellee: 

The  acceptance  by  the  purchaser,  after  an 
inspection  of  the  articles  or  an  opportunity  to 
inspect  them,  is  a  waiver  of  any  objection  on 
account  of  defect  in  quality. 

There  is  no  question  of  warranty  in  the  case. 
The  appellee  did  not  warrant  the  quality  of 
the  wheat.  He  agreed  to  deliver  wheat  of  a 
«  certain  quality  and  grade.  When  be  tendered 
the  wheat  it  was  an  offer  to  perform  his  con- 
tract, and  an  implied  claim  that  the  wheat  was 
of  the  specified  grade.  The  rights  of  the  pur- 
chaser thereupon  were,  to  accept  the  offer, 
which  made  an  end  of  the  matter,  or  to  reject 
the  offer  and  bold  the  seller  liable  for  his  fail- 
ure to  perform  his  contract 
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A  warranty  applies  only  to  a  sale  of  a 
specific  thing,  and  not  to  a  contract  to  sell  and 
deliver  at  a  future  day  a  thing  which  is  to  be 
of  a  certain  kind  and  quality.  An  agreement 
to  sell  and  to  warrant  the  quality  when  de- 
livered is  quite  a  different  matter. 

CBannon  v.  Relf  7  Dana,  820;  Dana  v. 
Boyd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  598;  Kerr  v.  Smith,  5  B. 
Mod.  558;  Sprague  v  Blake,  20  Wend.  64;  Hart 
v.  Wright,  17  Wend.  277;  Benjamin,  Sales, 
§§  918,  1842,  1848. 

A  description  in  an  executory  contract  of  the 
article  to  be  sold  will  not  amount  to  a  warran- 
ty,—that  is,  an  agreement  to  sell  with  warran- 
ty,— unless  such  appears  to  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties. 

Maxwell  v.  Lee,  84  Minn.  511;  Norton  v. 
Dreyfuss,  7  Cent.  Rep.  785,  106  N.  Y.  90; 
Studer  v.  Bteistein,  48  Hun,  577;  Kent  v. 
Friedman,  1  Cent.  Rep.  718, 101  N.  Y.  610. 

Acceptance  with  opportunity  to  inspect  is  a 
waiver  of  right  to  recoup  for  defect  in  quality. 

Thompson  v.  Libby,  85  Minn.  448;  Maxwell 
v.  Lee,  84  Minn.  511;  Fairbank  Canning  Co. 
y.  MeUger,  48  Hun,  71;  Comstock  v.  Sanger,  51 
Mich.  497. 

Bennett*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellants,  grain  and  commission  mer- 
chants of  Winchester,  purchased  of  the  ap- 
pellee, engaged  in  the  same  general  business  at 
Pine  Grove  and  Colly  stations,  on  the  Chesa- 
peake &  Ohio  Railroad,  all  the  wheat  that  the 
appellee  had  engaged  in  the  vicinity  of  these 
stations,  which  was  to  be  delivered  at  said  sta- 
tions in  carload  lots,  and  to  grade  No.  2  wheat 
The  appellee  delivered  said  wheat  at  said  sta- 
tions, and  it  was  there  received  by  the  appellants, 
and  they  personally  inspected  a  part  oi  the  same 
as  it  was  delivered,  and  pronounced  it  all  right. 
They  caused  the  wheat  to  be  shipped  to  Isew- 

rrt  News,— the  place  of  destination,— where 
was  inspected  and  pronounced — at  least  a 
part  of  it— not  No.  2  wheat  in  that  market. 
The  appellee  sued  the  appellants  for  a  balance 
of  the  purchase  money,  to  which  they  pleaded, 
as  counterclaim  and  set-off,  that,  as  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  the  wheat  was  to  grade 
No.  2  at  Newport  News,— the  terminal  point, 
—and  as  it  did  not  grade  No.  2  at  said  point, 
they  were  damaged  in  the  sum  of  $649.  The 
appellee  contended  that  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  the  wheat  was  to  grade  No.  2  at  the 
place  of  delivery;  and  the  appellants,  after  in- 
specting, or  having  an  opportunity  to  inspect, 
the  wheat  at  said  place,  received  the  same  in 
discharge  of  appellee's  contract,  which  released 
him  from  all  damage,  etc.  The  question  as  to 
whether  at  the  terminal  place  or  that  of  de- 
livery the  wheat  was  to  grade  No.  2  having 
been  passed  upon  by  the  jury,  and  they  hav- 
ing decided  from  the  evidence  that  the  grade 
was  to  be  at  the  place  of  delivery,  we  must 
regard  that  fact,  for  the  purpose  of  this  re- 
view, as  settled.  So  the  question  arises,  Con- 
ceding that  the  wheat  did:  not  grade  No.  2  at 
the  place  of  delivery,  did  the  reception  of  it  by 
the  appellants  at  the  place  of  delivery,  after 
having  inspected  it,  or  after  having  had  a  fair 
opportunity  to  inspect  it,  satisfy  the  terms  of 
the  contract  to  deliver  wheat  of  No.  2  grade? 
This  court  in  the  cases  of  Dana  v.  Boyd,  2  J. 
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J.  Marsh.  594;  VBannon  v.  Rdf,  7  Dana,  890, 
and  Kerr  v.  Smith,  5  B.  Mod.  553,— which 
have  been  subsequently  Incidentally  approved 
by  this  court  in  a  number  of  cases;  also  Benja- 
min on  Sales  (the  text;  see  §§  000-609.  4th  ed.) 
—has  held  that  where  there  is  a  contract  to  de- 
liver goods  or  chattels  of  a  particular  descrip- 
tion or  quality  at  a  future  day,  and  the  vendor 
tenders  foods  not  of  the  agreed  description  or 
quality  in  discharge  of  the  contract,  and  the 
vendee,  after  inspecting  them,  or  after  having 
had  a  fair  opportunity  to  do  so,  receives  them 
in  discharge  of  the  contract,  he  cannot  there- 
after maintain  an  action  against  the  vendor  to 
recover  damages  for  the  defects  in  the  descrip- 
tion or  quality.  The  stipulation  that  goods  of 
a  certain  description  or  quality  are  to  be  de- 
livered is  made  an  essential  part  of  the  contract, 
which  must  be  complied  with  by  the  vendor 
■as  a  condition  preceding  the  obligation  of  the 
vendee  to  receive  the  goods  and  pay  for  them; 
and  if  the  goods  tendered  in  discharge  of  the 
contract  do  not  come  up  to  the  terms  of  it  as  to 
description  or  quality,  the  vendee  has  a  right 
to  reject  them,  and  bold  the  vendor  responsi- 
ble in  damages;  but  if  he,  after  having  in- 
spected them,  or  after  having  had  a  fair  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so,  receives  them  in  discharge  of 
the  contract,  although  they  do  not,  as  to  de- 
scription or  quality,  comply  with  its  terms,  he 
thereby  waives  these  defects,  and  he  cannot  re- 
cover damages  on  account  of  them.  For  this 
rule,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the  sound  and  equitable 
reason  is  given,  to  wit:  When  the  vendor  ten- 
ders the  goods  in  discharge  of  the  contract, 
and  they  do  not  come  up  to  the  stipulation,  if 
the  vendor,  after  having  inspected  them,  or 
after  having  a  fair  opportunity  to  do  so,  would 
reject  them,  the  vendor  in  many  cases  could 
comply  with  his  contract  by  delivering  other 
goods  of  the  contract  description  or  quality;  or, 
in  the  absence  of  such  right  or  opportunity,  he 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  take  charge  of 
them,  and  dispose  of  them  himself,  rather  than 
confide  the  sale  of  them  to  the  vendee,  whose 
interest  might  be  to  have  recourse  on  the  ven- 
dor, and  to  handle  the  goods  with  that  view 


alone,  or  his  business  capacity  might  be  such 
that  the  vendor  would  not  be  willing  to  trust 
him.  But  if  the  vendee,  after  inspecting,  or 
having  a  fair  opportunity  to  inspect,  the  goods, 
were  allowed  to  receive  them  in  discharge  of 
the  contract,  and  then  hold  the  vendor  respon- 
sible for  actual  or  supposed  defects  by  expos- 
ing him  to  actions  on  the  warranty  on  account 
of  the  defects,  but  really  to  recover  losses  re- 
sulting from  short-sighted  speculation  or  the 
wayward  changes  in  the  market,  after  he  had 
been  led  to  believe  that  all  was  satisfactory, 
would  be  most  inequitable.  Hence  to  regard 
the  stipulation  as  an  essential  part  of  the  con- 
tract, a  compliance  with  which  precedes  the 
vendee's  obligation  to  receive  the  goods;  but  if 
he  receives  them  in  discharge  of  the  contract, 
after  having  inspected  them,  or  after  having 
had  a  fair  opportunity  to  inspect  them,  the 
terms  of  the  contract  are  complied  with,  and 
he  has  no  action  on  account  of  the  fact  that  the 
goods  are  not  as  stipulated,  serves  the  rights 
of  all  parties.  Of  course  this  rule  supposes 
that  there  is  no  fraud,  and  that  the  vendee  has 
had  an  opportunity  to  inspect  the  goods.  It  is 
true  there  are  many  States  that  hold  such 
stipulations  to  be  warranties,  and  that  fact  was 
doubtless  known  to  members  of  this  court  at 
the  time  the  decisions  mentioned  were  ren- 
dered; but  nevertheless  they  chose  to  hew  out 
the  more  equitable  rule,  regardless  of  those 
high  opposing  authorities.  Besides,  as  there 
is  scarcely  any  uniformity  of  decision  among 
the  several  States  upon  the  same  subject, — 
many  sometimes  deciding  one  way,  and  only  a 
few  the  other, — if  we  were  to  undertake  to 
overrule  our  repeated  and  long-standing  de- 
cisions to  make  a  rule  to  conform  to  what  is 
supposed  to  be  the  rule  of  the  majority  of  the 
States,  we  would  find  ourselves  overturning 
many  long-standing  legal  landmarks  of  this 
State.  Besides,  instead  of  this  State  having  an 
appellate  court,  some  other  State  would  practi- 
cally fill  that  position  for  us.  Which  one 
should  it  be? 
The  judgment  u  affirmed. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS  (3d  Div.). 


He  Assessment  of  Tax  upon  Collateral  In- 
heritances in  the  Estate  of  Worthington 
ROMAINE,  Deceased. 

C-..N.T ) 

Personal  property  of  a  nonresident  In- 
vested or  habitually  kept  within  the 
State  Is  subject  to  the  collateral  Inheritance  tax 


Imposed  by  Laws  1887,  chap.  71*,  •  1,  on  property 
of  a  resident  which  passes  by  will  or  by  the  Intes- 
tate Laws  of  the  State,  or,  If  the  decedent  was  a 
nonresident,  on  property  "within  the  State," 
(ffaiahb*  J.,  dissents.) 
(June  2, 1801.) 

APPEAL  by  the  administrator  of  the  Estate 
of  Worthington  Romaine,  deceased,  from 


Kote.— Succession  and  collateral  inheritance  taxes; 
legislative  authority  to  impose. 

It  Is  a  rule  of  law  that  citizens  cannot  be  subjected 
to  special  burdens  without  clear  warrant  of  law.  Be 
Enston's  Will.  3  L.  R.  A.  464,  118  N.  Y.  178;  Oooley, 
Tain.  2d  ed.  £75;  United  States  v.  Wigglesworth,  2 
Story,  378;  Powers  v.  Barney,  5  BJatohf .  203;  United 
States  v.  Watte,  I  Bond,  683;  Doe  v.  Snaith,  8  Bin*. 
152:  Green  v.  flolway,  101  Mass.  248. 

Section  1  of  the  Act  of  1885  imposes  a  tax  very 
plainly  upon  two  classes  of  property:  (1)  upon  all 
12L.R.A. 


property  which  "shall  pass  by  will,  or  by  the  In- 
testate Laws  of  this  State,  from  any  person  who 
may  die  seised  or  possessed  of  the  same  while  being; 
a  resident  of  the  State;*1  (2)  upon  all  property  which 
shall  be  within  this  State  traiisferred,  inter  vivos  to 
take  effect  at  the  death  of  the  grantor  or  bargainor. 
Re  Enston's  Will,  supra. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  stocks,  bonds  and 
choses  in  action  attend  the  owner  and  have  their 
situs  at  his  domioil,— a  fiction  which  must  pre- 
vail unless  there  is  something  in  the  policy  of  tne 
26 


See  also  14  L.  R.  A.  836;  18  L.  R.  A.  709,  713;  25  L.  R.  A.  682,  695;  80  L.  R. 

oio .    on    T       l>       A       lTfk 


403 


New  York  Coubt  op  Appeals. 


June,. 


an  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  affirming  a  decree  of 
the  Surrogate  for  the  City  and  County  of  New 
York,  which  assessed  a  tax  under  the  "Collat- 
eral Inheritance  Act;"  and  also  affirming  an 
order  of  said  Surrogate  appointing  an  appraiser 
under  said  Act.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Vsvnn,  J.: 

This  was  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  Dis- 
trict Attorney  of  the  City  and  County  of  New 
York  to  compel  the  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  one  Worthington  Romaine,  deceased,  to  pay 
taxes  upon  certain  collateral  inheritances,  pur- 
suant to  chapter  488  of  the  Laws  of  1885,  as 
amended  by  chapter  718  of  the  Laws  of  1887. 
September  27, 1888,  said  Romaine  died,  un- 
married and  intestate,  at  Petersburg,  Va., 
leaving  as  his  only  next  of  kin  a  brother  and  a 
sister,  residing  in  this  State,  and  two  nephews 
and  a  niece,  who  were  nonresidents.  For  at 
least  ten  years  prior  to  his  death  he  had  been  a 
resident  of  and  domiciled  in  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia, but  no  letters  of  administration  ap 
peared  to  hare  been  issued  or  applied  for  in 
that  State.  At  the  time  of  his  death,  and  for 
about  three  years  prior  thereto,  he  was  the  les- 
see of  a  box  in  a  safe-deposit  company  in  the 
City  of  New  York,  in  which  he  kept  certain 
securities,  consisting  of  stocks  and  bonds  of 
different  corporations,  and  a  mortgage  upon 
real  estate  in  said  city,  as  well  as  several  pass- 
books showing  deposits  by  him  in  various 
savings  banks  in  the  same  place  to  a  consider- 
able amount.  It  did  not  appear  whether  said 
stocks  and  bonds  were  issued  by  foreign  or  do- 


mestic corporations.  That  part  of  said  prop- 
erty so  invested  or  kept  in  this  State  to  which 
his  nephews  and  nieces  were  entitled,  being 
one  third  of  the  whole,  was  appraised  at  the- 
sum  of  928,742.15.  October  12,  1888,  letter* 
of  administration  were  issued  upon  his  estate, 
by  the  surrogate  of  the  City  and  County  or 
New  York,  and  when  this  proceeding  was  in- 
itiated the  administrator  had  distributed  the 
most  of  the  assets  among  the  next  of  kin. 
December  6, 1889,  an  appraiser  was  appointed, 
and  upon  his  report  a  decree  was  made  by  the- 
surroeate,  imposing  a  tax  of  5  per  cent  upon 
the  shares  of  the  nephews  ana  niece  of  the- 
decedent,  and  the  administrator  was  directed 
to  pay  the  same.  Upon  appeal  to  the  general' 
term  the  decree  was  affirmed,  and  the  admin- 
istrator thereupon  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  Robert  L.  Radfleld,  for  appellant: 

The  Statute  expressly  limits  and  restricts- 
taxation  on  collateral  inheritances  (in  cases  of 
intestacy)  to  such  as  are  effectuated  "by  the- 
Intestate  Laws  of  this  State,"  and,  by  impli- 
cation, excludes  inheritances  under  the  laws  of 
other  States. 

The  tax  imposed  upon  inheritances  and  suc- 
cessions is  a  tax,  not  upon  the  property  itself,, 
but  upon  the  devolution  of,  or  succession  to, 
the  property. 

Re  McPhersan,  6  Cent.  Rep.  781,  104  N.  Y. 
806;  Re  Howard,  5  Dem.  488;  Re  Tulane,  51 
Hun,  218. 

The  Statute  provides  that  to  make  a  succes- 
sion taxable  such  succession  must  have  occurred 
or  been  effected  in  one  of  three  ways,  to  wit* 


statute  or  its  language  which  shows  a  different  leg- 
islative Intent.  Ibid.;  People  v.  Tax  Oomrs.  28  N. 
Y.  224;  People  v.  Smith,  88  N.  Y.  578. 

So  bonds  of  foreign  corporations  In  the  hands  of 
the  agents  were,  by  the  general  policy  of  the  State, 
exempted  from  taxation  here.  Re  Enstonto  wm, 
supra;  1  Bev.  Stat.  880, 1  ft,  as  amended  by  Laws  1851, 
ohap.  170,  9  2,  chap.  419, 9  8;  Williams  v. Wayne  Coun- 
ty Supra  76  N.  Y.  661. 

Constitutionality  of  tows  imposing  a  collateral  in- 
heritance tax. 

The  Laws  of  1885,  Imposing  a  collateral  inherit- 
ance tax,  are  not  unconstitutional,  because  failing 
to  state  the  object  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  or  pro- 
vide for  notice  to  parties.  Re  MoPherson,  6  Cent 
Rep.  781, 104  N.Y.  808. 

A  tax  on  gifts,  legacies  and  collateral  inherit- 
ances, which  operates  alike  on  all  property  and 
persons  similarly  situated,  and  which  is  made  by  a 
Judicial  officer,  after  notice  and  opportunity  to  be 
heard,  does  not  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  TJ. 
8.  Const.,  14th  Amend.  Wallace  v.  Myers,  4  L.  R. 
A.  171, 38  Fed.  Rep.  184. 

A  tax  on  property  acquired  by  inheritance  is  not 
unconstitutional  as  to  United  States  bonds  included 
in  the  property  of  the  decedent.  Ibid.  See  note  to 
Howe's  Estate  (N.  Y.)  2  L.  R.  A.  825. 

Succession  and  collateral  inheritance  taxes  under  the 
New  York  statutes. 

No  tax  was  imposed  upon  property  passing 
by  will  or  intestacy  from  a  nonresident  of  New 
York  by  the  Collateral-Inheritanoe  Tax  Act  of 
1885.  People  v.  Sherwood,  8  L.  R.  A.  464,  and  note, 
113  N.  Y.  174:  Re  Tulane,  51  Him,  213.  And  compare 
Be  Leavltt,  22  N.  Y.  S.  R.81. 

The  Act  of  1885  provided  for  the  imposition  of 
taxes  upon  bequests  to  collateral  relatives  and 
12L.R.A. 


strangers,  and  this  tax  can  be  imposed  only  when 
the  particular  interests  bequeathed  exceed  in  value- 
the  amount  of  the  limitation  provided  by  the  Stat- 
ute. Re  Cager,  111  N.  Y.  848,  affirming  40  Hun,  657; 
Re  Hopkins,  6  Dem.  1;  Be  MoCready,  Id.  282;  its- 
Smith,  5  Dem.  90;  McVean  v.  Sheldon,  48  Hun,  168. 
Compare  Be  Miller,  6  Dem.  182. 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  amend, 
and  not  to  repeal,  the  Act  of  1886,  by  the  passage 
of  the  Aot  of  1887.   Be  Axnett,  40  Hun,  508. 

It  was  not  so  far  abrogated  by  the  Amendment 
of  1887  as  to  relieve  estates  from  liability  for  tax 
which  aocrued  under  the  former  Aot  and  were  not 
collected  before  the  passage  of  the  latter.    Ibid. 

The  Act  of  1887  is  not  retroactive  so  as  to  govern 
in  the  assessment  and  collection  of  a  tax  on  inter- 
ests passing  under  the  will  of  the  decedent  dying 
before  it  took  effect.  Re  Brooks,  6  Dem.  165;  Be- 
Miller,  110  N.  Y.  216, 47  Hun,  884,  6  Dem.  119;  Ryan's 
Estate,  18  N.  Y.  8.  R.  902;  Hendrick's  Estate,  1 
Connoly,  801.  Compare  Kissam  v.  People,  6  Dem.  171. 

But  the  real  and  personal  property  of  a  nonresi- 
dent dying  subequent  to  the  passage  of  the  Act  of 
1887  is  subject  to  the  tax.  Be  Vinotfs  Estate,  7  N~ 
Y.  Supp.  617. 

As  to  the  time  intervening  between  the  passage 
of  the  Act  of  1885  and  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1887 
for  cases  arising  in  the  intervening  period,  the  ear- 
lier Statute  continues  as  if  the  later  had  not  been 
enacted.  Warrlmer  v.  People,  6  Dem.  211;  Re 
Thompson,  14  N.  Y.  S.  R.  487.  Compare  Re  Cbarda- 
voyne,  6  Dem.  466. 

Hence,  where  a  testator  died  at  a  time  interven- 
ing the  passage  of  the  two  Acts,  the  right  of  the 
State  being  fixed  and  vested,  it  remained  unaffeot-  ' 
ed  by  the  later  Act,  which  exempted  adopted  chil- 
dren from  the  "collateral  inheritance  tax."  War- 
rimer  v.  People,  Be  Thompson  and  Ryan's  Estate* 
supra. 
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either  (1)  by  will;  or,  (2)  by  the  Intestate  Laws 
of  this  State;  or,  (8)  by  deed,  grant,  etc.,  to 
take  effect  on  death. 

It  follows  that  a  succession  occurring  or 
effectuated  by  neither  of  these  agencies  Is  not 
within  the  operation  of  the  Statute. 

Orcutfs  App.  97  Pa.  179;  Be  Tulane,  supra. 

In  the  construction  of  laws  imposing  tares, 
It  is  always  presumed  that  the  Legislature  has 
so  shaped  the  law  as,  without  ambiguity  or 
doubt,  to  bring  in  everything  it  was  meant 
should  be  embraced;  and  where  ambiguity 
is  found,  the  construction  must  be  against  the 
taxing  power. 

Cooley,  Tain.  2d  ed.  2«7,  275;  Herron  ▼. 
Keeran,  50  Ind.  472:  Wallace  v.  Atty-Gen.  L. 
R  1  Oh.  App.  9. 

Though  the  power  of  Parliament  to  tax  the 
succession  of  foreigners  to  personal  property 
in  England  is  undoubted,  yet  no  such  inten- 
tion would  be  presumed. 

Wallace  v.  Atty-Gen.  tupra. 

Residence  or  nonresidence  of  the  decedent 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of  the 
thing  sought  to  be  taxed.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  the  decedent  was  a  resident  or  non- 
resident—whether the  property  was  of  one 
kind  or  another  (Be  Howard,  supra) ;  provided 
only  that  in  the  case  of  intestacy,  the  devolu- 
tion should  be  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  and 
the  property  be  "within  this  State." 

Be  McPherson,  supra. 

It  cannot  be  presumed  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature  to  impose  taxation  up- 
on all  the  property  of  any  and  every  decedent 
found  within  this  State. 


Be  Enston's  Will,  8  L.  R.  A.  4*4,  118  N.  T. 
174. 

The  succession  in  this  case  was  not  by  the 
Intestate  Laws  of  this  State,  but  by  the  laws 
of  Virginia. 

Parsons  v.  Lyman,  20  N.  Y.  108, 112;  Be 
Hughes,  95  N.  T.  55;  Despardr.  Churchill,  58 
N.  T.  192;  Public  Administrator  v.  Hughes,  1 
Bradf.  125;  Qraham  v.  Public  Administrator, 
4  Bradf.  127;  Stack  v.  Stack,  6  Pern.  280;  Be 
Braithwaite,  19  Abb.  N.  0. 118;  Miller  v.  Jftf- 
ler,  91  N.  Y.  815. 

The  property  in  question  never  was  "within 
this  State/'  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute. 
Being  temporarily  here  for  safe  keeping,  its 
situs  was  that  of  the  intestate's  domicil. 

Be  Enston's  Will,  supra;  Be  Tulane,  51  Hun, 
218. 

Mr.  Benjavmln  P.  Dos  Psvaaoa,  with  Mr- 
De  Lsmeey  Nieoll,  Diet.  Atty.t  for  respon- 
dent: 

The  property  of  decedent  being,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  actually  within  this  State,  and 
passing  to  bis  nephews  and  niece,  became  liable 
under  chapter  718  of  the  Laws  of  1887,  to  tax- 
ation, irrespective  of  the  fact  that  his  domicil 
was  in  Virginia  and  he  died  there  intestate. 

Under  the  Act  of  1885  it  was  held  that  es- 
tates of  nonresident  testators  within  this  State 
were  not  liable  to  taxation;  that  there  was  no  in- 
tention disclosed  in  the  Act  to  tax  such  estates. 

Be  Enston's  Will,  8  L.  R.  A.  464,  118  N.  Y. 
174. 

Prior  to  this  it  was  held  by  the  general  term 
that  estates  of  nonresident  intestates  were  like- 
wise not  liable. 


Legacies  and  interests  UabU  for  the  tax. 

A  bequest  of  a  specified  sum  to  testatrix's  execu- 
tors. In  trust,  **to  expend  the  same  for  masses  for 
the  repose  of  the  said  husband  and  myself,"  and 
naming  the  person  whom  testatrix  desired  should 
celebrate  the  masses,  is  subject  to  the  collateral  In- 
heritance tax.    Black's  Estate,  1  Connoly,  477. 

A  legacy  to  the  board  of  foreign  missions  is  not 
exempt  from  the  collateral  inheritance  tax,  under 
toe  statutes  of  New  York.  Be  Board  of  Foreign 
Mhwons,  88  N.  Y.  8.  B.  789. 

A  legacy  of  $600 1s  of  the  fair  market  value  of  its 
face,  and  subteot  to  the  oollatral  inheritance  tax 
imposed  by  N.Y.  Laws  1887,  chap.  718.  ife  Bird's  Es- 
tate, 35  N.  Y.  &  R.  860. 

No  portion  of  an  inheritance  or  testamentary  gift 
amounting  to  $600  or  more  is  exempt  from  the  tax 
imposed  by  N.  Y.  Laws  1887,  chap.  713,  I  1,  under 
the  provison  that  "an  estate  which  may  be  valued 
at  a  less  sum  than  $600  shall  not  be  subject  to  such 
duty  or  tax."  Be  Sherweirs  Estate,  86  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
MB,  84  N.Y.  8.  B.  816. 

Under  a  will  directing  executors  to  pay  a  stated 
sum  to  a  certain  churoh  towards  the  building  of  a 
new  church  or  the  renovation  of  the  present  one, 
the  money  must  be  treated  as  personal  property, 
and  subject  to  collateral  inheritance  tax,  under  N. 
Y.  Laws  1885,  chap.  488, 9 1.  Sherrill  v.  Christ  Church, 
Ml  N.Y.  TBI. 

A  vested  remainder  whose  value  is  ascertainable 
is  subject  to  the  tax.  Re  Vinotfs  Estate,  7  N.Y. 
8upp.  617. 

A  benefieal  interest  in  possession  is  a  "succession" 
conferred  by  will,  and  is  subject  to  a  succession 
tax.   Wright  v.  BJakealee,  18  Blatchf  .  421. 

Property  conveyed  by  irrevocable  deed.  In  trust 
to  pay  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  to  the 
grantor  during  her  lifetime,  and  at  her  death  to  dis- 
tribute the  same  among  certain  beneficiaries,  is  not 
12  L.  R.  A. 


subject  to  the  Collateral  Inheritance  Tax  Act, 
where  the  deed  was  executed  before  the  passage  of 
the  Aot  of  1887.    Hendrlok's  Estate,  1  Gonnoly,  801. 

Where  a  testator  died  in  1880,  leaving  a  will  mak- 
ing pecuniary  legacies  arising  out  of  personal  prop- 
erty, but  the  legatees  did  not  become  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  legacies  until  1876,  the  executor 
became  liable  at  the  latter  date  to  pay  the  tax,  not- 
withstanding the  intervening  repealing  Aot.  Hell- 
man  v.  United  8tates,  16  Blatchf.  18;  Clapp  v.  Ma- 
son. 94  U.  8. 689, 24  L.  ed.  212. 

The  Act  of  1800,  ohap.  898,  providing  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  certain  corporations,  including  re- 
ligious corporations,  shall  be  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion, and  that  the  Collateral  Inheritance  Tax  Act 
shall  not  apply  to  them,  is  prospective  in  its  opera- 
tion, and  does  not  apply  to  a  tax  which  became  due 
and  payable  before  its  passage.  Sherrill  v.  Christ 
Church,  1*1  N.Y.70L 

Estates  and  interests  exempt  from  tax. 

Under  N.  Y.  Laws  1887,  ohap.  718,  all  taxable  es- 
tates and  legacies  are  exempt  from  taxation  to  the 
extentof $600.    Re Sherwell, 88 N. Y. 8. B.  1020. 

A  legacy  of  $500  payable  at  the  end  of  one  year  is 
not  of  the  fair  market  or  cash  value  of  $600,  and  is 
therefore  not  subject  to  the  collateral  inheri- 
tance tax.    ife  Peck's  BBtate,  80  N.Y.S.R.  209. 

Property  of  a  nonresident  testator  is  not  subject 
to  the  payment  of  a  collateral  inheritance  tax.  Re 
Hall's  Estate,  29  N.  Y.  8.  B.  887. 

The  tax  is  not  assessable  on  property  without  the 
State  under  the  devise  of  a  resident.  Lorillard  v. 
People,  6  Dem.  388;  Dewey's  fetate,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  Oct. 
21,1889. 

A  will  giving  a  certain  person  the  benefit  and 
proceeds  of  testator's  membership  in  an  insurance 
association  "as  far  as  his  interest  may  appear  and 
be  proved,"  the  balance  to  go  to  testator's  wife,  is 
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Re  Tulane,  51  Hun,  218. 

Of  the  Act  cf  1887,  chap.  718,  Andrews,  J., 
■ays:  "The  Act  of  1885  was  so  amended  as  to 
subject  to  its  operation  the  property  within 
this  State  of  a  nonresident  decedent  'r 

Re  Enstorfs  Will,  supra. 

In  none  of  the  cases  was  any  distinction 
made,  or  sought  to  be  made,  between  nonresi- 
dent testates  and  intestates,  and  the  law  has 
thus  far  been  deemed  to  cover  both  classes. 

See  also  Re  Clark,  29  N.  T.  S.  R.  650;  Be 
Vinofs  Estate,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  517.  See  United 
States  v.  Rankin,  8  Fed.  Rep.  874. 

The  language  of  the  Act  is  entitled  to  a  "fair 
construction" In  order  to  give  effect  to  the  pur- 
pose of  the  Legislature. 

Be  Button's  Witt,  supra. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  so  interpret  it 
as  to  conform  to  the  presumed  intention  of  its 
framer. 

People  v.  Davenport,  91  N.  T.  585. 

Decedent's  whole  estate  having  been  volun- 
tarily distributed  by  appellants,  under  the  laws 
of  this  State,  and  not  at  the  domicil,  the  prop- 
erty must  be  deemed  to  have  passed  here 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  Statute. 

Alvany  v.  Powell,  2  Jones,  Eq.  51;  Alexan- 
der's Estate,  8  Clark,  87;  Be  Eunn.  1  Cromp.  & 
J.  151;  Be  Clark,  supra. 

The  fiction  mobilia  sequuntur  personam  has 
no  application  to  taxation. 

People  v.  Tax  Comrs.  28  N.T.  288,  citing  with 
approval  Catlin  v.  Butt,  21  Vt.  158;  Graham  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  T.  400;  People  v.  Gard- 
ner fi\  Barb.  857, 858;  People  v.  Ggdensburgh,  48 
N.  Y.  897;  People  v.  Smith,  88  N.  Y.  588;  People 
v.  Coleman,  7  L.  R.  A.  407/119  N.  Y.  189, 140; 


Maltby  v.  Beading  dt  C.  R.  Co.  52  Pa.  140.  See 
also,  under  Collateral  Inheritance  Tax  Acta, 
Alvany  v.  Powell,  supra;  State  v.  Dalrymple,  8 
L.  R.  A.  872,  70  Md.  294;  Be  Clark,  supra. 

The  fiction  has  only  been  held  applicable  by 
the  English  courts,  under  the  Legacy  Act,  up- 
on the  express  ground  that  there  was  no  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  Parliament  to  tax  nonresi- 
dent decedents.  All  the  cases  which  exempt 
the  personal  property  of  nonresidents  actually 
within  the  taxing  State  at  the  time  of  death 
will  be  found  upon  examination  to  be  distin- 
guishable upon  this  express  ground. 

Wallace  v.  AUy-Gen.  L.  R.  1  Ch.  App.  1; 
Alvany  v.  PoweU  and  State  v.  Dalrymple,  sup- 
ra; Be  Enston's  WiU,  8L.RA.  464,  118  N. 
Y.  188,  184. 

The  English  decisions  as  construing  the 
Legacy  and  Succession  Duty  Acts,  are  often 
irreconcilable,  because,  while  all  nonresident 
decedents  are  generally  exempted  under  the  for- 
mer Act  (Thompson  v.  Advocate  General,  13 
Clark  &  F.  1),  they  are  as  a  rule  held  liable 
under  the  Succession  Duty  Act,  there  being 
little,  if  any,  substantial  difference  between 
the  language  of  the  two  Statutes. 

Be  Lovelace,  4  DeG.  &  J.  840;  Be  Wallops' 
Trust,  1  DeG.  J.  &  S.  656;  LyaU  v.  LyaU,U 
R.  15  Eq.  1. 

The  authorities  in  Pennsylvania  which  hold 
that  stocks,  bonds,  etc.,  of  a  nonresident,  being 
choses  in  action  and  intangible,  are  not  tax- 
able under  these  Statutes,  are  in  principle 
utterly  opposed  to  the  doctrines  stated  in  Peo- 
ple v.  Tax  Comrs.  and  Catlin  v.  Bull,  supra. 

To  some  extent  they  conflict  with  earlier 
cases  in  that  State. 


not  a  gift,  legacy  or  property  subject  to  the  collat- 
eral inheritance  tax,  but  whatever  the  devisee  may 
receive  under  the  will  Is  In  payment  of  his  debt. 
Be  Bogers,  80  N.  Y.  8.  B.  M8. 

A  cemetery  declared  by  Act  to  be  exempt  from 
all  public  tax  so  long  as  the  same  shall  remain  ded- 
icated to  the  purposes  of  a  cemetery  is  exempt. 
Dewey's  Estate,  supra. 

A  bequest  of  the  income  of  a  certain  sum  to  be 
applied  to  the  maintenance  of  a  burial  plot  renders 
It  exempt.    Re  Vlnot's  Estate,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  617. 

Property  bequeathed  to  an  executor  individually 
In  trust  for  the  brother  of  the  testatrix  is  exempt 
from  the  tax.    Re  Farley,  16  N.  Y.  8.  B.  727. 

A  legacy  to  the  husband  of  a  daughter  is  not  sub- 
ject to  the  tax.  Re  Wootaey,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  288;  Be 
MoGarvey,  6  Dem.  146. 

Exemption  of  beneficent   and  charitable  associa- 
tions, etc 

The  societies,  corporations  and  Institutions  ex- 
empted from  the  operation  of  the  Act  to  tax  gifts, 
legacies  and  collateral  Inheritances  are  those  bodies 
only  which  enjoy  complete  immunity  from  taxa- 
tion as  to  all  their  property;  partial  relief  from  tax- 
ation is  insufficient.  Be  Vassar's  Will,  84  N.  Y.  8. 
B.  828;  Church  Charity  Foundation  v.  People,  6 
Dem.  164;  Be  Hunter,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  24. 

The  Brooklyn  Home  for  Consumptives  is  an  alms- 
house, its  inmates  being  entirely  supported  by 
charity,  and  Is  not  subject  to  the  collateral  inheri- 
tance tax.   Re  Herr,  66  Hun,'  167. 

As  the  New  York  Association  for  Improving  the 
Condition  of  the  Poor,  although  it  does  not  furnish 
lodgings,  provides  the  means  therefor,  it  is  a  pure 
charity  of  the  almshouse  class,  dispensing  its  bene- 
fits without  any  charge,  and  is  therefore  exempt 
from  the  collateral  inheritance  tax.  Re  Lenox's 
Estate,  81  N.  Y.  S.  R.  860. 
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Under  N.  Y.  Laws  1870,  chap.  8, 1 8,  the  property, 
both  real  and  personal,  of  the  Lenox  Library,  in 
the  City  of  New  York,  is  exempt  from  taxation  the 
same  as  other  incorporated  publio  libraries,  and  a 
legacy  to  the  library  is  therefore  exempt  from  the 
collateral  inheritance  tax.   ibid. 

Where  a  testator  directs  his  executor,  after  the 
death  of  his  wife,  to  pay  to  a  church  a  certain  sum 
"towards  the  building  of  a  new  church  or  the  reno- 
vation of  the  present  one,"  and  the  ohuroh  builds 
a  new  edifloe,  paying  for  it  with  a  loan  procured  in 
anticipation  of  its  payment  by  the  executor  after 
the  wife's  death,  the  fund  is  not  liable  to  the  col- 
lateral inheritance  tax.  Be  Van  Kleeek'B  Estate, 
121 N.  Y.  7QL 

Contingent  estates. 

Property  is  not  taxable  until  it  passes  In  the  man- 
ner described  by  statute,  and  a  contingent  remain- 
der bestowed  by  will  upon  one  not  in  the  class  ex- 
empted by  statute  is  not  to  be  taxed  until  the 
defeated  contingency  has  been  rendered  forever 
impossible.    Re  Le  Fever,  6  Dem.  186. 

Where  the  wife  upon  the  death  of  her  husband 
takes  a  life  interest  with  limited  power  of  disposi- 
tion during  her  life,  the  interest  of  other  bene- 
ficiaries depends  upon  the  contingency  of  her  ex- 
ercise of  her  power  of  disposition.  Re  Oager,  111 
N.Y.  848, 46  Hun,  667. 

Legacies  bequeathed  to  infants,  to  be  paid  to 
them  as  they  shall  severally  attain  the  age  of  twen- 
ty-one, with  gifts  over  in  the  event  of  earlier  de- 
mise, vested  on  testator's  death,  are  not  subject  to 
the  tax.    Re  Cogswell,  4  Dem.  248. 

Children  by  adoption;  exemption  from  tax. 
The  word  "children"  In  the  Aot  of  1886  did  not  In- 
clude an  adopted  child,  and  prior  to  the  amendato- 
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Alexander**  Estate,  supra. 

They  exempt  under  the  Action  not  only 
stocks  and  bonds  of  foreign  corporations  and 
United  Slates  government  bonds,  but  also  do- 
mestic and  state  securities  actually  within  the 
State  and  issued  under  the  laws  of  the  State. 

Orcutfs  App.  97  Pa.  185,  186;  Del  Bus  to* $ 
EstaU,  23  W.  N.  C.  Ill;  Corn's  App.  11  W.  N. 
C.  494. 

At  the  same  time  the  position  is  somewhat 
inconsistent  as,  under  their  own  Statute,  they 
tax  transfers  of  stock  within  the  State  by  for- 
eign executors. 

Scott,  Intestate  Law  of  Pa.  1871,  547;  Law 
of  Pa.  1887,  p.  79,  §  10. 

And  under  Property  Tax  Laws  they  tax  the 
very  securities  exempted  under  the  Inheritance 
Act. 

Maltby  v.  Beading  &  C.  B.  Co.  supra. 

As  this  is  not  a  tax  on  property,  an  exemp- 
tion from  property  taxation  cannot  be  extend- 
ed to  relieve  from  the  inheritance  tax. 

See  Miller  v.  Com.  27  Gratt.  110;  Barringer 
v.  Cowan,  2  Jones,  Eq.  488;  Com.  v.  Herman, 
10  W.  N.  C.  210,  212;  Society  for  Savings  v. 
Coite,  78  U.  S.  6  Wall.  594,  18  L.  ed.  897; 
Provident  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Com.  78  U.  S.  6  Wall. 
811,  682, 18  L.  ed.  907,  913. 

Vann,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
whether  succession  to  the  personal  property  of  a 
nonresident  intestate,  invested  or  habitually 
kept  by  him  in  this  State,  is  subject  to  taxa- 
tion under  the  Collateral  Inheritance  Act.  The 
original  Act  provided  that  after  the  passage 
thereof  ''all  property  which  shall  pass  by  will  or 


by  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this  State  from  any 
person  who  may  die  seised  or  possessed  of  the 
same  while  being  a  resident  of  the  State,  or 
which  property  snail  be  within  the  State,"  to 
anyone  other  than  certain  excepted  persons 
nearly  related  to  the  decedent,  should  be  sub- 
ject to  a  tax  of  $5  upon  the  hundred  "  of  the 
clear  market  value  of  such  property."  Laws 
1885,  chap.  483,  §  1.  When  this  Statute  came 
before  the  courts  for  construction  it  was  held 
not  to  apply  to  property  within  this  State, 
either  real  or  personal,  that  passed  by  will  or 
intestacy  from  a  nonresident  decedent  to  col- 
lateral relatives  or  strangers;  and  that  it  was 
limited  in  its  effect  to  property  so  passing  from 
resident  decedents.  Be  Boston's  Will,  118  N. 
T.  174, 5  Dem.  98, 46  Hun,  506, 8  L.  R.  A.  464; 
Be  Tulane,  51  Hun,  218;  Be  Clark,  29  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  650. 

In  1887,  however,  the  Legislature  amended 
the  Act,  so  that  it  now  provides  that  "all 
property  which  shall  pass  by  will  or  by  the 
Intestate  Laws  of  this  State  from  any  person 
who  may  die  seised  or  possessed  of  the  same, 
while  a  resident  of  this  State,  or,  if  such  de- 
cedent was  not  a  resident  of  this  State  at  the  time 
of  death,  which  property,  or  any  part  thereof, 
shall  be  within  this  State,"  etc.  Laws  1887, 
chap.  718.  §  1.  The  part  inserted  by  the 
amendment  is  italicised  for  convenience  of 
comparison.  What  did  the  Legislature  wish 
to  accomplish  when  it  inserted  these  words? 
This  question  is  not  easily  answered,  for  the 
section  is  so  involved  as  to  make  the  duty  of 
discovering  its  meaning  unusually  difficult. 
Shortly  after  the  original  Act  was  passed,  liti- 
gation arose  over  its  provisions,  ana  the  courts 


ry  Act  of  1887  a  devise  or  bequest  to  such  children 
was  subject  to  taxation.  Be  Miller,  110  N.  Y.  216, 47 
Hun,  394, 6  Dem.  110. 

To  entitle  an  adopted  child  to  exemption  from 
the  collateral  inheritance  tax,  under  N.  Y.  Laws 
1897,  chap.  718, 1 1,  it  is  sufficient  that  the  proceed- 
ings for  his  adoption  conform  substantially  to  the 
New  York  statute,  where  they  were  had  in  another 
State.    Re  Butler's  Estate,  34  N.  Y.  8.  R.  180. 

A  legacy  to  a  child  of  an  adopted  child  is  not  ex- 
empt from  the  collateral  inheritance  tax  Imposed 
by  N.  Y.  Laws  1887,  chap.  713.  Be  Bird's  Estate,  88 
K.  Y.  8.  R.  800. 

Stepdaughters  who  lived  with  testatrix  after  the 
death  of  their  father,  testatrix  looking  after  their 
education  and  addressing  and  speaking  of  them  as 
her  children,  they  in  turn  addressing  her  as  mother, 
and  the  same  friendly  relations  continuing  after 
the  marriage  of  such  stepdaughters,  are  not  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  a  collateral  inheritance  tax 
on  estates  devised  by  the  testatrix,  as  the  latter 
stood  in  the  relation  of  a  parent  to  them.  Be  Ga- 
pron,30N.  Y.S.  R.948. 

A  legacy  to  a  niece,  who  for  many  years  had 
lived  with  the  testatrix  and  had  been  supported  by 
her,  in  the  apparent  relation  of  parent  and  adopted 
child,  although  the  parties  were  never  addressed 
by  each  other  as  "mother"  and  "daughter,"  but 
where  it  Is  apparent  that  the  niece  was  treated  in 
all  respects  as  if  she  had  been  an  adopted  child. 
Is  exempt  from  the  tax.  Be  Spencer,  1  Connoly, 
208. 

In  the  absence  of  allegation  or  proof  to  the  con- 
trary it  is  presumed  that,  after  making  the  order 
affirming  the  appraisement  of  the  estate,  the  sur- 
rogate gave  the  notice  prescribed  by  statute  of  the 
amount  of  tax  to  be  paid  by  the  adopted  child.  Be 
Miller,  supra. 
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Corporations,  associations,  etc;  when  not  exempt, 

The  exemption  of  a  foreign  corporation  from 
taxation  under  the  laws  of  the  jurisdiction  of  ori- 
gin does  not  withdraw  it  from  the  operation  of  the 
collateral  inheritance  tax.  Catlin  v.  Trinity  Col- 
lege, 8  L.  B.  A.  206,  113  N.  Y.188. 

Unless  the  right  to  exemption  can  be  shown  by 
provision  in  its  charter  a  charitable  or  religious 
corporation  is  subject  to  the  tax.  Be  Herr's  Will, 
5  N.  Y,  Supp.  48. 

Charitable  Institutions  whose  Inmates  are  re- 
quired to  pay  for  any  of  the  benefits  received  are 
not  almshouses,  not  being  appropriated  wholly  for 
the  poor;  and  legacies  to  such  institutions  are  sub- 
ject to  the  collateral  inheritance  tax.  Be  Lenox's 
Estate,  81  N.Y.  8.  B.  060. 

A  society  for  charitable  purposes,  whose  consti- 
tution prescribed  certain  rules  of  admission,lnclud- 
lng  the  payment  of  an  admission  fee  by  applicants, 
and  that  their  members  should  make  a  will  trans- 
ferring all  property  of  which  they  are  or  may  be 
possessed,  is  not  exempt  from  taxation.  Thomp- 
son's Estate,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  1880. 

A  charitable  or  benevolent  association  which 
provides  for  the  reception  of  boarders,  who  are  re- 
quired to  give  satisfactory  security  for  the  regular 
payment  of  their  board,  is  not  an  almshouse  so  as 
to  exempt  it  from  the  payment  of  the  collateral 
inheritance  tax.  Be  Keech's  Estate,  32  N.  Y.  S.  K. 
227. 

Legacies  to  religious  societies  and  colleges  not 
exempted  from  taxation  by  charter  or  special  laws 
are  liable  to  a  collateral  inheritance  tax  under  the 
New  York  Law  of  1887.  Catlin  v.  Trinity  College, 
8  L.  B.  A.  206, 113  N.  Y.  138. 

A  legacy  to  a  board  of  home  missions  is  not  ex- 
empt from  the  collateral  inheritance  tax,  under  the 
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were  called  upon  to  discharge  the  delicate 
function  of  declaring  what  the  confused  and 
conflicting  passages  meant.  The  surrogate's 
court  and  the  supreme  court  held  that  the  Act, 
before  it  was  amended,  applied  to  the  estates 
of  nonresident  decedents;  and  when  the  ques- 
tion reached  the  court  of  appals  two  of  its 
judges  were  of  the  same  opinion,  but  a  ma- 
jority thought  otherwise,  and  the  construction 
of  the  lower  courts  was  overturned.  Be  Ens- 
ton's  Will,  supra. 

Although  the  Amendment  of  1887  was 
probably  passed  in  view  of  the  litigation  then 
pending,  and  with  the  intention  of  removing 
the  doubt  caused  thereby,  candid  men  are  still 
compelled  to  hesitate  and  divide  in  pronounc- 
ing judgment.  It  must  be  assumed  that  the 
Legislature  in  passing  the  amendment  intended 
to  make  some  change,  and  the  expression,  "or 
if  such  decedent  was  not  a  resident  of  this 
State  at  the  time  of  death,"  suggests  what  that 
change  was.  Before  it  was  amended,  the  Act, 
as  was  subsequently  held,  applied  only  to  one 
class  of  persons, — resident  decedents, — but  by 
the  amendment  it  is  made  applicable  to  another 
class — nonresident  decedents.  But  does  it  ap- 
ply to  all  persons  belonging  to  these  two 
classes?  It  is  not  denied  that  it  applies  to  all 
resident  decedents  and  to  all  nonresident  tes- 
tators, but  it  is  contended  that  it  does  not  apply 
to   nonresident   intestates,    because  property 


"  which  shall  pass  ...  by  the  Intestate  Laws 
of  this  State  "is  expressly  mentioned,  to  the 
implied  exclusion  01  property  passing  by  the 
Intestate  Laws  of  other  States.  This  is  the 
position  of  the  appellant,  whose  learned  coun- 
sel claims  that  the  Act,  in  its  present  form,  was 
designed  to  meet  cases  of  succession  by  will, 
but  not  of  succession  by  intestacy,  unless  the 
intestate  was  a  resident  of  this  State.  It  is 
difficult,  however,  to  see  why  the  Legislature 
should  discriminate,  simply  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation,  between  the  property  of  a  nonresident 
decedent  who  made  a  will  and  of  one  who  did 
not.  It  is  not  probable  that  there  was  an  in- 
tention to  tax  the  estates  of  nonresident  testa- 
tors, and  to  exempt  those  of  nonresident  intes- 
tates, because  there  is  no  foundation  for  such 
a  distinction.  People  v.  Davenport,  91  N.  Y. 
574,  685.  Property  of  the  same  kind,  situated 
in  the  same  place,  receiving  the  same  protec- 
tion from  the  law  and  administered  upon  in 
the  same  way,  would  naturally  be  required  to 
contribute  towards  the  expense  of  government 
upon  the  same  basis,  regardless  of  whether  its 
last  owner  died  testate  or  intestate.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  Act,  as  amended,  does  not  indi- 
cate the  intention  thus  contended  for  when  the 
entire  section  is  read  together,  because  non- 
resident decedents  are  mentioned,  while  non- 
resident testators  are  not.  Although  "  the  In- 
testate Laws  of  this  State  "  are  named  as  a  source 


statutes  of  New  York.  Be  Board  of  Home  Missions, 
88N.Y.8.R.796. 

A  benefit  association  incorporated  under  the  Act 
of  1818.  chap.  319,  for  the  relief  of  the  aired  and  dis- 
abled and  of  the  families  of  deceased  officers  and 
clerks  of  New  York  banks  and  savings  banks,  which 
provided  for  assessments  to  be  paid  to  entitle  to 
membership,  and  having  no  provision  in  its  charter 
exempting  it  from  taxation,  is  subject  to  the  tax. 
Be  Jones,  1  Connoly,  126. 

Assessment  of  tax. 

The  right  of  the  wife  to  whom  an  estate  is  de- 
vised for  life  to  impair  and  diminish  the  same  for 
any  purpose  whatever  renders  the  assessment  of 
a  collateral  inheritance  tax,  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1888, 
chap.  488,  premature  during  her  life.  Be  Cayuga 
County  Surrogate,  46  Hun,  667. 

The  original  testator  left  certain  property  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  part  of  It  to  his 
son,  his  heirs  or  assigns.  The  son  died  Intestate 
during  the  life  estate  and  his  son  Inherited,  bat  he 
also  died.  It  was  held  that  the  parties  to  whom  he 
left  the  property  took  a  vested  remainder  or  fee, 
wltb  the  right  to  enjoy  the  same  upon  the  death  of 
the  life  tenant,  and  the  tax  can  be  fixed  and  assessed 
on  the  legacy.  Van  Rensselaer's  Estate,  N.  Y.  L. 
J.  May  26,  1888. 

Authority  and  power  of  surrogate. 

The  surrogate  is  deemed  the  superior  authority 
upon  all  questions,  including  that  of  value  of  the 
estate  subject  to  the  tax.    Re  Astor,  6  Dem.  408. 

He  will  not  take  any  steps,  upon  his  own  motion, 
until  the  expiration  of  eighteen  months  after  the 
decedent's  deatb.   Ibid. 

Application  for  appraisement. 
It  is  the  duty  of  an  executor  to  apply  for  an  ap- 
praisement of  Interests  passing  by  the  will  of  bis 
decedent  taxable  under  the  Collateral  Inheritance 
Tax  Act.  The  power  given  to  the  surrogate  of  his 
own  motion  to  cause  an  appraisement  to  be  made, 
and  to  fix  the  tax,  was  not  intended  to  relieve  per- 
sonal representatives  of  this  obligation.  Frazer  y. 
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-People.  6  Dem.  174;  Be  Frowe,  20  N.  Y.  a  B.  856. 
Compare  Be  Earley,  15  N.  Y.  8.  B.  727;  Re  Astor,  6 
Dem.  418. 

In  the  case  of  a  contingent  interest,  and  upon  the 
happening  of  a  contingency  upon  which  it  should 
take  effect,  an  appraisement  of  such  interest  should 
be  had.   Wallace's  Estate,  18  N.  Y.  B.  R.  887. 

Appraiser,  appointment  and  duty  of. 

The  order  appointing  an  appraiser  will  designate 
the  person  upon  whom  service  of  notice  by  mail 
shall  be  made,  including  all  interested  in  the  estate. 
Be  Astor,  6  Dem.  400. 

The  appointment  of  an  appraiser  is  not  necessary 
where  the  legacies  subject  to  the  tax  are  in  cash, 
ibid.;  Re  Jones,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  221, 5  Dem.  80. 

He  should  be  appointed  only  where  specific  lega- 
desjubject  to  the  tax  under  that  Act  are  given,  or 
where  taxable  inheritances  exist,  or  estates  in  fee 
are  devised,  or  remainders,  annuities,  life  estates  or 
terms  of  years  are  created.   Re  Jones,  supra. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  appraisers  to  appraise  only 
the  estates  of  the  persons  whose  estates  are  inherit- 
ed or  created  by  will,  and  which  are  subject  to  the 
tax.    Re  Robertson,  5  Dem.  82. 

Even  if  the  property  of  the  decedent  is  situated 
in  more  than  one  county,  the  appraiser  appointed 
may  appraise  it  all.  Keenan's  Estate,  1  Connoly, 
288. 

Valuation* 

In  appraisals,  the  value  of  the  life  estate  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  reference  to  the  tables  of  mortality 
adopted  by  the  general  rules  of  practice.  Re  Rob- 
ertson, 5  Dem.  92. 

Though  it  may  be  necessary  to  deplete  the  prin- 
cipal fund  to  pay  life  annuities,  and  be  impossible 
to  determine  their  cash  value,  the  property  should 
be  taken  at  its  market  value  at  testator's  death. 
Re  Leavitt,  22N.  Y.  8.  R.  81. 

Where  the  beneficiary  of  a  devise  is  known,  the 
property  definite  and  the  event  to  occur  certain 
the  present  value  of  devisee's  Interest  can  be  fixed. 
Higgins'  Estate,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  1880. 

Where  the  valuation  of  the  estate  of  the  remain- 
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•of  title,  they  are  not  the  exclusive  source,  and 
neither  necessarily  nor  naturally  apply  to  the 

property  of  nonresident  decedents  named  at  a 

later  point  in  the  section.  In  this  discussion  it 
is  assumed,  as  the  appellant  claims,  that  the  per- 
-sonal  property  of  such  persons  passes  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  State  where  they  reside. 
By  comparing  the  original  with  the  amended 

Act,  and  analyzing  the  provisions  of  the  latter 
-in  the  light  thus  afforded,  we  think  that  the 

Legislature  intended  by  the  fore  part  of  the  sen- 
tence under  consideration  to  provide  for  suc- 
cession to  the  estates  of  residents  to  which  "  the 

Intestate  Laws  of  this  State"  apply;  that  after 

Providing  for  that  class  a  change  is  made,  in- 
icated  by  the  use  of  the  disjunctive  particle 
"  or/'  which  suggests  a  transition  to  another 
subject,  and  introduces  another  class, — nonres- 
idents,—who  are  also  provided  for:  and  then 
•each  class  is  carried  forward  to  the  taxing 
-clause,  which  embraces  both.    As  thus  con- 
strued, "  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this  State  "  have 
no  application  to  the  second  class,  being  sep- 
arated from  it  by  the  word  "  or/1  and  confined 
to  that  clause  of  the  sentence  in  which  they 
-occur.    They  are  not  repeated  in  the  second 
clause,  either  literally  or  by  implication,  al- 
though the  words  "  all  property,"  in  the  first 
-clause,  are  repeated  in  the  second  in  the  form 
-of  "  which  property,"  but  no  limitation  is  there 
applied  to  them.     "  Which  property,"  as  thus 


used,  means  the  property  of  the  nonresident 
decedent,  and  such  property,  if  personal,  would 
not  pass  by  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this  State. 
This  construction  is  confirmed  by  referring  to 
other  portions  of  the  Act,  which  provide  that 
"all  administrators,  executors  and  trustees" 
shall  be  liable  for  the  taxes  until  paid  (§  1);  and 
that,  "  whenever  any  foreign  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator shall  assign  or  transfer  any  stocks 
or  loans  in  this  State,  standing  in  the  name  of 
a  decedent,"  the  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the  proper 
officer  on  such  transfer,  or  the  corporation  per- 
mitting it  shall  become  liable  to  pay  the  tax, 
provided  it  bad  knowledge  of  the  facts  in  time. 
Section  2.  It  is  clear  that  the  Act  is  not  con- 
fined to  real  estate,  but  embraces  personal 
property  also,  including  evidences  of  debt  All 
administrators  are  made  liable  for  the  tax:  and 
corporations  can  transfer  stock  standing  upon 
their  books  in  the  name  of  a  nonresident  dece- 
dent only  at  their  peril,  until  the  tax  thereon  is 
paid.  The  fiction  of  law  that  personal  estate 
has  no  $itv$  away  from  the  person  or  residence 
of  its  owner  is  done  away  with  to  a  limited  ex- 
tent, and  for  a  specified  purpose,  and  the  truth 
is  substituted  in  its  stead  as  the  rule  of  action. 
That  the  Legislature  had  the  power  to  do  this 
can  hardly  be  questioned.  Be  MePhenon,  104 
N.  Y.  806,  6  Cent.  Rep.  781.  As  was  said  by 
Judge  Story,  when  writing  upon  this  subject: 
"  A  nation  within  whose  territory  any  personal 


German  cannot  be  determined  because  the  whole 
-estate  may  be  absorbed  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
life  tenant,  the  appraisement  cannot  be  had  until 
-the  death  of  the  life  tenant.  Fleming's  Estate,  N. 
Y.I*  J.  Oct.  15,1889. 

Where  a  contingency  rendered  the  present  ap- 
praisable  value  incapable  of  any  approximate  val- 
uation owing  to  oertaln  executory  devises  there  is 
.no  basis  for  imposition  of  the  tax.  Be  Cager,  111 
N.  Y.  343,  46  Hun,  667. 

Report  of  appraiser. 

The  appraiser  should  report  all  property  as  to 
which  he  is  in  doubt,  as  subject  to  the  tax.  Hen- 
dricks' Estate,  18  N.Y.  8.  B.  989. 

The  great  age  of  a  life  tenant  whose  share  is  sub- 
ject to  the  tax  Is  no  reason  for  postponing  the  con- 
Urination  of  the  report  of  the  appraiser.  Wilkes' 
Estate,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  Oct.  81, 1889. 

An  appraiser  should  only  report  upon  property 
subject  at  the  time  to  the  tax  prescribed  by  the 
law,  and  not  upon  a  contingent  interest.  Wallace's 
Estate.  18 N.Y.  8.R.S87. 
•  The  appraiser  should  report  the  market  value  of 
..a  contingent  interest  at  the  date  of  the  decedent's 
death  and  leave  the  taxation  for  future  action. 
Clark's  Estate,  1  Oonnoly,  4BL 

A  gift  to  an  infaut  being  of  a  watch  and  chain  and 
diamond  studs  not  within  the  exempted  class,  to  be 
given  to  him  when  he  reached  the  age  of  twenty- 
-  one,  and  the  Income  of  $15,000  till  he  reached  that 
age.  and  at  that  age  the  sum  of  $10,000  outright  and 
the  unexpended  income,  and  in  case  of  his  death 
before  that  age,  the  whole  bequest  to  become  part 
'Of  the  residuary  estate,  the  appraiser  should  report 
-the  present  value  of  the  income  of  tbe  whole  be- 
quest of  $16,000.    Mathews'  Estate,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  1889. 

PavmenttPf  tax. 

r  Tbe  tax  on  a  pecuniary  legacy  accrues  on  the 
death  of  the  testator,  though  it  is  not  payable  until 
the  legatee  becomes  entitled  to  the  benefit,  of  the 
'legacy.    Hellman  v.  United  States,  15  Blatchf.  15. 

The  tax  Is  payable  if  the  property  is  constructive- 
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ly  In  the  possession  of  the  legatees  so  that  they  had 
sufficient  control  over  it  to  order  the  referee  in  a 
partition  suit,  in  whose  hands  the  money  then  was, 
to  pay  certain  debts  out  of  the  shares  coming  to 
them.    Welsh's  Estate,  N.Y.L.  J.  July  28, 1888. 

Under  provisions  of  1 8  of  the  Act  in  relation  to 
the  payment  of  the  tax  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
''proper  county,"  the  "proper  county**  is  the  coun- 
ty of  the  surrogate  first  properly  acquiring  juris- 
diction.   Keenan'B  Estate,  1  Connoly,  ABB. 

Where  an  estate  chargeable  under  this  Act  can- 
not be  settled  at  tbe  end  of  one  year  from  the  death 
of  the  decedent  by  reason  of  claims  made  upon  it, 
by  necessary  litigation,  or  other  unavoidable  cause 
of  delay,  only  8  per  cent  per  annum  is  to  be  charged 
upon  tbe  tax  from  the  expiration  of  the  year,  until 
the  cause  of  such  delay  be  removed.  People  v. 
Prout,  58  Hun,  541. 

Where  a  tax  is  paid  by  an  executor  under  an  or- 
der of  court  which  was  erroneous,  the  remedy  of 
the  aggrieved  legatee  is  provided  for  by  ft 12  of  the 
Act  of  1887.    Keech's  Estate,  82  N.  Y.  S.  K.  227. 

The  person  liable  to  pay  a  tax  on  a  "succession" 
is  the  person  beneficially  interested  in  the  property, 
and  not  the  trustee  or  executor  in  whom  the  legal 
title  is  vested,  or  to  whom  a. power  in  trust  is  given 
for  the  benefit  of  suoh  person.  United  States  v. 
Tappan,  10  Ben.  284. 

Enforcement  of  payment. 

Execution  must  first  issue  to  all  persons  interest- 
ed who  are  liable  to  the  tax  before  application  can 
be  made  for  its  collection.  Be  Prout,  19  N.  Y.  S.  B. 
818. 

As  to  tbe  administrators,  executors  and  trustees, 
application  for  tbe  order  directing  them  to  pay  the 
tax  can  be  made  to  the  surrogate's  court  without 
leave.    Ibid. 

The  surrogate  can,  on  the  return  of  an  execution 
issued  upon  his  decree,  enforce  the  decree  by  pro- 
ceedings for  contempt  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, §  2555.  Ibid.  See  note  to  Howe's  Estate 
(N.  Y.)  2  L.  R.  A.  82S,  for  the  law  of  other  States. 
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property  is  actually  situated  has  an  entire  do- 
minion over  it  while  therein,  in  point  of  sov- 
ereignty and  jurisdiction,  as  it  has  over  immov- 
able property  situated  there."  Confl.  L.  §  550. 
In  People  v.  Tax  Gomrs.,  23  N.  Y.  224,  228, 
Judge  Comstock  quotes  with  approval  the  fore- 
going extract,  and  adds:  "I  can  think  of  no 
more  just  and  appropriate  exercise  of  the  sov- 
ereignty of  a  State  or  nation  over  property  sit- 
uated within  it  and  protected  by  its  laws  than 
to  compel  it  to  contribute  towards  the  mainte- 
nance of  government  and  law.  Accordingly 
there  seems  to  be  no  place  for  the  fiction  of 
which  we  are  speaking  (mobilia  personam  se- 
quuntur)  in  a  well-adjusted  system  of  taxation." 
Bee  also  OuiUander  v.  Howell,  85  N.  Y.  657; 
Graham*.  First  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  893.  401; 
Catlin  v.  Hull,  21  Vt.  152;  Dos  P.  CoL  Inher- 
itance Taxes,  37,  92. 

Orcutfe  App.y  97  Pa.  179,  is  pressed  upon  our 
attention  as  opposed  to  the  views  here  ex- 
pressed, but  that  case  was  decided  under  a 
statute  differing  materially  from  the  one  under 
consideration.    1  Purdon,  Dig.  259.    The  main 

Soint  of  contention  there  was  whether  United 
tates  bonds,  no  matter  where  deposited,  had 
a  situ*  different  from  the  domicil  of  their 
owner;  and  it  was  held  that  they  had  not,  by 
the  Act  then  under  review,  which  was  declared 
"  to  embrace  only  personal  property  of  a  tangi- 
ble nature,  actually  situated  or  used  for  busi- 
ness purposes  within  the  Commonwealth,  and 
not  to  mere  certificates  of  indebtedness,  such  as 

Swernment  bonds. "  It  was  held  otherwise  by 
e  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland  in  State  v. 
Dalrymple.  70  Md.  294,  3  L.  R.  A.  892,  where 
the  words  "being in  this  State"  were  declared 
to  refer  to  the  actual,  and  not  to  the  construc- 
tive, situation  of  the  property.  In  Alvany  v. 
PoxceU,  2  Jones,  Eq.  51,  it  was  held  that  prop- 
erty, whether  real  or  personal,  situate  in  the 
State  of  North  Carolina,  but  belonging  to  one 
domiciled  and  dying  intestate  in  Canada,  was 
subject  to  the  succession  tax  imposed  by  a  stat- 
ute of  said  State.  When  Be  EnstonU  Will, 
svpra,  was  before  this  court  the  Amendment  of 
1887  had  been  passed;  but  it  did  not  apply  to 
the  facts  of  that  case,  because  they  arose  before 
its  passage,  although  the  decision  was  made 
afterwards.  Still  the  amendment  was  consid- 
ered in  the  prevailing  opinion,  which  stated 
(113  N.  Y.  183)  that  "by  chapter  718  of  the 
Laws  of  1887  section  1  of  the  Act  of  1885  was 
so  amended  as  to  subject  to  its  operation  the 
property  within  this  State  of  a  nonresident  de- 
cedent; and  this  amendment  furnishes  some 
evidence  that  prior  thereto  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  section,  according  to  the  under- 
standing of  the  Legislature,  did  not  include 
within  its  operation  such  property."  In  the 
dissenting  opinion  reference  was  made  to  the 
same  subject  in  this  way  (118  N.  Y.  184): 
"  Under  either  Statute  [the  original  and  the 
amendment]  the  clear  intention  was  to  bring  in 
for  taxation  all  property,  real  and  personal, 
without  regard  to  residence,  which  was  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  State,  and 
to  be  administered  under  its  laws  for  the  ben- 
eficiaries named  in  the  Act,  subject  only  to  the 
exceptions  named  in  the  Act  i l self."  All  of  the 
property  in  question  has  been  administered 
upon  in  this  State  alone.  There  appeared  to 
be  no  difference  in  the  minds  of  the  sic  judges 
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who  took  part  in  the  decision  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  Amendment  of  1887.  Apparently  they 
were  all  of  the  opinion,  as  the  most  of  those 
participating  in  this  decision  are,  that  by  the 
change  then  made  the  Act  applied  to  the  prop- 
erty within  this  State  of  any  nonresident  dece- 
dent. The  appellant  further  contends  that  the 
groperty  in  question  was  not  "within  this 
tate,"  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the 
Statute;  and  the  contention  is  supported  by  the 
argument  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  tax 
the  money  found  upon  the  person  of  a  nonres- 
ident who  died  while  traveling  in  this  State. 
We  should  hesitate  before  applying  the  Statute 
to  any  property  casually  brought  into  the  State 
for  a  temporary  purpose,  as  by  a  visitor  or 
traveler;  but  the  record  before  us  does  not  pre- 
sent such  a  case.  It  might  well  be  held  that 
such  property,  although  literally  "  within  this- 
State,"  was  not  here  in  the  sense  meant  by  the 
Statute,  on  account  of  the  transitory  and  acci- 
dental character  of  its  presence,  and  the  imme- 
diate custody  of  the  owner.  Serron  v.  Reeran, 
59  Ind.  472,  476. 

Where,  however,  the  money  of  a  nonresident 
is  invested  in  this  State,  as  it  was  by  Mr.  Ro~ 
maine  in  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  question, 
and  in  the  deposits  made  by  him  in  the  savings- 
banks,  or  where  the  property  of  a  nonresident 
is  habitually  kept,  even  for  safety,  in  this  State, 
we  think  that  the  Statute  applies  both  in  letter 
and  spirit.  Such  property  is  within  this  State 
in  every  reasonable  sense,  receives  the  protec- 
tion of  its  laws,  and  has  every  advantage  from 
government,  for  the  support  of  which  taxes  are 
Taid.  that  it  would  have  if  it  belonged  to  a  res- 
ident. We  think  that  a  fair  construction  of  the 
Act  permits  no  distinction  as  to  such  property, 
based  simply  upon  the  residence  of  the  deceased 
owner.  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  policy 
of  the  Statute,  as  our  duty  is  discharged  when 
we  declare  its  meaning,  and  apply  it  to  the  case 
in  hand.  That  duty  we  discharge  in  this  in- 
stance by  adjudging  that  succession  to  the  per- 
sonal property  in  question,  lately  belonging  to 
Worthington  Komaine,  a  nonresident  intestate, 
but  invested  or  habitually  kept  by  him  in  this- 
State,  is  taxable  under  the  Collateral  Inher- 
itance Act,  in  so  far  as  it  passed  to  persons  npt 
excepted  from  its  provisions. 

The  order*  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Havight,  J.,  dissenting: 
The  question  is  as  to  whether  the  next  of  kin 
of  a  nonresident  decedent  intestate  are  liable  to- 
pay  a  collateral  inheritance  tax  on  the  personal 
Sroperty  of  such  decedent  found  within  this- 
tate.  The  Statute  provides  that  "  after  the 
passage  of  this  Act  all  property  which  shall 
pass  by  will  or  by  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this 
State  from  any  person  who  may  die  seised  or 
possessed  of  the  same  while  a  resident  of  this 
State,  or,  if  such  decedent  was  not  a  resident 
of  this  State  at  the  time  of  death,  which  prop- 
erty, or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  within  this- 
State,  .  .  .  shall  be  and  is  subject  to  a  tax  of 
$5  on  every  hundred  dollars  of  the  clear  market 
value  of  such  property,"  etc.  Chapter  713, 
Laws  1887.  The  taxes  imposed  by  this  Act  are 
special,  and  not  general;  and  the  rule  is  that 
special  tax  laws  are  to  be  strictly  construed 
against  the  government  and  favorably  to  the 
taxpayer;  that  a  citizen  cannot  be  subjected  to 
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special  burdens  without  -clear  warrant  of  law. 
Be  McPhenon,  104  N.  Y.  806-317,  6  Cent  Rep. 
781;  Dos  P.  CoL  Inheritance  Taxes,  41. 

In  Be  Enston's  WtU,  113  N.  Y.  174-177,  8  L. 
R.  A.  464,  Andrews,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  says:  "  The  tax  imposed  by 
this  Act  is  not  a  common  burden  upon  all  the 
property  or  upon  the  people  within  the  State. 
It  is  not  a  general,  but  a  special,  tax,  reaching 
only  to  special  cases,  and  affecting  only  a 
special  class  of  persons.  ...  In  such  a  case 
they  [the  executors]  have  the  right,  both  in 
reason  and  in  justice,  to  claim  that  they  shall 
be  clearly  brought  within  the  terms  of  the  law 
before  they  shall  be  subjected  to  its  burdens. 
It  is  a  well-established  rule  that  a  citizen  cannot 
be  subjected  to  special  burdens  without  clear 
warrant  of  law."  With  this  rule  in  view,  op- 
erating as  our  guide,  let  us  review  the  Statute: 
"  All  property  which  shall  pass  by  will  or  by 
the  Intestate  Laws  of  this  State  from  any  person 
who  may  die  seised  or  possessed  of  the  same 
while  a  resident  of  this  State."  Here  we  have 
clearly  expressed  the  legislative  intent  to  sub- 
ject to  the  tax  both  real  and  personal  property 
of  a  resident  which  shall  pass  by  will  or  bv  the 
Intestate  Laws  of  this  State.  The  condition 
upon  which  the  tax  may  be  imposed  is  that  the 
property  shall  pass  by  will  or  by  the  Intestate 
Laws  of  the  State.  * '  Or,  if  such  decedent  was 
not  a  resident  of  this  State  at  the  time  of  death, 
which  property,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be 
within  this  State."  As  we  have  seen,  the  for- 
mer clause  of  the  Statute  quoted  refers  to  the 
residents  of  the  State,  and  the  latter  clause  to 
nonresidents.  The  two  clauses  are  connected 
by  the  word  ' '  or. "  But  we  do  not  understand 
that  by  the  use  of  this  word  it  was  intended  to 
provide  for  the  taxing  of  other  property  than 
that  mentioned  in  the  former  clause,  but  only 
to  provide  for  the  taxing  of  such  property  of  a 
nonresident  decedent  which  shall  be  within  this 
State  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  this  intention 
Is  made  apparent  from  the  use  in  the  latter 
clause  of  the  words  "  which  property,"  thereby 
referring  to  the  property  which  should  pass  by 
will  or  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this  State.  If  we 
are  correct  in  this  interpretation  of  the  Statute, 
it  follows  that  the  tax  in  question  was  improp- 
erly imposed,  for  the  reason  that  the  property 
of  the  decedent  found  in  this  State  was  per- 
sonal; and,  the  situs  being  with  the  owner,  it 
would  not  pass  by  the  Intestate  Laws  of  this 
State.  Redf.  Butt.  2d  ed.  588.  Chapter  483  of 
the  Laws  of  1885  was  amended  by  the  Act  in 


question  by  the  insertion  of  the  words,  "if  such 
decedent  was  not  a  resident  of  this  State  at  the 
time  of  death."  Under  the  former  Act  it  was 
held  that  the  tax  could  be  imposed  only  upon 

Eroperty  so  passing  by  will  or  by  the  Intestate 
iaws  of  this  State,  etc.  Be  EnsUm's  WiU9 
supra.  It  is  not  contended  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention in  amending  the  former  Act  to  bring  in 
nonresident  decedents,  and  subject  their  estates 
to  the  same  burdens  as  residents.  This  was 
doubtless  the  intention  as  to  the  real  estate,  but 
as  to  the  personal  estate  we  cannot  assume  that 
it  was  the  intention  to  impose  a  greater  or 
heavier  burden  upon  nonresidents  than  that 
which  was  imposed  upon  residents.  Under  the 
Act  of  1885  the  tax  could  not  be  imposed  upon 
the  real  estate  within  this  State  of  a  nonresident. 
Such  real  estate  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
our  State,  and  would  pass  under  its  laws;  and 
under  the  amended  provision  of  the  Act  of  1887 
it  would  clearly  be  assessable  here,  and  could 
not  be  else w  here.  But  it  is  quite  different  with 
the  personal  property  of  a  nonresident.  As  we 
have  already  stated,  the  situs  of  such  property 
is  with  the  owner,  and  upon  his  death  it  is  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  law  of  his  domicil, 
and  does  not  pass  under  our  Intestate  Laws. 
Redf.  Surr.  supra.  In  many  of  the  States  sim- 
ilar laws  to  the  one  in  question  have  been  en- 
acted. So  that,  if  the  personal  property  of  a 
nonresident  decedent  should  be  assessed  in  this 
State,  and  the  tax  imposed  upon  the  next  of 
kin,  it  would  subject  them  to  the  payment  of 
a  double  tax,  for  after  the  transmission  of  the 
property  to  the  State  of  the  domicil  it  would 
pass  under  the  laws  of  that  State,  and  they 
would  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  a  similar  tax 
in  that  State.  And  the  same  would  be  true  of 
a  decedent  in  this  State  who  should  die  having 
personal  property  in  another  State.  After 
being  taxed  in  that  State,  and  the  property 
transmitted  to  this  State,  it  would  pass  under 
our  laws,  and  would  consequently,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  be  clearly  liable  to  the 
assessment  of  a  collateral  inheritance  tax. 
Again  referring  to  the  Statute,  all  property 
which  shall  pass  by  will  or  the  Intestate  Laws 
of  this  State  shall  be  subject  to  the  tax.  In 
determining  the  question  whether  the  property 
is  subject  to  the  tax  the  test  is,  Does  it  pass  in 
the  manner  provided  by  the  Statute?  As  we 
have  seen,  the  property  in  question  does  not 
pass  by  will,  or  under  any  of  the  laws  of  our 
State.  The  order  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
proceedings  dismissed. 
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J.  W.  BURBAGE  and  Wife 

v. 

Samuel  WINDLEY  et  al.t  Exrs.,  etc.,  of 

R.  C.  Windley,  Deceased,  Appts. 

<....N.  a.—) 

▲  promise  In  consideration  of  permis- 
sion to  insure  the  life  of  a  person  to  pay 


his  wife  a  sum  of  money  after  his  death  Is  on  a 
void  consideration  where  the  promisor  has  no  in- 
surable interest  in  the  life  on  which  the  insur- 
ance is  taken,  and  therefore  cannot  be  enforced. 

(February  16, 180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Beaufort  County  in 


Nora.— Insurance;  wager  policy  void. 
•     A  policy  taken  upon  the  life  of  another  for  spec- 
dative  purposes  is  regarded  as  nothing  more  than 
a  wager.   Amick  v.  Butler,  9  West  Rep.  843,  '11 
12L.R.A. 


Tnd.  678.    8ee  Buse  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  28  N. 
Y.  616 ;  Brockway  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  9  Fed. 
Rep.  349;  Bliss,  L.  Ins.  1 9. 
The  Insurable  interest  must  be  of  a  substantial 
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favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover money  alleged  to  be  due  the  wife  under 
•  contract.    Action  dismissed. 

Statement  by  Merrimon,  Oh.  J.: 
The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance,  that  in 
the  year  1888,  R  C.  Windley,  now  deceased, 
the  testator  of  the  defendants,  at  different  times 
specified,  applied  to  three  several  insurance 
companies,  and  obtained  from  each  of  them  an 
insurance  policy,  granted  and  made  payable  to 
him  and  for  his  own  benefit,  whereby  each, 
for  the  consideration  specified  therein,  insured 
the  life  of  John  W.  Hammond,  "on  the  ordi- 
nary life  plan,"  for  the  sum  of  money  in  each 
specified,  the  three  policies  aggregating  the 
sum  of  $10,000.  It  is  not  alleged,  nor  does  it 
at  all  appear,  that  the  said  testator  bad  any  in- 
surable or  any  interest  in  the  life  of  the  said 
Hammond.  It  is  alleged:  "Third.  That  the 
consideration,'  and  the  onlv  consideration, 
which  induced  and  moved  the  said  John  W. 
Hammond  to  permit  Mr.  Windley  to  have  his 
life  insured,  was  that  the  said  Windley  con- 
tracted and  agreed  with  the  said  John  W. 
Hammond  and  his  wife,  Sarah  £.  Hammond, 
that  out  of  the  moneys  which  the  said  Wind- 
ley  would  collect  on  these  policies  and  certifi- 
cates of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  the  said 
Hammond,  after  his  (the  said  Hammond's) 
death,  he  (Windley)  would  pay  to  Sarah  E. 
Hammond  (now  Burbage)  the  sum  of  five  hun- 
dred ($600)  dollars. "  The  said  Hammond  died 
on  the  15th  day  of  January,  1884,  leaving  sur- 
viving him  his  said  wife,  who  afterwards,  on 
the  6th  day  of  February,  1884,  intermarried 
with  her  co-plaintiff.  The  said  insurance  com- 
panies afterwards,  in  the  month  of  April,  1884, 
"took  up  the  policies  and  certificates  of  insur- 
ance" from  the  said  testator.  The  plaintiffs 
made  demand  of  the  said  testator  in  his  life- 
time that  be  pay  to  the  feme  plaintiff,  who  was 
widow  of  the  said  Hammond:,  the  said  sum  of 
$500,  which  he  refused  to  do.  The  said  R.  C. 
Windley  afterwards,  on  the  15th  of  December, 
1886,  died,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament, 
which  was  proven,  and  the  defendants  quali- 
fied as  executors  thereof.  The  plaintiffs  bring 
this  action  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  $500. 
The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  deny  the  ma- 
terial allegations  of  the  complaint;  allece  that 
said  contracts  of  insurance  were  without  con- 
sideration and  void,  as  wagering  contracts,  and 
against  the  policy  of  the  law;  and  pleaded  the 
Statute  of  Limitation.    On  the  trial  there  were 


several  exceptions  of  the  defendants  to  evidence 
received;  others  to  instructions  given  to  the 
Jury;  and  others  upon  the  ground  that  the  court 
refused  to  give  certain  instructions  specially 
asked  for  by  them.  It  is  not  necessary  to  re- 
port these,  as  this  court  disposed  of  the  case 
on  another  and  a  different,  distinct  ground. 
In  this  court  the  defendants  moved  to  dismiss 
the  action  upon  the  ground  that  the  complaint 
fails  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

Messrs.  W.  J.  Rodman,  Jr.,  and  John 
H.  Small*  for  appellants: 

No  consideration  is  alleged  for  Windley's 
promise.  It  is  required  that  every  promise, 
not  under  seal,  must  be  based  upon  a  sufficient 
consideration. 

This  consideration  forming  a  material  part 
of  the  contract  must  be  set  forth  in  the  declara- 
tion, or  else  it  is  bad  as  not  setting  forth  a 
cause  of  action. 

Burnet  v.  Bisco,  4  Johns.  285;  8ymmons  v. 
Knox,  8  T.  R.  67;  Pittman  v.  Pittman,  11  L. 
R.  A.  456,  107  N.  C.  159. 

The  consideration  necessary  to  support  a 
promise  must  be  a  valuable  one,  and  while  the 
courts  will  not  inquire  into  the  sufficiency  of 
the  consideration,  yet  it  must  be  something  of 
value. 

Haslam  v.  Sherwood,  10  Bing.  540;  Solly  v. 
Hinde,  6  Gar.  &  P.  816. 

The  consideration  must  also  be  one  which  is 
not  immoral  or  unlawful,  for  an  unlawful  con- 
sideration will  not  support  a  contract 

This  consideration  must  flow  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  or  from  someone  at  the 
instance  of  plaintiff. 

Morehead  v.  Wriston,  78  N.  O.  898;  Peacock 
v.  Williams,  98  N.  C.  824. 

If  the  consent  of  Hammond  was.  in  law, 
any  consideration,  then  it  amounted  to  an 
agreement  on  Hammond's  part  to  permit 
Windley  to  do  an  act  which  is  contra  bonos 
mores  (that  is.  to  take  a  wagering  policy  on 
Hammond's  life),  and  the  consideration  being 
an  agreement  to  do,  or  permit  to  be  done,  an 
unlawful  act,  fails,  and  the  agreement  is  nudum 
pactum. 

Covington  v.  ThreadgiU,  88  N.  O.  186. 

The  complaint  upon  its  face  shows  that  the 
policy  of  insurance,  as  between  Windley  and 
the  company,  was  a  wagering  one.  This  being 
true,  a  contract  between  Windley  and  Ham- 
mond, that  Windley  should  take  out  such  a 
policy  on  the  life  of  Hammond  and  divide  the 


■character,  and  such  as,  under  all  the  circumstances, 
to  take  from  the  transaction  all  suspicion  of  wat- 
ering. Amick  v.  Butler,  supra;  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Luohs,  106  U.  S.  498, 27  L.  ed.  000;  Cor- 
son's App.  4  Cent.  Rep.  307, 113  Pa.  438. 

Where  a  third  party,  without  any  insurable  in- 
terest in  the  life  of  another,  procures  a  policy  of 
Insurance  on  the  life  of  such  person,  either  by  hav- 
ing a  policy  issued  directly  to  himself,  or  by  having; 
the  person  whose  life  is  insured  take  out  a  policy 
to  himself  and  then  assign  it,  the  transaction  is  a 
mere  speculation  on  the  life  of  another,  and,  as 
«uch,  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void.  Lamont 
v.  Grand  Lodge  Iowa  L.  of  H.  81  Fed.  Rep.  180; 
Warnook  v.  Davis,  104  U.  8.  775,  28  L.  ed.  924.  See 
Seigrist  v.  Schmaltz.  5  Cent.  Rep.  230,  113  Pa.  3»; 
Downey  v.  Hoffer,  18  W.  N.  C.  186. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


A  life  insurance  policy  for  $3,000  as  security  for 
a  $100  debt  is  a  wager.  Cooper  v.  Shaeffer  (Pa.)  9 
Cent  Rep.  801;  Gilbert  v.  Moose,  104  Pa.  74;  Cor- 
son's App.  supra;  Grant  v.  Kline,  7  Cent.  Rep.  888, 
115  Pa.  818. 

The  essential  point  is  that  the  transaction  be  bona 
fide,  and  not  a  device  to  evade  the  law.  Amtok  v. 
Butler,  9  West.  Rep.  848,  111  Ind.  978,  citing  Provi- 
dent L.  Ins.  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Baum,  29 Ind.  286;  Olmsted 
v.  Keyes,  86  N.  Y.  608;  Campbell  v.  New  England 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mas*.  881;  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
I  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sohaef  er,  94  U.  S.  457, 24  L.  ed.  251;  Guar- 
dian Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hogan,  80  111.  85;  Murphy 
v.  Red,  64  Miss.  614 ;  Cunningham  v.  Smith,  70  Pa, 
450.  See  notes  to  Equitable  L.  Aasur.  Soo.  v.  Hasie- 
wood  (Tex.)  7  L.  R.  A.  219;  Roller  v.  Ream  (Va.)  8 
L.  R.  A.  137. 
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Proceeds  with  Hammond's  wife,  would  also 
e  void. 

Sharp  v.  Farmer,  4  Dev.  &  B.  L.  123;  Blythe 
v,  Lovinggood,  2  Ired.  L.  20;  Duke  v.  Aebee,  11 
Ired.  L.  112;  Ingram  v.  Ingram.  4  Jones,  L.  188; 
For*  v.  MerriU,  80  N.  C.  285;  King  v.  WinanU, 
71  N.  C.  469. 

Meure.  Simmons  A  Whitaker  for  ap- 
pellees. 

Merrimon,  CK  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  this  and  like  actions,  where  the  contract 
or  promise  sued  upon  is  by  parol,  a  sufficient 
consideration  should  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint to  su pport  the  contract  or  promise.  This 
u  essential,  because  otherwise  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  alleged  or  appears  in  the  pleadings.  In 
some  cases,  such  as  where  the  cause  of  action 
fe  a  bill  of  exchange  or  a  promissory  note  and 
some  other  legal  liabilities,  the  mere  statement 
of  the  liability  which  constitutes  the  consid- 
eration is  sufficient.  In  these  cases  the  nature 
of  the  liability  itself  sued  upon  implies  the 
consideration;  but,  in  all  other  cases  of  simple 
contract,  it  is  necessary  that  the  complaint 
should  disclose  a  sufficient,  valuable  considera- 
tion, whatever  that  may  be.  Moreover,  the 
consideration  alleged  must  be  lawful,  and  not 
in  its  nature,  because  of  some  tainting  or  viti- 
ating quality  in  it,  void.  Moore  v.  Bobbe,  79 
K  C.  585;  Burnet  v.  Bieco,  4  Johns.  285;  1 
Chitty,  PI.  294.  There  are  cases  where  a  cause 
of  action  is  imperfectly  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint This  pleading  may  be  helped  by  ad- 
missions in  the  answer,  but  this  is  not  one  of 
them.  Indeed,  there  is  no  admission  in  the 
answer  that,  in  any  view  of  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  would  help  them  at  all.  Hence 
it  appears  from  the  complaint  itself— the  alle- 
gations of  the  supposed  cause  of  action— that 
the  only  consideration  alleged  or  relied  upon 
is,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  unlawful  and  void 
as  such.  In  other  words,  it  appears  from  the 
complaint  that  there  is  no  consideration  to  sup- 
port the  promise  to  pay  the  sum  of  money  for 
which  the  plaintiffs  demand  judgment.  The 
complaint  itself  discloses  the  material  facts 
that  R.  C.  Windley,  the  testator  of  the  defend- 
ants, in  his  lifetime,  procured  three  policies  of 
insurance,  each  purporting  to  insure  the  life 
of  John  W.  Hammond,  the  former  husband  of 
1  he  feme  plain  tiff,  for  a  sum  of  money  specified 
therein,  the  three  sums  aggregating  $10,000; 
Windley,  in  consideration  of  permission  given 
him  by  Hammond  to  so  insure  the  latter' 8  life, 
agreeing  to  pay,  of  the  money  he  might  realize 
from  such  insurance,  $500  to  the  feme  plain  tiff. 
It  is  not  alleged  that  Windley  had  any  insur- 
able interest  In  the  life  of  Hammond.  On  the 
contrary,  it  appears  by  implication,  if  this  is 
not  expressly  alleged,  that  he  had  none.  It  is 
alleged  "that  the  consideration,  and  the  only 
consideration,  which  induced  and  moved  the 
said  John  W.  Hammond  to  permit  Mr.  Wind- 
lev  to  have  his  life  insured,  was  that  the  said 
Windley  contracted  and  agreed  with  said  John 
W.  Hammond  and  his  wife,  Sarah  E.  Ham- 
mond, that  out  of  the  moneys  which  the  said 
Windley  would  collect  on  these  policies  and 
certificates  of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  the 
said  Hammond,  after  his  (the  said  Hammond's) 
death,  he  (Windley)  would  pay  to  Sarah  £. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Hammond,  (now  Burbage),  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  ($500)  dollars.  It  thus  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  purpose  of  Windley,  with  the 
knowledge,  consent  and  co-  operation  of  Ham- 
mond, was  to  insure  the  tatter's  life,  in  which 
he  had  no  insurable  interest,  for  bis  own  ben* 
eflt  He  simply  promised  to  pay  the  feme 
plaintiff,  of  the  money  he  might  realize  after 
the  death  of  her  husband,  $500,  expecting  to 
realize  $9,5QQ  for  himself,  less  such  premiums 
on  the  insurance  as  he  might  pay.  As  the  as- 
sured had  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of 
the  ceetui  que  vie,  the  contract  of  insurance  was 
simply  a  wager;  it  was  not  founded  upon  any 
just  or  lawful  consideration;  it  was  a  mere 
gambling  speculation.  The  assured  was  not 
to  be  indemnified  against  loss,  injury  or  dis- 
advantage in  any  respect  growing  out  of  the 
life  he  insured;  the  insurance  was  not  intended 
to  serve  any  legitimate  business  purpose  or  end; 
it  was  purely  a  matter  of  speculation,  founded 
upon  nothing  but  hazard.  Such  contracts  and 
speculations  are  wholly  unnecessary.  They 
cannot  serve  or  promote  any  useful  and  whole* 
some  purposes  of  individuals,  society  or  gov- 
ernment. They  do  not  stimulate,-  promote  or 
encourage  industry,  enterprise,  legitimate  busi- 
ness, sound  morality  or  increase  the  wealth  of 
the  people,  or  the  strength  and  power  of  the 
State.  On  the  contrary,  their  nature  and  uni- 
form experience  go  to  show  that  they  represent 
nothing  substantial  or  valuable,  or  of  practical 
advantage  to  persons  or  communities.  They 
strongly  tend  to  demoralize  society,  and  em- 
barrass industries  and  general  business.  In 
their  very  nature,  they  stimulate,  afford  incen- 
tives to  and  encourage  those  who  become  par- 
ties to  them,  to  resort  to  sinister,  oftentimes 
criminal,  means  to  turn  or  end  the  hazard  in 
their  favor,  and  thus  gain  unjust  and  dishonest 
advantage.  They  encourage  men  to  engage 
in  the  business  of  speculation  in  hazards,  not 
necessary  or  useful  in  the  general  purposes  and 
businesses  of  life,  but  which  is  positively  and 
seriously  injurious  to  them.  Such  contracts 
and  speculations  contravene  the  justice  and 
policy  of  the  law,— they  are  contra  oonoe  more*, 
and  are  therefore  void.  While  there  is  no  de- 
cision of  this  court  directly  in  point  here,  it  is 
well  settled,  by  a  multitude  of  uniform  decis- 
ions, that  all  contracts  against  the  policy  of 
the  law,  and  such  as  contravene  sound  moral- 
ity, are  on  such  account  void.  We  cite  a  few  of 
many  cases:  Sharp  v.  Farmer.  4  Dev.  &  B.  L. 
128;  Blythe  v.  Lotinggood,  2 Ired.  L.  20;  Ingram 
v.  Ingram,  4  Jones,  L.  188;  King  v.  WinanU,  71 
N.  C.  469;  William*  v.  Carr,  80  N.  C.  296;  Grif- 
fin v.  Hasty,  94  N.  C.  488. 

In  Shepherd  v.  Sawyer,  2  Murph.  26,  the 
court  held  that  when  "A  agreed  with  B,  for  2} 
per  cent  premium  paid  down,  to  insure  a  negro 
slave  reported  to  be  lost  in  Pasquotank  River, 
B  had  no  interest  in  the  negro;  yet,  his  loss  be- 
ing proved,  B  is  entitled  to  recover  his  value." 
This  decision  is  placed  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  an  "innocent  wager,"  and  that  such 
wagers  were  sanctioned  by  the  common  law. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  is  very  brief,  and  no 
authority  is  cited  to  show  that  it  was  "inno- 
cent," nor  is  any  reason  stated  why  it  was  such 
wager.  If  the  court  intended  that  the  case 
should  have  general  application  to  wagers  in 
insurance,  embracing  cases  like  the  present  one, 
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we  cannot  hesitate  to  say,  in  the  absence  of 
reasons  stated  in  support  of  it,  that,  in  our 
judgment,  it  is  not  sustained  by  the  greater 
weight  of  reason,  or  the  greater  weight  of  au- 
thority certainly  at  the  present  day.  Ruse  v. 
Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  23  N.  Y.  516;  Lord 
v.  Datt,  12  Mass.  J 15;  Franklin  L.  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Hazzard,  41  Ind.  116;  Cammaek  v.  Lewis,  82  U. 
8.  15  Wall.  643,  21  L.  ed.  244;  JBtna  L.  Ins. 
Co.  ▼.  France,  94  U.  8.  561. 24  L.  ed.  287;  War- 
nock  v.  Davis,  104  U.  8.  775,  26*  L.  ed.  924; 
Bliss,  Ins.  §  9. 

The  consideration  of  the  contract  or  promise 
sued  upon  here,  as  expressly  alleged,  was  the 
permission  granted  to  the  testator  of  the  defend- 
ant by  the  former  husband  of  the  feme  plain- 
tiff, Hammond,  to  insure  the  tetter's  life.  If 
such  permission,  in  any  case  or  connection, 
could  be  a  valuable  privilege  or  advantage,  in 
this  case  it  was  granted  with  the  view  and  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  and  helping  Windley 
to  make  an  unlawful  contract— a  wager— on 
the  life  of  Hammond.  Thus  the  latter  became 
connected  with  and  intended  to  share  in  the 
wagering  transaction.  The  promise  to  pay 
$500  to  the  feme  plaintiff  was  expressly  based 
upon  and  grew  out  of  it;  it  was,  as  to  Ham- 
mond and  his  wife,  part  of  it.  It  partook  of 
the  wager, — the  vicious  nature  of  the  contract 
of  insurance.  Such  consideration  was  there- 
fore void.  Hence  the  promise  founded  upon  it 
was  without  legal  sanction,  and  of  no  binding 
effect,  in  contemplation  of  law.  Bx  terpi  causa 
non  oritur  actio.  Duke  v.  Asbee,  11  Ired. 
L.  112;  Bettis  v.  Reynold*,  12  Ired.  L.  844;  Cov- 
ington v.  Threadgill,  88  N.  C.  186;  Griffin  v. 
Hasty,  94  N.  C.  438. 

If,  in  good  faith,  the  purpose  had  been  to  in- 
sure the  life  of  Hammond  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife,  the  case,  as  to  her,  might  be  very  dif- 
ferent. But,  as  we  have  seen,  this  was  not 
the  purpose,  or  any  part  of  it.  The  insurance 
was  for  the  benefit  of  Windley;  the  policies 
were  granted  to  and  made  payable  to  him;  he 
promised  to  pay  the  small  sum  mentioned  to 
the  feme  plaintiff  for  permission  to  insure  the 
life. 

As  therefore  it  appears  from  the  complaint 
that  no  cause  of  action  is  alleged,  the  motion  to 
dismiss  the  action  must  be  allowed. 


STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA,  Appt., 

v. 
NEIS. 

f— -N.  C ) 

One  who  famishes  drinks  to  members 

of  a  dob  as  tenants  in  common,  from  intoxi- 


cating liquors  which  they  have  given  him  to  bold 
fortbem  on  payment  to  him  of  the  cost  price, 
which  he  uses  to  replenish  the  stock,  makes  a  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors  within  the  meaning:  of  a 
statute  requiring;  a  license  for  such  sales. 

(May  21. 1881.) 

APPEAL  by  the  State  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Criminal  Court  for  Buncombe  County 
in  favor  of  defendant,  who  was  indicted  for 
selling  spirituous  liquors  without  a  license. 
Reversed. 

Statement  by  Clark,  J.: 

Indictment  for  retailing  spirituous  liquors- 
without  license,  tried  before  Moore,  J.,  at  Janu- 
ary Term,  1891 ,  of  Buncombe  Criminal  Court. 
The  jury  returned  a  special  verdict,  the  19th 
paragraph  of  which  is  as  follows:  "That  on 
April  28, 1890,  the  defendant,  at  the  club  house 
of  the  Cosmopolitan  Club,  in  the  City  of  Ashe- 
ville,  furnished  and  dealt  out  to  the  said  W.  E. 
Williamson,  a  small  quantity,  to  wit,  a  drink, 
of  spirituous  liquor,  so  held  by  the  defendant 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  drink  being  a  quantity 
less  than  a  quart,  and  being  taken  by  said  de- 
fendant from  a  demijohn  in  which  some  other 
members  as  aforesaid  had  an  equal  quantity  of 
liquor  with  said  Williamson;  and  at  the  same 
time  and  place  received  from  said  Williamson 
the  sum  of  ten  cents,  in  the  legal  currency  of 
the  United  States,  which  sum  was  about  the 
value  of  the  quantity  of  said  spirituous  liquor 
so  furnished  as  aforesaid;  and  that  said  defend- 
ant thereupon  handed  the  said  sum  of  money 
to  the  said  £.  J.  Holmes,  who  afterwards  ex- 
pended it  for  the  purchase  of  other  spirituous 
liquors  for  the  said  Williamson,  and  turned  the 
same  over  to  the  custody  of  the  defendant  for 
tbe  replenishment  of  the  stock  of  liquor  of  said 
Williamson."  The  other  facts  sufficiently  ap- 
pear in  the  opinion.  Upon  the  special  verdict 
the  court  held  that  the  defendant  was  not  guil- 
ty, and  ordered  his  discharge.  Appeal  by  the 
State. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Batehelor  for  appellant. 
Mr.  F.  H.  Bnabee  for  appellee. 

CUfcrk,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  transaction  presented  by  the  special  ver- 
dict, stripped  of  surplusage,  is  this:  Tbe  de- 
fendant was  steward  of  the  Cosmopolitan  Club 
of  Ashe  ville,  and  was  indicted  for  selling  spir- 
ituous liquor  to  its  members.  In  consequence 
of  the  decision  in  the  analogous  case  of  State 
v.  Lockyear,  95  N.  C.  683  (the  state  of  facts  be- 
ing the  same),  he  pleaded  guilty.  The  club 
thereupon  distributed  a  part  of  the  liquors  on 


Note.— intoxicating  liquors;  social  club;  late  cases. 
Maryland. 
The  violation  by  an  incorporated  social  club  of  a 
law  forbidding:  the  sale  of  intoxicating:  liquors  Is 
such  an  abuse  and  misuse  of  its  charter  powers  and 
franchises  as  to  furnish  legal  cause  for  the  annul- 
ment of  its  charter.  State  v.  Easton  Social  L.  &  M. 
Club,  10  L.  B.  A.  64,  TO  Md.  97. 

Massachusetts. 

A  room  used  by  an  incorporated  club  to  procure 
for  and  dispense  to  its  members  intoxicating'  liquor 
12L.R  A. 


is  a  common  nuisance,  under  Mass.  Stat.  1887,  chap. 
206.    Com.  v.  Baker  (Mass.)  Oct.  4,  I860. 

To  convict  under  an  indictment  for  maintaining 
such  a  nuisanoa,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the 
sole  purpose  of  the  club  was  to  sell  and  distribute 
Hquon  to  its  members  or  others,  it  being  sufficient 
if  that  was  one  of  the  purposes  for  which  itwaa 
kept   Com.  v.  Jacobs  (Mass.)  Oct.  28, 1890. 

Montana, 

A  social  club  Is  not  subject  to  a  license  tax,  by 
reason  of  keeping  a  bar  and  furnishing  liquors  to 


Seo  also  20  L.  R.  A.  185;  26  L.  R.   A.  573;  30  L.  K.  A.  500 ;  31  L.  R.  A.  510; 
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hand  to  certain  of  its  members,  who  placed 
them  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  to  be  held 
by  him  not  for  the  club  as  a  club,  but  for 
those  individual  members  of  the  club  as  tenants 
in  common,  the  shares  of  each  not  being  kept 
separate,  but  mingled  in  the  same  casks,  lars 
and  demijohns.  From  time  to  time,  as  each  of 
those  members  wished,  he  obtained  drinks  from 
the  defendant  for  himself  and  friends,  paying 
therefor  (in  money,  or  giving  tickets  afterwards 
redeemed  in  money),  as  near  as  may  be,  the 
cost  price  of  the  drinks  so  furnished,  and  with 
the  money  the  defendant  from  time  to  time  re- 
plenished the  stock  of  liquors.  We  can  see  in 
this  transaction  no  substantial  distinction  from 
the  facts  of  Locky ear's  Case.  There  the  stew- 
ard of  the  club,  as  a  club,  received  the  money 
for  drinks  furnished  at  cost,  and  with  the  money 
replenished  the  stock  of  liquors.  Here  the  in- 
dividuals of  the  club,  treating  themselves  as 
unorganized,  furnished  through  defendant  to 
themselves,  from  a  common  stock,  the  drinks 
at  cost,  and  with  the  money  received  therefor 
replenished  the  common  stock.    When  in  the 

S resent  case  an  individual  received  drinks  for 
imself  and  friends,  he  clearly  did  not  receive 
the  identical  liquor  which  belonged  to  himself, 
but  he  received  liquor  which  belonged  mostly 
to  others,  and  in  which  be  had  a  minute  undi- 
vided interest  For  his  money  he  received  in 
exchange  liquor  which  belonged  to  several  oth- 
ers, as  well  as  to  himself,  and  converted  it  to 
his  sole  and  separate  use.  Before  the  transac- 
tion the  money  was  solely  his,  and  the  liquor 
belonged  to  several.  By  virtue  of  the  transac- 
tion, and  in  exchange  for  the  money,  the  liquor 
became  his  sole  and  separate  property.  This 
is  surely  a  sale.  It  has  every  element  of  a  sale. 
It  cannot  affect  the  transaction  that  subsequent- 
ly the  defendant  would  purchase  the  same 
amount  of  liquor  in  value  for  the  party  paying 
the  money,  and  mingle  it  in  the  common  stock. 
This  last  act  is  that  of  a  member  of  an  associa- 
tion keeping  up  his  quota  of  contribution  to 
the  common  stock;  the  other  is  the  purchase 
by  a  member  of  an  association  from  its  com- 
mon agent,  and  the  character  and  purport  of 
the  act  are  not  changed  by  the  subsequent  con- 
tribution. It  could  make  no  difference  that 
here  the  defendant  was  the  agent  of  the  individ- 
ual members  of  the  club,  acting  as  an  unorgan- 
ized body,  and  that  in  Lockyear'i  Case  the  sales- 
man was  agent  of  individuals  acting  as  an 
organized  club.  If  an  agent  is  appointed  by 
several  tenants  in  common  to  dispose  of  real  or 
personal  property,  and  he  does  dispose  of  any 
part  thereof  in  exchange  for  money,  it  is  none 
the  less  a  sale  because  the  party  paying  the  mon- 
ey and  receiving  such  part  to  his  own  use  hap- 


pens to'  be  one  of  the  tenants  in  common.  And 
it  would  still  be  a  sale  although  afterwards  the 
money  so  received  should  be  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  similar  property  held  by  the  same 
tenant  in  common.  The  dealing  here  is  simply 
what  is  known  as  "co-operation,"  which  is  an 
arrangement  by  which  a  member  of  an  associa- 
tion procures  supplies  from  the  association  at 
cost.  The  object  and  the  effect  of  co-operation 
are  not  to  abolish  purchases,  for  the  member 
still  buys  from  the  association,  but  to  procure 
supplies  at  cost  This  transaction  is  necessari- 
ly either  a  partition  in  severalty  to  the  tenant 
in  common  or  a  purchase.  It  is  clearly  not  a 
partition  to  each  tenant  in  common  in  severalty 
of  his  undivided  portion  in  the  common  stock, 
and  it  is  plain  that  such  are  not  the  purpose 
and  intent  of  the  parties,  for  money  is  received 
in  exchange,  and  it  is  to  be  used  to  obtain  more 
liquor.  Besides,  the  person  obtaining  the  liq- 
uor not  only  does  not  obtain  the  identical  liq- 
uor belonging  to  him,  but  he  could  very  rarely, 
if  ever,  obtain  his  exact  aliquot  part,  unless  the 
stock  became  very  low.  The  fact  specially 
found  that  the  membership  of  the  club  is 
"composed  of  gentlemen  of  the  highest  social 
standing"  does  not  throw  any  light  upon  the 
transaction,  except  that  it  may  be  reasonably 
supposed  that  they  have  no  desire  to  evade  the 
law,  and  by  this  proceeeding  wish  merely  to 
procure  a  construction  as  to  the  legal  nature  of 
this  transaction.  No  set  of  men  have  any  special 
privileges  under  our  Constitution,  and  the  par- 
ties interested  must  pay  a  license  tax  if  other 
citizens  pay  it,  and  be  prohibited  altogether 
when  others  are  prohibited.  Nor  can  it  make 
any  difference  that  no  profit  was  intended  to  be 
realized,  but  that  as  near  as  possible  the  drinks 
are  to  be  furnished  at  cost  Profit  is  not  a  nec- 
essary ingredient  of  a  sale.  .  Indeed,  many  sales 
are  made  at  a  loss.  Besides,  if  the  defendant's 
contention  was  sound,  "co-operative  bar-rooms" 
would  spring  up  on  all  sides,  and  the  Revenue 
Act  as  to  the  sale  of  liquor,  or  the  Prohibition 
Laws,  where  they  prevail,  would  be  a  nullity. 
If  the  gentlemen  composing  the  Cosmopolitan 
Club  of  Asheville  can  be  exempted  from  the 
license  tax  by  the  simple  device  of  treating 
themselves  as  unorganized  tenants  in  common 
of  a  stock  of  spirituous  liquors,  and  employing 
an  agent  to  furnish  drinks  to  any  of  their  club 
and  their  friends,  by  selling  at  cost,  the  same 
can  be  done  by  any  500  or  5,000  patrons  of  a 
bar-room .  The  "dealer"  would  simply  become 
an  "agent,"  and,  in  lieu  of  profits,  would  re- 
ceive as  compensation  for  his  services  a  com- 
mission on  purchases  or  some  amount  out  of 
receipts,  ana  the  money  received  for  drinks 
would  be  invested  as  usual,  and,  as  in  the  pres- 


Its  members  and  visitors,  where  they  are  not  sold  at 
a  profit  and  the  club  is  not  a  device  for  evading' 
the  laws  as  to  the  sale  of  Intoxicating  liquors. 
Harden  v.  Montana  Club  (Mont)  11 L.  R.  A.  608. 

New  York, 

That  defendant  to  a  prosecution  for  selling  In- 
toxicating liquors  was  selling  them  for  a  social  club 
to  whom  they  belonged  Is  no  defense,  where  the 
club  is  a  soheme  to  evade  the  laws  prohibiting  the 
sale  of  liquor.  People  v.  Slnell,  84  N.  T.  8.  B.  888. 
Virginia. 

A  social  club  is  not  guilty  of  selling  ;or  offering 
12  L.  R.  A. 


for  sale  Intoxicating  liquor  without  a  license,  where 
none  but  members  or  invited  guests  are  entitled  to 
club  privileges,  no  one  not  a  member  being  permit- 
ted to  pay  for  food,  drink  or  refreshments  dis- 
pensed by  the  club,  the  moneys  received  for  liquors 
going  into  the  general  fund,  and  no  profit  being 
made  thereon.  Piedmont  Club  v.  Com.  (Va.)  15  Va, 
L.J.226. 

Social  club;  evasion  of  Liquor  Laws.  See  notes  to 
People  v.  Andrews  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  128 ;  State  v. 
Horaoek  (Kan.)  8  L.  H.  A.  687;  People  v.  Soule  (MlohJ 
2L.R.A.4M. 
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ent  case,  to  buy  more  liquor  for  the  customer 
and  bis  friends.  Such  an  arrangement  may  be 
ingenious,  but  none  the  less  a  license  tax  is  re - 

auisite  to  make  it  legal  to  furnish  drinks  in 
lat  mode.  The  case  of  State  v.  Loekyear  has 
been  often  cited  with  approval  in  the  courts  of 
other  States.  State  v.  Boston  Social  L.  &  M. 
Clvb,  78  Md.  97,  10  L.  R.  A.  64,  and  other 
These  authorities,  together  with  those 


cited  in  Lotkyewt*s  Oam  itself,  render  further 
citations  unnecessary. 

Upon  the  facto  found  in  the  special  verdict 
the  defendant  should  be  adjudged  guilty.  The 
case  must  be  remanded,  with  directions  that 
the  judgment  be  so  entered,  and  that  sen- 
tence may  be  imposed  in  conformity  with  law. 

lDrror, 


RHODE  ISLAND  SUPREME  COURT. 


Herbert  ALMY,  Admr.  c.  t.  a.  of  Albert  J. 

Jones,  Deceased, 

v. 

Anna  Q.  JONES  tt  al. 

C....R.I ) 


1.  A  bequest  for  an  "art  institute"  Is  not 

void  for  indenniteneas,  especially  when  a  codicil 
refers  to  its  distribution  in  prises  for  works  "of 
tbe  fine  arts.*' 

2.  The  phrase  •'worthy  of  the  city,"  in  a 
will  giving  a  fund  for  an  art  Institute  when  citi- 
zens have  contributed  funds  necessary  to  found 
one  worthy  of  the  city,  does  not  make  the  gift 
TOid  for  indenniteneas. 

8.  A  bequest  is  not  void  for  remoteness 
where  it  gives  a  fund  for  an  art  institute,  to  take 
effect  when  the  necessary  funds  to  found  one  are 

i  contributed,  and  In  the  meanwhile  directs  the  In- 
come to  be  distributed  annually  in  prizes  for  the 
best  works  of  art  by  artists  belonging  to  or  re- 
siding In  the  State. 

4.  A  bequest  U  a  lawful  chartty  in  every 
respect  where  it  is  given  for  an  art  institute  when 


established  and  the  income  Is  to  be  given  to  the 
meantime  ia  annual  prises  for  works  of  art. 
6.  A  gift  of  the  residue  of  testator's 
property  to  children  of  a  sister  and  of  a  de- 
ceased brother,  to  be  equally  divided,  limited  by 
a  codicil  *to  the  children  of  the  first  generation'* 
gives  nothing  to  the  children  of  a  nephew,  who 
died  before  the  will  was  made,  under  Pub.  8tat^ 
chap.  188,  1 14,  giving  the  share  of  a  deceased  dev- 
isee or  legatee  to  his  decedents. 

(February  24,1801.) 

BTTJi  in  equity  for  a  construction  of  the 
will  of  Albert  J.  Jones,  deceased,  and  in- 
structions as  to  carrying  out  its  provisions. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Joseph  C.  Ely  for  complainant. 

Mr.  Clarence  A.  Aldrich,  Amsl  Atty* 
Gen.,  for  the  State. 

Mr.  Amasa  M.  Eaton,  for  Eliza  A.,  Mary- 
El,  John  J.  and  George  W.  Hall,  respondents: 

If  a  gift  in  trust  for  charity  is  conditional 
upon  a  future  and  uncertain  event,  which  may 
be  so  remote  and  indefinite  as  to  transgress  the 


Nom-Cfcarttaofe  uses  and  trusts. 

A  trust  to  be  upheld  must  be  of  such  a  nature 
that  the  cestui*  que  trust  are  defined  and  capable  of 
enforcing  its  execution  by  proceedings  in  a  court 
of  chancery.  Dashiell  v.  Arty-Gen.  5  Harr.  &  J. 
882;  Isaac  v.  Emory,  4  Gent.  Bep.  168.  64  Md.  888; 
Wilderman  v.  Baltimore,  8  Md.  665;  Needles  v.  Mar- 
tin, 88  Md.  608:  Church  Extension  of  M.  E.  Church 
v.  Smith,  66  Md.  882, 887:  Maught  v.  Qetzendanner, 
8  Cent  Bep.  864, 65  Md.  687. 

So  where  a  residuary  clause  in  a  will  stated  as 
follows:  "I  give  and  bequeath  and  devise  unto  the 
Reverend  H.  G.  Bowers,  of  Jefferson.  Maryland,  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate,  and  desire  him  to 
use  and  appropriate  the  same  for  such  religious  and 
charitable  purposes  and  objects,  and  in  such  sums 
and  in  such  manner  as  will,  in  his  Judgment,  best 
promote  the  cause  of  Christ,"  such  a  trust  is  void, 
because  it  is  too  vague  and  indefinite  to  be  carried 
into  effect.   Maught  v.  Getzendanner,  supra. 

Trust  for  benevolent  purposes, 

A  trust  for  benevolent  purposes  cannot  be  sus- 
tained unless  the  object  of  the  trust  is  denned  with 
clearness  and  precision,  and  a  competent  trustee  is 
named  to  receive  the  title  and  execute  the  trust 
Dodge  v.  Pond,  23  N.T.  99.  Also  Re  Mahan,  82  Hun, 
78;  Beekman  v.  Bonsor,  28  N.  Y.  296. 

A  devise  for  the  establishment  ot  a  benevolent 
institution,  leaving  it  to  tbe  Legislature  to  provide 
the  working  plan  if  it  grants  a  charter,  is  void  for 
indeflnitenees  of  the  trust  People  v.  Simonson,  28 
N.  Y.  8.  B.  97,  citing  Holland  v.  Alcock,  11  Cent. 
Rep.  861. 108  N.  Y.  812;  Cruikshank  v.  Home  of  the 
Friendless,  4  L.  B.A.  140, 118  N.  Y.  837. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


It  is  the  settled  doctrine  in  England,  and  in  many 
of  the  American  States,  that  property,  except  when 
prohibited  by  statute,  may  be  bequeathed  or  con- 
veyed in  trust  for  charitable  uses  and  purposes,  for 
the  benefit  of  uncertain  classes  such  as  "the  poor," 
the  "children,"  etc.;  and  if  the  purposes  are  chari- 
table, within  the  meaning  given  to  that  term,  the- 
trust  falls  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  equity,  and 
will  be  enforced.  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  195;  Morfce  v. 
Dunham,  9  Yes.  Jr.  899, 405, 10  Yes.  Jr.  522, 541:  Mit- 
f ord  v.  Reynolds,  1  PhilL  Ch.  185;  Nash  v.  Morley,  5- 
Beav.  177;  Kendall  v.  Granger.  6  Beav.  800;  Towns- 
end  v.  Carus,  8  Hare,  267;  Nightingale  v.  Goulburn, 
5  Hare,  484;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Aspinwall,  2  Myl.  *C.  618^ 
622,628;  British  Museum  ▼.  White,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  664* 
686;  Saltonstall  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446;  American 
Academy  of  A  &  8.  v.  Harvard  College,  12  Gray,. 
662:  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  689;  Coggeshall  v. 
Pelton,  7  Johns.  Ch.  292, 2  L.  ed.  297. 

A  trust  by  will  of  a  residuum,  "to  be  disposed  of 
by  him  for  such  charitable  purposes  as  he  shall 
think  proper,"  was  held  valid.  Minot  v.  Baker,  6 
New  Eng.  Bep.  688, 147  Mass.  848. 

"For  such  charitable  Institution  for  women  in  the 
City  of  Chicago,  as  he  may  select,"  was  held  valid. 
Mills  v.  Newberry,  112  HI.  123, 54  Am.  Bep.  213. 

"The  residue  of  my  estate  to  be  kept  in  reserve- 
for  further  consideration  in  the  way  of  charitable 
purposes,  in  a  liberal  way,  not  to  any  particular 
creed  or  sect  of  religion,1'  was  held  valid.  Norcross 
v.  Murphy,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  622. 

The  testator's  intention  was  to  give  the  restduo- 
to  the  executors  in  trust  for  such  charitable  pur- 
poses as  they  may  think  proper.  Claypool  v.  Nor- 
cross,  7  Cent  Bep.  917, 42  N.  J.  Eq.  548. 


See  also  15  L.  R.  A.  235;  21  L.  R.   A.  454;  22  L.  R.  A.  179;  24  L.  R.  A.  158. 
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limits  of  time  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  law 
aninst  perpetuities,  the  gift  fails  ab  initio. 
^Chamberlayne  v.  Brockett,  L  R.  8  Ch.  206. 

If  the  attempted  charity  be  of  a  general,  in- 
definite nature,  or  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  Statute  of  Elizabeth,  it  will  be  treated  as 
utterly  void,  and  the  property  will  go  to  the 
administrator  or  heirs,  according  to  its  nature. 

2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  1155-1188;  2  Wait,  Act. 
and  Def.  149;  Mono*  v.  Durham,  9  Yes.  Jr. 
899,  405,  affirmed,  10  Yes.  Jr.  522;  Sanderson 
y.  White,  18  Pick.  828, 888;  Atty-Qen.  y.  tioule, 
28  Mich.  158.  See  Perin  y.  Carey,  65  U.  8.  24 
How.  466,  494,  16  L.  ed.  701,  707;  Burr  v. 
Smith,  7  Yt.  241,  295;  Duke,  Charitable  Uses, 
122,  128. 

Messrs.  Arnold  Green,  John  C.  Peg- 
rsvm,  George  Lewis  Cooke  and  William 

C.  Baiter  for  the  other  respondents. 

Durfee,  Oh.  J.9  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  bill  is  brought  by  the  administrator 
with  will  annexed  of  the  will  of  the  late  Al- 
bert J.  Jones  for  instruction  in  regard  to  the 
execution  of  the  will  in  points  involving  its 
construction.    The  will  bears  date  May  24,  A. 

D.  1886.  The  first  clause  is  as  follows:  "I 
give  and  bequeath  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
thousand  ($25,000)  dollars  as  a  fund  for  an  art 
institute  in  the  City  of  Providence.  When  the 
citizens  of  Providence  shall  have  contributed 
the  funds  necessary  to  found  an  institute 
worthy  of  the  city  for  the  promotion  of  art,  then 
this  sum,  with  accumulated  interest,  shall  be 
permanently  invested,  to  be  called  the  'Albert 
Jones  Art  Fund,'  the  annual  interest  only  to 
be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  institute  for  all 
time."  The  testator  added  a  codicil  to  the  will 
dated  April  25,  A.  D.  1887.     The  first  clause 


of  the  codicil  is  as  follows:  "I  wish  the  income 
of  the  fund  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars 
given  for  the  encouragement  of  art  to  become 
at  once  available  after  my  death  by  its  distri- 
bution in  annual  prizes  for  the  best  works  pro* 
duced  duing  the  year,  in  whatever  department 
of  the  fine  arts,  by  artists  belonging  to  or  re- 
siding in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island?' 

The  first  question  is  whether  these  clauses 
are  valid.  It  is  contended  that  the  bequest  in 
the  first  clause  is  void  for  indeflniteness,  it  being 
uncertain  what  is  meant  by  an  "art  institute, 
owing  to  the  indeterminateness  of  the  word 
"art,  and  still  more  uncertain  what  is  meant 
by  an  institute  for  the  promotion  of  art 
"worthy  of  the  City"  of  Providence.  It  is 
true  the  word  "art"  is  sometimes  used  very 
broadly,  as,  for  instance,  when  it  is  used  in 
contradistinction  to  nature  or  in  the  phrase 
"the  arts  of  war  and  peace."  But  it  is  also 
used,  especially  when  used  without  any 
qualifying  adjective  or  phrase,  to  signify  art 
in  its  higher  manifestations,  or  art  par 
excellence,  as  represented  in  works  of  art 
by  those  who  are  distinctively  denomi- 
nated "artists."  In  this  sense  the  word  is  used 
to  designate  the  groups  of  arts  known  as  the 
"fine  arts,"  as  distinguished  from  the  useful 
or  mechanical  and  industrial  arts.  We  think 
the  word  has  this  more  distinctive  meaning  in 
the  first  clause  of  the  will.  The  language  of 
the  codicil  confirms  this  interpretation.  The  tes- 
tator there,  describing  the  $25,000  bequeathed 
in  the  first  clause  as  "a  fund  given  for  the 
encouragement  of  art,"  declares  that  he  wishes 
the  income  "to  become  at  once  available,"  evi- 
dently meaning  that  he  wishes  it  to  become 
available  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  fund 
was  given,  namely,  "the  encouragement  of 
art,"  and  to  that  end  directs  its  distribution  in 


"Among*  such  Roman  Catholic  charities,  institu- 
tions, schools  or  churches  in  the  City  of  New  York," 
as  a  majority  of  the  trustees  should  select,  and  in 
such  sums  as  they  should  think  proper,  was  held  a 
valid  bequest.  Power  v.  Caseidy,  70  N.  Y.  808,  85 
Am.  Bep.  660. 

Bequests  held  void  as  to  uncertainty. 

The  following  bequests  were  held  void  for  uncer- 
tainty: A  bequest  to  a  law  library  which  has  no 
corporate  existence,  but  which  was  established  and 
maintained  by  fines,  etc.,  to  be  paid  to  a  committee 
appointed  by  the  court,  is  a  bequest  to  a  mere  In- 
animate thing  having  no  capacity  to  receive  a  gift 
Craig  v.  Lilly  (Pa.)  7  Gent.  Bep.  660. 

To  "distribute  to  such  persons,  societies  or  insti- 
tutions as  they  shall  consider  most  deserving,"  was 
held  void.    Nichols  v.  Allen,  180  Mass.  8U. 

"Among  such  incorporated  societies  organized 
under  the  Laws  of  the  State  of  New  York  or  the 
State  of  Maryland,  having  full  authority  to  receive 
or  hold  funds  upon  permanent  trusts  for  charitable 
or  educational  uses,"  as  the  trustees  might  select, 
and  in  such  sums  as  they  should  determine,  was 
held  void.    Prlchard  v.  Thompson,  96  N.  Y.  76. 

A  testator  bequeathed  a  portion  of  his  estate  "to 
the  poor  of  the  City  of  Green  Bay."  There  were 
no  city  paupers  nor  a  poor  fund  in  the  City  of  Green 
Bay  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  This  was 
held  void  for  uncertainty.  Re  H  off  en's  Estate,  70 
Wis.  622. 

Also  for  testator's  "next  of  kin  who  may  be 
needy.*'   Fontaine  v.  Thompson,  80  Va.  220. 

So,  too,  "for  any  and  all  benevolent  purposes 
12  L.  R.  A. 


that  he  (the  trustee)  may  see  lit."  Adye  v.  Smith, 
44  Conn.  60. 

Where  a  bequest  to  charitable  purposes  in  the 
discretion  of  the  two  daughters  and  granddaughter 
of  the  testator  Is  vague  and  indefinite  and  there- 
fore void,  the  fund  falls  into  and  constitutes  a  part 
of  the  general  residue  of  the  estate.  Dulany  v. 
Mlddleton,72Md.67. 

A  bequest  in  trust  of  a  "sum  of  money  sufficient 
to  carry  out  [testator's]  intention  ...  to  provide 
for  the  education  of  two  young  men,"  where  the 
trustees  have  accepted  the  trust,  and  the  young 
men  have  been  appointed,  and  the  expense  of  keep- 
ing them  is  approximately  known,  is  not  void  for 
indeflniteness.  Field  v.  Drew  Theological  Sem.  41 
Fed.  Bep.  871. 

A  clause  In  the  will  which  seeks  to  establish  a 
trust  in  two  thirds  of  the  residue  of  testator's  es- 
tate, for  the  benefit  of  testator's  children  and  their 
descendants  "who  may  be  destitute,  and.  In  the 
opinion  of  said  trustees,  need  such  aid,"  is  too  re- 
mote In  its  contingency,  and  must  be  deemed  to  be 
invalid  and  without  effect.  Kent  v.  Dunham,  142 
Mass.  216,  citing  Nightingale  v.  Burrell,  16  Pick.  104; 
Brattle  Square  Church  v.  Grant,  8  Gray,  142:  Sears 
v.  Russell,  8  Gray,  86;  Thorndlke  v.  Loring,  15 
Gray.  801. 

Charitable  uses  and  trusts.  See  notes  to  Finley 
v.  Brent  (Va.)  11  L.  B.  A.  214;  George  v.  Braddock 
(N.  J.)  6  L.  B.  A.  511;  State  v.  Ladies  of  the  Sa- 
cred Heart  (Moj  6  L.  B.  A.  86;  Billiard  v.  Chandler 
(Mass.)  5  L.  B.  A.  105;  Stratton  v.  Physio-Medical 
Institute  (Mass.)  6  L.  B.  A.  88:  Cotrman  v.  Grace 
(N.  Y.)3L.  R.  A.146;  Fir©  Ins.  Patrol  v.  Boyd  (PaJ 
ILK.  A.  417. 
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annual  prizes  for  the  best  works  **of  the  fine 
arts"  produced  during  the  year  by  Rhode  Is- 
land artists.  We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  what  is  meant  by  "an  art  institute"  is  an 
institution  or  establishment,  resembling  such 
as  exist  in  Europe,  for  the  promotion  of 
the  fine  arts,— of  the  art  whose  aim  is  beauty 
rather  than  utility,  though  not  necessarily  to 
tbe  exclusion  of  utility,  when  the  two  can  be 
combined.  The  objection  to  the  phrase 
"worthy  of  the  city"  is,  in  our  opinion,  spe- 
cious, rather  than  sound.  When  a  testator  uses 
such  a  phrase,  he  knows,  of  course,  that,  as 
practically  applied,  it  has  different  meanings 
for  different  minds,  but  he  also  knows  that  the 
meaning  is  capable  of  determination  by  the 
court,  aided  by  proper  testimony,  with  suffi- 
cient accuracy  for  the  purposes  of  his  bequest, 
in  case  it  is  found  necessary  to  apply  to  the 
court  for  such  determination.  We  do  not 
think  the  bequest  is  void  for  indeflniteness. 

The  second  contention  is  that  the  bequest  is 
void  for  remoteness,  because  it  may  not  go  in- 
to final  effect  within  the  period  allowed  by  the 
rule  against  perpetuities.  A  trust  for  chari- 
table uses,  which  is  to  go  into  effect  immedi- 
ately, is  not  subject  to  the  rule  against 
perpetuities,  because  designed  to  be  perpetual; 
but  if  it  is  not  to  go  into  effect  until  after  the 
period  allowed  by  said  rule,  it  has  been  said 
that  it  fails  db  initio.  Ghamberlayne  v.  Brock- 
ett,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  206.  A  trust  for  charitable 
uses  may  depend  for  its  going  into  effect  upon 
a  condition  to  be  performed  by  others  which 
may  or  may  not  be  performed  within  the  peri- 
od allowed.  In  such  case  the  English  courts 
do  not  at  once  disaffirm  the  trust,  but  allow  a 
reasonable  time  for  the  condition  to  be  per- 
formed, and,  if  the  condition  be  performed 
within  such  time,  sustain  tbe  trust;  if  it 
be  not,  and  is  not  likely  to  be,  they 
either  disaffirm  the  trust  "or  apply  it  cy 
pres,  if  tbe  terms  in  which  it  is  declared  per- 
mit, to  other  charitable  purposes.  Tyssen, 
Charitable  Bequests,  428-427,  and  cases  there 
cited.  SinneU  v.  Herbert,  L  R  7  Ch.  283. 
Tbe  American  cases  are  not  stricter,  certainly, 
than  the  English  on  this  point.  Inglis  v.  Sail- 
ors9 Snug  Harbor,  28  U.  8.  8  Pet  99,  7  L.  ed. 
617;  McDonogh  v.  Murdoch.  56  U.  8.  15 
How.  867,  14  L.  ed.  732;  Ould  y.  Wad* 
ingion  Hospital,  95  U.  8.  808,  24  L.  ed.  450; 
Russell  y.  Allen,  107  U.  8. 168,  27  L.  ed.  897. 
In  tbe  last-named  case,  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  cit- 
ing the  three  cases  next  before  mentioned,  said, 
speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  that  they  show  that  "a  gift  in  trust 
for  a  charity  not  existing  at  the  date  of  the 
gift,  and  the  beginning  of  whose  existence  is 
uncertain,  or  which  is  to  take  effect  upon  a 
contingency  that  may  possibly  not  happen 
within  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one 
years,  is  valid,  provided  there  is  no  gift  of  the 
property  meanwhile  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  any 
private  corporation  or  person."  See  also  Mis- 
souri Historical  Soc.  v.  Academy  of  Sciences,  94 
Mo.  459,  13  West.  Rep.  206;  Sanderson  v. 
White,  18  Pick.  828,  336;  Odcll  v.  Gdell,  10 
Allen,  1. 

Under  these  authorities,  the  bequest  in  the 
case  at  bar  would  not  be  instantly  declared 
void,  whatever  eventually  might  become  of  it, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


even  if  it  had  remained  as  given  in  tbe  will 
It  was  modified  by  tbe  codicil,  and  we  must 
take  it  as  modified.  8o  taken,  it  is  a  bequest 
of  $25,000,  to  be  held  in  trust  as  a  permanent 
fund  for  an  art  institute  in  the  City  of  Provi- 
dence, whenever  the  funds  necessary  to  estab- 
lish such  an  institute  worthy  of  the  city  shall 
have  been  contributed,  the  income  or  interest 
of  the  bequest  meanwhile  to  be  distributed  by 
the  trustees  in  prizes  as  directed;  or,  to  put  it 
in  another  way,  it  is  a  bequest  of  $25,000  in 
trust  for  the  trustees  to  use  the  income  there- 
of for  prizes  as  directed  until  the  funds  for  an 
art  institute  in  the  City  of  Providence,  worthy 
of  the  city,  have  been  contributed,  then  to  be 
invested  as  a  permanent  fund  for  the  institute, 
the  annual  interest  to  be  used  for  its  benefit 
for  all  time.  Such  a  bequest  is  not,  in  our 
opinion,  invalid  to  any  extent,  if  it  may  be  re- 
garded as  a  bequest  for  purely  charitable  uses. 
"When  personal  estate,  said  Lord  Selborne  in 
Ghamberlayne  v.  Brockett,  supra,  "is  once  ef- 
fectively given  to  charity,  it  is  taken  entirely 
out  of  the  scope  of  the  law  of  remoteness. 
Property  so  given  may  be  limited  over  from  one 
charity  to  another  on  any  event  happening  at 
any  time.  Society  Prop.  Oosp.  in  F.  P.  v. 
AttyQen.  3  Russ.  142;  Ghnsfs  Hospital  v. 
Grainger,  16  Sim.  88,  1  Ma  en.  &  G.  460;  Re 
Gonington's  WiU,  8  Week.  Rep.  444.  In  the 
first  of  these  cases  a  testator  in  1715  directed 
his  executors  as  soon  as  two  Protestant  bishops 
should  be  duly  appointed  and  consecrated,  one 
for  the  islands  and  the  other  for  the  continent 
of  North  America,  to  pay  £1,000  to  the  plain- 
tiff society,  to  be  applied  equally  to  settling 
them  in  their  sees,  and  meanwhile  to  invest  the 
£1,000,  and  apply  the  income  for  the  benefit  of 
invalided  missionaries  of  the  society.  A  de- 
cree in  1717  ordered  the  £1,000  to  be  invested, 
and  the  income  to  be  applied  as*  directed.  In 
fact,  a  great  part  of  the  income  was  allowed  to 
accumulate.  The  appointment  of  the  bishops 
was  completed  in  1824,  and  then,  at  the  suit  of 
the  plaintiff  society,  the  whole  sum  was  or- 
dered to  be  paid  to  them.  In  the  second  case 
property  was  bequeathed  in  1624  to  the  corpor- 
ation of  Reading  on  certain  charitable  trusts, 
with  a  proviso  that,  if  the  corporation  should 
neglect  for  a  whole  year  to  perform  them,  the 
property  should  be  transferred  to  the  corpora- 
tion of  London  for  the  benefit  of  Christ's  Hos- 
pital. Two  hundred  years  later,  after  the 
corporation  of  Reading  had  neglected  for 
twenty  years  to  perform  tbe  trusts,  the  proper- 
ty was  allowed  to  go  over  to  the  second  charity, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  no  more  a  perpetuity 
in  one  charity  than  in  another.  See  also  Hen- 
shawv.  Atkinson,  8  Madd.  806. 

We  do  not  think  there  can  be  any  doubt  that 
the  bequest  here,  so  far  as  given  for  the  art  in- 
stitute, is  a  charity.  British  Museum  v.  White, 
2  Sim.  &  Stu.  594;  Yates  v.  University  Col- 
lege, L.  R.  8  Ch.  454,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  488:  Re 
Holburne  (Goatee  v.  Mackillop),  53  L.  T.  K  S. 
212;  Gresson's  App.  80  Pa.  487.  It  is  true  the 
promotion  of  art  is  not  specifically  named  as  a 
charitable  use  in  48  Eliz.,  chap.  4;  but  that 
Statute  is  regarded  by  the  courts  as  rather  il- 
lustrative than  exhaustive  in  its  enumeration 
of  such  uses,  and,  when  resorted  to  for  light, 
is  interpreted  in  a  large  way,  according  to  ita 


1891. 


Kingman. 


417 


spirit,  ratber  than  its  letter.  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
-§  1029;  Pell  v.  Mercer,  14  R.  I.  412,  444. 

A  nation's  art  is  the  flower  of  its  civilization, 
.and  it  is  a  matter  of  general  interest  that  it 
should  flourish  and  improve.  To  see  and  study 
•some  of  the  masterpieces  of  the  fine  arts,  and 
learn  to  appreciate  their  excellences,  is  itself 
an  education  that  refines  and  enriches  the 
mind.  It  follows  that  money  for  an  institu- 
tion that  affords  opportunity  for  this,  while  it 
at  the  same  time  gives  encouragement  to  ar- 
tistic production,  is  a  public  benefit. 

But  it  is  argued  that,  even  if  the  final  be- 
quest of  the  principal  sum  is  charitable,  the 
Intermediate  bequest  of  the  income  is  not, 
-since  it  has  no  tendency  to  advance  education 
or  learning,  and  only  provides  a  premium  for 

ftroficiencv  in  the  production  of  articles  of 
uxury;  that  in  fact  its  purpose  is  private 
rather  than  public,  and  consequently  the  entire 
bequest  is  invalidated  by  it.  The  argument 
•does  not  convince  us.  The  purpose  of  the 
prizes  is  not  simply  to  give  a  little  money 
-every  year  to  the  successful  artists,  but  also  to 
arouse  the  ambition  of  Rhode  Island  artists 
•everywhere,  and  incite  their  best  endeavors. 
This  would  be  much,  if  it  were  all.  It  is  not 
.all.  The  competing  works  must  be  brought 
together  for  judgment,  and,  in  the  careful  com- 
parison of  work  with  work  that  will  follow, 
the  merits  and  the  faults  of  each  will  come  to 
light,  instinctively,  for  all  concerned.  Fur- 
ther, when  such  works  are  gathered,  they  at- 
tract attention;  people  come  to  see  and  en- 
joy them;  the  competition  among  their  authors 
provokes  discussion  and  criticism;  public  sym- 
pathy is  enlisted;  public  interest  grows  and 
-spreads;  and  the  minds  of  men  more  readily 
open  for  the  reception  of  artistic  truths  and 
-conceptions.  Thus  gradually  an  atmosphere 
is  generated  in  which  the  fine  arts  can  flourish; 
for  it  is  a  general  law  that  a  fine  art  must  find 
favor  in  the  popular  heart  before  it  can  reach 
perfection  in  the  productions  of  the  artists. 
Then,  too,  the  prizes  are  more  than  money. 
They  bring  honor  and  distinction  and  assur- 
ance of  appreciation,  vastly  more  precious  to 
the  artists  then  the  prizes  themselves.  The 
•efficiency  of  prizes,  as  an  incentive  to  excel- 
lence, is  generally  recognized,  and  it  is  common 
knowledge  that  numerous  trusts  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  prizes  or  premiums  exist,  whose 
-validity  has  never  been  questioned.  There  are 
-cases  in  which  such  trusts  for  proper  purposes 
-have  been  sustained.  Thompson  v.  Thompson, 
1  Coll.  881;  American  Academy  of  A.  and  8. 
•v.  Harvard  College,  12  Gray,  682. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  bequest  here  in 


question  is  in  every  respect  a  lawful  charity. 
The  will  of  said  Albert  J.  Jones  has  the  fol- 
lowing residuary  clause:  "The  rest  and  resi- 
due or  the  property  found  standing  in  my  name 
I  bequeath  to  the  children  of  my  sister,  Mrs. 
Emily  A.  Hall,  and  those  of  my  deceased 
brother,  John  Davis  Jones,  to  be  equally  di- 
vided among  them."  The  codicil  has  the  fol- 
lowing: "  The  legacy  to  the  children  of  my 
deceased  brother  John  D.  Jones,  and  my  sister 
Emily  A.  Hall,  is  to  the  children  of  the  first 
generation."  At  the  date  of  the  will  Mrs.  Hall 
had  one  child,  a  son,  who  still  survives,  and 
three  grandchildren,  children  of  a  son  previous- 
ly deceased."  John  D.  Jones  had  three  chil- 
dren who  survived  the  testator,  and  one  grand- 
child, daughter  of  a  son  previously  deceased. 
The  grandchildren  claim  to  be  entitled  to  take 
under  the  residuary  clause  by  virtue  of  Pub. 
Stat.  R.  I.,  chap.  182,  §  14,  as  follows:  "When- 
ever any  child,  grandchild  or  other  person 
having  a  devise  or  bequest  of  real  or  personal 
estate  shall  die  before  the  testator,  leaving  a 
lineal  descendant,  such  descendant  shall  take 
the  estate,  real  or  personal,  as  devisee  or  legatee, 
in  the  same  way  and  manner  as  such  devisee 
or  legatee  would  have  done  in  case  he  had  sur- 
vived the  testator."  We  do  not  think  said 
provision  is  capable  of  a  construction  that  will 
sustain  the  claim.  It  applies  only  where  a 
person  "having  a  devise  or  bequest"  dies  be- 
fore the  testator.  The  son  of  Mrs.  Hall,  who 
was  the  father  of  her  said  grandchildren,  never 
had  any  devise  or  bequest  under  the  will  of 
Albert  J.  Jones,  since  he  was  dead,  and  so  in- 
capable of  taking,  by  devise  or  bequest,  be- 
fore the  will  was  made.  For  anything  that 
appears,  the  testator  knew  that  he  was  dead 
when  he  made  the  will,  and  consequently  could 
not  even  have  intended  to  bequeath  him  any- 
thing. The  same  may  be  said  of  the  son  of 
John  D.  Jones,  the  father  of  John  D.  Jones' 
said  grandchild.  The  purpose  of  the  Statute 
is  obvious.  At  common  law,  where  a  legacy 
is  given  to  a  person  who  subsequently  dies  be- 
fore the  testator,  it  lapses;  that  is,  it  either  falls 
into  the  residue,  or,  if  it  be  residuary,  becomes 
intestate.  Under  the  Statute,  instead  of  laps- 
ing, it  goes  to  the  legatee's  descendants,  on  the 
assumption  that  the  testator  would  rather  have 
it  go  to  them  than  have  it  lapse.  4  Kent, 
Com.  541,  note  b. 

Our  conclusion  is:  first,  that  the  legacy  of 
$25,000  is  valid;  and,  second,  that  the  three 
children  of  Mrs.  Hall's  deceased  son,  and  the 
daughter  of  John  D.  Jones'  deceased  son,  are 
not  entitled  to  share  in  the  residue. 
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Hosea  KINGMAN  et  al.f  Petitioners. 
(....Mass.....) 


1.  The  disposal  of  sewage  from  a  number 
of  cities  and  towns  containing  one  sixth  of  the 
population  of  the  State  Is  a  matter  of  general 


public  utility  for  which  the  Legislature  can 
properly  appropriate  money  from  the  state 
treasury. 
8.  Cities  and  towns  avre  not  exempted 
from  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to 
subject  them  to  the  burden  of  assess- 
for  local  improvements  by  the  fact  that 


Hots.— Sewage:  authority  of  Legislature  over  sub-  i 
iect. 
The  14th  Amendment  of  the  United  States  Con- I 
If  L.  R.  A.  i 


sdtution  is  not  designed  to  Interfere  with  the  power 
of  the  State,  sometimes  termed  Its  police  power,  to 
prescribe  regulations  to  promote  the  health,  peace, 
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the  improvement*  are  of  such  general  pub- 
lie  utmty  that  the  Legislature  might  lawfully 
pay  the  expense  thereof  with  money  of  the  State. 

8.  The  title  to  works  of  public  improve- 
ment need  not  be  given  to  cities  or  towns  by 
the  Legislature,  In  order  to  subject  them  to  the 
expense  of  such  works. 

4.  The  Legialavtnre  earn  delegate  to 
oommiaeloners  to  be  appointed  by  a  oourt 
the  power  to  determine  the  proportions  of  ex- 
pense to  be  paid  by  different  oountles,  towns  or 
cities  for  a  local  Improvement. 

6.  No  rule  need  be  laid  down  by  the  Leg- 
islature for  the  guidance  of  commis- 
sioner* in  making  an  apportionment  among 
cities  and  towns  subject  to  acceptance  by  a  oourt 
of  the  expense  of  a  system  of  sewage  disposal, 
other  than  to  direct  them  to  determine  it  as  they 
shall  deem  Just  and  equitable,  where  the  State 
Constitution  gives  power  to  make  "all  manner  of 
wholesome  orders,  laws,  etc,"  not  repugnant 
thereto. 

0.  Benefit  to  property  is  not  the  only 
consideration  to  be  regarded  In  appor- 
tioning among  cities  and  towns  the  expense  of  a 
system  of  sewage  disposal,  but  there  are  many 
elements  to  be  considered,  some  of  which  are  the 
exigencies  or  special  need  of  such  Improvements, 
the  area  to  be  accommodated,  the  present  or 


probable  population  and  wealth,  the  value  of  the 
land  and  its  adaptability  for  homes  and  other 


(Mayl9,188L> 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Suffolk  County  (W.  Allen,  J.)  for  the 
opinion  of  the  full  court  of  a  petition  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  determine 
the  proportion  in  which  the  cities  and  towns- 
affected  by  an  Act  providing  for  a  system  of 
sewage  disposal  for  the  Mystic  and  Charles- 
River  Valleys  should  contribute  towards  the 
expense  of  such  system.    Decree  for  petitioner*. 

On  June  7, 1889,  an  Act  was  passed  for  the* 
purpose  of  providing  means  for  the  disposal  of 
sewage  from  certain  cities  and  towns.  By  the- 
Act  two  systems  were  established,  one  called 
the  North  Metropolitan  Sewerage  System,  and 
composed  of  the  Cities  of  Boston,  Cambridge,. 
Somerville,  Maiden,  Chelsea  and  Woburn,  and' 
the  Towns  of  Stoneham,  Melrose,  Winchester, 
Arlington,  Belmont,  Medford,  Everett  and 
Winthrop,  the  other  called  the  Charles  River 
Valley  System,  and  composed  of  the  Cities  of 
Boston,  Waltbam  and  Newton  and  the  Towns- 
of  Watertown  and  Brookline. 

Under  this  Act  petitioners  were  duly  appoint- 


morala,  education  and  good  order  of  the  people. 
Barbier  v.  Connolly,  118  U.  &  27, 28  L.  ed.  928. 

The  general  purposes  of  taxation  are,  first,  the 
defense  of  the  Commonwealth;  second,  the  admin- 
istration of  justice;  third,  expense  of  public  works 
and  instructions,  and  fourth,  the  expense  of  sup- 
porting the  dignity  of  the  State.  Smith,  Wealth 
of  Nations,  84ft. 

The  discretionary  power  of  the  Legislature  in  the 
distribution  of  public  burdens  has  been  for  a  long; 
time  recognised  by  this  oourt.  Norwich  v.  Hamp- 
shire County  Comrs.  13  Pick.  60;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Cam- 
bridge, 16  Gray,  247;  Salem  Turnp.  &  0.  B.  Corp.  v. 
Essex  County,  100  Mass.  282. 

Without  a  public  use  or  servioe  especially  de- 
clared in  the  statute  providing  for  a  public  im- 
provement, or  implied  from  the  nature  of  the  ob- 
ject of  the  expenditure,  taxation  in  any  form  can- 
not be  justified.  Lowell  v.  Oliver,  6  Allen,  247; 
Freeland  v.  Hastings,  10  Allen,  870;  Dorgan  v.  Bos- 
ton, 12  Allen,  228;  Merrick  v.  Amherst,  Id.  600. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  entire  oommunity 
should  directly  enjoy  or  participate  in  an  improve- 
ment or  enterprise  In  order  to  constitute  a  public 
use,  and  if  lands  are  taken  for  a  public  use 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  oommunity,  it  is  of  no 
importance  that  individuals  may  incidentally  de- 
rive some  advantage  therefrom.  Boston  &  R.  Mill 
Corp.  v.  Newman,  18  Pick.  467;  Talbot  v.  Hudson, 
16  Gray,  417. 

Although  a  tax  be  sanctioned  by  state  statutes, 
If  it  be  not  for  a  publlo  purpose  it  is  an  un- 
authorized taking  of  private  property.  Kelly  v. 
Pittsburgh,  104  U.  S.  61. 96  L.  ed.  660;  Citizens  Sav. 
&  L.  A  wo.  v.  Topeka,  87  U.  8.  20  Wall.  666,  22  L.  ed. 
465;  MoMillen  v.  Anderson,  86  U.  8. 87, 24  L.  ed.  836. 

The  term  "public  purposes,"  as  employed  to  de- 
note the  objects  for  which  taxes  maybe  levied,  has 
no  relation  to  the  urgency  of  the  publlo  need  or  to 
the  extent  of  the  publlo  benefit  which  is  to  follow. 
People  v.  Salem  Twp.  Board,  20  Mich.  462. 

Public  considerations,  however,  must  be  involved 
to  justify  such  legislation,  as  providing  for  drain- 
age for  private  use  is  unauthorized.  Anderson  v. 
Kerns  Drain  Co.  14  Ind.  202;  People  v.  Saginaw 
County  Supra.  26  Mich.  22;  Beeves  v.  Wood  County, 
8  Ohio  St  388;  Cypress  Pond  Drain.  Co.  v.  Hooper, 
8  Met.  (Ky.)  860. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  interest  of  the  public  which  authorises  taxa- 
tion must  be  a  direct  publlo  Interest  (Cortiss  v^ 
Whipple,  24  Wis.  860);  for  when  the  power  to  tax 
is  prostituted  to  objects  In  no  way  connected  with, 
the  publlo  interest  or  welfare,  it  ceases  to  be  taxa- 
tion, and  becomes  oppression.  If  not  plunder.  Tal- 
bot v.  Hudson.  16  Gray,  421;  Freeland  v.  Hastings, 
10  Allen,  676;  Hooper  v.  Emery,  14  Me.  878:  People- 
v.  8alem  Twp.  Board,  20  Mich.  459;  Morford  v.  Un- 
ger,  8  Iowa,  92;  Allen  v.  Jay,  6  Me.  189;  Grim  v.. 
Weissenberg  School  Dist.  67  Pa.  488;  Brodhead  v. 
Milwaukee,  19  Wis.  624;  Citizens  Sav.  ft  Loan  Asso.  v^ 
Topeka,  87  U.  8.20  Wall.  666, 22  L.  ed.  466. 

In  genera]  the  Legislature  is  the  sole  arbiter  of 
what  shall  constitute  a  public  use.  Bloomfield  ft 
R.  N.  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Rldhardson,  68  Barb.  487. 

Taxation  for  expenses   of  public   Improvement*; 
public  uses,  itihat  are* 

Among  public  uses  and  purposes,  taxation  for 
which  may  be  authorised  by  the  Legislature,  may 
be  stated  the  following: 

The  draining  of  low  lands  for  the  preservation  of 
the  public  health  is  a  public  purpose.  New  Orleans- 
Draining  Co.  11  La.  Ann.  888;  Anderson  v.  Kerns 
Drain.  Co.  14  Ind.  202;  Woodruff  v.  Fisher,  17  Barb. 
224:  Hartwell  v.  Armstrong,  19  Barb.  106;  Sessions- 
v.  Crunkiltoo,  20  Ohio  St.  849. 

So  the  reclaiming  of  swamp  and  overflowed  and 
marsh  lands  is  a  public  purpose,  and  a  scheme  of 
improvement  of  this  character  is  of  such  public 
utility  as  to  justify  the  Legislature  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretionary  powers  in  promoting  the  im- 
provement. Aloorn  v.  Hamer,  88  Miss.  662;  Daily 
v.  Swope,  47  Miss.  867;  Egyptian  Levee  Co.  v.  Har- 
din, 27  Mo.  496;  Tidewater  Co.  v.  Coster,  18  K.  J.  Eq. 
621;  People  v.  Hearing,  27  N.  Y.  806. 

The  removal  of  dams  to  facilitate  the  flow  of  of- 
fensive stagnant  water  to  promote  the  health  of  a 
district  is  a  public  purpose.  Talbot  v.  Hudson,  16- 
Gray,  417;  Dingley  v.  Boston,  100  Mass.  644;  Miller 
v.  Craig, UN.  J.  Bq.  175. 

Railroads  are  for  public  purposes,  and  subscrip- 
tion to  the  stock  of  a  railroad  company  may  be  au- 
thorised (Hanson  v.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  48);  for  it  is* 
the  right  and  duty  of  the  State  to  advance  the  com- 
merce and  promote  the  welfare  of  the  people^ 
Sharplees  v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  147. 
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ed  a  board  of  Metropolitan  Sewerage  Com- 
missioners, and  were  given  charge  of  the  work. 
After  commencing  operations  they  filed  this 
petition  for  the  appointment  of  the  commis- 
sioners provided  for  by  §  13  of  the  Act  to  de- 
termine the  proportion  in  which  the  respective 
cities  and  towns  should  contribute  towards  the 
expense  of  the  improvement 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  E.  Pillsburw,  AUyQen.,  for  the 
Commonwealth,  and  William  D.  Turner 
for  the  petitioners. 

Messrs.  Samuel  J.  Elder,  for  Winchester, 
George  E.  Smith,  for  Everett,  Selwyn 
Z.  Bowman*  for  Somerville,  Jesse  F. 
Wheeler,  for  Watertown,  William  B. 
Stevens,  for  Stoneham,  J.  O.  Telle,  for 
Winthrop,  Frank  E.  Fits,  for  Chelsea,  re- 
spondents: 

The  funds  of  the  Commonwealth,  contribu- 
ted by  taxation  by  the  people  from  all  over  the 
State,  for  the  public  uses  of  the  Common- 
wealth, cannot  be  used  for  constructing  and 
maintaining  local  improvements  for  special 
towns  or  cities. 

Const  pt.  2,  chap.  1,  &  4;  Const  art.  11, 
chap.  2;  Freeland  v.  Hastings,  10  Allen,  579. 

That  the  tax  is  not  levied  as  a  special  tax,  or 
that  the  amount  required  is  borrowed  by  the 
State  upon  an  issue  of  its  bonds;  which  bonds 


may  or  may  not  have  to  be  paid  by  the  State 
in  the  future,  makes  no  difference  in  principle. 

Lowell  v.  Boston,  111  Mass.  454. 

This  right  of  appropriation  of  taxes  paid 
into  the  treasury  of  the  Commonwealth  must 
clearly  appear  to  exist;  it  cannot  be  established 
by  any  doubtful  or  uncertain  interpretation  of 
the  Constitution. 

Lowell  v.  Oliver,  8  Allen,  252;  Freeland  v. 
Eastings,  10  Allen,  575. 

In  those  cases  where  it  has  been  held  that  the 
Legislature  could  authorize  the  expenditure  of 
the  money  of  the  Commonwealth,  it  has  been 
so  held  on  the  ground  that  the  money  was  to 
be  expended  either  for  the  benefit  of  the  peo- 
ple of  the  State,  as  a  whole,  or  in  pursuance 
of  a  duty  incumbent  upon  the  Commonweath 
as  such. 

Freeland  v.  Hastings,  10  Allen,  570;  LoweU 
v.  Oliver,  8  Allen,  247;  Agawam  v.  Hampden 
County,  180  Mass.  584;  Fowler  v.  Banners,  8 
Allen,  80;  Orover  v.  Pembroke,  11  Allen,  8a 

In  Freeland  v.  Hatting* ,  supra,  the  court 
laid  stress  upon  the  question  whether  the  charge 
was  of  such  a  public  nature  that  the  Legisla- 
ture could  distribute  the  burden  "by  taxation 
among  the  whole  people  of  the  Common- 
wealth." 

See  also  Com.  v.  Planted,  2  L.  R.  A.  142, 
148  Mass.  875:  Dorganv.  Boston,  12  Allen,  285; 


Bo,  the  purchase  of  land  for  railroads  is  a  public 
purpose.  Bennington  v.  Park,  60  Vt.  178;  First  Nat. 
Bank  of  St.  Johnsbury  v.  Concord,  Id.  867. 

The  renting  of  buildings  for  the  use  of  the  State 
Is  a  public  purpose  for  which  the  Legislature  may 
provide  by  taxation  within  constitutional  limits. 
Harris  v.  Dubuclet,  80  La.  Ann.  662. 

Educational  purposes  are  public  purposes.  So 
the  maintaining  the  common-school  system,  where- 
by one  man  is  taxed  to  pay  for  the  education  of 
children  of  other  parents,  is  within  the  discretion- 
ary power  of  the  Legislature  (Felty  v.  TJhler,  10 
Phila.  512;  Com.  v.  Hartman,  17  Pa.  118);  and  the 
Legislature  may  assess  a  general  tax  for  distribu- 
tion under  an  Act  to  establish  the  school  fund  for 
the  support  of  such  schools.  Opinion  of  Justices, 
68  Me.  688. 

Construction  of  sewers;  late  Massachusetts  decisions. 

In  Massachusetts  the  construction  of  sewers  may 
be  justified  under  the  police  power  in  making;  reg- 
ulations for  the  preservation  of  the  public  health. 
Boston  v.  Shaw,  1  Met.  180. 

A  statute  authorizing  a  city  council  to  lay  down 
sewers  through  streets  and  private  lands,  on  pay- 
ment to  the  owners  of  damages  they  may  sustain,  is 
constitutional  and  valid.  Hildreth  v.  Lowell,  11 
Gray,  846. 

The  board  may  pass  an  order  for  a  single  struc- 
ture to  serve  both  as  a  conduit  for  a  stream  and  as 
a  common  sewer,  and  may  assess  upon  those  bene- 
fited their  proportional  part  of  the  expense  of  the 
structure  as  a  sewer.  Gray  v.  Boston,  180  Mass. 
388.   See  Bennett  v.  New  Bedford,  110  Mass.  438. 

An  order  of  the  city  council  directing  a  main 
drain  to  be  laid  upon  petition  alleging  convenience 
of  the  city  is  a  sufficient  adjudication  of  the  neces- 
sity therefor.    Wright  v.  Boston,  9  Cusb.  288. 

Sewer  assessments  may,  as  a  mode  of  equitable 
adjustment,  be  divided  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen 
of  a  city  into  three  classes,— direct  benefit,  remote 
benefit  and  more  remote  benefit.  Collins  v.  Hol- 
yoke.  5  New  Eng.  Rep.  009, 146  Mass.  807. 

The  validity  of  their  assessment  is  not  affected  by 
the  fact  that  they  called  in  another  person  to  as- 
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statin  making  it.  Taber  v.  New  Bedford,  186  Mass. 
162. 

The  failure  of  the  superintendent  of  sewers  to 
keep  an  account  of  the  cost  of  construction  and  to 
report  to  the  board  a  list  of  persons  benefited  did 
not  invalidate  the  assessment.  Dickinson  v.  Wor- 
cester, 188  Mass.  685. 

Nor  is  it  an  objection  to  the  validity  of  an  assess- 
ment that  the  town  bad  not  adopted  any  system 
of  sewerage,  although  authorized  to  do  so.  Leom- 
inster v.  Oonant,  189  Mass.  884. 

In  determining  the  amount  of  the  assessment  the 
relative  benefit  which  each  estate  on  the  line  of  the 
sewer  may  receive  is  immaterial.  Snow  v.  Fitch- 
burg,  186  Mass.  188;  Workman  v.  Worcester,  118 
Mass.  168;  Keith  v.  Boston,  120  Mass.  106;  French  v. 
Lowell,  117  Mass.  863,  explained  in  Snow  v.  Fitch- 
burg,  supra. 

The  assessment  should  be  made  according  to  the 
value  of  the  land  exclusive  of  buildings.  Snow  v. 
Fitchburg,  186  Mass.  188:  Boston  v.  Shaw,  1  Met. 
180;  Downer  v.  Boston,  7  Cush.  877;  Wright  v.  Bos- 
ton, 9  Cush.  288;  Springfield  v.  Gay,  18  Allen,  612; 
Brewer  v.  Springfield,  97  Mass.  182. 

Under  a  statute  apportioning  the  expense  ac- 
cording to  the  value  of  the  land,  an  apportionment 
according  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  buildings 
was  held  void.  Patton  v.  Springfield,  99  Mass.  6S7; 
Wright  v.  Boston,  Downer  v.  Boston  and  Spring- 
field v.  Gay,  supra. 

In  estimating  the  benefits,  the  fact  that  the  land 
is  released  from  the  servitude  of  an  old  drain  is  not 
to  be  considered.  French  v.  Lowell,  117  Mass.  863. 
8ee  State  v.  Jersey  City,  29  N.  J.  L.  441. 

The  time  within  which  the  assessment  of  benefits 
may  be  made  Is*  within  the  discretion  of  the  board 
whose  duty  it  is  to  make  the  assessments.  Fair- 
banks v.  Fitchburg,  182  Mass.  42. 

Where  a  common  sewer  is  intended  not  only  to 
serve  as  an  outlet  or  means  of  discharge  for  other 
common  sewers,  but  also  to  benefit  the  lands  abut- 
ting upon  it,  no  part  of  the  cost  need  be  assessed 
upon  the  owners  of  lands  along  the  line  of  the  trib- 
utary sewers.  Ayer  v.  Somerville,  8  New  Eng.  Rep, 
786, 148  Mass.  586;  Fairbanks  v.  Fitchburg,  182  Mass. 
42. 
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Moore  y.  Banford,  7LRA.  151,  151  Mass. 
S85. 

The  theory  of  the  Betterment  Laws  is  that 
assessments  shall  only  be  made  for  any  special 
benefit  and  advantage  "beyond  the  general  ad- 
vantages to  all  real  estate. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  51,  §  1. 

Upon  this  doctrine,  the  State  baring  no  right 
to  pay  the  money  at  all,  except  upon  the  theory 
that  it  is  paid  for  the  general  advantage,  how  can 
H  afterwards  collect  that  same  money  from 
towns,  upon  the  theory  that  it  was  paid  for  the 
particular  advantage  of  those  towns? 

See  Cooler.  Const.  6th  ed.  828,  284;  Ha*- 
brouek  v.  Milwaukee,  18  "Wis.  87;  Mills  r. 
Charleton,  29  Wis.  400;  People  v.  Chicago,  51 
11L  17;  People  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228. 

If  the  improvement  was  a  public  improve- 
ment, the  assessment  could  not  be  made  upon 
those  more  particularly  interested. 

Oraham  v.  Conger,  86  Ky.  582;  Conger  r. 
Bergman  (Ky.)  March  9, 1889. 

If  the  tax  provided  for  in  this  Act  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  betterment  assessment,  for  benefits 
to  be  conferred  by  the  works  to  be  built  upon 
the  inhabitants'  estates  or  municipalities  in 
this  district,  then  the  tax  will  not,  under  the 
Act,  be  laid,  as  betterments  always  have  been 
laid,  nor  as  the  Constitution  specifies. 

Assessments  for  local  public  improvements 
must  be  proportional  and*  reasonable. 

Oleason  r.  McKay,  184  Mass.  419;  Cheshire 
r.  Berkshire  County  Comrs.  118  Mass.  886;  Com. 
v.  Hamilton  Mfg.  Co.  12  Allen.  800;  Merrick 
r.  Amherst,  12  Allen.  501;  Jones  v.  Boston,  104 
Mass.  467;  Boylston  Market  Asso.  v.  Boston,  118 
Mass.  580. 

Property  can  only  be  assessed  for  public  im- 
provements on  the  principle  that  benefits  are 
received  by  the  property  from  the  construction 
of  the  work,  and  the  assessment  should  never 
exceed  the  benefit  conferred;  and  it  is  essential 
that  it  shall  appear  from  the  proceedings  them- 
selves that  such  was  the  principle  on  which  the 
assessment  was  made. 

Crawford  v.  People,  82  111.  557;  New  Orleans 
Draining  Co.  11  La.  Ann.  888;  Creighton  v. 
Manson,  27  Cal.  618;  Be  Fourth  Aw.  8  Wend. 
452;  Nichols  v.  Bridgeport,  28  Conn.  204;  Tide- 
Water  Co.  v.  Coster,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  518. 

An  Act  of  the  Legislature  authorizing  com- 
missioners to  apportion  the  expense  among  the 
different  cities  and  towns  of  the  district,  as 
they  may  deem  Just  and  equitable,  without  dis- 
tributing the  burden,  or  prescribing  the  stand- 
ard by  which  such  distribution  shall  be  made, 
is  unconstitutional. 

State  v.  New  Brunswick  Comrs.  88  N.  J.  L. 
190;  State  v.  Hudson  County  Aw.  Comrs.  87  N. 
J.  L.  19;  Barnes  v.  Dyer,  66  Vt  469;  Cooler, 
Taxn.  2d  ed.  p.  248. 

C.  Allen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  constitutionality  of  the  Statute  of  1889, 
chap.  489,  is  attacked  by  the  different  respond- 
ents on  several  grounds. 

The  first  objection  is,  that  the  object  in  view, 
which  is  to  provide  for  the  disposal  of  sewage 
from  a  number  of  cities  and  towns,  is  not 
of  such  a  character  that  the  Legislature  can 
properly  appropriate  money  in  furtherance  of 
it  from  the  treasury  of  the  Commonwealth.  It 
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is  admitted  that  public  money  of  the  Common- 
wealth may  properly  be  expended  in  aid  of  the 
construction  of  roads,  bridges,  canals  and  rail- 
roads, to  increase  facilities  for  communication, 
and  this  has  occasionally  been  done,  from  early 
times.  By  Prov.  Stat.  1698,  1694,  chap.  22, 1 
Prov.  Stat.  158,  a  grant  of  £150  from  the 
treasury  of  the  Province  was  made  towards  re- 
building and  repairing  the  bridge  over  Charles 
River;  and  by  Prov.  Stat.  1699,  1700,  chap. 
11, 1  Prov.  Stat.  888,  a  grant  of  £158  was  made 
for  the  same  purpose.  In  recent  years,  the 
statutes  granting  state  aid  to  railroads  are 
freshly  in  mind;  for  example,  to  the  Western, 
Stat  1886,  chap.  181;  to  the  Troy  &  Green- 
field, Stat.  1854,  chap.  226;  to  the  Boston, 
Hartford  &  Erie,  Stat.  1866,  chap.  142;  to  the 
Williamsburg  &  North  Adams,  Stat  1867. 
chap.  821 ;  to  the  Lee  &  New  Haven,  Stat.  1868, 
chap.  818.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  a 
statute  for  providing  a  system  for  the  disposal 
of  sewage  does  not  fall  within  the  same  reason, 
and  cannot  be  considered  as  providing  for  an 
object  of  general  public  utility,  but  that  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  it  are  essentially 
local  in  their  operation,  and  do  not  in  any  sense 
include  the  whole  people,  and  therefore  that 
the  public  money  of  the  Commonwealth  ought 
not  to  be  expended  for  it 

Assuming  that  the  respondents  may  so  far 
represent  the  general  public  as  to  be  entitled  to 
raise  this  question,  it  is  plain  that  the  objection 
can  hardly  be  considered  as  of  great  weight, 
since  the  decision  in  Talbot  v.  Hudson,  16  Gray, 
417.  It  was  there  held,  on  the  greatest  consid- 
eration, that  the  Legislature  might  provide  for 
the  removal  of  a  dam,  by  means  of  which  a 
large  tract  of  land  situated  in  different  towns, 
and  owned  by  a  large  number  of  persons,  was 
overflowed,  and  might  provide  for  compensa- 
tion out  of  the  treasury  of  the  Commonwealth, 
to  persons  whose  property  was  thereby  injured, 
— the  court  saying:  *  'It  has  never  been  deemed 
essential  that  the  entire  community  or  any  con- 
siderable portion  of  it  should  directly  enjoy  or 
participate  in  an  improvement  or  enterprise,  in 
order  to  constitute  a  public  use,  within  the 
true  meaning  of  these  words,  as  used  in  the 
Constitution,  p.  425.  The  improvement  which 
the  Statute  of  1889  is  designed  to  effect  stands 
far  stronger,  ss  an  object  of  general  public 
utility,  than  that  which  was  the  subject  of  con- 
sideration in  Talbot  v.  Hudson.  It  has  for  its 
Surpose  to  promote  the  public  health,  to  avert 
isease  and  prevent  nuisances.  The  territory  to 
be  benefited  according  to  the  report  of  the  state 
board  of  health,  to  which  we  are  referred,  in- 
cludes an  area  of  180  square  miles,  and  con- 
tains one  sixth  of  the  population  of  the  State. 

The  Legislature  has  declared  that  a  system 
of  sewerage  to  accommodate  this  territory  and 
this  portion  of  the  people  of  the  State  is  an 
object  of  public  utility,  such  as  warrants  the 
expenditure  or  the  advancement  for  the  time 
being  of  money  from  the  treasury  of  the  Com- 
monwealth. It  is  impossible  for  us  to  say  to 
the  contrary.  The  argument  is  made  to  us  that, 
if  such  an  expenditure  of  public  money  is 
warranted,  the  Legislature  might  authorize  an 
appropriation  for  the  benefit  of  a  single  town, 
and  construct  and  maintain  forever  a  local  im- 
provement for  such  town.  But  in  determining 
the  power  of  the  Legislature  in  a  case  like  this, 
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iittle  assistance  is  obtained  by  imagining  ex- 
treme instances  of  possible  abuse  of  the  power. 
Norwich  v.  Hampshire  County  Comrs.  18  Pick. 
60,  62.  Nor  need  we  undertake  to  define  how 
far  the  Legislature  might  properly  go,  in  a  spec- 
ial emergency,  in  riving  direct  assistance  to  a 
particular  town.  Those  curious  in  prosecut ing 
such  an  inquiry  may  find  examples  of  what 
has  been  done  in  the  past,  in  Stat.  1874,  chap. 
826,  providing  for  the  payment  of  $100,000  to- 
wards the  expenses  of  rebuilding  roads  and 
bridges  in  the  Town  of  Williamsburg,  which 
had  been  destroyed  by  a  flood;  and  in  earlier 
times  in  the  mots  to  Boston  of  £000  in  1752 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  on  account  of  the 
small  pox,  and  of  £1100  in  1760,  on  account  of 
losses  by  fire.  8  Prov.  Stat.  606;  4  Prov.  Stat. 
440.  See  also  Moore  v.  Sanford,  151  Mass.  285, 
7L.RA.  151;  Lowell  v.  Otfwr,  8  Allen,  247. 
255.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  say  that  no  valid 
objection  lies  to  the  Statute  of  1889,  on  this 
ground. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  if  the  object  con- 
templated by  the  Statute  is  one  of  such  general 
public  utility  that  the  public  money  of  the 
Commonwealth  may  properly  be  expended  or 
advanced  for  it,  then  the  expense  ought  to  be 
borne  by  the  Commonwealth,  and  cannot  prop- 
erly be  assessed  upon  certain  particular  cities 
ana  towns.  But  this  objection  rests  upon  too 
narrow  a  view  of  the  powers  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, in  respect  to  the  proper  distribution  of  the 
public  burdens.  The  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution conferring  these  powers  is  as  follows: 
"Full  power  and  authority  are  hereby  given 
and  granted  to  the  said  general  court  from  time 
to  time  to  make,  ordain  and  establish  all  man- 
ner of  wholesome  and  reasonable  orders,  laws, 
statutes  and  ordinances,  directions  and  instruc- 
tions, either  with  penalties  or  without,  so  as 
the  same  be  not  repugnant  or  contrary  to  this 
Constitution,  as  they  shall  judge  to  be  for  the 
good  and  welfare  of  this  Commonwealth,  and 
for  the  government  and  ordering  thereof,  and 
of  the  subjects  of  the  same."  It  was  said  in 
Bingham  db  Q.  B.  dk  Tump.  Corp.  v.  Norfolk 
County,  6  Allen,  858,  858,  that  "among  the 
purposes  for  which  it  [this  power]  is  to  be  ex- 
erted, none  is  more  essential  than  a  wise  and 
careful  distribution  of  certain  public  burdens 
or  duties.  Of  these,  a  leading  one  is  the  con- 
struction, support  and  maintenance  of  roads 
and  bridges."  The  construction  and  support 
of  a  system  for  the  disposal  of  sewage,  like  that 
provided  for  by  Stat.  1889,  fall  within  the  same 
reason.  Dingleyv.  Boston,  100  Mass.  544,  557. 
And  in  reference  to  these  and  other  like  bur- 
dens, it  may  be  said  in  general  that  it  is  within 
the  proper  province  of  the  Legislature  to  de- 
termine where  they  shall  rest,  either  in  the 
first  instance  or  finally.  The  Legislature  may 
properly  determine  that  the  whole  or  a  part  of 
the  cost  shall  be  borne  by  the  Commonwealth, 
or  it  may  impose  it  wholly  upon  counties,  or 
wholly  upon  towns,  or  a  part  upon  each.  And 
in  doing  so  it  is  not  necessarily  limited  by 
county  or  town  lines.  Indeed,  as  has  often 
been  declared,  the  Legislature  may  change 
county  or  town  lines  at  will,  and  may  provide 
how  their  respective  properties  and  debts  shall 
be  shared  and  adjusted.  Opinion  of  Justices,  6 
Cush.  578;  Stone  v.  Charlestoum,  114  Mass.  214; 
Coolidge  v.  Brookline,  Id.  592;  Weymouth  dbB. 
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F.  List.  v.  Norfolk  County  Comrs.  108  Mass. 
142;  Com.  v.  Plaisied,  148  Mass.  875,  886,  2  L. 
R.  A.  142.  Instead  of  changing  lines,  the 
Legislature  may  apportion  the  burdens  in  such 
a  manner  as  will  tend  to  secure  fairness  and 
equality.  Absolute  equality  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  burdens  of  course  is  not  to  be  hoped 
for.  But  with  a  view  to  the  nearest  approach 
to  it  that  is  possible,  the  Constitution  wisely 
vests  a  large  and  general  power  in  the  Legisla- 
ture. And  if  at  any  time  it  is  found  either 
from  a  chance  of  circumstances  or  otherwise 
that  the  burden  presses  too  hardly  upon  a  par- 
ticular town  or  county,  the  Legislature  may 
change  it.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  money 
has  been  advanced  in  the  first  instance  from 
the  treasury  of  the  Commonwealth  prevent  the 
Legislature  from  providing  for  a  reimburse- 
ment from  counties,  cities  or  towns.  It  may 
often  be  more  convenient,  and  is  conspicuous- 
ly so  in  the  case  before  us,  to  have  the  money 
thus  advanced  in  the  first  instance,  and  after- 
wards apportioned  upon  those  cities  and  towns 
which  are  finally  to  pay  it,  and  this  course  has 
sometimes  been  followed  in  requiring  a  county 
to  pay  in  the  first  instance  from  the  county 
treasury  for  an  improvement  the  cost  of  which 
was  ultimately  to  be  borne  wholly  or  in  part 
by  towns.  In  such  cases  it  is  virtually  a  lend- 
ing of  money,  like  the  grants  of  state  aid  to 
railroads. 

The  statutes  and  decisions  which  illustrate 
and  establish  the  validity  of  such  a  distribution 
of  the  burden  of  local  improvements  are  too 
numerous  to  be  described  separately,  but  ex- 
amples may  be  cited.  In  some  instances,  a 
fixed  sum  or  a  definite  prescribed  proportion  of 
the  cost,  and  of  the  expense  of  the  future 
maintenance,  has  been  imposed  upon  the  gen- 
eral public  treasury  and  upon  counties  and 
towns,  or  merely  upon  counties  and  towns. 
Prov.  Stat.  1698,  1694,  chap.  5,  1  Prov.  Stat. 
185;  1698,  1694,  chap.  22,  1  Prov.  Stat.  158; 
1699,  1700,  chap.  11.  1  Prov.  Stat.  388;  Re- 
solve of  June  18,  1700, 1  Prov.  Stat.  419;  Stat. 
1795,  Feb.  10;  2  Mass.  Spec.  Laws,  S;  1881, 
chap.  41,  considered  in  Norwich  v.  Hampshire 
County  Comrs.  18  Pick.  60;  1860,  chap.  140; 
1876,  chap.  51.  In  some  instances,  the  whole 
burden  has  been  put  upon  counties.  Prov. 
Stat.  1770,  1771,  chap.  81,  5  Prov.  8tat.  188; 
Stat.  1798,  March  15;  1  Mass.  Spec.  Laws,  421; 
1885,  chap.  88.  In  some,  the  burden  has  been 
upon  the  county  in  the  first  instance,  with  a  pro- 
vision for  reimbursement.  Stat.  1782,  May  7; 
1  Mass.  Spec.  Laws.  27;  1875,  chap.  198.  In 
some  instances,  it  has  been  put  solely  upon 
cities  or  towns,  either  one  or  more.  Prov.  Stat. 
1699,  1700,  chap.  25,  1  Prov.  Stat.  405;  1736, 
1787,  chap.  5,  2  Prov.  Stat.  795;  Stat.  1832, 
chap.  116;  1840,  chap.  52: 1854,  chap.  283;  1862, 
chap.  65;  1868,  chap.  294;  1874,  chap.  189, 
240,  £  8,  259;  1880,  chap.  159.  In  some  in- 
stances, counties  and  towns  have  been  required 
or  authorized  to  contribute  for  improvements 
beyond  their  own  borders;  Stat.  1838,  chap. 
169;  1850,  chap.  215;  1870,  chap.  281;  1871, 
chap.  275;  Carter  v.  Cambridge  db  B.  B. 
Proprs.  104  Mass.  236;  Com.  v.  Newburyport, 
108  Mass.  129.  In  some  instances,  changes 
have  been  made  by  later  statutes,  varying  the 
burden.  Stat.  1860,  chap.  95,  considered  in 
Atty- O en.  y.  Cambridge,  16   Gray,  247;  Stat 
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1870,  chap.  265,  considered  in  Sdtuate  v.  Wey- 
mouth, 108  Man.  128;  Stat.  1880,  chap.  286. 
considered  in  Agawam  v.  Hampden  County,  180 
Mass.  528.  See  also  Cambridge  v.  Lexington, 
17  Pick.  222;  Boiton  S.  F  8oc.  v.  Boston,  116 
Maw.  181. 

It  is  urged  by  the  respondent8,as  an  objection 
to  the  view  taken  above,  that  the  various  cities 
and  towns  are  to  have  no  ownership  in  the 
property  of  the  sewers  and  works  which  they 
are  required  to  pay  for,  and  no  right  to  use  the 
same  except  under  rules  prescribed  by  the 
Legislature.  No  express  authority  is  cited  in 
support  of  this  objection,  and  we  see  no  valid 
ground  upon  which  it  can  rest.  A  town  is  re- 
quired by  law  to  build  highways,  and  to  keep 
them  in  repair,  but  it  has  no  separate  owner- 
ship nor  exclusive  use  of  them.  The  highway 
surveyors,  through  whose  agency  the  roads  are 
kept  m  repair,  are  held  to  be  public  officers,  and 
not  agents  of  the  town.  Waleott  v.  Swampscott, 
1  Allen,  101;  Barney  v.  Lowell,  98  Mass.  570. 
No  doubt  the  Legislature  might  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  public  road  masters,  en- 
tirely independently  of  the  towns,  and  still 
require  the  towns  to  pay  the  expenses  of  keep- 
ing the  roads  in  repair.  It  is  indeed  in  one 
respect  more  beneficial  to  the  cities  and  towns 
not  to  have  the  ownership  or  care  of  the  sewers, 
because  otherwise  tbey  might  beheld  responsi- 
ble for  negligence  in  the  care  of  them.  Child 
v.  Boston,  4  Allen,  41.  The  supposition  is  not 
to  be  entertained  that  the  Commonwealth  will 
shut  off  any  one  of  the  cities  and  towns,  which 
are  required  to  contribute,  from  the  use  of  the 
sewers  under  reasonable  rules  and  regulations. 
From  the  extent  of  the  system  of  sewerage, 
and  the  number  of  towns  involved,  harmoni- 
ous and  effective  management  may  well  have 
been  thought  to  be  the  best  secured  through 
officers  of  the  State.  It  cannot  for  a  moment 
be  supposed  that  the  Legislature  would  con- 
sciously do  injustice  to  a  particular  city  or  town. 
There  is  no  valid  ground  or  reason  on  which 
the  Legislature  is  bound  to  vest  in  a  city  or 
town  the  technical  title  to  the  works  which 
constitute  a  public  improvement,  to  which  the 
city  or  town  has  been  required  to  contribute. 
Stone  v.  Charlestown,  114  Mass.  214,  228,  224. 

The  respondents  further  contend  that  the 
Statute  of  1889  is  unconstitutional,  because  no 
standard  or  rule  is  prescribed  for  the  com- 
missioners who  are  to  determine  the  proportions 
to  be  paid  by  the  several  cities  and  towns,  ac- 
cording to  which  they  shall  fix  the  same;  that 
is  to  say,  the  respondents  object  that  the  Act  is 
invalid,  because  it  does  not  provide  that  the  as- 
sessment shall  be  made  upon  the  different  cities 
and  towns  according  to  the  benefits  received  by 
each,  or  according  to  any  other  prescribed 
standard. 

The  provision  of  the  Statute  is,  that  this 
court  shall  appoint  three  commissioners,  who 
shall,  after  due  notice  and  hearing,  and  in 
such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  just  and  equita- 
ble, determine  the  proportion  in  which  each 
of  the  cities  and  towns  named  therein  shall  an- 
nually pay  money  into  the  treasury  of  the  Com- 
monwealth for  the  term  of  five  years,  and  shall 
return  their  award  into  said  court;  and  when 
said  award  shall  have  been  accepted  by  said 
court,  the  same  shall  be  a  final  and  conclusive 
adjudication,  eta  fief  ore  the  expiration  of  the 
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five  years,  a  new  board  of  commissioners  is  to 
be  appointed  to  make  a  similar  award  for  the 
next  five  years. 

It  is  not  contended  in  distinct  terms,  and  at 
this  day  it  could  not  be  successfully  maintained, 
as  a  bald  proposition,  that  the  Legislature  can- 
not delegate  to  commissioners,  to  be  appointed 
Sy  this  court,  the  determination  of  the  propor- 
on  of  expense  which  each  county,  city  or 
town  shall  be  required  to  pay  for  a  local  im- 
provement. There  has  been,  indeed,  a  lone- 
continued  course  of  practice  from  very  early 
times,  shown  by  numerous  statutes,  ana  sanc- 
ioned  by  many  decisions,  in  which  such  au- 
thority has  been  delegated.  Sometimes  this 
power  has  been  intrusted  to  the  county  commis- 
sioners (Stat  1884,  chap.  15;  1885,  chap.  56; 
2841,  chap.  108;  1050,  chap.  215;  1854,  chap. 
188;  1868,  chap.  88;  1864,  chap.  188;  1866, 
chap.  265;  1867,  chap.  296;  1868,  chap.  80; 

1868,  chap.  809,  §  8,  considered  in  Haverhill 
Bridge  Proprs.  v.  Essex  County  Comrs.  108 
Mass.  120;  1869,  chape.  266,  878;  1870,  chap. 
219;  1871,  chaps.  88, 199;  1872,  chap.  129;  1874, 
chaps.  265,  289,  825;  1875,  chap.  198);  some- 
times to  the  court  of  quarter-sessions,  or  to  some 
other  court  (2  Prov.  Stat.  1716,  1717,  chap.  6, 
Pror.  Stat.  44;  1759, 1760,  chap.  21,  vol.  4, 
Prov.  Stat.  285;  1764,  1765,  chap.  28,  vol.  4, 
Prov.  Stat.  740;  1768,  chap.  12,  vol.  4,  Prov. 
Stat.  1028;  Stat.  1782,  May  7,  vol.  1,  Mass. 
Spec.  Laws,  27);  sometimes  to  the  city 
council,  or  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  a 
city  (Stat.  1868,  chap.  107,  considered  in  Spring- 
field v.  Qay,  12  Allen,  612;  1868,  chap.  191, 
considered  in  Howe  v.  Cambridge,  114  Mass. 
889);  in  one  statute,  at  least,  to  the  board  of  rail- 
road commissioners  (1869,  chap.  408,  85,  con- 
sidered in  New  London  N.  22.  Co.  v.  Boston  <t 
A.  B.  Co.  102  Mass.  886);  sometimes  to  com- 
missioners to  be  specially  appointed  by  the 
governor  and  council  (Prov.  Stat.  1702,  chap. 
11,  1  Prov.  Stat  506;  Stat.  1870,  chap.  265, 
considered  in  Seituate  v.  Weymouth,  108  Mass. 
128),  and  sometimes  to  commissioners  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  this  or  some  other  court.  Stat 
1820,  chap.  59;  1862,  chap.  177,  considered  in 
Bingham  &  Q.  B.  dk  Tump.  Corp.  v.  Norfolk 
County,  6  Allen,  858;  1868,  chap.  809,  consid- 
ered in  Salem  Turnp.  &  C.  B.  Corp.  v.  Essex 
County,   100  Mass.  282;  1868,  chap.  822  and 

1869,  chap.  872,  considered  in  Dow  v.  Wake- 
Held,  108  Mass.  267;  1869,  chaps.  142,  244, 278; 
1869,  chap.  161,  considered  in  Carter  v.  Cam- 
bridge <fj  B.  B.  Proprs.  104  Mass.  286;  1870, 
chaps.  182,  287,  802,  808;  1871,  chap.  177,  con- 
sidered in  Northampton  Bridge  Case,  116  Mass, 
442;  1872,  chap.  295,  considered  in  Brayton  v 
Fall  Biter,  124  Mass.  95;  1872,  chapa  180, 181; 
1878,  chap.  200,  and  1880,  chap.  286.  considered 
in  Agawam  v.  Hampden  County,  180  Mass.  528; 
1875,  chap.  175;  1875,  chap.  200,  considered  in 
Hampshire  County  Comrs.  Petitioners,  143 
Mass.  424,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  488,  and  140  Mass. 
181,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  201. 

This  ample,  but  by  no  means  exhaustive,  ci- 
tation of  precedents  has  been  made  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  how  thoroughly  the 
method  has  been  adopted  in  Massachusetts  of 
apportioning  the  cost  of  local  improvements  by 
delegated  authority. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  this  method  U 
within  the  proper  scope  of  legislative  power,  it 
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re  mams  to  inquire,  in  the  case  of  a  public  im- 
provement like  that  now  under  consideration, 
where  the  Legislature  itself  has  designated  the 
cities  and  towns  upon  which  the  burden  is  to 
rest,  how  far  the  Legislature  must  go  in  pre- 
acribins;  a  .rule  or  standard  for  making  such' 
apportionment  upon  and  among  the  cities  and 
towns  so  designated;  or,  to  be  more  precise, 
whether  a  statute  providing  Chat  the  determin- 
ation shall  be  made  in  such  manner  as  the 
•commissioners  shall  deem  just  and  equitable; 
and  subject  to  acceptance  by  this  court,  must 
be  held  to  be  insufficient  and  invalid. 

In  approaching  this  question,  it  is  well  to 
bear  in  mind  the  peculiar  character  of  the  pub- 
lic improvement  which  is  provided  for  in  the 
Statute.  In  nearly  all  of  the  Statutes  allowing 
or  requiring  assessments  either  upon  property, 
persons  or  municipal  corporations,  for  local 
improvements,  the  object  primarily  in  view  has 
been  the  benefit  to  land.  Even  in  such  cases 
Legislatures  and  courts  have  not  usually  found 
it  expedient  to  lay  down  any  definite  rule,  ac- 
cording to  which  the  assessment  or  apportion- 
ment of  the  cost  should  be  made:  but  in  a  case 
like  the  present  peculiar  difficulties  arise, 
growing  out  of  the  nature  of  the  improvement 
and  of  the  objects  sought  to  be  accomplished. 
No  doubt  the  Legislature  might  have  dealt  with 
the  matter  directly,  and  itself  have  fixed  the 
proportion  of  the  cost  which  each  city  or  town 
should  pay;  and  might  change  this  proportion 
from  time  to  time.  No  valid  ground  of  com- 
plaint would  be  open  to  any  city  or  town,  if 
this  course  had  been  pursued.  But  apparently 
it  was  thought  by  the  Legislature  that  a  more 
careful  and  detailed  consideration  was  expedi- 
ent, of  the  various  elements  which  ought  to 
•enter  into  the  determination  of  the  question, 
with  the  aid  of  arguments,  and  with  more  de- 
liberation than  it  fi  practicable  for  the  Legisla- 
ture itself  to  give.  But  whether  the  appor- 
tionment of  cost  is  to  be  made  by  the  Legisla- 
ture or  by  some  tribunal  or  commission 
apecially  authorized,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
anything  like  an  exact  rule  or  standard  of  ap- 
portionment can  be  fixed.  In  an  action  at  law 
to  recover  damages  for  an  actual  sickness  or 
injury  to  person  or  property  or  reputation, 
from  the  tort  of  an  individual  or  a  corporation, 
it  can  only  be  said  that  the  damages  should  be 
such  as  wDl  be  compensatory,  but  there  is  no 
rule  except  the  estimation  of  a  jury  of  the  loss 
which  the  plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  this  must 
necessarily  depend  somewhat  upon  the  feelings 
•or  temperament  of  the  jurors.  But  in  a  case 
like  this  which  is  now  before  us,  that  which  is 
to  be  paid  for  by  the  cities  and  towns  is  the 
probability  of  better  health  and  greater  personal 
•comfort  for  the  people  at  large  from  the  carry- 
ing out  of  the  proposed  improvement.  It  is 
very  plain  that  there  is,  and  in  the  nature  of  the 
case  can  be,  no  means  of  an  accurate  measure- 
ment, no  matter  what  tribunal  has  to  deal  with 
the  subject.  All  that  could  be  done  by  any 
tribunal  would  be  to  take  into  view  all  the  va- 
rious elements  and  considerations  that  might 
appear  to  have  a  just  bearing  upon  the  question, 
and  determine  as  fairly  as  possible  what  is  just 
and  equitable  under  all  the  circumstances. 
Absolute  accuracy  or  equality  being  out  of  the 
-question,  as  impracticable,  shall  it  be  declared 
that  the  Legislature  must  lay  down  some  arti- 
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flcial  rule  for  the  guidance  of  the  commis- 
sioners, when  it  is  plain  that  no  artificial  rule 
can  define  or  include  all  the  elements  which  it 
might  be  proper  to  consider?  When  the  rule 
is  laid  down  that  an  assessment  shall  be  made 
in  proportion  to  the  benefits  received,  this  . 
usually  has  reference  to  a  benefit  to  property, 
which  is  appreciable,  and  may  to  some  extent 
be  ascertained  by  inquiring  as  to  the  value  of 
property  in  the  market  A  town  may  no  doubt 
in  a  certain  sense  be  said  to  be  benefited  by  any- 
thing which  improves  the  health  or  comfort  of 
its  inhabitants,  and  indirectly  the  value  of 
property  may  also  be  increased.  But  if,  as  will 
presently  be  shown  by  a  reference  to  decided 
cases,  such  a  rule  is  not  necessarily  to  be  ap- 
plied incases  where  the  improvement  is  chiefly 
for  the  advantage  of  property,  by  a  still 
stronger  reason  it  must  be  deemed  insufficient 
and  unsuitable  in  a  case  like  the  present. 
Where  a  great  public  work  of  establishing  an 
extensive  system  of  sewerage  is  entered  upon, 
for  the  use  of  many  different  cities  and  towns, 
there  are  many  elements  which  ought  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  apportioning  the 
cost;  for  instance,  the  exigency  or  special  need 
of  such  an  improvement  in  particular  localities, 
the  area  which  can  be  accommodated,  the 
present  or  probable  population  or  wealth  of  the 
different  cities  or  towns,  the  value  of  the  land 
and  its  adaptability  for  homes,  factories  or 
other  places  of  business;  and  other  elements 
which  cannot  be  fully  enumerated  in  advance. 
It  cannot  be  laid  down  as  a  rule  that  in  the 
distribution  and  apportionment  of  this  public 
burden  it  is  necessary  to  aim  at  exact  equality 
or  proportion,  according  to  any  rule  or  stand- 
ard which  is  to  be  hud  down  and  defined 
beforehand.  The  apportionment  should  be 
just  and  equitable,  under  all  the  circumstances 
which  may  be  found  to  exist.  In  the  determi- 
nation, there  must  necessarily  be  a  large  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  weight  which  is  to  be  given  to 
particular  considerations.  It  should  not,  how- 
ever, be  understood  that  the  discretion  is  wholly 
arbitrary.  It  is  limited  and  defined  bv  the  re- 
quirement that  the  proportion  shall  fee  deter- 
mined in  such  manner  as  the  commissioners 
shall  deem  just  and  equitable;  and  this  discre- 
tion is  to  be  exercised  under  the  supervision  and 
subject  to  the  sanction  of  this  court  No  doubt 
an  award  which  should  be  found  to  be  extrav- 
agant and  unreasonable  would  be  rejected. 
The  commissioners  are  made,  in  a  sense,  officers 
of  the  court  The  provision  that  their  award 
shall  take  effect  only  when  it  shall  have  been 
accepted  by  the  court  implies  a  right  of  the 
parties  to  be  heard  upon  the  question  of  ac- 
ceptance. Even  without  an  express  provision 
to  that  effect,  it  has  been  held  repeatedly  that 
when  commissioners  are  appointed  by  this 
court,  tjieir  award  must  be  returned  into  court 
for  acceptance.  Bingham  db  Q.  B.  dk  Turnp. 
Corp*  v.  Norfolk  County,  6  Allen,  858;  Drayton 
v.  Fall  River,  124  Mass.  06;  Wyman  v.  Eastern 
R.  Co.  128  Mass.  846.  It  is  therefore  to  be  as- 
sumed that  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion 
confided  to  the  commissioners  no  rule  of  law 
or  equity  will  be  violated,  and  that  the  cities 
and  towns  will  have  all  the  protection  to  which 
they  are  entitled.  It  is  conceded  in  the  argu- 
ment that  they  are  not  entitled,  as  a  matter  of 
constitutional  right,  to  appeal  to  a  jury;  as, 
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indeed,  individuals  are  not,  in  similar  cases. 
Sunderland  Bridge  Case,  122  Mass.  450;  North- 
ampton Bridge  Cam,  116  Mass.  442;  Howe  v. 
Cambridge,  114  Mass.  888.  In  other  respects 
relating  to  the  obligations  imposed  upon  them, 
their  rights  are  not  the  same  as  the  rights  of 
individuals  of  other  corporations.  Agatoam  v. 
Hampden  County,  180  Mass.  528,580,  and  cases 
cited. 

It  is  not  necessary  at  present  to  go  into  this 
question  further  than  to  hold  that  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  proper  proportions  to  he  paid  by 
several  different  cities  and  towns,  for  a  public 
improvement,  consisting  of  an  extensive  system 
of  sewerage  available  to  be  used  by  them  all, 
the  Legislature,  if  it  sees  fit  to  do  so,  may 
properly  provide  that  this  court  shall  appoint 
disinterested  commissioners,  who,  after  due 
notice  and  a  hearing,  shall  determine  such  pro- 
portions in  such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  lust 
and  equitable,  and  return  their  award  into 
court;  and  that  when  accepted  by  the  court  the 
award  shall  be  binding.  Even  after  the  ac- 
ceptance by  this  court  of  such  an  award,  the 
Legislature,  if  it  does  not  like  it,  may  still  pro- 
vide by  new  legislation  for  a  new  scheme  for 
the  future  distribution  of  the  burden.  Seituate 
v.  Weymouth,  106  Mass.  128;  Agawam  v. 
Hampden  County,  180  Mass.  528.  The  final 
authority  still  rests  with  the  Legislature;  and 
no  doubt  if  it  saw  fit  to  do  so,  it  might  itself 
appoint  the  commissioners,  with  directions  to 
make  their  report  directly  to  the  Legislature. 

This  conclusion  is  well  supported  by  the 
practice  which  has  prevailed,  and  the  course 
of  Judicial  decisions  in  this  Commonwealth. 
As  already  observed,  these  have  chiefly  related 
to  improvements  designed  primarily  to  increase 
the  value  of  land,  and  not  adopted  with  special 
view  to  the  health  of  the  people.  In  a  few  in- 
stances the  benefit  to  property  has  been  pre- 
scribed as  the  basis  of  assessment.  Examples 
of  this  are  found  in  Prov.  Stat.  1702,  chap.  11, 
vol.  1,  Prov.  Stat.  506;  8tat.  1869,  chap.  142. 

More  often,  however,  the  assessment  is  to  be 
laid  upon  persons,  estates,  cities  or  towns 
which  are  found  to  be  benefited  without  any 
rule  being  prescribed  that  the  assessments  shall 
be  in  proportion  to  the  benefits.  In  such  cases, 
the  selection  of  the  cities  and  towns  by  the 
court  or  commissioners  is  a  substitute  for  the 
designation  by  the  Legislature  itself,  and  it  is 
often  added  in  the  statutes  that,  upon  the  cities 
and  tow 08  selected,  the  assessment  shall  be  just 
and  equal,  or  equitable,  or  reasonable.  Stat. 
1820,  chap.  59 ;  1862,  chap.  177 ;  1868,  chap. 
107;  1868,  chap.  809,  §§  8.  8;  1868,  chap.  822; 
1869,  chaps.  161,  244,  266,  278 ;  1870,  chaps. 
182,  219,  287,  265;  1871,  chaps.  177, 199;  1872, 
chaps.  129-181,  295;  1878,  chap.  200;  1874, 
chap.  289;  1875,  chaps.  175,  198,  200;  1878, 
chap.  110. 

In  other  instances  the  statutes  have  made  no 
reference  at  all  to  benefits,  but  have  simply  re- 
quired that  the  assessments  should  be  in  pro- 
pottion  to  value,  or  should  be  Just  and  equita- 
ble, or  something  like  that.  Stat.  1868,  chap. 
191;  1865,  chap.  159;  1867,  chap.  296;  1870, 
chaps.  802,  808;  1871.  chap.  88 ;  1874,  chap. 
265.    See  also  Stat.  1868,  chap.  88. 

In  still  other  instances,  assessments  for  local 
improvements  have  been  authorized  or  directed, 
with  no  rule  or  suggestion  whatever  to  show 
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on  what  principle  they  should  be  made.  Prov. 
Stat.  1716, 1717,  chap.  5  vol.  2,  Prov.  8tat  44;. 
Prov.  Stat  1764-65,  chap.  23, vol.  4,  Prov.  Stat 
740;  Prov.  Stat  1768,  chap.  12.  vol.  4,  Prov. 
Stat  1028;  Stat.  1862.  chap.  177,  the  provision, 
as  to  counties;  1865,  chap.  88;  1866,  chap.  265; 
1868,  chap.  80;  1869,  chap.  878. 

By  Stat.  1884,  chap.  15,  and  1885,  chap.  56, 
the  county  commissioners  were  authorized  to- 
lay  a  portion  of  the  expense  upon  the  county 
without  other  limits  than  that  in  one  case  it  was- 
te be  not  more,  and  in  the  other  case  not  less, 
than  one  half,  in  all  such  cases  it  must  have* 
been  assumed  by  the  Legislature  that  the  de- 
termination should  be  just  and  equitable,  or 
reasonable,  and  it  would  probably  be  no- 
strained  construction  to  hold  that  such  a  pro- 
vision was  implied,  just  as  the  law  implies  rea- 
sonable time  in  the  construction  of  contracts- 
where  no  time  is  specified. 

The  omission  to  prescribe  a  fixed  rule  for 
the  assessment  of  the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments has  been  vindicated  in  numerous  decis- 
ions of  this  court.  The  case  of  Bingham  &  Q. 
B.  &  Turnp.  Carp.  v.  Norfolk  County,  6  Allen,. 
858,  arose  under  Stat,  1862,  chap.  177,  by 
which  a  turnpike  and  bridges  were  made  s> 
public  highway;  and  commissioners  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  this  court  were  to  award  the  dam- 
ages, ana  also  "to  determine  and  decree  in 
what  proportions  said  amount  shall  be  paid  by 
the  Counties  of  Norfolk  and  Plymouth  respec- 
tively. "  No  rule  was  given  to  guide  the  assess- 
ment as  to  the  counties.  An  award  was  made 
that  the  County  of  Norfolk  should  pay  three 
quarters  of  the  amount  that  was  fixed  upon  aa 
damages;  and  that  county  objected  to  the 
acceptance  of  the  award,  assigning,  amongst 
other  grounds,  that  the  Legislature  had  ex- 
ceeded its  constitutional  powers,  in  delegating 
legislative  and  judicial  powers  to  the  commis- 
sioners, and  in  imposing  unequal  and  unjust 
burdens  upon  counties  and  towns.  The  argu- 
ment is  not  fully  reported,  but  a  reference  to 
the  original  brief  shows  that  it  was  contended, 
amongst  other  things,  on  behalf  of  the 
county,  that  the  Statute  was  unconstitutional, 
because  no  rule  of  apportionment  was  adopted 
as  to  the  share  of  the  counties ;  that  as  to  the 
townB,  reference  was  had  to  the  doctrine  of 
benefits,  but  in  reference  to  the  counties  the 
decision  was  entirely  arbitrary;  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  county  was  subjected  to  the  decree  of 
the  commissioners,  with  no  right  of  appeal  and 
that  the  power  of  determining  what  counties  or 
towns  shall  bear  burdens,  or  the  distribution  of 
benefits,  could  not  be  delegated,  being  reposed 
in  the  Legislature.  But  it  was  held  that  the- 
statute  was  valid,  under  the  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution before  cited,  authorizing  the  Legis- 
lature to  make  all  manner  of  wholesome  and 
reasonable  laws. 

The  case  of  Dorgan  v.  Boston,  12  Allen, 
228,  arose  under  Stat  1865,  chap.  159,  provid- 
ing that  the  expense  of  widening  a  street  should 
be  assessed  upon  the  abutting  estates  in  propor- 
tion to  their  value,  as  they  should  be  appraised 
by  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  when 
the  improvements  have  been  made.  The  whole 
principle  of  assessing  the  cost  of  local  improve- 
ments upon  abutters  was  attacked  in  the  argu- 
ment The  court,  in  the  course  of  the  elabor- 
ate judgment,  sustaining  the  validity  of  the 
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statute,  said:  '  'Nor  can  it  be  contended  that 
the  Constitutioo,  in  regard  to  this  species  of 
taxation,  furnishes  any  fixed  rales  of  propor- 
tion, or  gives  any  absolute  standard  by  which 
to  determine  whether  a  particular  tax  is  with- 
in the  limits  of  the  legitimate  exercise  of  the 
power  granted.  Undoubtedly  a  very  wide  dis- 
cretion was  intended  to  be  left  to  the  Legisla- 
ture as  to  the  subjects  and  method  of  execut- 
ing the  authority  conferred  on  them  of  impos- 
ing taxes  for  purposes  other  than  those  of  a 
general  nature:  and  vet  the  power  is  not  wholly 
without  limit*  p.  237.  The  requirement  that 
taxes  should  be  proportional  does  not  apply  to 
such  a  case.  pp.  240,  241.  See  alto  Merrick  v. 
Amheret,  12  Allen.  GOO. 

The  case  of  Springfield  v.  Gay,  12  Allen,  612, 
arose  under  Stat  1868,  chap.  107,  authorizing 
the  city  council  of  Springfield  to  construct  cer- 
tain drains,  and  with  the  assistance  of  a  com- 
petent engineer  to  determine  what  portion  of 
the  expense  should  be  borne  by  the  city  and 
what  portion  by  the  owners  of  real  estate ;  the 
latter  portion  to  be  equitably  and  ratably 
assessed  upon  the  owners.  §§  8,  4.  No  other 
rule  for  the  assessment  was  given.  An  owner 
of  land  objected  to  the  tax  assessed  upon  him. 
The  court,  in  sustaining  its  validity,  said : 
"The  Statute  does  not  require  that  the  assess- 
ments imposed  on  estates  to  defray  the  expense 
of  building  sewers  should  be  assessed  accord- 
ingly to  the  benefits  which  each  estate  might 
receive  from  their  construction.  It  prescribes 
no  fixed  rule  or  standard  by  which  such  assess- 
ments should  be  laid.  The  only  limitation  on 
the  power  of  the  assessors  is,  that  they  should 
be  equitably  and  ratably  assessed.  The  rule 
or  basis  of  the  assessment  is  left  entirely  to  the 
judgment  and  discretion  of  the  assessors."  p. 
615.  "We  can  readily  see  that  it  would  be 
difficult,  if  not  impracticable,  to  make  an  as- 
sessment which  would  operate  fairly  and 
equally,  based  on  an  estimate  of  the  benefits 
which  each  estate  might  derive  from  the  con- 
struction of  the  sewer.  These  benefits  would 
necessarily  be  conjectural  and  difficult  of  esti- 
mation."   p.  616. 

Without  further  quotation  from  the  language 
of  decisions,  it  was  also  held  that  the  assess- 
ment need  not  be  in  proportion  to  the  benefits 
received,  in  Workman  v.  Worcester,  118  Mass. 
168,  177;  Keith  v.  Boston,  120  Mass.  108,  112, 
and  Snow  v.  FUchburg,  186  Mass.  188.  Other 
elements  which  might  be  considered  are  men- 
tioned in  Com.  v.  Sfewburyport,  108  Mass.  129, 
184;  Boston  8.  F.  Soc.  v.  Boston,  116  Mass.  181, 
188,  and  Snow  v.  Fitchburg,  supra.   The  power 


I  to  delegate  the  determination  to  commissioners, 
and  the  general  character  of  their  investigation, 
are  stated  in  Salem  Turnp.  d  C.  B.  Corp.  v. 
Beeez  County,  100  Mass.  282;  Dow  v.  Wake- 
field, 108  Mass.  267,  278;  Mtuate  v.  Weymouth* 
106  Mass.  128;  Brayton  v.  Fall  River,  124  Mass. 
96;  Agawam  v.  Hampden  County,  180  Mass. 
52a 

The  authorities  cited  by  the  respondent* 
from  Vermont,  New  Jersey  and  Michigan 
show  that  different  views  of  the  legislative 
power  prevail  in  those  States.  If  the  question 
were  entirely  new,  these  decisions  would  be 
entitled  to  and  would  have  great  weight  with 
us;  but  they  are  not  consistent  with  the  views 
which  we  entertain  of  the  powers  vested  in  the 
Legislature  by  our  own  Constitution. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  assessment 
provided  for  by  the  Statute  cannot  be  upheld, 
because  it  is  to  be  levied  and  collected  before 
the  ascertainment  of  the  cost,  by  the  actual 
completion  of  the  work.  But  we  are  at  a  loss 
to  see  how  a  public  work  can  be  carried  on  un- 
less the  means  are  raised  for  current  expenses 
before  its  completion;  and  there  can  be  "no 
valid  distinction  in  principle  between  a  right  to 
raise  money  for  a  specific  object  yet  to  be  ac- 
complished, and  a  right  to  raise  it  to  defray 
the  expense  of  the  same  object  after  it  has  been 
attained."  LoweUv.  Oliver,  8  Allen,  247,  257 ; 
Carter  v.  Cambridge  SB.  B.  Propr$.  104 Mass. 
236,  289. 

It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  the  Town  of  Stone- 
bam  that  it  has  no  local  sewers,  except  a  main 
drain,  and  that  the  system  for  the  disposal  of 
sewage  will  be  of  no  benefit  to  the  town.  The 
town  may,  nevertheless,  be  in  need  of  a  system 
of  local  sewers,  and  may  have  one  before  the 
general  system  provided  for  by  the  Statute  of 
1889  is  completed.  The  weight  of  this  objec- 
tion is  not  for  us,  at  this  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings. 

The  special  considerations  urged  in  behalf 
of  the  Town  of  Winthrop,  growing  out  of  the 
fact  that  it  already  has  an  established  and  satis- 
factory system  of  local  sewers,  discharging  in- 
to the  ocean,  are  also  proper  to  be  laid  before 
the  commissioners,  but  cannot  be  taken  into 
account  by  us  in  the  present  hearing. 

None  of  the  objections  taken  to  the  validity 
of  the  Statute  being  found  to  be  valid,  the 
petitioners  are  entitled  to  maintain  their  peti- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to 
determine  the  proportions  which  the  several 
cities  and  towns  are  to  pay  as  provided  in  the 
Statute. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Calvin  LONG,   Plff.  in  Err., 

v. 
STATE  OF   MARYLAND. 

( Md. ) 

A  gift  enterprise  which  does  not  involve 


the  element  of  chance  cannot  he  prohibited 
by  the  Legislature  even  though  It  Is  carried  on  by 
a  merchant  to  induoe  customers  to  buy  his 
goods. 

(June  18, 18TCL.) 

ERROR  to  the  Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore, 
to  review  a  judgment  convicting  defend- 


Note.— Gif  t  enterprise;  what  constitutes  a  viola-  I  of  Congress  July  18. 1866. 14  Stat,  at  L.  120,  in  rela- 
tion of  law.  See  note  to  Long  v.  State  (Md.)  12  L.  tion  to  such  enterprises  when  oharaoterized  by  the 
R.  A.  80.  And  see  Lohman  v.  State,  81  Ind.  17;  Act '  element  of  chance,  which  renders  them  unlawful* 
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ant  of  violating  the  Statute  prohibiting  gift  en- 
terprises.    Reverted, 

Argued  before  Alvey,  Oh.  J.,  and  Robinson, 
HcSbeny,  Briscoe  and  Fowler,  JJ. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Benjamin  Korts,  for  appellant: 

The  making  of  gifts,  as  an  inducement  to 
the  sale  of  goods,  by  a  scheme  or  device  not 
contrary  to  the  Lottery  Law,  is  a  harmless  act, 
and  cannot  be  made  an  offense  by  legislation. 

Toledo,  W.dW.B.  Co.  v.  Jacksonville,  67 
ID.  87.  40. 

If  the  distribution  is  a  pure  gift  or  bounty, 
and  not  in  name  or  pretense  merely,  which  is 
designed  to  evade  the  law— if  it  be  entirely 
unsupported  by  any  valuable  consideration 
moving  from  the  taker— there  is  nothing  in 
this  mode  of  conferring  it  which  is  in  violation 
of  the  policy  of  any  statute  condemning  lot- 
teries or  gaming. 

Yellowstone  Kit  v.  State,  7  L.  R.  A.  599,  88 
Ala.  196;  People  v.  Gillson.  12  Cent.  Rep.  616, 
109  N.  Y.  889;  Be  Jacobs,  98  K  Y.  98; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  446. 

In  dinger  v.  State,  8  L.  R  A.  661,  72  Md. 
466,  Judge  Robinson  uses  this  language :  "As 
to  the  common  and  ordinary  occupations  of 
life,  little  or  no  legislation  may  be  necessary/' 
and  the  Act  of  1886,  chapter  489,  is  sustained, 
because  decided  to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  the 
police  powers  of  the  State  to  regulate  the  trade 
and  business  of  a  plumber,  which  required 
special  study,  training  and  experience.  This 
reasoning  can  hardly  apply  to  the  Act  assailed 
in  this  case. 

See  also  Butchers  Union  8.  K  &L.  8.  L.  Co. 
v.  Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  db  8.  H.  Co.  Ill  U. 
8.  768,  28  L.  ed.  689;  Be  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98; 
Lite  Stock  D.  &  B.  Ajsso.  v.  Crescent  City  L. 
8.  L.  &  8.  H.  Co.  1  Abb.  U.  S.  898;  Slaughter 
Bouse  Cases,  88  U.  S.  16  Wall.  86,  106,  21  L. 
ed.  894,  418. 

This  Act  is  unequal  and  partial  in  its  opera- 
tion. 

See  Shaffer  v.  Union  Min.  Co.  66  Md.  74, 81; 
Cooley,  Const  Lim.  p.  492;  Baltimore  v. 
Badecke,  49  Md.  217. 

It  is  an  unreasonable  law  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Ibid.;  Be  Jacobs,  supra;  Wynehamer  v. 
People,  18  N.  Y.  896;  Ex  varte  Weeterfield,  55 
Cal.  550;  PumpeUy  v.  Green  Bap  &  Jr.  C.  Co. 
80  U.  S.  18  'Wall.  177,  20  L.  ed.  560;  Cooley, 
Const  Lim.  6th  ed.  241-246;  Munn  v.  Illinois, 
94  U.  S.  141,  24  L.  ed.  89. 

Messrs.  William  Pinkney  Whyte,  Atty> 
Gen.,  and  Charles  O.  Kerr,  State's  AUy., 
for  appellee. 

Fowler,  «71,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  Calvin  Long,  was 
indicted  in  the  Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore 
City  for  violating  the  Act  of  Assembly  of 
1886,  chapter  480,  which  has  been  codified  as 
section  185,  article  27,  of  the  Code  of  Pub. 
Gen.  Laws,  and  which  reads  as  follows:  "No 
person  or  body  corporate  shall  be  permitted, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  by  agent  or 
otherwise,  to  barter,  sell,  trade,  or  to  offer 
for  barter,  sale  or  trade,  by  any  publication, 
or  in  any  way,  any  wares,  goods  or  merchan- 
dise of  any  description,  in  package  or  bulk, 
holding  out  as  an  inducement  for  any  such 
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barter,  sale  or  trade,  or  the  offer  of  the  same, 
any  scheme  or  device  by  way  of  gift  enter- 
prises of  any  kind  or  character  whatsoever." 

The  indictment  contained  two  counts,  the 
first  charring  that  the  said  Long  unlawfully 
sold  certain  merchandise,  holding  out  as  an  in-, 
duoement*  for  such  sale  a  certain  scheme  and. 
device,  by  way  of  gift  enterprise;  and  the  sec- 
ond that  he  kept  a  certain  place  or  house  for 
the  purpose  of  selling  lottery  tickets.  At  the 
trial,  the  8tate  abandoned  the  second  count  re- 
lating to  the  sale  of  lottery  ticket*  and  elected 
to  stand  upon  the  first  count.  The  plaintiff  in 
error  then  demurred  to  the  indictment  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Act  of  Assembly  of  1886, 
chapter  480,  codified  as  above  mentioned,  up- 
on which  the  first  count  is  based,  is  void. 
This  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  having  been 
duly  tried  and  convicted,  said  Long  appealed 
to  this  court  from  the  rulings  of  the  criminal 
court  as  to  the  admissibility  of  certain  testi- 
mony. Long  v.  State  (Md.)  ante,  p.  89.  We 
approved  the  rulings  of  the  lower  court 
and  remanded  the  case  for  further  proceedings. 
A  final  Judgment  having  been  entered,  a  writ 
of  error  was  sued  out  assigning  a  number  of  er- 
rors. All  of  them,  however,  present  the  same 
question,  namely,  whether  the  Act  referred  to 
is  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power. 

This  is  the  only  question  here  presented.  It 
was  not  before  us  on  the  former  appeal,  for 
we  then  assumed  that  the  Act  was  valid.  The 
legislation  we  are  considering  is  one  of  a  class 
of  laws  which  have  been  enacted  in  almost  all 
the  States,  in  order,  if  possible,  to  prevent 
lotteries  and  gambling  from  entering  into  the 
ordinary  transactions  of  life.  We  find  many 
cases,  some  of  them  being  referred  to  by  the 
attorney-general  in  his  brief,  illustrating  the 
necessity  of  such  laws  to  restrain  the  introduc- 
tion into  mercantile  transactions  of  lottery 
schemes  and  gambling  devices  like  the  one  the 
plaintiff  in  error  used  in  his  business.  We 
said  on  the  former  appeal  that  such  a  device 
had  not  even  the  merit  of  originality,  and  it 
undoubtedly  violates  the  provisions  of  our 
Code  prohibiting  lotteries  "and  all  devices  and 
contrivances  designed  to  evade"  the  said  pro- 
visions.  The  ingenuity  and  fertility  of  inven- 
tion which  has  been  exercised  in  efforts  to 
evade  such  laws  would  no  doubt  win  success 
in  legitimate  lines  of  business. 

It  would  unduly  prolong  this  opinion  to 
review  the  many  cases  referred  to  in  the 
briefs.  All  of  those  relied  upon  by  the  State 
are  cases  in  which  there  was  an  indictment  un- 
der the  laws  prohibiting  lotteries,  and  in  which 
it  was  held  the  several  devices  or  contrivances 
adopted  involved  chance.  The  case  of  People 
v.  Gillson,  109  N.  Y.  889,  12  Cent  Rep.  616, 
is  the  one  chiefly  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error.  We  will  consider  it  presently.  In 
Hull  v.  Buggies,  56  N.  Y.  424,  the  exigency  of 
the  case  required  the  court  to  determine  and 
define  what  is  a  lottery,  and  it  laid  down  this 
definition:  "Where  a  pecuniary  consideration 
is  paid,  and  it  is  determined  by  lot  or  chance,  ac- 
cording to  some  scheme  held  out  to  the  public, 
what  and  how  much  he  who  pays  the  money  is 
to  have  for  it,  that  is  a  lottery. '  Worcester's 
definition  is,  "A  game  of  hazard,  in  which 
small  suras  are  ventured  for  the  chance  of  ob- 
taining greater  value."    And  the  definition 
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adopted  by  the  State  in  this  case  is  not  materi- 
ally different  from  the  above — "Any  scheme 
for  the  distribution  of  prizes  by  lot  or  by 
which  one  on  paying  money  to  another  obtains 
a  token,  which  entitles  him  to  receive  a  larger 
value  or  nothing,  as  some  formula  of  chance 
may  determine,  is  a  lottery." 

In  one  respect  we  think  all  these  definitions 
are  too  narrow  to  cover  some  of  the  modern 
devices  resorted  to  in  order  to  evade  the  Lot- 
tery Law  8,  and  that  whether  the  consideration 
paid  or  given  for  the  token  or  chance  to  win 
something  generally  called  a  prize  consists  of 
money  or  any  other  thing  of  value,  makes  no 
difference. 

An  examination  of  the  many  cases  on  this 
subject  will  show  that  it  is  very  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  for  the  most  ingenious  and  subtile 
mind  to  devise  any  scheme  or  plan,  short  of  a 
gratuitous  distribution  of  property,  which  has 
not  been  held  by  the  courts  of  this  country  to 
be  in  violation  of  the  Lottery  or  Gaming  Laws 
in  force  in  the  various  States  of  the  Union. 

In  the  case  of  Yellow  Stone Kitr.  State,  88 
Ala.  196,  7  L.  R.  A.  099,  the  court  uses  this 
language:  "If  the  distribution  is  a  pure  gift 
or  bounty  and  not  in  name  or  pretense  merely 
which  is  designed  to  evade  the  law— if  it  be 
entirely  unsupported  by  any  valuable  consid- 
eration moving  from  the  taker,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  this  mode  of  conferring  it  violative  of 
the  policy  of  our  statutes  condemning  lotter- 
ies ci  guming."  It  is  apparent,  however,  that 
the  giving  away  of  property  without  consider- 
ation, whether  by  lot  or  otherwise,  is  not  in  it- 
self an  evil,  and  certainly  not  such  an  evil  as 
requires  prohibition  by  law  at  the  present  day. 

The  case  referred  to— that  of  People  v. 
QMson,  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  Tork  in  1888— arose  upon  the  question  of 
the  validity  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of 
that  State,  which  provided  that  "no  person 
shall  sell,  exchange  or  dispose  of  any  article 
of  food,  or  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so;  upon  any 
representation,  advertisement,  notice  or  induce- 
ment than  anything  other  than  what  is  specifi- 
cally stated  to  be  the  subject  of  the  sale  or  ex- 
change is  or  is  to  be  delivered  or  received  as  a 
gift,  prize,  premium  or  reward  to  the  purchas- 
er." It  was  held  that,  "by  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  a  man  owning  articles  of  food  which 
he  wishes  to  sell  or  dispose  of  is  limited  in  his 
powers  of  sale  or  disposition.  A  liberty  to 
adopt  or  follow  for  a  livelihood  a  lawful  pur- 
suit, and  in  a  manner  not  injurious  to  the  com- 
munity, is  certainly  infringed,  limited,  perhaps 
weakened  or  destroyed,  by  such  legislation. 

"The  law,"  says  the  New  York  court,  "in- 
terferes with  the  free  sale  of  food,  for  the  con- 
dition is  imposed  that  no  one  shall  sell  food, 
and  at  the  same  time,  and  as  part  of  the  trans- 
action, give  away  any  other  thing." 

These  remarks  apply  with  great  force  to  our 
own  Act,  which  prohibits,  as  we  have  seen,  in 
connection  with  any  sale  of  goods*  wares  or 
merchandise,  "any  scheme  or  device  by  way  of 
gift  enterprises  of  any  kind  or  character  what- 
soever. "  1 

12UR.A. 


This  broad  and  sweeping  language  would 
seem  to  include  not  only  a  Tottery  in  which  a 
valuable  consideration  is  given  for  the  chance 
to  win  a  prize,  but  also  a  gratuitous  distribu- 
tion not  involving  the  element  of  chance. 
The  words  "sift  enterprise/' so  far  as  we  have 
ascertained,  have  never  been  judicially  de- 
fined. 

The  Century  Dictionary  gives  the  only  defi- 
nition of  the  words  we  have  been  able  to  dis- 
cover, as  follows:  "A  business,  as  the  selling 
of  books  or  works  of  art,  the  publication  of  a 
newspaper,  etc.,  in  which  presents  are  given  to 
purchasers  as  an  inducement" 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  State 
that  the  Act  of  1886  comes  within  the  legiti- 
mate exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  that 
"gift  enterprise"  is  a  species  of  lottery,  because 
the  distribution  in  all  gift  enterprises  is  depend- 
ent on  some  formula  of  chance.  But  we  do 
not  think  the  words  "gift  enterprise"  necessarily 
imply  a  scheme  involving  chance.  In  so  far 
as  the  object  of  an  Act  is  to  protect  the  morals 
and  advance  the  welfare  of  the  people  by  pro- 
hibiting every  scheme  and  device  bearing  any 
semblance  to  lottery  or  gambling,  it  undoubt- 
edly would  be  a  valid  exercise  of  power,  and 
the  citation  of  authorities  is  not  necessary  to 
sustain  a  proposition  so  well  settled. 

But  the  Act  in  question  goes  further,  and  in 
effect,  as  we  construe  it,  declares  as  did  the 
New  York  Statute,  which  was  held  invalid  in 
the  case  referred  to,  that  no  person  shall  give 
away  anything  to  a  purchaser  of  goods,  wares 
or  merchandise,  as  an  inducement  to  make  the 
purchase. 

Such  regulation  of  trade  is,  in  our  opinion, 
not  only  unwise  but  unlawful,  and  unlawful 
because  it  is  necessary  neither  for  the  benefit, 
safety  nor  welfare  of  the  people,  and  which  in 
its  operation  would  be  oppressive  and  burden- 
some. People  v.  GiUeon,  109  N.  Y.  889,  12 
Cent.  Rep.  616;  Be  Jacobe,  98  N.  Y.  98;  Butch- 
ers Union  8.  H.  d>  L.  8.  L.  Co.  v.  Orescent  City 
L.  8.  L.  68.  KCo.  Ill  U.  S.  746,  28  L.  ed.  585; 
Toledo,  W.&W.R  06.  v.  Jacksonville,  67  Hi 
87. 

It  must  always  be  conceded,  of  course,  that 
the  State  can,  through  its  Legislature,  by  the 
legitimate  exercise  or  its  police  powers,  pass 
"laws  and  regulations  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  health,  morals  and  safety  of  society" 
(Singer  v.  State,  72  Md.  466,  8LR.A.  551); 
yet  such  regulations  must  be  reasonable,  and 
"what  are  reasonable  regulations,  and  what  are 
subjects  of  the  police  power,  must  be  neces- 
sarily judicial  questions."  Toledo,  W.  db  W. 
R  Go.  y.  Jacksonville,  67  HI.  40. 

It  follows  that  the  Act  of  1886,  chapter  480, 
by  reason  of  its  general  terms,  including  as  it 
does  all  gift  enterprises,  those  involving  the 
element  of  chance  as  well  as  those  that  do  not, 
is  invalid,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  gift  enterprises 
not  involving  chance,  and  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Criminal  Court  of  Baltimore  must  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded. 
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1.   An  agreement  by  grocers  not  to  boy 

any  butter  from  the  makers  for  two  yean  if 
a  firm  shall  open  a  butter  store  in  the  plaoe  is  void 
for  lack  of  consideration  where  such  firm  neither 
pays  anything  therefor  nor  hays  any  established 
plant,  place  of  business  or  good  will. 
8.  The  agreement  is  wold  as  tending  to 
create  a  monopoly  where  all  the  grocers  in 
a  town  agree  to  give  up  dealing  in  butter  if  a 
new  firm  shall  establish  a  butter  store  in  the 
plaoe  and  pay  as  much  for  butter  as  dealers  In 
neighboring  towns  would  pay. 

(Junel,189L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Buena  Vista  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  defendants'  breach  of  their 
agreement  not  to  engage  in  the  business  of 
buying  butter  In  a  certain  place,  and  to  en- 
join the  further  breach  of  such  agreement. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  T.  H.  Chapman  and  C.  A.  Irwin 
for  appellants. 

Mr.  T.  D.  Higgs  for  appellees. 

Rothrock,  J.  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court . 

It  appears  from  the  petition  that  in  the 
month  of  March.  1890,  the  plaintiffs  entered 
into  a  written  agreement  with  the  defendants 
and  other  parties.  The  following  is  a  copy  of 
said  agreement: 

"We,  the  undersigned  grocery  men  of  8torm 
Lake,  finding  the  business  of  purchasing  but- 
ter of  farmers  and  handling  the  same  very 
burdensome,  and  of  material  loss  to  us,  and 
believing  the  same  could  be  handled  as  ad- 
vantageously by  persons  who  would  make  but- 
ter buying  and  handling  an  exclusive  business, 
and  whereas,  the  firm  of  D.  &  E.  Chaplin, 
through  their  agent,  assures  us  of  their  ability 
to  handle  butter  to  the  best  advantage,  and 
that  they  will  engage  in  the  business  extensive- 
ly in  our  town,  we  make  a  solemn  engagement 
and  pledge  ourselves  to  each  other  and  to  the 
said  firm  of  D.  &  E.  Chaplin  that  we  will  buy  no 
more  butter  or  take  no  more  in  trade,  except 
for  our  family  use,  and  all  butter  so  bought 
shall  be  delivered  by  the  seller  to  the  buyer's 
place  of  residence.  This,  however,  shall  not 
prevent  any  merchant  from  buying  butter  to 
retail  from  an v  regular  butter  buyer  who  buys 
all  the  butter  he  handles  in  this  town  for  cash. 
It  is  further  provided  that  the  said  firm  of  D. 
&  E.  Chaplin,  in  whose  favor  we  abandon  the 
business,  shall  open  rooms  conveniently  located 
for  buying  butter;  that  they  shall  keep  a  man 
in  attendance  during  all  business  days  and 


hours  in  the  year  from  as  early  in  the  morning 
and  until  as  late  in  the  evening  as  the  season 
of  the  year  and  state  of  the  weather  might 
deem  to  require.  They  shall  accept  all  the  but- 
ter offered,  and  shall  pay  for  the  same  as  high 
price  in  cash,  or  by  giving  check  against  a 
suitable  deposit  in  some  bank  in  this  town,  as 
merchants  or  butter  buyers  in  the  Town  of 
Newell,  this  county,  are  at  the  time  paying  in 
cash  for  a  similar  grade  of  butter,  except  in 
extreme  cases,  where  they  may  be  paying 
materially  more  than  the  markets  will  warrant. 
It  is  also  provided  that  the  said  D.  &  E.  Chap- 
lin shall  not  direct  their  checks  or  persons  tak- 
ing the  same  to  any  particular  store  for  pay- 
ment. That  they  shall  not  buy  in  connection 
with  any  dry  goods  or  grocery  store.  When- 
ever a  majority  of  the  merchants  signing  this 
article  of  agreement  are  convinced  that  the  en- 
gagements herein  entered  into  are  not  being 
complied  with,  or  whenever  they  are  dissatis- 
fied with  this  arrangement  or  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  being  carried  out,  any  merchant 
whose  name  is  hereto  appended  may  appoint  a 
meeting  by  notifying  each  grocery  firm  in  town 
of  the  time  and  place  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering who  may  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  faith 
in  carrying  out  these  engagements,  or  whether 
it  is  advisable  to  continue  the  same;  and  if,  at 
such  meeting,  a  majority  of  the  subscribers 
hereto  shall  certify  in  writing  that  they  think 
it  advisable  for  the  interest  of  the  town  to 
withdraw  from  this  engagement,  this  contract 
shall  become  null  and  void.  This  engagement 
shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and  after 
such  time  as  when  it  shall  have  been  subscribed 
to  by  each  grocery  house  in  this  town,  and 
when  the  firm  of  D.  &  E.  Chaplin  shall  desig- 
nate, provided  they  are  then  prepared  to  han- 
dle the  butter,  and  shall  continue  two  (2) years 
unless  sooner  dissolved,  as  herein  provided. 
We  also  agree  not  to  pay  a  higher  price  for  eggs 
than  shall  be  fixed  by  the  said  firm  of  D.  &  E. 
Chaplin,  provided  said  firm  shall  fix  as  high 
price  as  eggs  are  at  the  time  worth  to  ship. 
W.  C.  Kinne  &  Co.  Fred.  Scholler.  Brown 
Bros.  J.  O.  Douglas.  W.  A-  Jones.  Geo. 
E.  Ford  &  Bro.  W.  Lownsberry.  Libby  & 
Rae.    D.  &  E.  Chaplin." 

It  is  averred  in  the  petition  that  the  plaintiffs, 
in  pursuance  of  said  written  contract,  came 
and  located  at  Storm  Lake,  and  engaged  in  the 
business  of  buying  butter  at  that  place,  and 
were  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit  still 
so  engaged,  and  have  made  arrangements  to 
continue  the  business  for  the  said  period  of  two 
years,  and  that  they  have  thus  far  fully  com- 
plied with  said  written  agreement,  but  that  the 
defendants* in  violation  thereof,  have  opened  a. 
butter  store  in  said  town,  and  have  engaged  in 
the  business  of  buying  butter  generally,  and 
have  thereby  interfered  with  plaintiffs'  busi- 
ness, and  alienated  their  trade  to  the  extent  of 
5.000  pounds  of  butter,  upon  which  plaintiffs 
would  have  realized  a  profit  of  three  cents  a 


Nora.— As  to  validity  of  contract*  tending  to  re-  I  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  2  L. 
strain  trade,  see  notes  to  Herreshoff  v.  Boutineau  I  R.  A.  83;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Texas  (Tex.)  1  L» 
(R.  I.)  8  L.  R.  A.  469;  Richardson  v.  Buhl  (Mich.)  I  R.  A.  849;  Leslie  v.  Lorillard  (N.  Y.)  1  L.  R.  A.  456. 
•  L.R.A.  457;  Carroll  v.  Giles  (S.  C.)  4  L.  R.  A.  154 ;  I 
12  L.  R.  A. 
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pound,  making  in  all  $150  damages  suffered 
by  plaintiffs.  Judgment  is  demanded  for  said 
sum,  and  an  injunction  is  prayed  restraining 
the  defendants  from  continuing  in  said  busi- 


Among  the  several  grounds  of  objection  to 
the  granting  of  an  injunction  we  regard  two  of 
them  as  material.  They  are  as  follows :  "first, 
that  the  agreement  in  writing  is  void  for  want 
of  consideration,  as  there  is  no  money  value 
inuring  to  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  here- 
in; and,  second,  that  said  contract  by  its  terms 
is  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  monopoly  in 
purchasing  and  selling  butter  at  Storm  Lake, 
and  is  therefore  in  restraint  of  trade,  to  the 
detriment  of  the  producers  and  consumers  of 
butter  at  that  place  and  in  that  vicinity." 

The  history  of  the  law  upon  the  question  of 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  is  an  interesting 
su  b ject  of  in  vestigation.  The  books  abound  in 
cases  upon  the  su  trject.  Anciently  all  contracts 
were  void  which  in  any  degree  tended  to  the 
restraint  of  trade,  even  in  a  particular  locality, 
and  for  a  limited  time.  This  ancient  rule  has 
been  so  far  modified  that,  although  agreements 
in  general  restraint  of  trade  are  invalid,  because 
they  deprive  the  public  of  the  services  of  the 
citizen  in  the  occupation  or  calling  in  which  he 
is  most  useful  to  the  community,  and  expose 
the  people  to  the  evils  of  monopoly,  and  pre- 
vent competition  in  trade,  yet  an  agreement  in 
partial  restraint  of  trade  will  be  upheld  where 
the  restriction  does  not  go  beyond  some  partic- 
ular locality,  is  founded  upon  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration, and  is  limited  as  to  time,  place  and 
person.  It  is  accordingly  everywhere  now  held 
that  when  one  engaged  in  any  business  or  oc- 
cupation sells  out  his  stock  in  trade  and  good- 
will he  may  make  a  valid  contract  with  the  pur- 
chaser binding  himself  not  to  engage  in  the 
same  business  in  the  same  place  for  a  time 
named,  and  he  may  be  enjoined  and  restrained 
Trom  violating  his  contract.  This  is  about  as  far 
as  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  have  been  up- 
held by  the  courts  in  this  country  or  in  Eng- 
land. The  general  principles  above  announced 
will  be  found  in  all  text-books  upon  contracts, 
and  find  support  in  many  adjudged  cases.  We 
have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  set  out  or  cite 
the  cases.  They  will  be  found  collected  in  8 
Am  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  882,  and  10 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  948;  2  Par- 
sons, Cont.  p.  747. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  contract  under 


consideration,  we  are  to  inquire  first  whether 
there  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  prom- 
ise of  the  defendants  and  the  other  parties 
who  executed  the  instrument  not  to  engage  in 
dealing  in  butter  at  Storm  Lake.  It  is  very 
plain  that  there  was  no  money  paid  to  them  as 
a  consideration.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  pur- 
chase  any  stock  of  butter  which  the  defendants 
had  on  band.  They  paid  nothing  for  an  es- 
tablished plant  or  place  of  doing  business,  nor 
for  the  good-will  of  any  business.  So  far  as 
appears,  they  went  into  the  Town  of  Storm 
Lake,  and  proposed  to  go  into  the  butter  busi- 
ness if  the  other  persons  then  engaged  in  that 
business  would  agree  to  quit  that  line  of  trade 
for  two  years.  In  all  the  search  we  have  made 
for  authority  upon  this  branch  of  the  contro- 
versy we  have  found  no  warrant  in  any  pre- 
cedent for  holding  that  tbis  is  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration. There  are  cases  which  hold,  and 
the  law  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  party  pro- 
poses to  expend  money  in  erecting  a  manufac- 
tory or  other  plant  which  may  be  a  public 
benefit,  subscriptions  in  aid  of  the  enterprise 
are  valid  obligations.  But  such  contracts  are 
widely  different  in  principle  from  the  agree- 
ment under  consideration.  Suppose  the  plain- 
tiffs had  made  a  proposition  to  the  dry-goods 
merchants  of  Storm  Lake  that  if  they  would 
all  quit  the  business  for  two  years,  without 
any  consideration  being  paid  to  them  for  so 
doing,  the  plaintiffs  would  establish  a  dry- 
goods  store  at  that  place,  and  the  proposition 
had  been  accepted;  it  would  be  a  marvelous  de- 
cision if  any  court  would  hold  that  there  was 
any  consideration  for  such  a  contract. 

2.  But  it  appears  to  us  that  the  decision  of 
the  district  court  is  manifestly  right  upon  the 
question  that  the  agreement  is  against  public 
policy.  It  plainly  tends  to  monopolize  the  but- 
ter trade  of  Storm  Lake,  and  destroy  competi- 
tion in  that  business.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  enforcement  of  the  agreement  would  actu- 
ally create  a  monopoly  in  order  to  render  it  in- 
valid, and  surely,  where  all  the  dealers  in  a 
commodity  in  a  certain  locality  agree  to  quit 
the  business,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  installed  as 
the  only  dealers  in  that  line,  the  tendency  is, 
for  a  time  at  least,  to  destroy  competition,  and 
leave  the  plaintiffs  as  the  only  dealers  in  that 
species  of  property  in  that  locality.  Such  con- 
tracts cannot  be  enforced. 

Affirmed, 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Delora  M.  HUNTER  et  al.,  Admrs.,  etc.,  of 
Henry  Hunter,  Deceased,  Respts., 

COOPERSTOWN  &  SUSQUEHANNA 
VALLEY  R.  CO.,  Appt. 

(,...N.  Y.....) 
An  attempt  to  board  a  moving  train  is 

Mora.— As  to  negligence  fn  getting*  on  and  off 
moving*  train,  see  notes  to  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Go. 
r.  Coulboum  (Md.)  1 L.  R.  A.  541;  Hunter  v.  Coop- 
erstown&8.V.B.Co.(N.Y.)2L.B,A.  882. 
12L.R.A. 


_    _  av  matter  of  law,  if  made 

by  one  in  a  safe  position  and  acting  under  no 
coercion,  obligation  or  special  right,  when  In  such 
proximity  to  a  known  and  prominent  obstruc- 
tion—such  as  a  freight  platform—as  to  render  the 
possible  consequences  of  a  misstep  serious:  and 
questions  as  to  the  speed  of  the  train,  his  own 
convenience  or  inconvenience  and  whether  or  not 
he  acted  by  direction  of  the  railroad  employes  are 
immaterial. 

(Ruoer,  Ch.  J.,  and  O'Brien  and  Andrews,  JJ„ 
disshU.) 

(March  10, 188L) 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Fourth  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  of 
the  Otsego  Circuit  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  resulting  in  death  and  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Harris,  for  appellant: 

The  plaintiffs'  intestate  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence which  caused  or  contributed  to  the  in- 
jury he  received. 

He  was  in  a  safe  place,  at  a  familiar  station, 
in  full  rigor  of  life,  in  good  health,  of  good 
judgment,  with  nothing  to  disturb  his  judg- 
ment, when  he  attempted  to  board  this  moving 
train. 

Burrow  v.  ErieR  Co.  68  N.  T.  556;  Gavett 
T.  Manchester  db  L.  R  Co.  16  Gray,  501;  Har- 
vey v.  Eastern  R  Co.  116  Mass.  269;  Lucas  v. 
New  Bedford  db  T.  R.  Co.  6  Gray,  64;  Solomon 
T.  Manhattan  R  Co.  A  Cent.  Rep.  775,  108  N. 
Y.487. 

The  boarding  a  moving  train  Is  presumably 
a  negligent  act. 

The  deceased  knew  the  train  was  in  motion 
when  he  attempted  to  board  it,  and  he  took  the 
risk  of  the  attempt. 

Solomon  v.  Manhattan  R  Co.  supra;  Shan- 
non v.  Boston  db  A.  R.  Co.  1  New  Eng.  Rep. 
681,  78  Me.  52. 

If  he  was  in  fact  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence, although  the  Company  was  also  negli- 
gent, no  recovery  can  be  had. 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  1155;  PauUtschv. 
New  York  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  8  Cent  Rep. 
886, 102  N.  Y.  280. 

Where  the  facts  are  uncontroverted,  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  is  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court. 

Deyo  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  9; 
Morrison  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  56  N.  Y.  806;  Wilds 
v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  480;  Owen  v. 
Hudson  Rizer  R.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  516;  Consoles  v. 
New  York  db  H.  R  Co.  88  N.  Y.  440;  Dwight 
v.  Oermania  L.  Ins.  Co.  4  Cent.  Rep.  529,  108 
N.  Y.  841;  Craft*  v.  Boston,  100  Mass.  519; 
Reynolds  v.  New  York  Cent,  db  H.  R.  R  Co.  68 
N.  Y.  248. 

A  passenger  must  not  do  that  which  is  ob- 
viously dangerous,  although  he  is  advised  to 
do  it  by  the  company's  agents. 

Chicago,  B.  dt  Q.  R  Co.  v.  Haszard,  26  III. 
378;  Baltimore  dt  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.  8. 
489.  24  L.  ed.  506;  2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p. 
1152;  Oinnon  v.  New  York  db  H.  R  Co.  8  Root. 
25. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  a  person  of  ordinary 
prudence  and  care,  standing  on  the  platform  as 
described  in  the  evidence,  would  have  attempted 
to  jump  into  the  narrow  space  between  the  cars 
when  there  was  no  danger  to  be  avoided  if  he 
remained  on  the  platform,  and  no  incentive  to 
the  act  other  than  the  invitation  of  the  conduc- 
tor, which  he  knew  he  was  not  required  to 
obey,  and  with  a  f uD  apprehension  of  the  dan- 
ger he  was  about  to  run 

Morrison  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  supra;  Tolman  v. 
Syracuse.  B.  db  N.  Y.  R.  Co.  98  N.  Y.  198; 
Davenport  v.  BrooklynJCity  R.  Co.  1  Cent.  Rep. 
506,  100  N.  Y.  682;  Hazard  ▼.  Chicago,  B.  dt 
Q.  R.  Co.  1  Bias.  508. 
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Jfr..Csvrlton  B.  Pierce,  for  respondents: 

There  may  undoubtedly  be  circumstances 
under  which  an  attempt  to  get  on  or  off  a  mov- 
ing train  would  not  be  regarded  as  negligence 
as  a  matter  of  law,  and  where  the  question  of 
negligence  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Filer  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  47. 

The  direction  or  invitation  or  assurance  of 
safety  j£iven  by  a  servant  of  the  Company  may 
so  qualify  a  plaintiff's  act  as  to  relieve  it  of  the 
quality  of  negligence  which  it  would  otherwise 
have. 

Pierce,  Railroads,  829;  Shearm.  da  Redf. 
Ne*.  S  282. 

Negligence  cannot  be  conclusively  estab- 
lished by  a  state  of  facts  upon  which  fair- 
minded  men  may  well  differ. 

Detroit  db  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Steinburg,  17 
Mich.  99.    See  Q lushing  v.  Sharp,  MX.  Y.  676. 

There  may  be  occasions  where  it  is  proper  to 
board  a  moving  train. 

See  Johnson  v.  Westchester  db  P.  R  Co.  70 
Pa.  857;  Lambeth  v.  N.  C.ROo.M  N.  C.  494; 
Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Maugans,  61  Md. 
58;  Lent  v.  New  York  Cent.  dbKRRCo.XM 
N.  Y.  467. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Upon  a  previous  occasion  we  reversed  a 
judgment  recovered  by  these  plaintiffs,  and 
ordered  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
act  of  the  deceased  in  attempting  to  board  the 
moving  train  was  reckless  and  dangerous,  and 
contributed  to  the  resulting  injury.  112  N. 
Y.  871,  2  L.  R.  A.  882.  As  the  case  was  then 
presented,  the  fact  was  established  by  the  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  speed  of  the 
train  was  from  four  to  six  miles  an  hour  at 
the  time  the  deceased  lumped  on,  and,  though 
It  was  substantially  admitted  that  the  attempt 
was  negligence  on  his  part,  it  was  argued  that 
the  act  was  justified  because  requested  or  di- 
rected by  the  conductor  of  the  train.  That  di- 
rection was  in  these  words:  '  'If  you  are  going, 
jump  on."  But  we  held  that  that  circum- 
stance constituted  no  excuse  for  the  dangeroua 
act,  inasmuch  as  it  created  no  emergency  call- 
ing for  the  immediate  exercise  of  judgment  in 
the  choice  between  two  dangers,  and  that  it 
amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  notification 
that  the  train  would  not  stop  or  go  slower. 
Upon  this  appeal  the  plaintiffs  endeavor  to 
sustain  another  judgment  recovered  against 
the  Company  upon  the  new  trial.  They  sav 
that  the  case,  though  "practically  the  same," 
differs  from  the  previous  case  in  a  vital  feat- 
ure, namely,  with  respect  to  the  speed  of  the 
train.  Upon  the  new  trial  evidence  was  given 
by  three  witnesses  that  the  speed  of  the  train 
was  between  one  and  two  miles  an  hour.  Of 
these  witnesses,  two  had  previously  testified  to 
a  speed  of  four  to  six  miles  an  hour,  and  the 
other  had  not  testified  upon  that  subject,  in 
view  of  the  doubt  justly  resting  upon  the  char- 
acter and  correctness  of  this  evidence,  we 
might  very  properly  say  that  it  was  open  to 
the  court  to  take  as  the  fact  concerning  the 
speed  of  the  train  the  evidence  riven  by  the 
other  witnesses  in  the  case,  for  both  parties, 
which  placed  it  at  about  six  miles  an  hour. 
But  we  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  as- 
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tame  that  the  evidence  as  now  given  left  it  a 
question  of  fact  as  to  how  fast  the  train  was 
moving  past  the  station.  We  will  accept  that 
rate  of  speed  deemed  by  the  plaintiffs  as  most 
favorable  to  their  contention,  and  still  we  mast 
hold  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  a 
recovery  on  their  case.  The  conclusion  was 
irresistible  from  the  facts  that  the  conduct  of 
the  plaintiffs'  intestate  was  negligent,  and  that 
his  act  contributed  to  his  injuries  and  death. 
He  was  described  as  a  quick,  active  man,  thir- 
ty-six years  of  age,  and  in  rood  health.  He 
had  lived  several  years  in  sight  of  the  station, 
and  had  frequently  taken  the  train  there.  On 
the  morning  in  question,  accompanied  by  a 
friend,  he  went  to  the  station,  ana  stood  with 
him  upon  the  freight  platform  of  the  station 
until  the  train  came  in  sight.  The  deceased 
then  descended  the  steps  leading  to  the  lower 
or  passenger  platform,  and  waited  there,  at  a 
point  some  lour  or  five  feet  away  from  the 
steps.  The  train  slacked  its  motion,  but  did 
not  stop,  and,  as  the  passenger-car  approached, 
the  conductor,  standing  at  the  forward  end, 
said  to  them,  "If  you  are  going,  jump  on." 
The  deceased  made  an  effort  to  do  so,  but  in 
some  way,  not  exactly  described,  was  caught 
and  rolled  between  the  moving  train  and  the 
freigbtplatform,  near  to  which  he  was  stand- 
ing. Very  probably,  in  the  attempt  to  get  upon 
the  moving  car,  the  deceased,  not  reckoning 
upon  the  nearness  of  the  higher  and  projecting 
freight  platform,  struck  against  it,  was  thrown 
down,  and  was  forced  between  it  and  the 
train.  Upon  the  facts,  in  what  respect  was  the 
defendant  guilty  of  negligence,  and  how  was 
it  responsible  for  the  injury  which  resulted  to 
the  deceased?  That  the  train  did  not  stop  at  a 
particular  or  at  the  usual  place,  and  ran  be- 
yond the  station,  would  not  charse  the  defend- 
ant with  negligence,  in  the  sense  that  it  thereby 
caused  the  unfortunate  result  complained  of. 
The  deceased  was  under  no  obligation  to  board 
the  train.  In  fact,  he  had  no  especial  right  to 
be  carried  by  it.  He  had  no  ticket;  but,  even 
if  he  had  one,  that  would  not  have  placed  the 
Company  under  any  contract  to  carry  him  upon 
that  tram.  If  its  servants  disregarded  the 
time-table  notice  as  to  that  station  upon  the 
morning  in  question,  that  fact  did  not  entitle 
the  deceased  to  disregard  the  usual  prudential 
considerations  which  should  govern  human  ac- 
tion, nor  did  it  subject  the  defendant  to  a  lia- 
bility for  the  consequences  of  an  attempt  to 
get  upon  a  train  in  motion.  The  invitation, 
request  or  command  of  the  conductor,  how- 
ever his  words  may  be  regarded,  in  no  respect 
compelled  the  deceased  to  leave  the  place  of 
safety  upon  the  platform  or  to  change  his  po- 
sition. He  was  a  free  agent,  and  had  the  op- 
portunity of  choice  between  staying  where  he 
was  and  complying  with  the  conductor's  re- 
quest. He  could  have  waited  for  the  train  to 
come  to  a  full  slop,  or  for  another  train.  The 
question  of  his  convenience  or  inconvenience  is 
of  no  consequence,  and  cannot  enter  as  an  ele- 
ment of  the  case.  If  a  person,  when  in  a  safe 
position  and  under  no  stress  of  circumstances, 
attempts  to  get  upon  a  train  moving  past  him, 
at  no  matter  what  rate  of  speed,  while  in  such 
a  proximity  to  a  known  and  prominent  obstruc- 
tion, such  as  was  this  freight  platform,  as  to 
render  the  consequences  of  a  false  or  misstep 
12L.R.A. 


possibly,  if  not  certainly,  serious,  we  think  that 
but  one  inference  and  opinion  can  be  enter- 
tained. The  act  would  be  hazardous,  and 
however  alight  the  chances  of  injury  might 
have  seemed  to  him,  and  whatever  the  motive 
or  influence  which  induced  the  act,  the  indi- 
vidual would  alone  be  responsible  for  the  in- 
jury which  might  result  to  him.  Sufficient  re- 
sponsibility is  imposed  upon  these  corporations 
in  the  operation  of  their  roads  already,  with- 
out adding  to  it  a  further  responsibility  for  the 
consequences  of  rash  and  unnecessary  acts. 
The  railroad  and  the  trains  upon  it  charge  all 
persons,  having  anything  to  do  with  or  about 
them,  with  the  knowledge  of  possible  dangers, 
and  their  presence  imposes  the  duty  of  being 
vigilant  and  prudent,  if  responsibility  for  an 
occurring  injury  is  to  be  escaped.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  refer  to  authorities  bearing  upon 
the  question  before  us.  That  has  been  done 
by  Judge  Peckham  in  his  opinion  when  this 
case  was  formerly  before  us.  The  only  differ- 
ence now  is  that  the  respondents  claim  the 
speed  of  the  train  as  testified  to  was  so  very 
moderate  as  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  effect 
of  our  previous  decision,  and  to  make  it  one 
for  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  whether  the  act  of  the  deceased 
was  negligent.  It  is  true  that  upon  the  pre- 
vious appeal  we  laid  stress  upon  the  fact  that 
the  rate  of  speed  was  so  rapid  as  to  compel  the 
judgment  to  pronounce  it  a  reckless  act  to  at- 
tempt to  board  the  train.  But  we  did  not 
hold  that,  if  a  train  was  moving  much  more 
slowly,  the  attempt,  under  the  circumstances 
disclosed  here,  might  be  warrantable,  or  would 
raise  a  question  for  the  lury  to  consider.  It 
was  said  that  there  may  be  cases  in  which  an 
attempt  to  get  on  or  off  a  moving  train  would 
not  be  regarded  as  negligence  as  matter  of 
law;  and  so  there  may  be,  but  this  is  not  one 
of  those  cases,  inasmuch  as  the  deceased  was 
under  no  coercion  nor  obligation,  and  had  no 
especial  right  to  be  carried  by  that  train.  He 
was  so  placed  that,  while  safe  if  he  remained 
quiet  and  where  he  was  bound  to  know,  and 
must  have  known,  that  if  he  endeavored  to* 
get  upon  the  moving  train,  and  should  fail  to 
accomplish  it  upon  the  second,  or  should  take 
a  misstep,  he  incurred  the  risk  of  being  thrown 
against  the  neighboring  freight  platform  and 
injured.  The  case  of  a  passenger  who  alights, 
from  a  train  moving  past  his  destination,  in 
compliance  with  the  direction  of  a  servant 
of  the  corporation,  as  in  Filer  v.  New  York 
Cent.  B.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  47,  cannot  be  alto- 
gether likened  to  the  present  case.  In  such 
a  case  there  may  be  a  stress  of  circumstances* 
in  the  passenger  being  obliged  to  choose  be- 
tween being  carried  away  from  the  place- 
where  his  duties  or  ties  compelled  his  pres- 
ence, and  of  endeavoring  to  alight,  upon  the* 
direction  or  suggestion  of  the  railroad  em- 
ploye. The  question  then  might  very  prop- 
erly be  left  to  the  jury  for  them  to  pronounce- 
upon  the  character  of  the  act;  but  even  then, 
as  it  was  held  in  the  Filer  Case,  if  the  cars- 
were  moving  at  such  a  rapid  rate  as  to  charge 
the  person  with  knowledge  of  the  danger  in 
the  attempt,  the  act  would  be  reckless,  and  no 
recovery  could  be  had.  To  alight  from  or  to* 
board  a  train  in  motion  is  a  negligent  and  haz- 
I  ardous  act,  which  can  only  be  made  to  appeal 
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excusable  when,  in  the  situation  of  the  person, 
he  is  under  such  a  coercion  of  circumstances 
as  to  raise  a  fair  question  as  to  whether  he  was 
really  in  the  free  possession  and  use  of  his 
faculties  and  judgment  Solomon  v.  Manhat- 
tan JB.  Go.  103  K  Y.  487,  4  Cent.  Rep.  775. 
-Judge  Andrews,  in  the  case  cited,  held  sub- 
stantially as  I  have  just  stated.  In  his  view 
there  is  less  excuse  in  boarding  a  moving  train 
than  in  alighting  from  it,  and  the  distinc- 
tion is  obvious.  The  option,  in  the  former  case, 
1s  between  an  unnecessary  and  possibly  dan- 
gerous act  and  the  mere  inconvenience  of 
being  left  to  take  a  later  train. 

These  views  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
judgment  below  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Earl,  Finch  and  Peckham,  JJ.t  concur. 

O'Brien,  J.,  dissenting: 

When  this  case  was  here  on  a  former  appeal 
<112  N.Y.  871, 2  L  R  A.  882;,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiffs'  intestate  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence contributing  to  his  death,  because  he  at- 
tempted to  board  the  train  when  running  by 
the  station  at  the  rate  of  at  least  six  miles  per 
hour.  As  the  case  was  then  presented,  the 
testimony  conclusively  established  the  fact  that 
at  the  time  when  the  train  was  passing  the 
platform  on  which  the  deceased  stood,  it  was 
running  at  that  rate  of  speed  at  least,  if  not 
even  more.  Now  the  case  is  here  upon  a  very 
different  state  of  facta.  Upon  the  last  trial, 
resulting  in  the  judgment  now  under  review, 
three  witnesses  called  by  the  plaintiff  testified 
that  the  train  was  running,  at  the  time  the  de- 
ceased attempted  to  get  on,  at  the  rate  of  speed 
not  to  exceed  from  one  to  two  miles  per  hour. 
One  of  these  witnesses  was  the  engineer  who 
had  charge  of  this  very  train  when  the  acci- 
dent happened,  and  another  was  the  fireman. 
The  defendant  on  the  first  trial  gave  no  evi- 
dence in  regard  to  the  speed  of  the  train,  but 
on  the  last  trial  it  called  two  witnesses  who 
testified*that  it  was  six  or  seven  miles  per  hour. 
There  were  some  facts  and  circumstances 
proven, bearing  on  the  question  of  speed, which 
could  also  have  been  considered  by  the  jury, 
not  the  least  important  of  which  was  the  un- 
disputed fact  that,  though  the  train  was  run- 
ning upon  a  slippery  track  and  a  down  grade, 
it  was  brought  to  a  full  stop  within  100  feet 
of  the  poinf  where  the  deceased  attempted  to 
get  on.  In  this  conflict  of  testimony  the  case 
went  to  the  jury,  and  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff must  be  taken  by  us  as  conclusively  estab- 
lishing the  fact  that  the  train  was  running  at 
the  rate  of  from  one  to  two  miles  per  hour. 
It  is  said  that  two  of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses 
testified  on  the  first  trial  to  a  greater  rate  of 
spead  than  upon  the  last  trial.  That,  if  true, 
was  a  circumstance  for  the  consideration  of 
the  jury  in  determining  what  weight,  the  testi- 
mony was  entitled  to,  but  it  has  no  place  in  the 
consideration  of  this  appeal.  The  only  ques- 
tion that  we  have  to  deal  with  is  whether  the 
deceased,  in  attempting  to  board  the  train 
when  going  by  the  station  platform  at  the  rate 
of  from  one  to  two  miles  per  hour,  and  having 
been  invited  by  the  conductor  in  charge  of  the 
train  to  "  jump  on,"  was  guilty  of  negligence 
as  matter  of  law.  It  was  a  regular  station  on 
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defendant's  road  where  its  trains  stopped,  and 
where  passengers  got  on  and  off.  On  this 
morning,  however,  it  failed  to  stop.  The 
plaintiffs'  intestate  was  on  the  platform  wait- 
ing for  the  train,  which  he  intended  to  take  as 
a  passenger,  and  while  so  waiting  for  it  to 
stop  it  proceeded  slowly  past  the  platform,  and 
when  the  rear  car,  which  was  the  only  passen- 
ger car  on  the  train,  had  nearly  reached  the 
point  where  he  was,  the  conductor,  not  intend- 
ing to  stop,  invited  him  to  get  on,  and  he  at- 
tempted to  do  so,  and  was  killed.  It  to  not 
the  province  of  this  court  to  examine  the  evi- 
dence in  order  to  form  some  theory  as  to  the 
particular  manner  in  which  the  deceased  was 
killed.  That  was  for  the  jury.  We  can  only 
know  from  the  findings  below  that  the  plat- 
form on  which  he  stood  was  separated  from 
the  car  into  which  he  was  invited  by  a  space 
not  more  than  six  inches  wide;  that  the  iron 
railing  on  the  part  of  the  car  through  which  he 
must  pass  was  two  feet  and  six  inches  wide; 
and  the  platform  of  the  car  which  he  attempted 
to  reach  was  but  two  feet  higher  than  the 
place  where  he  stood.  The  attempt  of  a  pas- 
senger to  board  a  train  going  at  a  very  low 
rate  of  speed  in  this  manner,  and  under  such 
circumstances,  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  such  a 
reckless  and  dangerous  act  as  to  warrant  any 
court  in  pronouncing  it  negligence  per  se.  It 
is  an  act  in  regard  to  which  reasonable  and 
prudent  men  may  differ,  and  therefore  it  is  for 
the  jury  to  determine  its  true  character  as  a 
question. of  fact,  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.  The  true  rule  was  stated  by 
Peckham,  J. ,  in  his  opinion  in  this  very  case, 
on  the  former  appeal,  in  this  language:  ' 'There 
may  undoubtedly  be  circumstances  under 
which  an  attempt  to  get  on  or  off  a  moving 
train  would  not  be  regarded  as  negligence,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  and  where  the  question  of 
negligence,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury."  If 
this  rule  cannot  properly  be  applied  to  a  case 
like  this,  where  the  train,  upon  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  was  barely  in  motion,  it  cannot  have 
any  practical  application  to  any  case  whatever. 
If  it  is  correct  to  say  that  a  passenger,  in  at- 
tempting to  board  a  train  moving  at  the  rate  of 
from  one  to  two  miles  per  hour,  under  the  con- 
ditions and  circumstances  appearing  in  this 
case,  is  guilty  of  negligence  as  a  matter  of 
law,  then  the  same  result  must  follow  in  every 
case  where  the  train  is  in  motion  at  all.  The 
act  of  alighting  from  a  moving  train  is  quite 
as  dangerous  as  an  attempt  to  board  it  while 
going  at  the  same  speed.  The  only  dif- 
ference is  that  there  exists  a  stress  of  circum- 
stances in  the  former  case  that  does  not  exist 
in  the  latter.  But  the  fact  that  there  may  be 
reasons  for  risking  the  danger  in  one  case 
which  do  not  exist  in  the  other  is  not  alone 
enough  to  change  the  Question  from  one  of 
fact  to  one  of  law.  This  court  has  held  that 
a  passenger  who  attempts  to  get  off  a  slowly 
moving  train  by  the  invitation  of  a  servant  of 
the  company  is  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  guilty 
of  negligence.  Filer  v.  New  York.  Cent.  R. 
Co.  49  N.  Y.  47.  In  that  case  the  danger  of 
getting  off  was  as  great  and  even  greater  than 
would  be  an  attempt  to  get  on  while  the  mo- 
tion of  the  train  was  the  same.  The  passen- 
ger could  have  remained  in  the  train,  and  suf - 
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fend  the  inconvenience  of  being  carried  past 
her  borne,  and  in  the  case  at  bar  the  deceased 
coold  have  waited  for  another  train;  but  surely 
this  difference  in  the  circumstances  cannot 
change  what  was  held  to  be  a  question  of 
fact  m  the  former  case  into  a  question  of  law 
in  this.  The  highest  court  in  at  least  three  of 
our  sister  States  has  passed  upon  this  question 
And  in  each  case  it  has  been  held  to  be  one  of 
fact 

In  Johnson  T.Westchester  dP,  B.  Ob.. 70  Fa. 
857,  a  passenger  attempted  to  board  a  train 
moving  at  from  three  to  four  miles  an  hour. 
There  was  no  invitation  to  enter  the  car.  It 
was  held  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  danger  of  boarding  the  train  when  in  mo- 
tion was  so  apparent  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of 
the  passenger  to  desist  from  the  attempt.  Where 
the  conductor  failed  to  stop  the  train  at  the 
platform  where  passengers  landed,  and  when 
the  train  was  moving  at  from  two  to  four  miles 
an  hour,  he  told  a  passenger  to  get  off,  who 
obeyed  bis  direction,  and  was  killed,  it  was 
held  that  this  act  was  not  in  law  negligence, 
but  was  a  question  for  the  Jury.  Lambeth  v. 
North  Carolina  B.  Co.  66  N.  G.  494. 

In  another  case  a  young,  vigorous  man 
stepped  down  from  a  moving  train.  He  had 
a  valise  in  one  hand  and  a  basket  in  the  other. 
There  was  no  direction  from  any  servant  of  the 
company.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries 
received,  it  was  held  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury  whether  he  exercised  due  care.  Cum- 
berland VaUej  EL  Oo.  v.  Maugans,  61  Md.  58. 

I  think  that  the  act  of  the  deceased  in  at- 
tempting to  board  the  train  upon  the  invitation 
of  the  conductor,  and  under  all  the  circum- 
stances disclosed  in  this  case,  presented  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  a  question  of 
law.  The  judgment  in  this  case  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed unless  we  are  prepared  to  decide  that 
the  deceased  was  in  law  guilty  of  negligence 
in  attempting  to  board  the  train  in  the  manner 
and  under  the  circumstances  stated.  The  evi- 
dence of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant is  precisely  the  same  now  as  when  the  case 
-was  here  before.    On  that  appeal  Judge  Peck- 


ham  said:  "  It  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad 
company  (having  advertised  so  to  do)  to  stop 
its  trains  at  the  station  in  question,  and  to 
give  ample  time  to  all  persons  desirous  of  getting 
on  or  leaving  at  that  station  to  do  so.  And 
again,  referring  to  the  invitation  of  the  conduct- 
or to  get  on  the  train,  he  said:  "  It  may  be  as- 
sumed that  this  direction  implied  a  notice  to 
the  deceased  that  the  train  would  not  stop  at 
that  station,  and  that  unless  he  attempted  to  get 
on  while  the  car  was  thus  in  motion  he  would 
be  left  at  the  station  and  compelled  to  take  an- 
other and  a  later  train.  It  may  be  assumed 
that  in  giving  this  direction  and  in  failing  to  stop 
the  train,  the  Company  was  chargeable  with  neg- 
ligence/' The  point  that  the  trial  judge  sub- 
mitted nothing  to  the  jury  except  the  evidence 
as  to  whether  the  conductor  did  or  did  not 
invite  the  deceased  to  get  on  the  train  is  utterly 
untenable.  The  jury  were  expressly  charged 
to  inquire  upon  the  evidence  whether  the  de- 
fendant failed  to  perform  iu  duty  to  the  de- 
ceased in  not  bringing  the  train  to  a  stop, 
and,  upon  the  question  whether  a  safe  oppor- 
tunity was  afforded  to  the  defendant  to  get 
upon  the  train,  they  were  to  consider  the  evi- 
dence in  regard  to  the  invitation  of  the  con- 
ductor. At  the  end  of  the  charge  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  that,  in  case  they  found  that  the  conduct- 
or did  not  invite  the  deceased  to  get  aboard  the 
train,  their  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant, 
as  that  ended  the  case,  and  this  request  was  al- 
lowed. This  did  not  withdraw  from  the  jury 
the  evidence  bearing  upon  the  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  stop,  or  any  other  question  pre- 
viously submitted,  but  was,  in  effect,  an  in- 
struction that,  although  the  defendant  failed 
in  its  duty  to  stop  the  train  at  the  station,  yet 
there  could  be  no  recovery  unless  the  conductor 
invited  the  deceased  to  get  on.  If  there  was 
any  error  in  this  part  of  the  charge  it  was  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  and  cannot  now  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  reversing  the  judgment 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
Rufrer,  Ch.  J.t  and  Andrews,  J.,  concur 
Motion  for  rehearing  denied  April  28, 1881. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


GILL,  Flff.   in  Err., 

9. 

STATE  OF  GEORGIA. 
(....Ga...„> 

■•Written  svnthority  from  the  pa\rent  or 

"     i  for  selling  [or  furnishing  intoxlcat- 


•Head  note  by  Blbokiot,  Ch.  J, 


In?  liquors  to  a  minor  must  be  special  for  each 
occasion.  A  general  permit  or  license  for  the  mi- 
nor  to  drink  beer  and  whiskey  in  a  specified  bar- 
room without  limitation  as  to  time  or  quantity  Is 
void. 

(Maroh4,lS0L) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Muscogee 
County  to  review  a  judgment  convicting 


Norn.— Sale  of  Uquor  to  minor. 

The  fact  that  an  adult  pays  for  the  liquor  drunk 
by  himself  and  a  companion  who  is  known  to  be  a 
minor  does  not  relieve  the  seller  from  liability  to 
indictment  for  selling  to  a  minor.  State  v.  Soog- 
gins  ( N.  C.)  10  L.  B.  A  548,  and  note,  107  N.  a  060. 

Where  one  partner  of  a  firm  of  liquor  dealers  is 
present  when  the  other  partner  sells  drink  to  a  mi- 
Jior,  an  indictment  will  He  against  both  or  either. 
Ibid. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


On  a  prosecution  of  a  master  for  a  sale  of  liquors 
to  a  minor,  by  his  servant,  evidence  that  the  minor 
was  often  seen  going  into  the  bar-room,  and  that  de- 
fendant himself  attended  upon  hlm,is  admissible,  aa 
tending  to  show  that,  If  any  such  sale  was  actually 
made  by  the  bar-tender,  it  was  made  with  the  de- 
fendant's consent.   Com.  v.  Rooks,  160  Mass.  60. 

Sale  of  liquor  to  minor,  decisions  under  various 
state  statutes.    See  notes  to  State  v.  Scogglns  (N.  G. 
10  L.  r.  a.  542;  Fletcher  v.  Forler  (Mich.)  Id.  80. 
See  C<  m.  v.  Stevens  (Mass.)  11 L.  B.  A  367. 
28 


See  also  27  L.  R.  A.  503. 
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Ant., 


defendant  for  unlawfully  gelling  intoxicating 
liquors  to  a  minor.    Affirmed, 


The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

~B  WO      ~" 

error, 


Meters.  Martin  A'Worrill  for  plaintiff  in 
Mr.  A.  A.  Csvrson,  SoL  Gen.,  for  the  State. 

Bleckley*  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  indictment  was  under  section  4540a  of 
the  Code,  which  reads  as  follows:  "No  person 
or  persons,  by  himself  or  another,  shall  sell,  or 
cause  to  be  sold,  or  furnished,  or  permit  any 
other  person  or  persons,  in  his,  her  or  their  em- 
ploy, to  sell  or  furnish  any  minor  or  minors 
spirituous  or  intoxicating  or  malt  liquors  of 
any  kind,  without  first  obtaining  written  au- 
thority from  the  parent  or  guardian  of  such  mi- 
nor or  minors,  and  such  person  or  persons  so 
offending  shall,  on  conviction,  be  punished  as 
prescribed  in  section  4810  of  the  Code."  This 
Statute  is  a  police  regulation,  and  has  regard, 
not  alone  to  the  will  and  wishes  of  parents  and 
guardians  over  the  conduct  of  children,  but 
chiefly  to  the  wholesome  restraint  and  disci- 
pline of  minors  as  immature  members  of  soci- 
ety. It  relies  upon  parental  discretion,  and 
intends  that  that  discretion  shall  be  exercised 
by  the  parent  or  guardian,  and  not  delegated 
to  the  child.  It  has  no  thought  of  empower- 
ing the  parent  to  make  the  child  the  judge  of 
its  own  needs  for  intoxicating  liquors,  without 
limitation  as  to  time  or  quantity.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  foundation  principle  of  the  law  is 
that  the  minor's  discretion  is  not  to  be  trusted. 
Hence  it  requires  a  decision  of  the  parent  or 
guardian,  evidenced  by  writing.  A  parental 
decision  not  founded  on  the  circumstances  of 
any  particular  occasion,  but  applicable  alike  to 
all  occasions,  and  measuring  the  supply  of  liq- 
uors to  be  furnished  by  nothing  but  the  desires 
and  appetites  of  the  child,  is  simply  an  effort 
to  repeal  the  law  pro  tanto.  To  give  it  effect 
would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  principle 
announced  by  this  court,  during  the  prevalence 
of  slavery,  in  the  case  of  Beinfiart  v.  State,  29 


Ga.  529,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  master's 
discretion  to  determine  the  quantity  of  spirit- 
uous liquors  necessary  for  the  health  of  a  slave 
could  not  be  delegated.  Consistently  with  the 
policy  of  the  law,  there  can  be  no  general  au- 
thority bv  the  parent  conferred  upon  anyone 
to  furnish  liquors  at  his  own  pleasure  or  the 
pleasure  of  the  child.  The  parent  must  hold 
control  of  the  supply,  both  as  to  time  and  quan- 
tity, and  the  written  authority  must  be  special, 
as  contradistinguished  from  general.  It  must 
be  applicable  to  one  occasion  only,  and  must 
be  repeated  separately  for  each  subsequent  oc- 
casion. Once  acted  on,  it  is  exhausted,  and  ia 
no  more  authority  for  subsequent  supplies  than 
if  it  had  never  existed.  Parental  license  to  run- 
indefinitely  would,  if  granted  by  a  sufficient 
number  of  rash  and  inconsiderate  fathers,  ena- 
ble one  or  more  drinking  saloons  in  large  cities 
to  flourish  on  the  patronage  of  minors  alone. 
We  think  such  a  license  shows  on  its  face  an 
attempted  evasion  of  the  law.  It  treats  the 
parent  alone  as  interested  in  the  conduct  of  the 
child,  and  ignores  the  wider  and  more  import- 
ant policy  oi  the  Statute,  which  is  to  rear  good 
citizens  and  conserve  the  public  order  and  gen- 
eral welfare  of  the  State.  If  we  are  correct  in 
what  has  been  said,  the  instrument  relied  upon 
as  a  defense  in  this  case  was  void  upon  its  face. 
It  was  no  authority  for  selling  or  furnishing, 
even  in  a  single  instance,  for  it  had  no  limita- 
tion as  to  time  or  quantity,  and  was  obviously 
intended  as  a  general  license  rather  than  as  a 
particular  authority.  It  was  an  unlimited  per- 
mit to' drink  whiskey  and  beer  in  the  bar-room 
of  which  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  pro- 
prietors. We  have  not  overlooked  the  case  of 
Maecomto  v.  State,  48  Ark.  170,  but,  notwith- 
standing our  high  respect  for  the  court  which 
decided  it,  we  cannot  accept  it  as  a  precedent. 
It  refers  to  no  authority,  and  to  our  minds  it* 
reasoning  confounds  the  just  distinction  be- 
tween police  and  civil  liability.  There  was  no 
error  in  excluding  the  evidence,  nor  in  refusing 
to  grant  a  new  trial  on  other,  grounds. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


UTAH  SUPREME  COURT. 


Daniel  HAMER,  Reept., 

v. 

0.  E.  BRAINARD  et  al.p  AppU. 


(. 


.Utah. 


An  indorser  of  sv  forged  Mil  is  liable  to 

the  indorsee  on  Its  dishonor  without  proof  of  de- 
mand or  notice. 


(April  2,1891.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  the  First  District  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee- 
of  a  draft  to  recover  from  hisindorsers  the* 
amount  which  he  had  paid  them  for  it.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Norm.— Commercial  paper:  indorser  cannot  quss- 
Wm  makers  sianature. 

An  Indorser  of  a  promissory  note  impliedly  war- 
rants that  the  Instrument  Is  not  forged,  and  cannot 
question  the  signature  of  the  maker  or  the  pre- 
vious indorser,  or  take  advantage  of  the  fact  that 
their  signatures  were  forged.  Armson  v.  Abra- 
hamson,  30  N.  Y.  8.  B.  667. 

Where  a  note  is  void  as  between  maker  and 
payee,  the  Indorser  may  be  held  without  any  proof 
of  demand  and  notice.  1  Bayley,  Bills  and  Notes, 
205;  1  Parsons.  Notes  and  Bills,  444;  Chandler  v. 
Mason,  2  Vt.  Up. 
12L.R.  A. 


Every  Indorser  warrants'the  instrument  to  be* 
valid,  and  exactly  what  It  seems  to  be,  whether  h» 
knows  the  contrary  or  not,  and  is  absolutely  bound 
without  demand  or  notice.  1  Parsons,  Notes  and 
Bills,  660. 

An  absolute  guaranty  may  be  written  over  hi* 
indorsement,  upon  whloh  a  recovery  may  be  had 
against  him.  Seymour  v.  Van  Slyok,  8  Wend.  428; 
Herrick  v.  Carman,  12  Johns.  160;  Tillman  ▼. 
Wheeler,  17  Johns.  886. 

Or  he  may  be  held  liable  as  maker.  Griswold  ▼• 
Slocum,  10  Barb.  408;  Wilson  v.  Ralph,  8  Iowa* 
460.   See  Seabury  v.  Hungerford,  2  Hill,  84. 


See  also  35  L.  R.  A.  381. 
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Messrs.  Smith  4*  Smith*  for  appellants: 

In  the  case  of  innocent  indorsers  of  forged 
paper  it  is  necessary  that  notice  of  the  forgery 
should  be  speedily  given  to  the  innocent  in- 
dorsers as  soon  as  it  may  be  discovered  and  as 
soon  as  it  might  with  ordinary  diligence  have 
been  discovered. 

Price  y.  Neale%  8  Burr.  1854;  Smith  v  Mer- 
cer, 6  Taunt  76;  Dories  v.  Katson.  2Nev.  & 
M.  700;  EOisv.  Ohio  L.  Ins.  AT.Oo.l  Han- 
dy, 97,  4  Ohio  8t  628;  Gloucester  Bank  v. 
Salem  Bank,  17  Mass.  88;  Cocke  v.  Maeterman, 
9  Barn.  6  C.  002;  Bank  of  Commerce*.  Union 
Bank,  8  N.  Y.  280;  Ooddard  v.  Merchants 
Bank,  4N.  Y.  147;  2  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills, 
p,  500;  Reatnffton  v.  Woods,  45  Cal.  425; 
Bank  of  the  United  States  v.  Bank  of  Georgia, 
28  U.  fi.  10  Wheat.  888,  6  L.  ed.  884:  Thomas 
v.  Todd,  6  Hill,  841;  Leather  Mfre.  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Morgan,  117  U.  a  100,  20  L.  ed.  817; 
Cooke  v.  United  States,  01  U.  8.  806,  28  L.  ed. 
242;  Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  §  400;  1  Edwards, 
Bills  and  Notes,  g  276. 

Mr.  Jacob  8.  Boreman,  with  Messrs. 
Evans  4s  Rogers*  for  respondent: 

Demand  and  notice  are  unnecessary  to  hold 
an  indorser  liable  when  the  instrument  on 
which  the  indorsee  seeks  to  recover  is  a 
forgery. 

Cochrane.  Atchison,  27  Kan.  728;  2  Dan. 
Neg.  Inst.  §  1118;  2Bayley,  Bills  and  Notes, 
chap.  7,  §  205;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  444, 
445;  Perkins  v.  Whitest  Ohio  St  580;  Turn- 
bull  v.  Bowyer,  40  N.  Y.  456;  Copp  v.  McDu- 
gaU,  8  Mass.  1;  Canal  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Al- 
bany, 1  Hill,  201;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  660. 

Zatne,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  record 
thatZWs  Savings  Bank  &  Trust  Company, 
by  its  cashier,  drew  a  bill  of  exchange  for  the 
sum  of  $6.50  on  0.  B.  Richards  &  Co.,  of  New 
York,  payable  to  the  order  of  one  J.  S.  Field; 
that  the  latter  indorsed  it  to  Brainard  &  Roben- 
son,  and  that  they  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  consideration  of  $500  in  cash  and  $100  due 
on  a  real-estate  transaction.  It  also  appears 
that  the  draft  had  been  raised  to  $600  before 
the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff 
also  assigned  the  bill;  and  when. the  forgery 
was  discovered,  and  the  maker  refused  to  pay, 
the  plaintiff  refunded  the  $500  to  his  assignee, 
and  brought  this  suit  against  the  defendants  to 
recover  the  amount  so  paid  by  him  to  the  de- 
fendants. Upon  the  trial  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  for  that  amount  and  in- 
terest, and,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  having 
been  denied  by  the  court,  a  judgment  was  by 
it  entered  upon  the  verdict.  From  this  judg- 
ment the  defendants  have  appealed,  and  insist 
that  it  was  erroneous,  because  the  evidence 
was  insufficient  to  authorize  the  verdict,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  demand  and  notice. 

This  is  not  an  action  based  upon  the  assign- 
ment It  is  an  action  to  recover  the  amount 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  without 
any  consideration  and  under  a  mistake.  To 
permit  them  to  retain  such  consideration  would, 
in  effect,  give  them  so  much  of  plaintiffs 
money,  obtained  under  a  mistake,  ana  without 
any  consideration  to  plaintiff,  and  without 
fault  on  his  part  There  is  a  conflict  in  the 
12L.RA. 


authorities  as  to  the  necessity  of  demand  and 
notice  when  the  indorser  does  not  receive  the 
consideration  for  the  transfer  of  title,  as  when, 
he  is  a  mere  accommodation  indorser.  The* 
drawee  of  a  bill  is  presumed  to  know  the  sig- 
nature of  the  drawer,  and  he  must  determine 
as  to  its  genuineness  and  refuse  payment;  if 
not,  he  pays  at  his  peril.  Not  so,  however, 
as  to  the  other  signatures  on  it,  or  the  writing 
in  the  body  of  it  As  to  those  and  such  writ- 
ing he  must  use  reasonable  care  to  prevent 
being  imposed  upon;  and  so,  as  to  the  drawer,, 
he  is  presumed  to  know  his  own  signature,  and 
to  be  able  to  determine  whether  the  amount 
named  in  it  has  been  raised,  and  the  law  re- 
quires him  to  give  prompt  notice  to  the  drawee? 
of  such  forgeries.  Some  cases  hold  that  de- 
mand and  notice  should  be  averred  and  proven, 
when  the  action  is  upon  the  assignment  to  re- 
cover back  the  consideration  paid;  but  when? 
the  action  is  to  recover  on  the  ground  of  want 
of  consideration  and  mistake  they  hold  no  such 
demand  or  notice  necessary  to  be  averred  or 
proven.  The  law  applicable  to  the  facts  of 
this  case  is  stated,  as  we  bold-in  sections  660  a 
and b,  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst:  "The  indorser  en- 
gages (1)  that  the  Dill  or  note  will  be  accepted 
or  paid,  as  the  case  may  be,  according  to  its 
purport;  but  this  engagement  is  conditional 
upon  due  presentment  or  demand  and  notice; 
he  also  engages  (2)  that  it  is  in  every  respect 
genuine;  (8)  that  it  is  the  valid  instrument  it 
purports  to  be;  (4)  that  the  ostensible  parties 
are  competent;  (5)  and  that  he  has  lawful  title 
to  it  and  the  right  to  indorse  it.  And  if  it 
turns  out  that  any  of  these  engagements  but 
that  first  named  are  not  fulfilled,  the  indorser 
may  be  sued  for  a  recovery  of  the  original 
consideration  which  has  failed,  or  be  held 
liable  as  a  party  without  proof  of  demand  and 
notice.  The  doctrine  of  the  text  that  in  such 
cases  the  indorser  is  bound  without  demand 
or  notice  undoubtedly  applies  when  he  in- 
dorses with  knowledge  of  the  infirmity  that 
renders  the  instrument  void:  and  such  knowl- 
edge is  necessary  to  make  him  so  liable,  ac- 
cording to  some  authorities.  But  the  better 
opinion  is,  we  think,  that  he  is  at  least  bound 
to  refund  the  consideration  paid  him  upon  the 
transfer  if  the  instrument  is  void,  for  it  is 
not  then  the  thing  which  it  purported  to  be,, 
and  which  he  impliedly  represented  it  to  be. 
If  he  be  a  mere  accommodation  indorser,  re- 
ceiving no  part  of  the  consideration,  it  has. 
been  cogently  argued  and  has  been  held  that, 
he  is  not  responsible  for  any  alteration  which 
may  have  avoided  the  instrument,  unless  there' 
were  due  demand  and  notice.  But  the  con- 
sideration paid  the  party  accommodated  is  in. 
such  case  attributable  to  him,  and  he  would 
seem  to  us  to  stand  as  a  surety,  bound  to  re- 
fund it;  and  the  rule  exacting  notice  to  hold  an 
indorser  liable  seems  to  us  to  apply  to  cases  in, 
which  he  warrants  payment  at  maturity,  and 
not  to  those  cases  in  which  he  passes  an  in- 
strument affected  by  some  vice,  which  ren- 
ders it  in  fact  not  the  bill  or  note  it  purports 
to  be."  Under  the  facts  of  this  case  we  hold 
that  an  offer  to  return  the  bill  or  a  demand  and 
notice  was  not  necessary  to  be  averred  and 
proven.    We  find  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

Anderson  and  Blsvckburn,  JJ.t  concur. 
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BURLINGTON,   CEDAR  RAPIDS  & 
NORTHERN  R.  CO. 

9. 

Peter  A.  DEY  et  al„  AppU. 
(....lows....) 

1.  The  power  to  establish  joint  "through 

rates"  for  connecting  carriers  is  included  within 
the  power  of  the  State  to  regulate  rates  of  oharges 
for  transportation  of  freight  by  railroads. 

2.  A  railroad  company  i«  not  compelled 
to  enter  involuntarily  into  contract  re- 
lations with  other  companies,  by  a  statute 
requiring  the  adoption  of  joint  rates,  or  in  default 
thereof  the  fixing  of  suoh  rates  by  railroad  com- 
missioners, as  in  the  latter  case  the  obligation  of 
the  company  as  to  the  rates  Is  one  imposed  by 
law  and  not  by  contract. 

8.  Judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  the 
course  of  business  of  railroad  companies  to  trans- 
fer cars  over  more  than  one  railroad  without 
breaking  bulk. 

4.  A  statute  requiring  freight  in  car- 
load lots  to  be  transferred  without  un- 
loading unless  the  unloading  is  done  without 
charge,  and  that  smaller  Quantities  shall  be  trans- 
ferred into  the  cars  of  the  connecting  carrier  at 
cost,  which  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the  joint  rate, 
does  not  interfere  with  the  constitutional  guar- 
anties for  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  prop- 
erty of  the  carriers. 

9.  Special  proceedings  applicable  to 
specified  subject  matter,  and  conformable 


f/uV  long 


Not*.— Railroads  as  carrten;  rata  of4 

and  short  hauls;  interstate  commerce  r< 

The  method  of  testing  freight  rates  by  the  rate 
per  ton  per  mile  cannot  be  considered  a  controlling 
rule  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates. 
Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R. 
Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  4L 

Comparison  of  rates  under  dissimilar  circum- 
stances and  conditions  cannot  be  adopted  as  stand- 
ards in  arri  ring  at  their  reasonableness.   Ibid. 

When  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  in  question, 
-charges  on  long  through  lines  cannot  offer  just  ba- 
sis for  comparison  with  local  rates  for  relatively 
short  distances.  Crews  y.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  1 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  703. 

In  through  rates  on  long  hauls,  but  not  always  in 
local  rates,  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  grows  less  In 
proportion  to  the  greater  distance;  while  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  rate  increases  in  proportion  to  suoh 
greater  distance.  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Chicago, 
8t.P.M.ftO.R.0o.«#pra. 

The  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  aids  the  rule 
making  aggregate  charge  of  transportation  of 
freight  less  in  proportion  every  hundred  miles  after 
the  first.  Farrar  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co. 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  704. 

The  right  to  make  greater  oharges  for  a  short 
than  for  a  long  haul  depends  upon  peculiar  circum- 
stances and  conditions  of  each  case.  Boston  ft  A. 
R.  Co.  v.  Boston  ft  L.  R.  Go.  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  671. 
See  Re  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
278. 

Joint  rates  on  long  hauls  usually  are,  and  should 
be,  proportionately  lower  than  local  rates  on  short 
hauls.  Farrar  v.  Bast  Tennessee,  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co. 
supra.  See  notes  to  Cleveland,  a  C.  ft  I.  R.  Co.  v. 
Closser  (Ind.)  9  L.  R.  A.  764;  Pensaoola  ft  A.  R.  Go. 
v.  State  (Fla.)  8  L.  R.  A.  661;  United  States  v.  Tozer 
<Mo.)2L.R.A.444. 
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to  the  rules  requiring  notioe  and  the  aoquisttlott 
of  jurisdiction,  and  which  affect  all  persona  aUke 
whose  property  or  rights  oome  within  the  lawful 
scope  of  the  proceedings,  are  prosecuted  with 
"due  process  of  law.** 

6.  The  proyisionoT  a  statute  that  rates 
fixed  by  railroad  commissioners  shall  be  regard- 
ed as  prima  facie  reasonable  is  within  the  power 
of  the  State  as  to  prescribing  rules  of  evidence  fn 
all  proceedings  under  the  laws  of  the  State. 

7.  Permitting  the  recovery  of  attor- 
neys* fees  on  recovery  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany for  violation  of  a  statute  regulating  rates 
does  not  violate  the  constitutional  provision  as 
to  equality. 

8.  A  provision  alio  wing  attorneys' fees 

on  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  violation  by 
a  railroad  company  of  the  statutory  schedule  of 
rates  does  not  Impose  a  •'  penalty  for  exercising 
the  right  of  defense.** 

9.  There  is  no  uncertainty  in  a  statute 
prescribing-  the  penalty  for  unreason- 
able railroad  charges  and  declaring  that 
rates  fixed  by  railroad  commissioners  as  the  max- 
imum shall  be  prima  facie  reasonable,  as  the 
State  is  precluded  from  denying  that  the  com- 
missioners* rates  are  reasonable. 

10.  Penalties  imposed  upon  railroad 
corporations  for  violation  of  statutes  are  not 
excessive  if  no  greater  than  Is  necessary  to 
enforce  obedience  to  the  statute,  although  they 
might  appear  excessive  If  Imposed  upon  Indi- 
viduals. 

11.  A  statute  giving  railroad  commis- 
sioners authority  to  fix  Joint  rates  for  a 


Duty  owed  to  the  puMic. 


The  time  and  manner  In  which  a  railroad  compa- 
ny will  carry  persons  and  property,  and  the  price 
to  be  paid  therefor,  are  subject  to  legislative  regu- 
lation; but  in  the  absenoe  of  such  regulation  It  owes 
only  suoh  duties  to  the  publio  as  the  common  law 
or  custom  has  established.  Atchison,  T.  ft  8.  F.  R. 
Co.  v.  Denver  ft  N.  O.  R.  Co.  110  U.  &  687, 28  L.  ed. 
SQL 

A  railroad  company  is  prohibited  from  discrim- 
inating unreasonably  in' favor  of  or  against  another 
company  seeking  to  do  business  on  its  road.  But 
that  does  not  necessarily  Imply  that  it  must  stop  at 
the  junction  of  one  and  interchange  business,  be- 
cause it  has  established  joint  depot  acoommoda- 
tloiis  with  another  (x>mpany  at  another  place,   ibid. 

laritralfleratunwA  be  reasonable. 

A  railroad  company  Is  under  special  obligation  to 
give  reasonable  rates  for  its  local  business;  but 
there  are  many  influences  which  may  affect  through 
rates  while  not  bearing  upon  local  rates  at  all,  or, 
if  at  all,  in  less  degree.  Lippman  v.  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  414.  See,  as  bearing  on 
this  point,  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  1  Inters.  Com.  Ben.  754, 1  Inters. 
Com.  Com.  Rep.486;  Detroit  Board  of  Trade  T.Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co.  of  Canada,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  190. 
2  Inters.  Com.  Com.  Rep.  81fi;  New  Orleans  Cot- 
ton Exob.  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  ftT.  P.  R.  Co.  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  280, 2  Inters.  Com.  Com.  Rep.  875. 

The  doctrine  that  an  estimated  proportion  of  the 
through  rate  must  not  be  less  according  to  distance 
than  the  local  rate  from  an  Intermediate  point  to 
another  point  named  in  the  line  covered  by  the 
through  rate  is  untenable.  Poughkeepale  Iron  Co, 
v.  New  York  G.  ft  H.  R,  R.  Go.  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
248,  citing  Detroit  Board  of  Trade  v.  Grand  Trunk 


See  also  24  L.  R.  A.  141;  2G  L.  R.   A.  192;  40  L.  R.  A.  389;  47  L.  R.  A.  509. 
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railroad  makes  the  rates  thus  fixed  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  their  reasonableness,  although 
not  expressly  limiting  them  to  that  effect  where 
the  only  penalties  are  for  charging  unjust  and 
unreasonable  rates,  and  a  former  statute,  which 
did  not  extend  to  joint  rates,  and  of  which  this 
was  an  amendment,  expressly  limited  the  effect 
of  the  commissioners'  order  as  to  rates  to  prima 
facie  evidence. 

12.  Where  a  statute  is  raeoepttble  of 
conflicting  and  doubtful  construction, 
that  construction  should  be  adopted  whioh  sup- 
ports It  hi  all  its  parts. 

18.  Courts  must  uphold  m,  statute  unless 
it  Is  so  plainly  and  palpably  In  conflict  with  the 
Constitution  as  to  leave  no  doubt  or  hesitation  in 
the  judicial  mind  as  to  its  invalidity. 

14.  Allegations  of  a  petition  for  aa  in- 
junction that  the  right  and  liberty  of  contract- 
Toff  with  referenoe  to  its  business  is  denied  to  the 
petitioner,  and  that  its  property  is  therefore 
taken  from  it  without  its  consent,  and  that  it  is 
compelled  to  enter  into  involuntary,  unreason- 
able and  unprofitable  contracts,  do  not  amount 
to  allegations  of  facts,  but  to  mere  statements  of 
conclusions,  and  are  not  therefore  admitted  by  a 
motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

16.  The  rule  that  the  dissolving  of  an 
injunction  is  discretionary,  and  that  the 
refusal  of  the  court  below  to  dissolve  it  will  not 
be  disturbed  unless  the  discretion  is  abused,  does 
not  apply  to  cases  involving*  questions  of  law 
arising  upon  the  face  of  the  pleadings. 

16*  An  injunction  may  be  dissolved  on 
motion,  although  the  facts  alleged  in  the  peti- 
tion are  not  denied,  if  the  issues  involved  simply 
the  validity  of  statutes  which,  if  valid,  will  ren- 
der the  injunction  improper  notwithstanding  the 
allegations  of  fact. 


17.  The  Justice  and  policy  of  statutes 
are  not  matters  for  the  consideration  of  courts. 

(Rothrock  and  Robinson,  JJ„  dissent  from  propo- 
sitions i,U  and  11 A 

(February  8,  18BL) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Johnson  Ootraty 
overruling  their  motion  to  dissolve  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  restraining  them,  in  their 
capacity  as  railroad  commissioners,  from  estab- 
lishing and  promulgating  joint  rates  of  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  freight  and  cars  over 
plaintiff's  railroad  and  the  roads  connected 
with  it.    Bewmd, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  Y.  Stone*  Atty-Gen.,  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  S.  K.  Tracy,  John  C.  Bills,  A. 
E.  Swisher*  T.  S.  Wright  and  J.  W. 
Blythe  for  appellee. 

Beck*  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  In  view  of  the  facts  that  the  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction  operates  as  a  demurrer  to 
the  petition,  and  the  decision  thereon  is  for  re- 
view in  this  case,  it  becomes  necessary  to  set 
out  fully  the  pleadings  upon  which  the  decis- 
ion was  made.    They  are  as  follows: 

"Petition  in  Equity.  Your  petitioner,  the 
Burlington,  Cedar  Rapids  &  Northern  Rail- 
way Company  of  Iowa,  a  corporation  duly 
organized  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  laws  of  Iowa,  complains,  and  says:  That 
defendants,  Peter  A  Dey,  Spencer  Smith  and 


R.  Go.  ox  Canada,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  803, 2  Inters. 
Com.  Com.  Rep.  820;  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exob.  v. 
Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  777, 8  Inters. 
Com.  Com.  Rep.  584. 

An  Intermediate  local  rate  should  never  exceed  a 
through  rate  to  the  terminus  of  the  line,  plus  the 
local  rate  back  to  the  Intermediate  point.  Martin 
v.  Southern  Fac.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  1. 

In  absence  of  competition  from  Canadian  rail- 
ways, conditions  of  traffic  from  San  Franoisoo  to 
Denver  are  not  so  different  from  those  from  San 
Francisco  to  the  Missouri  River  as  to  justify  the 
greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance.   Ibid. 

Through  traffic  arrangements. 

Neither  at  common  law  nor  under  the  Act  of 
CongresB  of  June  16, 1808  (U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.  1 5868),  or 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  of  Feb.  4, 1887,  can  a 
common  carrier  be  compelled  to  make  through 
traffic  arrangement  with  connecting  lines.  Ken- 
tucky ft  L  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  2  L. 
R.  A.  280, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  881, 87  Fed.  Rep.  587. 

The  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  does  not  empower 
the  commission  to  compel  railroad  companies  to 
enter  into  joint  arrangements  with  carriers  by  wa- 
ter for  through  carriage  at  through  rates.  Re  Joint 
Water  ft  Rail  Lines,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  488;  Ken- 
tucky ft  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
supra;  Gapehart  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  8  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  278. 

The  Act  of  Congress  in  its  present  form  Is  inade- 
quate to  satisfactorily  establish  a  through  route 
with  through  rates  without  the  co-operation  of 
carriers  in  arranging  for  the  division  of  rates  and 
other  necessary  agreements.  Little  Rock  ft  M.  R. 
Co.  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  454;  Kentucky  ft  L  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft 
N.  EU  Co.  supra. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Where  several  rail  carriers  engaged  In  Interstate 
commerce  each  cross  or  touch  a  navigable  river, 
leaving  a  large  space  of  territory  along  and  near 
the  river  and  between  their  lines  that  can  Deserved 
only  by  steamboats,  they  may  make  through  rates 
with  only  one  line  of  steamboats,  and  refuse  to 
make  such  through  rates  with  other  steamboats, 
on  the  river;  and  this  is  not  unjust  discrimination 
or  unlawful  preference.  Oapehart  v.  Louisville  ft 
N.  R.  Co.  supra. 

Through  rates,  legality  of. 

Through  rates  are  not  necessarily  illegal,  whioh, 
when  divided  between  carriers,  give  them  less  than 
their  local  rates,  provided  the  through  rate  itself 
is  not  less  than  some  one  of  the  locals,  or  unjustly 
discriminating  against  individuals  or  localities,  or 
so  low  as  to  burden  other  business  with  part  of  the 
cost  of  the  business  upon  whioh  it  is  imposed. 
Lippman  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
414. 

Such  a  situation  only  becomes  illegal  when  it  can 
be  shown  that  Illegal  results  follow  from  it  La 
Crosse  Mf  re.  ft  Jobbers  Union  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  9, 1  Inters.  Com.  Com.  Rep. 
89;  Business  Men's  Asso.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O. 
R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  41,  2  Inters.  Com.  Com. 
Rep.  52. 

A  rate  is  none  the  lees  a  through  rate  when  freight 
is  shipped  upon  a  through  bill  of  lading  from  the 
point  of  origin  to  destination,  accompanied  by  a 
way-bill  showing  the  route  over  which  it  is  to  pass, 
with  the  percentages  of  all  the  other  lines  set  forth, 
because  the  initial  carrier  charges  Its  local  rate  as 
part  of  the  total  rate,  and  the  remaining  lines 
charge  an  agreed  rate  made  by  percentages.  Mil- 
waukee Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Flint  ft  P.  M.  R. 
Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  803. 
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F.  T.  Campbell  compose  the  board  of  railroad 
commissioners  of  the  State  of  Iowa.  That  un- 
der and  bv  virtue  of  chapter  88  of  the  Acts  of 
the  22d  General  Assembly  authority  is  given 
to  said  board  to  fix,  establish  and  publish  rea- 
sonable maximum  rates  of  charges  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  upon  railroads  within 
said  State.  That  a  schedule  of  rates  has  been 
adopted  by  said  board  for  petitioner,  which 
was  by  it  duly  accepted  and  adopted  as  reason- 
able and  just  Your  petitioner  would  now 
further  show  that  by  the  Act  of  the  28d  Gen- 
eral Assembly  entitled  'An  Act  to  Amend 
Chapter  28  ox  the  Acts  of  the  22d  General  As- 
sembly, Giving  Authority  for  the  Making  of 
Rates  for  Transportation  of  Freight  and  Cars 
over  Two  or  More  Lines  of  Railroad  within 
this  State,  and  Enlarging  the  Powers  and  fur- 
ther Defining  the  Duties  of  the  Board  of  Rail- 
road Commissioners/  a  copy  of  which  Act  is 
attached  hereto  and  made  part  hereof,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  all  railway  companies  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  State,  upon  the  demand  of  any  per- 
son, shall  establish  Joint  rates  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  freight  between  points  on  their  re- 
spective lines,  and  shall  receive  and  transport 
freight  and  cars  over  such  routes  as  the  ship- 
per shall  direct  It  is  further  provided  by  said 
chapter  28  of  the  Acta  of  the  22d  General  As- 
sembly that,  when  the  rates  for  transportation 
charges  are  fixed  by  the  board  of  railroad  com- 
missioners, such  rates  shall,  in  all  suits  brought 
against  any  railroad  company,  wherein  are  in 
any  way  involved  the  charges  of  such  railroad 
for  the  transportation  of  freight,  be  deemed 
and  taken  in  all  courts  of  this  State  as  prima 
fade  evidence  that  the  rate  thus  fixed  is  a  rea- 
sonable and  Just  charge  for  the  transportation 


of  freight  and  cart  upon  such  roads,  and  that 
any  greater  charge  shall  be  deemed  extortion. 
And  it  is  further  provided  in  said  chapter  28  of 
the  Acts  of  the  22d  General  Assembly  that,  for 
violating  the  charges  or  rates  thus  fixed  by  the 
board,  the  penalty  therefor  is  to  forfeit  and  pay 
to  the  State  of  Iowa  not  less  than  one  thou- 
sand ($1*000)  dollars  nor  more  than  five  thou- 
sand ($5,000)  dollars  for  the  first  offense,  and 
not  less  than  five  thousand  ($5,000)  dollars  nor 
more  than  ten  thousand  ($10,000)  dollars  for 
every  subsequent  offense,  to  be  recovered  in  a 
civil  action,  by  ordinary  proceedings,  in  the 
name  of  the  State  of  Iowa.  Your  petitioner 
would  now  further  inform  your  honor  that 
several  demands  have  been  sent  to  it  under  the 
last  Act,  or  Joint  Rate  Law,  demanding  that 
it  shall  make  Joint  rates  with  other  railroads, 
as  is  in  said  Act  contemplated.  That  your 
petitioner  has  refused  to  make  such  Joint  rates 
upon  such  requests,  and  still  does  refuse  to 
make  such  joint  rates  with  other  and  distinct 
railroads.  That  by  said  last  Act  of  tbe  Legis- 
lature (known  as  the  'Joint  Rate  Act* )  it  then 
becomes  the  duty  of  the  board  of  railroad  com- 
missioners, upon  such  refusal,  and  upon  appli- 
cation of  any  person,  to  establish  Joint  rates 
between  different  and  connecting  roads.  That 
said  board  has  been  so  requested  by  interested 
parties  to  establish  joint  rates  between  peti- 
tioner and  other  railroads,  and  is  about  to  so 
do  and  promulgate  the  same,  and  such  joint 
rates  will  be  established  and  promulgated,  un- 
less restrained  by  order  of  this  court;  thus  sub- 
jecting your  petitioner  to  the  heavy  penalties 
referred  to  in  the  event  of  non-complying  with 
the  ioint  rates  thus  to  be  established  and  pro- 
mulgated.   Your  petitioner  now  avers  that  the 


A  through  rate  does  not  unjustly  discriminate 
against  an  intermediate  point  because  less  propor- 
tionally than  the  rate  from  such  point  to  the  com- 
mon destination.   Ubid. 

ContracU  for  through  rate*  on  railroads. 

Contracts  with  other  companies  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  through  routes  and  through  rates  for 
the  continuous  carriage  of  interstate  traffic  do  not 
violate  f  7  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  pro- 
hibiting a  combination  to  prevent  the  carriage  of 
freights  from  being  continuous.  Kentucky  ft  L 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  2  L.  R.  A.  280, 2 
Inters.  Com.  Bep.  861. 87  Fed.  Rep.  667. 

The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  makes  such  ar- 
rangement for  one  of  its  branch  roads  will  not 
charge  it  with  unjust  discrimination  for  refusing 
to  make  identical  arrangements  on  other  parts  of 
its  system.  Re  Joint  Water  ft  Bail  Lines,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Bep.  486. 

Connection  utith  bridas  company. 

A  bridge  company  which  is  not,  either  in  law  or 
in  fact,  a  common  carrier  of  interstate  traffic,  can- 
not invoke  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  to  compel  railway  companies  to  trans- 
act business  with  or  through  such  bridge  company. 
Kentucky  ft  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
2  L.  R.  A.  280, 2  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  861, 87  Fed.  Bep. 
667. 

Its  franchise  does  not  constitute  it  a  common  car" 
rier,  nor  confer  on  it  authority  "to  equip  its  road, 
and  to  transport  goods  and  passengers  thereon,  and 
charge  compensation  tberef  or."   Ibid. 

Where  a  railroad  company,  by  contract  with  a 
bridge  company,  acquires  the  right  to  use  a  bridge, 
with  its  approaches,  for  its  engines,  oars  and  trains, 
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it  Is  regarded,  under  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce. 1 1,  as  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  bridge 
and  approaches,  for  the  time  being,  as  to  all  freight 
transported  by  it  over  the  bridge.   Ibid. 

On  through  contract  iniMaXcompany  bound  to  per* 
forM. 

A  railroad  company  whose  line  extends  from  At- 
lanta to  West  Point,  Georgia,  having  received  at 
Atlanta  goods  for  shipment,  consigned  to  Dallas, 
Texas,  and  having  fixed  by  contract  with  the  con- 
signor the  rate  of  freight  for  the  whole  distance, 
apportioning  a  part  of  the  same  among  the  car- 
riers, itself  Included,  is  bound  for  performance  to 
the  place  of  consignment  Atlanta  ft  W.  P.  K.  Co. 
v.  Texas  Orate  Co.  61  Ga.  602.  8ee  Falvey  v.  Geor- 
gia R.  76  Ga.  697. 

Through  export  rates. 

The  only  practicable  mode  yet  devised  for  mak- 
ing through  export  rates,  as  appears  by  past  ex- 
perience. Is  to  add  to  the  established  inland  rates 
from  the  Interior  to  the  seaboard  the  current  ocean 
rates.  New  York  Produce  Rxoh.  v.  New  York 
Cent  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  568. 

Refusal  to  furnish  coal  can;  unjutt  discrimination. 

A  New  York  railroad  extending  to  Dayton,  Ohio, 
by  agreement  being  considered  with  an  Ohio  rail- 
road extending  from  Dayton  to  Cincinnati,  an  in- 
itial road  at  Cincinnati,  with  right  to  make  rates 
to  that  place,  Cincinnati  must  be  treated  as  a  point 
upon  the  line  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  against 
the  company  for  unjust  discrimination  in  refusing 
to  furnish  coal  cars.  Riddle  v.  New  York,  L,  E. 
W.  R.  Co.  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  787. 
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Act  of  tbe  Legislature  of  Iowa  known  as  the 
"Joint  Rate  Bill/  a  copy  of  which  is  attached, 
marked  'Exhibit  A/  is  unconstitutional  and 
void,  and  said  commissioners  have  no  right  or 
authority  thereunder  to  fix  a  Joint  rate,  or 
promulgate  the  same.  That  said  Act  deprives 
your  petitioner  of  its  rights  guaranteed  by  sec- 
tion 9,  art  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  Iowa,  in 
that  it  deprives  your  petitioner  of  its  property, 
and  the  right  to  contract,  and  deprives  it  of 
liberty,  without  due  process  of  law,  and  pre- 
vents its  acquiring,  possessing  and  protecting 
its  property  as  guaranteed  by  section  1  of  arti- 
cle 1  of  the  Constitution  of  Iowa,  and  bv  like 
powers  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
That  if  defendants  are  allowed  and  permitted 
to  establish  and  promulgate  such  joint  rates, 
although  tbe  same  will  be  void  for  the  reasons 
stated,  yet  thereunder  your  petitioner  will  be 
subjected  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  bv  many 
different  pel  sons,  to  recover  the  penalties  re- 
ferred to,  and  otherwise  harassed  by  vexatious 
litigation.  To  the  end,  therefore,  that  your 
petitioner  may  obtain  tbe  relief  to  which  it  is 
justly  entitled  in  the  premises,  and  being  re- 
mediless at  law,  it  now  prays  the  court  to  grant 
it  a  temporary  writ  of  injunction,  restraining 
defendants  and  each  of  them,  and  as  the  board 
of  railroad  commissioners,  from  establishing 
and  promulgating  joint  rates  with  it  in  connec- 
tion with  other  railroads,  for  the  shipment  of 
freight  and  can  over  such  different  railroads, 
and  that  upon  a  final  hearing  it  be  ordered  and 
decreed  that  defendants  be  permanently  en- 
joined from  establishing  such  joint  rates. 
And  further,  your  petitioner  prays  for  such 
other  and  further  relief  as  may  be  just  and 
equitable." 

(Exhibit  A.) 

"An  Act  to  amend  chapter  28  of  the  Acts  of 
the  Twenty-Second  General  Assembly,  giving 
authority  for  the  making  of  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  freight  and  cars  over  two  or  more 
lines  of  railroad  within  this  State,  and  enlarg- 
ing the  powers  and  further  defining  the  duties 
of  tbe  board  of  railroad  commissioners.  Be  it 
enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State 
of  Iowa: 

"Section  1.  That  chapter  28  of  the  Acts  of 
the  Twenty-Second  General  Assembly  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  amended  as  follows:  That 
said  chapter  28  of  the  Twenty-Second  General 
Assembly  shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit 
the  making  of  rates  by  two  or  more  railroad 
companies  for  the  transportation  of  property 
over  two  or  more  of  their  respective  lines  of 
railroad  within  this  State,  and  a  less  charge  by 
each  of  said  railroad  companies  for  its  portion 
of  such  joint  shipment  than  it  charges  for  a 
shipment  for  the  same  distance  wholly  over  its 
own  line  within  the  State  shall  not  be  consid- 
ered a  violation  of  said  chapter  28  of  the  Acts 
of  the  Twenty-Second  General  Assembly,  and 
shall  not  render  such  Railroad  Company  liable 
to  any  of  the  penalties  of  said  Act.  But  the 
provision  of  this  section  shall  not  be  construed 
to  permit  railway  companies  establishing  joint 
rates  to  make,  by  such  joint  rates,  any  unjust 
discrimination  between  the  different  shipping 
points  or  stations  upon  the  respective  lines  be- 
tween which  Joint  rates  are  established.  Any 
such  unjust  discrimination  shall  be  punished  in 
the  manner  and  by  the  same  penalties  provided 
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in  chapter  28  of  the  Acts  of  the  Twenty-Sec- 
ond General  Assembly. 

"Sec.  2.  All  railway  companies  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  State  shall,  upon  the  demand  of 
any  person  or  persons  interested,  establish  rea- 
sonable joint  through  rates  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  freight  between  points  on  their  respec- 
tive lines  within  this  State,  and  shall  receive 
and  transport  freight  and  cars  over  such  route 
or  routes  as  the  shipper  shall  direct  Carload 
lots  shall  be  transferred  without  unloading 
from  the  cars  in  which  such  shipments  were 
first  made,  unless  such  unloading  in  other  cars 
shall  be  done  without  charge  therefor  to  the 
shipper  or  receiver  of  such  carload  lots,  and 
such  transfer  be  made  without  unreasonable 
delay;  and  less  than  carload  lots  shall  be  trans- 
ferred into  the  connecting  railway's  cars  at 
cost,  which  shall  be  included  in  and  made  a 
part  of  the  joint  rate  adopted  by  such  railway 
companies,  or  established  as  provided  by  this 
Act.    When  shipments  of  freight  to  be  trans- 

S orled  between  different  points  within  this 
tate  are  required  to  be  carried  by  two  or  mora 
railway  companies  operating  connecting  lines, 
such  railway  companies  shall  transport  the 
same  at  reasonable  through  rates,  and  shall  at 
all  times  give  the  same  facilities  and  accommo- 
dation to  local  or  state  traffic  as  they  give  to 
interstate  traffic  over  their  lines  of  road. 

"Sec  8.  In  the  event  that  said  railway 
companies  fail  to  establish  through  joint  rates, 
or  fail  to  establish  and  charge  reasonable  rates 
for  such  through  shipments,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  board  of  railroad  commissioners,  and 
they  are  hereby  directed,  upon  the  application 
of  any  person  or  persons  interested,  to  estab- 
lish joint  rates  for  the  shipment  of  freight  and 
cars  over  the  two  or  more  connecting  lines  of 
railroad  in  this  State;  and  in  the  making  of 
such  rates,  and  in  changing  or  revising  the 
same,  they  shall  be  governed,  as  near  as  may 
be,  by  all  the  provisions  of  chapter  28  of  the 
Acts  of  the  Twenty-Second  General  Assembly, 
and  shall  take  into  consideration  the  average  of 
rates  charged  by  said  railway  companies  for 
shipment  within  this  State  for  like  distances 
over  their  respective  lines,  and  rates  charged 
by  the  railway  companies  operating  such  con- 
necting lines  tor  joint  interstate  shipments  for 
like  distances.  The  rates  established  by  the 
board  of  railroad  commissioners  shall  go  into 
effect  within  ten  days  after  the  same  are  pro- 
mulgated by  said  board,  and  from  and  after  that 
time  the  schedule  of  such  rates  shall  be  prima 
facie  evidence  in  all  of  the  courts  of  this  State 
of  the  joint  transportation  of  freight  and  cars 
upon  the  railroads  for  which  such  schedules 
have  been  fixed. 

"Sec  4.  Before  the  promulgation  of  such 
rates,  as  provided  in  section  8  of  this  Act,  the 
board  of  railroad  commissioners  shall  notify 
the  railroad  companies  interested  in  the  sched- 
ule of  joint  rates  fixed  by  them,  and  they  shall 
give  said  railroad  companies  a  reasonable  time 
thereafter  to  agree  upon  a  division  of  the 
charges  provided  for  in  such  schedule;  and,  in 
the  event  of  the  failure  of  said  railroad  compa- 
nies to  agree  upon  such  a  division,  and  to  no- 
tify the  board  of  such  agreement,  the  board  of 
railroad  commissioners  shall,  after  a  hearing  of 
the  companies  interested,  decide  the  same,  tak- 
ing into  consideration  the  value  of  terminal 
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facilities,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  tbe  haul: 
and  the  division  00  determined  by  the  board 
shall,  in  all  controversies  of  salts  between  rail- 
road companies  interested,  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  a  just  and  reasonable  division  of  such 
charges. 

"Sec.  5.  Every  unjust  and  unreasonable 
charge  for  the  transportation  of  freight  and 
cars  over  two  or  more  railroads  in  this  State  is 
hereby  prohibited,  and  declared  to  be  unlaw- 
ful, and  each  and  every  one  of  the  companies 
making  such  unreasonable  and  unlawful 
charges,  or  otherwise  violating  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  shall  be  punished  as  provided  in 
chapter  28  of  the  Acts  of  the  Twenty-Second 
General  Assembly  for  the  making  of  unreason- 
able charges  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
and  cars  over  a  single  line  of  railroad  by  a 
single  railroad  company. 

"Sec.  0.  This  Act,  being  deemed  of  imme- 
diate importance,  shall  take  effect  and  be  in 
force  from  and  after  its  publication  in  the 
Iowa  State  Register  and  the  Des  Moines  Lead- 
er, newspapers  published  in  the  City  of  Des 
Moines,  Iowa." 

Upon  the  presentation  of  the  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction,  plaintiff  filed  the  follow- 
ing: "Amendment  to  the  Petition.  Your 
petitioner,  by  way  of  amendment  to  the  orig- 
inal bill  filed  in  this  cause,  further  avers: 
Firit.  That  said  Act  known  and  referred  to 
as  the  'Joint  Bate  Bill/  and  the  Act  of  which 
it  is  amendatory,  are  unconstitutional  and  void, 
in  this:  that  under  said  Acts  your  petitioner  is 
denied  the  right  of  a  jury  trial,  and  denied  due 
process  of  law,  in  the  protection  and  preserva- 
tion of  its  property,  as  guaranteed  by  the  ninth 
section  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
State  of  Iowa;  that  its  property,  or  the  use 
thereof,  is  taken  without  its  consent,  and  with- 
out just  compensation,  for  private  and  public 
purposes,  and  that  its  right  of  appeal  is  so 
tampered  with  as  to  make  that  right  ineffect- 
ual; that  in  the  enforcement  of  any  order  pro- 
mulgated by  said  railroad  commissioners  all 
distinction  between  law  and  equitable  actions 
is  abolished  by  said  Acts,  all  of  which  is  in 
direct  violation  of  the  6th  section  of  article  5 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Iowa,  and 
which  deprives  petitioner  of  that  due  process 
of  law  therein  guaranteed.  Second.  That  said 
Acts  are  violative  of  section  8,  art  1,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in  that  it  is 
a  regulation  of  commerce  among  the  several 
States.  Third.  That  said  Acts  are  void  and 
unconstitutional,  because  they  violate  section 
17  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  Iowa,  by 
imposing  excessive  fines  and  unusual  punish- 
ment, fourth.  That  said  Acts  are  void  and 
inoperative,  because  they  fail  to  describe  or 
define  the  offenses  for  which  the  extraordi- 
nary penalties  are  imposed,  and  impose  penal- 
ties, by  way  of  attorney's  fees,  upon  railroad 
companies  for  making  any  defense  to  actions 
brought  under  said  Acts.  Fifth.  That  said 
Joint  Rate  Act  is  violative  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
in  that  it  abridges  the  privileges  or  immunities 
of  your  petitioner  as  a  citizen,  denies  it  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  and  deprives  it  or  its 
property,  and  the  use  thereof,  without  just 
compensation  or  due  process  of  law;  that  by 
said  Acts  your  petitioner  is  denied  the  right 
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and  liberty  of  contracting  with  reference  to  its 
business,  and  thus  is  its  property  taken  from 
it  without  its  consent,  and  it  is  compelled  to 
enter  into  involuntary,  unreasonable  and  un- 
profitable contracts  with  other  railroad  com- 
panies, at  the  instance  of  third  parties,  com- 
pelling the  operation  of  its  road  At  a  loss;  that, 
in  the  matter  of  fixing  the  joint  rates  contem- 
plated in  said  Statute,  your  petitioner  is  not 
notified  of  the  time  or  place  when  the  same 
are  to  be  fixed  by  defendants,  nor  given  any 
opportunity  to  object  to  the  making  of  such 
rates,  or  to  show  the  unreasonableness  of  the 
same;  that,  under  said  Statute,  the  joint  rates, 
as  thus  fixed  by  defendants,  are  final  and  ab- 
solute, and  thus  is  your  petitioner  deprived 
of  its  property,  and  the  use  thereof,  without 
due  process  of  law,  and  deprived  of  making 
reasonable  and  lawful  contracts  and  profits  as 
other  citizens  are  permitted  to  do,  and  hence 
it  is  denied  that  equal  protection  of  the  law 
guaranteed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Wherefore  your  petitioner  prays  that 
the  temporary  writ  of  injunction  issued  here- 
in may  be  continued  until  the  final  hearing  of 
this  cause,  and  that  upon  such  final  hearing  said 
injunction  may  be  made  perpetual;  and  your 
petitioner  prays  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  may  be  deemed  equitable  in  the 
premises." 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  is 
based  upon  the  ground  that  the  Statutes 
assailed  are  in  harmony  with  the  Constitution; 
that  the  petition  does  not  show  that  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the 
petition  and  that  the  district  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  cause  for  the  reason  that  it 
is,  in  fact,  an  action  against  the  State,  and  it 
is  not  shown  that  the  State  had  authorized  or 
consented  to  the  bringing  of  the  suit.  Chapter 
28,  Acts  22d  Gen.  Assem.,  which  is  amended  by 
chapter  17,  Acts  28d  Gen.  Assem.,  contains 
many  sections.  They  need  not  be  set  out, 
except  such  as  are  brought  in  question  or  as- 
sailed in  the  argument  of  counsel.  They  will 
be  cited  or  quoted  in  the  discussions  of  the 
questions  raised  thereon. 

2.  The  original  Act,  authorizing  rates  of 
charges  to  be  fixed  by  the  railroad  commis- 
sioners (chap.  28,  Acts  22d  Gen.  Assem.)  con- 
tains this  provision:  "Sec.  17.  The  board  of 
railroad  commissioners  of  this  State  are  here- 
by empowered  and  directed  to  make,  for  each 
of  the  railroad  corporations  doing  business  in 
this  State,  as  soon  as  practicable,  a  schedule 
of  reasonable  maximum  rates  of  charges  for 
the  transportation  of  freight  and  cars  on  each 
of  said  railroads,  and  said  power  to  make 
schedules  shall  include  the  power  of  classifica- 
tion of  all  such  freights;  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  said  commissioners  to  make  such 
classifications:  provided,  that  the  said  rates  of 
charges  to  be  so  fixed  by  said  commissioners 
shall  not,  in  any  case,  exceed  the  rates  which 
are  or  may  hereafter  be  established  by  law; 
and  said  schedules  so  made  by  said  commis- 
sioners shall,  in  all  suits  brought  against  any 
such  railroad  corporations,  wherein  is  in  any 
way  involved  tbe  charges  of  any  such  railroad 
corporation  for  the  transportation  of  any 
freight  or  cars,  or  unjust  discrimination  in 
relation  thereto,  be  deemed  and  taken  in  all 
courts  of  this  State  as  prima  facie  evidence 
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that  the  rates  therein  fixed  are  reasonable  and 
just  maximum  rates  of  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  freight  and  cars  upon  the  rail- 
roads for  which  said  schedules  may  have  been 
respectively  prepared.  Said  commissioners 
shall,  from  time  to  time,  and  as  often  as  cir- 
cumstances may  require,  change  and  revise 
said  schedules,  subject  to  the  same  provision 
that  the  rates  fixed  are  not  to  be  higher  than 
now  or  hereafter  established  by  law.  When 
any  schedule  shall  have  been  made  or  revised 
as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  com- 
missioners to  cause  notice  thereof  to  be  pub- 
lished for  two  successive  weeks  in  some  public 
newspaper  published  in  the  City  of  Des 
Moines,  in  this  State,  which  notice  shall  state 
the  date  of  the  taking  effect  of  said  schedule, 
and  said  schedule  shall  take  effect  at  the  time 
so  stated  in  such  notice,  and  a  printed  copy 
of  said  revised  schedule  shall  be  conspicuously 
posted  by  such  common  carrier  in  each  freight 
office  and  passenger  depot  upon  its  line  or 
lines.  All  such  schedules,  so  made,  shall  be 
received  and  held  in  all  such  suits  as  prima 
facie  the  schedule  of  said  commissioners,  with- 
out further  proof  than  the  production  of  the 
schedule  desired  to  be  used  as  evidence,  with 
a  certificate  of  said  railroad  commissioners 
that  the  same  is  a  true  copy  of  the  schedule 
prepared  by  them  for  the  railroad  company  or 
corporation  therein  named,  and  that  notice  of 
making  the  same  has  been  published  as  re- 

3 aired  by  law:  provided  that,  before  finally 
xing  and  deciding  what  the  original  maxi- 
mum rates  and  classification  shall  be,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  railroad  commissioners  to 
publish  ten  days'  notice  in  two  daily  papers 
published  in  Des  Moines,  setting  forth  in  such 
notice  that,  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  they 
will  proceed  to  fix  and  determine  such  maxi- 
mum rates  and  classification;  and  they  shall 
at  such  time  and  place,  and  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable, afford  to  any  person,  firm,  corpora- 
tion or  common  carrier  who  may  desire  it,  an 
opportunity  to  make  an  explanation  or  show- 
ing, or  to  furnish  information  to  said  commis- 
sioners, on  the  subject  of  determining  and 
fixing  such  maximum  rates  and  classification; 
and,  in  any  event,  the  original  schedule  of 
rates  and  classification  of  freights,  on  all  lines 
of  railroads  in  Iowa,  shall  be  fixed  and  shall 

S>  into  effect  within  sixty  days  from  the  tak- 
er effect  of  this  Act." 

It  will  be  observed,  upon  consideration  of 
the  plaintiff's  petition,  that  the  threatened  in- 
jury which  it  seeks  to  avert  by  the  injunction 
in  this  case  is  the  establishing,  promulgating 
and  enforcing  what  in  the  petition  are  called 
"joint  rates  between  petitioner  and  other  rail- 
roads." It  is  imporiant  that  we  determine,  at 
the  door  of  this  discussion,  what  are  these 
"joint  rates,"  the  fear  of  which  is  the  ground 
of  plaintiff's  action.  The  Statute  above 
quoted  (sec.  2)  provides  that  "all  railroad  com- 

Sanies  doing  business  in  this  State  shall,  upon 
emand  of  any  person  or  persons  interested, 
establish  reasonable  joint  through  rates  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  between  points  upon 
their  respective  lines  within  the  State."  Sec- 
tion 3  provides  that,  "in  the  event  said  rail- 
way companies  fail  to  establish  through  joint 
rates,  or  fail  to  establish  reasonable  rates  for 
such  through  shipments,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
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of  the  board  of  railroad  commissioners,  and 
they  are  hereby  directed,  upon  application  of 
any  person  or  persons  interested,  to  establish 
joint  rates  for  the  shipment  of  freight  and  cars 
over  two  or  more  lines  of  railroads  in  this 
State."  This  Statute  requires  the  railroad  com- 
panies to  establish  "through  joint  rates,"  and 
in  default  thereof  the  railroad  commissioners 
are  directed  to  establish  such  rates.  It  is 
plain  that  the  rates  required  are  ioint  rates  of 
charges  for  the  transportation  of  freight  and 
cars.  See  sec.  17,  chap.  28,  Acts  22d  Gen. 
Assem.,  above  quoted.  And  it  is  equally 
plain  that  the  joint  rates  of  charges  cover  all 
the  charges  for  the  transportation  over  two  or 
more  roads,  as  though  they  constituted  one 
road,  the  rate  fixed  determining  the  whole 
charges.  It  is  also  plain  that  these  joint  rates 
consist  of  the  separate  rates  of  each  separate 
road.  As  their  services  in  the  transportation 
of  the  freight  or  cars  are  not  always  equal,  be- 
cause of  differences  in  the  distances  of  trans- 
portation and  for  other  reasons,  the  reasonable 
charges  which  each  ought  to  make  cannot  be 
equal.  It  will  be  seen  at  once  that  the  rail- 
road companies,  or  the  railroad  commission- 
ers, when  establishing  joint  through  rates, 
must  establish  a  rate  for  each  road  which, 
when  united,  will  be  "the  joint  through  rates." 
This  is  an  obvious  construction  of  the  Statute 
demanded  by  its  language,  "through  joint 
rates"  (plural)  which  the  railroad  companies 
and  the  railroad  commissioners  are  required  to 
establish. 

3.  The  establishing  of  "through  joint  rates" 
is  the  only  duty  to  be  exercised  in  the  dis- 
cbarge of  the  power  conferred  upon  the  rail- 
road commissioners  by  the  sections  of  the 
Statute  just  cited,  which  are  the  occasion  of 
plaintiffs  fears  of  interference  with  its  rights, 
whereon  this  action  is  founded.  The  plaintiff 
does  not  allege  any  other  ground  of  action 
than  the  threatened  establishing  of  "through 
joint  rates."  No  other  objections  to  the  Stat- 
utes in  question,  pertaining  to  railroads  and 
rates  and  joint  rates,  are  made  in  the  petitioo; 
none  other  are  before  us  for  consideration.  It 
will  be  here  seen  that  the  Statutes  under  con- 
sideration in  no  way  affect  the  duty,  obliga- 
tion or  rights  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  common 
carrier,  further  than  is  done  by  the  regulation 
of  rates  of  charges.  The  law  relating  to  the 
receipts  and  delivery  of  freight  to  connecting 
lines,  and  the  obligations  and  rights  of  con- 
signors and  consignees  and  of  the  railroads, 
growing  out  of  the  relations  arising  when  such 
connecting  lines  exist,  are  not  modified,  re- 
stricted nor  in  any  way  affected  by  these  Stat- 
utes. In  short,  the  duty  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies, as  to  rates  and  joint  rates,  is  alone 
affected  and  regulated  by  these  Statutes.  These 
conclusions  will  be  again  brought  to  mind  in 
the  further  consideration  of  the  case. 

4.  The  considerations  just  expressed  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  power  and  authority 
vested  in  the  State,  under  which  rates  of  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  freight  by  railroads 
are  regulated,  may  be  exercised  to  establish 
what  are  called  "joint  through  rates."  That 
the  State  may  fix  the  maximum  charges  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  by  railroads,  which 
shall  not  be  unreasonable,  is  not  disputed  in 
this  case.    It  has  been  so  decided  by  the  Unit- 
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cd  States  Supreme  Court,  and  the  doctrine  has 
been  recognized  by  this  court  See  Chicago, 
B.  dQ.R Ot>.  v.Iowa,  94  U.  8. 155,34L.ed. 
94.  In  our  opinion,  no  facts  or  distinction  in 
principle  exist  which  deprive  the  State  of  au- 
thority and  power  to  establish  "joint  through 
rates,  while  it  may,  in  the  exercise  of  its  con- 
stitutional authority,  fix  rates  of  freight  charges 
for  each  separate  railroad.  When  rates,  not 
joint,  are  fixed,  the  maximum  charges  for  speci- 
fied distances,  or  per  mile,  are  determined  for 
each  separate  railroad,  as  shown  by  this  illus- 
tration: Freight  is  shipped  from  Cedar  Rap- 
ids to  Davenport  by  the  Burlington,  Cedar 
Rapids  &  Northern  and  the  Chicago,  Rock  Is- 
land &  Pacific  Railroads.  The  rate  of  freight 
charges  is  fixed  by  the  State  from  Cedar  Rap- 
ids to  West  Liberty,  and  a  separate  rate  from 
West  Liberty  to  Davenport  Now,  here  are 
two  separate  rates, — a  rate  for  each  road.  It 
is  not  doubted  that  the  State  may  fix  these 
rates;  and  when  that  is  done  the  charges  for 
through  shipments  from  Cedar  Rapids  to  Da- 
venport is  the  sum  of  the  separate  rates.  The 
State,  in  the  exercise  of  its  authority,  in  accord 
with  legislative  wisdom,  may  discover  that 
these  separate  rates,  when  united,  are  too  small 
to  compensate  the  carrier,  or  too  large  to  do 
justice  to  the  shipper;  that  Justice  demands 
such  modification  of  these  separate  charges 
that  the  sum  thereof  will  be  reasonable  and  Just, 
both  as  to  the  railroad  companies  and  the  ship- 
pers. Thereupon  the  State,  for  "through  ship- 
ments" over  the  two  roads,  fixes  rates  of  charges 
for  each  road.  The  sum  thereof,  united,  con- 
stitutes the  lawful  charge  for  freight  between 
Cedar  Rapids  and  Davenport.  It  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  thing  done  in  the  one  case  is  the 
same  as  in  the  other.  It  is  simply  the  fixing 
of  the  rate  to  be  charged  by  each  road.  No 
reason  can  be  given  why  the  State  should  not 
Hx  separate  rates,  which  should  apply  to  the 
through  shipments  between  stations  of  differ- 
ent roads.  The  authority  which  will  authorize 
the  fixing  of  rates  for  each  road  may  be  exer- 
cised, when  there  shall  be  through  shipments 
•over  separate  roads,  to  enlarge  or  restrict  such 
separate  rates,  in  order  to  attain  the  ends  of 
justice.  It  will  clearly  be  seen  that  the  words 
"through  Joint  rates"  simply  mean  rales  which 
-shall  be  Just  and  reasonable  charges  for  the 
transportation  over  the  united  route.  As  we 
have  said,  these  united  charges  must  be  so  ap- 
portioned to  the  separate  roads  that  each  shall 
receive  a  just  and  reasonable  part  of  the  joint 
■charge.  If  the  joint  rate  is  nxed  by  the  rail- 
road companies,  they  will  determine  the  part 
•each  shall  receive.  This  will  be  done  by  the 
railroad  commissioners,  in  case  the  railroad 
-companies  fail  to  fix  loint  rates;  "and  the  com- 
missioners will  consider  matters  and  circum- 
stances which  should  affect  the  division.  Acts 
23d  Gen.  Assem.  chap.  17,  §  4. 

5.  Tbe  arranging  of  what  is  called  "joint 
through  rates"  is  not  a  thing  that  is  new  in  the 
business  of  railroad  transportation.  The  cur- 
rent history  of  the  country  discloses  the  exist- 
■ence  of  the  practice  'among  railroads  to  make 
through  shipments  of  freight  without  change 
of  cars.  Nor  is  this  practice  of  recent  origin. 
It  has  existed  whenever  the  business  of  the  roads 
demanded  it.  Expedition  and  ecomony  in 
transportation  induced  contracts  and  arrange- 
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ments  for  through  shipments  between  points  on 
connecting  roads.  It  may  be  that  in  some 
cases  the  managers  of  the  roads  refused  or 
failed  to  enter  into  such  arrangements  or  con- 
tracts, and  it  may  be  that  in  other  cases  the 
business  of  the  roads  has  not  been  managed 
wholly  in  accord  with  the  best  interests  of  the 
corporations  owning  them,  and  with  the  re- 

Suirements  of  the  law.  But  such  failure  of 
uty  does  not  establish  the  right  to  be  exempt 
therefrom.  Surely,  the  course  of  business 
which  has  been  found,  by  experience  of  rail- 
road management,  to  be  promotive  of  economi- 
cal transportation  and  increase  of  business, 
thereby  promoting  the  interest  of  the  owners 
of  the  railroads  and  the  shippers,  ought  to  be 
pursued;  and,  if  the  railroad:  management  fail 
or  refuse  to  pursue  it,  the  State,  as  it  has  done 
in  the  Statutes  under  consideration,  ought  to 
require  it  to  be  pursued.  This  tbe  State  can  do 
under  the  authority  it  possesses  to  regulate  and 
control  carriers,  and  provide  maximum  freight 
charges. 

It  will  be  observed  that  section  3  of  the 
Statute  above  quoted,  providing  for  joint 
through  rates,  contemplates  the  practice  of 
through  shipments,  so  long  existing,  and  re- 
quires the  railroad  commissioners  to  consider 
the  charges  made  for  loint  interstate  shipments 
and  the  rates  charged:  by  the  railroad  compa- 
nies for  shipments  within  the  State.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  Statute  is  to  secure  lust  and  rea- 
sonable rates  for  the  shippers  of  this  State,  and 
it  directs  that  the  practice  and  course  of  busi- 
ness of  the  railroads  shall  be  considered  in  fix- 
ing such  rates.  It  cannot  be  that  the  Statute 
in  question  will  operate  to  the  denial  of  just 
compensation  to  tbe  railroad  corporations  for 
the  transportation  of  property.  It  provides 
that  Joint  rates  fixed  under  the  Statutes  shall 
be  reasonable.  The  railroad  commissioners,  it 
will  be  presumed,  will  rightly  discharge  their 
duties,  and  will  fix  reasonable  and  just  "joint 
through  rates."  If  these  officers  fail  in  their 
duty,  from  errors  of  judgment  or  from  other 
causes,  the  railroads  may  cause  their  action  to 
be  reviewed  and  corrected. 

6.  Objections  to  the  Statutes  are  urged  in  the 
following  language:  "We  contend,  therefore, 
that  the  law  seeks  to  compel:  firtt,  that  two 
or  more  companies  shall  enter  involuntarily 
into  contract  relations  with  each  other  at  the 
demand  of  a  third  person;  tecond,  that  one 
company  shall  surrender  its  cars  to  the  posses- 
sion of  another,  or  unload  the  contents  without 
compensation;  third,  that,  at  the  demand  of  a 
third  person,  companies  shall  not  only  part 
with  the  possession  of  their  cars,  with  no  pro- 
vision in  the  law  as  to  their  return  or  compen- 
sation for  their  use,  but  shall  accept  cars  of 
other  companies,  and  carry  the  same  over  its 
lines,  without  any  provision  for  compensation." 
The  statement  of  facts  in  this  position  is  not 
wholly  correct.  It  is  not  correct  that  railroad 
companies  are,  under  the  Statute,  compelled  to 
enter  involuntarily  into  contract  relations  with 
each  other.  It  is  true  that  the  8tatute  requires 
them  to  enter  into  the  contract  for  joint  rates, 
thus  imposing  upon  them  the  duly  so  to  do; 
but  the  Statute  does  not  provide  for  enforcing 
the  duty  by  proceedings  recognizing  a  contract 
between  the  parties,  if  that,  indeed,  could  be 
done;  nor  does  it  provide  for  penalties  or  for. 
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features  for  failure  to  discbarge  the  duty.  It 
simply  provides  that,  in  case  of  failure  to  adopt 
joint  rates  by  the  companies,  the  railroad  com- 
missioners shall  prescribe  them,  and  the  com- 
panies shall  not  be  permitted  to  charge  more. 
In  that  case,  the  charges  are  not  made  by  the 
companies  under  a  contract,  but  pursuant  to  a 
duty  and  obligation  imposed  by  law.  It  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  support  an  action  against 
a  railroad  company  for  failure  to  fix  Joint  rates, 
to  hold  that  it  is  bound  by  an  obligation  as  of  a 
•contract.  Its  liability  arises  by  reason  of  its 
failure  to  perform  a  duty  imposed  by  law. 
The  Statute,  in  its  principle  and  its  effect  in 
this  regard,  is  not  different  from  other  rules  of 
the  law  applicable  to  common  carriers,  which 
hold  them  liable  for  failure  to  receive  property 
for  transportation.  In  both  cases  the  carrier  i& 
liable  for  the  non-performance  of  duty. 

7.  The  course  of  business  of  railroad  com- 
panies, originating  in  the  wants  and  demands 
of  commerce,  requires  the  cars  of  one  company 
to  be  delivered  to  another  for  transportation. 
It  is  presumed  that  rules  relating  to  compensa- 
tion for  the  cars  transported  are  settled  by 
agreement,  or  under  rules  recognized  and  pre- 
vailing in  the  business  of  transportation  by 
railroads.  At  all  events,  the  law  provides 
rules  under  which  this  matter  of  compensation 
may  be  settled.  It  is  competent  for  the  rail- 
road commissioners,  if  it  be  necessary,  to  im- 
pose rules  touching  this  matter,  in  order  to  aid 
the  railroad  companies  to  perform  the  duty 
imposed  by  the  Statute  to  provide  for  Joint 
rates,  or  to  require  or  enforce  the  performance 
of  that  duty.  The  fact  that  the  transfer  of  cars 
from  one  company  to  another,  for  the  trans- 
portation of  property  over  more  than  one  rail- 
road, without  breaking  bulk,  has  been  prac- 
ticed so  long  as  to  be  recognized  as  of  the 
course  of  business,  of  which  we  will  take  Judi- 
cial notice  {Peoria  4b  P.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
B.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  109  111.  185),  is  a  complete 
answer  to  the  complaints  made  in  the  objec- 
tions under  consideration.  Snrely,  a  course  of 
business  so  Ion?  pursued,  and  so  extensively 
prevailing,  and  demanded  by  the  commerce  of 
this  country,  cannot,  when  recognized  and  re- 
quired by  statute,  become  so  objectionable  in 
principle,  so  oppressive  in  operation,  as  to  re- 
quire the  Statute  to  be  declared  unconstitution- 
al. A  railroad  company,  as  a  common  carrier, 
is  required  to  receive  and  transport  freight  of- 
fered to  it  for  transportation.  The  reasons 
upon  which  this  rule  is  founded  impose  upon 
it  the  obligation  to  haul  cars  of  other  compa- 
nies brought  to  it  for  the  transportation  over 
Its  own  road.  Peoria  &  P.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  1.  dP.R.  Co.  $upra. 

As  the  course  of  business  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies and  the  rules  of  law  require  them  to 
transport  the  cars  of  other  companies,  surely  a 
statute  prescribing  and  en  forcing  the  duty  thus 
Imposed  cannot  be  regarded  as  interfering 
with  the  constitutional  guaranties  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  rights  and  property  of  such  com- 
panies. The  Statute  under  consideration  pro- 
Tides  that  freight  in  carload  quantities  may  be 
transferred,  instead  of  going  through  to  desti- 
nation without  change  of  cars,  the  cost  of  un- 
loading being  paid  by  the  company  making  it 
Acts  23d  Gen.  Assem.  chap.  17,  §  2.  This 
provision  is  intended  to  excuse  the  duty  to 
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transfer  cars  upon  payment  of  costs  of  unload- 
ing, and  is  enacted  in  the  exercise  of  legislative 
authority,  to  regulate  the  performance  of  duty 
by  earners,  and  prescribe  reasonable  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  freight. 

8.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  maintain,  upon  many 
grounds,  that  the  Statutes  in  question  are  in 
conflict  with  both  the  State  and  Federal  Con- 
stitutions. It  is  first  urged  that  they  impair 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  arising  under 
plaintiff's  charter.  It  has  been  held  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  that  railroad  cor- 
porations are  "subject  to  legislative  control  as 
to  the  rates  of  fare  and  freight,  unless  protected 
by  their  charters."  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Iowa,  94  U.  S.  156,  24  L.  ed.  94.  This  doctrine 
is  recognized  by  this  court.  The  authority  of 
the  State  to  control  rates  of  freight  charges 
made  by  railroad  companies  is  not  restricted  so 
that  it  cannot  be  exercised  in  fixing  the  rates 
to  be  charged  by  connecting  roads,  which  are 
called  in  the  Statute  "joint  through  rates." 
Joint  rates,  as  explained  heretofore  in  this 
opinion,  are  simply  the  sum  of  separate  rates 
of  the  respective  roads.  The  railroad  commis- 
sioners in  fixing  Joint  rates,  under  authority  of 
the  State,  may  make  just  and  reasonable  orders 
for  the  return  of  cars  and  for  compensation  for 
their  use,  or  for  hauling  them,  and  they  will 
consider  these  matters  in  fixing  the  separate 
rates  which  together  make  the  joint  rate.  The 
constitutional  objection  in  this  point  demands 
no  further  consideration. 

9.  It  is  urged  by  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the 
Statute  is  in  conflict  with  the  14th  Amendment 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  "in 
that,  without  due  process  of  law,  and  without 
just  compensation,  it  takes  away  from  the  cor- 
porators funds  invested  by  them  upon  certain 
specified  trusts,  and  applies  these  funds  to  uses 
to  which  the  owners  never  consented."  We 
understand  this  objection,  in  effect,  to  be  this: 
That  by  the  Statute  plaintiff  or  its  stockholders 
are  deprived  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  The  power  of  the  State  is  exercised 
through  designated  officers,  the  railroad  com- 
missioners, by  proceedings  specially  provided 
to  enforce  the  authority  of  the  State.  They  are 
designated  by  the  Code  special  proceedings,  in 
which  rights  may  be  established  and  remedies 
enforced,  and  are  pursued  in  many  cases. 
Code,  §  2504.  Railroad  corporations  acquire 
lands  to  be  occupied  by  their  roads  by  special; 
proceedings.  Surely,  the  same  character  of 
proceedings  may  be  invoked  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance oy  them  of  lawfully  imposed  duty, 
The  proceedings  provide  for  notice  to  the  rail- 
road companies,  and  that  {hey  shall  be  heard 
in  regard  to  the  questions  of  joint  rates.  Acts 
28d  Gen.  Assem.  chap.  17,  §  4.  It  is  a  mistake 
to  suppose  that  "due  process  of  law"  is  found 
only  in  law  or  chancery  actions.  Special  pro- 
ceedings, applicable  to  specified  subject-matter, 
and  conformable  to  the  rules  requiring  notice 
and  the  acquisition  of  jurisdiction,  and  which 
affect  all  persons  alike,  whose  property  or  rights 
come  within  the  lawful  scope  of  the  proceed- 
ings, are  prosecuted  with  "due  process  of  law." 
6  Am.  &  En*.  Encyclop.  Law,  title  Due  Pro* 
est  of  Law.  The  Statutes  are  designed  to  pre- 
vent railroad  corporations  from  charging  un- 
reasonable rates  for  the  transportation  of  prop- 
erty.   Surely,  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  they 
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are  deprived  of  property  and  property  rights 
by  restrictions  against  unreasonable  charges. 
In  this  connection  counsel  repeat  objections 
founded  upon  what  they  term  ''enforced  con- 
tractual relations"  between  the  railroad  com- 
panies. We  have  shown  that  these  Joint 
through  rates  are  often  agreed  upon  by  the  rail- 
road companies.  They  determine,  in  the  com- 
mon course  of  business,  the  division  of  charges, 
and  where  and  to  whom  they  shall  be  paid. 
Under  the  Statute  in  question,  it  is  made  the 
duty  of  the  railroad  companies  to  establish 
Joint  through  rates.  If  they  fail  to  perform 
the  duty,  the  railroad  commissioners  wOl  estab- 
lish the  rates  as  they  should  have  done,  and 
will  do  Just  as  they  should  have  done  and  could 
have  done,— prescribe  as  to  the  time  and  place 
of  payment,  and  division  of  charges.  There 
will  be  no  more  difficulty  in  obeying  the  re- 
quirements of  the  railroad  commission  than  in 
performing  their  own  agreements  for  Joint 
through  rates,  entered  into  in  the  course  of 
their  business.  It  is  plain  that  the  rights  of 
plaintiff  will  not  be^nvaded  under  this  Statute, 
and  it  will  suffer  no  oppression. 

10.  It  is  argued  that  the  Statutes  are  void 
for  the  reason  the  railroad  commissioners  are 
not  a  judicial  body,  and  ought  not  to  be  per- 
mitted to  fix  rates  which  shall  be  regarded  as 
prima  facie  reasonable.  The  question  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rates,  it  is  argued,  ought 
to  be  Judicially  determined;  and  so  it  can  be  if 
the  action  of  the  commission  is  not  satisfactory 
to  the  Railroad  Company.  The  provision  of 
the  Statute  that  the  rates  fixed  by  the  commis- 
sioners shall  be  regarded  as  prima  facie  reason- 
able is  not  of  an  unusual  character,  and  was 
enacted  in  the  exercise  of  the  undoubted  power 
of  the  State  to  prescribe  rules  of  evidence  in 
all  proceedings  under  the  laws  of  the  State. 
The  law  presumes  the  acts  of  officers  of  the 
State  to  be  rightly  done,  and  gives  them  faith 
accordingly.  This  rule  is  not  unlike  the  pro- 
vision of  the  8tatute  complained  of  by  plaintiff. 
The  courts  of  law  and  chancery  are  open  to 
the  railroad  corporations,for  proceedings  to  re- 
view the  acts  of  the  commissioners  in  fixing 
rates  of  charges. 

11.  It  is  urged  that  the  Statutes  are  in  con- 
flict with  article  1,  §  8,  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  that  it  is  an  attempt  to 
regulate  commerce  between  the  States,  The 
position  is  based  upon  these  alleged  facts.  The 
plaintiff's  road,  in  its  route  between  Burlington 
and  Rock  Rapids,  passes  through  a  part  of 
Minnesota.  Trains  running  between  these 
cities  would  pass  through  another  State,  and 
therefore  counsel  conclude  shipments  between 
these  cities,  on  these  trains,  is  interstate  com- 
merce. We  need  not  determine  whether  traffic 
between  cities  of  the  same  State  in  merchandise, 
which,  pursuant  to  the  traffic,  is  transferred 
from  one  city  of  the  8tate  to  another,  by  a 
route  partly  in  another  State,  by  a  railway 
company  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State, 
which  carries  the  merchandise  within  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  other  State,  is  interstate  com- 
merce. See,  on  this  question,  Com.  v.  Lehigh 
Valley  R.  Co.  (Pa.),  17  AtL  Rep.  179,  and  State 
v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  eft  0.  R.  Co.,  40  Minn. 
267,  recognizing  adverse  rules,  the  first  main- 
taining that  such  a  transaction  is  not  interstate 
commerce.  The  petition  does  not  allege  that 
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defendants  are  about  to  fix  Joint  rates  between 
Burlington  and  Rock  Rapids.  If  it  be  not  law- 
ful for  them  to  do  so,  we  will  presume,  when 
called  on  to  act,  they  will  not  fix  such  a  joint 
through  rate.  We  would  not  annul  a  statute 
on  the  ground  of  a  fear  of  its  erroneous  execu- 
tion in  one  particular.  Upon  the  question  of 
law  presented  by  counsel  we  intimate  no  opin- 
ion. 

12.  Chapter  28,  Acts  22d  Gen.  Assem.,  pro- 
vides that,  when  recovery  is  bad  for  its  viola- 
tion, attorney's  fees  are  adjudged  against  the 
defendant.  It  is  insisted  that  a  privilege  is 
here  granted  to  a  suitor  which  is  withheld  from 
other  citizens.  All  citizens  having  litigation 
of  the  character  indicated,  have  equal  rights  to 
recover  attorney's  fees.  The  Legislature  may 
prescribe  rules  permitting  recovery  of  double 
damages  or  attorney's  fees  in  one  class  of  cases, 
and  deny  it  in  all  others.  There  is  no  inequal- 
ity therein  forbidden  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws. 

18.  It  is  insisted  that  the  provision  imposes 
a  "penalty  for  exercising  the  right  of  defense." 
It  will  be  seen  that,  if  the  defense  is  established, 
there  can  be  no  penalty;  if  it  be  not,  it  will  be 
rightly  imposed. 

14.  It  is  urged  that  the  Statute  is  void  for 
uncertainty,  in  that  it  does  not  define  the  of- 
fense for  which  the  penalties  provided  may  be 
imposed.  These  offenses  are  explicitly  denned 
in  chapter  28,  Acts  22d  Gen.  Assem.  §§  11, 28. 
It  is  said  the  Statute  is  uncertain,  because 
it  does  not  prescribe  what  shall  constitute  a 
reasonable  rate.  It  declares  that  the  rate  fixed 
by  the  commission  shall  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence that  it  is  reasonable.  But  it  permits  the 
accused  to  show  in  defense  that  it  is  not  rea- 
sonable. The  law  requires  reasonable  rates  to 
be  charged.  What  constitutes  such  rates  is  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  under  the 
rules  of  the  law.  But  it  is  said  that  the  com- 
missioners' rate  would  not  secure  the  accused 
from  conviction  if  it  be  shown  that  the  charges 
fixed  by  the  commissioners  are  excessive, — 
greater  than  is  reasonable.  But  the  purpose  of 
the  provision  authorizing  the  commission  to  fix 
rates  is  to  determine  a  maximum  rate,  beyond 
which  the  railroad  company  may  not  charge. 
It  may  charge  the  rate  fixed,  but  no  more.  In 
prosecutions  to  recover  penalties  for  the  viola- 
tion of  the  Statute,  the  State  is  precluded  from 
denying  that  the  commissioners'  rates  are  rea- 
sonable. 

15.  It  is  urged  that  the  fines  imposed  bv  the 
Statute  for  its  violation  are  excessive,  and  for- 
bidden by  the  State  Constitution.  Art.  1 ,  §  17. 
The  fines  are  intended  to  enforce  obedience  to 
the  law  by  corporations  having  great  incomes 
and  controlling  vast  properties.  The  Legisla- 
ture, in  exercise  of  its  wisdom,  fixed  penalties 
which,  if  imposed  upon  individuals,  might  ap- 
pear excessive,  but  when  imposed  upon  the  cor- 
porations would  be  esteemed  no  greater  than  ia 
necessary  to  enforce  obedience  to  the  Statute- 
The  railroad  companies  have  a  ready  and  effi- 
cient way  of  avoiding  these  severe  penalties, 
namely,  by  obeying  truly  the  laws  of  the  State. 
If  they  do  this,  they  are  in  no  danger  of  the 
penalties;  if  they  do  not.  they  are  in  no  condi- 
tion to  complain  of  the  laws. 

16.  It  is  insisted  that  the  rates  established 
under  authority  conferred  by  chapter  17,  Acta 
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23d  Gen.  Assem.,  are  absolute,  and,  upon  the 
questions  of  their  justice  and  reasonableness, 
are  final  and  conclusive.  The  third  section 
-confers  such  authority  upon  the  railroad  com- 
missioners. It  is  insisted  that  this  section  fails 
to  provide  that  the  rates  shall  be  only  prima 
facie  evidence  that  they  are  Just  and  reasonable. 
It  is  claimed  by  counsel  that  the  last  sentence 
is  unintelligible, — at  least  so  uncertain  as  to  be 
incapable  of  construction.  It  may  be  assumed, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  argument,  that  this  posi- 
tion is  correct.  It  is  evident  that  this  section 
is  not  wholly  in  the  language  used  in  its  enact- 
ment by  the  General  Assembly;  the  history  of 
the  law  supports  this  conclusion.  The  Act 
•containing  tne  provision  is  amendatory  to 
chapter  28.  Acts  22d  Gen.  Assem.,  and  confers 
authority  to  fix  joint  through  rates,  which  was 
not  done  in  the  prior  Statute.  That  Statute 
provides  that  the  rates  fixed  by  the  railroad 
commissioners  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  that 
they  are  just  and  reasonable.  The  amendatory 
Statute  provides  that  in  making  joint  rates,  and 
in  changing  and  revising  the  same,  the  railroad 
commissioners  shall  be  governed,  as  nearly  as 
may  be,  by  all  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
which  it  b  amendatory,  and  that  the  punish- 
ments and  penalties  provided  in  the  prior  Act 
shall  be  inflicted  for  the  violation  of  the  amend- 
atory Act  See  sections  1, 5.  No  other  pun- 
ishments and  penalties  are  prescribed.  It  will 
be  observed  that  section  5,  in  express  language, 
declares  that  the  punishments  and  penalties 
contemplated  by  the  Act  shall  be  inflicted  for 
unjust  and  unreasonable  charges.  The  charges 
fixed  by  the  railroad  commissioners  are,  under 
the  Statute,  prima  facie  evidence  of  their  rea- 
sonableness. For  the  violation  of  the  law  in 
charging  more  than  reasonable  joint  rates,  as 
determined  by  law,  punishments  and  penalties 
«re  alone  provided.  We  conclude  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  obvious  construction  of  the  two 
Statutes,  read  together,  the  joint  rates  are  not 
absolute,  but  are  prima  facie  evidence  only  of 
their  reasonableness  and  justice.  The  con- 
struction of  the  Statutes  we  have  adopted  gives 
it  effect;  that  insisted  upon  by  plaintiff  would 
defeat  it.  We  are  required,  under  the  familiar 
rules  of  the  law,  the  Statute  being  susceptible 
of  conflicting  and  doubtful  construction,  to 
adopt  that  one  which  supports  the  Statute  in 
all  its  parts,  and  if  the  Statute  in  some  of  its 
provisions  be  so  indefinite,  uncertain  or  unin- 
telligible as  to  be  incapable  of  enforcement,  or 
be  void  because  of  conflict  with  the  Constitu- 
tion, or  for  any  other  reason,  we  must  sustain 
the  Statute  in  all  its  parts  which  are  not  sub- 
ject to  such  objections. 

17.  Another  familiar  rule  of  the  law  re- 
squires  courts  to  uphold  statutes  unless  they  are 
po  plainly  and  palpably  in  conflict  with  the 
Constitution  as  to  leave  no  doubt  or  hesitation 
in  the  judicial  mind  of  their  invalidity.  Stew- 
art ▼.  Foik  County  8upn.  80  Iowa,  9;  Central 
Iowa  R  Co.  v.  Wright  Cwnty  Suprs.  67  Iowa, 
199;  Gates  v.  Brooks,  59  Iowa,  510;  Morrison 
v.  Springer,  15  Iowa,  805.  It  cannot  be  fairly 
-claimed  that  the  Statutes  in  question  are  plain- 
ly and  without  a  doubt  unconstitutional. 

18.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  insist  that  the 
order  of  the  district  court  in  overruling  the 
motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  must  be  af- 
firmed on  this  ground:  The  motion  to  dissolve 
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admits  the  allegations  of  the  petition.  It  is 
claimed  one  of  these  allegations  is  "that  joint 
rates,  as  contemplated  by  the  Statute,  would  so 
reduce  plaintiff's  income  as  to  render  its  busi- 
ness unremunerative."  It  is  insisted  that,  upon 
this  admission,  it  must  be  held  that  the  Statutes 
in  question  would  have  the  effect  to  deprive 
plaintiff  of  its  property.  Without  inquiry 
whether  the  effect  of  the  Statute  upon  plain- 
tiffs business,  as  claimed,  would  be  ground 
of  holding  it  invalid,  and  en  joining  its  enforce- 
ment, we  think  the  loss  of  plaintiff's  property 
is  not  shown  in  plaintiff's  petition.    The  lan- 

Siage  of  the  petition  upon  which  counsel  base 
e  position  under  consideration  is  this:  "That 
by  said  Acts  your  petitioner  is  denied  the  right 
and  liberty  of  contracting  with  reference  to  its 
business,  and  therefore  is  its  property  taken 
from  it  without  consent,  and  it  is  compelled  to 
enter  into  involuntary,  unreasonable  and  un- 
profitable contracts  with  other  railroad  compa- 
nies, at  the  instance  of  third  parties,  compel- 
ling the  operation  of  its  road  at  a  loss."  What 
is  averred  here  as  to  the  deprivation  of  proper- 
ty, and  the  future  operations  of  the  road  at  a 
loss,  are  mere  conclusions  as  to  supposed  effects. 
It  does  not  amount  to  an  allegation  of  facts. 
It  is  the  mere  statement  of  a  conclusion  that  the 
road  would  be  operated  at  a  loss  because  plain- 
tiff would  be  compelled  by  the  Statute  to  enter 
into  involuntary,  unreasonable  and  unprofita- 
ble contracts.  The  allegation  in  question  is  in- 
deed a  conclusion  based  upon  another  conclu- 
sion as  to  the  supposed  operations  of  the  Statute. 

19.  It  is  also  insisted:  that,  as  the  dissolving 
of  an  injunction  is  a  matter  resting  largely  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  the  refusal  of  the 
court  below  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  it  ap- 
pears such  discretion  has  been  abused.  But 
this  rule  does  not  apply  to  cases  involving 
questions  of  law  arising  upon  the  face  of  the 
petition  itself.  If  it  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  pleadings  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  in- 
junction ought  not  to  have  been  granted,  it 
will  be  dissolved.  Surely,  the  operations  of  a 
Statute  of  a  State  will  not  be  suspended  by  in- 
junction for  conflict  with  the  Constitution,  un- 
der this  doctrine  of  discretion,  when  the  peti- 
tion therefor,  upon  its  face,  shows  that  it  is 
constitutional,  or  that  it  is  not  clearly  and 
without  doubt  unconstitutional.  The  failure 
to  dissolve  the  injunction,  upon  proper  motion, 
was  not  done  in  the  exercise  of  judicial  discre- 
tion. The  enforcement  and  obedience  to  the 
rules  of  law  are  not  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

20.  The  views  just  expressed,  and  the  rules 
upon  which  they  are  based,  dispose  of  another 
position  of  counsel,  namely,  that  the  injunc- 
tion will  not  be  dissolved  on  motion,  because 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  are  not  denied 
by  answer,  and  that  the  relief  sought  will  not 
be  effectual  if  the  injunction  be  not  maintained. 
But  there  are  no  issues  of  fact  raised  by  this 
motion,— they  are  all  of  law.  The  issues  in- 
volve the  validity  of  the  Statutes  in  question. 
If  they  be  held  valid,  no  facts  are  alleged  in  the 
petition  which  will  defeat  them. 

21.  Much  is  said  in  argument  attacking  the 
justice  and  policy  of  the  Statutes.  With  these 
things  we  have  nothing  to  do.  They  are  for 
the  consideration  of  the  legislative  department 
of  the  government  alone. 
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TheseTviews  dispose  of  all  questions  arising 
in  the  case,  and  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  ought  to  be 
reversed* 

Rothroek,  J.,  dissenting: 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  foregoing  opinion 
is  unsound  in  its  reasoning,  and  wrong  in  its 
conclusions,  upon  two  questions  involved  in 
the  record  in  the  case.  These  questions  involve 
the  validity  of  certain  provisions  found  in 
chapter  17,  Laws  28d  Geo.  Assem.  I  believe 
that  parts  of  that  Act  are  plainly  invalid,  and 
ought  not  to  be  upheld  by  this  court;  and  it  is 
proper  to  say  here  that  the  question  as  to  the 
power  of  the  Legislature  to  authorize  the  rail- 
road commissioners  to  establish  and  promul- 
gate Joint  rates  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
over  connecting  lines  of  railroads  is  not  neces- 
sary to  be  determined  in  this  case.  The  ques- 
tion is,  Does  the  said  Act,  by  reason  of  its 
plain  language,  violate  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  of  this  State,  in  so  far  as  it 
compels  a  common  carrier  to  perform  service 
without  compensation,  or  to  surrender  its  prop- 
erty to  another  carrier,  and  thus  deprive  it  of  its 
property,  without  due  process  of  law  ?  The  first 
question  arises  upon  the  second  section  of  the 
Act.  It  is  therein  provided  that  "carload  lots 
shall  be  transferred  without  unloading  from 
the  cars  in  which  such  shipments  were  first 
made,  unless  such  unloading  in  other  cars  shall 
be  done  without  charge  therefor  to  the  shipper 
or  receiver  of  such  carload  lots,  and  such  trans- 
fer be  made  without  unreasonable  delay." 
This  provision  of  the  law  is  absolute.  It 
seeks  to  compel  the  initial  carrier  to  deliver  its 
loaded  cars  to  the  connecting  carrier  without 
any  rule  or  regulation  for  its  return,  and  with- 
out its  consent,  or  to  unload  the  contents  of 
the  car  into  other  cars  without  compensation. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  initial  carrier  is  com- 
pelled by  the  Act  to  name  to  the  shipper  a 
joint  through  rate  over  all  the  lines  of  road 
which  the  shipper  may  designate.  The  law 
attempts  to  compel  the  initial  carrier,  if  the 
freight  be  paid  in  advance,  to  account  to  all 
other  carriers  for  their  proportion  of  the 
charges,  or,  if  the  freight  be  paid  to  the  last 
carrier,  it  becomes  the  agent  or  collector  for 
all  the  others.  This  enforces  contractual  rela- 
tions against  the  will  of  the  parties,  and  it  is 
no  answer  to  say  that  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
a  contract,  but  that  it  is  a  rule  or  regulation 
prescribed  by  law.  It  partakes  of  the  nature 
of  a  contract,  by  whatever  name  it  may  be 
called;  and  the  fact  that  carriers  over  connect- 


ing lines  do,  by  contract,  make  throush  ship- 
ments, is  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  make  their  own  contracts,  at  least  so. 
far  as  to  protect  themselves  in  the  collection  of 
their  freight  charges,  and  in  the  control  of 
their  cars.  They  should  have  this  power,  or 
the  law  should  provide  for  such  regulations  a» 
would  protect  them  in  their  undoubted  rights. 
The  second  question  is  whether,  by  the  Act 
under  consideration,  the  Joint  rates  fixed  by 
the  commissioners  are  to  be  regarded  as  abso- 
lute. The  last  part  of  section  8  of  the  Act  ia 
unintelligible.  What  is  intended  thereby  can- 
not be  determined  without  the  interpolation  of 
words,  so  as  to  give  meaning  to  that  which  ia 
absolutely  unmeaning.  I  am  not  aware  that 
any  court  has  ever,  under  the  guise  of  con- 
struction, entered  upon  the  field  of  legislation 
to  the  extent  required  to  hold  that  the  Act  pro- 
vides that  the  schedule  of  rates  shall  be  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  same  are  reasonable 
and  Just;  and  the  attempt  to  find  ground  upon* 
which  to  hold  the  Act  valid,  by  reference  U> 
the  Act  of  which  it  purported  to  be  amenda- 
tory, it  seems  to  me  is  equally  unwarranted. 
Without  elaborating  these  questions,  I  con- 
clude that  no  court  ought  to  be  called  upon  to- 
uphold  an  Act  like  this,  which  attempts  to» 
control  the  most  important  rights  without  the 
semblance  of  an  effort  to  protect  the  partiea 
affected  thereby.  In  addition  to  the  failure  to 
make  the  third  section  intelligible,  the  second 
section  requires  that,  if  the  initial  carrier  doe* 
not  deem  it  prudent  to  deliver  its  car  to  the 
connecting  line  for  any  reason,  such  as  that 
the  car  is  required  to  transact  its  own  business, 
or  that  it  may  have  to  institute  legal  proceed- 
ings to  procure  its  return,  the  contents  shall 
be  unloaded  "in  other  cars"  without  unreason- 
able delay.  It  is  to  be  supposed  that  this, 
means  other  cars,  the  property  of  the  connect- 
ing line.  It  cannot  discharge  its  obligation  by 
unloading  in  a  warehouse,  if  the  connecting 
carrier  neglects  to  furnish  other  cars.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  it  will  be  time  enough  to  au- 
thorize the  establishment  of  through  rate* 
when  a  law  shall  be  passed  making  provision 
for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  property 
which  are  everywhere  and  at  all  times  regarded 
as  sacred,  and  of  which  the  owner  cannot  be- 
deprived,  even  by  legislative  authority  .without 
due  process  of  law..  In  my  opinion,  the  order 
and  judgment  of  the  district  court  should  be- 
affirmed. 

Robinson*  /.,  concurs  in  the  dissent 
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James  W.  TUFTS,  Appt, 

v. 

Epaphroditus  R  D'ARCAMBAL. 

( Mioh ) 

On  a  sale  reserving  title  until  all  pay- 
ment* are  made*  retaking  possession  under 


express  provision  of  the  contract  for  default  to 
payment  of  Installments  does  not  rescind  the- 
contract  or  exouse  performance  by  the  pur- 
chaser, or  entitle  him  to  a  return,  either  of  the- 
installments  already  paid  or  of  his  unpaid  pur- 
ohase-money  notes. 

(April  21,1891.) 


Note.— Sale  of  penonal  property  on  instaUm 
plan. 
Contracts  for  the  sale  of  personal  property  to  be 
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I  paid  for  periodically  In  sums  as  rent,  the  property 
to  pass  to  the  purchaser  on  payment  of  the  last  in- 
I  stallment,  have  uniformly  been  held  to  be  sales*. 


See  also  18  L.  R.  A.  187. 
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ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Kalamazoo 
i  County  to  review  a  Judgment  allowing  the 
amount  of  defendant's  counterclaim  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  possession  of  a  soda- 
water  apparatus.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Osborn  A  Hills,  for  appellant: 

It  was  not  necessary  that  the  outstanding 
notes  should  be  tendered  back  and  defendant 
be  put  in  statu  quo  before  the  right  to  retake 
possession  might  be  exercised,  for  such  a  course 
will  not  leave  the  plaintiff  in  statu  quo. 

Fleck  v.  Warner,  25  Kan.  492. 

Messrs.  Irish  4s  Knavppen,  for  appellee: 

Defendant  claimed  a  money  Judgment  in  his 
favor,  according  to  the  well-known  rule  in 
Michigan  where  payments  have  been  made  on 
such  contracts. 

Preston  v.  Whitney,  28  Mich.  260;  Johnston 
▼.  Whittemore,  27  Mich.  468;  New  Home  8e*y 
inoMaeh.  Co.  v.  Bothane,  70  Mich.  448. 

The  notes  should  have  been  tendered  back 
in  order  to  place  the  defendant  in  statu  quo, 
as  plaintiff  could  not  take  back  the  fountain 
without  rescinding  the  contract,  and  he  could 
not  rescind  the  contract  and  still  hold  the 
notes  against  the  defendant 


S 


Johnston  v.  Whittemore.  27  Mich.  468;  Qid- 
v.  AUman,  Id.  206;  Von  Baalen  v.  Dean, 


108. 


HcGrath,  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  of  replevin.  In  March, 
1888,  plaintiff's  agent  took  of  defendant  an 
order  for  certain  soda-water  apparatus  replev- 
ined  herein, which  order  was  as  follows: 

"Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  March  7,  1888. 

"James  W.  Tufts,  Boston  Mass. :  Forward 
the  following  described  soda-water  apparatus, 
and  on  receipt  of  bill  of  lading  I  will  honor  sight 

draft  for  $ •    The  balance  I  promise  to  pay 

in  monthly  sums,  as  follows:  May  10,  $25,  and 
625  per  month,  with  interest  at  4  per  cent  from 
date  of  shipment  with  each  payment;  and  for 
such  balance  and  interest  will  execute  and  deliv- 
er contract  notes  of  like  tenor  and  form  as  the 
one  printed  on  the  back  of  this  order,and  matur- 
ing as  above  set  forth.  The  delivery  of  said  ap- 
paratus/' etc.,  to  be  conditioned  upon  compli- 
ance with  the  above  terms  and  conditions,  and 
said  apparatus  to  remain  the  property  of  James 
W.  Tufts  till  paid  for.  [Then  follows  a  descrip- 
tion of  apparatus.]       *'B.  R.  D'ArcambaL" 


and  not  leases.  Murcb  v.  Wright  46  TJL  487;  Lucas 
v.  Campbell,  88  III.  447;  Greer  v.  Church,  18  Bush, 
480:  Price  v.  MoOallister,  8  Giant,  Gas.  248;  Singer 
Mfg.  Go.  v.  Cole,  4  Lea,  480;  Cole  v.  Berry,  42  N.J. 
L.  808;  Domestlo  8.  Maoh.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  28  Minn. 
57;  Hegler  v.  Eddy,  68  CaL  607;  Singer  Maoh.  Co. 
v.  Holoomb,  40  Iowa,  88;  Meyer  v.  Western  Car  Co. 
102  U.S.  1, 26  L.  ed.  69;  Herryford  v. Davis,  106 U.S. 
285taL.ed.160.  See  Stadtfeld  v.  Huntsman,  98  Pa* 
68. 

In  determining  the  real  character  of  a  oontraot 
courts  will  always  look  to  Its  purpose,  rather  than 
to  the  name  given  to  ft  by  the  parties.  Hervey  v. 
Khode  Island  L.  Works,  96  U.S.  864, 28  L. ed.  1006. 

But  where  the  oontraot  contains  an  express 
stipulation  that  the  title  shall  not  pass  until  the 
last  payment,  the  transaction  Is  held  to  be  a  condi- 
tional sale,  and  the  condition  a  precedent.  Tlede- 
man.  Sales,  6  0.  citing  8argent  v.  Glle,  8  N.  H.  326; 
Kohler  v.  Hayes,  41  CaL  468;  Singer  Mfg.  Co. 
v.  Graham,  8  Or.  17;  Crist  v.  Kleber,  79  Pa.  200; 
Enlow  v.  Klein,  Id.  488;  Goodell  v.  Fairbrother; 
12  B.  T.  233;  Carpenter  v.  Scott,  18  B.  L  474;  Hine 
v.  Roberts,  48  Conn.  267;  Loomls  v.  Bragg,  60 
Conn.  228;  Whitoomb  v.  Woodworth,  64  Vt.  644;  Col- 
lender  Co.  v.  Marshall,  57  Vt.  282.  Gibbons  v.  Luke, 
87  Hun,  677;  Appleton  v.  Norwalk  Library  Corp.  8 
New  Bng.  Bep.  644, 68  Conn.  4. 

Late  decision*  of  various  courts, 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  a  conditional  sale  is  valid 
against  third  persons,  as  well  as  against  the  parties, 
and  the  bailee  of  personal  property  on  a  condi- 
tional sale  cannot  convey  the  title  or  subject  ft  to 
execution  for  his  own  debts,  until  the  condition 
of  the  sale  lias  been  performed.  Harkness  v.  Bus- 
sell,  118  U.  8. 668, 80  L.  ed.  266. 

Where  the  buyer  of  goods  is  by  the  oontraot 
bound  to  do  anything  as  a  consideration,  either 
precedent  or  concurrent,  on  whioh  the  passing  of 
the  property  depends,  the  property  will  not  pass 
until  the  condition  be  fulfilled.  Beardsley  v. 
Beardsley,  188  U.  S.  262, 84  L.  ed.  928.  See  Elgee 
Cotton  Cases,  SOU.  &  22  WalL  180, 188, 22  L.  ed. 868, 
868. 

Where  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  a  set  of  books  to  de- 
fendant for  a  specified  sum  to  be  paid  in  install- 
ments, the  title  not  to  pass  until  thatsum  was  paid, 
an  offer  to  return  the  books  was  no  defense  to  an 
12  L.  R.  A. 


action  for  the  unpaid  installments.  Appleton  v. 
Norwalk  Library  Corp.  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  644,  68 
Conn.  4. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  an  agreement  for  a  con- 
ditional sale  is  good  and  valid  as  against  third  per- 
sons and  as  to  the  parties  to  the  transaction,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  delivery  is  accom- 
panied by  a  permission  to  sell.  Wheeler  v.  New 
Haven  Wire  Co.  6L.  B.  A.  800, 67  Conn.  868. 

The  delivery  of  a  piano,  taking  therefor  the 
notes  of  the  lessee  so  called,  "for  value  received 
for  the  rent,"  the  lessors  to  retain  title  until  pay- 
ment of  all  notes,  on  payment  of  whioh  notes 
"given  for  the  use  of  this  piano**  title  to  pass  to 
the  lessee,  but  in  default  of  payment  the  piano  to 
be  returned,— is  not  a  lease,  but  a  conditional  sale. 
Hays  V.Jordan,  9  L.  B.  A  878,  and  note,  86  Ga.  741. 

Under  Ga.  Code,  6 1966,  the  written  oontraot  of  a 
conditional  sale  must  be  recorded  in  the  county 
where  the  vendee  resides.  Cohen  v.  Chandler,  79 
Ga.427. 

Where  the  contract  Is  not  reoorded  the  claim  of 
the  vendor  is  postponed  to  that  of  a  landlord,  who, 
without  notice  of  the  reservation  of  title,  gives 
credit  to  the  purchaser  for  rent  on  the  faith  of  the 
goods.   Gartrell  v.  day,  81  Ga.  827. 

A  statute  whioh  makes  it  unlawful  for  one  who 
sells  property  to  be  paid  for  in  installments  to  re- 
take possession  of  it  without  tendering  or  refund- 
ing to  the  purchaser  the  sum  paid  by  him,  after 
deducting  a  reasonable  amount  for  the  use  of  the 
property,  is  not  invalid  on  the  ground  that  the 
amount  of  such  compensation  is  uncertain  and  no 
method  is  provided  for  determining  it.  Wefl  v. 
State,  46  Ohio  St.  460. 

A  receipt  for  a  note  saying,  "Said  note  is  given 
me  for  the  purchase  of  879M  shares  of  stock  now 
held  by  me,  and  to  be  delivered  upon  payment  of 
his  note  to  said  D,"  is  a  conditional  sale.  Davison 
v.  Davis,  126  U.  8. 90, 81 L.  ed.  686. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  pur- 
chaser in  a  conditional  sale  of  personal  property 
on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price,  after  the 
property,  whioh  was  the  expressed  consideration 
for  the  Instrument,  has  been  taken  from  him  by 
the  vendor.  C.  Aultman  ft  Co.  v.  Olson,43  Minn.  409; 
Minneapolis  Harvester  Works  v.  Hally,  27  Minn. 
496.  See  note  to  Hineman  v.  Matthews  (PaOlOL. 
B.A28& 
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On  the  back  of  which  appears  the  following: 
1,$— — .  188 — .  For  value  received, 


after  date, promise  to  pay  to  the  order 

of  James  W.  Tufts dollars,  with   in- 

terest .    The  consideration  of  this  and 

other  notes  is  the  following  described  soda- 
water  apparatus, ,  which hare  re- 
ceived of  said  James  W.  Tufts.    Nevertheless  it 

is  understood  and  agreed  by  and  between 

and  the  said  James  W.  Tufts  that  the  title  to 
the  above-mentioned  property  does  not  pass  to 

,  and  that  until  all  said  notes  are  paid  the 

title  to  the  aforesaid  property  shall  remain  in  the 
said  James  W.  Tufts,  who  shall  have  the  right, 
in  case  of  nonpayment  at  maturity  of  either  of 
said  notes,  without  process  of  law,  to  enter  and 
retake,  and  may  enter  and  retake,  immediate 
possession  of  said  property,  wherever  it  may  be, 

and  remove  the  same.    Payable  at  the 

Bank.    .    Due ." 

The  apparatus  was  shipped  to  and  accepted  by 
defendant  It  was  agreed  between  the  parties 
that  defendant  should  ship  to  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  receive,  to  apply  upon  the  purchase 
price  of  the  apparatus,  a  second-hand  Puffer 
soda-water  fountain,  for  which  he  was  to  be 
allowed  $500  upon  the  purchase  price  of  the 
new  fountain,  and  that  for  the  balance  of  $1,100 
he  should  give  his  notes  similar  in  form  to  that 
upon  the  back  of  said  order;  that  on  the  21st 
of  March,  1888,  the  defendant  executed  at 
Kalamazoo  and  forwarded  to  the  plaintiff  44 
notes,  for  $25  each,  due  at  the  rate  of  $25  per 
month,  all  being  in  form  as  follows: 

"$25.00.    Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  Mcb.  21, 1888. 

*  'For  value  received, November  10,1888,  after 
date,  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  James 
W.  Tufts,  twenty-five  dollars,  with  interest  4 
per  cent.  The  consideration  of  this  and  other 
notes  is  the  following  described  soda- water  ap- 
paratus: One  24-10  K  Form  and  fancy  Siberian 
Missouri,  No.  687,  with  water  attached.  Three 
10-gal.  seamless  cop.  founts,  which  I  have  re- 
ceived of  said  James  W.  Tufts.  Nevertheless, 
it  is  understood  by  and  between  me  and  the 
said  James  W.  Tufts  that  the  title  to  the  above- 
mentioned  property  does  not  pass  to  me,  and 
that  until  all  said  notes  are  paid  the  title  to  the 
aforesaid  property  shall  remain  in  the  said 
James  W.  Tufts,  who  shall  have  the  right,  in 
case  of  nonpayment  at  maturity  of  either  of 
said  notes,  without  process  of  law,  to  enter  and 
retake,  and  may  enter  and  retake,  immediate 
possession  of  the  said  property,  wherever  it 
may  be,  and  remove  the  same.  Payable  at 
First  Nat'l  Bank,  Kalamazoo,  Mich.,  151  So. 
Burdick  St.  E.  R.  D'ArcambaL  Due  Nov.  10, 
1888." 

The  old  apparatus  was  shipped  to  plaintiff, 
and  credited  as  agreed.  Ten  of  the  notes  were 
afterwards  paid.  Nine  others  had  become  due, 
and  were  unpaid,  and,  after  demand  made, 
plaintiff  took  out  his  writ  of  replevin,  and  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  property.  AW  of  the 
unpaid  notes  were  in  possession  of  plaintiff, 
and  were  not  tendered  oack  to  defendant  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  suit.  The  defend- 
ant, under  objection  and  exception,  introduced 
evidence  tending  to  establish  the  condition 
and  value  of  the  apparatus  replevied  by  the 
plaintiff  of  defendant  at  the  time  thereof,  and 
tending  to  prove  that  it  had  not  substantially 
depreciated  in  value;  and  also  testimony  tend- 
12L.R.A. 


ing  to  show  the  amount  of  such  depreciation, 
and  the  rental  value  of  such  apparatus  for  the 
time  it  was  used  by  defendant.  Counsel  for 
plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  Jury 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  no  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy,  and  was  not  entitled  to  any 
allowance  or  verdict  on  account  of  the  money 
paid  by  him  towards  the  purchase  price  of  the 
property  over  and  above  the  depreciation  of  it. 
and  a  fair  rental  for  its  use  during  the  time  it 
was  in  defendant's  possession,  or  on  account  of 
the  Puffer  soda-water  fountain  received  by 
plaintiff  from  him.  The  court  declined  to 
charge  the  Jury  as  so  requested,  and  to  such 
refusal  counsel  for  plaintiff  excepted;  and 
thereupon  the  court,  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, instructed  the  Jury  that  defendant  had 
a  lien  upon  the  property,  and  was  entitled  to 
recover  as  against  the  plaintiff  such  a  sum  at 
they  found  from  the  evidence  would  be  just 
between  the  parties,  after  deducting  a  fair 
amount  for  the  rental  value  of  the  property 
during  the  time  that  it  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendant,  and  for  any  depreciation  in 
value  it  had  sustained  during  that  period;  to 
which  instruction  and  ruling  plaintiff  by  his 
counsel  excepted.  The  jury  rendered  the  fol- 
lowing verdict:  *  'That  the  said  defendant  did 
unlawfully  detain  the  goods  and  chattels  men- 
tioned in  manner  and  form  as  the  said  plaintiff 
has  in  his  declaration  in  this  cause  complained 
against  him,  and  that  they  assess  the  damages 
of  the  said  plaintiff  by  reason  thereof  at  the 
sum  of  six  cents.  And  they  further  find  that 
the  said  defendant  has  a  lien  upon  or  special 
property  in  said  goods  and  chattels  to  the 
amount  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 
($250)."  Upon  this  verdict  the  following  judg- 
ment was  entered:  "The  iury  by  whom  the 
issue  in  this  cause  was  tried,  having  found  by 
their  verdict  that  the  said  defendant  did  unlaw- 
fully detain  the  goods  and  chattels  in  said 
plaintiff's  declaration,  as  herein  alleged,  and 
having  assessed  the  damages  of  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  unlawful  detention  of  said  goods 
and  chattels  at  the  sum  of  six  cents  over  and 
above  the  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  the 
suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  and  the  said 
jurors  having  further  found  that  said  de- 
fendant hath  a  lien  upon  or  special  property  in 
said  goods  and  chattels  to  the  amount  of  $250, 
and  is  not  the  general  owner  thereof,  but  that 
said  plaintiff  is  the  general  owner  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels,  subject  to  the  lien  afore- 
said of  said  defendant:  Therefore  it  is  further 
considered  that  said  defendant  do  recover 
against  the  said  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  being  the  amount  of 
his  special  property  in  said  goods  and  chattels 
so  by  the  jurors  in  form  aforesaid  found,  and 
that  said  defendant  have  execution  thereof; 
and  it  is  further  considered  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff do  recover  against  the  said  defendant  hia 
costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  this 
behalf  expended  to  be  taxed,  and  that  he  have 
execution  thereof." 

Plaintiff  appeals,  alleging  the  following  er- 
rors: "First  The  court  erred  in  allowing  the 
defendant  to  introduce  evidence  tending  to 
establish  the  condition  and  value  of  the  ap- 
paratus replevied  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  thereof,  and  tending  to 
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prove  thai  it  had  not  substantially  depreciated 
in  value,  and  also  in  permitting  the  defendant 
to  introduce  evidence  tending  to  show  the 
amount  of  such  depreciation,  and  the  rental 
value  of  such  an  apparatus  for  the  time  it  was 
used  by  the  defendant,  and  in  overruling 
the  objections  thereto  made  in  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff.  Second.  The  court  erred  in  refusing 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  a  verdict,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
no  lien  upon  the  property  in  controversy,  and 
was  not  entitled  to  any  allowance  or  verdict  on 
account  of  the  money  paid  by  him  towards  the 
purchase  price  of  the  property  over  and  above 
the  depreciation  of  it,  and  a  fair  rental  for  its 
use  during  the  time  it  was  in  defendant's  pos- 
session, or  on  account  of  the  Puffer  soda-water 
fountain  received  by  plaintiff  from  him.  Third. 
The  court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury  that  the 
defendant  had  a  lien  upon  the  property,  and 
was  entitled  to  recover  as  against  the  plaintiff 
such  a  sum  as  they  found  from  the  evidence 
would  be  just  between  the  parties,  after  deduct- 
ing a  fair  amount  for  the  rental  value  of  the 
property  during  the  time  that  it  was  in  the 
possession  of  tbe  defendant,  and  for  any  de- 
preciation in  value  it  had  sustained  during  that 
period.  Fourth.  The  court  erred  in  rendering 
the  judgment  entered  in  said  cause,  in  manner 
and  form  as  it  was  rendered  and  entered  there- 
in." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  contract  here 
does  not  provide  for  a  rescission  thereof  before 
plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to  reduce  the 
property  to  his  possession,  nor  does  it  provide 


that  the  taking  of  possession  should  rescind  the 
contract  or  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  amount  paid 
upon  the  apparatus,  but  the  plaintiff  treats  the 
contract  as  still  existing  and  executory.  The 
contract  provides  expressly  that  the  title  to  the 
property  shall  continue  to  remain  in  plaintiff 
until  the  apparatus  is  paid  for,  and  that,  in  case 
of  the  nonpayment  of  either  of  the  notes  at  ma- 
turity, tbe  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to 
take  possession  of  the  property;  but  it  contains 
no  provision  that  such  act  shall  operate  as  a  re- 
scission of  the  contract,  or  a  forfeiture  of  tbe 
payments  thereon.  The  red  uction  of  the  prop- 
erty to  possession  by  plaintiff  does  not  excuse 
performance  by  defendant,  as  defendant  has 
the  right,  upon  payment  of  the  amount  due,  to 
a  return  of  tbe  property.  Plaintiff  had  the 
right,  under  the  express  conditions  of  the  con- 
tract, to  secure  himself  by  taking  possession, 
and  the  exercise  of  this  right  under  the  con- 
tract did  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  rescind 
the  contract,  or  to  a  recovery  of  the  amount 
paid,  or  to  a  delivery  to  him  of  the  unpaid 
notes;  neither  did  it  give  him  any  lien  upon 
the  property  for  the  amount  paid  by  him.  The 
court  erred,  therefore,  io  refusing  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  in  instructing  the  jury 
that  defendant  had  a  lien  upon  the  property 
for  any  amount 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment,  and  to  his 
damages  for  the  unlawful  detention  of  his  prop- 
erty  as  fixed  by  the  jury,  and  to  that  extent  the 
judgment  below  ie  affirmed  and  reverted  a*  to  the 
residue,  with  costs  of  both  courts  to  plaintiff. 

The  other  Justices  concurred. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


BENNETT,  Plff.  in  Err.% 

v. 

STATE  OF  GEORGIA 
(....  Ga.— .) 

1.  Allowing  the  State's  counsel  to  aus 

gue  before  the  jury  after  objection  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel  that  the  defendant's  character 
is  bad  because  he  had  a  right  to  prove  his  good 
character  and  has  not  done  so,  is  an  error  which 
will  require  a  reversal  of  a  conviction. 

2.  Improper  argument  by  defendant's 
counsel  by  making  statements  outside  the  evi- 
dence as  to  his  client's  good  character  will  not 
justify  the  State's  counsel  in  arguing,  against 
defendant's  objection,  that  his  failure  to  offer 
proof  of  good  character  raises  an  Inference  that 
his  character  was  not  good. 


(December  23, 1800.) 

ERROR   to  the   Superior  Court  for  Hart 
County  to  review  a  conviction  of  defend- 
ant for  burglary.    Reversed. 
The  fads  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  McCurrjr  «fc  Proffltt  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Meters.  Harrison  «s  Peoples*  with  Mr. 
W.  M.  Howard,  Sol.  Qen.t  for  the  State. 

Simmons.  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court; 

Bennett  was  tried  for  the  offense  of  burglary, 
and  was  convicted.  He  made  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  refused ,  and  he  excepted .  One 
of  the  grounds  of  tbe  motion  is  that  the  prose- 
cuting attorney,  in  the  closing  argument,  ar- 


Noro.— Criminal  practice,  comment*  of  prosecuting 

counsel  on  absence  of  witnesses,  and  testimony. 

In  exercising  the  right  of  summing  up  evidence 
It  is  not  proper  for  counsel  for  the  prosecution  to 
comment  on  the  absence  of  witnesses  for  the  de- 
fense. Reg.  v.  Rudland,  4  Post,  k  F.  406;  Reg.  v. 
Puddick,  4  Fost.  &  F.  407. 

Where  counsel  commented  on  a  prisoner  not  giv- 
ing evidence  in  his  own  behalf  it  was  held  error  for 
the  court  to  allow  it,  and  a  new  trial  was  granted. 
Orandall  v.  People,  2  Lans.  80S:  Ruloff  v.  People, 
45N.Y.&B. 

8o  when  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  has  not 
produced  any  evidence  to  sustain  his  general  rep- 
12L.R.A. 


utatdon  and  moral  oharacter  it  is  improper  for 
counsel  to  argue  to  the  jury  that  his  failure  to  do 
so  may  be  considered  against  him.  Fletcher  v. 
State,  40  Ind  124. 

Tbe  law  not  only  presumes  that  every  person  Is 
innocent  until  he  is  proven  to  be  guilty,  but  it  also 
presumes  that  a  person  has  a  good  character  and 
reputation  until  the  contrary  is  shown  by  evi- 
dence, and  tbe  jury  has  no  right  to  consider  tbe 
omission  on  tbe  part  of  defendant  to  introduce 
evidence  of  his  good  character.  1  Wharton,  Cr.  L. 
1 6J7;  State  v.  Tozier,  49  Me.  404;  People  v.  Bodine, 
1  Denio,  281;  Saokett,  Inst.  Jur.  651.  See  note  to 
Com.  v.  deary  (Pa.)  8  L.  R.  A.  802. 
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gued  that  the  defendant  had  a  bad  character; 
that  he  had  a  right  to  prove  his  good  character, 
and  had  not  done  so.  The  defendant  oblectea 
to  this,  and  requested  the  court  not  to  allow  it 
The  court  stated  that  the  argument  was  proper, 
and  he  would  allow  it  to  proceed.  Following 
is  a  note  which  the  court  attaches  to  this 
ground:  "The  first  ground  of  the  motion  for 
new  trial  is  true,  with  the  following  additional 
statement  in  connection  with  what  occurred 
and  in  explanation  thereof:  In  his  argument 
before  the  jury  defendant's  counsel  had  stated 
and  reiterated  repeatedly  (1)  his  personal  con- 
viction that  the  defendant  was  an  honest  man, 
and  a  man  of  good  character,  and  that  nothing 
criminal  had  ever  before  been  charged  against 
him;  (2)  that  the  defendant  was  a  man  of  as 
good  a  character  as  Bowers,  one  of  the  State's 
witnesses,  and  stood  as  well  in  the  community 
as  Bowers  did;  (8)  that  Duncan,  a  witness  for 
the  State,  was  a  man  of  good  character,  and 
had  employed  defendant  for  six  years,  and  that 
Duncan  would  not  have  done  so  if  defendant 
was  a  thief;  and  (4)  that  defendant  stood  well 
among  his  neighbors,  and  was  regarded  where 
he  lived  as  an  honest  man,  and  one  of  good 
character,  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  this  case 
disclosed.  In  replying  to  these  arguments  the 
solicitor  general  said  that  in  doubtful  cases — 
in  cases  where  the  State  had  proved  many  sus- 
picious facts  and  circumstances  against  a  de- 
fendant—the law  allowed  him  to  prove  his 
good  character;  and  that,  if  this  defendant  was 
a  man  of  such  good  character  and  reputation  as 
his  counsel  had  insisted  be  was,  why  had  he  not 
called  some  of  his  neighbors  to  prove  his  good 
character,  and  that  his  failure  to  do  so  must  be 
because  he  had  no  such  good  reputation.  When 
the  point  was  made  that  this  argument  was  im- 
proper the  court  refused  to  interrupt  the  solici- 
tor general  because  of  the  fact  that  defendant's 
counsel  had  made  the  statements  above  men- 
tioned." We  think  the  court  erred  in  allowing 
the  State's  counsel  to  argue  before  the  jury, 
after  objection  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  that 
the  defendant's  character  was  bad  because  he 
had  a  right  to  prove  his  good  character  and 
had  not  done  so.  The  accused  is  not  bound  to 
put  his  character  in  issue.  If  he  omits  to  do 
so  no  inference  of  bis  guilt  can  be  drawn  there- 
from by  the  iury.  The  general  rule  is  that  the 
omission  to  show  good  character  does  not  Jus- 
tify a  presumption  that  the  character  is  bad, 
from  which  an  inference  of  guilt  can  be  drawn. 
People  v.  Bodine,  1  Denio.  281;  Ackleyv.  People, 
9  Barb.  609;  State  v.  Dockstader,  42  Iowa,  486; 
State  v.  O'Neal,  7  Ired.  L.  261;  State  v.  Upham, 
88  Me.  261;  Stephens  v.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  266; 
People  v.  White,  24  Wend.  620;  Donoghoe  v. 
People,  6  Park.  Cr.  Rep.  120;  Clueh  v.  State, 
40  Ind.  270;  Fletcher  v.  State,  49  Ind.  184;  1 
Bishop,  Crim.  Proa  §  1119. 

The  State  is  bound  to  prove  the  guilt  of  a 
defendant  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  whether 
his  character  has  been  good  or  bad.  It  does 
not  follow  because  an  accused  person  may  have 
a  bad  character  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  particu- 
lar offense  for  which  he  is  being  tried.  Coun- 
sel both  for  the  State  and  the  accused  should 
be  compelled  by  the  court  to  confine  them- 
selves in  their  arguments  to  the  evidence  in  the 
case.  In  this  State  the  defendant  has  a  right  to 
make  a  statement  of  his  defense  to  the  Jury; 
12L.R.A. 


and  it  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that  the- 
State's  counsel,  where  the  defendant  omitted 
to  make  such  statement,  had  no  right  to  argue 
that  fact  to  the  Jury.  Nor  can  the  Jury  infer 
guilt  from  the  defendant's  omission  to  make  the 
statement  If  the  State's  counsel  is  not  allowed 
to  argue  this  fact  to  the  Jury,  why  should  he  be 
permitted  to  argue  that  the  omission  to  prove 
good  character  is  evidence  of  bad  character? 
Why  should  the  jury  be  permitted  to  infer  that 
his  character  is  bad  because  he  has  omitted  to 
prove  good  character?  The  trial  Judge,  how- 
ever, certifies  that  he  permitted  the  State'* 
counsel  to  make  this  argument  because  the 
prisoner's  counsel  had  argued  to  the  Jury  that 
the  prisoner  had  a  good  character,  etc.;  mean- 
ing thereby  that,  as  the  prisoner's  counsel  had 
argued  to  the  Jury  a  fact  which  was  not  in 
evidence,  it  was  proper  to  allow  the  State'* 
counsel  to  reply  to  that  argument,  and  to  say 
that  the  prisoner's  character  was  bad  because 
he  had  a  right  to  prove  good  character  and  had 
failed  to  do  so. 

In  State  v.  Upham,  supra,  the  indictment 
charged  the  accused  with  having  in  his  pos- 
session counterfeit  bank-bills.  He  offered  no- 
evidence  of  his  general  good  character,  buthis- 
counsel  argued  to  the  Jury  that  from  his  posi- 
tion in  society  as  postmaster  his  character  ought 
to  avail  him  in  aid  of  the  common  presumption- 
of  innocence.  Counsel  for  the  government 
argued  that  the  want  of  such  testimony  au- 
thorized the  Jury  to  infer  that  his  character 
was  bad.  Refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the 
Jury,  upon  request,  that  this  failure  to  offer 
such  proof  afforded  no  inference  of  guilt,  or 
that  the  character  was  not  good,  was  held 
error. 

There  are  many  authorities  which  hold  that 
the  law  presumes  that  a  defendant  has  a  good 
character.  This  was  held  in  the  case  of  Ste- 
phens v.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  269;  and  in  the 
case  of  Cluck  v.  State,  supra,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Indiana  held  that  the  law  presumes 
that  every  man  has  a  good  character,  and  that 
it  would  have  been  competent  for  counsel  to 
have  commented  on  such  presumption.  This 
rule  is  also  laid  down  in  Sackett  on  Instruc- 
tions to  Juries,  p.  600. 

In  the  case  of  Ooggans  v.  Monroe,  81  Ga. 
881.  the  defendant's  counsel,  in  his  argument, 
insisted  that  the  plaintiff's  character  waa 
bad,  whereupon  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  re- 
quested the  court  to  charge  the  Jury  that  the 
law  presumed  the  plaintiff  to  be  of  good  char- 
acter until  the  contrary  was  shown  by  proof. 
The  trial  judge  refused  to  charge  as  requested, 
and  this  court  held  that  "it  was  error  in  the 
court  to  refuse  to  charge,  on  request,  that  the 
law  presumes  the  character  of  the  party  to  be 
good  until  the  contrary  is  proven.  Jenkins, 
J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  said:  "Defend- 
ant's counsel  having  argued  that  plaintiff's 
character  was  bad,  and  this  argument  being 
likely  to  prejudice  his  case  before  the  jury,  he 
was  entitled  to  the  legal  presumption  that  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  proving  the  contrary, 
his  character  was  good;  and  it  was  error  in  the 
court  to  refuse  to  charge,  on  request,  that  the 
law  did  so  presume"  But,  whether  this  be 
true  or  not,  we  hold  that  the  court  erred  in  al- 
lowing the  State's  counsel,  over  the  objection 
of  the  prisoner's  counsel,  to  make  this  argu- 
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ment  to  the  Jury,  although  the  latter  had  first 
violated  the  rules  of  court  by  going  outside  of 
the  evidence.  The  fact  that  the  prisoner's  coun- 
sel had  violated  the  rule  would  not  authorize 
the  State's  counsel  to  do  likewise.  To  hold  that 
because  counsel  on  one  side  violates  a  rule  of 
court  in  his  address  to  the  Jury  by  making 
i  statements  outside  of  the  evidence  the  oppos- 
ing counsel  has  the  right  to  violate  the  rule  in 
like  manner,  over  objections  of  opposing 
counsel,  would  be  to  turn  a  court,  where  jus- 
tice should  be  administered  according  to  the 
rules  of  evidence  and  of  law,  into  a  town  meet- 
ing. We  could  as  well  hold  that,  if  the  pris- 
oner's counsel  introduces  illegal  evidence,  the 
State's  counsel  can  reply  by  introducing  other 
illegal  evidence;  and  this,  we  have  held,  can- 
not be  done.     Woolfolk  v.  State,  81  Ga.  651. 

In  the  case  of  Mttchum  v.  State,  11  Ga.  615, 
one  of  the  grounds  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing  the 
solicitor  general,  in  the  concluding  argument, 
although  objected  to  by  counsel  for  the  accused, 
to  support  the  testimony  of  Eilands  by  stating 
that  he  was  an  unwilling  witness  for  the  State, 
that  he  had  refused  to  come  under  subpoena,  and 
was  brought  bv  arrest  under  attachment,  none 
of  which  was  in  evidence  before  the  jury;  the 
court  remarking  that  it  was  allowable  because 
B.  K.  Harrison',  one  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, in  his  argument  to  the  jury,  had  stated 
that  Eilands  was  locked  up  on  the  Sabbath 
before  the  trial  with  the  father  in-law  of  the 
deceased  and  the  prosecutor,  drinking  with 
them,  none  of  which  was  in  evidence,  Mr. 
Harrison  contending  that  Eilands  was  a  will- 
ing and  a  bribed  witness.  In  the  opinion  (p. 
628),  Nisbet,  J.,  in  dealing  with  this  ground, 
said:  "The  seventh  exception  is  founded  on 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  restrain  the  solicitor 
general,  although  requested  so  to  do  by  coun- 
sel for  the  prisoner,  from  commenting  on  facts 
not  in  evidence  in  his  concluding  speech  to  the 
jury.  This,  we  think,  was  an  error.  We 
have  had  occasion  to  consider  the  habit  of 
counsel  in  addressing  the  jury  of  commenting 
upon  matters  not  proven  and  not  growing  out 
of  the  pleadings  before,  and  have  been  content 
with  visiting  it  with  a  decided  and  emphatic 
disapproval.  Berry  v.  State,  10  Ga.  522,  528. 
We  entertain  no  shadow  of  doubt  as  to  the  ne- 
cessity of  pronouncing  it,  as  we  now  do,  illegal, 
and  highly  prejudicial  to  a  fair  and  just  admin- 
istration of  the  rights  of  parties,  either  on  the 
criminal  or  civil  side  of  the  court.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  prevent  such  comments; 
and  in  all  cases  where  this  is  not  done,  provided 
the  court  is  requested  to  prevent  them,  we  shall 
hold,  as  we  rule  in  this  case,  that  it  is  good 
ground  for  a  new  trial.  There  was,  it  is  true, 
12LR.A. 


some  excuse  for  the  license  conceded  to  the  solic- 
itor general  in  this  case  in  the  fact  that  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  had  already  taken  the  same  lib- 
erty in  his  argument  to  the  jury.  The  solicitor 
general  no  doubt  felt  called  upon  by  the  obli- 
gations of  his  office  to  remove  any  wrong  im- 
pression which  the  argument  of  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  had  made  as  to  the  credibility  of 
the  witness.  Disregarding,  however,  these 
things,  we  have  no  option  but  to  make  this, 
case  the  occasion  of  establishing  a  rule  upon 
this  subject.  In  doing  this,  I  am  sure  that  it 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  we  disclaim 
any  purpose  of  inflicting  a  personal  censure 
upon  the  able  and  upright  judge  who  presided 
in  the  cause,  or  upon  the  counsel  and  the  prose- 
cuting officer.  If  no  other  reason  existed  for 
this  disclaimer  (and  there  are  many)  sufficient 
reason  would  be  found  in  the  usage  of  our 
courts,  which  has  gone  very  far  to  sanction 
the  habit  referred  to.  Its  practical  tendency  is 
bad  upon  the  court,  the  bar  and  the  jury.  If 
this  were  all,  perhaps  our  duty  would  stop 
with  the  expression  of  such  an  opinion;  but 
this  is  not  all,  for  in  our  judgment  it  is  viola- 
tive of  the  rights  of  the  citizen  litigant  in 
the  course  of  justice;  and,  if  so,  we  are  not 
at  liberty  to  stop  short  of  making  it  cause  for 
a  new  trial."  See  also,  upon  the  same  line. 
Tucker  v.  Benniker,  41  N.  H.  817;  State  v 
Upham,  88  Me.  261;  Bennies  v.  Vogd,  87  HL 
242;  Fox  v.  People,  95  111.  71;  Rochester  v. 
Shaw,  100  Ind.  268;  Forsyth  v.  Cothran,  61 
Ga,  278;  Johnson  v.  Slappev,  85  Chi.  576;  Au- 
gusta &  8.  R.  Go.  v.  Randall,  85  Ga.  297;  Com. 
v.  Scott,  128  Mass.  289;  McDonald  v.  People, 
126  111.  150,  9  Am.  St  Rep.  547,  and  note. 

The  proper  practice,  according  to  the  ma- 
jority of  the  cases  above  cited,  would  have 
been  for  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  have  re- 
quested the  court  to  charge  the  law  contrary 
to  that  as  asserted  by  the  solicitor  general  in 
his  address  to  the  jury.  The  record  shows, 
however,  that  he  did  object  to  the  remarks  of 
the  solicitor  general,  and  requested  the  court 
to  stop  him;  but  that  the  court  refused  to  do 
so,  holding  that  the  remarks  were  proper,  and 
thereby  giving  the  jury  to  understand  that  the 
rule  of  law  laid  down  by  the  solicitor  general 
was  the  correct  one,  and  that  they  might  make 
the  inferences  claimed  by  the  prosecuting  of- 
ficer. Under  this  state  of  facts  it  was  scarcely 
necessary  for  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  request 
the  court  to  charge  a  contrary  view  of  the  law. 

This  being  a  very  close  case  on  the  facta, 
and  the  language  of  the  State's  counsel  being 
calculated  to  prejudice  the  jury  against  the  de- 
fendant, we  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  in  refuting  to  grant  a  new  trial  upon  this 
ground. 


Kaw  Tom  Ooubt  of  Appeals, 


JfTCTl 


NEW  YORK  OOUBT  OF  APPEALS  (2d  Div.) 


Be  Probate  of  the  Paper  Writing  Propounded 
as  the  Last  WILL  and  Testament  OF  Cecilia 
L.  BOOTH,  Deceased. 

Oeraldine  Josephine  TIMONEY,  Appt., 

Joseph  A.  BOOTH,  BespL 

(...-JN.  X.....9 


That  the  maker's  nine,  whlefa  appears 
only  in  the  beginning  of  an  inatra- 
ment  written  by  himself  and  purporting- to  be  a 
win  was  intended  to  have  effect  as  bis  signature 
in  final  execution  of  the  will  is  not  shown  by  his 
tinning  the  Instrument  to  another  with  the 
statement  "This  is  my  will;  take  and  sign  hXM 

(Junefcim.) 

APPEAL  by  proponent  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
First  Department,  revoking  the  probate  of  a 
will  which  had  been  granted  by  the  Surrogate 
of  New  York  County  and  also  from  orders  de- 
nying proponent's  motions  for  Judgment  pro- 
bating the  will  or  for  new  trial  and  granting 
contestant's   motion  to  reject  the  will.    Af- 

Statement  by  Follett,  Oh.  J.: 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1884,  Cecilia  L.  Booth, 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  the 
wife  of  the  contestant,  wrote  in  her  own  hand 
a  paper,  which  was  signed  by  two  witnesses,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy:  "If  I,  Cecilia 
L.  Booth,  should  die  within  the  year  1884, 1 
leave  to  my  sister,  Oeraldine  Josephine  Timon- 
eyt  all  money  due  me  from  my  late  deceased 
father's  will:  also  my  wearing  apparel  and  fur- 
niture; and  I  also  leave  to  my  little  nephew, 
Albert  Philip  Timoney,  all  money  deposited  in 
the  Emigrant  Savings  Bank  in  my  maiden 
name,  Cecilia  L.  Hatfield.  Witnessed  bv 
Amelia  Kurrus,  Mamie  Clifford.  June  16, 
1884."  August  10, 1884,  Mrs.  Booth,  then  a 
citizen  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  died  in  that 
State,  leaving  personal  property  in  the  City  and 
County  of  New  York.  Oeraldine  Josephine 
Timoney  presented  the  instrument  to  the  Sur- 
rogate's Court  of  the  City  and  County  of  New 
York  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Cecilia 
L.  Booth,  and  asked  to  have  it  admitted  to 
probate  as  such,  which  was  contested  by  the 
husband  of  Mrs.  Booth.  The  surrogate  held 
that  the  instrument  was  well  executed  under 
the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  and  admitted  it  to  pro- 
bate. 8  Dem.  Sur.  414.  On  an  appeal  to  the 
general  term  the  decision  of  the  surrogate  was 
reversed,  and  a  new  trial  directed  by  a  jury. 
88  Hun,  644.  The  following  questions  were 
submitted  to  the  jury,  all  of  which  were  found 
in  the  affirmative,  except  the  eighth,  which 


Note.— Will;  sufficiency  of  signature.  Bee  note 
to  Knox's  App.  (Pa.)  6L.  R.  A.  867. 

As  to  signature  and  sufficiency  of  acknowl- 
edgment of  signature,  see  note  to  Cook  v.  Win- 
chester (Mich.)  8  L.  R.  A.  822. 

As  to  execution  of  holographic  will,  see  Warwick 
v.  Warwick  (Va.)  6  L.  R.  A.  776,  ai»d  note. 
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was  answered  in  the  negative.  "(1)  Was  the 
paper  propounded  as  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  Cecilia  L.  Booth,  deceased,  written  by 
her?  (2)  If  such  paper  was  written  by  said 
Cecilia  L.  Booth,  where  was  it  written?  (8) 
Was  the  name  'Cecilia  L.  Booth/  appearing  on 
th&flrst  line  of  said  paper,  written  or  made  by 
Cecilia  L.  Booth,  the  deceased  wife  of  the  con- 
testant? (4)  If  said  name,  'Cecilia  L.  Booth/ 
was  written  by  Cecilia  L.  Booth,  deceased,  was 
it  written  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  wit- 
nesses who  were  present  at  the  same  time,  and 
who  subscribed  their  names  to  said  paper  as 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  said  Cecilia  L. 
Booth?  (5)  If  the  name  'Cecilia  L.  Booth, 
was  written  by  Cecilia  L.  Booth,  deceased,  did 
she  acknowledge  the  writing  or  making  there- 
of in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  who  were 
present  at  the  same  time,  and  who  subscribed 
their  names  to  said  paper  as  witnesses  in  the 
presence  of  said  Cecilia  L.  Booth?  (6)  If  said 
paper  and  said  name  of  'Cecilia  L.  Booth'  was 
written  or  made  by  said  Cecilia  L.  Booth,  de- 
ceased, did  she  declare  the  same  to  be  her  last 
will  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  present 
at  the  same  time,  who  subscribed  their  names 
thereto  as  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  said 
Cecilia  L.  Booth?  (7)  Was  said  Cecilia  L. 
Booth,  at  the  time  of  making  or  executing  said 
paper,  mentally  competent  to  make  or  execute 
a  last  will  and  testament?  (8)  If  Cecilia  L. 
Booth,  at  the  time  of  making  or  executing  said 
paper,  was  mentally  competent  to  execute  a 
last  will  and  testament,  was  such  paper  pro- 
cured under  undue  or  improper  influence  or 
fraud?" 

The  proponent  applied  for  a  judgment  at  the 
general  term,  which  was  denied,  and  the  con- 
testant for  a  new  trial,  which  was  granted,  on 
the  ground  that  the  answer  to  the  fifth  question 
was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  18  N.  Y. 
8.  R.  844. 

Upon  the  second  trial  by  lury  all  of  the  is- 
sues were  again  found  in  favor  of  the  propo- 
nent, but  the  general  term  again  denied  propo- 
nent's motion  for  judgment,  and  denied  the 
contestant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  all  of  the 
questions,  but  held  that  the  answer  of  the  jury 
to  the  fifth  question  was  unsupported  by  the 
evidence,  and  directed  a  new  trial  of  that  ques- 
tion only. 

Upon  the  third  trial  by  jury  they  were  di- 
rected to  answer  the  fifth  question  in  the  nega- 
tive. Upon  appeal  to  the  general  term  the 
direction  was  sustained,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  will  was  not  entitled  to  be  probated,  from 
which  judgment  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
court  of  appeals. 

Mr.  J.  Stewart  Rose,  with  Mr.  Alfred 
T.  Ackert,  for  appellant: 

The  will  offered  for  probate  having  been 
wholly  written  bv  the  testatrix,  her  name, 
written  by  her  at  the  beginning  thereof,  was  a 
sufficient  signing  of  the  same  under  the  Stat- 
ute of  New  Jersey. 

See  Lemayne  v.  Stanley,  8  Lev.  1;  Seldtn  v. 
Coalter,  2  Va.  Cas.  553;  Be  Miles,  4  Daoa,  1; 
Adams  v.  Field,  21  Vt.  256;  Allen  v.  Everett,  13 
B.  Mon.  871;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  29  Ala. 


See  also  36  L.  R.  A.  112. 
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638;  Waits  v.  Public  Administrator,  4  Wend. 
168;  Fritz  v.  Turner,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  616. 

The  facts  proven  show  a  good  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  will.  There  could  have  been  no 
acknowledgment  of  the  will  without  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  signature. 

Me  Biggins,  04  N.  Y.  654;  Be  Phillips,  08  N. 
Y.  267;  Buekhout  v.  Fisher,  4  Dem.  277;  Be 
Bunt,  48  Hun,  486,  affirmed  in  110  N.  Y.  278; 
Adams  v.  Field,  21  Yt  266:  Be  Beckett,  4  Cent. 
Rep.  881, 108  N.  Y.  167;  Be  Austin,  45  Hun, 
1;  Willis  v.  Matt,  86  N.  Y.  486;  Be  Lantnfs 
Will,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  501;  Be  Look,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  208. 

The  signature  being  made  by  the  testatrix 
herself,  all  that  the  law  of  New  Jersey  then 
requires  to  make  the  writing  so  signed  a  valid 
will  is  that  "such  writing  be  declared  to  be  his 
last  will"  in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  etc 

See  Errickson  v.  Fields,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  685; 
Cowley  v.  Knapp,  42  N.  J.  L.  207:  Ayres  v. 
Ayres,  11  Cent.  Rep.  280,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  566. 

Mr.  B,  P.  Watson,  for  respondent: 

The  evidence  before  the  surrogate  does  not 
show  due  execution  according  to  the  law  and 
practice  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey;  on  the 
contrary  it  was  proved  affirmatively  that 
there  was  no  such  due  execution,  and  the  evi- 
dence was  not  controverted. 

See  Howlandv.  Taylor,  58  N.  Y.  628;  Bamsey 
t.  Bamsey,  18  Oratt.  664;  Boy  v.  Boy,  16Gratt. 
418. 

The  equivocal  act  of  placing  the  name  at  the 
beginning  of  the  will  cannot  be  aided  by  a 
declaration  of  the  decedent  that  this  was  her 
will.  The  signature,  not  the  will,  must  be  ac- 
knowledged m  the  presence  of  the  witnesses. 

Lemayne  v.  Stanley,  8  Lev.  1;  Re  Miles, 
4  Dana,  1;  Adams  v.  Field,  21  Yt.  256;  CaUett 
v.  CaUett,  55  Mo.  840;  Waller  v.  Waller,  1  Gratt. 
454;  Den  v.  Milton,  12  N.  J.  L.  81;  Den  v. 
Matlock,  17  N.  J.  L.  88;  Ludlow  v.  Ludlow, 
35  N.  J.  Eq.  480;  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  15  N.  J. 
Eo.200. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  some 
distinct  recognition  by  the  decedent,  in  the 
presence  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  of  the 
name,  "Cecilia  L.  Booth,  in  the  top  line  of 
the  alleged  will,  as  and  for  her  signature  in- 
tended to  authenticate  the  instrument,  must  be 
affirmatively  proved. 

Follett,  OK  J.,  delivered;tbe  opinion  of  the 
court: 

At  common  law,  if  a  person  wrote  his  name 
in  the  body  of  a  will  or  contract  with  intent  to 
execute  it  in  that  manner,  the  signature  so  writ- 
ten was  as  valid  as  though  subscribed  nt  the 
end  of  the  instrument.  Merritt  v.  Clason,  12 
Johns.  102;  8.  C.  sub  nam.  Clason  v.  Bailey, 
14  Johns.  484;  People  v.  Murray,  5  Hill,  468; 
Caton  v.  Colon,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  127;  2  Kent, 
Com.  511;  1  Dart,  Tend.  6th  ed.  270;  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  Bigelow's  ed.  70. 

We  shall  assume,  without  deciding,  that 
under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey  a  will  may  be 
legally  executed  if  the  name  of  the  testator  is 
written  by  him  in  the  body  of  the  instrument 
with  intent  to  so  execute  it.  The  Statute  of 
that  State  which  prescribes  the  mode  in  which 
wills  shall  be  executed  provides:  "All  wills 
and  testaments  .  .  .  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
shall  be  signed  by  the  testator,  which  signature 
12L.R.A. 


shall  be  made  bv  the  testator,  or  the  making 
thereof  acknowledged  by  him,  and  such  writ- 
ing declared  to  be  his  last  will,  in  the  presence 
of  two  witnesses  present  at  the  same  time,  who 
shall  subscribe  their  names  thereto  as  witnesses 
in  the  presence  of  the  testator."  Under  this 
Statute  it  was  held  (220  McElwaine,  18  N.  J. 
Eq.  400)  that  "four  things  are  required:  first, 
that  the  will  shall  be  in  writing;  secondly,  that 
it  shall  be  signed  by  the  testator;  thirdly,  that 
such  signature  shall  be  made  by  the  testator,  or 
the  making  thereof  acknowledged  by  him,  in 
the  presence  of  two  witnesses;  fourthly,  that  it 
shall  be  declared  to  be  his  last  will  in  the 
presence  of  these  witnesses.  Each  and  every 
one  of  these  requisites  must  exist.  They  are 
not  in  the  alternative.  The  third  requisite  con- 
tains an  alternative,  but  one  of  these  alterna- 
tives must  exist.  The  second  requisite,  the 
signing  by  the  testator,  must  exist.  The 
second  alternative  of  the  third,  to  wit,  that  he 
acknowledge  'making  of  the  signature.'  will 
notsupply  the  want  of  the  second.  Where 
there  is  no  proof  as  to  the  making  of  the  signa- 
ture, such  acknowledgment  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  he  made  it,  and  would  prove  com* 
pliance  with  the  requisite  of  signing  by  him. 
But  when  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  did  not 
sign  the  will,  this  acknowledgment  is  not  suffi- 
cient. The  words  of  the  Act  are  clear;  and 
the  object  is  equally  clear,  and  requires  this 
construction  to  the  words.'1  This  language 
was  used  in  respect  to  a  will  to  which  the  name 
of  the  testatrix  was  subscribed  by  one  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses  at  her  request  in  her 
presence,  and  in  the  presence  of  both  subscrib- 
ing witnesses.  After  this  was  done  the  testa- 
trix said  "that  washer  name  and  seal,"  but  did 
not  acknowledge  it  to  be  her  signature,  nor  did 
she  then  declare  that  the  instrument  was  her 
will;  and  it  was  held  not  to  have  been  executed 
in  accordance  with  the  Statute.  Wherever  the 
name  of  a  testator  appears,  whether  in  the 
body  or  at  the  end  of  a  will,  it  must  have  been 
written  with  intent  to  execute  it;  otherwise  it  is 
without  force.  When  a  testator  or  the  maker 
of  a  contract  subscribes  it  at  the  end,  and  in  the 
manner  in  which  legal  instruments  are  usually 
authenticated,  a  presumption  arises  that  the 
signature  was  affixed  for  the  purpose  of  creat- 
ing a  valid  instrument.  But  when  the  name 
is  written  near  the  beginning  of  the  document, 
where,  as  a  rule,  names  are  inserted  by  way  of 
description  of  the  person  who  is  to  execute  it, 
and  rarely  as  signatures,  it  must,  before  it  can 
be  held  to  have  been  inserted  for  the  purpose- 
of  validating  the  instrument,  be  proved  to  have 
been  written  with  that  intent.  The  record 
contains  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  Mrs. 
Booth,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  word  or  ges- 
ture, referred  to  her  name  in  the  first  line  of  the- 
paper  as  her  signature,  nor  is  there  evidence  of 
any  act  on  her  part  from  which  it  might  be  in- 
ferred that  the  name  there  written  was  intended 
to  be  in  execution  of  a  completed  will;  and  her 
simple  declaration  to  Mamie  Clifford,  one  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  "This  is  my  will;  take 
it  and  sign  it,'  standing  alone,  is  insufficient  to 
sustain  a  finding  or  verdict  that  the  name  "Ce- 
cilia L.  Booth,"  written  by  her  in  the  first  line 
of  the  document,  was  there  written  with  intent 
that  it  should  have  effect  as  her  signature  in 
final  execution  of  a  will.     We  are  referred  by 


464 


New  Yobk  Coubt  of  Appeals. 


Ma*., 


the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  to  Be  Big- 
gin*,  94  N.  Y.  664;  BePhiUtns,  98  N.  Y.  267; 
Be  Bunt,  110  N.  Y.  278,— in  which  it  was 
held  that  when  a  testator  subscribes  a  will  at 
the  end,  and  exhibits  it  and  the  signature  to 
the  subscribing  witnesses,  declares  it  to  be  his 
last  will  and  testament,  and  requests  them  to 
sign  it  as  witnesses,  it  is  a  sufficient  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  signature.  Those  cases  are 
quite  different  from  the  one  at  bar,  in  this: 
The  signatures  having  been  subscribed  at  the 
end,  in  the  usual  way"in  which  instruments  are 
finally  authenticated,  the  legal  presumption 
arose  that  the  signatures  were  written  for  the 
purpose  of  finally  executing  the  documents. 
.But,  as  we  have  before  shown,  there  is  no  legal 
presumption  arising  from  the  face  of  this  in- 
strument that  the  name  was  written  as  a  signa- 
ture, nor  is  there  evidence  outside  of  the  paper 
from  which  such  an  inference  can  be  safely 
drawn.  It  has  been  the  object  of  the  statutes 
of  the  various  States  prescribing  the  mode  in 
which  wills  must  be  executed  to  throw  such 
safeguards  around  those  transactions  as  will 
prevent  fraud  and  imposition;  and  it  is  wiser 
to  construe  these  statutes  closely,  rather  than 
loosely,  and  so  open  a  door  for  the  perpetra- 
tion of  the  mischiefs  which  the  statutes  were 
designed  to  prevent 

The  judgment  and  order*  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed,  with  costs,  payable  out  of  the 
estate. 

All  concur,  Brown,  J.t  not  sitting. 


JSmily  FORD,  Admx.  etc.,  of  George  [Ford, 
Deceased,  Bespt., 

LAKE    SHORE   &   MICHIGAN  SOUTH- 
ERN  R    CO.,  Appt. 

C....N.  Y....J 


1.  A  failure  to  make  proper  rules  op  es- 
tablish a  proper  method  lor  the  conduct 
•of  hie  business  will  make  the  master  liable 
for  Injuries  to  his  servant  caused  by  improper  or 
negligent  conduct  of  the  work  by  oo-employes, 
which  the  observation  of  a  proper  and  sufficient 
rule  would  have  prevented. 

2.  A  general  role  that  freight  is  to  be 
safely  loaded  so  that  it  cannot  fall  off  the 
cars  is  not  sufficient  as  a  rule  for  loading  timber 
above  the  sides  of  the  oar  so  as  to  relieve  the 
railroad  company  from  liability  for  injury  to  a 
servant  by  the  fall  of  timber  from  a  gondola  oar 
on  which  it  is  piled  above  the  sides  without  stakes 
to  hold  it,  although  stakes  were  furnished  by  the 
company  to  be  used  in  the  discretion  of  its  serv- 
ants. 

(FoOett,  Oh.  J.,  dUeente.) 

(March  17, 1S0L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court  of 
Buffalo  affirming  a  Judgment  of  the  Trial 
Term  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and  also  affirming 
an  order  denying  a  motion  for  new  trial  in  an 


Nora.— As  to  master's  duty  to  promulgate  rules 
for  the  safety  of  his  servant,  see  note  to  Georgia 
Pac  R.  Co.  v.  Dooley  (Ga.)  12  L.  B.  A.  844. 
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action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  resulting  in  death  and  alleged:  to  have 
been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Af- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  Brown*  /..• 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  General 
Term  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Buffalo,  entered 
upon  an  order  dated  December  81, 1890,  af- 
firming a  judgment  directed  to  be  entered 
upon  special  findings  of  fact,  and  also  affirm- 
ing an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
This  action  was  to  recover  damages  for  negli- 
ge mly  causing  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band" a  switchman  in  the  employ  of  the  de- 
fendant On  the  night  of  May  29, 1887,  while 
at  hie  post  of  duty,  he  was  struck  by  heavy 
timber^  which  fell  from  a  passing  car,  and  re- 
ceived In  juries  from  which  he  soon  after  died. 
The  case  has  been  once  before  in  this  court 
(117  N.  T.  688),  and  the  material  facts  are 
very  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Earl 
there  delivered.  Other  facts  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  Javmes  Eraser  Gluck,  for  appellant: 

It  was  vital  error  on  the  part  of  the  court  to 
submit  any  question  regarding  the  sufficiency 
of  the  rules  as  one  of  fact  to  the  jury. 

Wright  v.  New  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  25  N.  Y. 
562;  Boss  v.  Boston  db  A.  B.  Co.  58  N.  T.  217, 
221;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  N.  Y.  61;  Sheehan  v. 
New  York  Cent.  <fe  K  B.  B.  Co.  91  N.  Y.  882; 
Abel  y.  Delaware  A  B.  C.  Co.  5  Gent  Rep.  615, 
108  N.  Y.  581.  See  also  Avery  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &B.B.B.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  44,  45;  Croat 
v.  Qile,  51  N.  Y.  481. 

There  was  a  general  custom  among  all  rail- 
roads that  the  "safe  stowing"  of  umber  so 
that  it  "should  not  fall  off  the  cars,"  was  by 
stakes  and  cross-pieces.  This  custom  may  be 
regarded  in  determining  the  sufficiency  of  the 
rule. 

2  Parsons,  Conk  §  58;  Dawson  y.  Kittle.  4 
Hill,  107;  Bipley  v.  jEtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  N. 
Y.  160. 

Having  made  this  rule,  it  was  not  part  of 
the  master's  duty  to  attend  to  the  obedience  of 
those  regulations. 

Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  N.  Y.  72;  Bom  v.  Boston 
&  A.  B.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  217. 

The  master  is  not  bound  to  furnish  machin- 
ery that  will  prove,  adequate  to  every  occasion 
or  emergency. 

Bajus  v.Syraeuee,  B.  &N.  Y.  RCo.l  Cent 
Rep.  518, 108  N.  Y.  812. 

He  is  not  bound  to  adopt  the  best  means  and 
instrumentalities  nor  to  discard  old  machinery 
for  new  of  an  improved  pattern. 

Burke  v.  Witherbee,  98  N.  Y.  562;  Marsh  v.. 
Ohickering,  2  Cent  Rep.  419, 101  N.  Y.  896. 

The  mere  fact  that  methods,  appliances,  in- 
strumentalities and  machinery  which  have  been 
used  with  safety  upon  scores  of  occasions  prove 
insufficient  at  last  upon  a  single  occasion  does 
not  provide  a  basis  upon  which  a  master's  li- 
ability can  be  predicated. 

Loftus  v.  Brooklyn  Union  Ferry  Co.  84  N. 
Y.  455;  Dobbins  v.  Brown.  119  N.  Y.  193. 

Was  it  "manifest"  to  Ford  that  there  was 
danger  in  thus  loading  the  timber,  and  upon 
inspection  pronouncing  it  safe?  If  the  danger 
was  "manifest"  then  he  assumed  the  risk  and 
cannot  recover. 


See  also  22  L.  R.  A.  292. 
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William  v.  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  B.  Co.  116 
N.  Y.  628. 

The  happening  of  the  accident  itself  does  not 
justify  an  inference  that  in  any  respect  either 
in  the  use  of  machinery,  or  the  hiring  of  serv- 
ants, or  the  making  of  rules,  the  master  was 
lacking  in  reasonable  care. 

Dobbine  v.  Brown,  110  N.  T.  198. 

Where  experience  has  not  shown  by  the 
occurrence  of  some  misadventure  or  disaster 
that  the  instrumentalities  employed  or  the 
methods  in  use  render  necessary  the  establish- 
ment of  a  different  or  safer  method,  the  master 
is  not  chargeable  with  negligence,  because, 
upon  a  single  occasion,  a  casualty  has  occurred. 

Burke  v.  Witherbee,  98  N.  Y.  662;  Lqftue  v. 
Brooklyn  Union  Ferry  Co.  84  N.  Y.  455;  Lot- 
Jtin  v.  Buffalo <b&  W.B.Co.7 Gent  Rep.  798, 
106  N.Y.  186. 

Mr.  Trsvcy  C.  Becker*  for  respondent: 

Conceding  that  defendant's  evidence  as  to 
its  rules  and  usage  was  sufficient  to  raise  a 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  had  not  made 
«ome  rule  on  this  subject,  the  question  still 
remained  one  of  fact  for  the  Jury  whether  that 
rule  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  designed. 

Shiner  v.  Btueett,  6  N.  Y.  S.  R.  78,  25  N. 
Y.  Week.  Dig.  261;  Buehby  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.&W.R  Co.  10  Cent.  Rep.  288,  107  N.  Y. 
$88,  citing  Abel  v.  Delaware  &  H.  C.  Co.  5 
Cent.  Rep.  615,  108  N.  Y.  581;  Anthony  v. 
Leeret,  7  Cent  Rep.  698,  105  N.  Y.  591;  Mo 
Govern  v.  Central  Vermont  B.  Co.  128  N.  Y. 
281. 

Defendant's  attempt  to  show  a  usage,  and 
indeed  its  attempt  to  show  that  it  had  a  writ- 
ten rule  which  requires  all  freight  to  be  stowed, 
was  not  enough  to  limit  its  liability. 

Bee  Wright  v.  Boiler,  20  N.  Y.  S.  R.  874. 

Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Upon  the  first  appeal  of  this  case  the  Judg- 
ment which  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  was  re- 
versed by  this  court,  on  the  ground  that  the 
<ause  of  the  accident  was  attributable  solely  to 
the  negligence  of  the  fellow  servants  of  the  de- 
•ceased  in  improperly  loading  the  lumber  upon 
the  cars.  There  was  then  no  question  whether 
the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  fail- 
ing to  establish  a  proper  rule  or  method  for  the 
loading  of  lumber.  The  court  on  the  first  trial 
•charged  the  Jury  that  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  defendant  was  called  upon  to  estab- 
lish any  system  of  rules  which  should  provide 
for  any  different  or  safer  method  in  the  load- 
ing of  the  lumber  than  that  described  by  the 
witnesses,  and,  as  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict, 
no  question  was  or  could  be  raised  on  appeal 
-as  to  the  correctness  of  that  charge.  Upon  the 
last  trial  it  appeared  that  the  only  written  rule 
•that  the  defendant  had  established  which  it  was 
claimed  had  reference  to  the  loading  of  lum- 
ber was  one  known  as  No.  82,  and  which  re- 
quired its  employes  "to  attend  to  the  loading 
of  all  freight,  whether  loaded  by  station- men 
or  by  shippers,  to  see  that  it  is  safely  stored, 
and  so  that  it  cannot  fall  off  the  cars.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  had  also  furnished 
to  its  employes  stakes  to  be  used  in  making  se- 
cure freight  placed  upon  flat  or  gondola  cars, 
•and  the  witnesses  for  the  defendant,  who  had 
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loaded  or  inspected  the  cars  in  question,  testi- 
fied that  they  knew  that  stakes  were  necessary 
in  making  the  lumber  secure,  and  that  when 
there  were  no  brackets  on  the  side  of  the  cars, 
as  in  this  case,  the  stakes  could  be  placed  in- 
side the  box,  between  the  side  of  the  car  and 
the  lumber,  and  fastened  by  being  nailed  or 
spiked  to  the  side.  But  that  course  was  not 
pursued  in  this  case,  for  the  reason  that  on  ac- 
count of  the  short  distance  the  lumber  was  to 
be  carried  it  was  not  deemed  necessary.  The 
plaintiff  also  save  proof  tending  to  show  that 
on  other  roads  a  verbal  rule  existed  that  in 
loading  lumber  it  should  be  secured  by  stakes 
on  the  sides,  and  stays  across  the  top  of  the 
load,  whenever  it  was  loaded  above  the  side  of 
a  car,  and  that  the  rule  applied  in  all  cases,  no 
matter  what  the  distance  was  over  which  the 
lumber  was  to  be  carried;  that  no  verbal  rule  of 
this  character  prevailed  on  defendant's  road, 
and  no  instruction  to  that  effect  was  ever  given 
to  its  employes.  This  testi  mony  was  not  gi ven 
upon  the  first  trial.  At  the  close  of  the  evidence 
the  trial  court  submitted  eight  special  questions 
to  the  jury,  stating  that  upon  the  answers  to 
those  questions  it  would  determine  which  party 
would  be  entitled  to  judgment.  Upon  the  spe- 
cial findings  thus  made  judgment  was  directed 
for  the  plaintiff.  This  mode  of  submitting  the 
case  to  the  jury  was  acquiesced  in  by  both  par- 
ties.but  the  defendant  claimed, and  now  claims, 
that  there  was  not  evidence  sufficient  to  justify 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  com- 
plaint should  have  been  dismissed,  and  by  ap- 
propriate exceptions  the  question  is  presented 
here  whether  the  findings  of  the  jury  have 
support  in  the  evidence. 

That  the  car  in  question  was  improperly 
loaded,  and  that  such  was  the  cause  of  the  In- 
testate's death,  and  that  he  was  free  from  any 
negligence  contributing  to  the  injury,  are  facts 
found  by  the  answers  to  the  first  three  ques- 
tions, and  are  not  disputed  on  this  appeal.  The 
seventh  and  eighth  findings  related  to  the  ques- 
tion of  plaintiff's  damages,  and  the  amount. 
The  fifth  question  was  as  follows:  "Did  the  de- 
fendant provide,  make  and  promulgate  a  prop- 
er and  sufficient  rule  with  respect  to  the  load- 
ing of  the  cars  with  lumber,  including  the  car 
from  which  the  lumber  fell,  which,  If  faith- 
fully observed,  would  have  given  reasonable 
protection  to  its  employes?"  whichquestion 
the  Jurv  answered  in  the  negative.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  answer  to  this  question 
supports  the  judgment  rendered.  The  intes- 
tate, upon  entering  the  defendant's  employ, 
assumed  and  assented  to  the  ordinary  risks  in- 
cident to  the  service.  But  employers  cannot 
avail  themselves  of  this  assent  unless  they  take 
reasonable  precautions  to  insure  the  servant's 
safety  while  in  the  performance  of  his  duties, 
and  there  can  be  no  exemption  from  liability 
for  injuries  sustained  by  a  servant  when  such 
injuries  are  traced  to  the  employer's  failure  to 
take  such  precautions.  Within  the  operation 
of  this  principle  a  corporation  is  bound  to 
carry  on  its  business  under  a  proper  system, 
and  under  reasonable  rules  and  regulations, 
and  if,  through  a  failure  to  establish  such,  a 
servant  is  injured,  the  corporation  is  liable. 
The  master  is  responsible  for  his  own  negli- 

?;ence  and  want  of  care,  and  this  may  appear 
rom  his  failure  to  furnish  proper  machinery 
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and  materials  for  the  work,  or  from  the  em- 
ployment of  incompetent  and  unfit  servants 
and  agents,  or  from  a  failure  to  make  proper 
rules  or  establish  a  proper  method  for  the  con- 
duct of  his  business.  These  are  the  master's 
duties,  and  responsibility  cannot  be  evaded  by 
their  delegation  to  agents.  As  to  such  acts, 
the  agent  occupies  the  master's  place,  and  the 
latter  is  deemed  present  and  liable  for  the  man- 
ner in  which  they  are  performed.  Flike  v. 
Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  640;  Fuller  v. 
Jewett,  80  N.  Y.  46. 

In  the  case  before  us  it  was  clearly  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  adopt  some  system  for  the 
loading  of  lumber  upon  open  cars  that  would 
have  regard  for  the  safety,  not  only  of  its  serv- 
ants and  those  traveling  over  its  road,  but  to 
the  safety  of  all  frersons  who  should  be  in  the 
vicinity  of  its  cars.  The  importance  and  extent 
of  the  business,  and  the  manifest  danger  from 
the  falling  of  heavy  sticks  of  timber  from  the 
cars,  required  this.  But  there  was  no  rule  on 
the  subject.  The  only  rule  shown  to  exist  had 
no  particular  reference  to  lumber  more  than 
any  other  freight,  and  it  expressed  nothing 
more  than  the  obligation  which  the  law  put 
upon  the  corporation,  viz.,  to  take  due  care 
that  freight  was  safely  loaded,  and  should  not 
fall  from  the  car.  But  method  or  system  as  to 
loading  lumber  there  was  none.  Having  fur- 
nished a  good  car,  and  stakes  that  might  be 
used,  the  manner  of  loading  lumber  was  left 
to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  its  agents 
and  servants.  It  was  not  sufficient  for  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  its  employes  knew  that 
the  rule  I  have  quoted  applied  to  lumber,  and 
also  knew  that  the  general  usage  required  it  to 
be  staked,  and  that  stakes  were  furnished 
and  available  to  the  men  in  the  particular  case 
before  us.  All  this  may  be  assumed  to  be  true, 
and  yet  the  fact  exists  that  the  use  of  the  stakes 
was  not  enjoined  upon  the  servants  by  any  rule 
of  the  defendant  or  by  any  instruction  ever 
given  them.  Having  furnished  the  car  and 
the  stakes,  it  was  left  to  the  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion of  the  foreman  whether  to  use  the 
stakes  or  not,  and  in  this  particular  instance 
they  were  not  used,  for  the  reason  that  they 
supposed  the  lumber  would  stay  on  the  car 
over  the  short  distance  it  was  to  be  carried; 
and  it  is  because  of  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant  to  require  the  use  of  the  stakes  in  all  cases 
that  the  neglect  of  its  servants  in  this  case  is 
imputed  to  it.  There  was  no  rule,  and  the 
only  method  or  system  was  such  as  the  fore- 
man in  each  particular  case  should  deem  the 
safe  and  proper  one  to  pursue.  Under  such  a 
state  of  facts,  the  employer  must  be  deemed 
constructively  present  during  the  loading  of 
the  cars,  and  the  acts  of  his  agents  are  in  law 
deemed  to  be  his  acts.  The  improper  and 
negligent  loading  of  the  cars  is  thus  traced  di- 
rectly to  the  defendant,  and  its  negligence  es- 
tablished. Thus  far  I  have  treated  the  con- 
struction of  Rule  82  as  a  question  of  law,  but 
in  the  question  submitted  to  the  jury  there  was 
opportunity  for  a  finding  of  fact  that  the  mak- 
ing of  that  rule  was  a  sufficient  performance 
on  the  part  of  defendant  of  its  duties  towards 
its  servants,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  more 
upon  the  exception  of  the  defendant  to  the 
submission  of  that  question,  as  one  of  fact  to 
the  jury,  than  that  ft  was  a  ruling  as  favora- 
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ble  towards  it  as  the  facto  of  the  case  warranted. 
The  view  of  the  case  herein  expressed  renders 
unnecessary  any  reference  to  the  other  find- 
ings of  the  jury  which  the  respondent  claims 
establish  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  ih*  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Follett,  OK  J.,  dissent- 
ing. 


John  H.  DRESLER,  Bespt., 

George  M.  HARD  et  aL,  Appts. 
f....N.  Y.....> 

The  opinion  of  sui  expert  maybe  given  on 
the  question  -whether  the  word  in  the  date  of  a 
written  instrument  is  "Jany"  or  "July." 

(June  2. 189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court  for 


Note.— Of  expert  and  opinion  testimony  as  to  hand- 
writing. 

An  exhaustive  review  of  the  authorities  will  dis- 
close the  fact  that  the  earliest  reported  case  bearing; 
any  affinities  with  the  one  under  review  is  that  of 
Norman  v.  Morrell,  decided  by  the  English  Court  of 
Chancery  in  1796  and  reported  in  4  Yes.  Jr.  W8.  The- 
contention  arose  over  the  amount  of  a  legacy,  and 
the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  the 
original  figure  was  "threes*  hut  he  contended  that  it 
had  been  altered  to  "rfpftt"  by  drawing  the  pen 
over  it  again  and  extending  the  upper  and  lower 
parts  of  the  figure  towards  the  center.  To  sustain 
this  contention  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  admitted  the- 
testimony  of  an  engraver  who  was  examined  as  an 
expert  upon  the  subject,  and  the  lines  written  by 
the  testatrix,  who  was  of  an  advanced  age  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  were  proved  in  order  to- 
show  how  she  made  her  figures.  The  ruling  by 
which  this  testimony  was  admitted  was  sustained 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  when  the  characters 
in  which  a  paper  is  written  are  obscure  and  difficult 
to  be  deciphered  the  evidence  of  persons  whom 
practice  and  experience  in  examining  writing  have- 
made  skillful  is  competent  for  the  purpose  of  aiding 
the  court  or  jury  in  arriving  at  a  true  reading  of 
the  document.  Stone  v.  Hubbard,  7  Cush.  566: 
Wigram,  Wilis,  8d  ed.  12, 188, 189, 188;  Masters  v.  Mas- 
ten,  1  P.  Wins.  425;  Norman  v.  Morreu,  4  Ves.  Jr. 
709;  Sheldon  v.  Benham,  4  Hill,  129. 

Claim*  of  the  expert*. 

OaUgraphic  experts  have  for  years  asserted  the 
possibility  of  investigating  handwriting  upon  sci- 
entific principles,  and  the  courts  have  consequently 
admitted  such  person  to  testify  in  oases  of  disputed 
handwriting.  It  is  claimed  that  experiments  and 
observation  have  disclosed  the  faotthat  there  are- 
certain  general  principles  which  may  be  relied  upon 
In  questions  pertaining  to  the  genuineness  of  band- 
writing.   Rogers,  Expert  Testimony,  2d  ed.  6 124. 

It  is  further  claimed  that  no  two  autograph  sig- 
natures written  in  a  natural  hand  were  perfect  foe 
similes.  In  the  famous  Howland  Will  Case  (Mass.) 
4  Am.  Law  Rev.  825, 649,  Professor  Pierce,  a  very 
distinguished  mathematician,  at  that  time  professor- 
of  mathematics  In  Harvard  University,  testified 
that  the  odds  were  exactly  2,898,000,000,000,000,000, 
that  an  individual  could  not  with  a  pen  write  his- 
name  three  times  exactly  alike. 

Men  of  business  acquire  a  mechanical  style  of- 
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the  City  of  New  York  affirming  a  judgment  of 
the  Trial  Term  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  defendants'  al- 
leged failure  to  deliver  certain  stock  which  they 
had  contracted  to  sell  and  deliver  to  plaintiff. 
Reverted. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Daniel  P.  Havys,  for  appellant: 
The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  the  ex- 
pert to  examine  the  receipt  offered  in  evidence 
and  testify  as  to  whether  the  date  was  January 
or  July. 

See  Van  Wycklen  v.  Brooklyn,  1 18  N.  Y.  429; 
Rogers,  Expert  Testimony,  §  128;  Miles  v. 
Loomis,  75  N.  Y.  288;  Sheldon  v.  Behham,  4 
Hill,  181;  Stone  v.  Hubbard,  7  Gush.  595;  Mas- 
ten  v.  Matters,  1  P.  Wins.  425;  Norman  v. 
MorrtU,  4  Ves.  Jr.  770;  VinUm  v.  Peck,  14 
Mich.  290. 
Mr.  Iamae  I*  Egbert,  for  respondent: 
The  opinion  of  the  expert  was  properly  ex- 
cluded by  the  trial  ludge.  This  was  not  a 
case  of  disputed  writing,  and  there  is  no  rule 


of  law  under  which  the  proposed  testimony 
would  be  permissible.  The  acts  confine  the 
authority  for  such  comparisons  to  cases  of 
"disputed  writing." 

Laws  1888,  chap.  555;  Peck  v.  CaUaghan,  95 
N.  Y.  78;  Miles  v.  Loomis,  75  N.  Y.  288. 

Potter*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

A  statement  of  the  facts  which,  it  seems  to 
me,  must  control  the  decision  of  this  appeal  in 
this  case,  may  be  very  brief.  The  action  was 
brought  by  plaintiff  to  recover  of  defendants 
the  moneys  paid  by  him  to  them  from  time 
to  time  towards  the  purchase  price  of  1,000 
shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Manhattan  Refining 
Company,  but  which  the  defendants  refused 
or  failed,  to  deliver  pursuant  to  their  obliga- 
tions. The  contract  to  purchase  the  particu- 
lar block  of  stock  in  question  was  made  about 
the  1st  of  November,  1880.  It  was  not  ques- 
tioned upon  the  trial  but  that  the  plaintiff  had 
contracted  to  purchase  of  defendants  two  other 


writing  which  obliterates  all  natural  characteris- 
tics, unless  In  Instances  where  the  character  Is  so 
strongly  individual  as  not  to  be  modified  into  the 
general  mass.  See  the  able  article  Autography  in 
Chambers  Bdinb.  Journal,  July  86, 1846. 

Treacherous  nature  of  this  species  of  evidence. 

The  treacherous  nature  of  this  species  of  evidence 
as  to  handwriting  is  fully  recognized  and  is  fre- 
quently referred  to.  Mr.  Best  observes,  section  247, 
Principles  of  the  Law  of  Evidence,  whatever  may 
be  the  relative  values  of  the  several  modes  of 
proving  handwriting,  it  is  certain  that  all  such 
proof  is  even  in  its  best  form  precarious  and  often 
extremely  dangerous.  The  handwriting  of  the 
same  person  varies  at  different  periods  of  life;  it  is 
affected  by  age,  by  Infirmity  and  by  habit.  "Many 
persons,  it  has  been  well  remarked,  write  alike  hav- 
ing the  same  teacher,  writing  in  the  same  office, 
being  of  the  same  family;  all  these  produce  simil- 
itude in  handwriting  which  in  common  cases  and 
by  common  observers  is  not  liable  to  be  distin- 
guished." Rex  v.Johnson,  29  How.  St.  Tr.475.  See 
also  per  Sir  J.  Nioholl  in  Constable  v.  Steibel,  1 
Hagg.  Bed.  61. 

Infirmities  of  this  evidence. 

Of  all  kinds  of  testimony  admitted  in  a  court  of 
justice,  expert  and  opinion  evidence  as  to  hand- 
writing is  the  most  unsatisfactory;  it  is  so  weak  and 
decrepit  as  scarcely  to  deserve  a  place  in  our  system 
of  jurisprudence.  Cowan  v.  Beall,  1  MoArth.  270. 
A  distinguished  jurist,  commenting  upon  this  grade 
of  evidence,  says,  in  confirmation  of  the  above: 
MBveryone  knows  how  unsafe  it  is  to  rely  upon 
anyone's  opinion  concerning  the  niceties  of  pen- 
manship. The  introduction  of  professional  experts 
has  only  added  to  the  mischief  instead  of  palliating 
it,  and  the  results  of  litigation  have  shown  that 
these  are  often  the  merest  pretenders  to  knowledge 
whose  notions  are  pure  speculations.  Opinions  are 
necessarily  received  and  may  be  valuable,  but  at 
best  this  kind  of  testimony  is  a  neoessary  evil. 
Those  who  have  personal  acquaintance  with  the 
handwriting  of  a  person  are  not  always  reliable  in 
their  views,  and  single  signatures  apart  from  some 
known  surroundings  are  not  always  recognized  by 
the  one  who  made  them.  Every  degree  of  removal 
beyond  personal  knowledge  into  the  domain  of 
what  is  sometimes  called  with  great  liberality  sci- 
entific opinion  is  a  step  towards  greater  uncertainty 
and  the  science  which  is  generally  diffused  is  of 
12  L.  R.  A. 


very  moderate  value."   Campbell,  J„  In  Poster's 
Will  Case,  84  Mich.  XL 

Harmony  of  the  decisions  as  to  qualification  of  ex. 
verts. 

A  series  of  decisions  sustains  with  substantial 
unanimity  the  proposition  that  to  render  the  wit- 
ness an  expert,  competent  to  testify  as  to  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  person's  signature  or  handwriting, 
he  must  have  seen  such  person  write  or  have  been 
the  recipient  of  social  or  business  lettersfrom  him, 
which  letters  have  been  assumed  to  be  genuine  by 
both  parties,  or  is  shown  to  be  competent  by  virtue 
of  close  study  of  comparison  where  the  spurious 
and  genuine  handwriting  were  the  subject  of  con- 
trast. Strong  y.  Brewer,  17  Ala.  70S;  Keith  v.  Loth- 
rop,  10  Cush.  458;  Burnbam  v.  Ayer,  80  N.  H.  182; 
Pepper  v.  Barnett,  22  Gratt.  40ft;  Hopkins  v.  Meg- 
quire,  86  Me.  78;  West  v.  State,  22  N.  J.  L.  212; 
Woodford  v.  MoClenahan,  0  111.  86;  Edelen  v. 
Gough,  8  Olll,  87;  Garrells  v.  Alexander,  4  BBp.  87; 
Hammond  v.  Varlan,  54  N.  Y.  888;  Board  of  Trus- 
tees v.  Misenheimer,  78  HL  22;  Bowman  v.  Sanborn, 
25  N.  H.  87;  State  v.  Ward,  89  Vt.  225;  Medway's 
Case,  6  Ct.  CI.  421;  Com.  v.  Eastman,  1  Cush.  188; 
Com.  v.  Coe,  115  Mass.  481;  Sill  v.  Reese,  47  OaL  284; 
Cody  v.  Conly,  27  Gratt  818;  State  v.  Spenoe,  2  Hair. 
(Del.)  848;  Pearson  v.  MoDaniel,  82  Ga.  100;  Gordon 
v.  Price.  10  Ired.  L.  885;  South.  Exp.  Co.  v.  Thornton, 
41  Miss.  216;  Reyburn  y.  Bellottt  10  Mo.  607;  Empire 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stuart,  40  Mich.  482;  Rogers  v.  Bitter,  78 
U.  S.  12  Wall.  817,  20  L.  ed.  417;  WiUson  v.  Betts,  4 
Denlo,  201. 

It  is  universally  conceded  that  evidence  of  hand- 
writing may  be  opinion  merely,  and  it  is  as  univer- 
sally conceded,  that  a  witness  who  has  either  seen 
the  party  write,  or  who  not  having  seen  him  write 
has  received  letters  from  him  which  have  been  acted 
upon  by  him  as  genuine,  is  competent  to  give  an 
opinion  as  to  his  handwriting,  and  this  competency 
is  not  affected  by  the  lack  of  f  requenoy  of  obser- 
vation, the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed  since 
the  writing  was  sent  or  the  slightness  of  the  cor- 
respondence, although  the  weight  of  the  opinion 
will  of  course  depend  much  upon  these  circum- 
stances.   Miles  v.  Loomis,  75  N.Y.  288. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  that  requires  that  a  wit- 
ness  called  .to  prove  the  handwriting  of  a  party 
should  have  seen  the  party  write  a  large  number 
of  times.  Handwriting,  like  the  countenance, 
form,  gait  and  gesture  of  a  party,  is  recognized  by 
some  witnesses  more  readily  than  by  others,  and  is 
in  some  persons  marked  by  more  decisive  and  ob- 
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similar  blocks  of  stock;  one  in  September. 
1880,  and  before,  and  one  in  March,  1881,  and 
after,  the  purchase  in  question.  The  practical 
contention  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  while  the 
stocks  purchased  in  September  and  March  bad 
been  delivered,  the  stock  purchased  in  Novem- 
ber had  not  been  delivered.  The  contention  of 
the  defendants  was  that  the  stockpurchased  in 
November  had  been  delivered.  Upon  the  trial 
the  plaintiff  introduced  his  own  and  other  evi- 
dence tending  to  establish  the  contention  upon 
his  behalf.  The  defendants,  in  support  of 
their  contention,  introduced  a  receipt,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy:  "  New  York 
Agency,  Jay  22d,  1881.  I  have  this  dav  re- 
ceived from  Jas.  H.  Blauvelt  stock  certificate 
No.  122  &  121  of  the  Manhattan  Refining  Com- 
pany, which  I  have  paid  part  cash  and  notes. 
John  H.  Dresler."  A  dispute  thereupon  arose 
whether  the  date  of  the  receipt  was  January 
or  July,  1881.  The  force  and  pertinency  of 
the  date  of  the  receipt  was  clearly  recognized 
in  the  charge  of  the  learned  trial  Judge  and  in 


the  opinion  of  the  general  term.  The  receipt 
proves  the  delivery  of  two  blocks  of  stock. 
The  plaintiff,  in  his  testimony,  proves  the  de- 
livery of  two  blocks  of  stock,  but  says  the  two 
blocks  delivered  were  the  purchases  made  in 
September  and  March.  The  defendants  contend 
that  the  two  blocks,  the  delivery  of  which  are 
evidenced  by  the  receipt,  were  the  blocks  pur- 
chased in  September  and  November.  If, 
therefore,  the  date  of  the  receipt  is  January,  it 
must  refer  to  the  purchases  made  in  Septem- 
ber and  November,  for  the  third  purchase  was 
not  made  till  March  succeeding  January,  1881. 
Various  papers  relating  to  the  transactions  be* 
tween  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Blauvelt,  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  latter,  were  put  in  evi- 
dence, and,  among  others,  a  note  bearing  the 
date  or  the  word  "Jany,"  1886.  It  was  con- 
ceded that  the  receipt  in  question  was  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  defendant  Blauvelt  The 
defendant  called  an  expert  to  show  that  the 
date  of  the  receipt  was  "January,"  and  not 
"July."    For  that  purpose  the  defendant  asked 


vious  peculiarities  than  in  others.  All  that  is  re- 
quislte  is  to  ascertain  whether  the  witness  has  seen 
handwriting  which  by  an  infallible  test  he  knows 
to  be  that  of  the  party;  and  then  he  must  upon  his 
oath  declare  if  the  writing-  exhibited  appears  to  him 
to  be  that  of  the  same  party.  The  weight  to  be  at- 
tached to  such  testimony  must  depend  npon  the 
ordinary  tests  of  knowledge,  the  capacity  of  a  wit- 
ness, his  disposition  to  tell  the  truth  and  the  means 
which  have  been  afforded  him,  whether  from  the 
lntrinsio  nature  of  the  subject  itself,  or  the  famili- 
arity of  the  witness  with  it,  to  acquire  the  informa- 
tion he  assumes  to  have.  Hideout  v.  Newton,  17  N. 
H.71. 

Latitude  o/  the  present  rule. 

It  is  pertinent,  in  this  connection,  to  add  that  the 
weight  of  authority,  as  evidenced  in  the  modern 
adjudication,  renders  the  witness  competent  If  he 
has  seen  the  party  write  at  all.  Pope  v.  Askew,  1 
Ired.  L.  16;  Woodford  v.  MoClenahan,  0  111.  85 ;  Mo- 
Nair  v.  Com.  SB  Fa.  888;  Haynle  v.  State,  8  Tex-'App. 
178. 

Further  review  of  the  sustaining  authorities* 

The  principles  sought  to  be  established  by  the  au- 
thorities here  collated  are  fully  sustained  by  the 
case  of  Woodman  v.  Dana,  68  Me.  18,  where  the 
court  in  an  exhaustive  and  carefully  considered 
opinion  by  Rice,  X,  reviewed  the  authorities  and 
stated  as  a  principle  well  established  that  the  hand- 
writing of  a  person  may  be  proved  by  any  person 
who  has  acquired  a  knowledge  of  it,  as  by  having 
seen  him  write,  from  having  carried  on  a  corres- 
pondence with  him,  or,  as  was  decided  in  Ham- 
mond's Case,  2  Me.  88, 11  Am.  Deo.  89,  from  an  ac- 
quaintance gained  from  having  seen  handwriting 
acknowledged  or  proved  by  him.  Page  v.  Homans, 
14  Me.  481;  1  GreenL  Bv.  1 077;  Wharton,  Ev.  M  707, 
709. 

Theory  of  the  Vermont  and  Massachusetts  courts. 

The  same  question  has  very  recently  been  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont  in  the  case  of 
Rowell  v.  Fuller.  69  Vt.  688,  where  the  court  an- 
nounced the  rule  that  where  a  writing  is  disputed 
and  another  is  offered  in  proof  as  a  standard  the 
court  should  first  find  as  a  fact  that  the  latter  is 
genuine  and  then  submit  it  to  the  Jury  in  compari- 
son with  that  in  controversy.  This  doctrine  has 
been  re-affirmed  in  Costello  v.  Crowell,  183  Mass.  868, 
and  again  in  the  same  case  as  reported  in  189  Mass. 
600.  The  present  English  rule  Is  in  entire  accord 
12L.R.A. 


and  harmony  with  that  now  In  vogue  in 
ohusetts  and  Vermont.  This,  however,  has  been 
peremptorily  in  oontra-distinguishment  of  the  ju- 
ridical position  above  outlined.  The  oourfcs  of 
high  standing  and  marked  ability  for  whose  decis- 
ions we  have  great  respect  have  adopted  a  different 
rule  and  held  that  the  jury  should  ultimately  pass 
upon  the  question.  State  v.  Hastings,  68  N.  H.  461, 
opinion  by  Sargent,  Oh.  J". 

The  standard  of  comparison. 

Am  to  the  standard  of  comparison,  it  may  be  re- 
marked that  even  in  those  States  where  the  com- 
mon-law rule  has  been  relaxed  by  statutory  inno- 
vation, it  is  nevertheless  held  that  the  standard  of 
comparison  sought  to  be  introduced  must  be  either 
admitted  to  be  genuine  or  proved  so  to  be  by  un- 
doubted evidence.  MoKeone  ▼.  Barnes,  108  Mass. 
814;  Pavey  v.  Pavey,  80  Ohio  St  600;  Van  Sickle  v. 
People,  29  Mich.  61;  State  v.  Hastings,  63  N.  H.  468; 
Travis  v.  Brown,  48  Pa.  9:  Baker  v.  Mygatt,  14  Iowa, 
181;  Heard  v.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  L 

It  is  reversible  error  to  allow  a  document  to  go  to 
the  jury  as  a  standard  where  the  only  proof  of  its 
genuineness  consists  in  comparison  by  experts  with 
some  other  writing  admitted  to  be  genuine.  The 
court  says:  It  appears  to  us  that  the  genuineness  of 
the  writing  made  the  basis  of  comparison,  some- 
times called  the  standard  writing,  should  be  proved 
by  direct  or  positive  evidence,  and  in  an  early  Iowa 
case  It  was  held  that  such  proof  should  be  by  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  who  saw  it  written  or  by  the 
testimony  of  a  person  or  by  some  other  positive 
proof.   Winch  v.  Norman,  66  Iowa,  186. 

Am  to  the  comparison  of  the  writing  to  be  proved 
with  other  writings  at  common  law,  this  could  only 
be  by  doouments  or  writings  already  In  evidence. 
But  this  rule  is  disputed  in  many  States.  Hender- 
son v.  Hackney,  16  Ga.  681;  Hanley  v.  Gandy,  88 
Tex.  811;  Clay  v.  Alderson.  10  W.  Va.  49;  State  v. 
Givens,  6  Ala.  747;  Tome  v.  Parkersburg  Branoh  B. 
Co.  89  McL  86,  17  Am.  Bep.  640;  Kannon  v.  Galto- 
way,2  Bart.  280;  Bowt  v. Bale,  1  Leigh, 816;  West 
v.  State,  88  N.  J.  L.  818;  Board  of  Trustees  v.  Miaen- 
heimer,  78  HI.  88;  Clark  v.  Rhodes,  8  Heisk.  806; 
Otey  v.  Hoy,  8  Jones,  L.  407;  Van  Sickle  v.  People, 
29  Mich.  61;  McAllister  v.  McAllister,  7  B.  Mon.  880. 

The  genuineness  of  a  signature  to  a  lost  instru- 
ment may  be  testified  to  by  an  expert  who  has  ex- 
amined the  signature  and  who  testifies  to  his  recol- 
lection as  compared  with  the  genuine  signature  In 
evidence.  Abbott  v.  Coleman,  88  Kan.  860,  81  Am. 
Rep.  186., 
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this  question:  "  Will  you  state  from  the  ex- 
amination which  you  have  made  of  Exhibit  B, 
and  of  the  comparison  you  have  made  between 
the  handwriting  on  that  and  the  handwriting 
•on  these  other  exhibits  in  Mr.  Blauvelt's  hand- 
writing, what  your  opinion  is  with  reference 
to  the  date  on  that  paper  ? "  This  question 
was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  but  not  upon 
«ny  specific  ground.  The  court  excluded  the 
question,  manifestly  upon  the  ground  that  the 
-question  calls  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness  as 
to  what  the  word  or  characters  mean.  To 
make  the  point  of  the  proposed  evidence  and 
Tilling  more  precise,  the  defendants1  counsel 
.asked  this  question:  "  I  ask  you  to  compare 
it  with  the  exhibit  you  have  in  your  hand,  and 
then  I  desire  to  ask  the  question  again  whether, 
in  your  opinion,  the  word  written  at  the  head- 
ing of  defendants'  Exhibit  B,  in  the  place  of 
the  date,  is  January  or  July;"  which,  upon 
plaintiff's  objection,  was  also  excluded.  The 
defendants'  counsel  excepted  to  the  rulings. 
We  think  the  learned  trial  judge  erred  in  ex- 
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stated  in  the  language  of  the  court,  that  the 
object  of  the  proof  was  to  show  by  the  witness 
what  the  words  and  characters  indicating  the 
date  of  the  receipt  were.  The  principle  in- 
volved is  whether  it  may  be  shown  what  the 
word  in  a  written  instrument  is.  To  a  person 
or  a  juror  (if  we  may  suppose  the  latter  case) 
Who  can  neither  read  nor  write  it  is  indispens- 
able that  someone  who  can  should  be  allowed 
to  testify  what  the  words  are..  This  course 
would  be  necessary  in  such  case,  however 
plainly  written  or  printed  the  word  might  be. 
Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  allowable  for 
the  jurymen,  who  are  perhaps  only  moderately 
skilled  in  letters  and  words,  to  determine 
what  the  letters  and  characters  are,  and  what 
word  they  make.  The  jurors  may  do  this 
from  the  knowledge  they  already  possess  and 
such  as  they  gain  during  the  trial  by  the 
reading  and  comparison  they  make  with  other 
writings  already  introduced  in  evidence.  In- 
deed, the  court  held  in  the  opinion  in  this  case 


The  rule  In  North  Carolina  and  New  York. 

A  North  Carolina  ease  has  held  that  testimony  as 
to  handwriting  founded  on  what  is  properly  termed 
'"comparison  of  hands'*  seems  to  be  now  generally 
exploded.  Pope  v.  Askew,  1  lied.  L.  17;  Yates  v. 
Yates,  78  N.  0.148. 

A  oompaiison  of  the  handwriting  of  papers  in- 
troduced and  relevant  is  permitted  to  ascertain  the 
genuineness  of  the  one  in  controversy.  This  rule 
was  distinctly  laid  down  in  Doe  v.  Newton,  5  Ad.  ft 
EL  514,  and  approved  by  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals  in  Van  Wyck  v.  Mcintosh,  U  N.  Y.  412;  and 
in  a  later  case  Mr,  Commissioner  Leonard,  writing 
for  affirmance,  says:  "The  comparison  of  hand- 
writing is  permitted  where  different  instruments 
relevant  as  to  the  controversy  have  been  intro- 
duced for  other  purposes."  Bandolph  v.  Loughlln, 
48N.Y.456. 

The  fluctuation  in  judicial  opinion  regarding 
this  topio  has  been  violent  and  contradictory  and 
is  several  degrees  removed  from  unanimity  at  this 


The  Maryland  rule. 

Maryland  has  adopted  the  English  rule,  which 
tiolds  signatures  to  be  proved  under  the  common- 
law  methods  except  in  oases  of  comparison,  by 
which  is  meant  the  oollation  of  two  papers  In  jux- 
taposition for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  by  in- 
spection If  they  were  written  by  the  same  person. 
This  rule  was  re-affirmed  in  1876  In  Tome  v.  Park- 
•ersburg  Branch  R.  Co.  89  Md.  98,  which  case  is  sup. 
posed  to  announce  the  prevailing  view  in  that  ju- 
risdiction. 

The  Texas  rule. 

In  Texas  we  find  the  usual  aberrations  from 
standard  authorities.  The  judiciary  of  that  State 
.gave  the  matter  the  most  exhaustive  and  discrimi- 
nating review,  and,  after  elaborate  discussion  of 
•every  apparent  phase  of  the  question,  decided  in 
favor  of  the  old  common-law  rule,  which  prohibits 
proof  of  handwriting  by  comparison.  Hanley  v. 
-Gandy,  28  Tex.  2U. 

Another  case  reported  in  the  same  volume  sus- 
tains the  same  view.  These  decisions  were  re- 
ceived with  such  dissatisfaction  as  to  place  the 
oourt  in  serious  embarrassment,  and  rather  than  re- 
cede from  a  position  so  deliberately  assumed  the 
Legislature  was  Importuned  and  relief  afforded 
by  statutory  enactment,  which  provides  inter  alia 
that  it  is  competent  in  every  case  to  give  evidence 
of  handwriting  by  comparison  made  by  experts  or 
fjy  the  Jury.  Paschall,  Dig.  art.  8182. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  rule  as  sanUioned  by  the  Nebraska  courts. 

In  Nebraska,  It  has  been  held  that  a  witness  not 
an  expert  cannot  be  permitted  to  give  his  opinion 
formed  by  a  comparison  of  the  disputed  signature 
with  the  signatures  of  the  party  attached  to  plead- 
ings filed  in  the  case.  In  Missouri  the  case  of  Dow 
v.  Spenny,  29  Mo.  887,  is  still  regarded  as  control- 
ling. The  case  appeared  on  appeal  after  the  oourt 
below.  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  alleged  to 
have  been  forged,  had  refused  to  allow  a  paper  not 
In  evldenoe  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  com- 
parison in  an  appellate  court.  This  ruling  was  af- 
firmed. Scott,  J".,  in  writing  for  affirmance,  says 
the  evidence  in  relation  to  the  comparison  of  hand- 
writing was  properly  executed,  as  the  fact  did  not 
bring  the  case  within  the  rule  as  stated  by  Green- 
leaf. 

The  South  Carolina  rule. 

In  South  Carolina  the  courts  adhere  with  sub- 
stantial unanimity  to  the  decision  announced  In 
1888  in  the  case  of  Boman  v.  Plunkett,  8  McCord, 
L.  618.  That  decision  admits  tbe  principle  of  the 
English  rule  to  be  correct  and  comparison  by  jux- 
taposition, not  as  original  but  as  confirmatory 
evidence,  is  indulged. 

Theory  of  the  Iowa  and  Indiana  courts. 

The  cases  of  Clark  v.  Wyatt,  15  Ind.  271,  and  8hank 
v.  Butsch,  28  Ind.  30,  are  supposed  to  embody  and 
typify  the  English  rule  above  referred  to.  although 
these  decisions  were  subsequently  repudiated.  In 
Chance  v.  Indianapolis  ft  W.  G.  R.  Co.  82  Ind.  478. 
which  was  the  controlling  decision  on  the  subject 
until  1877,  when  Chief  Justice  Biddell,  ignoring  all 
previous  decisions  relevant  to  the  topic,  announced 
the  rule  in  Jones  v.  State  that  Mr.  Lawson,  in  his 
work  on  Expert  and  Opinion  Evidence,  pronounces 
to  be  among  the  curiosities  of  legal  literature. 

An  interesting  resumi  of  the  cases  bearing 
upon  this  topio  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Indiana  Supreme  Court,  reported  in  Forgey  v. 
Cambridge  First  Nat.  Bank,  86  Ind.  126. 

The  rule  regulating  this  important  topio  has  as- 
sumed a  statutory  form  In  the  State  of  Iowa,  and 
section  8865  of  its  present  Code  enacts  that  "evi- 
dence respecting  handwriting  maybe  given  oy 
comparison  made  by  experts  or  by  the  Jury  of 
handwritings  of  the  same  person  which  are  proved 
to  be  genuine.'*  See  also  Baker  v.  Mygatt,  H  Iowa, 
13L 

The  California  code  provisions  on  the  subject. 
The  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  while 
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at  general  term  that  the  jury  might  compare 
the  receipt  in  question  with  the  dates  and  let- 
ters in  the  note  and  the  other  writings  to  deter- 
mine the  date  of  the  receipt.  If  such  compari- 
son may  be  made  by  unskilled  jurymen,  why 
should  they  not  be  aided  and  enlightened,  as 
they  may  be  in  analogous  cases  of  the  genu- 
ineness of  handwriting,  alterations  and  assimi- 
lations, by  men  who  have  made  the  subject  of 
handwriting  a  study,  and  have  obtained  skill 
and  proficiency  in  tbat  branch  of  knowledge. 
As  no  objection  was  made  that  the  witness 
was  incompetent,  it  must  be  assumed  that  he 
was  qualified  as  an  expert  to  give  his  opinion, 
and  the  grounds  of  it,  in  aid  of  the  jury.  Van 
Wycklen  v.  Brooklyn,  118  N.  Y.  424,  429,  and 
the  cases  there  cited;  Hasten  v.  Masters,  1  P. 
Wms.  425:  Rogers,  Expert  Testimony,  §  128. 
If  we  analyze  the  practical  processes  which 
have  to  be  pone  through  with  in  order  to  elicit 
and  apply  this  kind  of  evidence,  whether  from 
experts  or  lay  witnesses,  we  shall  find  that  the 


witness  is  required  to  examine  and  determine 
what  the  letters  and  characters  or  even  the 
hieroglyphics  are,  and  what  word  they  form 
in  combination.  The  word  thus  formed  may 
be  in  a  native  or  foreign  language;  and,  if  it 
is  foreign,  then  another  process  still  is  to  be- 
gone through  with  before  it  can  reach  the  com- 
prehension of  the  lay  mind,  and  tbat  is,  to  in- 
terpret its  meaning  into  the  native  language  of 
the  Juror.  The  testimony  of  expert  witnesses 
frequently  exemplifies  one  or  both  of  these 
processes,  and  is  of  common  use  in  the  inves- 
tigations carried  on  in  courts  of  justice,  and 
in  other  avocations.  It  often  becomes  neces- 
sary and  pertinent  in  judicial  proceedings  to 
introduce  foreign  laws,  and  to  interpret  their 
meaning  to  the  comprehension  of  the  juror  not 
familiar  with  the  foreign  language.  We  think 
these  views  are  abundantly  supported  by  ad- 
judicated cases.  In  Sheldon  v.  Beriham,  4  Hill, 
129-181,  a  skilled  bookkeeper  was  allowed  to 
show  the  words  indicated,  and  the  meaning  of 


adopting  a  variant  phraseology.  Is  in  essence  and 
spirit  a  substantial  re-enaction  of  the  above.  Va- 
rious .provisions  are  enacted  by  which  evidence 
may  be  introduced  upon  the  trial,  and  among  the 
facts  to  be  proved  and  the  evidentiary  matter  that 
may  be  introduced  <subd.  9,  6  1870)  we  find  the  fol- 
lowing, inter  alto:  "The  opinion  of  a  witness  re- 
specting the  identity  of  handwriting  of  a  person 
where  he  has  knowledge  of  the  person  or  hand- 
writing.** The  subdivision  above  quoted  is  a  leg- 
islative enactment  of  a  well-eettled  rule  of  oommon 
law.   See  also  Estate  of  Toomea,  54  Cal.  540. 

The  New  York  Act  of  1880. 

The  New  York  rule  is  clear,  concise  and  well  au- 
thenticated. For  fifty  years  the  matter  underwent 
a  state  of  gestation  and  was  subject  to  various  vac- 
illating rules  which  finally  compelled  legislative 
interference,  and,  in  1881.  the  matter  crystallised 
into  statutory  form,  which  is  believed  to  express 
and  typify  the  ripest  conclusions  and  ablest  Judicial 
judgments  that  have  yet  been  given  on  this  vexed 
and  much  controverted  subject.  The  substance  of 
the  legislative  enactment  referred  to  will  be  found 
in  chap.  86,  Laws  1880,  and  under  judicial  construc- 
tions it  has  been  held  that  the  Act  evidently  was  in- 
tended to  enlarge  the  rules  of  evidence  and  extend 
the  facilities  of  testing  of  handwriting  of  a  party* 
the  genuineness  of  whose  signature  was  disputed 
beyond  the  opportunities  afforded  by  the  then  ex- 
isting rules.    Feck  v.  Callaghan,  96  N.  Y.  78. 

The  New  York  adjudication*  on  the  subject  of  com- 
parison. 

In  this  Jurisdiction,  the  manifest  tendenoy  of  the 
later  decisions  is  toward  a  relaxation  of  the  rigors 
of  the  early  rule.  These  decisions  concede  that 
while  documents  could  not  be  put  In  evidence  for 
the  purpose  of  comparison,  yet,  as  in  the  English 
courts,  those  which  were  In  for  other  purposes 
might  be  compared  with  the  disputed  signature  by 
the  Jury  (Van  Wyck  v.  Mcintosh,  14  N.  Y.  480; 
Randolph  v.  Loughlln,  48  N.  Y.  456);  and  In  a  com- 
paratively recent  case  Mr.  Justice  Davies,  in  the 
course  of  a  singularly  well-considered  opinion, 
says:  **  A  comparison  of  the  handwriting  of  papers 
introduced  and  relevant  is  permitted  to  ascertain 
the  genuineness  of  the  one  in  controversy.** 

Attitude  of  the  text-writer*  on  the  subject. 

The  contention  sought  to  be  established  by  the 
text  have  the  support  and  authorization  of  the 
most  approved  writers  on  the  Law  of  Evidence. 
"It  cannot  be  denied,"  says  Mr.  Starkie  (2  Starkie, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Ev.  p.  375),  "that  abstractly  a  witness  is  more  likely 
to  form  a  correct  Judgment  as  to  the  identity  or 
handwriting  by  comparing  it  critically  and  minute- 
ly with  a  fair  and  genuine  specimen  of  the  party's 
handwriting  than  he  would  be  able  to  make  by 
comparing  what  he  sees,  with  the  faint  impression 
made  by  having  seen  the  party  write  but  once,, 
and  then,  perhaps,  under  circumstances  whioh  did 
not  awaken  his  attention."  "When  other  writ- 
ings," says  Prof.  Greenleaf  (OreenL  Ev.  6  678),  "ad- 
mitted to  be  genuine,  are  already  in  the  case  here, 
comparison  may  be  made  by  the  jury  with  or  with- 
out the  aid  of  experts."  See  also  1  Phillips,  Ev.  6th> 
ed.  472;  Evans*  note  of  Pothier,  Oont.  2  Evans'  Po- 
thier,  p.  186. 

The  rule  in  the  federal  court** 

The  law  in  the  federal  courts  may  be  briefly 
stated.  Comparison  of  hands  has  always  been  con- 
sidered a  legitimate  mode  of  determining  as  to  the 
authenticity  of  a  signature.  Judge  Loring  speaks- 
of  it  as  a  method  sanctioned  In  Medway's  Case,  6- 
Ct.  CL  421,  and  regards  it  as  the  law  of  the  court. 
It  would  be  more  accurate  to  say  it  was  adopted 
because  found  on  examination  to  be  the  law  of  the 
land.  See  pp.  429, 482;  also  Henderson  v.  Hackney- 
16  Ga.  621;  M'Corkle  y.  Burns,  6  Binn.  840;  Lyon  v. 
Byman,  9  Conn.  66;  Adams  v.  Field,  21  Yt.  266; 
Homer  v.  Wallis,  11  Mass.  809;  Moody  v.  Bowell,  17 
Pick.  490;  Richardson  v.  Newcomb,  21  Pick.  815; 
Chandler  v.  Le  Barron,  46  Me.  684. 

Returning  to  a  consideration  of  the  rule  In  the  fed- 
eral courts,  the  case  of  Moore  v.  United  States,  91 U. 
8.  270, 23  L.  ed.  846,  in  which  this  question  was  un- 
der review,  furnishes  some  cautionary  suggestions. 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  who  delivered  the  prevailing 
opinion,  evidently  intended  to  limit  his  remarks  in 
their  applicability  to  the  case  at  bar, which  Involved 
the  question,  What  rules  of  evidence  should 
govern  the  action  of  the  court  of  claims?  The 
great  majority  of  contracts  and  transactions  which 
come  before  that  court  for  adjudication  are  per- 
meated, and  are  to  be  adjudged,  by  the  principles 
of  the  oommon  law.  Where  Congress  has  not  pro- 
vided, and  no  special  reason  demands,  a  different 
rule,  the  rules  of  evidence  ought  to  govern  the  ac- 
tions of  the  court  of  claims.  If  a  more  liberal  rule 
to  desirable,  it  is  for  Congress  to  declare  it  by  prop- 
er enactment,  but  the  general  rule  of  the  common 
law,  disallowing  a  comparison  of  handwriting  as- 
proof  of  signature,  has  exceptions  equally  as  well 
settled  as  the  rule  itself.  One  of  these  exceptions 
is.  if  a  paper  admitted  to  be  the  handwriting  of  a> 
party  or  to  have  been  subscribed  by  him,  is  in  evi- 
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certain  characters  and  abbreviations  of  entries 
made  by  a  deceased  officer  of  the  bank.  In 
the  opinion  in  that  case  Jvdge  Bronson  says: 
"I  see  no  objection  to  the  testimony  of  the 
bookkeeper  in  relation  to  these  memoranda. 
He  was  not  called  to  give  a  construction  or  to 
declare  the  legal  effect  of  a  written  instrument; 
but,  as  a  person  skilled  in  such  matters,  to 
tell  the  jury  what  words  these  short  entries 
stood  for.  It  is  not  unlike  the  case  of  an  in- 
6trument  written  in  a  foreign  tongue,  where  a 
translator  may  be  called  in  to  tell  the  jury  how 
the  instrument  reads."  *  'Where  the  difficulty 
arises  from  the  obscurity  of  the  writing  itself, 
—i».  «r.,  if  it  be  illegible  from  lapse  of  time, 
accident,  etc., — one  skilled  in  deciphering  may 
be  called;  as,  for  instance,  a  clerk  from  the 
postoffice,  Gresley,  Eq.  Ev.  188,  199  (Phill. 
Ev.  Cow.  &  H.  note)  H19."  "The  very  point 
arose  in  Armstrong  v.  Burrows,  6  Watts,  206. 
There  the  parties  on  a  trial  in  the  common 
pleas  differed  about  the  date  of  a  receipt  which 


had  been  rendered  illegible,  the  one  contend- 
ing that  it  was  dated  1828,  and  the  other  that 
the  date  was  1824."  In  Vinton  v.  Peck,  14 
Mich.  287-290,  the  question  was  whether 
the  note  was  altered  from  "eight"  to 
44  eighty."  An  expert  engraver  was  allowed 
to  testily  from  comparison  with  the  genuine 
writing  whether  an  "8"  was  altered  from 
a  "8."  In  that  case  the  court  paid:  "It  is 
very  true  that  the  jury  may  examine  the  paper 
for  themselves,  and  that  opinions  are  not  usu- 
ally admissible  where  the  jury  can  form  their 
own  conclusions  unaided.  But  we  do  not 
think  it  would  be  safe  in  this  country  to  adopt 
a  rule  which  assumes  such  a  degree  of  knowl- 
edge and  skill  among  jurors.  Even  reason- 
ably expert  writers  may  obtain  valuable  aid 
from  opinions  on  such  questions,  and  as 
neither  Law  nor  custom  requires  our  jurors  to 
meet  any  standard  of  education,  we  think  that 
to  exclude  such  aid  would  lead  to  absurb  re- 
sults.    The   most   enlightened   courts  have 


dencefor  some  other  purpose  in  the  cause,  the 
signature  may  be  compared  with  it  by  the  jury. 
Moore  v.  United  States,  91 U.  S.2TO,28L.  ed.846. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  witness  who  only  knows  a 
person's  handwriting*  from  seeing  it  in  papers  pro- 
duced on  the  trial  and  proved  or  admitted  to  be 
liis,  will  not  be  allowed  from  such  knowledge  to 
testify  to  that  person's  handwriting,  unless  the  wit- 
ness be  an  expert  and  the  writing  In  question  is  of 
such  antiquity  that  witnesses  acquainted  with  the 
person's  handwriting  cannot  be  had.  It  is  also  the 
result  of  the  weight  of  authority,  that  papers  can- 
not be  introduced  in  a  cause  for  the  mere  purpose 
•of  enabling  the  Jury  to  institute  a  comparison  of 
handwriting,  said  papers  not  being  competent  for 
any  other  purpose.    Greenl.  Ev.  H  5-9. 

But  where  other  writings  admitted  or  proved  to 
be  genuine  are  properly  in  evidence  for  other  pur- 
poses the  handwriting  of  such  instruments  may  be 
compared  by  tbe  Jury  with  that  of  the  instrument 
•or  signature  in  question  and  its  genuineness  in- 
ferred from  such  comparison.  Griffith  v.  Williams, 
1  Cromp.  k  J.  47:  Doe  v.  Newton,  5  Ad.  k  Bl.  514; 
Van  Wyck  v.  Mcintosh,  14  N.  Y.  439;  Miles  v.  Loomis, 
75  N.  T.  288;  Med  way  v.  United  States,  6  Ct  Cl.  421; 
McAllister  v.  Mo  Allister,  7  B.  Mon.  289;  1  PhiU.  Ev. 
4th  Am.  ed.  815;  Greenl.  Ev.  fi  578. 

The  history  of  this  last  rule  is  well  stated  in  Med- 
way  v.  United  States,  supra. 

In  Griffith  v.  Williams,  supra,  it  was  stated  by  the 
court  that,  "where  two  documents  are  in  evidence, 
it  is  competent  for  the  court  or  jury  to  compare 
them.  The  rule  as  to  the  comparison  of  handwrit- 
ing applies  to  witnesses  who  can  only  compare  a 
writing  to  which  they  are  examined  with  the  char- 
acter of  the  handwriting,  impressed  upon  their 
own  mind:  but  that  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  court 
or  jury,  who  may  compare  the  two  documents 
when  they  are  properly  in  evidence.  An  authori- 
tative statement  of  the  rule  is  given  by  Justice 
Johnson  in  Van  Wyok  v.  Mcintosh,  14  N.  Y.  489.  de- 
cided in  1866.  And  from  an  extract  In  the  opinion 
it  appears,  that  in  the  French  Code  Napoleon, 
M 1223, 1224,  there  is  an  exclusion  of  all  private  writ- 
ing not  admitted  to  be  genuine  in  the  cause  as  a 
standard  of  comparison. 

Of  the  change  effected  by  the  Texas  Criminal  Code. 

The  rule  as  above  formulated  is  not  contravened 
by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  al- 
though rt  appears  that  the  English  rule  does  not 
obtain  in  that  jurisdiction  having  been  changed  by 
Che  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  <«  67)  but  not  In 
12  L.  R  A. 


civil  oases.  Eborn  v.  Ztmpelman,  47  Tex.  518.  The 
leading  case,  however,  applicable  to  this  discussion 
is  that  of  Hanley  v.  Gandy,  28  Tex.  211  (previously 
cited),  which  decided  that  other  papers  not  con- 
nected with  the  cause  cannot  be  introduced  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  Instituting  a  comparison  of 
handVrlting.  No  case  decided  that  a  signature  to 
be  proven  cannot  be  compared  by  the  Jury  with 
other  papers  or  signatures  of  a  party  properly  in 
evidence  in  the  cause. 

Strother  v.  Lucas,  81 U.  8. 6  Pet.  788, 8  L.  ed.  573, 
the  leading  case  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  relates  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  to 
testify  as  to  the  genuineness  of  a  signature  with 
any  knowledge  of  the  party's  handwriting,  and  the 
court  held  that  such  evidence  is  not  admissible. 

Brief  review  of  the  SngUsh  oases  at  nisi  print. 

The  nisi  prftis  decisions  of  the  English  courts,  al- 
though not  in  entire  harmony  (Allesbrook  v.  Roach, 
1  Esp.  851),  and  muoh  criticised  by  the  text-writers, 
were  generally  hostile  to  the  admission  of  compari- 
son by  experts,  until  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  in 
1854  such  evidence  was  declared  legitimate.  Stan- 
ger  v.  Searle,  1  Esp.  14;  Clermont  v.  Tullldge,  4  Car. 
k  P.  1;  Bex.  v.  Gator,  4  Esp.  117. 

Even,  however,  before  the  passage  of  that  Act  a 
jury  were  allowed  themselves  to  institute  the  com- 
parison, but  only  with  documents  in  evidence  be- 
fore them  and  relevant  to  the  issue.  Doe  v.  New- 
ton, 5  Ad.  k  EL  514;  8olita  v.  Yarrow,  1  Moody  k 
B.  188;  Griffith  v.  Williams,  1  Cromp.  k  J.  47; 
Bromage  v.  Bice,  7  Car.  k  P.  548. 

In  Doe  v.  8uckermore.  5  Ad.  k  EL  708,  the  whole 
subject  received  very  great  consideration,  four 
judges  of  the  king's  bench  delivering  elaborate 
opinions,re  viewing  the  cases  very  fully,and  discuss- 
ing very  thoroughly  the  principles  upon  which  evi- 
dence of  this  character  should  be  received  or  ex- 
cluded. The  rule  seems  to  be  conceded  in  that  case 
by  all  the  judges,  that  as  to  any  but  ancient  writ- 
ings, an  opinion  formed  upon  a  mere  comparison 
of  hands  at  the  trial,  to  instanti,  was  not  admissible, 
but  they  were  equally  divided  upon  the  question 
whether  a  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  might  be 
obtained  by  a  skilled  person,  sufficient  to  render 
him  a  witness  competent  to  speak  as  to  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  signature  merely  by  a  previous  ex- 
amination of  other  signatures  shown  to  be  genu- 
ine. Lord  Chief  Justice  Denmon,  Doe  v.  Webber,  1 
Ad.  k  El.  787;  Williams,  J.,  Sadler  v.  Paefreyman, 
Id.  718. 

This  distinction  is  admitted  to  be  subtle;  but 
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availed  themselves  of  such  assistance,  and  we 
deem  it  wise  to  use  it  in  all  cases  where  it  is 
at  hand.  It  can  do  no  harm,  and  at  all  events 
must  often  he  indispensable  to  justice."  In 
the  case  of  Stone  y.  Hubbard,  7  Cush.  595,  it 
was  held  that  in  a  case  where  the  date  of  a 
note  was  doubtful,  it  being  uncertain  as  to 
whether  the  last  figure  was  a  4  or  a  2,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  call  experts,  and  ask 
their  opinion,  "for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the 
court  or  Jury  in  arriving  at  a  true  reading  of 
the  document"     Expert  testimony  upon  the 


same  subject  as  in  this  case,  as  to  whether  the 
figure  was  an  8  or  a  8,  was  admitted  in  the* 
case  of  Norman  v.  Morrell,  4  Ves.  Jr.  770. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  a  new 
trial  must  be  granted  for  the  error  in  exclud- 
ing the  testimony  of  the  expert,  we  do  not  ex- 
press any  opinion  upon  the  other  questions 
raised  upon  the  appeal 

Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur. 


seems  to  have  prevented  the  concurrence  of  these 
two  Judges  with  Coleridge  and  Patterson,  JJ„  in 
refusing;  the  rule  for  a  new  trial 

Parliamentary  legislation  on  the  subject. 

Sir  James  Stephen  has  summarised  the  English 
rule  relating  to  this  topio  with  admirable  preoise- 
ness,  and  article  58  of  big  celebrated  Digest  provides 
that  comparison  of  the  disputed  handwriting  or 
any  writing  proved  to  tbe  satisfaction  of  the  judge 
to  be  genuine  is  permitted  to  be  made  by  witnesses, 
and  such  writings  and  the  evidence  of  witnesses  re- 
specting the  same  may  be  submitted  to  the  court 
and  Jury  as  evldenoe  of  the  genuineness  or  other- 
wise of  the  writing  In  dispute.  Mr.  Chace  In  his 
valuable  annotation  of  Stephen's  Digest  appends 
an  exhaustive  note  at  page  110,  from  which  the 
want  of  harmony  in  tbe  various  jurisdictions  of 
this  country  is  quite  apparent.  The  English  rule, 
aupra,  has  the  ascendancy  In  all  the  New  England 
States,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Mississippi  Texas, 
Ohio,  Iowa  and  Kansas.  In  many  States  collateral 
and  relevant  writings  cannot  be  introduced  for 
comparison.  Williams  v.  State,  61  Ala.  88;  Hough- 
ton First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Roberts,  41  Mich.  700;  Hasle- 
ton  v.  Columbus  Union  Bank,  82  Wis.  84;  State  v. 
Clinton,  67  Mo.  880;  Brobstoa  v.  Oahlll  64  HI  866; 
Ben-ess1  Case,  27  Gratt.  046;  Herriok  v.  Swomiey,  66 
Md.  490;  Hawkins  v.  Grimes,  18  B.  Mon.  800;  Yates 
v.Yates,  76  N.C.  148. 

8ummory  of  the  adjudications. 

Summarizing  the  conclusions  of  authority,  it  may 
be  affirmed  that  the  rule  forbidding  proof  of  hand- 
writing by  comparison  is  gradually  being  aban- 
doned by  the  States  of  this  Union  that  onoe  recog- 
nized it,  until  it  is  now  retained  in  only  sixteen 
States  and  In  some  of  these  is  very  much  qualified 
by  its  exceptions.  1  Wharton,  Ev.  717,  and  note;  1 
Best,  Ev.  459;  7  Starkie,  Ev.  7th  Am.  ed.  716. 

The  practice,  however,  on  this  point,  as  the  fore- 
going review  will  demonstrate,  is  hopelessly  diver- 
gent.   Homer  v.  Wallis,  11  Mass.  800. 

But  the  better  reason  seems  in  favor  of  allowing 
the  jury  to  compare.  Travis  v.  Brown,  48  Pa.  8, 88 
Am.  Dec.  640. 

Comparison  of  hands  may  be  made  where  other 
writings,  admitted  or  clearly  proved  to  be  genuine, 
are  already  In  evldenoe  for  some  other  purpose. 
United  States  v.  Darnaud.  8  Wall.  Jr.  181;  Bragg  v. 
Colwell  10  Ohio  St.  412*.  Shannon  v.  Fox,  1  Oranoh, 
C.  C.  183;  Martin  v.  Magulre,  7  Gray,  177;  Depue  v. 
Place,  7  Pa.  428;  Reed  v.  Spaulding,  42  N.  H.  128: 
Eborn  v.  Zimpelman,  47  Tex.  618;  Tyler  v.  Todd,  86 
Conn.  218;  Jones  v.  State.  60  Ind.  241;  Bowman  v. 
Sanborn,  25  N.  H.  88;  Miles  v.  Loomis,  75  N.  Y.  288; 
Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  N.  Y.  41,  22  Alb.  L.  J.  867; 
Outlaw  v.  Hurdle,  1  Jones,  L.  160;  Williams  v. 
Drexel,  14  Md.  678;  Allport  v.  Meek,  4  Car.  &  P.  867; 
Goodyear  v.  Vosburgh,  68  Barb.  154;  Hazleton  v. 
Columbus  Union  Bank,  82  Wis.  48;  State  v.  Miller, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


47  Wis.  688;  Com.  v.  Eastman,  1  Cush.  189;  State  v. 
Gi  vena,  6  Ala.  767;  Klrksey  v.  Klrksey,  41  Ala.  680. 

Experts  may  make  comparison  of  a  genuine  sig- 
nature with  ancient  writing  In  dispute  when  living* 
witnesses  cannot  be  had  and  such  writing  is  not 
old  enough  to  prove  itself.  Williams  v.  Drexel  su- 
pra; State  v.  Soott,  46  Mo.  808;  State  v.  Hastings, » 
N.  H.  460;  Hicks  v.  Person,  19  Ohio,  480;  Yates  v. 
Yates.  TO  N.  a  148;  Van  Sickle  v.  People,  29  Mioh. 
O;  McAllister  v.  McAllister,  7  a  Mon.  29a 

Genuineness  of  the  standard  must  conclusively  ap- 
pear. 

It  remains  to  add  that  the  standard  must  be* 
proved  clearly  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  in  addi- 
tion to  what  Is  necessary  to  admit  the  standard  in- 
evldenoe  (Bragg  v.  Colwell  10  Ohio  St.  418;  Outlaw 
v.  Hurdle,  1  Jones,  L.  150);  and  if  there  is  any  con- 
troversy as  to  the  genuineness  of  tbe  specimens  they 
are  excluded.  Bowman  v.  Sanborn,  26  N.  H.  98; 
Reed  v.  Spaulding,  48  N.  H.  122:  Com.  v.  Ooe,  US 
Mass.  481;  Tyler  v.  Todd,  86  Conn.  818;  State  v.  Ward. 
80Vt226. 

A  distinction  noted. 

An  important  distinction  must  be  observed  in  alt 
cases,  where  comparison  of  handwriting  becomes 
desirable.  The  rule  does  not  apply  and  never  did 
when  a  prima  fade  case  has  been  made  without  it, 
or  when  the  evldenoe  Is  conflicting.  It  Is  only 
when  comparison  Is  relied  on  alone  and  by  itself; 
but  when  comparison  is  resorted  to  in  aid  and  cor- 
roboration of  other  competent  evidence,  or  of 
doubtful  proof,  or  when  the  evidence  Is  conflicting, 
the  rule  Is  not  violated.  Benedict  v.  Flanigan,  18 
8.  C.  606, 44  Am.  Rep.  688;  Soman  v.  Plunkett,  2  Mc- 
Cord,  L.  618;  Travis  v.  Brown,  supra;  Baker  v. 
Haines,  6  Whart.  284, 86  Am.  Dec  226;  Myers  v.  Tos- 
oan,  8  N.  H.  48;  Gore  v.  Stevens,  1  Dana,  201, 25  Am* 
Deo.  141;  Woodard  v.  Spiller,  1  Dana,  180;  Smith  v. 
Fenner,  1  Gall  176;  Moody  v.  Bowell  17  Pick.  480. 

Returning  to  the  contentions  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished In  the  principal  case.  It  may  he  well  to  re- 
mind the  practitioner  that  the  trial  court  wilL,  with- 
out proof,  determine  the  meaning  of  the  customary 
abbreviation  of  Christian  names  (Gordon  v.  Holi- 
day, 1  Wash.  C.  C.  280;  Weaver  v.  MoElhenon,  18  Mo. 
90;  Stephen  v.  State,  11  Ga.  241);  the  names  of  offices 
(Moseley  v.  Mastin,  87  Ala.  221);  names  of  places 
(Ellis  v.  Park,  8  Tex.  206;  Russell  v.  Martin,  16  Tex. 
288);  and  common  words.  Jao.ua  v.  Witham  &  A. 
Co.  4  West  Rep.  716, 106  Ind.  647;  2  Wharton,  Ev.  1008; 
Best,  Ev.  882,262. 

The  implications  of  the  above  paragraph  favor 
the  familiar  doctrine  that  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  such  well-recognised  abbreviations  aa 
custom  and  usage  have  for  a  long  period  sanc- 
tioned; and  for  the  authorities  sustaining  the  gen- 
eral proposition  as  to  judical  notice,  reference  la- 
made  to  a  note  appended  to  the  case  of  Olive  v* 
State,  4  L.R.  A.  88. 86  Ala,  88. 
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Hamkb  y.  Sidwat. 
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Louisa  W.  HAMER,  Appt., 

9. 

Franklin  SIDWAT,  Exx..  etc.,  of  William 
£.  Story,  Deceased,  EupU 

< N.  T. ) 


1.  A  minor's 
inff  liquors  and  tobacco,  and  from  swearing  or 
playing  cards  or  billiards  for  money,  is  a  good 
consideration  for  a  promise  by  his  uncle  to  pay 
him  a  sum  of  money. 

8.  A  trust  is  created  by  »  totter  from 
sui  uncle  to  a  nephew  who  had  written  to 
claim  a  sum  of  money,  acknowledging  that  the 
nephew  had  earned  it,  and  saying,  "I  had  the 
money  In  the  bank  the  day  yon  were  twenty-one 
years  old  that  I  Intended  for  you,"  and,  MI  dont 
intend  to  interfere  with  the  money  many  way  un- 
til I  think  you  are  capable  of  taking  care  of  It,"— 
then  adding  In  a  postscript, "  You  oan  consider  the 
money  on  interest.'* 

(April  14, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Fourth  Department,  reversing  a  judgment  of 
the  Chemung  Special  Term  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  payment  of 
a  claim  against  the  estate  of  William  D.  Story, 
deceased.    Beversed. 

Statement  by  Parker,  J.: 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  General  Term 
of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Fourth  Judicial 


Department,  reversing  a  Judgment  entered  on 
the  decision  of  the  court  at  special  term  in  the- 
county  clerk's  office  of  Chemung  County  on 
the  1st  day  of  October,  1889.  The  plaintiff- 
presented  a  claim  to  the  executor  of  William 
E.  Story,  Sr. ,  for  $5,000  and  interest  from  the  6th 
day  of  February,  1875.  She  acquired  it  through, 
several  mesne  assignments  from  William  E. 
Story,  2d.  The  claim  being  rejected  by  the  exec- 
utor,  this  action  was'  brought.  It  appears  that 
William  E.  Story,  Sr.,  was  the  uncle  of  William 
E.  Story,  2d;  that  at  the  celebration  of  the- 
golden  wedding  of  Samuel  Story  and  wife,  fa- 
ther and  mother  of  William  E.  Story.  Sr.,  on 
the  20th  day  of  March,  I860,  in  the  presence  of 
the  family  and  invited  guests,  he  promised  hia 
nephew  that  if  he  would  refrain  from  drinking, 
using  tobacco,  swearing  and  playing  cards  or 
billiards  for  money  until  he  became  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  he  would  pay  him  the  sum  of 
$5,000.  The  nephew  assented  thereto,  and 
fully  performed  the  conditions  inducing  the- 
promise.  When  the  nephew  arrived  at  the  age- 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  on  the  81st  day  of 
January,  1875,  he  wrote  to  his  uncle,  inform- 
ing him  that  he  had  performed  his  part  of  the 
agreement,  and  had  thereby  become  entitled  to- 
the  sum  of  $5,000.  The  uncle  received  the  let- 
ter, and  a  few  days  later,  and  on  the  6th  day  of 
February,  he  wrote  and  mailed  to  his  nephew 
the  following  letter: 

"Buffalo,  Feb.  6,1875. 
"W.  E.  Story,  Jr. 

"Dear  Nephew:    Your  letter  of  the  81st  ult. 
came  to  hand  all  right,  saying  that  you  had 


Notr.— Contract  valid;  consideration  essential. 

Neither  the  motive,  nor  the  expectation  of  result 
that  induces  one  to  enter  into  a  contract,  consti- 
tutes its  eontideration.  Phllpot  v.  Grunlnger,  81 U. 
&14  WalL  670, 8U  L.  ed.  74& 

An  agreement  by  a  judgment  creditor  to  allow  a 
new  trial  is  not  binding  unless  made  on  some  con- 
sideration.  Plunkett  v.  Black,  117  Ind.  14. 

An  equitable  consideration  will  support  a  con- 
tract. Wright  v.  Jones,  8  West  Bep.  860,  106  Ind. 
17;  Condon  v.  Barr,  4  Gent.  Bep.  667, 49  N.  J.  L.  68; 
Wills  v.  Boss,  77  Ind.  1,  40  Am.  Bep.  279;  Blston  v. 
Ctastor,  101  Ind.  426.   See  16  Cent.  L.  J.  886. 

Contract  imports  mutuality. 

A  contract  Imports  mutuality,  and  there  must  be 
the  concurrence  of  the  minds  of  all  parties  in  refer- 
ence to  the  thing  to  be  done.  Jolsen's  T.  B.  &  B.  v. 
Thurber,  118  N.  Y.  684;  Shaw  y.  Woodbury  Glass 
Works,  6B  N.  J.  L.  7;  Wallingf  ord  r.  Columbia  6  G. 
B.  Co.  26  8.  C.  268;  Doraey  y.  Pike,  60  Hun,  684. 

If  anything  is  left  open  or  undetermined  so  that 
the  minds  of  the  parties  have  not  met,  no  contract 
exists.  Mattoon  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Oshkosh  Mut.F.  Ins. 
Co.  69  Wis.  664. 

There  must  be  a  meeting  of  minds,  and  there  can 
be  no  meeting  of  minds  If  one  party  has  no  mind 
which  can  meet  the  mind  of  the  other.  Diokerson 
v.Davis,  9  West.  Bep.  680,  111  Ind.  488;  1  Parsons, 
Notes  and  Bills,  149. 

A  contract  not  mutually  binding  Is  void  for 
want  of  mutuality.  Cartwrlght  v.  McGowu.10 
West.  Bep.  694,  ia  HL  888. 

Mutual  and  concurrent  promises. 

Concurrent  promises,  creating  a  reciprocity  of 
obligation,  constitute  a  good  consideration  for 
each  other.   Buckingham  v.  Ludlum,  8  Cent.  Bep. 
197, 40  N.J.  Bo..' 428. 
12L.R.A. 


This  was  a  contract  to  prevent  further  litigation 
respecting  real  estate.  For  a  history  of  the  case,  see 
Ludlum  v.  Buckingham,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  71,  on  appeal 
89N.J.  Eq.668. 

A  promise  is  a  good  consideration  tor  a  promise, 
but  they  must  be  mutual  and  concurrent,  so  that 
they  create  a  reciprocity  of  obligation,  and  when, 
that  is  the  case  they  constitute  as  perfect  a  consid- 
eration as  a  contract  can  have.  1  Chitty,  Cont.  11th 
Am.  ed.  60;  1  Parsons,  Cont.  477;  Buckingham  v. 
Ludlum,  supra. 

A  written  agreement  not  showing  upon  its  face- 
mutuality  of  obligation  or  other  considerations 
may  be  supported  as  a  contract  by  another  written 
contract  made  at  the  same  time,  and  shown  to  have- 
been  a  consideration  for  the  former  agreement. 
Holies  v.  Sachs,  37  Minn.  816. 

An  exchange  of  notes  of  an  equal  amount  is  based 
on  a  mutual  and  adequate  consideration.  Cobn  v. 
Husson,119N.Y.609. 

Promises  to  sell  goods  and  to  pay  therefor  are 
mutual  and  concurrent.  Pope  v.  Terre  Haute  Car 
&  Mfg.  Co.  9 Cent.  Bep.  491. 107N.  Y.  6L 

A  conveyance  of  property  made  to  a  firm  is  an 
adequate  consideration  for  a  note  on  the  firm  made- 
by  one  of  the  firm.  Phllpot  v.  Grunlnger,  81  U.  S. 
14  Wall.  870, 20  L.ed.  748. 

Where  several  mutually  agree  to  pay  money  to- 
be  expended  for  a  lawful  object  of  common  in- 
terest to  the  parties,  the  promise  of  each  is  con- 
sidered as  made  in  consideration  of  the  promise  of 
the  others.  Osborn  v.  Crosby,  1  New  Bng.  Bep.  845, 
68  N.  H.  688,  citing  George  v.  Harris.  4  N.  H.  633; 
Moore  v.  Chesley,  17  N.  H.  1SL 

A  mere  voluntary  promise  is  not  enforceable. 

A  mere  voluntary  promise  without  consideration* 
is  not  enforceable.  Bramblet  v.  Lumsden,  80  Ga«' 
707;  Nelson  v.  Pickwick  Asso  dated  Co.  80  111.  App* 


See  also  20  L.  R.  A.  759,  7G1. 
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Nbw  York  Coubt  of  Appeals. 


Apb., 


lived  up  to  the  promise  made  to  me  several 
years  ago.  I  have  no  doubt  but  you  have,  for 
which  you  shall  have  five  thousand  dollars,  as 
I  promised  you.  I  had  the  money  in  the  bank 
the  day  you  was  twenty-one  years  old  that  I  in- 
tend for  you,  and  you  shall  have  the  money 
certain.  Now,  Willie,  I  do  not  intend  to  inter- 
fere with  this  money  in  any  way  till  I  think 
you  are  capable  of  taking  care  of  it,  and  the 
sooner  that  time  comes  the  better  it  will  please 
me.  I  would  hate  very  much  to  have  you  start 
out  in  some  adventure  that  you  thought  all 
right  and  lose  this  money  in  one  year.  The 
firr t  five  thousand  dollars  that  I  got  together 
cost  me  a  heap  of  bard  work.  You  would 
hardly  believe  me  when  I  tell  you  that  to  ob- 
tain this  I  shoved  a  jack-plane  many  a  day, 
butchered  three  or  four  years,  then  came  to  this 
city,  and,  after  three  months'  perseverance,  I 
obtained  a  situation  in  a  ffrocery  store.  I 
opened  this  store  early,  closed  late,  slept  in  the 
fourth  story  of  the'  building  in  a  room  thirty  by 
forty  feet,  and  not  a  human  being  in  the  build- 
ing but  myself.  All  this  I  done  to  live  as  cheap 
as  I  could  to  save  something.  I  don't  want 
you  to  take  up  with  this  kind  of  fare.  I  was 
here  in  the  cholera  season  of  '49  and  '52,  and 
the  deaths  averaged  80  to  125  daily,  and  plenty 
of  small-pox.  I  wanted  to  go  home,  but  Mr. 
Fisk,  the  gentleman  I  was  working  for,  told 
me,  if  I  left  them,  after  it  got  healthy  he  prob- 
ably would  not  want  me.  I  stayed.  All  the 
mooev  I  have  saved  I  know  Just  how  I  got  it 
It  did"  not  come  to  me  in  any  mysterious  way, 
and  the  reason  I  speak  of  this  is  that  money 
got  in  this  way  stops  longer  with  a  fellow  that 
gets  it  with  hard  knocks  than  it  does  when  he 


finds  it.  Willie,  you  are  twenty-one,  and  you 
have  many  a  thing  to  learn  yet.  This  money 
you  have  earned  much  easier  than  I  did,  be- 
sides acquiring  good  habits  at  the  same  time, 
and  you  are  quite  welcome  to  the  money. 
Hope  you  will  make  good  use  of  it.  I  was  ten 
long  years  getting  this  together  after  I  was 
your  age.  Now,  hoping  this  will  be  satisfac- 
tory, I  stop.  One  thing  more.  Twenty-one 
years  ago  I  bought  you  fifteen  sheep.  These 
sheep  were  put  out  to  double  every  four  years. 
I  kept  track  of  them  the  first  eight  years.  I 
have  not  heard  much  about  them  since.  Your 
father  and  grandfather  promised  me  that  they 
would  look  after  them  till  you  were  of  age. 
Have  they  done  so?  I  hope  they  have.  By 
this  time  you  have  between  five  and  six  hun- 
dred sheep,  worth  a  nice  little  income  this 
spring.  Willie,  I  have  said  much  more  than  I 
expected  to.  Hope  you  can  make  out  what  I 
have  written.  To  day  is  the  seventeenth  day 
that  I  have  not  been  out  of  my  room,  and  have 
had  the  doctor  as  many  days.  Am  a  little  bet- 
ter to  day.  Think  I  will  get  out  next  week. 
You  need  not  mention  to  father,  as  he  always 
worries  about  small  matters. 

"Truly  yours. 

"W.  E.  Story." 

"P.  8.  You  can  consider  this  money  on  in- 
terest." 

The  nephew  received  the  letter,  and  there- 
after consented  that  the  money  should  remain 
with  his  uncle  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  letter.  The  uncle  died 
on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1887,  without  hav- 
ing paid  over  to  his  nephew  any  portion  of  the 
said  $5,000  and  interest 


A  naked  promise,  after  a  contraot  has  been 
entered  into,  is  without  consideration  and  cannot 
be  enforced.    Little  v.  Bees,  84  Minn.  277. 

No  action  can  be  maintained  to  enforce  a  gratu- 
itous promise,  however  worthy  the  object  Intended 
to  be  promoted.  First  Presby.  Church  v.  Cooper,  8 
L.  B.  A.  468, 112  N.  Y.  617;  Plunkett  v.  Black,  117  Ind. 
14;  Pf  eiffer  v.  Campbell,  111  N.  Y.  681;  Clark  v.  Jones, 
86  Ala.  127. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  niece  for  services  in  one's 
family,  made  after  she  had  married  and  left  the 
family,  is  void  for  want  of  consideration.  Robin- 
son v.  McAfee,  60  Mich.  876. 

A  promise  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  on  her  death- 
bed tbat  their  son  should  have  certain  property* 
does  not  constitute  a  valuable  consideration  for  a 
conveyance  by  him  to  the  son.  Peek  v.  Peek,  1 L. 
K.  A.  185, 77  CaL  106. 

Past  act  a  sufficient  consideration, 

A  past  act,  if  done  at  the  request  of  the  promisor, 
furnishes  sufficient  consideration  for  a  present 
promise.  Trine  v.  Williamson  (Pa.)  12  Cent.  Bep. 
067. 

A  by-gone  act  or  service  rendered  pursuant  to  a 
previous  request  of  the  promisor  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  an  action  on  a  promise.  1  Chitty,  Conk  60; 
Dyer,  272,  note  b;  Carman  v.  Noble,  0  Pa.  871. 

But  a  mere  voluntary  vet  wfU  not  support  an  action. 

Voluntary  servioe  or  labor  done  without  the 
privity  or  consent  of  the  defendant,  however 
beneficial  to  him,  in  saving-  his  property  from  de- 
struction by  fire,  will  not  support  a  promise.  Bar- 
tholomew v.  Jackson,  20  Johns.  28. 

Any  act  done  for  the  benefit  of  another,  without 
bis  request,  is  to  be  deemed  a  voluntary  act,  for 
which  no  action  can  be  sustained,  unless  after 
12  L.  R.  A. 


knowing   of   the   service  the  person  benefited 
promises  to  pay  for  it.  Glenn  v.  Savage,  14  Or.  807. 

Marriage  a  good  consideration. 

Marriage  is  a  good  consideration  to  sustain  a  con- 
tract. Harrison  v.  Trader,  27  Ark.  200;  McCawv. 
Burk,  81  Ind.  62;  Richardson  v.  Sohulta,  98In<L  426; 
Frank's  App.  69  Pa.  194;  Butterfleld  y.  Stanton,  44 
Miss.  86;  Wright  v.  Wright,  64  N.  Y.440;  Herring  v. 
Wiokham,  29  Graft.  628,  26  Am.  Bep.  410. 

It  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  deed.  Gibson  v. 
Bennett,  4  New  Eng.  Bep.  412, 79  Me.  802. 

It  is  a  consideration  of  the  highest  value.  Mag- 
niao  v.  Thompson,  82  U.  8.  7  Pet  848,  8  L.  e<L 
709;  Prewtt  v.  Wilson,  108  U.  S.  22,26 L.ed. 860;  De 
Barante  v.  Gott,  6  Barb.  497;  Wood  v.  Jackson,  8 
Wend.  26;  Dugan  v.  Gitrings,  8  Gill,  188, 48  Am.  Dec. 
812;  Wright  v.  Wright,  supra. 

An  agreement  by  a  father  with  the  future  hus- 
band of  his  illegitimate  daughter,  to  settle,  at  his. 
the  father's,  death,  his  "whole  estate"  upon  the 
husband,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  is  valid, 
and  will  bind  the  property  belonging  to  the  father 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  Wan  v.  8cales,  1  Dev.  Eq. 
472. 

A  verbal  promise  made  by  a  father  to  the  hus- 
band of  his  daughter  before  his  marriage,  to  con- 
vey certain  land  to  him,  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  a  written  agreement  for  that  purpose  after 
the  marriage.  Arganbright  v.  Campbell,  8  Hen.  & 
M.144. 

If  a  father  promises  A  that  if  he  will  marry  his 
daughter,  he  will  give  a  certain  amount  as  a  mar- 
riage portion,  and  A  afterwards  marries  the  daugh- 
ter, the  father  will  be  bound  by  the  promise.  Og- 
den  v.  Ogden,  ]  Bland,  Ch.  284. 

If  A  promise  B  that  if  he  and  A's  daughter 
marry,  "  he  will  endeavor  to  do  her  equal  justice 
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Mr.  H.  J.  Swift*  for  appellant: 

A  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  prom- 
ise is  found  where  there  is  "any  advantage  to 
the  person,  promising,  or  any  damage,  incon- 
venience, liability  or  charge  to  the  person  to 
whom  the  promise  is  made." 

9  Alb.  L.  J.  828. 

Also  where  there  Is  "the  waiver  of  any  legal 
fight  at  the  request  of  another." 

1  Parsons,  Cont.  6th  ed.  448. 

Also  where  there  is  "anything  that  may  be 
detrimental  to  the  promisor  or  beneficial  to  the 
promisee.** 

Freemen  v.  Freeman,  48  K  Y.  84. 

Also  where  there  is  a  benefit  to  one  or  harm 
to  another. 

Baden  v.  Buddensiek,  4  Hun,  649. 

In  short,  where  you  have  mutual  and  con- 
current promises,  each  is  a  good  consideration 
for  the  other  if  any  benefit  may  be  received  by 
the  promisor  or  any  inconvenience  suffered 
•on  the  part  of  the  promisee  because  of  the 
promises  or  either  of  them. 

9  Alb.  L.  J.  228;  Miller  v.  Drake,  1  Cai.  46; 
ShadweU  v.  ShadweU,  9  C.  B.  N.  8. 159;  Chitty, 
•Cont.  Gth  ed.  52;  Orosbie  v.  MDoual  18  Yes. 
Jr.  148;  Hartley  v.  Poneonby,  7  El.  &  Bl.  872; 
Livingston  v.  Boaers,  CoL  &  0.  (N.  Y.)  881; 
Nixon  v.  Porter,  1  Hilt  818;  White  v.  Baxter, 
71  N.  Y.  254. 

.  It  was  beneficial  for  the  uncle  in  the  case  at 
bar  to  have  his  nephew  refrain  from  drinking 
and  smoking  until  he  should  arrive  at  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  to  the  end  that  be  might 
form  proper  habits  and  reflect  credit  upon  the 
name  of  the  uncle,  which  he  bore,  as  well  as 


give  satisfaction,  sense  of  pride  and  feelings  of 
pleasure  to  that  uncle.  This  being  so,  the 
benefit  to  the  uncle  furnishes  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  uphold  his  promise. 

Lakota  v.  Newton  (Mass. )  an  unreported  case; 
Talbott  v.  Stemmone  (Kv.)  5L.RA.  856. 

The  deprivation  on  the  part  of  the  promisee 
need  not  be  a  thing  of  substance. 

Johnson  v.  Titus,  2  Hill,  606. 

The  consideration  for  the  promise  in  the 
letter  is  sufficient  in  law,  because  it  was  but 
the  performance  of  the  original  promise  which 
the  uncle  made,  which  was  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration to  support  the  promise  in  the  letter, 
and  a  moral  obligation  is  a  sufficient  consider- 
ation to  support  a  promise  if  founded  on  a 
prior  equitable  claim. 

BentCey  v.  Morn,  14  Johns.  468;  Scouton  v. 
Eislord,  7  Johns.  86;  Cameron  v.  Fowler,  5 
Hill,  806;  Qoulding  v.  Davidson,  26  N.  H.  604; 
8ternbergh  v.  Provoott,  18  Barb.  865;  Proseus 
v.  Mclntyre,  5  Barb.  424;  Oometock  v.  Smith, 
7  Johns.  86. 

When,  at  the  desire  of  the  promisor,  the 
promisee  or  any  other  person  has  done  or  ab- 
stained from  doing,  or  does  or  abstains  from 
doing,  or  promises  to  do  or  abstain  from  doing, 
something,  such  act  or  abstinence  or  promise 
is  called  a  consideration  for  the  promise. 

1  Addison,  Cont.  *  2,  5,  6. 

A  valuable  consideration  is  one  that  is  either 
a  benefit  to  the  party  promising  or  some  trouble 
or  prejudice  to  the  party  to  whom  the  promise 
is  made.  Any  damage  or  suspension  or  for- 
bearance of  a  right  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  promise.    A  mutual  promise  amounts  to  a 


with  the  rest  of  his  daughter*,  as  fast  as  it  it  is  in 
"his  power  with  convenience,"  and  the  marriage  be 
Afterwards  had  with  his  consent,  the  promise  is 
sufficiently  certain  and  obligatory.  Chichester  v. 
Vass,lMunf.98. 

8aoh  promise  is  to  the  husband  and  wife  Jointly, 
not  to  be  satisfied  by  a  conveyance  of  land  to  the 
wife  alone;  but  the  husband  may  elect  to  consider 
It  a  personal  contract,  and.  If  he  survives  his  wife, 
•sue  thereon  in  his  own  name.  Ibid. 

A  promised  B  if  he  would  get  himself  a  wife  and 
have  a  child,  he  would  give  him  $600.  In  an  action 
by  B  to  recover  this  sum  from  the  executor  of  A, 
the  promise  was  held  to  be  supported  by  a  good 
•consideration.  Gurvin  v.  Cromartle,  11  Ired.  L. 
174. 


Good  consideration,  instance*. 


King 


Natural  affection  is  a  good  consideration, 
-v.  Thompson, NU.S.9 Pet 204, 8  L.  ed.  102. 

A  compromise  for  a  doubtful  claim  is  a  good  con- 
sideration for  a  promise.  Chamberlain  v.  Winn 
(Wash.  Terr.)  Jan.  £0, 1888. 

A  contract  made  in  a  compromise  of  differences 
In  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  a  for- 
mer contract,  with  regard  to  the  construction 
of  which  they  were  not  agreed,  was  held  to  be 
founded  upon  a  good  consideration.  Richardson 
v.  Independent  Diet,  of  Hampton,  70  Iowa,  873. 

A  settlement  and  discontinuance  of  a  prosecu- 
tion for  bastardy  and  fornication  is  a  good  and 
legal  consideration  for  a  judgment  note  given  by 
the  reputed  father  to  the  mother  of  the  child. 
8tumpf*8  App.  8  Gent  Hep.  118, 116  Pa.  88. 

Where  a  man  having  a  legal  wife  deceives  an- 
other woman  by  a  void  marriage,  and  has  children 
by  her.  the  facts  furnish  a  good  consideration  for 
the  assignment  to  her  of  a  mortgage  security. 
Gay  v.  Parpart,  108  U.  &  67V,  27  L.  ed.  256. 
12  L.  R.  A.  80 


An  agreement,  in  a  conveyance,  to  perform  cor- 
ram  services  for  the  grantors,  during  the  life  of 
themselves  and  their  survivor,  and  an  executed 
life  lease  of  lands  to  the  grantors,  constitute  a 
good  consideration  for  a*  conveyance.  Gardner  v* 
Liffhtf oot,  71  Iowa,  677. 

A  promissory  note  given  by  a  defaulting  outgo- 
ing county  treasurer,  to  his  successor,  upon  condi- 
tion that  action  should  not  be  brought  on  his  of* 
flcrfal  bond,  is  supported  by  a  good  consideration 
Sao  County  v.  Hobbs,  72  Iowa,  68.  See  note  to 
First  Presby.  Churoh  v.  Cooper  (N.  Y J  8  L.  R.  A. 
468. 

Benefit  to  promisor  and  detriment  to  promisee  if 
sufficient 

A  consideration  sufficient  to  support  a  contract 
may  be  defined  to  be  either  a  benefit  accruing  to 
the  promisor,  or  a  loss  or  disadvantage  sustained 
by  the  promisee.  Day  v.  Gardner,  6  Cent.  Rep.  681, 
42N.J.EQ.180. 

Any  benefit  to  defendant  or  detriment  to  plain- 
tiff is  a  sufficient  consideration.  Given  v.  Corse, 
2  West.  Eep.  680, 80  Mo.  App.  182;  Waterman  v.  Bar- 
rett, 4  Harr.  (Del.)  811;  Harrington  v.  Wells,  12  Vt. 
605;  Columbus  v.  Columbus  St.  R.  Co.  10  West.  Rep. 
440,  45  Ohio  St.  88;  Story,  Cont.  1548;  1  Parsons 
Cont.  7th  ed.  478;  Hitohoock  v.  Ooker,  6  Ad.  A  El. 
488;  Southall  v.  Rigg,  11 C  a  481;  Halgh  v.  Brooks, 
10  Ad.  A  El.  800;  Shortrede  v.  Cheek,  1  Ad.  A  El. 


A  consideration  to  support  a  promise  need  not 
enure  to  the  promisor;  it  is  sufficient  If  it  consists 
in  a  detriment  to  the  person  to  whom  the  promise 
is  made.  New  Hanover  Bank  v.  Bridgers,  88  N.  C. 
67;  Churchill  v.  Bradley,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  491, 38  Vt 
408. 

It  is  not  essential  that  a  person  to  whom  the  con- 
sideration of  a  promise  moves  should  be  benefited 
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sufficient  consideration,  provided  the  mutual 

Sromises  be  concurrent  in  point  of  time,  and, 
1  that  case,  the  one  promise  is  a  good  consider- 
ation for  the  other. 

2  Kent,  Com.  Holmes'  12th  ed.  465;  Baigh 
y.  Brooks,  4  Per.  &  D.  288;  Smith  v.  Smit/i,  18 
C.  B.  N.  S.  429;  Westlake  v.  Adams,  5  C.  B. 
N.  8.  247;  Wilkinson  v.  Olieoeira,  1  Scott,  461; 
Farmer  v.  Stewart,  2  N.  fl.  97;  Harlan  v. 
Harlan,  20Pa.808;  Perry  v.  Buckman,WVt.  7. 

The  letter  interpreted  by  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances established  a  trust  and  made  the 
uncle  the  self-appointed  trustee  of  the  $5,000. 

Orayy.  Barton,  55  N.  Y.  68;  Bay  v.  Both, 
18  N.  Y.  448;  lulton  v.  Fulton,  48  Barb.  581; 
Taylor  v.  Kelly,  5  Hun,  115;  White  v.  Hoyt, 
78  N.  Y.  505;  Be  Collyer,  4Dem.  24;  Martin 
y.  Funk,  75  N.  Y.  184;  Mabie  v.  Bailey,  95  N. 
Y.  206. 

If  the  uncle  did  not  constitute  himself  a 
trustee  by  the  letter  he  certainly  made  himself 
a  depositary  of  the  money  which  belonged  to 
the  nephew,  and  if  this  is  so  the  plaintiff  is 
Just  as  much  entitled  to  recover  as  though  the 
uncle  had  made  himself  a  trustee,  for  the  only 
bearing  which  the  trusteeship  has  upon  the 
question  is  as  to  whether  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations applies  or  not.  This  money  was  not  so 
due  as  to  fall  within  the  rule  established  in 
Wenman  v.  Mohawk  Ins.  Oo.  18  Wend.  268. 

In  cases  where  the  instrument  is  silent  as  to 
the  time  of  payment,  the  court  will  refer  to 
extrinsic  facts  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  make  the  money 
payable  on  demand  or  after  demand,  presently 
or  by-and  bye. 

Payne  v.  Gardiner,  29  K.  Y.  146;  Be  Wal- 


dron,  28  Hun,  481;  Bank  of  British  N<*rtk 
America  v.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  91 N.  Y.  106; 
Sweet  v.  Irish,  86  Barb.  467;  MerriU  r.  Todd,  23 
N.  Y.  28;  Boughton  v.  Flint,  74  H.  Y.  476; 
Howell  v.  Adams,  68  N.  Y.  814;  Munger  v. 
Albany  Oity  Nat.  Bank,  85  N.  Y.  580:  Smiley 
v.  Fry,  1  Cent.  Rep.  510,  100  N.  Y.  262,  IT 
Jones  &  8.  154. 

Mr.  Adalbert  Moot,  for  respondent: 

There  is  no  consideration  to  support  the 
promise  to  pay  the  nephew  $5,000.  If  the 
nephew  was  required  to  do  something  that 
would  injure  him,  or  something  that  would 
benefit  the  uncle,  and  did  so  with  the  assent 
of  bis  father,  then  there  would  be  a  considera- 
tion for  the  payment  of  the.  $5,000.  Simply 
failing  to  play  cards  or  billiards  for  money,  or 
drink  liquor,  or  use  tobacco,  would  not  benefit 
the  uncle,  would  not,  and  did  not,  injure  the 
nephew. 

The  Statute  has  long  made  it  a  crime  to* 
sell  liquor  to  such  boys,  or  to  provide  gam- 
bling places  for  them;  and  the  law  now  goea 
further  and  makes  it  a  crime  to  furnish  tobacco* 
in  any  of  its  forms  to  any  child  under  sixteen. 

Laws  1889,  chap.  170,  p.  201. 

A  promise  of  a  boy  not  to  commit  murder 
would  not  sustain  an  agreement  to  pay  money, 
nor  would  the  promise  of  a  boy  to  refrain  from 
immoral  habits,  as  keeping  a  mistress,  sustain 
an  uncle's  promise  to  pay  him  money.  Other- 
wise, notes  given  by  men  to  recompense  a  mis- 
tress for  past  or  future  cohabitation  would  be 
valid,  while  the  law  is  well  settled  that  they 
are  invalid. 

Beaumont  v.  Beeve,  8  Q.  B.488;  Shirley,Lead. 
Caa.  7. 


provided  the  person  from  whom  It  moves  Is  In  a 
legal  sense  injured;  and  the  injury  may  oonalst  of 
a  compromise  of  a  disputed  olalm  or  forbearance 
to  exercise  a  legal  right,  the  alteration  in  position 
being  regarded  as  a  detriment  forming  a  consid- 
eration independent  of  the  actual  value  of  the 
right  forborne.  St.  Mark's  Church  v.  Teed,  180  N. 
Y.  688;  Woodburn  v.  Woodburn,  28  HL  App.  289,  re- 
versed on  other  grounds  in  11  West.  Rep.  780,  18 
West  Rep.  606, 128  HI.  006;  Martin  v.  Stubbing*,  27 
IlL  App.  121,  affirmed  in  126  TJL  887;  Murtaugh  v.  Col- 
ligao,  28  IlL  App.  488;  Piper  v.  Foster,  121  Ind.  407; 
Allen  v.  Piatt,  79  Iowa,  118;  Vogel  v.  Meyer,  28  Mo. 
App.  427;  Fuller  v.  Olaflin,  61  Hun,  600;  Oregon  Pac. 
B.  Oo.  v.  De  Forest,  82  N.  Y.  8.  B.  178. 

Damage  to  the  promisee  constitutes  as  good  a 
consideration  as  benefit  to  the  promisor.  Towns- 
ley  v.  Sumrall,  27  XT.  8. 2  Pet.  170,  T  L.  ed.  886;  Vio- 
let* v.  Patton,  0  U.  8.  6  Oranoh,  142, 8  L.  ed.  61; 
United  States  v.  Linn,  40  U.  8.  16  Pet.  200, 10  L.  ed. 
742;  Hendrick  v.  Lindsay,  08  U.  8. 148, 28  L.  ed.  866; 
Stillwell  v.  Aaron,  60  Mo.  646. 

A  slight  advantage  to  one  party  constitutes  a 
sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  contract!  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake.  Traphagen  v. 
Voorhees,  11  Cent.  Rep.  870, 44  N.  J.  Eq.  21;  Harlan 
v.  Harlan,  20  Pa.  808;  2  Co.  Utt «  212, 844a;  Kellogg 
v.  Richards,  14  Wend.  116;  Brooks  V.  White,  2  Met 
288. 

It  is  hold  in  Burr  v.  WOoox.  18  Allen,  278,  that 
"any  act  done  at  the  defendant's  request  and  for  his 
convenience  or  to  the  inconvenience  of  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  sufficient "  to  support  a  promise  by 
the  defendant,  citing  Train  v.  Gold,  5  Pick.  880; 
Amherst  Academy  v.  Cowls,  6  Pick.  427;  Hubbard 
v.  Coolldge,  1  Met.  84.  And  see  Conover  v.  Stillwell, 
84N.J.L.54. 
12  L.  R.  A, 


Waiver  of  a  legal  right  a  sufficient  consideration. 

A  waiver  of  a  legal  right,  at  the  request  of  an- 
other party,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  s> 
promise.  Given  v.  Corse,  2  West.  Rep.  579, 20  Mo. 
App.  182,  citing  1  Parsons,  Oont  7th  ed.  478. 

Forbearance  of  legal  or  equitable  rights  forms  a 
good  consideration  for  a  contract,  and  will  make  it 
binding,  although  no  benefit  accrues  to  the  party 
contracting.  Bowen  v.  Upton,  1  Cent.  Bep.  484, 
64  Md,  276;  Harris  v.  Oassaday,  6  West.  Bep.  286, 
107  Ind.  168,  citing  Wray  v.  Chandler,  64  Ind.  146; 
Sanf  ord  v.  Freeman,  6  Ind.  120;  Suark  v.  Malone, 
84  Ind.  444;  Nicewanger  v.  Be  vara,  17  Ind.  62L 

Forbearance  of  suit  Is  a  good  consideration  for  s> 
promise  to  pay  money.  Bue  v.  Melrs,  10  Cent.  Bep. 
682,  48 N.  J.Bq.877. 

A  suspension  of  an  existing  demand  is  a  suffi- 
cient and  valid  consideration.  Goodman  v.  Si- 
monds,  61  U.  S.  20  How.  848, 16  L.  ed.  984;  Wills  v. 
Boss,  77  Ind.  1;  Biting  v.  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns.  287; 
Morton  v.  Burns,  7  Ad.  &  El.  10;  Baker  v.  Walker, 
14  Mees.  ft  W.  466;  Jennteon  v.  Stafford,  1  Cush.  168; 
Walton  v.  Mascall,  13  Mees  ft  W.  468;  Wheeler  ▼. 
Slooumb,  16  Pick.  52;  Story,  Prom.  Notes,  1 188. 

The  surrender  of  other  Instruments,  although- 
held  as  collateral  security,  is  also  a  good  considera- 
tion. Goodman  v.  Simonds,  supra,  citing  Depeao 
v.  Waddington,  6  Whart.  220;  Hornblower  v.  Proud, 
2  Barn,  ft  Aid.  827;  Ridout  v.  Brlstow,  1  Cromp.  ft 
J.  281;  Bank  of  Salina  v.  Baboook,  21  Wend*  489; 
Youngs  v.  Lee,  12  N.  Y.  66L 

The  relinquishment  of  a  defense  at  the  tune  con- 
sidered valid  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  promis- 
sory note,  although  the  defense  is  subsequently 
shown  by  a  Judicial  decision  to  have  been  Invalids 
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No  case  will  be  found  like  the  case  at  bar,  or 
deciding  it,  but  the  following  cases  are  in  point 
upon  principle: 

Nash  t.  Russell,  5  Barb.  556;  Porterfield  v. 
Butler,  47  Miss.  165,  12  Am.  Rep.  829;  DutoU 
v.  .Wilson,  9  Barb.  487;  VanderbiU  v.  Schreyer, 
91  N.  Y.  892;  Whitakerw.  Whitaker,  52  N.  Y. 
868,  11  Am.  Rep.  711;  Coleman  v.  Burr,  25 
Hun,  289,  98  N.  Y.  17;  Wilbur  ▼.  Warren,  6 
Cent  Rep.  214,  104  N.  Y.  192;  MaUory  v. 
OiUett,  21  N.  Y.  412;  Belknap  v.  Bender,  75 
N.  Y.  446;  Berry  ▼.  Brown,  9  Cent  Rep.  896, 
107  N.  Y.  659. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  established  an  apparent 
contract,  it  is  one  in  the  nature  of  a  contract 
for  services,  a  contract  for  services  to  be  per- 
formed by  a  boy  fifteen  years  of  age,  which  the 
boy  could  not  complete  until  he  became  twen* 
ty-one,— one  which,  by  its  very  terms,  could 
not  be  performed  within  a  year,  and,  therefore, 
one  void  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Oddy  ▼.  James,  48  N.  Y.  675. 

Leaving  out  of  question  the  infancy  of  Wil- 
liam E.  Story,  2d,  and  treating  him  as  an 
adult,  clearly  nis  agreement  to  abstain  was  one 
which  the  courts  could  not  enforce,— was  an 
agreement  which  he  could  break  with  im- 
punity, because  no  court  would  fix  damages 
for  the  breach  thereof. 

Of  course,  nominal  damages  might  be  fixed 
for  the  breach  thereof,  but  it  has  long  been 
settled  that  nominal  damages  are  not  enough. 

Pollock,  Cont  p.  674;  Doctor  and  Student, 
Dial.  2,  chap.  24. 

A  promise  which  is  to  be  a  good  considera- 
tion for  a  reciprocal  promise  must  be  such  as 


can  be  enforced;  it  must  therefore  be  not  only 
lawful  and  in  itself  possible,  but  reasonably 
definite. 

Pollock,  Cont.  pp.  176,  177. 

A  promise  by  a  son  to  his  father  to  leave  off 
making  complaints  of  the  father's  conduct  in 
family  affairs  is  no  good  consideration  to  sup- 
port an  accord  and  satisfaction,  for  it  is  too 
vague  to  be  enforced. 

White  v.  Bluett,  28  L.  J.  Exch.  86. 

The  contract  or  the  promise  in  question  it 
not  one  that  will  be  enforced  unless  it  is  sup- 
ported by  a  valuable  consideration. 

Robinson  v.  Jewett,  116  N.  Y.  40. 

Neither  William  E.  Story,  Sr.,  nor  any  other 
person,  ever  held  this  $5,000,  in  trust  for  Wil- 
liam E.  Story,  2d.;  therefore,  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  in  this  action. 

When  the  uncle  wrote  his  letter  he  in  law 
clearly  refused  to  pay  according  to  the  terms 
of  his  arrangement. 

If  the  nephew  demanded  the  money  and  the 
uncle  refused  to  pay  it,  then  the  Statute  of 
Xiraitations  began  to  run  at  once  as  in  an  or- 
dinary case  of  a  breach  of  contract. 

Code,  §  382,  subd.  1;  Miller  v.  Wood,  HON* 
Y.  354. 

The  letter  of  the  uncle  written  February  6, 
1875,  did  not  turn  him  into  a  trustee  for  William 
E.  Story,  2d.  It  is  absolutely  essential  that 
the  letter  itself  should  show  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  uncle  to  become  a  trustee  be- 
fore he  will  be  held  to  have  become  a  trustee, 
and  this  it  fails  to  do. 

See  Harris  v.  Clark,  8  N.  Y.  98. 

Had  the  nephew  sued  for  the  money,  sup* 


Union  Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Geary,  80  U.  8. 6 
P*t  90, 8  Led.  60. 

Release  of  the  right  to  a  percentage  of  royalties 
on  coal  from  certain  lands  Is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  a  Judgment  note  for  a  specific  sum  In  lieu 
thereof.   Trine's  App.  (Pa.)  12  Gent.  Rep.  667. 

An  agreement  by  wbioh  a  vendor  releases  a  valu- 
able right  4n  consideration  of  the  vendee's  agree- 
ment to  let  judgment  go  against  him  by  default  for 
the  price  of  the  land  is  based  upon  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration. McDaniel  v.  Evans  (Ky.)  12  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
427. 

It  any  release  is  deemed  requisite  to  confirm  the 
title  of  lands  with  which  one  has  been  connected, 
such  release  will  be  a  good  consideration  for  a 
promise,  or  for  the  Ipayment  of  money.  Sykes  v. 
Chad  wick.  86  U.  a  18  WalL  141, 21 L.  ed.  824, 

Sufficient  consideration,  instances. 

A  consideration  expressed  In  an  agreement  is 
sufficient  to  support  it  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  prove  a  lack  of  consideration.  York  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Illinois  Gent.  R.  Go.  70  U.  8. 8  Wall.  107, 18  L.  ed.  170. 

The  withdrawal  of  a  caveat  by  an  heir-at-law  is  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  by  devisees 
to  pay  the  heir  a  specific  sum.  Grandln  v.  Gran- 
din,  8  Gent.  Rep.  688, 40  N.  J.  L.  508. 

Expenditure  of  one's  own  money  for  his  own 
benefit,  Induced  by  the  promise  of  another  to  re- 
pay the  same,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
promise.  Deveomon  v.  Shaw,  12  Gent.  Rep.  886, 60 
Md.  100. 

The  surrender  of  a  note  given  by  the  defendants 
son,  although  not  enforceable  at  law,  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  a  new  note  by  the  defendant. 
Whitney  v.  Clary,  6  New  Bng.  Rep.  162, 145  Mass. 
166;  Wilton  v.  Eaton,  127  Mass.  174. 

A  promise  to  pay  for  goods  furnished  a  third 
party  prior  to  their  delivery,  upon  the  faith  of 
13L.R.A. 


which  a  sale  and  delivery  have  been  made,  is  upon 
a  sufficient  consideration.  Lindsay  v.  Heaton,  27 
Neb.  662. 

A  promise  conditioned  upon  the  conveyance  to 
the  promisor  of  a  possible  Interest  which  he  be* 
Ueves  the  promisee  has,  but  which  the  latter  does 
not  claim,  is  supported  by  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion.   Valle  v.  Picton,  8  West  Rep.  784,  91  Mo.  207. 

Extension  of  time  of  payment,  under  a  condi- 
tional sale  of  engines  and  use  of  the  engines  during 
such  time  by  the  vendee,  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  a  note  and  mortgage  by  him.  Smker  v; 
Green,  12  West.  Rep.  012, 118  Ind.  264;  Hutchings  v. 
Munger,41N.Y.166. 

The  makers  assent  to  the  compromise  of  hia 
claim  against  a  third  person  is  sufficient  considera- 
tion of  a  promise  by  the  holder  of  notes  to  accept. 
In  full  payment  such  percentage  as  was  received  in 
the  settlement  of  such  claim.  Hunt  v.  Brown,  5- 
New  Eng.  Rep.  810, 146  Mass.  268. 

Where  land  was  about  to  be  sold  to  create  a  fundi 
to  pay  an  annuity  to  a  widow,  an  agreement  by* 
which  she  reduced  her  claim,  with  one  honestly 
claiming  an  Interest  which  created  a  cloud  upon 
title,  the  removal  of  which  would  enhance  the* 
price,  was  upon  a  sufficient  consideration.  WoodV 
burn  v.  Woodburn,  11  West.  Rep.  780, 128  HI.  606. 

A  promise  made  while  sober  by  a  habitual  drunk- 
ard to  his  physician,  that  he  would  pay  him  $100,  In. 
consideration  of  which  the  physician  undertook 
and  promised  to  cure  him  of  his  appetite  for  ardent 
spirits.  Is  binding.   Ftak  v.  Townsend.  7  Yerg.  146. 

8,  lord  of  the  manor,  had  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment of  steward  of  the  manor,  and  G,  the  then 
steward,  resigned  his  office  in  consideration  that  3 
would  pay  him  an  annuity  for  life;  and  K,  in  con- 
sideration of  8  permitting  him  to  hold  the  office  at 
the  will  of  8  as  lord,  promised  8  to  pay,  out  of  the 
fees  of  the  office,  such  annuity  to  G  during  G*a  life 
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posing  it  to  be  collectible,  the  uncle  could  not 
have  defended  on  the  mere  strength  of  this 
letter,  on  thegrotind  that  he  had  excluded  the 
promise  by  constituting  himself  a  trustee  of  this 
money,  by  this  letter. 

Steere  v.  Steere,  5  Johns.  Gh.  1, 1  L.  ed.  967; 
Adams,  Eq.  7th  Am.  ed.  pp.  28,  29. 

A  consideration  is  necessary  to  support  a 
trust. 

Young  v.  Young,  80  N.  T.  422;  Brunn  v. 
Schuettt69  Wis.261 ,  48  Am.  Rep.499;  Hone  v.  Be 
Peyster,  8  How.  Pr.  N.  S.  422, 4  Cent  Rep.  550, 
108  N.  Y.  662,  44  Hun,  487,  9  Cent  Rep.  475, 
106  K  Y.  645;  Be  Crawford,  118  N.  Y.  560; 
Beater  v.  Beaver,  6  L.  R  A.  408, 117  N.  Y.  421. 

A  court  which  treats  the  nephew's  promise 
in  this  case,  and  his  adherence  to  good  habits 
until  he  was  twenty-one,  as  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration to  bind,  the  uncle  to  pay  him  $5,000, 
ignores  the  trend  of  thought  of  the  law-writers 
and  the  courts  of  to-day  upon  this  subject 

VanderUlt  v.  Sehreyer,  91  N.  Y.  892;  Wilbur 
▼.  Warren,  6  Cent.  Rep.  214,  104  N.  Y.  192; 
First  Pretty.  Church  v.  Cooper,  8  L.  R  A.  468; 
112  N.  Y.  517;  Robinson  v.  Jewett.  116  N.  Y. 
40;  Embrey  v.  Jemison,  181 U.  8.  886, 840,  88  L. 
ed.  172,  175,  Alb.  L.  J.  82;  Smith  v.  Hightower, 
76  Ga.  629;  Sftuder  ▼.  Newby,  85  Tenn.  848; 
Bead  v.  Baldwin,  88  Ala.  182. 

This  being  a  constructive  trust  and  not  an 
express  trust,  the  six  years'  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions runs  against  the  cause  of  action  therefor. 

Wood  v.  Monroe  County  Supre.  50  Hun,  1; 
Strough  v.  Jefferson  County  Supre.  50  Hun,  54, 
affirmed  in  119  N.  Y.  212. 
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The  Statute  of  Limitations  Is  a  Just  bar  to 
this  unfounded  demand,  because  there  is  no 
trust. 

BeNeilley,  95  N.  Y.  892;  Budd  v.  Walker, 
118  K.  Y.  688;  Strough  ▼.  Jefferson  County 
Supre.  119  K.  Y.  212;  Beaver  r. Beaver,  6  L.  R 
A.  408, 117  N.  Y.  421;  Steere  v.  Steere,  5  Johns. 
Ch.  1, 1  L.  ed.  987;  Young  y.  Young,  80  N.  Y. 
428. 

The  nephew  had  no  right  to  do  what  ho 
agreed  not  to  do  for  this  $5,000. 

Swearing  was  forbidden,  and  was  a  penal  of- 
fense until  1882. 

1  Rev.  Stat  674;  Old  Penal  Code,  g  255. 

The  public  billiard  table  where  the  loser  pays 
for  the  games  was  deemed  a  gaming  table,  in 
other  words  a  gambling  table,  within  the  Stat- 
utes. 

Laws  1851,  chap.  504:  2  Rev.  8tat.  6th  ed. 
917-919;  Penal  Code,  §§  886-852;  People  v. 
Harrison,  28  How.  Pr.  $47. 

We  have  here,  then,  a  boy  forbidden  bylaw 
to  play  billiards  or  cards  for  money  or  to  swear. 
He  promises  his  uncle  not  to  do  these  things,  or 
to  drink  or  to  use  tobacco,  if  the  uncle  will  pay 
him  $5,000  when  he  becomes  of  age. 

An  illegal  consideration  renders  void  the 
whole  contract 

Arnot  v.  Pittston  &  B.  Coal  Co.  68  N.  Y.  558; 
Leonard  v.  Poole,  114  N.  Y.  871. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  man  for  doing  what  the 
law  requires  him  to  do  is  void  as  against  pub 
lie  policy. 


eo  long  as  K  should  execute  the  said  offloe.  S 
appointed  K  to  such  offloe  for  K'e  life  and  died.  It 
was  held  that  the  consideration  of  the  promise  was 
sufficient,  and  that  K  was  liable  to  pay  the  annuity 
to  G  after  the  death  of  8,  so  long;  as  K  held  such 
office.  Mattock  v.  Southwood,  8  Ad.  &  El.  796, 1 
Per.  &D.4B,  1W.  W.  &H.667.  See  not*  to  Talbott 
v.  Stemmons  (Ky.)  5  L.  B.  A.  856. 

Insufficient  consideration,  instances. 

The  surrender  of  letters  and  telegrams  of  the 
maker  of  a  note,  and  of  a  protested  check  given  in 
payment  of  a  gambling  debt,  constitutes  an  insuffi- 
cient consideration  for  a  note.  Holllngsworth  v. 
Moulton.  58  Hun,  91. 

A  verbal  promise  three  or  four  yean  old,  made 
by  a  father  to  his  son,  to  give  the  latter  land  of  a 
certain  value.  Id  excess  of  the  share  which  will  fall 
to  his  other  children,  if  he  will  not  leave  home  as 
another  son  has  done,  it  not  being  shown  that  the 
son  abandoned  an  intended  removal  in  consequence 
of  suoh  promise,  is  not  a  sufficient  consideration 
for  a  promissory  note  for  an  amount  equal  to  the 
value  of  the  land  mentioned.  Head  v.  Baldwin,  88 
Ala.  188. 

Vol uable  consideration.  Instances. 

Money  expended  on  the  faith  of  a  contract  con- 
stitutes a  valuable  consideration.  King  v.  Thomp- 
son, 34  TJ.  S.  0  Pet.  204*  9  L.  ed.  KB. 

Expenditures  made  upon  permanent  improve- 
nenf  i  u  pon  land,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  owner, 
educed  by  his  promise,  made  to  the  party  making 
the  expenditure,  to  give  the  land  to  suoh  party, 
constitute  in  equity  a  consideration  for  the  prom- 
ise. Freeman  v.  Freeman,  48  N.  T.  84,  affirming  61 
Barb.  806. 

Where,  in  pursuance  of  a  verbal  agreement  be- 
tween father  and  son  that  the  latter  should  have  a 
12  L.  R  A. 


certain  farm  of  the  father,  the  son  took  possession 
of  the  premises  and  expended  money  and  labor 
upon  them,  such  acts  and  expenditures  constitute 
a  valuable  consideration  for  the  contract  Haines 
v.  Haines,  6  Md.  435. 

A  valuable  consideration,  however  small,  if  given 
or  stipulated  for  In  good  faith,  to,  In  the  absence  of 
fraud,  sufficient  to  support  an  action  on  any  parol 
contract,  or  contract  of  guaranty.  Lawrence  v. 
McOalmont,  48  TJ.  8. 8  How.  488, 11 L.  ed.  886;  Austyn 
v.  ITLure,  4  0.  8.  4  Dali.  287, 1  L.  ed.  81L  citing 
Dutchman  v.  Tooth,  6  Bing.  N.  G.  677. 

The  surrender  of  an  overdue  note,  enforceable  as 
against  one  of  the  indorse™,  is  a  valuable  consid- 
eration for  a  new  note  between  the  same  parties, 
with  an  additional  indorser.  Bromley  v.  Hawley. 
6  New  Bng.  Bep.  660, 60  Vt.  46;  Churchill  v.  Brad- 
ley, 68  Vt.  408;  Bob.  Dig.  p.  100, 1157. 

The  payment  of  a  doubtful  claim  in  full,  to  pre- 
vent litigation,  will  constitute  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, but  it  is  otherwise  when  the  amount  simply 
is  in  dispute,  and  no  more  was  paid  than  was  actu- 
ally due.  Bmmlttsburg  B.  Oo.  v.  Donoghue,  9  Gent. 
Bep.  69, 67  Md.  888;  1  Parsons,  Oont  469;  1  Addison, 
Cont.ll. 

An  agreement,  on  part  payment  of  a  judgment, 
to  pay  the  balance  In  a  few  days,  upon  an  agreemen  t 
of  the  other  party  to  refrain  from  enforcing  an 
execution,  la  founded  upon  a  valuable  considera- 
tion. Smith  v.  O'Brien,  6  New  Bng.  Bep.  848, 148 
Mass.  894. 

An  agreement  to  credit  a  transferred  debt  upon  a 
precedent  debt  is  a  valuable  consideration.  Throop 
Grain  Gleaner  Go.  v.  Smith,  18  Gent.  Bep.  918, 110  N. 
Y.88. 

Performance  of  consideration  renders  contract  bind- 
ing. 

The  performance  of  the  consideration  renders 
the  contract  binding,  and  gives  a  right  of  action 
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Greenhood,  Pob.  Pol  See  Embrey  v.  Jemi- 
eon,  181  U.  8.  840,  88  L.  ed.  175;  Wall's  Pol- 
lock, Coot,  new  ed.  1885,  pp.  283,  321;  Sara- 
toga County  Bank  v.  King,  44  N .  T.  87;  Knotrt- 
ton  ▼.  Congress  &  Empire  Spring  Co.  57  N.  T. 
519. 

The  performance  of  an  act  which  the  party 
Is  under  a  legal  obligation  to  perform  cannot 
constitute  a  consideration  for  a  new  contract. 

Robinson  v.  Jewett,  116  N.  Y.  40;  WMtaker 
v.  Whitaker,G2  N.  Y.  868;  Nash  ▼.  RvmU9  5 
Barb.  556;  DuvoU  v.  Wilson,*  Barb.  487;  Van- 
derbilt  v.  Schreyer,  91  N.  Y.  392;  Wilbur  v. 
Warren,  6  Cent.  Rep.  214, 104  N.  Y.  192;  BeXk- 
napp  v.  Bender,  75  N.  Y.  446;  First  Pretty. 
Church  v.  Cooper,  8  L.  R.  A.  468,  112  N.  Y. 
517;  Langdell,  Lead.  Cases  on  Coat  §  54,  pp. 
1015. 1016. 

Pavrker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  question  which  provoked  the  most  dis- 
cussion by  counsel  on  this  appeal,  and  which 
lies  at  the  foundation  of  plaintiff's  asserted 
right  of  recovery,  is  whether,  by  virtue  of  a 
contract,  defendant's  testator,  William  E.  Story, 
became  indebted  to  his  nephew,  William  E. 
Story,  2d,  on  his  twenty-first  birthday  in  the 
sum  of  $5,000.  The  trial  court  found  as  a 
fact  that  "on  the  20th  day  of  March,  1869, 
•  •  •  William  E.  Story  agreed  to  and  with 
William  E.  Story,  2d,  that  if  he  would  refrain 
from  drinking  liquor,  using  tobacco,  swearing 
and  playing  cards  or  billiards  for  money  until 
he  should  become  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
then  he,  the  said  William  E.  Story,  would  at 


that  time  pay  him,  the  said  William  E.  Story, 
2d,  the  sum  of  $5,000  for  such  refraining,  to 
which  the  said  William  E.  Story,  2d,  agreed," 
and  that  he  "in  all  things  fully  performed  his 
part  of  said  agreement."  The  defendant  con- 
tends that  the  contract  was  without  considera- 
tion to  support  it,  and  therefore  invalid.  He 
asserts  that  the  promisee,  by  refraining  from 
the  use  of  liquor  and  tobacco, was  not  harmed, 
but  benefited ;  that  that  which  he  did  was  best 
for  him  to  do,  independently  of  his  uncle's 
promise,— and  insists  that  it  follows  that,  un- 
less the  promisor  was  benefited,  the  contract 
was  without  consideration, — a  contention 
which,  if  well  founded,  would  seem  to  leave 
open  for  controversy  in  many  cases  whether 
that  which  the  promisee  did  or  omitted  to  do 
was  in  fact  of  such  benefit  to  him  as  to  leave 
no  consideration  to  support  the  enforcement  of 
the  promisor's  agreement  Such  a  rule  could 
not  be  tolerated,  and  is  without  foundation  in 
the  law. 

The  exchequer  chamber  in  1875  defined 
'  'consideration"  as  follows :  *  •  A  valuable  con: 
aideration,  in  the  sense  of  the  law,  may  consist 
either  in  some  right,  interest,  profit  or  benefit 
accruing  to  the  one  party,  or  some  forbearance, 
detriment,  loss  or  responsibility  given,  suffered 
or  undertaken  by  the  other."  Courts  "will  not 
ask  whether  the  thing  which  forms  the  con- 
sideration does  in  fact  benefit  the  promisee  or 
a  third  party,  or  is  of  any  substantial  value  to 
anyone.  It  is  enough  that  something  is  prom- 
ised, done,  forborne  or  suffered  by  the  party 
to  whom  the  promise  is  made  as  consideration 
for  the  promise  made  to  him."    Anson,  Cont. 


upon  ft  Wellington  v.  Apthorp,  4  New  Bog.  Bep. 
888, 145  Mats.  09,  citing-  Train  v.  Gold,  6  Pick.  880; 
Gardner  v.  Webber.  17  Pick.  407;  Bornsteln  v.  Lens, 
104  Mass.  214;  Goward  v.  Waters.  98  Mass.  696;  Cot- 
tage St.  M.  E.  Church  v.  Kendall,  121  Mass.  628. 

A  promise  to  pay  upon  the  performance  of  an 
act,  by  which  the  party  is  injured,  becomes  bind- 
ing when  the  act  is  performed.  Hilton  v.  South- 
wick,  17  Me.  308. 

Where  a  proposal  by  an  uncle,  in  a  letter  to  his 
niece,  that  if  her  daughter  would  take  care  of  him 
and  his  wife  he  would  devise  to  the  niece  one  half 
of  his  estate,  was  accepted  and  fulfilled,  it  will  be 
enforced  against  his  estate.  Roehl  v.  Haumesaer, 
12  West.  Rep.  899, 114  Ind.  811. 

A  valid  oral  agreement  may  be  made  to  leave  a 
sum  of  money  by  will  to  a  particular  person,  in 
consideration  of  services  thereafter  to  be  rendered 
by  the  promisee  to  the  promisor,  provided  such 
services  are  in  fact  thereafter  rendered  and  ac- 
cepted in  pursuance  of  such  contract.  Wellington 
v.  Apthorp,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  888, 145  Mass.  69. 

An  agreement  resting  in  parol,  to  devise  real  es- 
tate in  consideration  of  services  in  caring  for  the 
testator,  is  binding  and  enforceable  when  the  prom- 
isee has  performed  the  consideration.  Pflugar  v. 
Pults,  9  Cent  Rep.  488, 48  N.  J.  Eq.  440. 

A  father-in-law  promised  his  son-in-law  that,  if 
he  would  purchase  a  certain  tract  of  land,  he  would 
assist  him  in  paying  for  it  by  letting  him  have  the 
amount  of  a  certain  bond,  when  collected.  The 
son-in-law  thereupon  made  the  purchase,  and  It 
was  held  that  the  promise  of  the  father-in-law  was 
founded  upon  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  was 
valid  and  binding  upon  him.  Scott  v.  Osborne,  2 
Munf.  4ia 

Where  B  agrees  to  pay  A,  or  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  A  before  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract  to 
the  wife  of  A,  a  certain  sum  of  money  for  one  year's 
12  U  R.  A. 


services,  a  part  performance  of  the  services  by  A 
before  his  death  Is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  en- 
able the  wife  of  A  to  recover  the  entire  sum  prom- 
ised.  Jones  v.  McCallum,  21  Fla.  892. 

A  father  drove  from  his  home  his  wife  with  a 
child  three  months  old,  and  made  no  provision  for 
their  support.  When  the  child  had  attained  the 
age  of  sixteen  years,  the  father  wrote  to  her,  re- 
questing her  to  make  her  residence  with  him,  and 
promising  to  leave  her  his  heir;  and  she  according- 
ly lived  with  him  until  be  drove  her  from  his  house. 
It  was  held  that  be  was  not  entitled,  as  her  father, 
to  her  services  during  her  minority,  and  that  the 
letter  constituted  a  valid  contract  to  leave  the 
property  to  her.    Gary  v.  James,  4  Desaus.  Eq.  186. 

Contract  without  consideration  void,  instances. 

An  agreement,  without  consideration,  to  wait  for 
money  then  due,  is  of  no  validity.  Pfelffer  y. 
Campbell,  111  N.  Y.  681. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  note,  by  a  surety,  without 
knowledge  of  an  extension  whereby  he  is  dis- 
charged, is  without  consideration  and  not  enforce- 
able. Rochester  Sav.  Bank  v.  Chick,  6  New  Eng. 
Rep.  888, 64  N.  H.  410;  New  Hampshire  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Coloord,  16  N.  H.  119;  Edwards  v.  Tandy,  86  N.  H. 
540;  Norris  v.  Ward,  69  N.  H.  487. 

A  promise  by  a  creditor  to  forgive  or  relinquish 
part  of  his  debt  on  the  payment  of  the  other  part 
in  money,  is  without  consideration  and  void.  Day 
v.  Gardner.  6  Cent.  Rep.  680,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  199,  citing 
Boyd  v.  Hitchcock,  ?Q  Johns.  76;  Le  Page  v.  Mo 
Crea,  1  Wend.  164;  B-n>th  v.  Smith,  8  Wend.  66;  Per- 
kins v.  Lockwood,  100  Mass.  250. 

A  release  by  an  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  of 
a  Joint  maker  on  payment  of  part  only  of  the 
amount  due  is  without  consideration  and  void. 
Bender  v.  Been,  5  L.  R.  A.  696,  and  note*  78  Iowa, 
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68.  "  In  general  a  waiver  of  any  legal  right 
at  the  request  of  another  party  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  a  promise."  Parsons,  Cont. 
*444.  "Any  damage,  or  suspension,  or  for- 
bearance of  a  right  will  he  sufficient  to  sustain 
a  promise."  2  Kent,  Cora.  12th  ed.  *465. 
Pollock,  in  his  work  on  Contracts  (p.  166), 
after  citing  the  definition  given  by  the  ex- 
chequer chamber,  already  quoted,  says :  "  The 
second  branch  of  this  judicial  description  is 
really  the  most  important  one.  'Consideration' 
means  not  so  much  that  one  party  is  profiting 
as  that  the  other  abandons  some  legal  right  in 
the  present,  or  limits  his  legal  freedom  of  ac- 
tion in  the  future,  as  an  inducement  for  the 
promise  of  the  first."  Now,  applying  this  rule 
to  the  facts  before  us,  the  promisee  used  tobac- 
co, occasionally  drank  liquor,  and  he  had  a 
legal  right  to  do  so.  That  right  be  abandoned 
for  a  period  of  years  upon  the  strength  of  the 
promise  of  the  testator  that  for  such  forbear- 
ance he  would  give  him  $5;000.  We  need  not 
speculate  on  the  effort  which  may  have  been 
required  to  give  up  the  use  of  those  stimulants. 
It  is  sufficient  that  he  restricted  his  lawful  free- 
dom of  action  within  certain  prescribed  limits 
upon  the  faith  of  his  uncle's  agreement,  and 
now  having  fully  performed  the  conditions 
imposed,  it  is  of  no  moment  whether  such  per- 
formance actually  proved  a  benefit  to  the  prom- 
isor, and  the  court  will  not  inquire  into  it; 
but,  were  it  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry,  we 
see  nothing  in  this  record  that  would  permit  a 
determination  that  the  uncle  was  not  benefited 
in  a  legal  sense.  Few  cases  have  been  found 
which  may  be  said  to  be  precisely  in  point,  but 


such  as  have  been  support  the  position  we 
have  taken.  In  SkadweU  v.  8hadv>eU,  9  C.  B. 
N.  8. 159,  an  uncle  wrote  to  his  nephew  as  fol- 
lows: "My  dear  Lancey :  lam  so  glad  to 
bear  of  your  intended  marriage  with  Ellen 
Nicboll,  and,  as  I  promised  to  assist  you  at 
starting,  I  am  happy  to  tell  you  that  I  will  pay 
you  150  pounds  yearly  during  my  life  and  un- 
til your  annual  income  derived  from  your  pro- 
fession of  a  chancery  barrister  shall  amount  to 
600  guineas,  of  which  your  own  admission  will 
be  the  only  evidence  that  I  shall  receive  or  re- 
quire. Your  affectionate  uncle,  Charles  Shad- 
well."  It  was  held  that  the  promise  was  bind- 
ing, and  made  upon  good  consideration.  In 
LaJcota  v.  Newton  (an  unreported  case  in  the 
superior  court  of  Worcester,  Mass.),  the  com- 
plaint1 averred  defendant's  promise  that  "if 
you  [meaning  the  plaintiff]  will  leave  off  drink- 
ing for  a  year  I  will  give  you  $100,"  plain  tiff's 
assent  thereto,  performance  of  the  condition  by 
him,  and  demanded  judgment  therefor.  De- 
fendant demurred,  on  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  the  plaintiff's  declaration  did  not 
allege  a  valid  and  sufficient  consideration  for 
the  agreement  of  the  defendant.  The  demur- 
rer was  overruled.  In  TalboU  v.  Summons, 
(Kj.)  6  L.  R.  A.  866  ia  Kentucky  case,  not 
yet  officially  reported),  the  step-grandmother 
of  the  plaintiff  made  with  him  the  following 
agreement :  "I  do  promise  and  bind  myself  to 
give  my  grandson  Albert  R.  Talbott  $500  at 
my  death  if  he  will  never  take  another  chew  of 
tobacco  or  smoke  another  cigar  during  my 
life,  from  this  date  up  to  my  death  ;  and  if  he 
breaks  this  pledge  he  Is  to  refund  double  «h© 


An  agreement  by  a  father,  that  If  his  daughter- 
in-law  will  pay  an  Indebtedness  due  him  from  his 
deceased  son,  whose  estate  Is  at  the  time  solvent 
and  the  indebtedness  collectible,  he  will  give  her  a 
tire  lease  of  certain  premises,  is  void  for  want  of 
consideration.    Dunokel  v.  Dunokel,  66  Huh,  26. 

A  promise  by  a  party  to  save  a  witness  harmless 
as  to  a  forfeiture  for  failing,  at  a  former  term,  to 
attend,  on  condition  of  his  attending  at  the  next 
term.  Is  without  consideration  and  void.  Sweany 
v.  Hunter,  1  Murph.  181. 

A  promise  by  a  father  to  give  his  son  a  tract  of 
land  by  his  will,  followed  by  expenditure  In  im- 
provements, not,  however,  in  execution  of  the  con- 
tract or  at  the  father's  request.  Is  without  consider- 
ation, and  cannot  be  enforced.  M'Clure  v.  M'Clure, 
1  Pa.  874. 

A,  being  wealthy  and  childless,  verbally  prom- 
ised his  brother  B.  who  was  poor  and  with  many 
children,  that  if  he  would  not  remove  to  the  west 
country,  but  would  move  to  and  settle  on  a  lot  of 
land  of  A,  he  would  convey  it  to  him.  B  accepted 
the  offer,  and  took  possession  of  the  land.  It  was 
held  that  the  promtee  was  not  supported  by  either 
a  valuable  or  meritorious  consideration,  and  would 
not  be  enforced  specifically  against  the  heirs  of  B. 
Beed  v.  Vannorsdale,  2  Leigh,  563. 

Performance  of  a  legal  obligation  i»  no  consideration. 

The  performance  of  an  act  which  the  party  is  un- 
der a  legal  obligation  to  perform  cannot  constitute 
a  consideration  for  a  new  contract.  Robinson  v. 
Jewett,  116  K.  Y.  40;  Dennis  v.  Piper,  21  I1L  App. 
109. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  debt  for  which  the  promisor 
is  already  bound  does  not  constitute  a  considera- 
tion sufficient  to  support  a  contract  Harris  v.  Oas- 
taday,  5  West.  Rep.  286, 107  Ind.  158,  citing  Laboy- 
teaux  v.  Bwigart,  lJWeat.  Rep.  562, 100  Ind.  506;  Smith 
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v.  Boruff,  76  Ind.  412;  Kensier  v.  Prather,  *>  iuu. 
119;  Rltenour  v.  Mathews,  42  Ind.  7;  Reynolds  v. 
Nugent,  26  Ind.  328;  Robinson  v.  Jewett,  supra. 

An  agreement  to  pay  that  which  a  party  has  al- 
ready contracted  to  pay  does  not  constitute  a  con- 
sideration for  a  new  promise  to  perform  the  same 
eontraot.   Widlman  v.  Brown,  88  Mich.  2a. 

Contractfounded  onUUgal  consideration  is  void. 

A  contract  founded  on  an  act  which  is  prohibited 
by  statute,  under  a  penalty,  is  void.  Milton  v.  Ha- 
den,  82  Ala.  80. 

A  contract  in  violation  of  the  statute  imposing  a 
penalty  for  the  sale  of  goods  by  unsealed  scales  or 
measure  is  void.    Blsbee  v.  MoAllen,  89  Minn.  143. 

An  entire  contract,  which  is  founded  upon  a  con- 
sideration in  part  Illegal  is  void,  and  incapable  of 
confirmation.   Pettit  v.  Pettit,  88  Ala.  288. 

That  a  person  executed  a  note  given  on  an  illegal 
consideration,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts, 
iaof  no  moment.  The  defense  he  makes  is  not  al- 
lowed for  his  sake,  but  to  maintain  the  policy  of 
the  law.  Bmbrey  v.  Jemison,  131  U.  S.  330,  83  L.  ed. 
172. 

Immoral  consideration  renders  contract  void. 

Agreements  entered  into  with  a  view  to  future 
cohabitation  and  prostitution  are  illegal  and  void, 
as  being  against  publio  morality.  Walker  v.  Per- 
kins, 3  Burr.  15G8,  1 W.  BL  517;  Friend  v.  Harrison, 
2  Car.  *  P.  584. 

A  warrant  of  attotney,  given  to  induce  a  plain- 
tiff to  live  in  prostitution  with  the  defendant,  is 
void,  and  will  be  decreed  to  be  given  up.  James  v. 
Hoskins,  1  Tidd,  Pr.  547. 

But  an  agreement  by  defendant  to  allow  plain- 
tiff, with  whom  he  cohabited,  in  case  they  should 
separate,  an  annuity  for  life,  provided  she  should 
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amount  to  his  mother."  The  executor  of  Mrs. 
StemmoDS  demurred  to  the-  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  the  agreement  was  not  based  on  a 
sufficient  consideration.  The  demurrer  was 
sustained,  and  an  appeal  taken  therefrom  to 
the  court  of  appeals,  where  the  decision  of  the 
•court  below  was  reversed.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  court  it  is  said  that  "the  right  to  use  and 
•enjoy  the  use  of  tobacco  was  a  right  that  be- 
longed to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  forbidden  by 
law.  The  abandonment  of  its  use  mav  have 
saved  him  money,  or  contributed  to  his  health; 
neverthless,  the  surrender  of  that  right  caused 
-the  promise,  and,  having  the  right  to  contract 
with  reference  to  the  subject  matter,  the  aban- 
donment of  the  use  was  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion to  uphold  the  promise."  Abstinence 
from  the  use  of  intoxicating  liquors  was  held 
to  furnish  a  good  consideration  for  a  promis- 
sory note  in  LindeU  v.  Rokes,  60  Mo.  249. 
The  cases  cited  by  the  defendant  on  this  ques- 
tion are  not  in  point  In  Mattery  v.  Qitlett, 
SI  N.  Y.  412;  Belknap  v.  Bender,  75  N.  Y. 
446,  and  Berry  v.  Brown,  107  N.  Y.  659,  9 
<3ent.  Rep.  896,— the  promise  was  in  contra- 
Tendon  of  that  provision  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  which  declares  void  all  promises  to 
answer  for  the  debts  of  third  persons  unless  re- 
duced to  writing.  In  Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8 
G.  S.  483.  Shir.  Lead.  Cas.  7,  and  Pbrterfteldv. 
Butter,  47  Miss.  165,  the  question  was  whether 
s  moral  obligation  furnishes  sufficient  consid- 
eration to  uphold  a  subsequent  express  prom- 
ise. In  DudoU  v.  Wilson,  9  Barb.  487,  and 
Wilbur  v.  Warren,  104  N.  Y.  192,  6  Cent 
Rep.  214,  the  proposition  involved  was  whether 


an  executory  covenant  against  Incumbrances 
in  a  deed  given  in  consideration  of  natural  love 
and  affection  could  be  enforced.  In  Vander- 
bilt  v.  Sehreyer,  91  N.  Y.  892,  the  plaintiff  con- 
tracted with  defendant  to  build  a  house,  agree- 
ing to  accept  in  part  payment  therefor  a  spe- 
cific bond  and  mortgage.  Afterwards  he  re- 
fused to  finish  his  contract  unless  the  defend- 
ant would  guarantee  its  payment,  which  was 
done.  It  was  held  that  the  guaranty  could  not 
be  enforced  for  want  of  consideration,  for  in 
building  the  house  the  plaintiff  only  did 
that  which*  he  had  contracted  to  do.  And  in 
Robinson  v.  Jewett,  116  N.  Y.  40,  the  court 
simply  held  that  "  the  performance  of  an  act 
which  the  party  is  under  a  legal  obligation  to 
perform  cannot  constitute  a  consideration  for 
a  new  contract"  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
agreement  which  we  have  been  considering 
was  within  the  condemnation  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  because  not  to  be  performed  within  a 
year,  and  not  in  writing.  But  this  defense  the 
promisor  could  waive,  and  his  letter  -and  oral 
statements  subsequent  to  the  date  of  final  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  promisee  must  be 
held  to  amount  to  a  waiver.  Were  it  other- 
wise, the  Statute  could  not  now  be  invoked  in 
aid  of  the  defendant  It  does  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  agreement 
is  one  prohibited  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
therefore  such  defense  could  not  be  made 
available  unless  set  up  in  the  answer.  Porter 
v.  Wormser,  94  N.  Y.  481,  450.  This  was  not 
done. 

In  further  consideration  of  the  questions 
presented,  then,  it  must  be  deemed  established 


•continue  single,  Is  a  valid  agreement   Gibson  v. 
Dickie,  8  Maule  ft  8. 468. 

y  A  bond  given  in  consideration  of  past  oohablta- 
41on  is  good.  Hill  v.  Spencer,  Ambl.  641;  Knye  v. 
.Moore,  2  Sim.  ft  Stu.  280;  Turner  v.  Vaughan,  2 
Wils.  889;  Nye  v.  Moseley,  9  D.  ft  R.  166.  6  Barn,  ft 
XX 188;  Gray  v.  Matthias,  6  Vee.  Jr.  286;  Hall  v. 
Palmer,  8  Jur.  459, 18  L.  J.  Gh.  868. 

But  a  bond  for  cohabitation  with  a  woman  se- 
duced by  the  obligor,  and  for  maintenance  after 
Ids  death,  is  void.  Walker  v.  Perkins,  8  Burr.  1668, 
1 W.  BL  617. 

Past  seduction  and  cohabitation  are  not  a  good 
•consideration  to  support  a  grant  of  an  annuity. 
Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8  Q.  B.  488, 18  Jur.  884, 16  L.  J. 
<J.  B.14L 

Where  a  complaint  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had 
-cohabited  with  defendant  as  his  mistress,  and  that 
it  was  agreed  that  no  farther  immoral  connection 
should  take  place  between  them*  and  that  .defend- 
ant should  allow  her  an  annuity  as  long  as  she 
-should  continue  of  good  and  virtuous  life  and  de- 
meanor, it  was  held  that  there  was  no  good  oonsid- 
-eration,  it  not  being  averred  that  defendant  was  the 
•seducer,  and  that  there  is  no  authority  to  show  that 
past  cohabitation  alone,  or  the  ceasing  to  cohabit 
in  the  future,  is  a  good  consideration  for  such  a 
promise.    Binnlngton  v.  Wallls,  4  Barn,  ft  Aid.  66a 

Moral  obligation  as  a  consideration. 

The  abandonment  of  the  use  of  tobacco  by  one 
■party  during  the  life  of  the  promisor  is  a  sufficient 
•consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay  an  agreed 
-sum  of  money.  See  note  to  Talbott  v.  Stemmon 
<Ky.i6L.B.  A.  866. 

The  Code  of  Georgia  (6  8741)  expressly  recognizee 
«  strong  moral  obligation  as  a  consideration  for  a 
•contract;  and  there  is  no  reason  for  confining  this 
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to  executed  contracts.  But  aooordlng  to  the  com- 
mon law  as  now  generally  understood  and  admin- 
istered, such  an  obligation  would  not  suffice  as  a 
consideration  for  an  executory  promise.  Gray  v. 
Hamil,  88  Ga.  885;  Chitty,  Oont.  11th  Am.  ed.  68  et 
seq.;  Wharton,  Gont.  II 618, 614;  Bishop,  Cont.  •  44; 
Hare,  Oont.  268  et  seq.;  Lamplelgh  v.  Brathwait,  1 
Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  161,  note. 

An  agreement  by  one  partner,  who  had,  by  ex- 
cessive use  of  stimulants,  become  voluntarily  dis- 
abled from  service  for  the  firm,  made  after  disso- 
lution but  before  full  settlement,  to  allow  his  oo- 
partner  out  of  the  assets  a  certain  sum  for  past 
services,  to  compensate  him  for  his  own  lack  of 
services,  is  supported  by  a  strong  moral  obligation 
which  renders  it  valid  under  Ga.  Code,  6  2741,  al- 
though it  would  not  be  valid  at  common  law.  Gray 
v.  Hamil,  6  L.  R.  A.  72, 82  Ga.  875. 

A  deed  made  by  a  father  for  the  benefit  of  his 
illegitimate  child  is  upon  a  good  consideration. 
Oonley  v.  Naiior,  118  U.  S.  127,  80  L.  ed.  112;  Gay  v. 
Parpart,  106  U.  S.  679,  27  L.  ed.  256;  Bunn  v.  Wln- 
throp,  1  Johns.  Oh.  829, 1 L.  ed.  159:  Hook  v.  Pratt, 
78  N.  Y.  371;  Annandale  v.  Harris,  2  P.  Wins.  482; 
Jennings  v.  Brown,  9  Mees.  ft  W.  486. 

Neither  "love  and  affection."  nor  "blood  relation- 
ship," nor  "friendship,"  nor  any  mere  moral  duty 
or  obligation,  nor  any  voluntary  courtesy,  consti- 
tutes a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  not 
under  seaL  Vance  v.  Wells,  8  Ala.  899;  Montgom- 
ery v.  Lampton,  8  Met.  (Ky.)  519;  Mills  v.  Wyman, 
8  Pick,  207;  Oook  v.  Bradley,  7  Oonn.  67;  Loomls  v. 
Newhall,  15  Pick.  169;  Hawley  v.  Parrar,  1  Vt.  420; 
Updike  v.  Titus,  18  N.  J.  Bq.  161;  Musser  v.  Fergu- 
son, 56  Pa.  475;  Cobb  v.  Gowdery,  40  Vt.  25;  Shep- 
herd v.  Rhodes.  7  R.  1. 470;  Glass  v.  Beach,  5  Vt  178; 
Canal  Fund  Oomrs.  v.  Perry,  5  Ohio,  58;  Turner  v. 
Patridge,  8  Pa.  172;  Barlow  v.  Smith,  4  Vt.  144; 
Clark  v.  Herring,  5  Binn.  83;  Dodge  v.  Adams,  18 
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for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal  that  on  the  81st 
day  of  January,  1875,  defendant's  testator  was 
indebted  to  William  E.  Story,  2d,  in  the  sum 
of  $5,000,  and,  if  this  action  were  founded  on 
that  contract,  it  would  be  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  limitations,  which  has  been  pleaded,  but 
on  that  day  the  nephew  wrote  to  his  uncle  as 
follows: 

''Dear  Uncle:  I  am  21  years  old  today, 
and  I  am  now  my  own  boss;  and  I  believe,  ac- 
cording to  agreement,  that  there  is  due  me 
$5,000.  I  have  lived  up  to  the  contract  to  the 
letter  in  every  sense  of  the  word." 

A  few  days  later,  and  on  February  6,  the 
uncle  replied,  and,  so  far  as  it  is  material  to 
this  controversy,  the  reply  is  as  follows: 

"Dear  Nephew:  Tour  letter  of  the  31st 
ult  came  to  hand  all  right,  saying  that  you 
had  lived  up  to  the  promise  made  to  me  several 
years  ago.  I  have  no  doubt  but  you  have,  for 
which  you  shall  have  $5,000,  as  I  promised 
you.  I  had  the  money  in  the  bank  the  day 
you  was  21  years  old  that  I  intend  for  you, 
and  you  shall  have  the  money  certain.  Now, 
Willie,  I  don't  intend  to  interfere  with  this 
money  in  any  way  until  I  think  you  are  capa- 
ble of  taking  care  of  it,  and  the  sooner  that 
time  comes  the  better  it  will  please  me.  I 
would  hate  very  much  to  have  you  start  out  in 
some  adventure  that  you  thought  all  right, 
and  lose  this  money  in  one  year.  .  .  .  This 
money  you  have  earned  much  easier  than  I 
did,  besides  acquiring  good  habits  at  the  same 
time;  and  you  are  quite  welcome  to  the  money. 
Hope  you  will  make  good  use  of  it.  .  . 
W.  &  Story. 

"P.  8.  You  can  consider  this  money  "on  in- 
terest." 

The  trial  court  found  as  a  fact  that  "said 
letter  was  received  by  said  William  E.  Story, 
2d,  who  thereafter  consented  that  said  money 
should  remain  with  the  said  William  E.  Story 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  said  letter;"  and  further,  "that  afterwards, 
on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1877,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  his  said  uncle,  he 
duly  sold,  transferred  and  assigned  all  his 
right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  said  sum  of 
$5,000  to  his  wife,  Libbie  H.  Story,  who  there- 
after duly  sold,  transferred  and  assigned  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action."  We  must 
now  consider  the  effect  of  the  letter  and  the 
nephew's  assent  thereto.  Were  the  relations 
of  the  parties  thereafter  that  of  debtor  and 
creditor  simply,  or  that  of  trustee  and  cestui 
que  trust  f    If  the  former,  then  this  action  is 


not  maintainable,  because  barred  by  lapse  of 
time.  If  the  latter,  the  result  must  be  other- 
wise. No  particular  expressions  are  necessary 
to  create  a  trust.  Any  language  clearly  show- 
ing the  settler's  intention  is  insufficient  if  the 
property  and  disposition  of  it  are  definitely 
stated.  Lewin,  Tr.  55.  A  person  in  the  legal 
possession  of  money  or  property  acknowledging 
a  trust  with  the  assent  of  the  cestui  que  trust 
becomes  from  that  time  a  trustee  if  the  acknowl- 
edgment be  founded  on  a  valuable  considera- 
tion. His  antecedent  relation  to  the  subject, 
whatever  it  may  have  been,  no  longer  controls. 
2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  972.  If  before  a  declaration, 
of  trust  a  party  be  a  mere  debtor,  a  subsequent 
agreement  recognizing  the  fund  as  already  in 
his  hands,  and  stipulating  for  its  investment 
on  the  creditor's  account,  will  have  the  effect 
to  create  a  trust.  Day  v.  Both,  18  N.  Y.  448. 
It  is  essential  that  the  letter,  interpreted  in  the 
light  of  surrounding  circumstances,  must  show 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  uncle  to  become 
a  trustee  before  he  will  be  held  to  have  become 
such;  but  in  an  effort  to  ascertain  the  con- 
struction which  should  be  given  to  it  we  are 
also  to  observe  the  rule  that  the  language  of 
the  promisor  is  to  be  interpreted  in  the  sense 
in  which  he  had  reason  to  suppose  it  was  un- 
derstood by  the  promisee.  W/utev.  Eoyt,  78- 
N.  Y.  505,  511.  At  the  time  the  uncle  wrote 
the  letter  he  was  indebted  to  his  nephew  in 
the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  payment  had  been  re- 
quested. The  uncle,  recognizing  the  indebt- 
edness, wrote  the  nephew  that  he  would  keep- 
the  money  until  be  deemed  him  capable  of 
taking  care  of  it  He  did  not  say,  "I  will  pay 
you  at  some  other  time,"  or  use  language  that 
would  indicate  that  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  would  continue.  On  the  contrary, 
his  language  indicated  that  he  had  set  apart 
the  money  the  nephew  had  "earned"  for  him, 
so  that  when  he  should  be  capable  of  taking 
care  of  it  he  should  receive  ft  with  interest 
He  said:  "I  had  the  money  in  the  bank  the 
day  you  were  twenty-one  years  old  that  I  in- 
tend for  you,  and  you  shall  have  the  money 
certain."  That  he  had  set  apart  the  money  is* 
further  evidenced  by  the  next  set'ence: 
"Now,  Willie,  I  don't  intend  to  interfere  with 
this  money  in  any  way  until  I  think  you  are 
capable  of  taking  care  of  it"  Certainly  the 
uncle  must  have  intended  that  his  nephew 
should  understand  that  the  promise  not  "to  in- 
terfere with  this  money"  referred  to  the  money 
in  the  bank,  which  he  declared  was  not  only 
there  when  the  nephew  became  twenty-one 


Pick.  488?  Ehlev. Judson,24  Wend.  ¥7, .cited  in  1 
Addison,  Oont  18. 

A  mere  moral  obligation  or  duty,  as  an  executed 
consideration,  is  not  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  subsequent  express  promise  to  pay.  Con- 
don v.  Barr,  4  Cent  Rep.  668, 49  N.  J.  L.  68;  Kent  v. 
Band,  8  New  fin*.  Rep.  880, 64  N.  H.  46. 

But  the  duty  of  a  father  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion to  support  the  gift  of  land  by  him  to  a  third 
person  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter;  and  suoh 
gift  cannot  thereafter  be  revoked  or  altered  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  daughter.  Knowles  v.  Br- 
win,  48  Hun,  150. 

But  the  natural  affection  of  the  father,  and  his 
moral  obligation  and  duty  to  provide  for  a  bastard 
ehlld,  do  not  constitute  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
make  him  liable  for  its  support,  where  there  was 
12L.R.  A. 


do  compromise  with  the  mother  or  any  demand  by 
her  for  a  verbal  promise  to  provide  for  the  ohild. 
Mercer  v.  Mercer,  87  Ky.  80. 

A  promise  by  the  father  of  an  illegitimate  ohild 
to  the  mother  to  pay  her  an  annuity  if  she  would 
maintain  the  child,  is  founded  on  sufficient  consid- 
eration. Jennings  v.  Brown,  9  Meee.  A  W.  406, 12  L. 
J.  Bzoh.  86;  Hicks  v.  Gregory,  8  a  B.  878,  18  Jur. 
1090, 19 L.  J.  C.  P.  84;  Smith  v.  Boche,6  C.B.N.S* 
228, 6  Jur.  N.  S.918, 88 L.  J.  C.P.  887. 

A  bond  to  pay  an  annuity  to  the  mother  of  an  il- 
legitimate child,  executed  by  the  father,  on  condi- 
tion that  she  should  not  require  their  custody  or 
management,  Is  given  on  good  consideration.  £# 
Plaskett,80L.  J.  Ch.  606, 9  Week.  Bep. 628,4 L.  T.N* 
8.644. 
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years  old,  bat  was  intended  for  him.  True, 
he  did  not  use  the  word  "trust/*  or  state  that 
the  money  was  deposited  in  the  name  of  Wil- 
liam E.  Story,  3d,  or  in  his  own  name  in  trust 
for  him,  but  the  language  used  must  have 
been  intended  to  assure  the  nephew  that  his 
money  had  been  set  apart  for  him,  to  be  kept 
without  interference  until  he  should  be  capable 
of  taking  care  of  it,  for  the  uncle  said  in  sub- 
stance and  in  effect:  "This  money  you  have 
earned  much  easier  than  I  did.  .  .  .  You  are 
quite  welcome  to  the  money.  I  had  it  in  the 
bank  the  day  you  were  twenty-one  years  old, 
and  don't  intend  to  interfere  with  it  in  any  way 
until  I  think  you  are  capable  of  taking  care  of 
it;  and  the  sooner  that  time  comes  the  better  it 
will  please  me."  In  this  declaration  there  is  not 


lacking  a  single  element  necessary  for  the  cre- 
ation of  a  valid  trust,  and  to  that  declaration 
the  nephew  assented.  The  learned  Judge  who 
wrote  the  opinion  of  the  general  term  seems, 
to  have  taken  the  view  that  the  trust  was  exe- 
cuted during  the  lifetime  of  defendant's  tes- 
tator by  payment  to  the  nephew,  but,  as  it 
does  not  appear  from  the  order  that  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed  on  the  facts,  we  must  as- 
sume the  facts  to  be  as  found  by  the  trial  court* 
and  those  facts  support  its  Judgment. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed^ 
and  the  Judgment  of  the  special  term  affirmed,. 
with  costs  payable  out  of  the  estate. 

All  concur. 

Motion  for  reargument  denied  June  28, 1891.. 
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Frank  RUDD,   Receiver  of  the  GoodwiUIe- 

WymanCo.,  Respt.t 

e. 

George  A.  ROBINSON,  Appt. 

1.  A  director  or  stockholder  Is  not 
chargeable  as  such  with  actual  knowledge  of 
the  business  transactions  of  the  corporation. 

8.  Books  of  account  of  a  corporation 

are  not  competent  evidence  of  themselves  to  es- 
tablish an  account  or  claim  against  a  trustee  or 
stockholder  In  an  action  brought  In  behalf  of  the 
corporation. 

(March  20. 188L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
General  Term  of  the  8upreme  Court,  First 
Department,  denying  his  motion  for  new  trial 
made  upon  exceptions  taken  during  the  trial 
at  the  New  York  Special  Term,  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  from  defendant  as  a  director 
and  stockholder  of  the  Good  wil  lie- Wy man 
Company,  money  and  property  alleged  to  have 
been  wrongfully  appropriated  by  him  to  his 
own  use,  which  trial  resulted  in  a  Judgment 
in  favor  of  plaintiff.  Reversed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  B.  Jones,  with  Mr.  Thomas  Daiv 
liiugton*  for  appellant: 

Books  of  account  are  received  In  evidence, 
only  upon  the  presumption  that  no  other  proof 
exists.  They  are  justly  regarded  as  the  weak- 
est and  most  suspicious  kind  of  evidence.  The- 
admission  of  them  at  all  is  a  violation  of  one- 
of  the  first  principles  of  the  Law  of  Evidence, 
which  is,  that  a  party  shall  not  himself  make 
evidence  in  his  own  favor. 

Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb.  109. 

The  admission  of  this  class  of  evidence  was* 
a  departure  from  the  common-law  rule,  and 
the  courts  are  inclined  to  restrain  rather  than, 
enlarge  the  exception  itself. 

Price  v.  Tomngton,  8mith,  Lead.  Cas.  9th 
Am.  ed.  p.  571;  Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb.  107. 
See  Peek  v.  Valentine,  94  N.  T.  578;  Merril? 
v.  Ithaca  &  0.  R.  Co.  16  Wend.  586;  Mtna 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Weide,  76  U.  8.  9  Wall.  677, 19  L. 
ed.  810;  Chaffee  v.  United  States,  85  U.  S.  18- 
Wall.  516,  21  L.  ed.  908. 

That  corporate  books  are  evidence  of  corpor- 
ate acts  is  not  questioned. 

Rlake  v.  Qriiwold,  6  Cent  Rep.  771,  104  N. 
Y.  618;  Abbott,  Tr.  Ev.  p.  46;  Haynes  v. 
Brown,  86  N.  H.  545. 

Before  memoranda  contained  in  books  of 
account  or  elsewhere  can  be  admitted: 


Nora— Bocks  of  account  of  corporation. 

Before  the  records  and  books  of  a  corporation 
can  be  received  in  evidence  for  any  purpose,  it 
must  be  admitted  or  proved  that  the  entries  were 
made  by  an  authorized  agent  of  the  corporation. 
Glenn  v.  Orr,  96  N.  C.  418. 

The  records  and  books  of  a  corporation  are,  at 
the  least,  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  organization 
and  existence  of  the  corporation,  Ibid.;  Buncombe 
Turnp.  Oo.  v.  M'Oarson.  1  Dev.  ft  B.  L.  806,  citing 
Highland  Turnp.  Oo.  v.  M'Keao.  10  Johns.  164; 
Grays  v.  Turnpike  Oo.  4  Rand.  ( Va.)  678;  Owlngs  v. 
Speed,  18  U.&  6  Wheat  420,  6  L.  ed.  124;  Ang.  * 
A.  Pri  v.  Corp.  H  618,  614, 679. 

The  stock  book  of  a  corporation  is  evidence 
against  a  stockholder,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
unpaid  balance  of  his  subscription,  to  show  that  he 
was  a  stockholder,  and  the  condition  of  his  stock 
account;  but  such  evidence  may  be  rebutted. 
Olenn  v.  Orr,  supra;  Turnbull  v.  Payson,  96  U.  8. 
418, 24  Led.  487. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Books  of  a  business  corporation  are  competent. 
as  evidence,  so  far  as  related  to  entries  legitimately 
contained  in  them,  and  so  far  as  they  are  relevant 
to  the  issues.  Huntington  v.  AttriU,  118  N.  Y.  365* 
citing  Allen  v.  Colt,  6  Hill,  818;  First  Nat  Bank  or 
Whitehall  v.Tisdale,  84  N.  Y.  666;  Blake  v.  Gris- 
wold,  SCent.  Bep.  88, 108  X.  Y.  429. 

The  books  of  a  corporation  are  admissible  In  evi- 
dence against  it,  although  some  of  the  entries  were- 
made  by  the  other  party  when  acting  as  the  secre- 
tary of  the  corporation*  Cormac  v. Western  White- 
Bronze  Oo.  77  Iowa,  82. 

Where  the  identity  of  books  offered  in  evidence 
as  the  books  of  an  insolvent  corporation  is  testified 
to  by  the  superintendent  and  trustee  of  the  corpor- 
ation, and  the  handwriting  of  various  officers  or 
the  company,  by  whom  tbe  books  were  written, 
and  kept,  has  been  proved,  and  tbe  books  have 
previously  been  judicially  recognized  and  accepted 
as  the  genuine  books  of  the  company,  the  evi- 
dence is  certainly  sufficient  to  justify  their  admis- 
sion.  Vanderwerken  v.  Glenn,  86  7a.  8. 


See  also  35  L.  R.  A.  133. 
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1.  The  party  making  the  memorandum  or 
entry  must  have  knowledge  himself  of  the 
fact  entered. 

2.  The  entry  must  be  made  with  intent  to 
Charge  the  defendant. 

Moody  v.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74;  Oummings  v. 
Nichols,  18  N.  H.  420;  Van  Every  v.  FiUgeraU, 
31  Neb.  86;  Walter  v.  Bottman,  8  Watte,  544; 
Feck  v.  Von  Kdltr,  76  N.  T.  604. 

8.  The  entry  must  be  the  original  entry  and 
made  contemporaneously  with  the  transaction 
to  which  it  relates. 

4.  The  books  of  the  original  entry  must  be 
produced  and  submitted  for  inspection. 

5.  Books  are  incompetent  to  prove  any  col- 
lateral fact,  such  as  that  a  person  other  than 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff. 

6.  Such  entries  are  not  competent  to  prove 
on  whose  account  the  money  was  loaned  or 
advanced. 

Peck  y.  Von  Keller,  supra:  Inslee  v.  PraU,  28 
N.  J.  L.  457,  affirmed,  25  N.  J.  L.  665. 

7.  Where  the  person  who  made  the  entry  is 
dead  the  entry  cannot  be  used  to  prove  a  claim 
in  favor  of  his  estate. 

Mason  v.  Wedder spoon,  48  Hun,  20. 

8.  If  there  is  living,  attainable  evidence  then 
the  entries  cannot  be  received. 

Pricey.  Torrington,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  9th 
Am.  ed.  566;  Phillips,  Ev.  (C.  H.  &  E.  notes) 
4th  Am.  ed.  note  108,  p.  870;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  115, 
and  note;  Brewster  v.  Doane,  2  Hill,  587;  Wood 
v.  Ambler,  8  N.  Y.  170;  Ocean  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Carll,  55  N.  Y.  440,  9  Hun,  289;  Oouldv.  Con- 
way, 59  Barb.  855;  Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Lewis,  68  Barb.  Ill;  Haynes  v.  Brown,  86  N. 
H.  545;  Stettauer  v.  White,  98  111.  72;  State  v. 
Bawls,  2  Nott  &  McC.  884;  Peck  v.  Valentine, 
•94  N.  Y.  569;  Churchman  v.  Lewis,  84  N.  Y. 
444;  Dooley  v.  Moan,  57  Hun,  £85;  Ulster 
County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Madden,  114  N.  Y. 
380. 

Tested  by  these  rules  the  entries  in  this  case 
^are  inadmissible. 

Walter  v.  Bollman,  8  Watts,  544;  Kessler  v. 
M'Conaehy,  1  Rawle,  441;  BusseU  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  184;  MerriU  v.  Ithaca  db 
O.  B.  Co.  16  Wend.  586;  Halseyv.  Sinsebaugh, 
15  N.  Y.  485;  Payne  v.  Hodge,  7  Hun,  612. 
affirmed,  71  N.  Y.  598;  Dunn  v.  James,  62 
How.  Pr.  807,  affirmed,  85  N.  Y.  642;  Mo- 
Ooldrick  v.  Traphagen,  88  N.  Y.  384;  New 
York  v.  Second  Ave.  B.  Co.  8  Cent.  Rep.  822, 
102  N.  Y.  572. 

Messrs.  Benjamin  F.  Blair  and  Edwin 
B.  Ooodell,  for  respondent: 

Corporate  books,  constituting  the  accounts 
of  the  transactions  of  a  private  corporation  had 
through  agents  and  officers,  are  competent  be- 
tween members  and  between  the  corporation 
*nd  members,  on  any  question  which  concerns 
them  in  their  interest  as  such. 

Abbott,  Tr.  Ev.  p.  52;  Saunders,  Ev.  5th 
Am.  ed.  735,  786;  Merchants  Bank  of  Macon  v. 
Bawls,  21  Ga.  289;  Greenl.  Ev.  Redfleld's  ed. 
$  498,  p.  540;  An*.  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.  §  681; 
Lacey  v.  Hill,  20  Moak,  Eng.  Rep.  755;  High- 
-land  Tump.  Co.  v.  McKean,  10  Johns.  154; 
Pier  v.  George,  20  Hun,  210;  Blake  v.  Oris- 
vsold,  5  Cent.  Rep.  88,  103  N.  Y.  429. 

We  have  found  no  case  arising  in  this  State 
fa  which,  in  a  controversy  between  a  corpora- 
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tion  and  its  members,  the  question  whether  its 
books  of  account  are  admissible  in  its  favor 
has  been  passed  upon. 

Cases  are  not  lacking,  however,  in  which,  as 
between  members,  or  as  between  a  member 
and  a  stranger,  such  books  have  been  held  ad- 
missible per  se,  upon  proper  authentication. 

Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lewis,  68  Barb.  Ill; 
HubbeU  v.  Meigs,  50  N.  Y.  480;  First  Nat. 
Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  TisdaU,  84  N.  Y.  655; 
Huntington  v.  AttriU,  118  N.  Y.  865;  Hum- 
phrey v.  People.  18  Hun,  893. 

The  principle  upon  which  corporation  books 
are  hela  admissible  in  all  these  cases  appears 
to  be  analogous  to  that  which  underlies  the 
rule  admitting  partnership  books  between  the 
partners. 

First  Nat.  Bank  of  Whitehall  v.  TisdaU, 
supra;  Cheever  v.  Lamar,  9  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
17;  Allen  v.  Coit,  6  Hill,  818;  Huntington  v. 
AttriU,  supra;  Heartt  v.  Corning,  8  Paige, 
566,  8  L.  ed.  276. 

Earl*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  plaintiff  is  receiver  of  the  Goodwillie- 
Wyman  Company,  an  insolvent  manufacturing 
corporation  organized  under,  thcr  laws  of  this 
State.  The  action  was  brought  in  equity  to 
charge  the  defendant,  as  a  trustee  of  the  cor- 
poration, for  the  unlawful  receipt  and  appro- 
priation of  the  money  and  property  of  the  cor- 
poration. An  interlocutory  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  him,  charging  him  with  a  large 
amount  of  money  thus  improperly  received  and 
appropriated.  The  liability  of  the  defendant 
for  this  money  was,  in  the  main,  established  by 
the  account-books  of  the  corporation,  and  the 
principal  contention  on  his  behalf  upon  this 
appeal  is  that  those  books  were  improperly  re- 
ceived as  evidence  against  him.  The  capital 
of  the  corporation  is  $50,000,  of  which  Robin- 
son, Brigg8  and  Innet,  three  of  the  directors, 
owned  $1,000  each,  and  the  balance  of  the 
stock  was  owned  by  Fisk  and  Goodwillie,  the 
two  other  directors.  Goodwillie  was  presi- 
dent, Fisk  treasurer,  and  Brings  vice-piesident 
and  secretary,  of  the  corporation.  There  was 
no  proof  that  the  defendant  had  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  entries  contained  in  the  books 
which  were  used  as  evidence  against  him,  or 
that  he  authorized  such  entries  or  caused  them 
to  be  made.  There  was  no  proof  from  which 
the  law  would  raise  a  legal  presumption  that 
he  had  knowledge  of  the  entries,  unless  he  is 
chargeable  with  such  knowledge  from  the  mere 
fact  that  he  was  a  stockholder  and  trustee  of 
the  corporation.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  w hich 
charges  a  director  or  stockholder  of  a  corpora- 
tion with  actual  knowledge  of  its  business 
transactions  merely  because  he  is  such  director 
or  stockholder.  In  this  case  the  broad  claim 
is  made  that,  in  an  action  by  a  corporation 
against  one  of  its  members  to  enforce  a  per- 
sonal liability  of  the  members  to  the  corpora- 
tion, its  books  are  competent  evidence  against 
him  to  show  the  condition  of  the  accounts  be- 
tween him  and  it,  and  to  establish  the  extent 
of  his  liability  to  it  upon  their  simple  produc- 
tion, and  proof  that  they  are  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  kept  as  such  by  its  officers  and 
agent 8.  The  proposition  is  thus  announced  in 
the  points  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plain- 
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tiff:  "Between  a  corporation  and  its  members 
all  its  books  regularly  kept  by  its  officers  and 
agents,  for  tbe  purpose  of  recording  its  trans- 
actions and  properly  conducting  its  business, 
are  per  se  evidence."  The  cases  reported  in 
this  country  and  England  bearing  upon  this 
question  are  very  numerous,  and  the  general 
expressions  of  Judges  contained  in  their  opin- 
ions are  not  entirely  harmonious.  The  con- 
flict, however  is  mainly  in  the  dicta  of  Judges, 
and  not  in  decisions  actually  made.  The  books 
of  corporations  for  many  purposes  are  evidence, 
not  only  as  between  the  corporation  and  its  mem- 
bers and  between  members,  but  also  as  between 
the  corporation  and  its  members  and  strangers. 
They  are  received  in  evidence  generally  to 
prove  corporate  acts  of  a  corporation,  such  as 
its  incorporation,  its  list  of  stockholders,  its 
by-laws,  the  formal  proceedings  of  its  board  of 
directors,  and  its  financial  condition  when  its 
solvency  comes  in  question.  But  we  have  not 
been  able,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the 
authorities  cited  by  the  counsel  for  tbe  plaintiff 
and  many  others,  to  find  any  case  in  which  it 
has  been  decided  that  the  books  of  account  of 
a  corporation  are  competent  evidence,  of  them- 
selves, to  establish  an  account  or  claim  against 
a  trustee  or  stockholder  in  an  action  brought 
in  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  it  has  been* 
repeatedly  said  by  judges  and  text-writers  that 
they  are  not  competent  for  that  purpose.  In 
Wharton,  Ev.  8d  ed.  §  662,  it  is  said  that,  even 
in  suits  by  a  corporation  against  its  members, 
its  books  cannot  be  used  as  "proving  in  behalf 
of  the  corporation  self-serving  entries."  In 
Ang.  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.,  11th  ed.  §  679,  it  is 
said :  '  'En  tries  in  the  books  of  a  corporation  of 
private  pecuniary  transactions  with  a  stockhold- 
er are  not  admissible  against  him,  especially 
when  it  does  not  appear  by  whom  the  entries 
were  made."  See  also  2  Waterman,  Corp.  646. 

In  Eager  v.  Cleveland,  36  Md.  477,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  creditor  of  a  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion against  a  stockholder  to  enforce  his  indi- 
vidual liability  for  a  debt  contracted  by  the 
•company,  it  was  held  that  the  books  of  tbe  cor- 
poration, relating  to  its  private  transactions, 
were  not  admissible  in  evidence. 

In  Hill  v.  Manchester  db  8.  Water-  Works  Co., 
•6  Barn.  &  Ad.  866,  by  a  clause  in  the  charter 
of  the  defendant,  it  was  enacted  that  its  clerks 
should,  in  a  book  provided  by  the  company, 
keep  an  account  of  all  acts,  proceedings  and 
transactions  of  the  company,  and  that  every 
proprietor  should  have  liberty  to  inspect  the 
same  and  take  copies  of  the  entries;  and  it  was 
held  that  entries  of  tbe  proceedings  in  the  books 
thus  kept  by  the  clerk  were  not  admissible  in 
•evidence  on  behalf  of  the  company  against  one 
of  their  own  members  suing  them.  Den  man, 
Ch.  J„  writing  the  opinion,  and  speaking  of 
certain  facts  to  be  proved,  said :  *  'These  points 
of  fact,  however,  could  only  be  established  by 
the  books  kept  by  the  clerk  of  tbe  company; 
and  the  question  now  to  be  decided  is  whether 
they  are  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  It  is 
■argued  that  they  were,  because  he  was  a  pro- 
prietor, and  the  books  of  a  partnership  are  ev- 
idence against  any  \ae  of  the  partners;  and 
more  particularly  as  the  act  requires  such  books 
•of  tbe  proceedings  to  be  kept,  and  (bat  all  the 
proprietors  shall  have  free  access  to  them  at  all 
teasonable  times.  We  are,  however,  of  opin- 
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ion  the  principle  on  which  partnership  books 
are  evidence  against  the  partners  is  that  they 
are  the  acts  and  declarations  of  such  partners, 
being  kept  by  themselves  or  by  their  authority, 
by  their  servants,  and  under  their  direction  and 
superintendence.  But  the  clerk  of  the  com- 
pany, once  appointed,  is  subject  to  the  control 
of  no  individual  member,  and  the  free  access 
provided  for  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  inspec- 
tion. A  proprietor  entering  into  a  contract 
with  the  company  must  be  deemed  a  stranger, 
and  can  be  affected  by  no  entry  made  under 
orders  from  the  entire  body." 

In  Haynes  v.  Brown,  86  N.  H.  545,  the  ac- 
tion was  by  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  to  re- 
cover against  a  stockholder;  and  it  was  held 
that  tbe  books  of  the  corporation  were  not  ad- 
missible against  a  member  of  the  company,  as 
evidence  of  his  private  transactions  or  dealings 
with  the  company,  and  that  in  respect  to  them 
he  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  stranger.  That  case 
has  been  frequently  cited  by  text-writers  and 
Judges,  and  its  authority  for  the  rule  thus  an- 
nounced has  never  been  questioned,  so  far  as 
we  can  discover. 

In  Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lewis,  68  Barb. 
Ill,  it  was  held  that  the  books  of  a  bridge 
company,  proved  by  its  treasurer  to  have  been 
received:  by  him  as  the  company  books  upon 
his  accession  to  the  office,  containing  an  ac- 
count of  the  tolls  received  for  the  bridge  for 
several  years  previous  to  that  time,  were  not 
admissible  as  against  the  defendant,  a  stock- 
holder of  the  company,  to  prove  the  amount  of 
the  tolls  received  during  that  period,  without 
the  necessary  and  preliminary  proof  as  to  such 
tolls;  but  that  such  books  proved  by  its  treas- 
urer to  have  been  kept  by  nim  and  to  contain 
correct  entries  of  tolls,  as  given  to  him  by  the 
toll-gatherer,  coupled  with  the  proof  by  the 
toll-gatherer  that  he  had  made  correct  returns 
of  the  tolls  received  by  him,  were  admissible, 
because  proved  by  the  treasurer  who  kept  them. 
See  also  Olney  v.  Chadsey,  7R.  L  224;  Wheeler 
v.  Walker,  45  N.  H.  855. 

In  Fearsall  v.  Western  XT.  Teleg.  Co.  124  N. 
T.  256,  decided  in  the  second  division  of  this 
court  on  the  22d  day  of  last  January,  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  stockholder  of  the  defendant,  and 
brought  the  action  to  recover  damages  against 
the  defendant  for  not  properly  transmitting  a 
message;  and  it  was  offered  to  be  proved  in 
defense  of  the  action  that  the  board  of  directors 
bad  adopted  a  resolution  that  it  would  not  be 
liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission 
or  delivery  of  unrepealed  messages,  and  would 
not  be  liable  for  damages  arising  from  delays 
in  tbe  transmission  or~delivery  of  a  repeated 
message  beyond  an  amount  specified;  and  it 
was  insisted:  that  a  shareholder  was  chargeable 
with  notice  of  this  resolution.  The  resolution 
was  excluded,  and  the  defendant  excepted,  and 
it  was  held  that  in  this  there  was  no  error;  that 
a  shareholder  in  a  corporation  is  not  chargeable 
with  constructive  notice  of  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  board  of  directors,  or  by  provisions  in 
the  by-laws  regulating  the  mode  in  which  its 
business  shall  be  transacted  with  its  customers, 
and  that  the  plaintiff's  rights  arising  out  of  de- 
fendant's contract  to  transmit  the  message  were 
in  no  wise  limited  by  its  regulations  or  by-laws 
not  brought  to  his  knowledge.  That  case  is 
ample  authority  to  show  that  the  defendant  in 
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this  case  was  not  chargeable  with  knowledge 
of  the  entries  made  in  the  books  of  this  com- 
pany, and  that  such  books  were  not  competent 
evidence  against  him  of  such  entries.  The 
principle  at  the  foundation  of  that  decision  is 
that  the  business  transactions  of  a  corporation 
with  its  members  are  on  the  same  footing  as  its 
transactions  with  strangers,  and  that  the  busi- 
ness entries  in  the  books  of  a  corporation  are 
no  more  evidence  against  the  members  than 
thev  are  against  strangers. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  cases 
which  have  come  to  our  attention,  we  can  per- 
ceive no  principle  upon  which  the  account- 
books  of  a  corporation  can  be  evidence  against 
a  member  of  the  corporation  of  the  accounts 
and  entries  therein  made  in  a  suit  brought  by 
the  corporation  or  its  representatives  against 
him  to  enforce  his  liability  upon  such  account. 
The  officers  and  book-keepers  of  a  corporation 
are  in  no  sense  his  agents.  Individually  he  has 
no  control  over  their  acts,  and  has  no  responsi- 
bility therefor;  and  in  making  the  entries  they 
do  not,  in  any  legal  sense,  represent  or  bind 
him.  As  to  the  competency  of  such  books, 
directors  and  stockholders  of  a  corporation 
stand  upon  the  same  footing.  It  is  quite  true 
that  a  director  stands  in  a  more  favorable  posi- 
tion to  know  what  is  going  on  within  the  cor- 
poration, and  to  be  more  familiar  with  its  books 
in  some  cases,  than  a  stockholder,  lie  has  the 
right  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  corporation, 
and  so  has  a  stockholder.  A  stockholder  hav- 
ing the  ability  is  just  as  able  to  become  famil- 
iar with  tbe  contents  of  the  books  of  a  corpora- 
tion to  which  he  belongs  as  a  director,  and 
there  is  no  principle  of  law  by  which  a  director 


can  be  charged  with  knowledge  of  the  entries 
in  the  books  of  a  corporation  which  is  not 
equally  applicable  to  its  stockholders.  It  is 
frequently  easier  to  charge  a  director  with 
knowledge  of  the  books  than  it  is  to  charge  & 
stockholder,  because  he  usually  has  an  active 
part  in  the  management  of  the  corporation; 
but,  as  a  general  rule,  many  directors  in  corpor- 
ations are  lust  as  ignorant,  and  necessarily  so, 
of  the  particular  accounts  contained  in  its  books 
as  the  stockholders  are.  It  would  be  quite  & 
dangerous,  and  we  think  startling,  proposition* 
to  hold  that  a  clerk  or  other  officer  in  a  busi- 
ness corporation  could  enter  charges  in  its 
books  of  account  against  a  director  or  stock- 
holder which  could  be  proved  in  favor  of  tbe 
corporation  by  the  mere  production  of  the 
books,  thus  throwing  upon  him,  or  his  personal 
representatives  after  his  death,  the  burden  of 
explaining  the  entries  or  showing  them  to  be 
untrue,  and  we  believe  the  doctrine  has  no  sup- 
port in  principle  or  authority.  A  corporation 
seeking  to  enforce  a  claim  against  one  of  its  di- 
rectors or  stockholders  must  establish  it  by 
the  application  of  the  same  rules  of  evidence 
which  are  applied  in  an  action  brought  by  an 
individual  to  enforce  a  claim  against  any  de- 
fendant. It  was  admitted  on  the  argument  of 
this  case  that  the  evidence  furnished  by  the 
account-books  was  vital  to  the  plaintiffs  case, 
and  we  therefore  do  not  deem  it  important  to 
examine  the  other  points  zealously  and  ably 
argued  before  us. 

For  the  error  pointed  out,  the  judgment should 
be  reverted,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to* 
abide  event. 

All  concur. 


IOWA  SUPREME  COURT, 


CONSOLIDATED     TANK     LINE     CO., 
'   Appt., 

v. 
HUNT. 

(....Iowa....) 

The  words  "teamster  or  other  laborer" 

who  "habitually  earns  his  living"  with  a  horse  or 
team  as  used  in  the  Code  which  makes  such  horse 
or  team  exempt,  include  one  whose  business  is  to 
sell  oil  which  he  delivers  for  the  most  part  by  a 
tank  wagon  usually  driven  by  his  boy,  although 
a  few  gales  are  made  and  the  oil  delivered  at  a 
room  where  it  is  stored. 

(May  28,  MOD 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Page  County  discharg- 
ing an  attachment.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Granger,  J.: 

Appellant  brought  an  action  to  recover  for 
oils  sold  to  the  defendant,  and  obtained  an  at- 
tachment, which  was  levied  on  a  team,  har- 
ness and  oil- wagon.     The  defendant  moved 


Note.— For  decisions  as  to  execution  exemptions, 
see  note*  to  Robinson  v.  Hughes  rind.)  8  L.  R.  A.  888; 
Watson  v.  Lederer  (Colo.)  1 L.  R.  A.  854. 
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the  court  to  discharge  tbe  attached  property,, 
and  assigned  as  reasons  therefor  the  following: 
"The  said  team  and  harness  and  oil- wagon  is- 
the  only  one  owned  by  the  defendant;  that 
defendant  is  a  married  man,  and  the  head  of  & 
family,  and  resides  in  Clarinda,  Page  County, 
Iowa;  that  said  team,  harness  and  wagon  is- 
tbe  only  one  owned  by  defendant,  and  the- 
only  one  by  which  defendant  habitually 
earns  a  living  for  his  family.  It  is  therefore 
exempt  under  the  law,  as  is  more  fully  shown 
by  affidavits  hereto  attached,  marked  *A'  and 
(8,'  and  made  a  part  hereof."  Affidavits  were 
filed  in  support  of  and  against  the  motion,  up- 
on a  consideration  of  which  the  court  below 
sustained  the  motion,  from  which  order  the- 
plaintiff  appealed. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Mormn  for  appellant. 
Mem$  CUrk  *  Hill  and  J.  R.  Good 

for  appellee. 

Granger,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

The  testimony  gives  support  to  the  follow- 
ing facts:  That  the  defendant  is  a  resident  of 
Page  County,  Iowa,  a  married  man,  and  the 
head  of  a  family;  that  prior  to  March,  1889, 
he  was  engaged  in  selling  oils  and  gasoline  at 
Clarinda,  Iowa;  that  after  that  he  was  engaged 


Sp<>  also  34  L.  R.  A.  718;  35  L.  R.    A.  (WO:  30  L.  R.  A.  340. 
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in  a  retail  trade  in  those  articles,  having  a 
place  of  business  known  as  "bead-quarters," 
in  the  back  room  of  a  building  on  the  north 
side  of  the  square  in  Clarinda.  From  these 
head-quarters  for  a  time  he  delivered  his  sales 
in  an  ordinary  wagon,  and  afterwards  from 
the  wagon  in  suit,  known  as  a  "tank-wagon." 
The  wholesale  trade  was  discontinued  June 
"27, 1889,  for  which  trade  his  oils  had  been 
-stored  near  the  depot  After  the  discontinu- 
ance of  the  wholesale  trade  his  oils  for  the  re- 
tail trade  were  stored  at  and  delivered  from 
the  head- quarters.  A  few  sales  were  made, 
including  the  delivery  at  the  head-quarters, 
~but  the  general  business  was  carried  on  by 
-orders  being  left  at  head  quarters  to  be  filled 
about  the  city  from  the  tank-wagon,  and  in 
«ome  cases  cans  would  be  "set  out"  by  the 
•customers,  and  these  were  also  filled  from  the 
wagon.  At  times  the  oils  would  be  paid  for 
at  head-quarters,  but  generally  at  the  place  of 
-delivery.  The  team  for  the  purpose  of  deliv- 
ering the  oils  was  sometimes  driven  by  the 
-defendant  in  person,  and  sometimes  by  bis 
minor  son,  sixteen  years  of  age.  At  times 
both  were  with  the  team.  The  evidence  fav- 
ors the  view  that  most  of  the  time  the  son  was 
with  the  team  and  delivered  the  oils,  but  for 
his  father.  The  oils  were  received  at  head- 
•quarters  in  quantities  of  from  three  to  five 
barrels  at  a  time.  The  team,  harness  and 
wagon  were  used  by  the  defendant  in  this 
-  business,  and  the  business  is  defendant's  means 
of  earning  a  living.  Appellant  insists  that  the 
facts  do  not  sustain  the  action  of  the  court 
■Counsel  for  appellant  states  his  view  of  the 
law  in  these  words:  "In  my  judgment,  the 
-right  has  been  clearly  defined  by  statute,  and 
-under  the  statute,  in  order  to  maintain  the  ex- 
emption, the  debtor  must  show  that  he  is  a 
teamster  or  other  laborer,  who  by  his  personal 
roe  of  the  property  habitually  earns  his  liv- 
ing." The  Statute  to  be  construed  is  as  fol- 
lows: "If  the  debtor  is  a  resident  of  this 
State,  and  is  the  head  of  a  family,  be  may 
hold  exempt  from  execution  the  following 
property:  .  .  .  The  horse  or  team  .  .  .  and 
the  wagon  or  other  vehicle,  with  a  proper  har- 
ness or  tackle,  by  the  use  of  which  the  debtor, 
if  a  physician,  public  officer,  farmer,  teamster 
or  other  laborer,  habitually  earns  his  living." 
It  is  conceded  on  authority  that  the  Statute  is 
to  receive  a  liberal  construction.  It  would  be 
a  grave  disregard  of  the  concession  were  we 
to  hold  to  the  view  claimed  by  appellant,  that 
because  the  team  was  driven  by  the  son, 
though  for  the  father,  the  debtor  is  not  within 
the  provisions  of  the  law  as  to  exemptions. 
Let  us  suppose  one  who  is  a  laborer  or  team- 
ster, and  earns  his  living  by  the  personal  use 
of  his  team,  is  disabled,  we  will  say,  totally, 
*nd  a  minor  son,  by  the  use  of  the  team,  sup- 
ports the  family;  will  it  be  said  that  the  owner 
if  a  debtor  loses  bis  right  of  exemption  ?  Confi  n- 
ing  ourselves  to  the  literal  definition  of  the  word 
"laborer"  or  "teamster"  as  quoted  in  argu- 
ment, such  a  result  might  follow.  Bot  look- 
ing to  the  law  and  the  purposes  of  its  enactment 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  such  a  case 
is  clearly  within  its  purview,  and  that  the 
-debtor  would  come  within  the  statutory  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "teamster"  or  "laborer."  If 
■a  widow,  who  is  the  head  of  a  family  and  a 
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debtor,  owns  a  team  by  the  use  of  which  her 
living  is  supplied,  may  she  be  devested  of  this 
means  of  earning  a  living  merely  because  she 
does  not  in  person  perform  the  labor  of  driv- 
ing the  team?  These  plain  propositions  pave 
the  way  to  clearly  observe  the  legislative  pur- 
pose. It  is  strenuously  urged  that  the  defend- 
ant is  not  a  teamster  or  laborer,  but  a  merchant, 
and  as  such  is  not  entitled  to  the  exemption. 
It  is  true  that  the  defendant  is  engaged  in  a 
small  way  in  the  sale  of  merchandise.  He  has 
a  back  room  of  a  building,  used  more  for  stor- 
age than  for  any  other  purpose,  which  is  a 
base  of  supplies  for  his  delivery  system  or 
business;  and  the  business  is  carried  on  mainly 
by  the  use  of  the  team;  and  it  is  manifest  that 
without  the  use  of  the  team'  he  has  no  busi- 
ness to  supply  a  living,  for  he  says  that  the 
profits  of  computed  sales  at  the  head-quarters 
would  not  pay  his  rent  Any  person  thus  en- 
gaged in  receiving  and  distributing  oils  must 
be  said  to  be  a  laborer.  He  "is  one  who  labors 
in  a  toilsome  occupation."  The  use  of  the 
team  is  necessary  to  carry  on  the  occupation, 
and  hence,  if  the  occupation  supplies  his  liv- 
ing, he  earns  his  living  by  the  use  of  his  team. 
That  the  living  is  not  wholly  so  earned  is  not 
material.  The  same  exemption,  upon  the 
same  conditions,  is  made  to  the  physician, 
public  officer  and  farmer,  in  which  cases  it 
will  be  readily  understood  that  the  use  of  the 
team  would  be  but  an  aid  to  the  profession  or 
calling.  If  a  physician  may  have  the  exemp- 
tion as  an  aid  to  the  business  of  his  profession 
by  which  he  obtains  a  living,  why  may  not  the 
laborer— one  who  chops  the  wood  in  the  for- 
est, or  quarries  the  rock  from  the  hillside,  to 
be  put  by  the  use  of  a  team  on  the  market  to 
supply  his  living— have  the  same  protection. 
The  net  that  the  laborer  utilizes  his  efforts  in 
the  way  of  an  independent,  rather  than  a  de- 
pendent, business,  should  not  operate  to  his 
disadvantage.  This  is  the  situation  of  the  de- 
fendant If  he  employed  another  to  do  the 
work  of  receiving  the  oils,  replenishing  the 
tank  and  delivering  about  the  city,  the  em- 
ploye would  without  question  be  a  laborer. 
The  defendant  is  not  less  so  merely  because  he 
directs  and  owns  the  business,  besid..«  per- 
forming the  labor.  The  district  court,  from 
the  evidence,  must  have  found  that  the  defend- 
ant was,  within  the  statutory  meaning,  a  team- 
ster or  laborer,  and  that  finding  is  conclusive 
upon  us  unless  the  record  affirmatively  shows 
the  court  in  error,  and  we  do  not  think  it  does. 
The  case  of  Boot  v.  Gay,  64  Iowa,  899,  sup- 
ports our  conclusion. 


CASS  COUNTY  BANK 

George  WEBER  ei  al.,  AppU. 

(....Iowa. ) 

1.   The  homestead  exemption  extends  to 
the  entire  building  used  both  for  a  family 


Nora.— Homestead;  doctrine  at  to  exemption  of 

portion  of  buOatng. 

With  the  exception  of  the  Iowa  courts,  courts  do 

not  seem  inclined  to  divide  a  building  in  favor  of 

the  creditors  of  a  homestead  olalmant  so  as  to  per- 


See  also  25  L.  R.  A.  155,  722. 


478 


Iowa  Sufbrxb  Court. 


Mat* 


residence  and  a  hotel  where  no  rooms  used  ex- 
clusively for  hotel  purposes  oould  be  used  with- 
out parsing  through  rooms  occupied  by  the  fam- 
ily, and  the  rooms  used  for  the  office  and  bar- 
room, sitting  and  dining1  rooms  were  also  in  com- 
mon use  by  the  family. 
8.  A  sepsvrate  building  used  for  business 
purposes,  and  a  stable  used  for  hotel  purposes,  on 
the  same  lot  with  a  hotel  which  is  exempt  as  a 
family  homestead,  are  not  part  of  the  homestead. 

(May  28, 188L) 

APPEAL  bv  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Cass  County  disal- 
lowing their  claim  to  homestead  exemption  in 
certain  property, '  and  making  it  subject  to 
plaintiffs  judgment    Modified  and  affirmed. 

Statement  by  Granger,  J.: 

The  defendants,  George  and  L.  A,  Weber, 
are  husband  and  wife.  George  Weber  1b  a 
judgment  debtor  to  the  plaintiff  bank.  In  1886 
George  Weber  conveyed  to  his  wife  eighty 
acres  of  land  and  four  lots  in  the  City  of  At- 
lantic, and  this  action  is  to  set  aside  the  con- 
veyance as  in  fraud  of  the  plaintiff's  rights  as 
a  judgment  creditor.  The  issues  involve  the 
bona  fides  of  the  transfer,  and  also  the  home- 
stead character  of  the  lots  in  the  City  of  At- 
lantic The  district  court  made  the  following 
finding  offset  and  judgment  entry:  "(1)  That 
on  the  20th  day  of  November,  1880,  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  a  judgment  against  one  Wm. 
Ereamer  and  the  defendant  George  Weber  for 
the  sum  of  $610.72,  and  ten  per  cent  interest 
from  the  date  thereof,  and  the  further  sum  of 
$49.09  costs,  with  six  percent  interest  from  the 


date  thereof.  (2)  That  said  judgment  is  the> 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  wholly  unsatisfied 
and  unpaid,  ana  that  W.  H.  Kreamer  is  wholly 
insolvent,  and  has  no  property  from  which  said 
judgment  can  be  made.  (8)  That  defendant 
George  Weber  has  no  property  in  his  own  name> 
from  which  said  judgment  can  be  realized. 
(4)  That  on  April  15, 1885,  the  defendant  Geo. 
Weber  made  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  lu. 
A.  Weber,  his  wife,  a  deed  of  conveyance  for 
the  following  described  real  estate,  to  wit:  Lots. 
9, 10, 11  and  12,  in  block  14,  in  the  City  of 
Atlantic,  Cass  County,  Iowa;  and  the  north, 
half  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  section  12, 
township  75  north,  of  range  85  west,  5th  P.  M., 
Cass  County,  Iowa,  being  the  property  then, 
owned  by  the  defendant  Geo.  Weber.  (5> 
That  said  deed  was  made  without  considera- 
tion, and  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delay- 
ing and  defrauding  the  creditors  of  defendant 
Geo.  Weber.  (6)  That  part  of  the  building  oa 
lot  12,  block  14,  Atlantic,  Iowa,  is  occupied  by 
the  defendant  L.  A.  Weber  .as  a  homestead  for 
herself  and  family,  and  was  so  occupied  prior 
to  the  contracting  of  the  debt  herein,  it  is 
therefore  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  by  the- 
court  that  the  deed  or  conveyance  from  the  de- 
fendant Geo.  Weber  to  the  defendant  L.  A. 
Weber,  his  wife,  conveying  the  above-described 
real  estate,  and  recorded  in  book  79,  on  pace? 
426.  of  the  Records  of  Cass  County,  Iowa,  be 
held  for  naught,  as  concerns  this  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  lien  of  this  plaintiff's  judgment  is  de- 
clared prior  and  paramount  to  any  lien  or  in- 
terest the  defendants  George  or  L.  A.  Weber 
may  have  in  the  premises,  except  their  right  of 
homestead  in  and  to  parts  of  the  building  sit- 
uated on  lots  11  and  12, block  14,  Atlantic,  Iowa; 


mlt  them  to  levy  on  a  portion  of  it.  They  appear 
to  prefer,  if  possible,  to  hold  the  property  either 
exempt  or  not  exempt  as  a  whole  according  to  the 
use  to  which  it  is  put  The  homestead  which  the 
debtor  owns  and  occupies  is  exempt  with  a  speci- 
fied quantity  of  land  appurtenant  thereto,  without 
regard  to  the  uses  to  which  he  puts  the  land  or  the 
business  he  pursues  upon  it.  Binzel  v.  Grogan,  07 
Wis.  15*. 

The  Homestead  Laws  are  not  intended  to  save  a 
mere  shelter  for  the  debtor  and  his  family,  but  to 
give  him  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  whole  lot  of 
ground  exempted  to  be  used  in  whatever  way  he 
may  think  best  for  the  occupancy  and  support  of 
his  family,  whether  in  the  way  of  cultivating  it  or 
by  the  erection  and  use  of  buildings  upon  it  either 
for  the  carrying  on  of  bis  own  business,  or  for  de- 
riving income  in  the  way  of  rent.  Hubbell  v. 
Oanauy,  66  111.  427. 


Use  o/  portion  « 


1  building  by  owner  for  business 
purposes. 


Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  homestead  to 
the  extent  of  one  acre,  occupied  as  a  residence  by 
the  family  of  the  owner,  together  with  all  the  im- 
provements on  the  same,  shall  be  exempt,  the 
whole  house  occupied  as  a  home  by  the  debtor  is 
exempt  although  a  portion  of  the  same  is  used  and 
was  constructed  with  a  view  to  be  used  as  a  brew- 
ery; the  building  cannot  be  divided  Into  two  por- 
tions, one  of  which  is  exempt  and  the  other  not. 
Re  Tertelling,  2  Dill,  889. 

Where  a  building  whose  size  and  number  of 
rooms  are  not  shown  is  occupied  as  a  residence  by 
the  family  of  the  owner,  Its  homestead  character 
is  not  destroyed  by  proof  that  a  single  room  or  two  is 
13  L.  R.  A- 


used  by  the  owner  for  business  purposes.    Hogan. 
v.  Manners,  28  Kan.  550. 

Where  the  upper  story  of  the  building  was  occu- 
pied as  a  dwelling,  the  fact  that  the  lower  floor  was 
used  by  the  husband  for  business  purposes  was  of 
no  consequence,  the  court  remarking  that  **no  one- 
would  imagine  that  a  person  would  lose  his  home- 
stead privilege  if  he  should  happen  to  use  some- 
room  in  his  dwelling  for  his  law  office  or  his  wife 
should  in  her  own  right  carry  on  dress-making  In 
one  of  the  apartments.    Orr  v.  Shraft,  22  Mich.  264. 

The  fact  that  the  homesteader's  wife  carries  on 
a  retail  grocery  and  provision  business  in  the  first 
story  of  the  main  building  situated  on  a  homestead 
claim,  and  also  uses  the  oellar  in  connection  with 
her  business,  will  not  deprive  it  of  its  homestead 
character  or  permit  a  sale  of  any  portion  of  It  on 
execution.    Bush  v.  Gordon,  88  Kan.  686. 

The  right  of  homestead  may  exist  in  the  whole 
of  a  country  hotel.    Lasell  v.  Lazell,  80  Mass.  675. 

So  where  a  building  designed  for  a  dwelling- 
house  and  occupied  by  the  owner  and  his  family 
was  subsequently  devoted  by  him  to  hotel  pur- 
poses, the  building  did  not  lose  its  homestead  char- 
acter, at  least  if  the  extent  of  the  hotel  business 
did  not  interfere  with  the  general  oharacter  of  the 
building  as  a  dwelling-house.  Ackley  v.  Chamber* 
lain,  18  OaL  188. 

But  property  used  primarily  and  principally  for 
hotel  purposes  cannot  be  made  subject  to  a  home- 
stead exemption.    Laughlin  v.  Wright,  88  GsJL  116. 

Effect  of  renting  a  portion  of  the  buUUUng  for  busU 
nesspurposes* 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  homestead  con- 
sisting of  one  fourth  of  an  acre  of  land  and  the- 
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that  plaintiffs  Judgment  is  hereby  declared  and 
established  as  a  hen  from  the  date  thereof, 
November  20,  1886,  upon  the  following  de- 
scribed real  estate,  as  paid  in  plaintiff's  peti- 
tion, to  wit:  The  north  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter  of  section  12,  in  township  75  north,  of 
range  85  west,  5th  P.  M.,  Cass  County,  Iowa; 
and  upon  the  upper  story  and  the  front  room 
down-stairs,  and:  the  cellar  thereunder,  of  the 
brick  building  situated  on  lot  12  in  block  14,  in 
Atlantic,  Iowa;  and  also  the  upper  story  and 
the  east  room  on  the  ground  floor  of  the  frame 
building  joining  the  brick  on  the  west,  situated 
on  the  same  lot  and  block;  and  also  all  the 
ground  covered  by  the  frame  business-house 
and  stables,  being  the  west  end  of  lots  10, 11  and 
12,  and  all  of  lot  9,  all  in  block  14,  Atlantic, 
Iowa."    The  defendants  appeal. 

Messrs.  L.  L.  DeLaao  and  Willard  ft 
Willavrd,  for  appellants: 

If  the  principal  use  of  the  building  is  that  of 
a  residence  and  a  home  for  the  family  it  would 
not  be  liable  to  execution  because  rooms  in  it 
are  rented  to  others. 

Thompson,  Homesteads  and  Exemptions, 
$  120:  LaeeU  v.  LaeeU,  90  Mass.  575;  Ackley  v. 
Cliamberlain,  16  Cal  181;  Clark  v.  Shannon,  1 
Nev.  568;  Goldman  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  607;  Mer- 
rier v.  Chocs,  98  Mass.  194;  Be  TerteUing,  2 
Dill.  889. 

The  house  could  not  be  divided  as  suggested 
by  the  court  below. 

Bebb  v.  Orowe,  89  Kan.  842:  Rush  v.  Gordon, 
88  Kan.  585;  Hbgan  v.  Manner;  28  Kan.  551; 
Wright  v.  Dialer,  54  Iowa,  620. 

If  the  stable  was  erected  for  domestic  pur- 


poses in  connection  with  the  use  of  the  home- 
stead it  is  not  liable  to  execution;  and  if  it  can 
be  considered  the  shop  or  other  building  ''real- 
ly used  and  occupied  dv  the  owner  in  the  pros- 
ecution of  his  own  ordinary  business/'  it  haa 
not  been  shown  to  be  worth  more  than  $800, 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  subjected  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  "judgment 

Smith  v.  Quiggans,  65  Iowa,  687. 

The  conveyance  of  the  homestead  by  the 
husband  to  the  wife,  or  vicetersa,  has  no  effect 
whatever  upon  the  homestead  rights,  and 
whether  the  conveyance  be  fraudulent  and 
without  consideration,  or  in  good  faith  and  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  it  cannot  affect  the 
homestead  rights  of  the  parties,  nor  can  it  sub- 
ject their  homestead  to  a  sale  under  execution 
against  either  of  them. 

Green  v.  Farrar,  58  Iowa,  426;  Spoon  v.  Van 
Fossen,  58  Iowa,  494;  Lowell  v.  Shannon,  60 
Iowa,  718;  Griffin  v.  Sheley,  55  Iowa,  518. 

Messrs.  C.  F.  Loofbonrow  and  Phelps 
cfe  Temple*  for  appellee: 

To  be  a  homestead  the  place  must  be  used, 
and  used  for  the  purposes  designated  by  the  law, 
to  wit,  as  a  home,  a  place  to  abide  in,  a  place  for 
the  family. 

Charless  v.  Lamberson,  1  Iowa,  485. 

When  the  exemption  claimants  voluntarily 
devote  part  of  the  land,  which  would  other- 
wise be  exempt,  to  the  uses  of  an  outside  busi- 
ness, and  the  value  of  the  property  thus  used 
exceeds  $800  in  value,  they  cannot  claim  an 
exemption  in  this  property. 

Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  4  Iowa,  868;  Mayfield 
v.  Maasden,  59  Iowa,  517;  Johnson  v.  Moser,  66 
Iowa,  586. 


dwelling-house  thereon  and  Its  appurtenances, 
owned  and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  the  State, 
shall  not  be  subject  to  execution,  a  building  con- 
sisting of  three  stories  and  a  basement,  the  base- 
ment and  first  story  of  which  are  rented  for  busi- 
ness purposes  and  the  upper  stories  occupied  by 
the  owner  and  his  family  as  a  residence,  is  all  ex- 
empt.  Phelps  v.  Rooney,  9  Wis.  80. 

Under  a  statute  exempting  a  homestead  not  ex- 
ceeding in  amount  one  lot,  the  uses  to  which  the 
lot  is  put  are  immaterial  and  no  portion  of  the 
building  thereon  is  subject  to  execution,  although 
the  lower  part  is  built,  rented  and  used  for  a  store, 
the  cellar  also  being  rented,  and  a  portion  of  the 
upper  floors  being  used  for  offices,  while  the  own- 
er's family  occupied  the  back  part  of  the  building 
as  a  residence.    Kelly  v.  Baker,  10  Minn.  164. 

The  fact  that  part  of  a  building  is  leased  to  a 
third  person,  who  carries  on  a  mercantile  business 
In  it,  does  not  destroy  its  homestead  character 
when  the  owner  reserves  the  right  of  using  it  for 
reaching  the  part  used  as  his  home,  the  court  sug- 
gesting a  doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  a  portion  of 
the  building  only  could  be  sold  on  execution. 
Bebb  v.  Crowe,  89  Kan.  842. 

A  three-story  brick  building,  the  second  story 
of  which  is  occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  owner 
and  his  family,  and  the  first  story  is  occupied  by  a 
tenant  at  will,  and  the  third  by  a  tenant  under  a 
written  lease  for  five  years,  is  exempt  as  an  en- 
tirety, and  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed  to  receive 
the  rents  and  Income  due  on  the  lease  and  apply 
them  on  a  Judgment  Wlnland  v.  Holcomb,  26 
Minn.  286. 

The  head  of  a  family,  who  occupies  one  room  of 
his  building  as  a  residence,  does  not  lose  his  home- 
stead right  by  renting  out  the  balance  of  the  build- 
ing for  use  as  a  hotel.  Galnus  v.  Cannon,  42  Ark. 
614. 
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Effect  of  renting  rooms. 

If  property  has  been  dedicated  as  a  homestead, 
and  is  actually  occupied  by  the.  owner  for  that 
purpose,  the  fact  that  the  larger  portion  of  the 
rooms  was  let  to  lodgers  will  not  destroy  the  home- 
stead right  in  the  whole  building.  Goldman  v. 
Clark,  1  Nev.  606. 

The  fact  that  certain  rooms  in  a  single  building 
adapted  to  one  family  are  rented  for  an  annual 
rent  paid  to  the  owner  will  not  exclude  that  part 
from  being  a  portion  of  the  homestead;  the  home- 
stead right  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  dwelling  which  is  occupied  by  the  fam- 
ily of  the  owner.    Mercler  v.  Chace,  98  Mass.  194. 

Rule  in  ease  of  double  houses. 

Under  provisions  exempting  premises  "owned 
and  occupied"  by  a  citizen  of  the  8tate,  a  double 
house  erected,  one  half  for  the  use  of  the  owner 
and  the  other  half  to  rent,  and  actually  put  to  such 
use,  will  not  be  exempt  as  to  the  rented  part.  Dy- 
son v.  Sheley,  11  Mich.  628. 

Where  the  homestead  is  Refined  as  the  dwelling- 
house  in  which  the  claimant  resides  and  the  land 
on  which  the  same  is  situated,  a  landowner 
who  erects  thereon  a  double  house  with  distinct  en- 
trances and  no  connection  between  them  on  the 
inside,  intending  one  for  his  residence  and  the  other 
for  tenants,  and  devoting  them  to  that  purpose, 
cannot  claim  the  rented  part  as  exempt.  Tiernan 
v.  His  Creditors,  62  CaL  289. 

The  Iowa  decisions* 

Under  the  Iowa  Statute  providing  substantially 
that  the  homestead  must  embrace  the  house  used 
as  a  borne  by  the  owner  thereof  and  not  more  than 
one  dwelling-house  nor  any  other  buildings  except 
such  as  are  properly  appurtenant  to  the  homestead 
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Grsvnger,  JI,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  This  case,  as  to  Its  facts  In  detail,  is  like 
many  another,  where  a  wife  has  money  in  her 
own  right  which  she  gives  to  her  husband  for 
general  use,  without  any  agreement  or  expec- 
tation that  itis  a  loan,  or  creates  any  obligation 
for  payment,  until  in  later  years,  when,  through 
the  vicissitudes  of  fortune,  the  transaction  is 
made  a  means  of  protecting  her  husband's  prop- 
erty against  his  creditors.  From  the  evidence, 
though  quite  conflicting  in  many  respects,  the 
district  court  found  that  the  conveyance  was 
without  consideration,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
hindering,  delaying  and  defrauding  the  cred- 
itors of  George  Weber;  and,  after  considering 
the  evidence,  we  concur  in  its  conclusion. 

2.  The  more  difficult  question  in  the  case  is 
that  of  homestead  exemption.  The  property 
claimed  as  a  homestead  is  that  in  the  City  of 
Atlantic,  lots  9,  10,  11  and  12.  These  lots 
have  each  a  frontage  of  26  feet  and  a  depth  of 
140  feet.  On  lot  12  there  was  originally  built  a 
brick  building,  with  the  first  floor  designed  for 
a  business  room  and  living  rooms  above.  The 
property  was  afterwards  sold  to  Dierkson  & 
Hansen,  who  converted  it  into  an  hotel  known 
as  the  "Farmers'  Home."  The  first  story  was 
made  into  two  rooms,  the  first  being  used  as  an 
office  and  barroom,  and  the  other  as  a  dining- 
room.  This  building  is  fifty  feet  in  length  by 
92  feet  in  width.  The  second  story  is  reached 
by  a  stairway  from  the  front  room  or  office. 
Underneath  is  a  cellar,  access  to  which  is  by  a 
stairway  from  the  dining-room.  North,  and, 
as  we  understand,  on  the  side,  of  this  brick 
building,  was  built  a  frame  addition,  with 
kitchen  and  bedroom.  Additions  were  also 
made  to  the  brick  of  frame  structures,  in  which 


were  a  sitting  room  and  bedroom  of  the  ground 
floor,  and  oedrooms  above.  Between  the 
sitting-room  and  the  dining-room,  was  a  wash- 
room, through  which  access  was  had  from  the 
brick  part  to  the  bedroom,  and  through  the 
wash-room  and  bedroom  to  the  sitting-room, 
the  sleeping-rooms  in  this  part  being  over  the 
sitting-room.  It  thus  appears  that  the  dis- 
trict court  found  that  the  parts  of  the  building 
not  occupied  as  a  homestead  are,  of  the  brick 
part,  the  upper  rooms,  and  the  front  room  be- 
low, used  as  the  office,  and  the  cellar  beneath; 
also  the  bedrom  east  of  and  between  the  sitting- 
room  and  wash-room  in  the  frame  part,  as  by 
its  decree  the  plaintiff's  judgment  is  made  a 
lien  thereon.  We  regret  that  the  condition  of 
the  record  leaves  some  uncertainty  as  to  these 
particular  facts.  We  have  endeavored,  how- 
ever, to  be  precise  in  our  findings.  On  the 
rear  end  of  lots  10, 11  and  12,  and  on  lot  9, 
there  wepe  erected  some  stables  for  the  use  of 
the  hotel,  and  after  Weber  purchased  the 
premises  he  built  on  the  lots  at  the  rear  end  a 
frame  business-house.  The  stabling  was  used 
by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
their  business  of  hotel  Keeping,  and  neither 
that  nor  the  frame  business- house  was  used  aa 
a  part  of  the  homestead,  and  the  district  court 
thus  found. 

Our  findings  of  fact  as  to  the  homestead 
occupation  do  not  exactly  accord  with  those  of 
the  district  court.  That  the  defendants  had  a 
homestead  in  the  premises  is  not  questioned. 
Hence  we  are  not  to  inquire  whether  or  not 
there  is  a  homestead,  but,  conceding  one,  we 
inquire  after  its  intent.  In  Rhodes  v.  McCor- 
mick, 4  Iowa,  868,  it  is  said:  "When  an 
execution  defendant  shall  use  a  particular  build- 
ing as  a  home,  the  whole  of  such  building,  in 


as  such.  It  was  not  the  intention  to  exempt  from 
execution  an  entire  building  for  whatever  purpose 
used.  One  portion  or  floor  may  be  exempt  while 
others  are  not.  So  where  a  building  was  three 
stories  high  with  a  cellar,  the  upper  ones  being 
used  as  a  dwelling  and  the  first  story  and  cellar  be- 
ing designed  and  rented  for  business  purposes,  and 
not  being  used  by  the  owner  as  a  home  nor  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  ordinary  business,  the  first  story 
and  cellar  were  liable  to  execution  while  tbe  others 
were  not.    Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  4  Iowa,  873. 

But  where  the  building  was  two  stories  high  with 
cellar,  no  part  of  which  was  originally  intended 
for  business  purposes,  and  the  owner  occupied  the 
whole  building  himself,  tbe  upper  story  as  a  resi- 
dence and  the  lower  one  for  business  purposes,  tbe 
cellar  being  used  in  connection  with  tbe  store  and 
for  family  purposes,  and  the  only  convenient  access 
to  it  as  well  as  to  the  living  rooms  being  through 
tbe  store,  the  whole  building  was  exempt.  Wright 
v.  Ditzler,  54  Iowa,  626. 

In  Mayfield  v.  Maasden,  69  Iowa,  617,  the  court 
states  that  some  doubt  may  exist  as  to  the  correct- 
ness of  Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  supra,  but  that  they 
would  not  be  justified  in  overruling  it,  and  decide 
that  a  brick  house  consisting  of  two  stories  and 
basement,  of  which  the  second  story  was  occupied 
as  a  dwelling  and  was  reached  by  stain  leading 
from  the  street  and  partitioned  off  from  the  room 
In  the  first  story,  and  the  first  story  was  used  as  a 
grocery  store,  saloon  and  restaurant  (by  whom  did 
not  appear),  except  a  small  portion  partitioned  off 
by  temporary  partitions  and  used  as  a  store-room, 
in  part  by  the  owner,  and  the  front  part  of  the 
basement  had  been  used  as  a  barber  shop  but  not 
since  the  rendition  of  the  judgment— was  exempt 
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as  to  the  second  story,  the  stairway  and  the  base- 
ment, but  not  as  to  the  first  story. 

Smith  v.  Quiggans,  66  Iowa,  637,  was  a  case  quite 
similar  to  the  preceding,  with  the  exception  that 
the  store  in  the  first  story  was  occupied  by  the 
owner  himself  in  carrying  on  his  business,  and  was 
shown  to  be  within  the  limit  of  value  fixed  by  the 
statute,  and  the  whole  building  was  held  t  >  be  ex- 
empt. 

When  the  building  was  of  brick  four  stories  high, 
with  cellar,  the  second  and  third  of  which  were  oc- 
cupied by  the  owner  as  a  residence,  the  first  as  a 
storeroom  and  place  of  business,  and  the  fourth, 
which  was  unfinished,  as  a  place  for  drying  clothes, 
the  greater  part  of  the  cellar  being  used  in  connec- 
tion with  the  business,  and  the  remainder  by  the 
family,  and  access  could  be  gained  to  the  second 
story  by  outside  stairways,  and  a  sort  of  elevator 
ran  from  the  cellar  to  the  fourth  floor,  and  the  only 
stairway  leading  to  the  cellar  was  from  the  store, 
the  value  of  the  business  portion  of  the  building 
being  greater  than  the  statutory  limit,  the  first  and 
fourth  stories  and  so  much  of  the  cellar  as  was 
used  for  business  purposes  were  not  exempt, 
though  the  remainder  of  the  building  was;  and  tbe 
sale  of  those  portions  would  carry  the  right  to  use 
the  hatchways  in  the  second  and  third  floors  and 
the  elevator  apparatus  to  reach  the  fourth  floor, 
and  would  be  subject  to  the  homesteader's  right  to 
use  the  stairway  from  the  store  to  the  cellar  for 
family  purposes.   Johnson  v.  Moser,  66  Iowa,  540. 

So  where  the  first  floor  was  used  by  the  owner  as 
a  saloon  it  was  liable  to  execution  under  Code, 
§ 1558,  for  damages  accruing  by  reason  of  the  un- 
lawful sale  of  liquors  by  him  therein.  Arnold  v. 
GotshalL  71  Iowa,  572. 
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cases  of  controversy  and  disagreement  will  be 

E  resumed  to  constitute  and  oe  a  part  of  the 
omestead  until  it  is  shown,  by  the  party 
adversely  interested,  that  some  specific  portion 
is  not  ox  the  homestead  character,  and  there- 
fore not  exenrpt"  As  to  the  office  room,  the 
bedroom  and  the  cellar,  we  have  no  difficulty 
in  reaching  a  conclusion  that  they  are  not 
brought  within  the  rule.  The  most  that  can 
be  said  is  that  there  is  shown  to  be,  to  some 
extent,  a  Joint  occupancy  of  them  for  home- 
stead and  hotel  purposes.  Of  the  bedroom  it 
is  true  that  it  was  used  as  a  sleeping-room  for 
guests  of  the  hotel,  but  at  the  same  time  it  was 
used  by  the  family  as  a  passageway  from  the 
dining-room  to  the  sitting-room,  both  of  which 
were  Found  to  be  parts  of  the  homestead.  Now 
let  us  suppose  the  bedroom  had  not  been  used 
for  a  sleeping-room  by  any  person,  but  merely 
a  room  through  which  the  family  passed  to  the 
sitting-room  from  other  parts  of  the  house. 
We  do  not  think  that  state  of  facts  would 
justify  a  finding  that  it  was  not  used  as  a  part 
of  the  homestead,  nor  do  we  think  the  mere 
fact  of  its  use  by  the  guests  of  the  hotel,  while 
at  the  same  time  used  for  the  other  purpose, 
would  devest  it  of  its  character  as  a  part  of  the 
homestead.  Now  the  front  or  office  room  was 
used  as  an  office  and  bar-room,  but  it  was  at 
the  same  time  used  by  the  family.  It  was  a 
means  of  ingress  and  egress  from  the  street. 
It  was  a  front  room,  back  of  which  was  the 
dining-room,  and  still  back  the  washroom, 
bedroom  and  sitting-room.  These  rooms  were 
all  devoted  to  the  same  purpose.  At  least  it 
does  not  appear  that  they  were  not,  and  we 
assume  facts  not  otherwise  established  in  har- 
mony with  the  homestead  right.  It  is  not  as 
if  it  was  shown  that  one  story  of  the  building 
was  used  as  a  store  or  shop,  or  leased  ana 
occupied  by  a  stranger,  which  use  would  indi 
cate  of  itself  a  disuse  by  the  family.  The 
entertainment  of  hotel  guests  and  of  boarders 
is  often  in  a  manner  to  be  consistent  with  an 
occupation  at  the  same  time,  by  the  family,  of 
the  apartments  as  a  part  of  the  home.  Such 
entertainment  would,  it  is  true,  often,  if  not 
generally,  be  a  limitation  upon  the  use  by  the 
family  of  certain  apartments,  but  not  to  the 
extent  of  exclusion.  If  the  office  room  had  not 
been  thus  used,  but  had  been  a  room  into  which 
the  family  occasionally  went,  and  through 
which  it  passed  from  the  other  apartments  to 
and  from  the  street,  we  do  not  understand  that 
It  would,  from  such  a  state  of  facts,  be  so 
devested  of  a  homestead  character  as  to  be 
liable  to  execution.  Neither  will  the  fact  that 
It  is  so  used  in  connection  with  another  use 
have  such  an  effect.  The  same  is  true  of  the 
cellar.  It  was  used  for  hotel  purposes,  but 
also  for  the  family.  The  business  of  the  hotel 
and  the  support  of  the  family,  as  to  work  and 
supplies,  as  well  as  occupation,  were  so  mingled 
naturally  that  it  is  a  task  of  much  difficulty  to 
show  separate  occupations  or  use,  and  the 
burden  of  doing  so  is  with  the  plaintiff.  The 
upper  story  of  the  brick  building  is  divided 
into  five  sleeping-roomSj  and  these  the  record 
shows  were  used  exclusively  for  the  guests  of 
the  hotel,  and  not  by  the  family  for  homestead 
purposes;  that  is,  they  are  a  part  of  the  home 
stead  building,  but  not  particularly  occupied 
by  the  family.     The  legal  problem  In  this 
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respect,  in  the  light  of  authority,  is  somewhat 
difficult.  Following  the  rule  of  Rhodes  v.  Me- 
Cormiek,  supra;  Maj/fleld  v.  Maa$den9  59  Iowa, 
517,  and  Johnson  v.  Moser,  66  Iowa,  586,  that 
apartments  of  the  homestead  building  not  occu- 
pied as  such  are  liable  to  execution,  and  we 
should  find  for  the  plaintiff;  and  under  these 
authorities  our  duty  would  be  clear  but  for  the 
fact  that  in  this  case  the  only  means  of  access  to 
these  rooms  is  through  the  office  room,  which 
we  hold  to  be  a  part  of  the  homestead,  and  we 
possess  no  authority  to  invade  the  homestead 
right  by  continuing  the  present  means  of  access 
unless  we  extend  what  is  now  by  many  regarded 
as  a  rule  of  doubtful  merit, — that  of  partition- 
ing a  homestead  building  between  a  debtor  and 
his  creditors,  which  we  are  not  inclined  to  do. 
It  would  of  course  be  idle  to  hold  that  a  room 
or  rooms  in  a  building  not  used  by  the  family 
were  liable  to  execution  when  the  purchaser 
would  have  but  a  barren  right, — the  title  with- 
out a  right  of  occupancy  or  use, — and  that,  so 
far  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  would  be  the 
situation  in  this  case.  In  Johnson  v.  Moser, 
supra,  the  homestead  was  limited  to  the  two 
middle  stories  of  a  four-story  building,  and  a 
right  of  access  was  given  to  the  fourth  story 
by  hatchways  through  the  floors  of  the  home- 
stead part,  and  a  hoisting  apparatus  connected 
with  the  fourth  story.  This  means  of  access, 
it  seems,  was  a  part  of  the  plan  of  constructing 
the  building,  and  could  be  continued  without 
any  interference  with  the  occupation  of  the 
homestead  part  of  the  building.  It  was  in 
effect  an  independent  means  of  access,  and  the 
hatchway  could  never  have  been  regarded  as  a 
part  of  the  homestead.  It  was  therefore  no 
invasion  of  the  homestead  right.  The  differ- 
ence between  that  case  and  a  fight  of  access  to 
these  rooms,  through  the  front  room  below,  is 
too  obvious  to  deserve  notice.  Such  a  right 
would  be  a  serious  inpairment  of  the  homestead 
privilege.  For  reasons  certainly  not  stronger, 
in  Wright  v.  Ditzler,  54  Iowa,  620,  a  room 
used  as  a  store-room  for  the  sale  of  merchan- 
dise was  distinguished  and  held  exempt  from 
execution.  Its  sale  would  have  interfered  with 
the  use  and  occupation  of  the  living  rooms 
above  and  cellar  below.  A  similar  thought  is 
made  use  of  in  Johnson  v.  Moser,  supra,  in 
holding  that  pans  of  the  building  might  be 
sold.  It  is  said:  "  Their  sale  will  not  unrea- 
sonably interfere  with  the  use  of  the  defendant 
of  those  portions  of  the  building  which  he 
occupies  as  a  place  of  residence."  The  same 
cannot  be  said  of  this  case,  with  a  right  of 
access  as  it  now  is.  These  considerations  lead 
us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  entire  building 
should  be  treated  as  exempt  from  execution 
under  the  Homestead  Law,  and  that  the  decree 
of  the  district  court  should  be  thus  modified. 

8.  A  point  Is  made  in  the  argument  that 
defendant  George  Weber  was  only  surety  for 
one  W.  H.  Ereamer,  on  the  note  on  which  the 
plaintiff's  Judgment  was  obtained,  and  that 

Slaintiff  has  alleged,  but  has  not  proven,  the 
isolvency  of  Ereamer.  Without  an  intima- 
tion as  to  the  law  applicable,  we  think  the  fact 
is  otherwise.  With  an  additional  abstract,  we 
think  the  insolvency  appears.  The  decree  of 
the  district  court  is  approved,  except  as  to  the 
modification  suggested. 
Modified  and  affirmed. 
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Incorporated  TOWN  OF  GARDEN  GROVE. 

(....IOWS....) 

Tho  narrowness  of  sv  bridge  and  the  in- 
sufficiency of  its  railings  are  not  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  an  Injury  to  an  oooupant  of  a  cut- 
ter dragged  off  the  bridge  by  a  hone  which  fell 
and  broke  the  railing  in  consequence  of  disease 
or  choking  by  the  harness, 

(Jane  ft,  189L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  lodgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Decatur  County  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
resulted  from  defendant's  negligence,  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  E.  W.  Curry  and  S.  A*  Gates  for 
appellant. 

Mr.  S.  H.  Amos,  with  Messrs.  Parrish  Sb 
Hofinan,  for  appellee: 

Neither  of  the  two  defects  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff — and  the  only  two  defects,  viz.,  in- 
sufficient railing  and  width  of  bridge — had  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  fall  in  the  first  instance. 
Whatever  it  was  it  was  in  the  horse  and  not  in 
the  bridge,  and  consequently  no  recovery  can  be 
had  against  the  town. 

DeCampv.  Sioux  City,  74  Iowa,  892;  West  v. 
Ward,  77  Iowa,  824 ;  Spaulding  v.  Sherman, 
75  Wis.  77. 

If  Miller,  in  whose  sleigh  plaintiff  was  rid- 
ing, and  who  was  driving,  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  then  his  negligence  was 
imputed  to  her,  even  if  it  is  held  that  she  was 
innocent  of  actual  contributory  negligence. 

Payne  v.  Chicago,  ILL  &  P.  R.  Co.  89  Iowa, 
628. 

There  was  another  available  crossing  and 
Miller  certainly  incurred  danger  which  there 
was  no  necessity  for  incurring. 

Walker  v.  Decatur  County,  67  Iowa,  807; 
Parkhill  v.  Brighton,  61  Iowa,  108;  Fulliam  v. 
Muscatine,  70  Iowa,  486.  Bee  also  Ruech  v. 
Davenport,  6  Iowa,  440;  Hart  v.  Red  Cedar.  68 
Wis.  684 ;  Harris  v.  Clinton  Twp.  64  Mich. 
447;  Kiernan  v.  ifcafen,  69  Iowa,  186;  Rari- 
dan  v.  Central  Iowa  R.  Co.  69  Iowa,  527. 

Knowledge  of  the  defective  bridge  bars  re- 
covery. 

Dale  v.  Webster  County,  76  Iowa,  870. 

Robinson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  January,  1888,  defendant  controlled  and 
was  responsible  for  the  condition  of  a  certain 
bridge  over  a  railway  within  its  territorial 
limits.  The  bridge  was  twelve  feet  wide,  pro- 
vided with  side  railings,  and  reached  by  means 
of  steep  approaches.  In  the  month  named, 
one  Ira  Miller  invited  plaintiff  and  another 
lady  to  take  a  sleigh-ride  for  pleasure.  The 
invitation  was  accepted,  and  the  party  started 
in  a  cutter  drawn  by  one  horse.  In  the  course 
of  the  ride  they  attempted  to  cross  the  bridge 


described.  The  bone  drew  the  cutter  with  its 
load  up  the  steep  approach,  and  onto  the  bridge. 
When  a  part  of  the  way  over,  the  horse  sud- 
denly fell  against  the  railing  on  one  side  of  the 
bridge,  broke  it  down,  and  dropped  off,  draw- 
ing with  him  the  cutter  and  its  lady  occupants. 
Plaintiff  fell  to  the  ground  below  and  received 
the  injuries  fox  which  she  seeks  to  recover 
in  this  action.  She  claims  that  the  defend- 
ant was  negligent  In  maintaining  a  bridge 
of  insufficient  width,  in  not  providing  it  with 
sufficient  railings  and  in  permitting  It  to  be 
used  without  sufficient  railings.  Defendant 
avers  that  the  accident  occurred  without  fault 
on  its  part,  in  consequence  of  the  carelessness 
of  plaintiff  and  the  negligence  of  Miller,  and 
insist*  that  the  alleged  defects  in  the  bridge 
were  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injuries 
received  by  plaintiff.  After  the  evidence  had 
been  submitted  on  the  part  of  both  parties  the 
court  sustained  a  motion  of  defendant  to  direct 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  in  its  favor.  A 
verdict  was  returned  in  favor  of  defendant  by 
direction  of  the  court,  and  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered thereon.  The  first  ground  alleged  in  the 
motion  for  a  verdict  was  that  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  defects  alleged  in  the  bridge 
were  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 
It  appears  without  contradiction  that  there 
was  snow  about  half  way  up  the  approach  to 
the  bridge,  and  none  on  the  bridge.    The  horse 

gulled  steadily  and  without  apparent  difficulty 
i  going  onto  the  bridge,  fell  without  warning 
of  any  kind,  and  appears  to  have  been  dead 
when  he  fell  Miller,  who  owned  the  horse,  is 
of  the  opinion  that  its  death  was  caused  by 
heart  disease,  although  it  may  have  been 
choked  by  the  breast  harness  in  which  it  was 
pulling  at  the  time.  To  entitle  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover it  must  be  shown  that  the  injuries  of 
which  she  complains  were  the  natural  and 
proximate  result  of  the  alleged  defects  in  the 
bridge.  West  v.  Ward,  77  Iowa,  825,  and 
cases  therein  cited. 

Under  the  evidence  submitted  we  do  not 
think  that  is  a  matter  about  which  there  can  be 
any  controversy.  The  horse  which  Miller  was 
driving  fell  because  it  was  diseased,  or  not 
properly  harnessed  and  driven.  The  width  of 
the  bridge  and  the  condition  of  the  railing  had 
nothing  to  do  with  its  fall  and  death.  Had  it 
not  fallen,  the  accident  would  not  have  occur- 
red. The  railing;  of  the  bridge  was  about  two 
and  a  half  feet  high,  and  it  may  be  true  that, 
had  it  been  of  sufficient  height  and  strength  to 
bear  the  weight  of  the  horse,  the  accident 
would  have  been  avoided.  But  defendant  was 
not  an  insurer  against  accidents.  2  Dillon, 
Mun.  Corp.  %  789;  Raymond  v.  Lowell,  6  Cush. 
524.  It  was  its  duty  to  provide  for  the  use  of 
the  bridge  in  the  usual  manner,  and  to  guard 
against  ordinary  contingencies,  or  those  which 
might  be  reasonably  apprehended.  It  was  its 
duty  to  provide  railings  of  sufficient  height  and 
strength  to  prevent  horses  and  other  animals 
from  walking  off  at  the  side,  and  to  resist  any 
weight  and  pressure  which  would  be  applied 
under  ordinary  circumstances;  but  It  was  not 


Nora.— As  to  the  proximate  and  remote  cause,  |  A 194;  Briokson  v.  8t  Paul  *  D.  R.  Oo.  (MlnnJ  61* 
see  notes  to  Smith  v.  Kanawha  County  Ct  (W.  Va.)  |  R.  A.  788;  Smethurst  v.  Proprietors  of  Ind.  Odd*. 
8  L.  R.  A.  82;  Bead  v.  Klohols  (N.  Y.)  7L.  R.  A.  180;  i  Church  (Mass.)  2  L.  B.  A.  696. 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lucas  (lad.)  6  L.  B.  | 
12L.R.A. 
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Its  duty  to  provide  a  rafling  which  would  suc- 
cessfully resist  the  weight  of  a  bone  of  ordi- 
oary  size  precipitated  suddenly  against  it  It  is 
said  that  if  the  bridge  had  been  wider  the 
horse  might  have  been  turned  when  it  was  dis- 
covered that  there  was  no  snow  on  the  bridge, 
but  there  is  no  evidence  to  Justify  the  claim 
that  the  horse  would  have  been  turned  under 
any  circumstances.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
shown  that  Miller  knewkthe  bridge  was  bare  be- 
fore he  drove  onto  it  We  conclude  that  the 
condition  of  the  railing  and  the  narrowness  of 
the  bridge  were  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff.  Bee  Ds  Camp  v. 
&oum  Oity,  74  Iowa,  892;  Eandelun  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  B.  &  N.  B.  Co.  78  Iowa,  710- 
Enapp  v.  Sioux  OUy  &  P.  B.  Oo.  66  Iowa,  98. 

The  case  of  Houfs  v.  Fulton,  89  Wis.  897,  is 
relied  upon  as  sustaining;  the  claim  of  appel- 
lant The  facts  involved  in  that  case  were  some- 
what similar  to  those  under  consideration,  but 
it  appears  that  the  bridge  was  without  a  rail- 
ing, and  that  the  injury  might  not  have  oc- 
curred had  there  been  a  suitable  one.  The  es- 
sentials of  such  a  railing  were  not  considered, 
and  much  of  what  was  said  in  that  case  is  in 
harmony  with  conclusions  we  have  announced. 
We  find  it  unnecessary  to  determine  some  of 
the  questions  discussed  by  counsel  for  appel- 
lant, since  the  one  determined  is  controlling.  In 
our  opinion,  the  evidence  shows  without  con- 
flict that  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the  injuries 
sustained  by  plaintiff,  and  the  case  was  prop- 
erly taken  from  the  jury. 

Affirmed. 

T.  H.  GORDON 

O.  A.  ANDERSON  and  Wife,  Appts. 

(....Iowa....) 

A  note  payable  to  a  certain  pereon  "at 
dL,  or  order,"  is  not  negotiable  because  of  un- 
certainty as  to  the  unnamed  payees.  Thlsirnleis 
not  ob&njred  by  Code,  •  208ft,  making  an  instru- 
ment promising  to  pay  money  or  property  to  an- 
other negotiable  If  suoh  is  the  manifest  intent  of 
the  maker. 

(June  8.1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Lee  County  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  due  on  an  alleged  promissory  note.  Re- 
verted. 

Statement  by  Given,  J.: 

Plaintiff,  as  assignee  for  value  and  before 
maturity  of  two  promissory  notes  executed  by 
defendants,  payable  "to  Charles  R  WhiteseU 
et  al.  or  order,"  asks  Judgment  thereon, 
and  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  given  by  de- 
fendants to  secure  the  same.  Defendants  an- 
swered that  the  notes  and  mortgage  were 
executed  for  part  of  the  purchase  price  of  cer- 
tain real  estate  sold  to  them  by  Charles  R, 
Emily,  J.  L.  and  Phebe  J.  WhiteseU,  and  for 
which  Charles  R,  J.  L.  and  Phebe  J.  executed 


to  defendants  a  warranty  deed  warranting  the 
title  to  said  property.  The  answer  alleges 
breach  of  the  covenants  of  warranty,  and  dam- 
age in  the  sum  of  $500,  which  defendants 
ask  as  offset  against  the  notes.  Plaintiff  de- 
murred to  the  answer  on  the  ground  that  the 
damages  set  up  were  claims  against  the  payee 
of  the  notes,  and  no  defense  against  the  notes, 
in  his  hands,  he  being  a  purchaser  before  ma- 
turity, and  without  notice;  and  that  the  answer 
sets  up  no  defense  to  said  notes,  as  against  the 
plaintiff,  he  beingan innocent  holder  for  value 
before  maturity.  The  demurrer  was  sustained, 
and  defendants  elected  to  stand  upon  their  an- 
swer, and  refused  to  plead  over,  and  decree  was 
entered  for  plaintiff,  from  which  defendants  ap- 
peal. 

Messrs.  H.  Sooti  Howell  A  Son,  for  ap- 
pellants: 

Certainty  is  the  primary  law  of  negotiability. 
A  promissory  note  in  order  to  be  negotiable 
must  be  certain  as  to  the  amount,  the  maker 
and  the  payee. 

Smith  v.  Mariana.  59  Iowa,  645;  Story, 
Prom.  Notes,;  6th  ed.  $  85;  Parsons,  Bills  and 
Notes,  p.  81;  1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §S 150, 
155;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  2d  ed.  §  $9;  1  fcdw. 
Bills  and  Notes,  8d  ed.  §  140.  See  also  Wood- 
bury v.  Roberts,  59  Iowa,  848. 

A  transfer  of  the  note  can  only  be  by  a  joint 
indorsement  of  all  the  payees. 

Ryhiner  v.  Fei chert,  92  HL  805. 

Messrs.  Craig,  ffloCrstry  A  Craig,  for 
appellee: 

A  negotiable  instrument  is  one  which  may 
be  transferred  by  indorsement  or  delivery,  so 
as  to  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  so  indorsed  or  delivered  in  his  own 
name  on  the  instrument  so  transferred. 

1  Wait,  Act.  and  Del  p.  585,  and  authori- 
ties cited. 

The  additional  words  or  abbreviation  "et 
al."  are  of  no  importance  and  give  to  the  notes 
no  additional  payee.  If  any  words  are  used 
which  indicate  that  the  maker  or  any  other 
party  to  the  instrument  intended  that  it  should 
be  negotiable,  the  law  will  give  effect  to  that 
intention,  as  against  said  party. 

United  States  v.  WMte,  3  Hill,  59:  WiUetsv. 
Phamia  Bank,  2  Duer,  121;  Chitty,  Bills,  Am. 
ed.  1889,  218;  Code,  §  2085. 

A  note  payable  to  the  steamboat  Juda,  and 
its  owners,  or  order,  is  negotiable. 

Moors  v.  Anderson,  8  Ind.  18. 

Given,/., delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
1.  The  discusslonis  addressed  entirely  to  the 
question  whether  the  promissory  notes  sued 
upon  are  negotiable.  It  will  be  observed  that 
they  are  promises  to  pay  to  "Charles  R  White- 
sell  et  al.  or  order."  The  discussion  is  as  to 
the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  words  "et 
al.,9'  and  the  effect  thereof.  The  words,  as  here 
used,  evidently  mean,  "and  others."  Therefore 
the  notes  are  payable  to  Charles  R  WhiteseU 
and  others  or  order,  without  designating  whom 
the  others  are.  To  learn  what  qualities  are  es- 
sential to  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  says  Mr. 


Nora.— As  to  requisites  to  negotiability  of  prom- 1    That  a  note  payable  to  a  man's  "estate"  or  • 
Issory  notes,  see  notes  to  Hegeler  v.Gomstook  (8. 1  is  negotiable,  see  Shaw  v.  Smith*  6  L.  B.  A.  848,  and 
I)ak.)8KR.A.38e;Sleg^ly.  Chicago T.&8av.Bank  I  not^lfiOMass.166. 
(HU7L.B.A.687, 
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Parsons,  in  his  work  on  Notes  and  Bills  (page 
80),  "we  must  bear  in  mind  the  purpose  of  the 
note,  and  of  the  law  in  relation  to  it  This  is 
simplv  that  the  note  may  represent  money, 
and  do  all  the  work  of  money  in  business 
transactions.  For  this  purpose  the  first  requi- 
site— that  thing  which  includes  all  the  rest — 
is  certainty."  "Certainty/'  says  the  author, "as 
to  the  person  who  shall  receive  the  money,  the 
person  or  persons  who  are  to  make  the  pay- 
ment, the  amount  to  be  paid,  and  the  time 
when  payment  is  to  be  made."  In  Story  on 
Promissory  Notes  (§  85),  it  is  said:  "In  in- 
struments designed  for  circulation,  it  is  of  the 
highest  importance  to  know  to  whom  its  obli- 
gations apply,  and  from  whom  a  title  can  secure- 
ly be  derived."  In  Smith  v.  Marland,  59  Iowa, 
649,  it  is  said:  "The  qualities  essential  to  a  ne- 
gotiable promissory  note  are  that  it  shall  possess 
certainty  as  to  the  payor,  the  payee,  the  amount, 
the  time  of  payment  and  the  place  of  pay- 
ment." Such  is  the  rule  uniformly  laid  down  in 
all  the  authorities,  and  it  does  not  require  fur- 
ther citations.  This  case  must  not  be  con- 
founded with  notes  payable  in  the  alternative, 
as  "to  A  or  B;"  it  is  a  promise  to  pay  to  Charles 
R.  Whitesell  and  others  Jointly.  Neither 
must  it  be  confounded  with  notes  payable  to 
bearer,  without  naming  any  payee,  nor  with 
the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  who- 
ever legally  owns  such  a  note  may  recover 
thereon.  These  notes  being  promises  to  pay 
Charles  R.  Whitesell  and  others  Jointly,  White- 
sell  could  not  alone  transfer  them  so  as  to  con- 
vey the  interest  of  the  other  payees  any  more 
than  if  they  had  been  named  in  the  notes.  A 
note  made  to  several  persons  not  partners  can 
only  be  transferred  by  the  Joint  action  of  all  of 
them.  Byhiner  v.  Fbck&rt,  92  DL  805,  "and 
neither  payee  can,  of  course,  indorse  the 
names  of  the  others  without  special  authority." 
Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  155. 

Appellee  contends  that  these  notes  are  in  ac- 
cord with  the  provision  of  section  2085  of  the 
Code.  Turning  to  section  2082,  we  see  that 
notes  in  writing,  signed  by  the  person  prom- 
ising "to  pay  to  another  person  or  his  order  or 
bearer,  or  to  bearer  only,  any  sum  of  money, 
are  negotiable  by  indorsement  or  delivery."  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  promise  must  be  to 
another  person  or  his  order  or  bearer,  and  does 
not  dispense  with  the  certainty  of  which  we 
have  been  speaking  as  to  whom  that  other 
person  is.  Section  2085  is  as  follows:  "In- 
struments by  which  the  maker  promises  to 
pay  a  sum  of  money  in  property  or  labor,  or 
10  pay  or  deliver  property  or  labor,  or  acknowl- 
edges property  or  labor  or  money  to  be  due  to 
another,  are  negotiable  instruments,  with  all 
the  incidents  of  negotiability,  whenever  it  is 
manifest  from  their  terms  that  such  was  the 
intent  of  the  maker:  but  the  use  of  the  tech- 
nical words  'order*  or  'bearer'  alone  will  not 
manifest  such  intent."  Here,  again,  the  prom- 
ise must  be  to  another,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
:he  section  to  modify  the  rule  requiring  cer- 
tainty as  to  whom  that  other  is.  It  is  true,  as 
contended,  that  negotiable  instruments  may  be 
tiansf erred  by  indorsement  or  delivery; 'but 
that  does  not  aid  us  in  determining  whether 
these  particular  instruments  are  negotiable. 
It  is  said  that  Charles  R.  Whitesell  is  the  only 
payee  named.  That  is  true,  but  the  notes 
12L.R.A. 


show  that  he  is  not  the  only  person  to  whom 
payment  is  to  be  made.  If  it  be  true,  as  al- 
leged in  the  answer,  that  the  other  persons 
named,  together  with  Charles  R.,  are  in  fact 
payees  of  the  notes,  then,  surely,  Charles  R 
is  not  the  only  payee,  and  could  not  alone 
transfer  them.  Authorities  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  claim  that,  if  any  words  are  used 
which  indicate  that  the  maker  intended  that 
the  notes  should  be  negotiable,  the  law  wfll 
give  effect  to  that  intention,  as  against  him. 
It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  In  view  of 
the  law  which  requires  certainty  in  negotiable 
instruments  as  to  whom  the  payee  is,  the  fact 
that  it  is  left  uncertain  rather  indicates  an  in- 
tention that  the  instruments  should  not  be  ne- 
gotiable. Appellee  relies  upon  Moore  v.  An- 
der$on,  8  Ind.  18.  That  note  was  payable  to 
steamboat  Juda  and  owners,  and  the  court  held 
that  the  word  *  'owners,"  as  it  occurred  in  the 
note,  sufficiently  indicated  a  person,  within 
the  intent  of  the  law.  It  is  a  familiar  rule 
that,  when  a  person  is  designated  as  payee, 
and  question  arises  as  to  whom  of  several  per- 
sons bearing  the  same  designation  was  meant, 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  which  is  the 
payee.  Parsons,  Mercantile  Law,  88.  Under 
this  rule  it  was  admissible  to  show  who  was 
the  owner  of  the  steamboat,  and  hence  the 
designation  was  sufficient.  In  Grant  v. 
Vaughan,  8  Burr.  1516,  it  is  held  that  a  note 
payable  "to  ship  Fortune  or  bearer  is  negotiable, 
under  the  rule  that,  if  the  name  of  payee  be 
not  the  name  of  a  person,  as  if  it  be  the  name 
of  a  ship,  the  instrument  is  payable  to  bearer." 
See  also  Parsons,  Mercantile  Law,  89.  In  each 
of  these  cases,  a  person  was  designated  as 

Sayee,— in  the  one  as  owner  of  the  steamboat 
uda;  and  in  the  other,  as  bearer.  These  notes 
are  payable  to  Charles  R.  Whitesell  and  others 
or  order.  The  others  are  not  designated  by 
name  or  otherwise,  and  therefore  it  is  uncer- 
tain "as  to  the  persons  who  shall  receive  the 
money,"  "uncertain  to  whom  its  obligations 
apply,  and  from  whom  a  title  can  securely  be 
derived."  We  think  the  district  court  erred 
in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  answer. 
Mcvened, 


Albert  MUSOH 

e. 

Philip  BURKHART,  Appt 

(....Iowa....) 

1.  Tree*  atandlng  on  a  boundary  Uas> 

will  be  presumed  to  belong  to  the  adjoining  own* 
era  as  tenants  m  common. 


Nora.— TenanUin  common;  right  to  rsHs/  oy  fetfimo- 

tUMi 


The  earliest  oases  refused  to  recognise  any  right 
of  one  tenant  In  oommon  to  relief  by  injunction 
against  his  oo-tenants  (Goodwyn  v.  Spray,  2  Dick. 
667);  and  it  is  rarely  granted  at  the  present  time. 
Blood  v.  Blood;  110  Mass.  647. 

A  tenant  in  oommon  win  not  be  restrained  from 
cutting  and  disposing  'of  timber  in  the  absence  of 
an  averment  of  insolvency  or  that  he  is  exceeding 
his  share.  Hihn  v.  Peck,  18  OaL  640;  Arthur  v. 
Lamb,  2  Drew.  &  8. 430. 

One  tenant  will  not  be  enjoined  from  working  a 
silver  mine  in  the  absence  of  willful  injury,  or  of 
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8.  Theeatttiiff  down  of  trees  on  a  boundary 
line  by  one  of  the  oommon  owners  may  be  en- 
joined at  the  suit  of  the  other. 

3.  That  one  owner  hM  est  down  and 
appropriated  part  of  the  trees  on  a 
boundary  line  will  not  defeat  his  right  by  injunc- 
tion to  prevent  the  other  owner  from  cutting 
down  the  remainder. 

(June  8, 180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
District  Court  for  Black  Hawk  County  in 
favor  of  complainant  in  a  suit  brought  to  en- 
Join  the  cutting  down  of  certain  trees.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  J.  Tolerton,  for  appellant: 

If  the  parties  are  joint  owners,  or  these  trees 
are  common  property,  cutting  them  cannot  be 
a  trespass  but  must  be  waste,  and  equity  will 
not  interfere  to  restrain  waste  between  joint 
tenants,  tenants  in  common  or  coparceners,  un- 
less the  defendant  is  insolvent 

High,  Inj.  8  692. 

If  the  cutting  is  trespass  the  plaintiff  must 
clearly  establish:  (1)  his  title;  (2)  that  injury  is 
irreparable. 

High,  Inj.  §§  086,  701,  728,  and  cases  cited  in 

These  trees  are  ordinary  forest  trees,  stand- 
ing directly  on  the  line,  fed  alike  from  the  sofl 
of  both  parties,  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  differ- 
ent agreement,  are  the  common  property  of 
both. 

8  Kent,  Com.  11th  ed.  p.  557,  note  a;  Grif- 
fin v.  Bixby,  12  N.  H.  454. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  damage  is  not 
irreparable;  that  it  can  be  measured  in  money. 
It  shows  that  adequate  compensation  may  be 
recovered  in  law. 

Cowles  y.  Shaw,  2  Iowa,  486;  Bolton  y.  Me- 
ghan*, 67  Iowa,  207;  High,  Inj.  gg  701,  702. 

If  defendant  should  cut  down  the  trees  along 


this  line  he  would  be  a  trespasser;  plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  to  enjoin  him  simply  be- 
cause he  is  a  trespasser. 

Griffin  v.  BisAy,  tupra;  High,  Inj.  g  701, 
and  cases  cited  in  note  6,  also  §718;  Wilton  v. 
HugheU,  Morris  (Iowa)  461;  Waterloo  v.  Water- 
loo 8t.  B.  Go.  71  Iowa,  188. 

Messrs.  Mullen  A  Hon,  for  appellee: 

Trees  standing  and  growing  on  a  division 
line  are  common  property,  as  to  which  the  own- 
ers of  adjoining  parcels  of  land  are  tenants  in 
common;  and  an  action  of  trespass  will  lie  by 
the  one  against  the  other  who  attempts  to  cut 
down  and  destroy  them  without  the  consent  of 
his  co-tenant. 

Hoffman  v.  Armstrong.  46  Barb.  887;  Griffin 
y.  Sixty.  12  N.  H.  454;  Dubai*  y.  Beaver,  25 
N.  Y.  128. 

If  the  trees  have  special  value  and  one  of  the 
co-tenants  derives  from  them  some  special  ad- 
vantage, benefit  or  enjoyment,  beyond  the  act- 
ual value  of  trees  as  trees,  courts  of  equity  will 
not  hesitate  to  interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain 
his  co-tenant  from  cutting  down  and  destroy- 
ing the  same  and  depriving  him  of  the  special 
value,  benefit  and  enjoyment  which  he  derives 
therefrom. 

2  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  g  928;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
g  1857;  Sarles  v.  Sarles,  8  Sandf.  Ch.  601,  7L. 
ed.  872;  Daubenspeek  v.  Grear,  18  Cal.  448; 
Wilson  y#  Mineral  Point,  88  Wis.  160;  Shipley 
y.  Bitter,  7  Md.  408. 

Belief  will  not  be  withheld  because  the  bill 
omits  to  charge  the  injury  as  irreparable,  pro- 
vided sufficient  facts  are  alleged  to  satisfy  the 
court  that  such  would  be  the  case. 

Davie  y.  Reed,  14  Md.  152. 

An  injury  is  irreparable  when  it  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  the  injured  party  cannot  be  ade- 
quately compensated  therefor  in  damages,  or 
when  the  damage  which  may  result  therefrom 
cannot  be  measured  by  any  pecuniary  stand- 
ard. 

Wilson  y.  Mineral  Point,  supra. 


unnecessary  injury  or  destruction  caused  by  negli- 
gence or  unsldllfulness.  MoCord  v.  Oakland  Q. 
Min.Co.64  0aL145. 

The  court  refused  an  injunction  where  the  tenant 
in  possetsion  owned  eight  twentieths  of  the  whole, 
had  made  improvements  to  the  amount  of  $2,000 
and  answered  that  he  only  intended  to  out  the  wood 
and  timber  from  two  acres  near  the  barn,  and  de- 
nied all  Intention  to  oommlt  waste.  Obert  v.  Obert, 
6N.J.Bq.897. 

An  injunction  will  not  lie  to  restrain  one  tenant 
from  removing  oil  from  a  tank,  since  it  has  a  mar- 
ket value  and  compensation  can  be  had  at  law  for 
the  removal.   Mason  v.  Norria,  18  Grant,  Ch.  600. 

A  few  exceptions  have  been  made  to  the  rule, 
where  there  are  strong  reasons  for  granting  the 
relief. 

Destruction  of  property  by  insolvent. 

Insolvency  of  the  tenant  in  possession  was  soon 
recognised  as  a  ground  for  granting  the  relief 
(Smallman  v.  Onions,  8  Bro.  Ch.  623),  even  though 
be  was  merely  committing  waste.  Stout  v.  Curry, 
9  West  Bep.  882, 110  Ind.  614. 

It  may  also  be  granted  for  destruction  of  the  oom- 
mon property,  but  not  for  acts  which  amount  sim- 
ply to  an  ouster.  Durham  &  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Wawn,  8 
Beay.119. 

So  it  may  be  granted  for  malicious  destruction  of 
property,  but  not  to  stay  mere  equitable  waste. 
Hole  v.  Thomas,  7  Ves.  Jr.  688. 
12L.R.A. 


Where  the  land  was  valuable  only  for  timber,  out- 
ting  the  timber  would  amount  to  a  destruction  of 
the  property  and  would  be  enjoined.  Proudfootv. 
Bush,  7  Grant,  Ch.  618;  Coffin  v.  Loper,  26  N.  J.  Bq. 
444;  Atkinson  v.  Hewitt,  51  Wis.  281. 

It  may  be  granted  to  restrain  waste,  destruction 
or  removal  of  chattels  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.    Low  v.  Holmes,  17  N.  J.  Bq.  162. 

It  has  been  granted  to  restrain  one  tenant  from 
cutting  timber  growing  on  the  land  and  not  wanted 
for  the  necessary  use  of  the  farm,  Hawley  v. 
Clowes,  2  Johns.  Ch.  122,1  L.  ed.  818. 

One  tenant  in  oommon  will  be  enjoined,  at  the 
suit  of  his  co-tenant,  from  digging  earth  for  brloks 
on  the  joint  property.  Dougall  v.  Foster,  4  Grant* 
Ch.  818. 

Tenants  having  special  fiduciary  relations  to  each 
other. 

It  will  be  granted  where  one  tenant  has  beoome 
by  agreement  the  occupying  tenant  of  the  other. 
Twort  v.  Twort,  16  Ves.  Jr.  182. 

Where  one  tenant  was  trustee  for  the  other,  his 
rights  as  tenant  were  subordinate  to  his  duty  as 
trustee,  and  he  was  restrained  from  cutting  timber. 
Christie  v.  8aunders  2  Grant,  Ch.  670. 

Where  one  of  the  tenants  was  the  mother  of  the 
others  and  married  an  insolvent,  who  went  to  reside 
on  and  manage  the  oommon  property ,  he  was  re- 
strained from  selling  crops  until  he  secured  the 
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One  co-tenant  will  not  be  permitted  to  injure 
or  destroy  the  property  held  In  common  by 
him  and  his  co-tenants  without  the  consent  of 
all,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  at  once  inter- 
fere by  injunction  to  restrain  such  injury  or 
destruction. 

High,  Id  j.  2d  ed.  8  092;  Hawley  v.  Clowes, 
2  Johns.  Gh.  122,  1  L.  ed.  816;  Atkinson  v. 
Hewitt,  51  Wis.  281;  Spear  v.  Gutter,  4  How. 
Pr.  177. 

Robinson*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court: 

Plaintiff  owns  the  S.  4  of  the  N.  W.  i  of 
section  16,  in  township  90  N.,  of  range  18  W.,  in 
Black  Hawk  County,  and  occupies  it  as  a  place 
of  residence  for  himself  and  family.  His 
dwelling-house,  barn  and  other  buildings  are 
on  the  land  described,  and  near  its  northwest 
corner.  The  defendant  owns  the  N.  W.  ±  of 
the  quarter-section  described,  and  the  south 
boundary  line  of  his  land  is  the  north  'bound- 
ary line  of  the  west  part  of  the  land  of  plain- 
tiff. About  twenty  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  one  Jeffers,  who 
then  owned  the  land  now  owned  by  plaintiff, 
planted  along  and  on  the  north  boundary  line 
thereof,  for  a  distance  of  about  thirty  rods, 
commencing  at  the  northwest  corner,  a  line  of 
Cottonwood  trees.  They  hare  grown  to  a 
height  of  from  thirty  to  sixty  feet,  and  their 
trunks  have  a  diameter,  near  the  ground,  of 
from  one  to  two  feet  The  average  space  be- 
tween them  is  about  three  feet.  The  plaintiff 
has  attached  barbed  wires  to  the  north  side  of 
the  trees,  thus  making  a  wire  fence.  He 
claims  that  the  fence  is  needed;  that  the  trees 
are  of  great  value  to  him  as  a  wind-break;  that 
they  afford  valuable  protection  from  storm 
and  winter  winds  to  his  buildings  and  stock; 
and  that  defendant  has  threatened  to  destroy 
the  fence,  and  to  cut  down  and  remove  the 
trees;  and  that  unless  restrained  he  will  do  so. 
The  defendant  claims  that,  by  agreement  with 


plaintiff,  a  division  of  their  common  boundary 
line  was  made  for  the  purposes  of  fencing,  by 
which  plaintiff  was  to  maintain  a  fence  on  tlie 
east  half  of  the  line,  and  the  defendant  on  the 
remainder;  that  the  trees  described  have  thrown 
out  roots,  which  extend  for  many  feet  in  his 
land;  that  by  reason  of  such  roots,  and  the 
shade  of  the  trees,  a  strip  of  his  land  four  or 
five  rods  wide,  north  of  the  trees,  has  been 
rendered  unproductive.  He  denies  that  the 
trees  are  of  any  value  to  plaintiff;  claims  that 
he  has  a  right  to  cut  and  remove  them,  for  the 
reason  that  they  are  a  damage  to  him,  and  for 
the  further  reason  that  plaintiff  has  cut  and 
taken  away  some  of  those  originally  planted 
there,  and  he  claims  the  right  to  do  the  same. 
He  admits  that  he  had  threatened  and  fully  in- 
tended to  cut  down  those  now  standing.  The 
evidence  shows  that  the  trees  are  of  value 
to  plaintiff,  and  that  they  damage  the  defend- 
ant; also  that  they  stand  on  the  common  bound- 
ary line.  They  were  planted  before  defend- 
ant acquired  title  to  the  land  he  now  owns. 
Under  what  agreement,  if  any,  between  the 
owners  of  the  two  tracts  of  land,  they  were 

Elanted,  does  not  appear,  although  Jeffers  and 
is  grantees  seem  to  have  cared  for  them  as 
their  own.  They  stand  upon  and  draw  sus- 
tenance from  both  tracts  of  land,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  a  showing  to  the  contrary,  it  must 
be  presumed  that  they  are  owned  by  the  par- 
ties to  this  action  as  tenants  in  common.  Du- 
bois v.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  124;  Griffin  v.  Bixby, 
12  N.  H.  456. 

When  one  tenant  in  common  destroys  the 
subject  of  the  tenancy,  he  is  liable  to  his  co- 
tenant  for  the  damage  he  thereby  sustains. 
Dubois  v.  Beaver,  supra.  A  court  of  equity 
will,  by  injunction,  restrain  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon, at  the  suit  of  another,  from  doing  a  serious 
injury  to  the  common  estate.  1  High,  Inj. 
§  844.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  commission 
of  a  trespass  may  be  restrained  by  injunction. 
Grant  v.  Grow,  47  Iowa,  688;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 


share  of  plaintiff,  a  female  twenty-two  years  of 
age.    Bates  v.  Martin,  12  Grant,  Ch.  480. 

Bo  where  landlord  and  tenant  were  tenants  tn 
common  of  the  crop,  and  the  landlord  had  been 
damaged  more  than  its  value  by  the  mismanage- 
ment of  the  tenant,  who  was  insolvent,  the  tenant 
was  restrained  from  removing  and  selling  the  crop. 
Lewis  v.  Christian,  40  Ga.  187. 

Where  the  tenants  in  common  had  only  an  equi- 
table title,  the  legal  title  being  in  a  surviving  trus- 
tee, and  the  tenant  In  possession  was  Insolvent,  the 
court  granted  the  injunction.  Smallman  v.  Onions, 
8Bro.Ch.6aa. 

InparUUon  autta. 

Injunction  may  be  granted  to  preserve  the  rights 
of  the  parties  to  a  partition  suit.  Weise  v.  Welsh, 
OON.J.Eq.484. 

But  even  after  decree  for  sale  In  partition  the  ten- 
ant in  possession  will  not  be  restrained  from  sell- 
ing the  crops  grown  on  the  land  although  be  may 
be  restrained  from  destruction  of  the  property  or 
waste.    Bailey  v.  Hobson,  L.  B.  5  Ch.  App.  180. 

The  execution  of  a  decree  for  actual  partition  of 
land  may  be  enjoined  to  enable  the  court  to  deter- 
mine whether  actual  partition  or  sale  will  be  most 
for  the  Interest  of  the  parties.  Gash  v.  Ledbetter, 
6  Ired.  Eq.  188. 

Fending  the  partition  proceedings  equity  will  not 
Interfere  with  the  possession  of  the  premises,  nor 
12  L.R.  A. 


will  It  enjoin  one  tenant  from  proceeding  to  collect 
his  portion  of  the  rent  due.  High,  Inj.  8 844,  citing 
Hughes  v.  D'Aroy,  8  Ir.  Eq.  Bep.  71. 

Astermfctfna  vatsr  riaWa, 

Injunction  may  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving water  rights  which  are  held  In  common. 
Bliss  v.  Bioe,  17  Pick.  80. 

So  one  tenant  in  common  may  be  enjoined  from 
wasting  water  from  a  common  reservoir.  Ballon 
v.  Wood.  8  Cuflh.  48. 

One  tenant  in  common  of  a  water-power,  who 
also  o  wns  a  dam  and  mill  higher  up  the  stream,  will 
be  restrained  from  drawing  so  much  water  from 
the  stream  at  his  upper  mill  as  to  destroy  the  wa- 
ter-power held  in  oommon.  Kennedy  v.  Soovil, 
12  Conn.  827. 

But  one  tenant  In  oommon  of  water-power  will 
not  be  restrained  from  occasionally  using  more 
than  his  share  of  the  water  where  his  co-tenant  has 
no  means  of  utilizing  his  share  and  has  never  sued 
for  damages  for  the  excessive  use  made  by  the 
other.   Norrls  v.  Hill,  1  Mioh.  202. 

OoUecttonaffadomenL 
To  restrain  the  collection  of  a  judgment  at  law 
by  one  tenant  in  oommon  against  the  other  until 
an  account  can  be  taken,  the  bill  must  distinctly 
charge  the  Insolvency  of  the  Judgment  creditor. 
McLendon  v.  Hooks,  15  Ga,  588. 


1891. 


Fobt  Smith  &  Van  Bubbn  Bbidgb  Go.  t.  Hawkers. 


487 


§g  928,  929.  It  is  said  that  an  injunction  will 
not  be  allowed  to  restrain  the  commission  of  a 
trespass  where  the  recovery  of  damages  in  an 
action  at  law  would  be  an  adequate  remedy 
for  the  inquiries  which  would  result  from  the 
trespass,  ft  committed,  and  that,  to  authorize 
such  an  injunction,  the  in  iury  threatened  must 
be  irreparable.  It  was  said  in  Wilson  v.  Min- 
eral Point,  89  Wis.  164,  that  "an injury  is  ir- 
reparable when  it  Is  of  such  a  nature  that  the 
injured  party  cannot  be  adequately  compen- 
sated therefor  in  damages,  or  when  the  dam- 
ages which  may  result  therefrom  cannot  be 
measured  by  any  certain  pecuniary  standard." 
It  was  further  held  in  that  case  that  the  de- 
struction of  trees  and  shrubbery  growing  upon 
premises  occupied  as  a  -home  by  the  plaintiff 
would  be,  in  a  legal  sense,  an  irreparable  in- 
Jury  to  him. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  cut- 
ting down  of  the  trees  would  damage  him  to 
the  amount  of  $200.  But  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  damages  would  not  be  irreparable 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear that  plaintiff  is  willing  to  suffer  the  dam- 
ages for  the  sum  named.  The  trees  cannot  be 
replaced,  nor  can  their  benefit  to  plaintiff,  and 
the  comfort  and  satisfaction  he  derives  from 
them,  be  accurately  measured  by  a  pecuniary 
standard.  The  use  which  defendant  purposes 
to  make  of  them  is  not  the  one  for  which  they 
were  designed,  nor  the  only  one  for  which  they 
are  adapted.  There  are  many  cases  where 
lights  conflict,  or  where  they  are  In  dispute,  in 
which  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  by 
injunction  to  prevent  an  impending  injury,  so 


long  as  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  for 
the  injury  threatened.  But  in  this  case  there 
is  no  dispute  as  to  the  material  facts  involved, 
and  the  respective  rights  of  the  parties  are 
known.  The  plaintiff  has  an  interest  in  the 
trees  for  which  he  cannot  be  compelled,  at  the 
election  of  defendant,  to  accept  a  money  con- 
sideration. A  person  is  not  obliged  to  suffer 
his  property  to  be  destroyed  at  the  will  of  an- 
other, even  though  he  may  be  able  to  recover 
ample  pecuniary  compensation  therefor.  This 
is  especially  true  of  property  like  trees,  planted 
for  and  adapted  to  a  certain  use,  and  serving 
a  special  purpose.  Their  owner  has  an  interest 
in  them  which  he  may  protect,  and  to  be  de- 
prived of  it  without  his  consent  would  be  to 
suffer  irreparable  injury  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law.  It  appears  in  this  case  that  plain- 
tiff has  cut  down  and  appropriated  a  few  of 
the  trees  which  at  one  time  constituted  a  part 
of  the  line  of  trees  in  question,  but  the  fact 
does  not  authorize  defendant  to  cut  down  and 
remove  the  remainder.  The  trees  cause  him 
some  damage,  but  not  sufficient  to  authorize 
him  to  destroy  them.  The  decree  of  the  dis- 
trict court  enjoined  defendant  "  from  tearing 
down  or  interfering  with  the  fence  on  said  line, 
and  from  in  any  manner  interfering  with  said 
trees."  This  must  be  construed  in  connection 
with  the  injury  threatened  and  the  relief  asked, 
to  enjoin  defendant  from  destroying  or  in  any 
manner  injuring  the  trees  and  fence.  It  was 
not  designed  to  prevent  him  from  taking  care 
of  the  trees  and:  maintaining  the  fence.  His 
right  to  do  so  is  as  neat  as  that  of  plaintiff. 
Tlie  decree  of  the  District  (hurt  is  affirmed. 
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FORT  SMITH  &  VAN  BUREN  BRIDGE 
CO.  et  al.,  Appts., 

9. 

James  D.  HAWKINS,  Tax  Collector  of  Craw- 
ford County. 

<....Ark....J 

1«  The  same  role  governs  as  to  the 
boundaries  on  streams  of  water  of  incorpor- 
ated territories  and  of  lands  of  individuals. 

8*  The  boundary  of  an  incorporated 
town  or  city  on  a  navigable  river  in 
Arkansas,  like  that  of  an  Individual  proprietor* 
extends  only  to  high-water  mark,  although  the 
oonnty  boundary  goes  to  the  middle  of  the  chan- 
nel. 

3.  Only  that  part  of  a  bridge  across  a 
navigable  river  which  1b  above  high- water 
mark  can  be  taxed  by  the  municipal  corporation 
in  Arkansas,  although  one  half  of  the  bridge  is 
within  the  oonnty  in  which  the  municipality  1b 
situated. 

<Haya,189L> 


APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Crawford  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
the  collection  of  taxes  assessed  on  complainant's 
bridge.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Clayton,  Briuolara  A  Forres- 
ter, for  appellants: 

The  plat  defining  the  limits  of  a  city  is  con- 
strued the  same  as  grants  by  deed,  when  the 
boundary  is  to  be  ascertained. 

State  v.  Canterbury,  28  N.  H.  190. 

The  land  so  granted  was  on  the  margin  of 
the  Arkansas  layer,  a  navigable  stream.  Nav- 
igable rivers  only  are  meandered. 

Lester,  Land  Laws,  714. 

The  boundary  to  lands  bordering  on  rivers 
and  lakes  is  the  meandered  line  established  by 
the  government  surveyors. 

Granger?.  Swart,  1  Woolw.  88. 

Therefore  the  common-law  doctrine  is  not 
applicable  to  such  streams. 

La  Plaisance  Bay  Harbor  do.  v.  Monroe  Com- 
mon Council,  Walk.  Ch.  168. 

The  American  doctrine  is  that  grants  of 


Nora— The  arguments  and  authorities  on  the  re- 
spective sides  of  the  vexed  question  as  to  the  ex- 
tent of  title  of  one  owning  land  on  a  navigable 
stream  so  fully  appear  in  the  briefs  of  counsel  in 
this  case  that  little  value  oould  be  added  to  the  case 
12L.R.A. 


by  annotation,  especially  since  the  court  follows 
the  safe  rule  of  making  the  general  doctrine  upon 
the  subject  as  adopted  in  a  State  apply  equally  to 
all  whether  individuals  or  municipalities. 
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lands  upon  navigable  rivers,  under  title  derived 
from  the  United  States,  extend  only  to  the 
margin  of  the  stream. 

Gould,  Waters,  $876,  78,  and  note 5;  Good- 
winr.  'Thompson,  15  Lea,  300, 64  Am.  Rep.  410; 
Packer?.  Bird,  71  Cal.  185;  1  U.  8.  Stat.  atL. 
468,  §  9;  2  U.  S.  Stat  at.  L.  285,  §  17;  U.  8. 
Rev.  Stat.  §  2476;  St.  Paul  A  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Schurmeier,  74  U.  S.  7  Wall.  272, 19  L.  ed.  74; 
8tuart  v.  Clark,  2  Swan,  1;  Chicago  A  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Stein,  75  I1L  41;  Forsyth  v.  Smalt,  7  Bias. 
201;  HaightY.  Keokuk,  4  Iowa,  109;  The  Gene- 
$ee  Chief,  58  U.  S.  12  How.  454.  455,  18  L.  ed. 
1068;  Tomlin  v.  Dubuque,  B.  A  M.  JR.  Co.  82 
Iowa,  106;  Wood  v.  Fowler,  26  Kan.  682. 

And  to  hold  to  high-water  mark  only. 

Hartley  v.  Crawford,  81*  Pa.  486;  Stover  ▼. 
Jack,  60  Pa.  889, 100  Am.  Dec.  569,  note;  Poor 
v.  MeClure,  77  Pa.  219;  Chapman  v.  Kimball, 
9  Conn.  40;  McManusY.  Carmichael,  8  Iowa, 
54;  People  v.  Canal  Appraisers,  88  N.  Y.  461; 
Barney  v.  Keokuk,  9417.  S.  825,  24  L.  ed.  224; 
PoUardY.  Hag  an,  44  U.  8.  8  How.  212,  11  L. 
ed.  565;  Arnold  v.  Mundy,  1  Halst.  1, 10  Am. 
Dec.  885,  note  and  authorities  cited;  Gould  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  522. 12  Barb.  616; 
Langdon  v.  New  York,  98  N.  Y.  144;  Be  Stolen 
Island  Rapid  Transit  Co.  4  Gent.  Rep.  515, 108 
N.  Y.  260;  Packer  v.  Bird,  184  U.  8. 661,  84  L. 
ed.  819,  82  Cent.  L.  J.  294. 

The  supreme  court  of  this  State  has  followed 
the  American  doctrine  as  above  enunciated. 

SL  Louis,  1.M.AS.R.  Co.  ▼.  Ramsey,  8  L. 
R.  A.  559,  58  Ark.  814. 

Navigability  in  fact,  and  not  the  ebb  and 
flow  of  the  tide,  is  the  test  by  which  the  char- 
acter of  a  stream  is  determined;  and  the 
great,  but  tideless,  waters  of  the  State  are  there- 
fore navigable  waters. 

LitUeBock,  M.R.AT.  R.  Co.  v.  Brooks,  89 
Ark.  408;  NesbitY.  Gamer,  1  L.  R.  A.  152,  75 
Iowa,  814,  9  Am.  St  Rep.  488;  Miller  v.  New 
York,  109  U.  S.  88&-896,  27  L.  ed.  971-975; 
Hickok  v.  Hine,  28  Ohio  St.  528;  Benson  v. 
Morrow,  61  Mo.  845;  Weise  v.  Smith,  8  Or.  445; 
Collins  y.  Benbury,  8  Ired.  L.  277, 88  Am.  Dec. 
722;  Carson  y.  Blazer,  2  Binn.  476,  4  Am.  Dec. 
468;  United  States  v.  MonteUo,  87  U.  8.  20 
Wall.  480-445.  22  L.  ed.  891-895;  Monongahela 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Kirk,  46  Pa.  112,  84  Am.  Dec. 
540,  note;  Stuart  v.  Clark,  2  Swan,  9,  58  Am. 
Dec.  49;  Packer  v.  Bird,  supra;  Washb.  Easem. 
and  Serv.  4th  ed.  pp.  546,  547;  Tiedeman,  Real 
Prop.  §  885;  Escanaba  A  L.  M.  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Chicago.  107  U.  8.  678-682, 27  L.  ed.  442;  Little 
Rock,M.RAT.R.Oo.  v.  Brooks,  89  Ark.  408. 

Messrs.  Turner  A  Turner,  Nimrod  Tor- 
man  and  E.  D.  Peirce,  for  appellee: 

The  river  being  established  as  the  boundary, 
it  makes  the  City  of  Van  Buren  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor on  the  Arkansas  River,  and  thereby 
extends  the  limits  of  the  corporation  to  the 
middle  of  the  Arkansas  River,  not  only  on  the 
Hue  of  the  railroad,  but  at  every  other  point  on 
the  thread  of  the  stream  opposite  the  river 
front  of  said  town. 

Jones  y.  Soulard,  65  U.  S.  24  How.  41,  16  L. 
ed.  604;  Howard  v.  IngersoU,  54  U.  S.  18  How. 
421,  422,  14  L.  ed.  206,  207;  State  v.  Columbia, 
27  S.  C.  187;  St.  Louis  Bridge  Co.  v.  East  St. 
Louis,  10  West.  Rep.  610,  121  111.  288. 

Chancellor  Kent  says:  "The  right  of  sov- 
ereignty in  public  rivers  above  the  flow  of  the 
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tide  is  the  same  as  in  tide  water;  they  are  huris 
publiei  except  that  the  proprietors  adjoining 
such  rivers  own  the  soil  adfllvm  aqum  [referring 
to  Hale,  De  Jure  Maris,  chaps.  4-6J.  But 
grants  of  land  bounded  on  rivers,  or  upon  the 
margins  of  the  same,  or  along  the  same  above 
tide  water,  carry  the  exclusive  right  and  title 
of  the  grantee  to  the  center  of  the  stream,  un- 
less the  terms  of  the  grant  clearly  denote  the 
intention  to  stop  at  the  edge  or  margin  of  the 
river." 

8  Kent,  Com.  18th  ed.  *427,  notes  and  ci- 
tations; Berry  v.  Snyder,  8  Bush,  266. 

The  question  of  the  extent  of  admiralty  ju- 
risdiction has  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  ri- 
parian rights. 

The  Genesee  Chief,  08  U.  S.  12  How.  448, 13 
L.  ed.  105a 

The  doctrine  that  the  riparian  owner  of  land 
is  thereby  the  owner  of  the  soil  of  the  stream 
to  its  center  applies  to  the  great  rivers  in  this 
country  like  the  Mississippi,  subject  to  the  pub- 
lic easement  of  passing  over  the  same  in  boats 
or  river  craft,  and  doing  whatever  is  necessary 
to  use  it  as  a  highway. 

8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  pp.  858-855,  and  notes; 
Dogan  v.  Seekright,  4  Lead.  Cas.  Am.  Law 
Real  Prop.  pp.  870-B76,  note;  Ex  parte  Jen- 
nings, 6  Cow.  518,  note;  The  Magnolia  v. 
Marshall,  89  Miss.  100;  MiddletonY.  Pritchard, 
4  HI.  610;  Morgan  y.  Reading,  8  Smedes  &  M. 
866;  8  Kent,  Com.  *428,  note  d. 

The  common  law,  as  laid  down  bv  Kent, 
Washburn  and  other  text-writers,  and  as  de- 
clared in  the  opinions  just  cited,  has  been  rec- 
ognized by  a  majority  of  the  American  States, 
and  is  sustained  by  a  decided  preponderance  of 
authority. 

See  Thompson  v.  Androscoggin  Biter  Imp. 
Co.  54  N.  H.  548;  State  v.  Canterbury,  28  N. 
H.  195;  State  v.  GUmanton,  14  N.  H.  467; 
Claremont  Proprs.  v.  Carleton,  2  N.  H.  869; 
Pratt  v.  State,  6  Conn.  888;  Chapman  y.  Kim- 
ball, 9  Conn.  88;  Fletcher  v.  Phelps,  28  Yt  862; 
Brown  v.  Ghadboume,  81  Me.  9;  Veazie  v.  Dwi- 
nel,  50  Me.  479;  Berry  v.  Carle,  8  Me.  269; 
Spring  y.  Russell,  7  Me.  278,  290;  Com.  y.  Olta- 
pin,  5  Pick.  199;  BardweU  v.  Ames,  22  Pick. 
838;  Hopkins  Academy  v.  Dickinson,  9  Cush. 
544;  Chenango  Bridge  Co.  v.  Paige,  88  N.  T. 
178;  Pierrepont  v.  Loveless,  72  N.  T.  211;  Mott 
v.  Mott,  68  N.  Y.  246;  Luee  y.  GarUy,  24 
Wend.  451:  Canal  Fund  Comrs.  y.  KempshaU, 
26  Wend.  404;  Ex  parte  Jennings,  supra;  Va- 
rick  v.  Smith,  9  Paige,  547,  4  L.  ed.  811;  Gavit 
v.  Chambers,  8  Ohio,  496;  Walker  v.  Board  of 
Public  Works,  16  Ohio,  540;  June  v.  PurceU, 
86  Ohio  St.  896;  Middleton  v.  Pritchard,  supra; 
Illinois  A  M.  Canal  Trustees  v.  Haven,  10  HI. 
548:  Ensminger  v.  People,  47  111.  884;  Chicago 
v.  Laflin,  49  111.  172;  Chicago  v.  McGinn,  51 
111.  266;  Hubbard  v.  BeU,  54  HI.  110;  Chicago 
A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Stein,  76  DL  41;  McCormick  y. 
Huse,  78  HL  868;  McNamara  v.  Seaton,  82  HI. 
498;  Cobb  v.  LavaUe,  89  HI.  884;  Mississippi 
River  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lonergan,  91  HL  515;  Bris- 
tol v.  Carroll  County,  95  HL  84;  Washington 
Ice  Co.  v.  ShortaU,  101  HL  46;  Piper  v.  Con, 
nelly,  108  HI.  646;  Buttenuth  y.  St.  Louis 
Bridge  Co.  14  West  Rep.  551.  128  HL  585; 
Fuller  y.  Dauphin,  14  West  Rep.  861,  124  111. 
542;  The  Magnolia  v.  Marshall,  89  Miss.  110; 
Morgan  v.  Reading,  8  Smedes  &  M.  866;  Ho- 
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moehitts  Biter  Oomr$.  v.  Withers,  89  Miss.  81; 
Jones  y.  Psttibone,  8  Wis.  808;  Stevens  Feint 
Boom  Co.  v.  BeiUy,  4*  Wis.  296.  46  Wis.  887; 
Oohn  v.  WausauBoom  Oo.  47  Wis.  814;  Walker 
t.  Shepardson,  4  Wis.  486, 2  Wis.  884;  Mariner 
t.  Schulte,  18  Wis.  892;  CbM  v.  Smith,  16  Wis. 
666;  Wood  ▼.  JJiuto,  17  Wis.  417;  Harrington 
v.  Edwards.  17  Wis.  686;  Fata  v.  Jfcdrf, 18 
Wis.  118;  <?**  v.  White,  20  Wis.  426;  fas- 
eonsin  Biver  Imp.  Oo,  v.  Lyons,  80  Wis.  61; 
Greene  v.  Nunnemacher,  86  Wis.  60;  Olson  ▼. 
Merrill,  42  Wis.  208;  Lorman  v.  Bw*>/i,  8 
Mich.  18;  Rice  v.  ffwAifaian,  10  Mich.  126; 
Morris  v.  Bill,  1  Mich.  202;  Byan  v.  Brown, 
18  Mich.  196;  Clark  v.  Campau,  19  Mich.  826; 
Fataw  v.  Peters,  26  Mich.  606;  Bay  City  Gas- 
Light  Oo.  ▼.  Industrial  Works,  28  Mich.  182; 
Grand  Rapids  Boom  Co.  v.  Jarvis,  80  Mich. 
806;  Thunder  Bay  Biter  Boom  Oo.  v.  Speedily, 

81  Mich.  886;  JfaswMy.  £ty  Otfy  Arufee  & 
41  Mich.  468;  Berry  v.  £nycfer,  8  Bush,  266; 
Jftfcr  v.  Hepburn,  8  Bash,  826;  Arnold  v. 
Ifeiufr,  6N.J.L  1;  Martin  v.  ffiufcfett,  41 U. 
8. 16  Pet  867. 10  L.  ed.  997;  Bundle  v.  Dela- 
ware &B.  Canal  Oo,  1  WalL  Jr.  276,  66  U.  8. 
14  How.  91, 14  L.  ed.  889;  Cobb  v.  Davenport, 

82  N.  J.  L.  869;  Delaney  v.  Boston,  2  Harr. 
(Del.)  489;  £fefef  y.  Polk,  6  Harr.  (Del)  826; 
Browne  v.  Kennedy,  6  Har.  &  J.  196;  Ridgely 
▼.  Johnson,  1  Bland,  Ch.  816,  note;  Baltimore 
v.  McKim,  8  Bland,  Ch.  468;  Owey  v.  ink**, 
1  GUI,  480;  Day  v.  Day,  22  Md.  680;  QoodseU 
v.  Lawson,  42  Md.  848;  Chapman  y.  HoMns,  2 
Md.  Ch.  486;  Twna  t.  Harrison,  6  Oa.  180; 
•Am*  v.  Water  Lot  Co.  18  Ga.  689;  Stanford  y. 
Mangin,  80  Oa.  866;  Hendrick  ▼.  Ox?*,  4  Ga. 
241;  MeCuUough  v.  TFaff,  4  Rich.  L.  68;  &afe 
▼.  Columbia,  87  8.  C.  187. 

This  question  was  never  before  this  court  for 
adjudication  until  presented  in  the  late  case  of 
St.Louis,[I.  M.&  8.R.C0.Y.  Ramsey,SIi. R.  A. 
669,  68  Ark.  814,  although  there  has  been  an 
unmistakable  recognition  of  the  common-law 
doctrine  of  riparian  ownership. 

Warren  y.  Chambers,  25  Ark.  120;  Little 
Bock,  M.  R.  d  T.  R.  Oo.  v.  Brooks,  89  Ark. 
408. 

An  examination  of  the  adjudged  cases  in 
which  it  has  been  sought  to  abrogate  the  com- 
mon-law doctrine  that  the  riparian  proprietor 
on  all  fresh-water  streams  takes  ad  medium 
filvm,  shows  that  they  are  placed  upon  unsound 
reasons. 

The  first  reason,  viz.:  that  in  England, 
whence  the  common-law  doctrine  came,  there 
were  no  streams  navigable  in  fact  in  which  the 
tide  did  not  ebb  and  now,  is  untrue. 

Camden,  in  his  Britannica,  enumerates  668 
rivers  and  streams  in  England  and  Wales,  of 
which  probably  as  many  as  60  are  navigable, 
the  Thames  and  Severn  each  being  navigable 
for  about  160  miles  above  tide  water  for  large 
barges. 

An  inspection  of  Lord  Hale's  Treatise,  "Be 
Jure  Maris,"  discloses  that  the  distinction  be- 
tween rivers  navigable  in  fact  above  tide  wa- 
ter and  rivers  navigable  in  the  strict  legal  sense 
as  being  arms  of  the  sea  was  as  familiar  to  the 
English  judge  as  to  the  American  jurist 

A  second  reason,  viz.:  that,  in. the  United 
States,  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  has  been  extended  to  the  great  lakes  and 
the  large  fresh- water  streams,  while  in  England 
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it  is  limited  to  waters  in  which  the  tide  ebbs  and 
flows.  That,  as  an  innovation  has  been  made 
in  the  common-law  doctrine,  and  the  old  crite- 
rion discarded  touching  the  subject  of  admiral- 
ty jurisdiction,  that  criterion  should  be  aban- 
doned in  determining  the  rights  of  riparian 
owners. 

The  case  of  The  Genesee  Chief,  68  U.  8.  12 
How.  448,  18  L.  ed.  1068,  which  is  relied  upon 
as  establishing  this  doctrine,  related  alone  to 
the  question  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  on  the 
lakes  and  rivers,  and  had  not  the  slightest  re- 
lation to  or  bearing  on  the  riparian  rights  of 
persons  living  on  the  borders  of  our  great  nav- 
igable rivers. 

See  Jones  v.  Soulard,  65  U.  8.  24  How.  41, 
16  L.  ed.  604. 

A  third  ground  is  predicated  on  the  several 
Acts  of  Congress  making  provision  for  the  sur- 
vey and  sale  of  public  lands  bordering  on  pub- 
lic navigable  rivers,  and  on  the  various  federal 
statutes  declaring,  in  one  form  or  another, 
that  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  common  highways  and  forever  free. 

See  St.  Paul  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sehurmeier,  74 
U.  S.  7  Wall.  272, 19  L.  ed.  74. 

It  was  not  the  purpose  of  Congress  in  these 
enactments  to  declare  any  new  rules  touching 
riparian  proprietorship. 

The  remarks  of  the  court  in  St.  Paul  <6  P. 
B.  Oo.  v.  Selturmeier,  supra,  so  far  as  they  are 
in  opposition  to  the  common-law  doctrine,  are 
simply  obiter  dicta  and  are  not  authority. 

Carroll  y.  Carroll,  67  U.  S.  16  How.  287,  14 
L.  ed.  941.  See  St.  Clair  County  v.  Loving- 
ston,  90  U.  8.  28  Wall.  66,  28  L.  ed.  62;  St. 
Louis  v.  Myers,  118  U.  8.  666,  28  L.  ed.  1181; 
People  v.  St.  Louis,  10  III  861,  48  Am.  Dec. 
889;  Mississippi  Biter  Bridge  Go.  v.  Lonergan, 
91  111.  616. 

A  fourth  ground  is  that  the  bed  of  every 
fresh-water  stream,  which  is  navigable  in  fact, 
becomes  the  property  of  the  State  on  its  admis- 
sion into  the  Union,  and  that  the  grantee  of 
land  bounded  by  such  a  stream  holding  under 
patent  from  the  United  States  takes  only  to 
high-water  mark. 

Pollard  v.  Hag  an,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  212, 11 
L.  ed.  665,  upon  which  this  doctrine  rests,  is 
confined  to  tide  water.  See  also  Goodtitle  v. 
Kibbe,  60  U.  S.  9  How.  471,  18  L.  ed.  220; 
Smith  v.  Maryland,  69  U.  S.  18  How.  71,  15 
L.  ed.  269. 

The  portion  of  the  opinion  in  Barney  v. 
Keokuk,  94  U.  8.  824,  24  L.  ed.  224  (1876),  lay- 
ing down  the  rule  that  on  the  great  fresh-wa- 
ter streams  the  riparian  proprietor's  dominion 
extends  only  to  high-water  mark  was  a  dictum 
pure  and  simple. 

See  Cooley,  Const  Lim.  •525,  and  author- 
ities there  cited. 

No  good  purpose  would  be  furthered  by 
holding  that  the  title  to  the  soil  beneath  fresh- 
water streams  navigable  in  fact  is  in  the  State. 

See  Lorman  v.  Benson,  8  Mich.  18;  Taylor 
y.  Armstrong,  24  Ark.  102;  Packet  Company  v. 
Sorrels,  50  Ark.  466;  2  Dillon,  Man.  Corp.  4th 
ed.$664a. 

Whatever  objections— real  or  imaginary — 
may  exist  to  giving  the  individual  riparian  pro- 
prietor the  ownership  of  the  bed  of  the  stream 
ad  medium  fllum  as  against  the  public,  vanishes 
when  the  riparian  proprietor  is  a  municipal 
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corporation— vanishes,  not  merely  because  its 
dominion  does  not  rest  for  its  warrant  on  title, 
but  also  because  a  municipal  corporation  is, 
as  it  were,  the  vicegerent  of  the  State  itself. 

Arkadelphia  ▼.  Windham,  49  Ark.  189;  Van 
Buren  v.  Wells,  68  Ark.  868. 

Public  policy  and  the  well  being  of  the  in- 
habitants of  the  corporation  would  seem  to  re- 
quire that  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  the  City 
of  Von  Buren  should  be  co-extensive  with  those 
of  the  County  of  Crawford  on  the  Arkansas 
River. 

Eayden  v.  Noyes,  5  Conn.  398. 

Battle*  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  object  of  this  action  is  to  enjoin  the  col- 
lection of  the  taxes,  which  were  levied  by  the 
City  of  Van  Buren,  for  the  years  1886,  1887 
and  1888,  upon  the  bridge  of  the  Fort  Smith 
<*  Van  Buren  Bridge  Company.  The  bridge 
is  across  the  Arkansas  River,  and  one  half  of 
it  is  in  Crawf -  rd  County,  in  this  State,  and  is 
in  the  main  line  of  the  Saint  Louis  A  San 
Francisco  Railway  Company,  and  is  used  by 
that  company  in  the  operation  of  its  trains.  It 
was  assessed  for  taxation,  for  the  years  1886, 
1887  and  1888,  by  the  state  board  of  railroad 
commissioners  as  a  part  of  the  roadbed  of  the 
Railway  Company,  and  was  valued  by  them 
for  that  purpose  at  $268,000.  This  valuation 
was  added  to  and  included  in  the  assessment  of 
the  railway  of  the  St  Louis  A  San  Francisco 
Railway  Company,  and  $8,980  thereof,  that  is 
to  say,  of  the  valuation  of  the  bridge,  was  ap- 

Eortioned  and  certified  for  taxation  by  Van 
iuren  for  the  years  named.  The  assessor  of 
Crawford  County  also  assessed  the  one  half  of 
the  bridge  lying 'in  that  county,  for  the  same 
years,  at  $100,000.  The  portion  of  the  valua- 
tion of  the  state  board  of  railroad  commission- 
ers which  was  apportioned  to  Van  Buren  and 
the  valuation  of  the  assessor  were  entered  and 
extended  upon  the  tax  books  of  Crawford 
County  for  each  of  said  years,  and  a  munici- 
pal tax  of  Aye  mills  on  the  dollar  levied  by 
the  City  of  Van  Buren  was  assessed  and 
extended  against  the  bridge  on  such  appor- 
tionment and  the  valuation  of  the  assessor 
on  each  of  said  books;  and  the  books,  with  the 
taxes  so  extended,  were  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  tax  collector  of  Crawford  County,  with  a 
warrant  to  each  of  them  attached  authorizing 
him  to  collect  the  same.  The  taxes  assessed 
against  the  bridge  on  the  apportionment  made 
by  the  state  board  were  paid.  But  the  railway 
and  bridge  companies  refused  to  pay  the  taxes 
assessed  upon  the  valuation  made  by  the  asses- 
sor, and  seek  by  this  action  to  restrain  the  col- 
lection of  the  same.  They  allege  that  the  collec- 
tion of  them  should  be  restrained  because  they 
say  no  part  of  the  bridge  is  in  the  City  of  Van 
Buren.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Collector,  the 
defendant  in  the  action,  avers  that  the  entire  one 
half  thereof,  which  is  in  the  County  of  Craw- 
ford, is  in  that  city.  The  court  below  held 
that  so  much  of  the  bridge  as  is  in  the  County 
of  Crawford  is  within  the  City  of  Van  Buren, 
and  sustained  the  levy  of  taxes  assessed  against 
the  same  upon  the  valuation  fixed  by  the  as- 
sessor, and  held  that  the  taxes  assessed  and  ex- 
tended on  the  tax  books  according  to  appor- 
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tionment  made  by  the  state  board  were  Hie 
but  held  that  the  Bridge  Company  was  entiS  _ 
to  a  credit  on  the  taxes  found  to  be  lawfully 
assessed  against  the  bridge  for  the  amount  of 
the  taxes  so  paid,  and  decreed  accordingly  and 
plaintiffs  appealed. 

Since  this  court  held  in  8t.  Louis  &8.F.R. 
Oo.  v.  Williams,  68  Ark.  68,  that  the  bridge 
in  question  should  be  assessed  for  taxation  by 
the  assessors  of  the  counties  in  which  it  is  situ- 
ate, as  the  property  of  the  Bridge  Company, 
and  not  by  the  state  board  as  the  property  of 
the  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Com- 
pany, there  is  but  one  question  in  the  case,  and 
that  is,  Is  the  one  half  of  the  bridge  in  Craw- 
ford County  subject  to  taxation  by  the  City  of 
Van  Buren  t 

Municipal  corporations  can  levy  no  taxes, 
general  or  special,  unless  the  power  to  do  so  be 
plainly  and  unmistakably  conferred.  The 
power  must  be  given  either  In  express  words 
or  by  necessary  or  unmistakable  implication. 
It  cannot  be  deduced  by  doubtful  inferences 
from  other  powers,  or  from  any  consideration 
of  convenience  or  advantage.  Vanes  v.  Little 
Bock,  80  Ark.  489;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  4th 
ed.  §§  763,  764,  786;  1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp. 
8§  89,  90. 

The  statutes  of  this  State  limit  the  right  of 
a  municipal  corporation  to  levy  taxes  to  the 
real  and  personal  property  within  the  limits  of 
such  corporation.  Mansf.  Dig.  §  896.  Was 
one  half  of  the  bridge  in  question  in  the  corpor- 
ate limits  of  the  City  of  Van  Buren  ? 

Van  Buren  is  an  incorporated  town  or  city  in 
Crawford  County,  in  this  State.  The  boundary 
line  of  Crawford  County  between  it  and  the 
County  of  Sebastian  is  the  middle  of  the  main 
channel  of  the  Arkansas  River.  The  river  is 
navigable  as  far  up  as  Van  Buren,  and  beyond. 
The  town  is  situate  on  the  east  bank  of  the 
river,  on  the  north  fractional  half  of  section  26, 
in  township  9  north  and  in  range  82  west. 
This  tract  of  land  originally  belonged  to 
Thompson  and  Drennen.  They  laid  off  the 
town  on  it,  caused  a  map  of  the  to  wn,  so  laid  oU, 
to  be  made  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  county 
clerk  of  Crawford  County  in  1842.  The  town 
so  laid  off  extended  to  the  river.  Along  the 
bank  of  the  river,  the  whole  length  of  the 
town,  is  a  strip  of  land  marked  on  the  map 
"reserved,"  which  was  not  divided  into  lots 
and  blocks  but  nevertheless  forms  a  part  of  the 
town.  This  reserve  does  not  belong  to  the 
town,  but  by  an  agreement  with  Thompson 
and  Drennen,  the  town  has  been  permitted  to 
erect  a  wharf  on  it,  and  to  collect  wharfage 
from  steamboats  lying  at  such  wharf. 

The  town  was  incorporated  by  Acts  of  too 
General  Assembly  in  1842  and  1846.  The  last 
Act  declared  its  corporate  limits  to  be  the  same 
metes  and  bounds  as  are  designated  on  the  plat 
of  the  town  on  record  at  the  time  it  was  en- 
acted. Acts  of  1842,  pp.  172,  178:  Acts  of 
1842-46,  p.  186.  The  evidence  clearly  proves 
that  the  plat  referred  to  in  the  last  Act  was  the 
map  filed  by  Drennen  and  Thompson  in  1848. 
The  Acts  of  the  General  Assembly  of  April  9, 
1869,  and  of  March  9, 1876,  regulating  the  in- 
corporation, organization  and  government  of 
municipal  corporations,  made  no  change  in  the 
territorial  limits  of  towns  and  cities  (ncorpor- 
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ated  tt  the  time  of  their  enactment,  bat  left 
them  as  they  were.  Gantt,  Dig.  §§  8201,  8202; 
Mansf .  Dig.  §§  729,  730. 
•  The  bridge  of  the  Fort  Smith  &  Van  Buren 
Bridge  Company  was  erected  across  the  river; 
and  one  half  of  it  is  in  Crawford  and  the  other 
half  is  in  Sebastian  County.  A  part  of  it  ex- 
tends oyer  a  portion  of  the  strip  of  land  marked 
on  the  map  "reserved"  and  onto  the  block 
designated  on  the  map  as  block  81. 

In  order  to  determine  how  much  of  the  bridge 
Is  in  Van  Buren,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  its 
corporate  limits  on  the  Arkansas  River.  Is  it 
high-water  mark  on  the  bank  of  the  river  in 
Crawford  County,  or  is  it  low- water  mark  on 
said  bank,  or  is  it  the  middle  or  thread  of  the 
stream? 

As  a  rule  the  same  construction  that  is  given 
to  grants  of  land  is  given  to  statutes  which 
prescribe  the  boundaries  of  incorporate  terri- 
tories. Cold  Springs  Iron  Works  v.  Tolland,  9 
Cush.  492;  1  Dillon.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  182, 
note  1,  and  cases  cited.  Following  this  rule, 
courts  have  differed  as  to  the  location  of  the 
boundaries  of  such  territories  on  rivers  as  they 
have  as  to  like  boundaries  of  grants  of  land. 
In  those  States  where  grants  of  land,  bounded 
on  fresh-water  rivers,  carry  the  title  of  the 
grantee  to  the  soil  to  the  middle  of  the  stream, 
courts  hold  that  like  boundaries  of  incorporated 
towns  and  cities  extend  to  the  centre  of  the 
river;  while  in  other  States,  where  grants  of 
land  bounded  on  navigable  rivers,  wherein  the 
tide  does  not  ebb  and  flow,  carry  the  title  of  the 
grantee  to  low- water  mark,  courts  hold  that  the 
boundaries  of  municipal  corporations  on  such 
Avers  extend  to  low- water  mark  and  no  further. 

In  Cold  Springe  Iron  Work*  v.  Tolland, 
supra,  the  court,  following  the  rule  stated,  and 
saying  that  a  grant  of  land,  bounded  on  a  stream 
not  navigable,  carries  the  exclusive  right  and 
title  of  the  grantee  to  the  centre  of  the  stream, 
unless  the  terms  of  the  grant  clearly  denote  the 
intention  to  stop  at  the  edge  or  margin,  and 
that  this  is  so  although  the  monuments  are  de- 
scribed as  standing  on  the  margin  or  bank  of 
the  stream,  held  that  a  statute  which  made  the 
west  bank  of  Farmington  River,  a  stream  not 
navigable,  a  boundary  or  territory  incorporated 
as  the  Town  of  Tolland  constituted  the  centre 
of  the  stream,  and  not  the  edge  or  margin,  the 
true  boundary  line. 

Announcing  the  same  doctrine  and  following 
the  same  rule,  the  court  in  State  v.  Canter- 
bury, 28  N.  H.  195,  held  that  towns  bounded 
by  or  on  the  Connecticut  or  Merrimac  Rivers, 
or  by  lines  up  or  down  the  rivers,  extend  to  the 
centre  of  the  rivers.  In  the  course  of  its  opin- 
ion, the  court  remarked:  "  We  think  there  is 
much  force  in  the  suggestion  of  the  counsel  for 
the  State,  that  the  grants  of  towns  to  the  pro- 
prietors, which  are  merely  grants  of  land, 
woutf,  of  course,  follow  the  ordinary  rules  of 
construction;  and  it  could  hardly  be  reasonable 
to  apply  a  different  rule,  when  the  same  land 
is  incorporated  into  a  town  by  a  description  en- 
tirely identical. 

In  Jones  v.  Soulard,  05  U.  8.  24  How.  41, 16 
L.  ed.  804,  the  right  to  the  land  in  controversy 
depended  on  the  location  of  the  eastern  bound- 
ary of  St  Louis.  It  appeared  that  the  Town 
of  St  Louis  was  incorporated  in  1809,  and  that 
its  eastern  line  as  then  incorporated  was  de- 
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scribed  as  follows:  "thence,"  meaning  from 
Sugar  Loaf,  "due east  to  the  Mississippi;  from 
thence  by  the  Mississippi  to  the  place  first 
mentioned."  The  question  was,  whether  the 
eastern  line  of  the  corporation,  as  thus  de- 
scribed, extended  to  the  middle  thread  of  the 
Mississippi  River,  or  was  it  limited  to  the  bank 
of  the  channel.  Holding  that  grants  of  land 
bounded  by  fresh-water  rivers  confer  the  pro- 
prietorship on  the  grantee  to  the  centre  of  the 
stream,  notwithstanding  the  rivers  are  in  fact 
navigable,  the  court  held  that  the  eastern  line 
of  the  city  was  the  middle  thread  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River.    State  v.  Columbia,  87  S.  0. 187. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  is  well  settled  "that  when 
a  navigable  river,  which  is  held  to  be  a  public 
highway  under  the  common  law  of  this  State, 
is  made  the  boundary  of  a  grant  by  the  Com- 
monwealth, the  title  passes  to  low- water  mark, 
but  no  further;  and  that  it  is  to  small  streams 
not  navigable  that  the  principle  usque  adfllum 
aqua  applies."  When  the  City  of'  Wilkesbarre 
was  incorporated,  the  Susquehanna  River,  a 
navigable  stream,  was  made  its  boundary  on 
the  northwest  In  Oilehrisfs  App. ,  100  Pa.  "600, 
it  appears  that  the  City  of  Wilkesbarre  at- 
tempted to  collect  taxes  on  a  body  of  coal  land 
lying  beneath  the  Susquehanna  River.  It  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  city  that  its  cor- 
porate limits  extended  to  the  middle  or  thread 
of  the  river.  But  the  court,  following  the  rule 
as  well  settled  in  that  State,  as  to  grants  of  land, 
held  that  they  did  not  extend  beyond  low-water 
mark,  and  that  the  city  had  no  right  to  impose 
taxes  on  the  coal  land  lying  outside  of  its  ter- 
ritorial limits.    Johns  v.  Davidson,  16  Pa.  512. 

This  court  has  never  determined  the  river 
boundary  of  an  incorporated  town  or  city.  But 
in  8t.  Louis,  I  M.  &  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Ramsey,  58 
Ark.  814.  8L.R.A.  559,  it  held  that  "the 
owner  of  land  on  the  margin  of  a  navigable 
stream  in  this  State,  holding  under  a  grant  from 
the  United  States  government,  does  not  take  ad 
medium  fllum  aqua,  but  to  high-water  mark." 
We  see  no  good  reason  why  the  same  rulo 
should  not  govern  in  determining  the  boun- 
daries of  incorporated  territories.  The  incor- 
poration of  territory,  which  has  been  conveyed 
to  an  individual,  cannot  change  its  boundary 
lines  when  the  description  of  the  same  in  the 
Act  of  Incorporation  and  the  conveyance  are 
identical.  Upon  principle  and  authority  the 
same  description  defines  the  boundaries  alike  in 
both  cases. 

The  rule  applies  in  this  case.  The  land  on 
which  Van  Buren  stands  was  originally  held  by 
Drennen  and  Thompson  under  a  grant  from  the 
United  States.  They  laid  it  off  into  town  lots 
and  blocks,  streets  and  alleys,  to  the  Arkansas 
River,  and  made  a  map  of  it  as  laid  off,  and 
filed  it  in  the  clerk's  office.  Before  it  was  in- 
corporated the  high- water  mark  of  the  river  in 
Crawford  County  was  the  boundary  line  of  the 
town  on  the  side  next  to  the  river.  In  1845  the 
Legislature  incorporated  to  the  town  the  second 
time,  and  declared  its  corporate  limits  to  be 
"the  same  metes  and  bounds  as  designated  "  on 
said  map.  The  high- water  mark  was  thereby 
made  and  is  still  retained,  and  has  remained  a 
boundary  line  of  the  incorporated  territory. 

So  much  of  the  bridge,  therefore,  as  extends 
over  the  high-water  mark  in  Crawford  County 
is  within  the  corporate  limits  of  Van  Buren. 
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This  part,  with  the  approaches  thereto,  should 
have  been  separately  assessed,  as  a  part  of  the 
entire  bridge,  by  the  assessor  of  Crawford 
County  for  taxation  by  the  city  for  the  years 
1886, 1887  and  1888.  The  taxation  of  more  than 
that  for  the  municipal  purposes  of  the  City  of 
Van  Buren  for  the  years  mentioned  was  illegal. 
The  city  had  no  power  to  impose  taxes  on  that 
part  of  the  bridge  which  lay  outside  of  its  ter- 
ritorial limits. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  therefore 
•eversed,  and  this  cause  is  remanded  with  in- 
structions to  the  court  to  ascertain  the  value  of 
so  much  of  the  bridge  as  is  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  City  of  Van  Buren,  at  the  time  it 
was  subject  to  be  valued  by  the  assessor  for 
taxation  for  the  years  1886,  1887  and  1888,  and 
the  amount  of  taxes  that  would  have  been  due 
the  city  had  it  been  assessed  at  such  valuation 
at  said  times  and  the  taxes  levied  by  the  city  for 
the  years  named  had  been  assessed  against  such 
portion  according  to  such  valuation  within  the 
times  prescribed  by  law,  and  to  deduct  there- 
from the  taxes  paid  the  city  on  the  part  of  the 
valuation  of  the  bridge  apportioned  to  the  city 
by  the  state  board  of  railroad  commissioners. 


and  upon  the  payment  by  the  Bridge  Company 
of  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  and  of  all  the 
costs  in  this  action,  within  a  reasonable  time  to 
be  fixed  by  the  court,  to  perpetually  enjoin  and 
restrain  the  collection  of  the  municipal  taxes 
that  were  assessed  against  the  one  half  of  the 
bridge  on  the  assessment  and  valuation  made 
by  the  assessor  of  Crawford  County  as  before 
slated;  and,  in  the  event  the  amount  ascertained 
to  be  due  the  city  and  said  costs  are  not  paid 
within  such  reasonable  time,  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  of  appellants;  and,  in  the  meantime 
and  until  such  reasonable  time  shall  expire,  to 
make  an  order  temporarily  restraining  the  col- 
lection of  the  municipal  taxes  that  have  been 
assessed  against  the  one  half  of  the  bridge  aa 
before  stated;  and  that,  in  the  event  the  court 
shall  not  be  in  session  in  time  to  restrain  the 
collection,  the  judge  thereof  make  an  order  that 
the  temporary  restraining  order  may  be  issued 
by  the  clerk  upon  the  terms  the  Statute  au- 
thorizes the  issue  of  such  orders. 

The  judgment  mil  be  entered  here  in  favor  of 
appellee  against  appellant*  for  the  costs  of  this 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  enforce  the  drawers'  alleged 
liability  on  a  dishonored  certified  check.  Af- 
firmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Hsvmline,  Seott  6  Lord,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  precise  question  presented  in  this  case 
has  never  been  passed  on  by  our  supreme  court, 
but  as  early  as  1860,  our  supreme  court  turned 
its  back  on  the  theories  entertained  by  the 
courts  of  New  York  on  the  subject  of  checks, 
and  took  advanced  ground,  holding  that  the 
check  of  a  depositor  upon  bis  banker,  delivered 
to  another  for  value,  transfers  to  that  other  the 
title  to  so  much  of  the  deposit  as  the  check 
calls  for,  which  may  again  be  transferred  to 
another  by  delivery,  and  when  presented  to 
the  banker  he  becomes  the  holder  of  the  money 
to  the  use  of  the  owner  of  the  check,  and  is 
bound  to  account  to  him  for  that  amount;  pro- 
vided the  party  drawing  the  check  has  funds 
to  that  amount  on  deposit  subject  to  his  check 
I  at  the  time  it  is  presented. 


Nora.— Banking;  effect  of  certification  of  checks. 

The  moment  the  check  is  certified  the  funds 
oease  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  original  depos- 
itor and  pass  under  the  control  of  the  person  who 
procures  the  certification  of  the  check  drawn  in  his 
favor.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Jersey  City  v.  Leach,  52 
N.  T.  800;  Thomson  v.  Bank  of  British  North 
America,  88  N.  Y.  1:  Glrard  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Penn. 
Twp.  80  Pa.  08. 

The  prohibition  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  •  8806.  against  eertlfying  any  check 
drawn  upon  a  national  banking  association,  unless 
there  is  a  sufficient  deposit  at  the  time  to  meet  the 
check,  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  contract 
as  between  the  parties.  Thompson  v.  St.  Nicholas 
Nat.  Bank,  118  N.  Y.  888, 47  Hun,  82L  See  National 
Bank  of  Xenla  v.  Stewart,  107  U.  8. 678, 27  L.  ed.  592; 
Union  Nat  Bank  of  St.  Louis  v.  Matthews,  06  U. 
S.  081, 26  L.  ed.  188;  National  Bank  of  Genesee  v. 
Whitney,  106  U.  8.  00, 88  L.ed.  448. 

The  eertlfying  bank  becomes  bound  for  its  pay- 
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ment,  and  cannot  defeat  the  right  of  the  holder 
upon  the  ground  that  the  drawer  has  no  funds  on 
deposit.  Born  v.  Indianapolis  First  Nat.  Bank,  7 
L.  B.  A.  448,  and  note,  128  Ind.  78. 

The  payee  of  a  oheok  who  receives  it  from  the 
drawer  in  the  same  place  where  the  bank  on  which 
it  is  drawn  is  located  releases  the  latter,  where  he 
presents  it  and  has  It  certified  on  the  day  on  which 
he  receives  it.  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  Corn- 
hauser  (111.  App.)  4  Bkg.  L.  J.  118. 

One  who  accepts  a  certified  check  in  the  usual 
course  of  business  does  not  assume  the  risk  of  in- 
solvency of  the  bank  upon  which  it  is  drawn,  but 
in  ease  it  proves  insolvent  he  may  look  to  the 
drawer  for  payment.  Born  v.  Indianapolis  First 
Nat.  Bank,  supra. 

The  acceptance  by  a  creditor  of  a  certified  oheok 
does  not  ipso  facto  constitute  payment.  Ibid.; 
Merchants  Nat  Bank  of  Boston  v.  State  Nat  Bank, 
77  U.S.  10  Wall.  848, 19  L.ed.  1010.  See  also  note  to 
National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  (Minn.)  9  L.  R.  A.  268. 
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Munn  ▼.  Burch,  35 111. 86;  Fourth  Nat.  Bank 
▼.  City  Nat.  Bank,  68  HL  402. 

Holders  of  such  checks 'may  bring  action 
upon  them  in  their  own  name. 

Chicago  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Stanford,  28  HL 
168. 

After  the  check  has  passed  to  the  hands  of  a 
bona  fide  bolder,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the 
drawer  to  countermand  the  order  of  payment. 

Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Oceana  County  Bank, 
80  111.  212. 

The  check  operates  to  transfer  the  sum  there- 
in named  to  the  payee,  provided  the  depositor 
has  on  deposit  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  the 
check  at  the  time  it  is  presented  for  payment 

Merchants  Nat.BankY.  Biteinger,20m.  App. 
29;  National  Bank  of  America  v.  Indiana  Bkg. 
Co.  1  West.  Rep.  364,  114  HI.  492;  Woodburn 
t.  Woodburn.  8  West.  Rep.  86, 115  111.  480. 

The  debt  is  only  paid  when  the  money  is  re- 
ceived from  the  bank  on  which  the  check  is 
drawn  or  the  maker  is  released  by  the  laches 
of  the  payee.  In  Illinois  laches  is  not  imputed 
unless  there  has  been  unreasonable  delay  in 
presenting  the  check  for  payment  and  giving 
notice  to  drawer  of  its  nonpayment 

Stevens  v.  Park,  78  DL  888;  WiUetU  v. 
Paine,  48  111.  488. 

Unreasonable  delay  is  interpreted  by  our 
courts  to  mean  that  the  check  must  not  be 
presented  for  payment  at  the  bank  on  which 
the  same  is  drawn  later  than  during  business 
hours  of  the  next  day  after  the  receipt  of  the 
same,  providing  the  bank  is  located  in  the  same 
town  in  which  the  check  is  delivered. 

Strong  v.  King,  85  DL  9;  Bickford  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  42  111.  288. 

In  view  of  these  rulings  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
giving  of  a  plain  check,  there  can  be  no  differ- 
ence Detween  a  certified  and  an  uncertified 
check  as  regards  the  liability  of  the  drawer. 

Bickford  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  supra. 

The  check,  though  certified  and  used  as 
money,  still  retains  all  the  characteristics  of  an 
inland  bill  of  exchange;  being  such,  the  draw- 
er is  liable  for  the  amount  after  notice  of  pre- 
sentation, and  protest  for  nonpayment 

Bounds  v.  Smith,  42  DL  245;  Brown  v. 
LeckU,  48  111.  497. 

Messrs.  Runysvn  A  Runystn,  for  appel- 
lees: 

If  the  holder  of  the  check  presents  it,  and 
consents  to  accept  certification  by  the  Bank, 


de; 


then  the  holder  is  clearly  absolved  from  fur- 
ther liability. 

Morse,  Banks  and  Banking,  2d  ed.  p.  811; 
Bolles,  Banks  and  Banking,  p.  289,  $  286  a; 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  1601;  Born  v.  Indianapolis 
First  Nat.  Bank,  7  L.  R.  A.  442, 128  Ind.  78; 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Jersey  City  v.  Leach,  52  N. 
Y.  850;  Thomson  v.  Bank  of  British  North 
America,  82  N.  T.  6;  French  v.  Irwin,  4  Baxt 
401. 

Bailey,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  a  suit  in  assumpsit  brought  by  the 
Metropolitan  National  Bank  of  Chicago  against 
Noble  Jones,  Edward  8.  Jones  and  Walter 
Metcalf ,  copartners  doing  business  under  the 
firm  name  of  Noble  Jones,  to  recover  the 
amount  of  a  bank  check  for  $1,540,.  drawn  by 
the  defendants  on  the  Traders'  Bank  of  Chica- 
payable  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
iefendants  pleaded  non-assumpsit,  and  on  trial 
before  the  court,  a  jury  being  waived,  the  is- 
sues were  found  for  the  defendants,  and  the 
court,  after  denying  the  plaintiff's  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants for  costs. 

The  facts  appear  by  stipulation,  and  are,  in 
substance,  as  follows:  On  the  1st  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1886,  after  the  commencement  of  bank- 
ing hours  in  the  morning  of  that  day,  the  de- 
fendants, being  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $1,540,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  their  check 
on  the  Traders' Bank  of  Chicago,  as  follows: 

"Edw.  8.  Jones,  $1,540.00.  Walter  Metcalf. 
1  'Noble  Jones. 
"Chicago,  Cook  Co.,  HI.,  Oct.  1, 1888. 

"Pay  to  the  order  of  Metrop.  Nat'l  Bank  fif- 
teen hundred  and  forty  dollars. 
"To  Traders'  Bank, ) 
"Chicago,  EL       l 
"No.  18,128.  )  Noble  Jones." 

On  the  same  day,  and  during  banking  hours, 
the  plaintiff  sent  said  check  by  one  01  its  col- 
lectors to  the  Traders'  Bank,  and  asked  said 
bank  to  certify  it,  which  was  done  by  writing 
across  the  face  of  it  as  follows: 

"Certified.  10, 1,  1888.  Traders9  Bank  of 
Chicago.    Charles  G.  Fox." 

The  next  morning,  during  banking  hours, 
but  before  clearing-house  hours,  the  plaintiff 
sent  said  check  by  its  collector  to  the  Traders' 


Must  be  indorsed  by  payee. 

A  bank  which  certifies  a  oheok  thereby  contracts 
that  it  will  retain  and  apply  the  money  in  payment 
if  the  check  is  Indorsed  by  the  payee,  but  it  is  not 
liable  to  one  taking  it  without  such  indorsement 
even  if  he  is  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value.  Goshen 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Bingham,  7  L.B.  A.  506, 118  N.  Y.  849; 
Lynch  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Jersey  City,  9  Gent. 
Eep.  664, 107  N.Y.  188. 

Since  a  bank  induced  by  fraud  to  certify  a  check 
is  not  liable  to  one  who  purchased  the  check  without 
Indorsement,  it  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
the  purchaser  to  recover  possession  of  the  check. 
Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bingham,  supra. 

The  purchaser  of  a  certified  oheok  payable  to  or- 
der, who  obtains  title  without  indorsement  by  the 
payee,  holds  it  subject  to  all  equities  and  defenses 
between  the  original  parties,  even  though  he  has 
paid  full  consideration  therefor.  Ibid^  citing 
Harrop  v.  Fisher,  80  L.  J.  0.  P.  N.  8. 288;  Whistler 
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v.  Foster,  14  C.  B.  N.  8.  U6;  Savage  v.  King,  17  Me. 
801;  dark  v.  Oallison,  7  I1L  App.  268;  Haskell  v. 
Mitchell,  68  Me.  488:  dark  v.  Whitaker,  80  N.  H.  474; 
Calder  v.  Bfflington,  16  Ma  806;  Lancaster  Nat 
Bank  v.  Taylor,  100  Mass.  IB;  Gilbert  v.  Sharp,  2 
Lans.  412;  Hedges  v.  8ealy,  9  Barb.  214;  Franklin 
Bank  v.  Raymond,  8  Wend.  80;  fiaynor  v.  Hoag- 
land,  7  Jones  ft  8. 11;  Muller  v.  Pondir,  66  N.  Y.  886; 
Freund  v.  Importers  ft  T.  Nat  Bank.  76  N.  Y.  862: 
Central  Trust  Go.  of  New  York  v.  First  Nat  Bank 
of  Wyandotte,  101  TJ.  8. 66,  26  L.  ed.  876;  Osgood 
v.  Artt,  17  Fed.  Bep.  575u 

The  maker  or  acceptor  of  a  negotiable  instrument 
is  not  estopped  from  contesting  its  validity,  be- 
cause of  representations  oontained  in  the  instru- 
ment itself.  Clark  v.  8isson,  28  N.  Y.  812;  Bush  v. 
Lathrop,  22  N.  Y.  686;  Moore  v.  Metropolitan  Nat 
Bank,  66  N.  Y.  41;  Fairbanks  v.  Sargent,  6  Cent 
Bep.  919,  104  N.  Y.  106;  Mechanics  Bank  v.  New 
YorkftN.H.R.00.  13  N.Y.  688. 
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Bank,  and  presented  it  for  and  demanded  pay- 
ment, which  was  refused.  Thereupon,  on  the 
same  day,  and  during  banking  hours,  the  plain- 
tiff protested  said  check  for  nonpayment,  and 
sent  notice  of  dishonor  to  the  defendants.  On 
the  morning  said  check  was  presented  for  pay- 
ment, and  before  it  was  presented,  and  before 
clearing-house  hours,  the.  Traders'  Bank  be- 
came insolvent,  and  suspended  payment,  and 
its  assets  were  subsequently  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  who  has  since  had  posses- 
sion thereof.  Bald  receiver  has  paid  the  cred- 
itors of  said  bank  dividends  at  different  times, 
those  paid  to  the  plaintiff  amounting  to  $698, 
leaving  a  balance,  principal  and  interest,  due 
on  said  check  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  $961. 70. 
At  the  time  said  check  was  drawn,  at  the  time 
it  was  certified  and  at  the  time  payment  was 
demanded  the  defendants  had  sufficient  funds 
in  the  Traders'  Bank  to  their  credit  to  pay  the 
check,  and,  if  payment  had  been  demanded  in- 
stead of  certification,  said  bank  would  have 
paid  it.  Upon  these  facts  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  submitted  to  the  court  the  following 
proposition,  to  be  held  as  the  law  in  the  de- 
cision of  the  case,  which  was  refused:  "The 
court  holds,  as  a  proposition  of  law,  that  when 
the  holder  of  a  check  drawn  upon  a  bank,  sit- 
uated in  the  same  city  as  the  holder,  on  the  day 
of  its  issue  takes  said  check  to  said  bank  and 
asks  said  bank  to  certify  said  check,  which 
said  bank  certifies  by  marking  'Certified'  on 
the  face  thereof,  and  the  day  following,  during 
bank  hours,  presents  said  check  to  said  bank 
for  payment,  and  the  bank  refuses  payment 
thereof,  having  become  insolvent  and  passed 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  before  banking 
hours  of  said  day,  and  the  holder  of  said  check 
at  once,  and  during  banking  hours  of  said  day, 
gives  notice  of  such  dishonor  to  the  drawer  of 
said  check,  said  certification  does  not  release 
the  drawer  of  said  check,  although  at  the  time 
of  the  making  and  certification  of  said  check 
the  drawer  had  sufficient  funds  to  his  credit  in 
said  bank  to  pay  the  same,  and,  if  payment 
had  been  demanded  by  the  holder  instead  of 
certification,  such  bank  could  not  have  refused 
to  pay  the  same." 

The  only  question  presented  by  this  appeal 
is  the  one  raised  by  the  foregoing  proposition, 
viz.,  whether  the  plaintiff,  by  obtaining  certi- 
fication of  said  chti'k,  released  the  drawers. 
A  check  being  payable  immediately  and  on 
demand,  the  holder  can  only  present  it  for  pay- 
ment and  the  bank  can  fulfill  its  duty  to  its  de- 
positor only  by  paying  the  amount  demanded. 
In  other  words,  the  holder  has  no  right  to  de- 
mand from  the  bank  anything  but  payment  of 
the  check,  and  the  bank  has  no  right,  as 
against  the  drawer,  to  do  anything  else  but 
pay  it.  It  follows  that  there  is  no  such  thing 
as  "acceptance"  of  checks,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term,  for  "acceptance"  ordinarily 
implies  that  the  drawer  requests  the  drawee  to 
puy  the  amount  at  a  future  day,  and  the  draw- 
ee "accepts"  to  do  so,  thereby  becoming  the 
principal  debtor,  and  the  drawer  becoming  his 
surety.  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  1601.  If,  then, 
the  holder,  on  making  presentment  of  the 
check,  instead  of  demanding  and  receiving  pay- 
ment, has  the  check  certified  and  retains  it  in 
his  possession,  he  enters  into  a  new  and  ex- 
press contract  with  the  bank  not  within  the 
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scope  of  the  legal  relations  of  tho  parties,  nor 
within  the  presumed  intention  of  the  drawer. 
By  certification,  the  bank  enters  into  an  abso- 
lute undertaking  to  pay  the  check  when  pre- 
sented at  any  time  within  the  period  pre- 
scribed by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The 
transaction,  as  between  the  holder  and  the 
bank,  is  substantially  the  same,  in  legal  effect, 
as  though  the  holder  had  received  payment, 
and  had  deposited  the  money  with  the  bank, 
and  received  a  certificate  oi  deposit  therefor. 
The  liability  of  the  bank,  after  certification,  is 
independent  of  the  question  of  its  possession  of 
the  requisite  amount  of  funds  of  the  drawer;  it 
being,  by  the  act  of  certification,  estopped  to 
deny  the  possession  of  sufficient  funds.  An- 
other result  of  the  transaction  is  that  the  bank 
thereby  becomes  entitled  to,  and  if  its  business 
is  properly  conducted  actually  does,  charge  the 
amount  of  the  check  to  the  account  of  the 
drawer  at  the  time  of  the  certification;  thus  in 
reality  appropriating  to  the  payment  of  the 
check  the  necessary  amount  of  the  money  on 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer,  precisely 
the  same  as  though  the  check  were  paid.  As 
between  the  bank  and  drawer,  certification  has 
the  same  effect  as  payment,  the  funds  repre- 
senting the  amount  of  the  check  being  just  as 
effectually  withdrawn  from  the  control  of  the 
drawer,  and  the  indebtedness  from  the  bank 
to  the  depositor  created  by  the  deposit  being 
just  as  effectually  satisfied  to  that  amount  in 
one  case  as  in  the  other.  The  question  wheth- 
er this  change  in  the  rights  and  relations  of  the 
parties  should  be  held  to  discharge  the  drawer 
from  further  liability  on  the  check  has  not,  so 
far  as  we  are  aware,  ever  been  before  this  court 
for  decision,  but  the  great  weight  of  authority, 
as  found  in  the  decisions  of  courts  of  other  ju- 
risdictions and  in  the  treatises  of  law-writers  of 
the  greatest  learning  and  ability,  is  in  favor  of 
the  conclusion  that  the  drawer  is  discharged. 
Mr.  Daniel,  in  the  section  of  his  treatise  above 
cited,  lavs  it  down  as  the  rule  that  the  bank, 
by  certifying  the  check,  becomes  the  principal 
and  only  debtor;  that  the  holder,  by  taking  a 
certificate  of  the  check  from  the  bank,  instead 
of  requiring  payment,  discharges  the  drawer; 
and  that  the  check  then  circulates  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  so  much  cash  in  bank  payable  on 
demand  to  the  holder.  The  question  is  very 
elaborately  and  learnedly  discussed  in  1  Morse, 
Banks  and  Banking,  8ded.  §  414  et  sea.,  and 
the  same  conclusion  reached,  the  following  be- 
ing a  portion  of  the  reasoning  there  adopted: 
"The  drawer  can  no  longer  sue,  though  the 
bank  should  finally  refuse  to  pay  the  check, 
for  he  has  originally  only  a  right  to  demand 
that  the  check  shall  be  duly  paid  on  present- 
ment, and  his  action  lies  for  the  damage  re- 
sulting to  him  or  to  his  credit  from  not  having 
his  debt  duly  discharged  in  the  manner  he  has 
led  his  creditor  to  suppose  would  be  sufficient. 
But  if  the  holder  waives  his  right  to  immediate 
payment,  by  expressly  asking  for  or  even  by 
accepting  the  offer  of  a  certification  by  the 
bank,  it  follows  that,  since  his  act  acquits  the 
debt  due  him  from  the  drawer,  the  drawer  can 
thereafter  have  no  cause  or  basis  whatsoever  on 
which  to  sue.  The  matter  is  voluntarily  taken 
out  of  his  hands  by  the  other  parties,  who 
make  their  arrangements  to  suit  their  own  con* 
venience.    Even  if  the  drawer  has  suggested  or 
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requested  tbe  arrangement,  the  assent  of  the 
payee  and  holder  must  be  regarded  as  at  his 
sole  risk.  He  is  not  obliged  to  take  the  bank's 
promise  in  place  of  the  drawer's  indebtedness. 
The  promise  of  the  bank  on  the  drawer's  ac- 
count, accepted  as  satisfactory  by  the  creditor, 
discharges  the  debtor,  and  at  the  same  time 
deprives  him  of  all  further  concern  or  possible 
right  of  action  in  the  premises."  See  also 
Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  §  486.  This  ques- 
tion was  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New 
York  in  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Jersey  City  v. 
Leach,  62  N.  T.  860,  and  it  was  there  held  that, 
where  a  holder  of  a  check  presents  it  and 
procures  it  to  be  certified  by  the  bank  instead 
of  being  paid,  such  certification  is,  as  between 
the  holder  and  the  drawer,  a  payment,  and 
discharges  the  drawer  from  liability.  In  dis- 
cussing the  grounds  upon  which  its  decis- 
ion is  based,  the  court  says:  "When  the 
drawee  accepts,  it  is  an  appropriation  of  the 
funds,  pro  tanto,  to  the  service  and  use  of  the 
payee  or  other  person  holding  the  bill,  so  that 
the  amount  ceases  henceforth  to  be  the  money 
of  the  drawer,  and  becomes  that  of  the  payee 
or  other  holder  in  the  hands  of  the  acceptor. 
It  is  entirely  clear  that  the  acceptance  of  a 
time  draft,  before  due,  does  not  operate  as  a 
payment  as  respects  the  drawer.  Its  only  effect 
is  to  make  the  acceptor  the  primary  party  to 
pay  the  draft.  But  the  parties  to  a  certified 
check,  due  when  certified,  occupy  a  different 
position.  There  the  money  is  due  and  payable 
when  the  check  is  certified.  The  bank  vir- 
tually says  that  the  check  is  good.  'We  have 
the  money  of  the  drawer  here  ready  to  pay  it 
We  will  pay  it  now,  if  you  will  receive  it.' 
The  holder  says:  "No;  I  will  not  take  the 
money.  Ton  may  certify  the  check,  and  re- 
tain the  money  for  me  until  this  check  is  pre- 
sented.* ■  The  law  will  not  permit  a  check 
when  doe  to  be  thus  presented,  and  the  money 
to  be  left  with  the  bank  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  holder,  without  discharging  the 
drawer.  The  money  being  due,  and  the  check 
presented,  it  is  his  own  fault  if  the  holder  de- 
clines to  receive  the  pay,  and  for  his  own  con- 
venience has  the  money  appropriated  to  that 
check,  subject  to  its  future  presentment  at  any 
time  within  the  Statute  of  Limitations."  See 
also  Essex  Oounty  Nat.  Batik  v.  Bank  of  Mon- 
treal, 7  Biss.  198. 

It  seems  to  us  very  clear,  both  upon  princi- 
ple and  authority, that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
bv  obtaining  certification  of  their  check,  dis- 
charged the  defendants  from  all  liability  there- 
on as  drawers,  and  that  the  subsequent  pre- 
sentment of  the  check  for  payment,  though 
on  the  next  business  day  after  the  check  was 
issued,  did  not  revive  or  in  any  manner  affect 
the  defendants'  liability. 

But  it  is  said  that  a  different  rule  was  laid 
down  by  this  court  in  Biekford  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  &  m.  288;  Bounds  v.  Smith,  Id.  246, 
and  Brown  v.  Lickie,  48  111.  497.  It  will  be 
found,  on  examination,  that  in  each  of  those 
cases  certification  of  the  check  was  obtained 
by  the  drawer  before  delivery  to  the  payee, 
and  that  no  presentment  was  made  by  the 
holder  until  made  in  due  course  for  payment. 
It  is  easy  to  see  that  an  essentially  different 
rule  should  apply  in  a  case  of  that  kind.  The 
fact  that  the 'drawer,  before  delivering  the 
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check,  gets  the  bank  to  certify  it,  in  no  way 
changes  its  essential  nature  as  a  check,  or  af- 
fects the  drawer's  liability  in  case,  on  due  pre- 
sentation for  payment,  the  paper  is  dishonored. 
The  reasoning  of  the  opinion  in  the  above- 
mentioned  cases  should  be  restricted  in  its 
application  to  tbe  facts  appearing  in  those 
cases,  and  as  applied  to  those  facts,  it  is  doubt- 
less correct  and  should  be  followed.  But  it 
cannot,  and,  as  we  may  assume,  was  not  in- 
tended to,  apply  to  cases  like  the  present, 
where  the  holder  has  himself  made  present- 
ment of  the  check,  and,  instead  of  receiving 
payment,  as  he  might  and  should  have  done* 
has  chosen  rather  to  accept,  in  lieu  of  pay- 
ment, an  express  executory  agreement  by 
the  bank  to  pay  the  check  to  the  holder  when 
presented  for  payment  at  any  time  thereafter. 
Much  effort  is  made  by  counsel  to  show 
that,  to  be  consistent  with  the  doctrine  estab- 
lished by  the  case  of  Munn  v.  Bureh,  26  111. 
86,  and  in  the  numerous  cases  in  which  that 
decision  has  been  followed,  we  must  hold  that 
the  defendants  were  not  released  from  liability 
by  the  certification  of  the  check.  In  Munn  v. 
Bureh  we  held,  contrary  to  the  rule  recognized 
in  many  of  the  States,  that  a  depositor,  by  de- 
livering to  another  his  check  on  his  banker  for 
value,  transfers  to  the  payee  of  the  check  and 
his  assigns  so  much  of  tbe  deposit  as  the  check 
calls  for,  and  that  on  presentation  of  the  check 
for  payment,  the  banker  becomes  liable  to  the 
holder  for  that  amount,  provided  the  drawer 
has  on  deposit  at  the  time  a  sufficient  sum  ap- 
plicable to  that  purpose  to  pay  the  check.  Ac- 
cordingly, if  the  banker  refuses  to  pay  the 
check  on  presentment,  he  becomes  liable  to  an 
action  by  the  holder  to  recover  its  amount.  It 
follows  that  the  giving  of  the  check  becomes, 
at  least  after  presentment,  an  assignment  to 
the  holder  of  a  sufficient  amount  of  the  deposit 
to  pay  the  check,  and  therefore  a  definite  ap- 
propriation of  that  sum  to  its  payment  binding 
upon  all  the  parties  to  the  check.  The  argu- 
ment sought  to  be  made,  if  we  understand  it, 
is  that  the  certification  of  the  check  is  a  no 
more  effectual  appropriation  of  the  fund  on 
deposit  to  tbe  payment  of  the  check  than  was 
already  made  by  the  act  of  tho  drawer  in  giv- 
ing the  check,  and  therefore  that  one  of  the 
chief  grounds  upon  which  the  rule  adopted  in 
other  States,  that  certification  releases  the 
drawer,  is  based,  fails  or  is  inapplicable  here. 
If  the  mere  fact  of  such  appropriation,  how- 
ever made,  is  tbe  test  by  which  to  determine 
whether  the  drawer  has  been  released  or  not, 
there  may  be  force  in  the  argument.  We  do 
not  understand,  however,  that  such  is  the  case. 
Some  of  the  authorities,  it  is  true,  allude  to 
and  dwell  upon  that  circumstance  as  possess- 
ing very  considerable  significance,  but  we  do 
not  understand  that  any  of  them  make  it  the 
test  or  basis  of  the  rule.  The  rule  laid  down 
in  Munn  v.  Bureh  is  based  upon  the  implied 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  banker  to  pay  out 
the  money  deposited  to  the  holders  of  the  de- 
positor's checks,  at  such  times  and  in  such 
sums  as  the  depositor  sees  fit,  by  bis  checks, 
to  order,  and  such  agreement  is  held  to  be  so 
far  available  to  the  holder  of  the  depositor's 
check  as  to  enable  him,  after  the  check  has 
been  duly  presented  for  payment  and  paymeint 
refused,  to  bring  suit  against  the  banker    n 
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bis  own  name,  and  recover  the  amount  of  the 
check.    The  banker,  as  the  result  of  his  im- 

Elied  agreement,  becomes  the  principal  debtor, 
ut  the  drawer  is  still  liable,  at  least  as  surety, 
and  is  at  liberty  at  any  time,  by  paying  and 
taking  up  the  check,  to  reinvest  himself  with 
the  legal  title  to  the  money  on  deposit.  The 
appropriation  of  the  fund,  then,  so  far  as  any 
definite  appropriation  of  it  can,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, be  said  to  be  made,  is  only  con- 
ditional, and  follows  in  strict  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  must  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  conse- 
quences contemplated  by  them  at  the  time  the 
check  was  drawn.  But  where  the  holder  of 
the  check,  on  presenting  it  to  the  banker,  in- 
stead of  demanding  ana  receiving  payment,  as 
the  parties  contemplated  and  as  is  his  legal 
duty,  requests  and  obtains  certification,  and 
retains  the  check  in  his  own  hands,  wholly 
different  rights  are  obtained,  and  consequently 
different  rules  of  law  are  applicable.  The  ap- 
propriation of  the  deposit  to  the  payment  of 
the  check  then  becomes  absolute,  and  the 
holder  enters  into  new  contractual  relations 
with  the  banker,  not  contemplated  or  author- 
ized by  the  drawer,  and  which  place  the  fund 
appropriated  wholly  beyond  his  control  and 
out  of  his  reach.  Even  viewing  the  drawer 
as  surety,  the  new  contract  between  the  cred- 
itor and  the  principal  debtor,  affecting  as  it 
does  the  character  of  the  debt  and  the  time 
and  manner  of  payment,  should  of  itself  be 
held,  upon  well-settled  principles  of  law,  to  be 
sufficient  to  discbarge  his  liability  as  surety. 
But,  whether  the  decision  of  the  case  should 
be  placed  upon  this  ground  or  not,  the  pre- 
sentment of  the  check  for  payment  and  its  dis- 
honor on  the  one  hand,  and  its  presentment 
and  certification  on  the  other,  involve  legal 
rights,  and  invoke  the  application  of  legal 
rules,  so  essentially  different  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  case  of  Munn  v.  Bureh,  which  is  con- 
trolling where  payment  is  demanded  and  re- 
fused, can  have  no  relevancy  to  or  controlling 
effect,  even  by  analogy,  in  a  case  where  the 
holder  gets  the  check  certified.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  no  error  was  committed  in  refus- 
ing to  hold  the  proposition  submitted  by  the 
plaintiff  as  the  law  in  the  decision  of  the  case, 
and  that  the  appellate  court  properly  affirmed 
theiudgment 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  %oM  ac- 
cordingly be  affirmed. 


SLOAN,  Appt., 

v. 
WILLIAMS  et  al. 


i — III.....) 


1.  A  lawyer  cannot  make  a  valid  as- 
signment of  a  contract  giving  him  an  op- 


tion to  purchase  oertatn  lands  In  consideration  of 
the  use  of  his  professional  skill  In  removing* 
clouds  on  the  title  unless  the  oontraot  has  been 
fully  performed  on  his  part. 

8.  A  widow  cannot  be  compelled  to  re- 
lease her  dower  in  lands  sold  by  her  husband 
by  a  oontraot  which  she  did  not  sign. 

(May  18,1881.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Cook  County  in 
favor  of  respondents  in  a  suit  brought  to  com- 
pel specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  cou- 
veyland.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  H.  H.  Anderson  for  appellant. 
Mr.  John  ffl.  Hamilton  for  appellees. 

Magrnder,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  originally  -filed  in  the  Superior 
Court  of  Cook  County  on  February  7,  1888, 
by  the  appellant  against  one  John  Williams, 
for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for 
the  conveyance  of  land.  On  March  26,  1888, 
the  death  of  John  Williams  was  suggested,  and, 
he  having  died  intestate,  a  supplemental  bill 
was  filed  making  bis  widow,  heirs  and  admin- 
istratrix parties  defendant.  A  demurrer  filed 
to  the  supplemental  bill  was  sustained,  and 
final  decree  entered  dismissing  the  bill  for 
want  of  equity.  On  March  11, 1885,  a  written 
contract  was  entered  into  between  George  A. 
Du  Puy,  an  attorney  at- law,  and  the  said  John 
Williams,  by  the  terms  of  which  Du  Puy 
agreed  to  take  all  such  steps  as  might  be  neces- 
sary to  perfect  the  title  of  Williams  to  certain 
lots  in  Ravenswood,  in  Cook  County,  by  filing 
bills  to  remove  clouds,  procuring  releases, 
holding  possession  by  repairing  fences  and 
posting  sale-boards,  etc.,  and  to  do  all  the  work 
incident  to  carrying  out  the  contract,  and  that 
he  should  not  receive  any  remuneration  of  any 
sort  except  that  he  should  have  the  option  to 
buy  or  sell  said  lots  as  therein  set  forth,  and 
should  not  be  required  to  furnish  any  money; 
and  Williams  agreed  to  furnish  money  to  dis- 
charge liens,  redeem  from  tax  sales,  pay  trus- 
tee's charges,  and  costs  necessary  to  set  aside 
tax  titles;  and  that  Du  Puy,  in  consideration 
of  the  services  to  be  rendered  by  him,  should 
have  the  sole  privilege  of  purchasing  any  one 
or  more  of  said  lots,  or  of  effecting  a  sale  of 
any  one  or  more  of  them  to  such  party  as  he 
might  desire,  at  the  price  of  $600  each,  for  the 
space  of  eighteen  months  from  the  time  when 
everything  necessary  to  make  the  title  perfect 
in  Williams  shall  have  finally  been  done,  said 
price  to  be  paid  in  cash,  or  one  quarter  thereof 
in  cash  and  the  balance  in  three  years,  and  to 
be  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  premises,  or 
' '  said  sale  may  be  upon  any  other  terms  which 
said  John  Williams  may  deem  satisfactory  to 
himself."    The  contract  also  contains  pro  vis- 


Nora.— Contracts  for  personal  services  requiring 
special  tkiH  and  knowledge  are  not  aeHanabie, 
A  oontraot  to  be  carried  out  by  tbe  exercise 
of  personal  skill  cannot  be  so  assigned  as  to  com- 
pel the  other  party  to  the  contract  to  accept  per- 
formance by  the  assignee.  Munsell  v.  Temple,  8 
111.  96;  Lansden  v.  McCarthy,  45  Mo.  106;  Bethlehem 
v.  AmUs.40  N.H.  84;  Joslyn  v.  Parlin,  64  Vt  070; 
12  L.R.  A. 


The  Lfszie  Merry,  10  Ben.  140;  Bobson  v.  Drum- 
mond,2  Barn,  &  Ad.  SOB. 

A  contract  of  an  attorney  for  professional  serv- 
ices cannot  be  assigned  without  the  consent  of  the 
client;  and  tbe  client  may,  in  case  of  such  assign- 
ment, declare  the  oontraot  at  an  end.  Hilton  v. 
Crooker  (Neb.)  1  Neb.  L.  J.  888. 

Executory  contracts  which  stipulate  solely  for 
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.  ions  that  Williams  will  pay  all  taxes  and  spec- 
ial assessments  due  when  the  sale  is  made,  and 
will  furnish  to  the  purchaser  an  abstract  of 
title,  and  will  conrey  said  lot  or  lots  by  deed 
covenanting  against  his  own  acts,  and  contain- 
ing "  usual  release  of  all  right  of  dower  and 
homestead  which  any  person  may  have  in  any 
one  or  more  of  said  lots  so  sold."  The  bill  sets 
forth  the  contract  in  full,  and  alleges  that  on 
December  28,  1886,  Du  Puy,  for  value  re- 
ceived, duly  assigned  in  writing  to  the  com- 
plainant, Sloan,  all  his  right,  title  and  interest 
in  said  contract,  and  rights  and  benefits  there- 
under, and  that,  bv  virtue  of  such  assignment, 
all  the  rights  and  interests  of  Du  Puy  accrued 
to  the  complainant.  The  bill  further  avers 
that  Williams  was  bound,  under  the  agreement 
and  the  assignment  thereof,  on  the  payment  or 
tender  to  him  of  $600,  to  convey  to  complain- 
ant, by  deed  "  which  should  contain  the  usual 
release  of  all  right  of  dower  and  homestead 
which  anyperson  might  have  in  or  to  said  lot;" 
that,  at  different  times  in  the  spring  and  sum- 
mer of  1887,  complainant  tendered  to  Williams, 
in  his  own  name  and  in  that  of  Du  Puy,  said 
sum  of  $600,  and  demanded  that  he  furnish  an 
abstract  of  title,  "  and  also  that  he  so  deliver 
to  vour  orator  such  a  deed,  as  above  speci- 
fied." The  bill  also  offers  to  bring  the  $600 
into  court  in  payment  for  "the  said  convey- 
ance, as  aforesaid." 

The  main  ground  of  objection  to  the  bill  is 
that  the  contract  which  it  seeks  to  enforce  is 
one  which  calls  for  the  personal  services  and 
skill  of  one  of  the  parties  thereto,  and  there- 
fore is  not  assignable.  We  think  that  this  ob- 
jection is  well  taken,  and  that  the  demurrer  to 
the  bill  was  properly  sustained.  Du  Puy  was 
a  lawyer  by  profession,  and,  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  was  required  to  make  use  of  his 
professional  skill  in  perfecting  the  title  to  the 
lots  by  instituting  and  carrying  on  legal  pro- 
ceedings to  remove  clouds,  by  procuring  re- 
leases, and  by  the  use  of  other  methods.  The 
contract  itself  upon  its  face  does  not  provide 
foi  any  assignment  of  it.  It  is  well  settled 
that  "contracts  in  which  the  personal  acts  and 
qualities  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  form 
a  material  ingredient  are,  in  general,  not  as- 
signable." 2  Chitty,  Cont.  11th  Am.  ed.  p. 
1868.  Engagements  for  personal  services  re- 
quiring skill,  science  or  peculiar  qualifications 
may  not  be  assigned.  Devlin  v.  New  York,  68 
N.  Y.  b\ 

A  party  who  thus  agrees  to  use  his  personal 
skill  and  Knowledge,  and  has  been  contracted 
with  by  reason  of  the  trust  and  confidence 
placed  in  him  personally,  cannot,  while  the 
agreement  is  still  executory,  substitute  another 
in  bis  place  by  assignment,  in  order  to  perform 
the  service,  without  the  consent  of  the  other 
contracting  party.  Flanders  v.  Lamphear,  9 
X.  H.  201;  Bethlehem  v.  Annie,  40  N.  H.  34; 
Burger  v.  Rice,  8  Ind.  126;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
81276,  note*. 

The  granting  of  the  specific  performance  of 


a  contract  is  a  matter  of  "  sound  Judicial  dis- 
cretion, controlled  by  established  principles  of 
equity,  and  exercised  upon  a  consideration  of 
all  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case." 
8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1404.  Such  discretion  will 
not  ordinarily  be  exercised  in  favor  of  the  spe- 
cific enforcement  of  contracts  for  personal 
services.  8  Parsons,  Cont.  marg.  p.  867;  Fry, 
Spec.  Perf.  8ded.  pp.  48,  96;  Sturgisv.  Qalin- 
do,  69  Oal.  28.  It  is  true  that,  after  the  con- 
tract has  been  executed  by  the  person  agreeing 
to  perform  such  personal  services  or  exercise 
such  personal  skill,  he  may  assign  the  right  to 
recover  compensation.  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
§  1276,  note  *. 

But  the  bill  in  the  present  case  is  indefinite 
in  its  allegations  as  to  the  complete  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  by  Du  Puy  before  the  as- 
signment of  it  to  Sloan.  The  contract  requires 
steps  to  be  taken  to  perfect  the  title  of  five  lots. 
The  right  to  purchase  any  one  of  the  lots  for 
$500  was  dependent  upon  the  final  securement 
of  a  perfect  title  to  them  all.  The  bill  alleges 
that  the  title  to  one  of  these  lots  was  "  under  a 
cloud  by  certain  tax  6ales  and  alleged  tax 
titles,"  and  that  a  bill  in  chancery  was  filed 
against  "the  pretended  owner  of  the  said  pre- 
tended tax  titles  for  the  purpose  of  removing 
the  same."  It  does  not  appear  from  the  bill 
that  the  decree  which  was  obtained  was  a  de- 
cree removing  the  tax  titles  from  all  the  five 
lots.  Nor  does  it  sufficiently  appear  from  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  that  there  were  no  other 
clouds  than  tax  titles  upon  the  lots  in  question. 
The  bill  shows  affirmatively  that  the  assign- 
ment was  made  before  the  final  termination  of 
the  proceeding  to  remove  a  tax  title  from  one 
of  the  lots. 

Moreover,  the  supplemental  bill  proceeds 
upon  the  theory  that  Mrs.  Williams,  the  wid- 
ow, was  obliged  to  release,  her  dower  in  the 
lot  selected  by  the  appellant  after  her  hus- 
band's death.  She  did  not  sign  the  contract 
made  by  Du  Puy  with  her  husband.  Where 
a  husband  makes  a  written  contract,  in  which 
his  wife  does  not  join,  to  sell  a  piece  of  land, 
and  dies  after  the /payment  to  him  of  all  the 

Surchase  money,  but  before  he  has  executed  a 
eed,  the  Statute  authorizes  a  court  of  chancery 
to  make  an  order  compelling  his  executor  or 
administrator  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  to 
the  purchaser  (1  Starr  &  C.  Ann.  Stat.  p.  666; 
Rev.  Stat.  chap.  29,  §§  2,  8);  but  the  widow 
cannot  be  compelled  to  join  in  such  deed  so  as 
to  release  her  dower  in  the  premises.  If  the 
husband  has  covenanted  that  his  wife's  dower 
shall  be  released,  the  heirs  may  be  liable  upon 
the  covenant  in  case  the  widow  enforces  her 
dower  right  against  the  premises  (Bostwick  v. 
WiUiame,  86  111.  66);  but  the  widow  cannot  be 
deprived  of  ber  dower  otherwise  than  by  her 
voluntary  conveyance  thereof  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed by  the  Statute.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  41, 
§  16;  Francisco  v.  Hendricks,  28  111.  64. 
The  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  is  affirmed. 


the  special  personal  services,  skill  or  knowledge  of 
a  contracting  party,  are  not  assignable.  8  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  284,  citing  Weire  v.  Davenport,  U  Iowa, 
49;  Wheelock  v.  Lee,  M  N.  Y.  242;  Hoyt  v.  Thomp- 
son, 5  N.  Y.  820;  Haight  v.  Hayt  19  N.  Y.  464; 
Byxbto  v.  Wood,  24  N.  Y.  607;  Graves  v.  Spier,  68 
Barb.  849;  Butler  v.  New  York  &  E.  R.  Co.  22  Barb. 
12  L.  R.  A.  82 


110;  Bank  of  California  v.  Collins,  5  Hun,  209;  Ty- 
son v.  MoGuineas.25  Wis.  656;  White  v.  Com.  89  Pa. 
167;  Devlin  v.  New  York,  68  N.  Y.  17;  Wentworth 
v.  Cock,  10  Ad.  &  BL  42.  See  notes  to  William 
Rogers  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rogers  (Conn.)  7L.B.A.  779; 
Cort  v.  Laasard  (Or.)  6  L.  R.  A.  653. 
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CITIZENS  STREET  R.  CO.  et  at.,  Appts., 

v. 
Charles  F.  BOBBINS,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Henry 
M.  Catherwood, 

<....Ind.....) 

1.  Although  the  common-law  right  of 
the  administrator  to  dispose  of  dece- 
dent's personal  property  does  not  ex- 
ist and  the  terms  of  an  order  of  court  allowing 
property  to  be  disposed  of  at  private  sale  must  be 
strictly  compiled  with,  yet  an  approval  of  the 
sale  by  the  court  is  not  necessary  to  pass  the  title 
If  the  court's  order  does  not  require  a  confirma- 
tion; the  title  passes  upon  the  purchaser's  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  of  the  sale. 

8.  A  private  sale*  by  an  administrator, 
of  personal  property  of  the  decedent 
upon  a  credit  of  ten  years  with  the  purchaser's 
individual  note  as  security  is  void  if  made  under 
an  order  of  the  court  which  permits  a  private 
sale  but  directs  the  taking  of  good  and  sufficient 
security  for  payment  of  purchase  money  without 
naming  the  time  of  credit  to  be  allowed,  where 
the  statute  only  allows  a  credit  of  one  year. 

8*  Before  a  corporation  can  safely  per- 
mit a  transfer,  npon  its  books,  of  stock 
which  belonged  to  a  deceased  person,  and  which 
It  knows  has  been  directed  by  order  of  court  to 
be  sold  by  the  administrator  at  private  sale,  it 
should  ascertain  whether  or  not  such  a  sale  has 
been  made  under  the  order  as  vests  title  in  the 
purchaser;  if  it  fails  to  do  so  it  is  liable  to  make 
good  any  loss  occasioned  by  Its  permitting  the 
transfer. 

4.  One  who  in  good  faith  and  without 
notice  pnrchasos  in  the  market  a  certi- 
flcato  of  stock  which  has  been  wrongfully 
Issued  by  the  corporation  in  lieu  of  certificates 
which  belonged  to  a  decedent's  estate  and  which 
were  not  legally  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  ad- 
ministrator, receives  a  good  title  as  against  the 
decedent's  estate  if  there  was  nothing  on  the 
face  of  the  certificate  to  put  him  on  inquiry  or 
to  give  him  notice  of  the  Infirmity  of  the  title. 
Such  purchaser  cannot  be  required  to  make  an 
examination  of  the  records  to  ascertain  the  va- 
lidity of  the  title  before  he  can  safely  purchase 
it. 

6*  Permitting  a  paper  to  be  road  in  evi- 
dence which  was  set  out  in  the  complaint,  and 
thus  made  a  part  of  the  reoord  in  the  cause,  can- 
not be  detrimental  to  the  objecting  party  so  as  to 
constitute  reversible  error. 

(January  6, 1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court  for 


Marlon  County  reversing  a  Judgment  of  the 
Special  Term  in  favor  or  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  possession  of  certain  certifi- 
cates of  shares  of  corporate  stock  or  damages 
for  their  detention.  Bevereedinpart.  Affirmed 
in  pari. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H.  C.  Allen  and  Winter  *  Elans* 
for  appellants: 

Personal  property  in  Indiana  goes  to  the  ad- 
ministrator, and  title  thereto  is  derived  from 
him  upon  a  sale. 

Thomasson  v.  Brown,  48  Ind.  208;  Cunning- 
ham v.  Barley,  96  Ind.  867;  Smith  v.  Ferguson, 
90  Ind.  229. 

A  sale  of  such  property  by  an  administrator 
needs  no  confirmation  by  a  court,  even  where 
the  statute  requires  a  report  thereof. 

Wood's  Apr>.  92  Pa.  879;  Nutting  v.  Thoma- 
son,  46  Gk.  84;  Robert  v.  Casey,  25  Mo.  584; 
Mqffltt  v.  Mqffltt,  69  HI.  649;  Bowen  v.  Bond,  80 
HI.  851;  Watt  v.  Scott,  8  Watts,  79. 

If  there  be  any  irregularity  in  such  sales,  the 
title  of  the  purchaser  is  not  affected,  except  in, 
a  proceeding  against  him  directly. 

State  v.  Salyers.  19  Ind.  482;  Doe  v.  Heath, 
7  Blackf.  154;  Allen  v.  Shannon,  74  Ind.  164; 
Lovely  v.  Speisshoffer,  85  Ind.  454;  Jones  v.  Ko- 
komo  Blda.  Asso.  77  Ind.  840. 

A  purchaser  at  such  a  sale  may  presume  that 
the  officer  has  done  his  duty,  and  if  there  is  a 
judgment  and  execution  authorizing  the  sale 
the  purchaser  may  presume  that  the  directions 
of  the  court  and  the  provisions  of  the  law  have 
been  followed  by  the  officer. 

Frakes  v.  Brown,  2  Blackf.  295;  Doe  v.  Smith. 
4  Blackf.  228;  Givan  v.  Doe,  5  Blackf.  260. 

Any  sale  of  personal  property  may  be  voida- 
ble, and  vet  the  fraudulent  vendee  can  convey 
a  perfectly  good  title  to  a  purchaser  in  good 

Gwinn  v.  Williams,  80  Ind.  874;  Parrish  v. 
Thurston,  87  Ind.  487;  Gurme  v.  RauJL  10O 
Ind.  247;  Alexander  v.  Bwackhamer,  2  West. 
Rep.  654,  105  Ind.  85. 

A  purchaser  of  shares  of  stock  of  an  incor- 
porated company,  which  he  finds  in  the  mar- 
ket for  sale,  without  any  indication  upon  them 
of  any  infirmity  of  title  in  the  person  who  holds 
them  with  all  the  indicia  of  ownership,  is  not 
obliged  to  trace  the  transfers  of  such  property, 
and  inquire  into  the  proceedings  of  adminis- 
trators and  others  who  may  at  some  time  have 
sold  the  same,  and  ascertain  at  his  peril  whether 
there  was  any  fraud  or  irregularity  in  such 
sales. 

Mount  BoUy  L.  db  M,  Tump.  Co.  v.  Ferret,. 


Note.— Estates  of  deceased;  sale  of  chose*  in  action. 

The  power  of  an  executor  or  administrator  at 
common  law  to  sell  the  personal  estate  of  decedent 
Is  in  some  of  the  States  regulated  by  statute,  for 
their  protection.  Clark  v.  Blaoklngton,  110  Mass. 
874. 

So  the  probate  court  may  order  a  part  or  the 
whole  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  to  be 
sold  by  publlo  auction,  or  at  private  sale.  Cross- 
well,  Executors  and  Administrators,  256. 

In  some  States  the  power  to  sell  personal  estate  is 
limited  by  statute.   Kennedy's  Estate,  26  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  186. 
12  L.  R.A 


All  choses  In  action  belonging  to  a  testator  at  the 
time  of  his  death  pass,  on  his  death,  to  his  executor, 
even  though  they  are  given  as  a  specific  legacy; 
and  the  executor  has  an  absolute  power  of  disposal 
over  the  whole  of  his  testator's  personal  effects* 
including  such  things  as  are  given  by  way  of  spe- 
cific legacies.    Hayes  v.  Hayes,  86  N.  J.  Eq.  4SL 

With  the  exception  that  It  has  been  limited  to 
such  property  of  the  decedent  as  Is  visible  and  tan- 
gible, the  power  of  executors  and  administrators 
to  dispose  of  all  the  personal  property  remains  as> 
at  common  law.  Welder  v.  Oaborn  (Or.)  Jan.  a* 
ISO. 
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1?  N.  J.  Eq.  117;  Johnston  v.  LaJUn,  108  U.  8. 
800,  26  L.  ed.  582. 

Upon  all  the  facts  known  to  the  Company, 
and  with  a  knowledge  of  which  it  was  charge- 
able, it  was  fully  authorized  to  transfer  the 
stock  to  Carlisle,  or,  if  he  preferred,  to  issue 
to  him  new  stock  in  lieu  thereof. 

Luring  Y.Salisbury  Milk,  125  Mass.  188; 
Fisher  v.  Brown,  104  Mass.  259;  Shaw  v.  Spen- 
cer, 100  Mass.  882;  Crocker  v.  Old  Colony  R. 
Co.  187  Mass.  417;  Hutchins  v.  State  Bank,  12 
Met.  421 ;  Merchants  Bank  v.  Livingston,  74 
N.  T.  228;  Pierce,  Railways,  p.  118. 

Mr.  U.  J*  Hammond  also  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  McDonald,  Bntler  4k  Snow,  S. 
M.  Shepard,  R.  N.  Lamb,  Howard  Cale 
and  Ralph  Hill  for  appellee. 

Coffey*  J.p  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  amended  complaint  in  this  cause  consists 
of  two  paragraphs.  The  first  alleges  substan- 
tially, among  other  things,  that  Henry  H. 
Caiherwood,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death 
was  the  owner  of  808  shares,  of  the  par  value 
of  $100  each,  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Cit- 
izen's Street  Railway  Company;  that  he  died 
intestate  on  the  81st  day  of  August,  1872,  leav- 
ing as  bis  only  surviving  heirs  at*  law  Lucy  D. 
Catherwood,  his  widow,  since  married  to  one 
Phelps,  and  two  infant  children,  namely,  Ellen 
B.  and  John  C.  Catherwood;  that  said  Lucy  D. 
Catherwood  was  duly  appointed  and  qualified 
as  the  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  the  said 
Henry  H.Catherwood,deceasedlandonthe  12th 
day  of  July,  1878,  upon  petition  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Marion  County,  procured  the  follow- 
ing order  from  said  court,  namely: 

"  Comes  now  Lucy  D.  Catherwood,  admin- 
istratrix of  Henry  H.  Catherwood's  estate,  and 
files  her  petition  praying  that  she  be  allowed  to 
dispose  ot  808  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Citizen's 
Street  Railway  Company  of  Indianapolis,  of 
the  par  value  of  $100  per  share,  and  which  has 
been  appraised  at  the  value  of  fifteen  cents  on 
the  dollar,  and  to  sell  the  same  at  private  sale 
for  the  appraised  value  thereof;  and  now  the 
court  having  heard  said  petition  and  being  fully 
advised  in  the  premises  and  satisfied  that  the 
interests  of  said  estate  will  be  best  served  by 
selling  the  same  at  private  sale,  the  said  admin- 
istratrix is  therefore  ordered  and  empowered  to 
sell  the  said  stock  at  private  sale  for  the  ap- 
praised value  thereof,  taking  good  and  suffi- 
cient security  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money;  and  said  administratrix  is  further  or- 
dered to  make  a  return  of  her  proceedings 
within  ninety  days  from  this  date. 

That  the  administratrix  made  no  sale  of  said 
stock  whatever  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  said 
order,  and  made  no  sale  of  said  stock  in  com- 

Sliance  with  the  terms  of  the  statutes  of  the 
late  of  Indiana  regulating  the  sale  of  personal 
property  of  a  decedent's  estate  at  private  sale; 
nor  did  she  make  any  sale  of  said  stock  at  pub- 
lic sale;  that  she,  without  any  authority  so  to 
do,  assigned  and  delivered  to  one  John  Carlisle 
said  certificate  of  stock,  without  receiving  any 
pay  therefor,  and  without  taking  any  security 
of  any  sort  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money  therefor,  taking  merely  as  evidence  of 
said  attempted  sale,  and  of  the  supposed  in- 
debtedness therefor,  the  promissory  note  of 
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Carlisle  for  $6,160,  due  ten  years  from  date,  no 
part  of  which  note  has  ever  been  paid;  that  no 
return  of  said  attempted  sale  to  Carlisle,  nor  of 
any  sale  of  said  stock,  nor  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  administratrix  in  reference  thereto,  was 
ever  made  to  the  court,  and  no  entry  in  relation 
thereto  was  ever  made;  that  after  the  attempted 
sale  to  Carlisle,  the  administratrix  made  out, 
under  oath,  a  return  of  said  sale,  to  the  effect 
that  she  had  sold  said  stock  to  John  Carlisle  for 
the  sum  of  $6,160  for  cash;  but  the  same  was 
never  filed  or  approved  by  the  court;  that  long 
after  the  attempted  transfer  of  said  stock  to 
Carlisle  the  Street  Railway  Company,  upon  his 
request,  wrongfully  issued  certificates  for  said 
stock  to  him,  and  that  he,  about  the  year  1875, 
sold  and  assigned  the  same  to  appellant  Tom. 
L.  Johnson,  who  bought  the  same  with  knowl- 
edge that  they  were  issued  in  lieu  of  the  cer- 
tificates formerly  held  by  Henry  H.  Cather- 
wood, deceased;  and  that  said  stock  had  be* 
longed  to  his  estate,  and  with  knowledge  of  the 
order  for  the  sale  of  the  same  above  set  out,  and 
with  knowledge  that  no  return  of  said  sale  had 
been  made  ana  confirmed  by  the  court;  that  at 
the  time  he  so  purchased  said  stock  he  was  a 
stockholder  and  director  in  said  Street  Railway 
Company;  that  said  Street  Railway  Company 
has  declared  dividends  in  a  large  sum,  which 
have  been  paid  to  the  said  Carlisle  and  the  said 
Tom.  L.  Johnson,  and  that  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit  the  appellee  demanded 
said  stock  of  the  appellants  and  each  of  them, 
which  they  each  refused  to  surrender. 

The  second  paragraph  of  the  amended  com- 
plaint does  not  differ  materially  from  the  first, 
except  in  that  it  alleges  that  on  the  16th  day  of 
July,  1878,  the  Citizen's  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany, upon  the  request  of  Carlisle,  having 
knowledge  of  the  fact  that  said  stock  belonged 
to  the  estate  of  Henry  H  Catherwood,  and 
having  knowledge  of  the  pending  administra- 
tion of  said  estate  and  of  the  order  of  sale  of 
said  stock  and  the  terms  thereof,  and  having 
knowledge  of  the  fact  that  no  return  of  any  sale 
under  said  order  had  as  yet  been  made  to  the 
court,  wrongfully  issued  certificates  of  stock  to 
Carlisle,  who  sold  and  assigned  the  same  to 
Johnson. 

To  this  complaint  the  appellant  the  Citizen's 
Street  Railway  Company  filed  an  answer  con- 
sisting of  three  paragraphs.  The  third  par- 
agraph avers,  substantially,  that  on  the  16th 
day  of  July,  1878,  LucyD.  Catherwood,  as  the 
administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Henry  H.  Cath- 
erwood, obtained  the  order  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint, authorizing  her  to  sell  the  808  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  Citizen's  Street  Railway 
Company  named  in  the  complaint;  that  said 
stock  was  represented  by  certificates  numbered 
96,  97,  98,  99, 100  and  101,  for  fifty  shares  each, 
issued  to  H.  H.  Catherwood  November  18, 
1867,  certificates  numbered  88, 85  and  86  for  one 
share  each,  issued  to  E.  B.  Martindale  February 
18,  1865,  and  indorsed  in  blank  by  Martindale, 
and  certificate  numbered  87  for  five  shares, 
issued  to  R.  B.  Catherwood  February  18,  1865, 
which  was  indorsed  in  blank  by  said  Cather- 
wood; that  said  Lucy  D.  Catherwood,  as  au- 
thorized and  empowered  as  such  administratrix 
to  sell  said  stock  at  private  sale,  made  the  fol- 
lowing indorsement  upon  each  of  said  certifi- 
cates numbered  96,  97,  9S,  99,  100  and  101: 
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"I  hereby  transfer  all  my  interest  in  the 
within  stock  to  John  Carlisle,  July  16, 1878. 
Lacy  D.  Catherwood." 

"For  value  received  I  assign  and  transfer  to 
John  Carlisle  three  hundred  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  Citizen's  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany, this  July  16, 1878.  Lucy  Catherwood, 
Adm'rx  of  H.  H.  Catherwood  ;* 
— and  upon  certificates  numbered  88,  86  and 
86  she  made  the  following  indorsement: 

"I  hereby  transfer  all  my  interest  in  the 
within  stock  to  John  Carlisle.  July  16,  1878. 
"  Lucy  D.  Catherwood." 

"  For  value  received. I  assign  and  transfer  to 
John  Carlisle  three  shares  of  the  Capital  Stock 
of  tbe  Citizen's  Street  Railway  Company  this 
16th  day  of  July,  1878. 
"  E.  B.  Martindale,  by  Lucy  D.  Catherwood, 
"  Atty.  in  Fact," 
— and  a  similar  indorsement  on  certificate  num- 
bered 87,  and  delivered  the  said  certificates  to 
John  Carlisle,  to  be  brought  by  him  to  the  office 
of  said  Company,  and  to  have  the  same  trans- 
ferred to  him  as  the  owner  thereof  on  the  books 
of  said  Company;  that  said  Carlisle  brought 
said  stock  to  the  office  of  the  Company  and  re- 
quested that  the  same  be  transferred  to  him,  by 
canceling  the  said  certificates  and  issuing  new 
certificates  to  him  in  lieu  thereof;  that  the 
Company  caused  the  records  of  the  Marion 
Circuit  Court  to  be  examined  and  ascertained 
that  said  administratrix  had  full  power  to  dis- 
pose of  said  stock  at  private  sale,  as  set  forth  in 
the  complaint  and  relying  upon  the  order  of  the 
court  and  the  indorsements  made  by  said  ad- 
ministratrix and  on  the  fact  that  said  certifi- 
cates, so  indorsed,  were  in  the  possession  of  said 
Carlisle,  and  believing  him  to  be  the  owner  and 
purchaser  of  said  stock,  made  such  transfer  of 
said  stock  to  him  and  canceled  said  certificates 
and  issued  to  him  in  lieu  thereof  a  new  certifi- 
cate, numbered  185  for  806  shares  of  stock. 

The  appellant  Johnson  filed  an  answer  con- 
sisting of  four  paragraphs.  The  third  para- 
graph avers  substantially  that  tbe  stock  in  con- 
troversy was  represented  by  certificate  number 
185,  issued  by  the  Citizen's  Street  Railway 
Company  to  John  Carlisle,  on  tbe  17th  day  of 
July,  1878,  and  in  whose  name  the  stock  was 
then  standing  on  tbe  books  of  said  Company; 
tbat  said  stock  was  indorsed  by  said  Carlisle, 
and  had  been  pledged  to  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Indianapolis  by  him,  or  by  someone 
in  his  behalf,  and  was  so  held  by  said  bank  at 
the  time  appellant  purchased  the  same;  that  at 
tbe  time  of  said  purchase  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge where  said  stock  came  from  or  who  its 
previous  owner  had  been;  that  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction  between  Carlisle,  the  Citizen's 
Street  Railway  Company  and  Lucy  D.  Cather- 
wood, he  was  a  citizen  of  tbe  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  had  no  connection  with  or  interest 
in  said  Company,  and  had  no  knowledge  or 
information  of  its  affairs,  and  purchased  and 
paid  for  said  stock  without  any  notice  or 
knowledge  whatever  of  the  claim  of  any  other 
person  thereto,  believing  it  to  be,  as  it  pur- 
ported to  be,  a  genuine  certificate  of  the  own- 
ership of  808  shares  of  tbe  capital  stock  of  said 
Company;  that  he  denies  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  that  said  certificate  had  been  issued 
in  lieu  of  certificates  formerly  owned  or  held 
by  Henry  H.  Catherwood,  or  that  it  had  been  | 
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owned  by  his  estate,  or  that  any  order  ha<i 
been  made  for  the  sale  of  any  stock  belonging 
to  said  estate. 

The  fourth  paragraph  avers  substantially  the 
same  facts  averred  in  the  third  answer  of  tbe 
Citizen's  Street  Railway  Company,  above  set 
out,  and  in  addition  thereto  that  the  adminis- 
tratrix permitted  tbe  stock  to  be  and  remain  in 
the  name  of  John  Carlisle,  and  authorized  him 
to  treat  said  stock  as  his  own  property,  and 
hold  him  out  to  the  public  as  the  owner  thereof ; 
that  said  Carlisle,  or  someone  in  his  behalf, 
pledged  said  stock  to  the  First  National  Bank 
of  Indianapolis  as  the  owner  thereof,  to  secure 
his  individual  indebtedness  to  said  bank;  that 
tbe  said  administratrix  made  no  objection  there- 
to, but  on  the  contrary  made  return  to  the 
Marion  Circuit  Court,  on  oath,  that  she  had 
sold  said  stock  to  Carlisle  for  cash,  and  filed 
the  same  in  the  records  of  said  court  where  the 
settlement  of  said  estate  was  pending;  that  he 
afterwards  purchased  said  stock  of  said  bank, 
and,  at  the  time  he  purchased  the  same,  be  was 
induced  to  believe,  and  did  believe,  from  the 
conduct  of  said  administratrix,  that  said  bank 
held  said  certificate  from  Carlisle  as  the  owner 
thereof,  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  or 
information  as  to  any  claim  thereto  by  the 
estate  of  Henry  H.  Catherwood;  tbat  at  the 
time  he  purchased  the  same  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge or  information  that  the  same  had  been 
issued  in  lieu  of  the  stock  formerly  held  by 
Henry  H.  Catherwood  or  his  estate,  and  no 
knowledge  or  information  of  the  legal  proceed- 
ings set  up  in  the  complaint. 

To  each  of  these  answers  the  court  over- 
ruled a  demurrer.  Upon  issues  formed,  the 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court  at  special  term, 
resulting  in  a  finding  and  Judgment  in  favor  of 
the  appellants.  Upon  appeal  to  tbe  general 
term  the  judgment  was  reversed,  upon  which 
latter  ruling  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

The  first  question  demanding  our  considera- 
tion relates  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  at  special 
term,  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  these  sev- 
eral answers;  and  first  in  order  is  the  third 
paragraph  of  the  separate  answer  of  the  Citi- 
zen's 8treet  Railway  Company. 

The  capital  stock  in  tbe  Citizen's  Street  Rail- 
way Company  owned  by  Henry  fl.  Catherwood 
at  the  time  of  his  death  was  personal  property. 
Ang.  A  A.  Priv.  Corp.  11th  ed.  pp.  590-596; 
Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §$  557-560;  1  Rev.  Stat.  1876. 
§  4152,  p.  757,  §  10. 

Upon  the  death  of  Henry  H.  Catherwood 
the  stock  descended  to  his  heirs-at-law,  subject 
to  the  right  of  his  administrator  to  subject  the 
same  to  sale,  in  tbe  manner  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  the  State.  The  common-law  right  of 
the  administrator  to  sell  and  dispose  of  per- 
sonal property  does  not  exist  in  this  State. 
Sales  of  such  property  must  be  made  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  our  statutes  upon  the 
subject  In  the  absence  of  an  order  from  the 
proper  court,  the  sale  must  be  public,  and 
where  a  sale  is  made  at  private  sale,  under  the 
order  of  the  court,  it  must  be  made  in  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  tbe  order.  Weyer  y. 
Franklin  Second  Nat  Bank,  57  Ind.  198;  Wil- 
liam* v.  Perrin,  78  Ind.  57;  2  Rev.  Stat  1876, 
§  48,  p.  509,  g  60,  p.  512;  Rev.  Stat.  1881, 
§§  2275-2289. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellee  that  in  < 
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of  private  Rales,  made  under  the  order  of  a 
court,  no  title  passes  until  such  sale  is  reported 
and  approved  by  the  court.  In  this  position 
we  think  he  is  in  error.  The  Statute  author- 
izing the  private  sale  of  personal  property  of 
the  decedent  by  an  administrator  is  most  use- 
ful where  the  property  is  of  a  perishable  nature, 
such  as  can  best  be  disposed  of  in  the  public 
market,  or  such  as  would  probably  be  sacri- 
ficed at  a  public  sale. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  courts  are  not  in 
session,  in  many  of  the  counties  of  the  State, 
more  than  six  months  in  the  year,  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  appellee  would 
in  a  great  measure  destroy  the  usefulness  of 
the  Statute.  Such  a  construction  would  ren- 
der it  inconvenient,  if  not  impossible,  to  sell 
in  the  open  market.  It  would  be  utterly  im- 
possible to  sell  a  stock  of  goods  by  retail,  at 
private  sale,  however  apparent  it  might  be  that 
a  public  sale  would  result  in  a  loss  to  estate. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  where  the  order  of 
the  court  does  not  require  a  confirmation,  if  the 
sale  is  made  in  substantial  compliance  with  the 
order  of  the  court,  the  title  passes  to  the  pur- 
chaser upon  bis  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
the  sale.  Hobson  v.  tiwan,  62  111.  146;  Stow  v. 
Kimball,  28  111.  98;  Moffitt  v.  Mofflit,  69  111.  649. 

Doubtless  in  all  cases  the  court  may  in  its 
discretion  require,  by  its  order,  that  the  sale 
shall  be  reported  and  confirmed  in  order  to 
pass  title  to  the  property.  William*  v.  Ptorrin, 
supra. 

It  is  also  probably  true  that  when  there  is 
any  material  deviation  from  the  order  to  sell 
no  title  would  pass  until  such  sale  was  reported 
and  confirmed  by  the  court. 

In  this  case,  however,  there  seems  to  have 
been  no  attempt  to  comply  with  the  order 
made  for  the  sale  of  the  stock  in  controversy 
at  private  sale.  The  sale  was  on  a  credit  of 
ten  years,  whereas  the  administratrix  had  no 

r>wer  to  give  a  credit  exceeding  twelve  months. 
Rev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  510. 

The  order  of  the  court  required  the  adminis- 
trator to  take  good  and  sufficient  security  for 
the  purchase  price  of  the  stock,  but  instead  of 
following  the  order  she  took  the  individual 
note  of  John  Carlisle  without  security.  This 
attempted  sale  is  no  better  than  if  there  had 
been  no  order  of  the  court.  The  sale  to  Car- 
lisle, or  a  credit  of  ten  years  without  any 
security,  was  not  a  sale  under  the  order  pro- 
cured by  the  administratrix,  and  was  in  our 
opinion  void  and  vested  no  title. 

The  Citizen's  Street  Railway  Company  had 
notice  that  the  stock  in  question  belonged  to 
and  was  part  of  the  estate  of  Henry  H.  Catber- 
wood.  It  also  had  notice  that  the'Marion  Cir- 
cuit Court  had  acquired  Jurisdiction  over  this 
property  and  had  made  an  order  to  sell  the 
same  at  private  sale.  Indeed,  the  answer  dis- 
closes the  fact  that  it  had  examined  the  pro- 
ceeding under  which  the  attempted  sale  to 
Carlisle  was  made.  We  do  not  think  the  Com- 
pany exercised  that  degree  of  diligence  re- 
quired by  the  law  when  it  stopped  with  the 
examination  of  the  order  of  sale.  Before  can- 
celing the  stock  held  by  the  estate  of  Cather- 
wood  it  should  have  gone  further  and  ascer- 
tained whether  such  a  sale  had  been  made  un- 
der that  order  as  vested  title  in  Carlisle.  It 
was  its  duty  before  canceling  the  stock  at  the 
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request  of  Carlisle,  and  issuing  to  him  stock  in 
lieu  thereof,  to  ascertain  that  be  was  the  owner 
of  the  stock  in  his  possession;  and  having 
failed  to  perform  such  duty,  we  think  it  liable 
to  make  good  any  loss  occasioned  thereby. 
Before  the  Company  could  lawfully  cancel  the 
stock  held  by  Catherwood's  estate  it  was  bound 
to  know,  not  only  that  an  order  of  sale  had 
been  entered  by  the  court,  but  that  a  sale  had 
also  been  made  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  that 
order.  Nugent  v.  Laduke,  87  Ind.  486;  Weyer 
v.  Franklin  Second  Nat.  Bank,  supra;  Ang. 
A  A-  Priv.  Corp.  10th  ed.  §  682;  Loring  v. 
Salisbury  Mills,  125  Mass.  188. 

In  our  opinion,  the  Superior  Court  of  Mari- 
on County  at  special  term  erred  in  overruling 
the  demurrer  to  the  third  paragraph  of  the  sep- 
arate answer  of  the  appellant,  the  Citizen's 
Street  Railway  Company. 

The  answers  of  the  appellant  Johnson  pre- 
sent a  question  entirely  different  from  the  one 
presented  by  the  answer  of  the  Citizen's  Street 
Railway  Company. 

The  certificates  of  stock  owned  by  the  estate 
of  Henry  H.  Catherwood  were  canceled  by  the 
Company  and  a  new  certificate  in  lieu  thereof 
was  issued  to  John  Carlisle  in  his  own  name. 
So  far  as  appears,  there  was  nothing  on  the 
face  of  the  new  certificate  to  put  anyone  on  in- 
quiry or  to  give  notice  that  it  was  issued  in  lieu 
of  the  Catherwood  stock.  '  In  this  condition 
Johnson  bought  it,  in  the  market,  without  any 
notice  that  it  had  any  connection  with  Cather- 
wood's estate.  The  question  is,  therefore,  pre- 
sented as  to  whether  Johnson,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, is  liable  to  account  to  the  estate  for 
the  stock  purchased  by  him.  Could  the  appellee 
show  that  Johnson  and  those  through  whom 
he  makes  his  title  had  notice  of  the  fact  that 
the  Catherwood  stock  entered  into  and  formed 
the  consideration  of  the  stock  purchased  by 
him,  doubtless  he  could  follow  such  consider- 
ation and  charge  Johnson  with  it.  The  com- 
plaint seems  to  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  it 
was  necessary  to  charge  Johnson  with  such 
notice;  but  as  notice  is  denied  by  the  answers, 
in  considering  the  demurrer  thereto,  we  must 
treat  the  case  as  one  in  which  he  purchased  in 
good  faith,  without  notice.  We  are  bound  to 
know  that  stocks  of  the  kind  now  under  con- 
sideration constitute  a  considerable  article  of 
the  commerce  of  the  country,  and  that  they 
are  daily  bought  and  sold  in  the  market  To 
hold  that  where  such  stock  is  thrown  upon  the 
market  the  purchaser  must  inquire  into  the 
antecedents  of  the  same  and  into  the  consider- 
ation upon  which  it  was  issued  by  the  corpora- 
tion would  be  to  destroy  the  value  of  such 
property  as  an  article  of  commerce.  If  the 
property  was  offered  for  sale  at  a  market  re- 
mote from  the  office  of  the  Company  such  in- 
quiry would  be  practically  impossible,  and 
hence  the  stock  in  such  market  would  be  of  no 
value.  We  are  not  inclined  to  adopt  the  view 
that  a  purchaser  of  such' property  is  bound  to 
make  such  examination,  unless  there  is  some- 
thing upon  the  face  of  the  stock,  or  something 
connected  with  the  transaction,  to  put  him  on 
inquiry.  Of  course,  everyone  purchasing  such 
stock  takes  the  chances  as  to  whether  it  u  gen- 
uine and  as  to  whether  the  corporation  had  the 
legal  authority  to  issue  it;  but  where  the  stock 
issued  by  a  corporation  having  the  legal  au- 
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thority  to  do  so  Is  genuine  and  is  regular  upon 
its  face,  we  think  a  purchaser  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  infirmities  which  could  he 
ascertained  only  by  an  examination  of  the  rec- 
ords of  the  Company,  should  be  protected. 
Salisbury  Mills  v.  Toumsend,  109  Mass.  115; 
Machinist*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Field,  126  Mass.  845; 
Mount  Holly,  L.  4k  M.  Turnp.  Co.  v.  Ferret,  17 
N.  J.  Eq.  117. 

But  in  this  case  Johnson  did  not  purchase 
the  certificates  of  stock  owned  by  Cat  her  wood. 
Those  certificates  were  canceled  by  the  Citi- 
zen's Street  Railway  Company.  The  stock 
purchased  by  Johnson  was  evidenced  by  new 
certificates  issued  to  John  Carlisle  by  the  Com- 
pany in  consideration  of  the  surrender  and 
cancellation  of  the  certificates  held  by  Cather- 
wood  at  the  lime  of  his  death.  As  to  whether 
the  Company  was  authorized  to  issue  the  cer- 
tificates purchased  by  Johnson,  and  whether  it 
is  valid,  are  questions  between  him  and  the 
Company,  ana  one  into  which  we  need  not  in- 
quire in  this  case.  But  as  he  did  not  purchase 
the  stock  evidenced  by  certificates  ooce  held 
by  Catherwood  and  had  no  notice  that  such 
stock  ever  existed,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase, 
we  think  it  follows  that  he  is  in  no  way  liable 
to  Catherwood's  estate. 

In  the  case  of  Salisbury  Mills  v.  Toumsend, 
supra,  it  was  expressly  held  that'a  purchaser  of 
such  stock  was  not  bound  to  examine  the 
books  of  the  corporation  or  look  beyond  the 
certificates  assigned  to  him.  in  search  after  the 
validity  of  former  assignments. 

In  cases  like  this,  where  the  old  certificates 
have  been  surrendered  and  a  new  one  issued  in 
lieu  thereof,  the  doctrine  is  that  the  remedy  is 
against  the  corporation  issuing  the  new  certifi- 
cate, and  that  a  purchaser  of  the  stock  repre- 
sented by  the  new  certificate  in  good  faith,  for 
valae  and  without  notice  of  any  illegality  in 
the  surrender  and  cancellation  of  the  original 
certificates,  will  be  protected.  Pratt  y.  Taun- 
ton Copper  Mfg.  Oo.  128  Mass.  110;  Machinists 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Field,  126  Mass.  845;  Allen  v. 
South  Boston  B.  Oo.  150  Mass.  200,  5L.RA. 
716,  15  Am.  St  Rep.  185. 

In  our  opinion  the  court  at  special  term  did 
not  err  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  third 
and  fourth  paragraphs  of  the  answer  of  the 
appellant  Johnson. 

A  question  is  also  made  as  to  the  ruling  of 
the  court  at  special  term  in  admitting  in  evi- 
dence a  report,  made  out  and  sworn  to  by  the 
administratrix,  in  which  she  states  that  she  had 
sold  the  stock  in  question  to  John  Carlisle  for 
cash.  The  report,  so  far  as  the  evidence  in  the 
cause  discloses,  was  never  filed  or  approved  by 
the  court.  In  this  condition  it  amounts  to  the 
mere  declaration  of  the  administratrix  and  con- 
stitutes no  part  of  the  record  in  the  proceeding 
to  sell  the  stock.  But  assuming,  without  de- 
ciding, that  it  was  not  proper  evidence  in  the 
cause,  we  do  not  think  the  appellee,  who  ob- 
jected to  its  introduction,  stands  in  a  situation 
to  make  such  objection.  This  paper  is  set  out 
in  full  in  each  paragraph  of  the  amended  com- 
plaint, and  is  thus  made  a  part  of  the  record  in 
this  cause.  As  it  was  already  a  part  of  the 
record,  and  was,  as  such,  before  the  court,  we 
do  not  see  how  the  appellee  could  be  injured  by 
allowing  the  appellants  to  read  it  to  the  court. 

In  our  opinion  the  superior  court  at  general 
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term  did  not  err  in  reversing  the  Judgment  of 
the  special  term  as  to  the  appellant  the  Citi- 
zen's Street  Railway  Company,  but  it  did  err 
in  reversing  the  Judgment  as  to  the  appellant 
Johnson. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  as  to  the 
appellant  the  Citieen's  Street  Railway  Company 
is  affirmed;  and  said  judgment  as  to  the  appel- 
lant Tom.  L.  Johnson  is  reversed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled  June  11, 
1891. 


Board  of  COMMISSIONERS  OF  GIBSON 

COUNTY,  Appt., 

v. 

CINCINNATI  STEAM  HEATING  CO. 

(....Ind.....) 

1.  A  chjtngein  a  matter  of  detail  such&s 
In  the  heating  of  a  public  building  may 

be  made  without  filing;  plans  and  specifications 
and  advertising;  for  proposals,  as  required  by 
statute  in  letting  the  original  contract  for  the 
building. 

8*  The  presumption  Is  that  county  officers  in 
making  changes  In  the  plan  for  heating  a  new 
public  building  made  only  such  as  were  proper. 

8.  A  bond  reciting  the  proposal  of  a 
board  of  commissioners  ^*to  advance'* 
the  money  to  the  obligor,  who  binds  himself 
to  complete  the  job  of  furnishing  heating  appa- 
ratus for  a  public  building  in  oonsequenoe  of  the 
default  of  the  principal  contractor  for  the  build- 
ing;, is  a  contract  to  pay  for  the  work  when  com- 
pleted, and  not  merely  to  "advanoe"  money. 


Nora— BuUiing  contract;  extra  work. 

The  reasonable  value  of  extra  work  by  a  con- 
tractor is  recoverable  when  done  by  agreement, 
but  with  no  price  agreed  on.  Pacific  Bridge  Oo.  v. 
Clackamas  County,  45  Fed.  Rep.  217. 

A  provision  in  a  building  contract,  that  no  new 
work  shall  be  considered  as  extras  unless  a  sepa- 
rate written  estimate  shall  have  been  signed  before 
it  is  commenced,  may  be  subsequently  waived  by 
the  parties  by  parol.  MoLeod  v.  Genius  (Neb.)  1 
Neb.  L.  J.  684. 

If  there  has  been  a  deviation  from  the  original 
plan  by  consent  of  parties  the  contract  and  esti- 
mate are  not  on  that  account  excluded,  and  the 
excess  only  is  to  be  paid  for,  according  to  the  usual 
rates  of  charging:  but  if  there  be  a  total  deviation 
the  workman  may  oharge  for  the  whole  work  by 
measure  and  value,  as  if  no  eontraot  had  been 
made.  Pepper  v.  Burland,  Peake,  189;  Bobson  v. 
Godfrey,  Holt,  £86;  Bills  v.  Hamlen,  8  Taunt.  SL 

For  all  work  done  beyond  the  contract,  under 
subsequent  or  antecedent  directions,  plaintiff  may 
recover  as  if  no  special  contract  had  been  made. 
Thornton  v.  Place,  1  Mood.  &  Bob.  219;  Fletcher  v. 
Gillespie,  8  Bing.  687. 

But  the  mere  assent  to  certain  alterations  is 
not  sufficient  to  make  defendant  liable  for  them  as 
extras  not  covered  by  the  contract.  Lovelock  v . 
King,  1  Mood,  &  Bob.  80. 

If  extras  have  been  done  without  authority  de- 
fendant is  not  bound  to  pay  for  them.  Dobeon  v. 
Hudson.  1  a  a  N.  &  669.  See  9  Addison,  Oont. 
•  87a 

A  oontraot  to  heat  a  building  about  to  be  built 
is  performed  when  the  machinery  is  sufficient  for 
that  purpose,  as  the  same  was  exhibited  in  plans 
shown  to  the  contractor.  Phoenix  Iron  Co.  v.  The 
Richmond,  11  Gent.  Bep.  711,  6  Maokey,  180. 

Alteration  of  building  oontraot  generally.  Bee 
note  to  Boettler  v.  Tendlok  (Tex.)  6  L.  B.  A.  STl. 
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4.  A  promts*  by  a  board  to  pay  lor  heat- 
ing apparatus  for  a  public  building,  made  to 
induce  the  completion  thereof  by  the  other  party* 
who  had  already  partly  furnished  it  under  agree- 
ment with  the  chief  contractor  for  the  building, 
who  has  made  default  in  payment,  is  an  original, 
and  not  a  collateral,  con  tract  within  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  at  least  as  to  whatever  beoomes  doe 
after  the  promise  is  made. 

(May  14,1*91.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Knox  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
the  contract  price  for  certain  heating  apparatus 
which  bad  been  placed  in  a  county  building 
under  an  alleged  contract  with  defendant. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Embree  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  Fields  *  Ewing-  for  appellee. 

Elliott,  £,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  25th  day  of  September,  1888,  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  of  Gibson  County  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  Joseph  G.  Miller  for 
the  erection  of  a  court-house.  The  plans  and 
specifications  were  adopted  at  a  meeting  of  the 
Board  on  the  7th  day  of  August,  1888,  and 
notices  inviting  proposals  for  building  the 
court-house  were  published  for  more  than  six 
weeks  prior  to  the  time  the  contract  was 
awarded.  The  notice  was  published  in  a  news- 
paper of  general  circulation  in  the  County  of 
Gibson,  miller  entered  upon  the  work  under 
the  contract,  and  on  the  29th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1884,  made  a  contract  with  the  appellee 
to  furnish  a  steam-heating  apparatus  and  ap- 
pliances for  the  court-house.  The  plan  and 
specifications  agreed  upon  by  Miller  and  the  ap- 
pellee were  different  from  those  adopted  in  the 
first  instance  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners, 
but  what  the  differences  were  does  not  appear. 
The  appellee  entered  upon  the  work  required 
by  its  contract,  and  furnished  labor  and  mate- 
rial. On  the  1st  day  of  April,  1885,  it  received 
from  Miller  in  part  payment  $8,000,  and  on  the 
20th  day  of  June  of  that  year  there  was  owing 
from  Miller  to  the  appellee  the  sum  of  $2,200. 
This  sum  Miller  failed  to  pay,  although  it  had 
been  due  for  more  than  two  months.  The  archi- 
tects, McDonald  Brothers,  refused  to  issue  an 
estimate,  and  the  appellee  tendered  to  the  Board 
a  bond  conditioned  as  follows: 

"The  condidon  of  this  obligation  is  such, 
whereas  thesaid  Cincinnati  Steam  Heating  Com- 
pany has  a  contract  with  one  Joseph  G.  Miller, 
who  is  chief  contractor  for  the  erection  of  a 
courthouse  in  Gibson  County,  Indiana,  to 
place  certain  steam-heating  apparatus  in  said 
court-house,  for  which  it  is  to  receive  the  sum 
of  $6,665  in  installments  equal  to  eighty-five 
per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  work  acme  and 
material  furnished  as  said  lob  shall  progress, 
and  as  there  is  now  due  to  ft  the  sum  of  $2,200 
on  said  work  on  said  contract,  which  said 
Miller  has  failed  to  pay,  the  said  Commis- 
sioners having  refused  to  advance  any  more 
direct  to  said  Miller  on  his  said  contract,  but 
being  willing  and  desirous  of  advancing  to  the 
said  the  Cincinnati  Steam  Heating  Company 
direct  the  money  now  due,  and  to  become  due, 
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for  its  said  work  upon  the  approval  of  said 
architects,  and  propose  to  advance  at  once,  at 
next  meeting  of  said  commissioners,  the  $2,200 
aforesaid.  JNow,  therefore,  if  the  said,  the 
Cincinnati  Steam  Heating  Company,  shall 
complete  its  said  Job  of  work  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  and  specifications  and  terms  of 
its  said  contract,  and  the  work  so  completed 
shall  be  accepted  by  the  McDonald  Brothers, 
these  presents  shall  be  void;  otherwise  to  re- 
main in  full  force  and  virtue." 

The  Board  accepted  the  bond  while  in  ses- 
sion, but  made  no  entry  of  record.  After  the 
acceptance  of  the  bond  the  Board  caused  a 
warrant  to  issue  to  the  appellee  on  which  it 
received  $2,200.  The  order  directing  the  war- 
rant to  issue  reads  thus:  "Comes  now  Ken- 
neth McDonald,  architect  on  new  court-house, 
and  files  estimate  for  work  done  and  materials 
furnished  for  steam  heating  in  the  sum  of 
$2,200  by  Joseph  G.  Miller,  the  estimate  hav- 
ing been  assigned  to  the  Cincinnati  8team 
Heating  Company,  and  also  showing  that  Jo- 
seph G.  Miller,  has  been  previously  paid  the 
sum  of  $80,679,  and  making  a  total  allowance 
of  $82,879;  and  after  hearing  the  evidence  and 
being  fully  advised,  it  is  found  that  said  claim 
ought  to  be  allowed.  It  is  now  ordered  that 
the  Cincinnati  Steam  Heating  Company  be  al- 
lowed the  sum  of  $2,200." 

The  appellee  fully  performed  its  part  of  the 
contract,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  December, 

1885,  demanded  an  estimate,  but  the  architect 
refused  to  certify  one.  On  the  1st  day  of 
February,  1886,  the  Board  entered  an  order  de- 
claringithe  court-house  completed  and  ready  for 
occupancy;  and,  pursuant  to  such  order,  pos- 
session was  taken  by  the  county  officers  and 
the  record  placed  in  the  building.  The  County, 
by  its  officers,  occupies  the  court-house  and 
uses  the  steam-heating  apparatus  placed  in  it 
by  the  appellee.    On  the  14th  day  of  April, 

1886,  the  appellee  presented  its  claim  for  the 
remainder  due  upon  its  contract,  but  its  claim 
was  rejected.  There  remains  owing  the  ap- 
pellee the  sum  of  $1,465. 

The  appellant's  counsel  contended  that  the 
Board  had  no  authority  to  contract  for  the 
steam-heating  apparatus  for  the  reason  that  no 
plans  and  specifications  were  ever  placed  on 
file  in  the  auditor's  office,  and  no  notice  was 
published  inviting  proposals  for  furnishing  the 
court-house  with  steam-heating  apparatus. 
This  contention  is  based  upon  the  provisions  of 
the  Statute  requiring  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  construction  of  public  buildings  to  be 
prepared  and  filed  before  advertising  for  pro- 
posals.   Bev.  Stat.  §  4248. 

We  cannot  accept  the  views  of  counsel  as 
correct.  In  our  opinion,  the  Statute  was  not 
intended  to  prevent  changes  in  plans  and  speci- 
fications from  being  made  in  cases  where  it  be- 
comes apparent  in  the  progress  of  the  work  that 
changes  are  required.  We  do  not  mean  to  be 
understood  as  holding  that  changes  in  the  gen- 
eral plan  of  the  work  may  be  made  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners ;  but 
we  do  mean  to  adjudge  that  changes  may 
be  made  in  details  and  in  minor  particulars. 
If  the  rigid  rule  for  which  the  appellant  con- 
tends were  adopted,  then  the  Board  could  not 
change  a  window,  a  door,  a  chimney  or  any 
like  matter,  and  certainly  the  Legislature  did 
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not  mean  to  establish  a  rale  that  would  prevent 
such  changes.  Of  course,  no  important  gen- 
eral change  in  the  plan  of  the  building  can  be 
made;  but  a  change  in  a  matter  of  detail,  such 
as  the  beating  or  lightning,  may  be  rightfully 
made  when  required.  If  the  Board  of  Com- 
missioners secures  and  flies  plans  and  specifica- 
tions so  full  and  specific  as  to  show  the  char- 
acter of  the  proposed  building  and  duly  adver- 
tises for  proposals,  the  County  cannot  escape 
liability  without  showing  that  changes  in  im- 
portant particulars  were  made.  This  conclu- 
sion is  fairly  supported  by  the  case  of  Bass 
Foundry  <&  Main.  Workt  v.  Parks  County 
Comrs.  115  Ind.  284. 

Neither  the  County  nor  Its  officers  can  with 
reason  or  justice  ask  that  it  shall  be  presumed 
that  the  Board  of  Commissioners  either  violated 
the  law  or  acted  in  bad  faith  in  ordering 
changes  in  a  matter  of  detail  such  as  that  of 
heating  a  court-house;  on  the  contrary,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  what  was  done  was  done  right- 
fully and  in  good  faith.  It  must  therefore  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  countervailing 
facts,  that  the  changes  respecting  the  steam- 
heating  apparatus  were  of  such  minor  import- 
ance and  so  necessary  that  it  was  not  only  the 
right  of  the  Board  to  order  them  made,  but 
that  it  was  its  duty  to  cause  them  to  be  made. 
The  County  is  using  and  enjoying  the  prop- 
erty placed  in  its  possession  by  the  appellee 
in  good  faith;  and  the  least  that  it  can  do 
if  it  would  keep  and  enjoy  the  property  with- 
out paying  for  it  is  to  show  such  facts  as 
make  *  it  clearly  appear  that  the  acts  of  its 
Board  of  Commissioners  were  unauthorized  or 
illegal. 

It  is  argued  with  ability  and  plausibility  that 
there  was  no  promise  on 'the  part  of  the  Board 
of  Commissioners  to  pay  the  appellee  for  the 
heating  apparatus.  £1  our  judgment  the  con- 
tention, plausible  as  it  is,  cannot  prevail.  The 
facts  surrounding  the  parties  when  the  bond 
was  accepted  by  the  Commissioners  furnish  the 
light  by  which  the  contract  must  be  read.  The 
County  was  unwilling  to  pay  anything  more  to 
Miller,  the  principal  contractor;  it  had  already 
paid  on  account  of  the  heating  apparatus  a 
considerable  sum  of  money;  it  was  willing 
to  pay  the  appellee  "the  sum  due  and  to  be- 
come due;"  the  appellee  was  willing  to  com- 
plete the  work  and  gave  bond  that  it  would  do 
so.  It  can  hardly  be  doubted  that  the  parties 
meant  that  one  should  do  the  work  and  that 
the  other  should  pay  for  it  when  it  was  done. 
The  one  did  do  the  work  and  the  other  has  re- 
ceived the  benefit.  It  must  be  implied  that 
one  should  receive  conpensation,  and  if  this  be 
the  implication,  then  there  is  an  implied  prom- 
ise. It  is  said,  however,  that  the  writing  simply 
expresses  a  desire  to  advance  money,  and  does 
not  even  express  a  desire  or  willingness  to  pay 
money;  but  this  certainly  is  a  forced  and  un- 
natural construction  of  the  language  employed 
by  the  parties.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  infer 
that  the  Commissioners  understood  that  all  that 
the  appellee  expected  was  "a  desire  to  advance 
money,"  nor  is  it  reasonable  to  infer  that  the 
appellee  agreed  to  do  work  for  any  such  a  con- 
sideration. The  cases  of  Harmon  v.  James,  7 
Ind.  268,  and  Johnston  v.  Griest,  85  Ind.  508, 
lend  appellant  no  support,  for  in  those  cases  no 
consideration  was  shown,  while  here  a  full  and 
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valuable  consideration  appears.  Here,  there  is 
a  consideration  fully  expressed;  in  those  cases 
there  was  none.  The  case  before  us  is  not 
ruled  by  the  cases  named,  but  by  the  princi- 
ple asserted  in  Long  v.  Straus,  107  Ind.  98.  4 
West  Rep.  285.  It  is  important  to  mark  the 
fact  that  not  only  did  the  appellee  promise  the 
Appellant  to  do  the  designated  work,  but  that 
it  also  gave  bond  with  surety  that  it  would  do 
the  work  as  promised.  There  was  a  promise 
for  a  promise ;  there  was  value  previously  re- 
ceived, and  there  was  a  bond  covenanting  that 
what  was  promised  should  be  performed. 
No  lack  of  consideration  can  be  justly  as- 
serted, for  the  new  bond  executed  direct  to 
the  appellant  was  itself  a  consideration,  but  it 
was  not  by  any  means  the  only  consideration 
yielded  by  the  appellee.  We  are  satisfied  that 
there  was  a  promise  upon  a  valid  consideration 
moving  to  the  promisor. 

We  are  required  to  decide  whether  the  prom- 
ise is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  If  it  is  an 
original  and  not  a  collateral  promise,  then  it  is 
not  within  the  Statute.  If  it  is  not  an  origi- 
nal promise  it  is  within  the  Statute,  for  it  is  well 
settled  that  a  contract  not  entirely  in'writing  is 
verbal  and  therefore  voidable  under  the  Statute 
requiring  collateral  contracts  to  be  evidenced 
by  writing.  There  is  here  no  written  promise 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  although  there  is  a 
verbal  assent  to  a  written  proposition  ofOthe  ap- 
pellee. Higham  v.  Harris,  108  Ind.  248, 5  West. 
Rep.  643;  Tomlinson  v.  Briles,  101  Ind.  538 ; 
HaeMeman  v.  Henry  County  Comrs.  94  Ind. 
86 ;  High  v.  Shelby  County  Comrs.  92  Ind. 
580;  McOurdyv.  Bowes,  88  Ind.  588-585;  Madi- 
son County  Comrs.  v.  Miller,  87  Ind.  257;  Gor- 
don v.  Gordon,  96  Ind.  184;  Pulse  v.  Miller,  81 
Ind.  190;  Marion  County  Comrs.  v.  Shipley,  77 
Ind.  558. 

The  promise  of  the  appellant  is  an  original 
and  not  a  collateral  one.  The  consideration 
for  the  promise  moved  to  the  appellant,  for  it 
obtained  a  bond  securing  the  performance  of 
the  contract  and  obtainea  also  the  materials 
and  labor  of  the  appellee.  The  benefit  accrued 
to  the  owner,  and  not  to  the  original  contract- 
or. For  what  the  owner  received  and  retained 
it  was  bound  in  equity  and  good  conscience  to 
pay.  Bass  Foundry  &  Mack.  Works  v.  Parks 
County  Comrs.  supra. 

The  appellant  did  not  promise  to  pay  for 
property  received  by  Miller;  its  promise  was  to 
pay  for  property  received  by  the  County  itself. 
The  work  was  not  completed  when  the  prom- 
ise was  made,  and  Miller  was  not  the  debtor 
for  the  work  that  had  not  been  done,  how- 
ever it  may  be  as  to  the  work  that  had  already 
been  performed.  But  even  as  to  the  work 
that  had  been  done  prior  to  the  new  promise. 
Miller  was  not  the  ultimate  beneficiary  from  it, 
for,  in  the  end,  the  benefit  was  the  County. 
The  new  promise  secured  the  completion  of  the 
work  and  this  consideration  directly  and  bene- 
ficially moved  to  the  appellant.  The  new  bond 
was  an  additional  consideration,  so  that  there 
was  a  complete  and  valuable  new  and  addition- 
al consideration.  The  consideration  yielded 
secured  a  new  promise  and  that  promise  was  to 
do  work  for  the  promisor,  and  work,  too, 
which  was  for  its  sole  benefit  The  appellant 
made  no  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt  or  de- 
fault of  Miller,  nor  did  it  undertake  to  pay  for 
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property  delivered  to  him.  What  the  appellant 
did  promise  to  do  was  that  it  would  pay  the 
appellee  for  work  done  in  improving  its  prop- 
erty and  fitting  it  for  use  and  occupancy. 
This  new  promise  was  not  collateral  to  any 
anterior  undertaking,  for  it  was  not  to  pay  an- 
other's debt,  nor  was  it  to  pay  for  property  de- 
livered to  another,  or  for  services  rendered  for 
another;  on  the  contrary,  the  promisor  was  the 
sole  beneficiary  and  it  was  seeking  to  obtain 
value  for  itself  and  no  one  else.  It  seems  clear 
that  Justice  requires  that  the  County  should 

Ky  what  it  promised,  for  its  promise  was  for 
own  benefit,  and  all  of  value  that  the  prom- 
ise secured  accrued  directly  and  completely  to 
it  as  the  owner  of  the  property. 

The  principle  which  the  well-reasoned  cases 
establish  is  this:  where  the  owner  of  property 
undertakes  to  pay  for  work  and  materials  to 
be  subsequently  done  and  furnished  by  a  sub- 
contractor in  order  to  secure  the  completion  of 
a  building  in  a  case  where  the  principal  con- 
tractor has  failed  to  carry  on  the  work,  the 
promise  is  an  original  one,  and  not  within  the 
statute  of  Frauds.  This  principle  is  intrinsi- 
cally just  and  its  enforcement  does  not  in  the 
slightest  degree  tend  to  the  mischief  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  and  Perjuries  was  intended  to  re- 
press. In  the  well-reasoned  case  of  Emerson  v. 
8later,  68  U.  8.  22  How.  28,  16  L.  ed.  860,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  gave  the 
subject  full  consideration,  and  held:  that  a 
promise  similar  to  that  made  by  the  appellant 
was  enforceable.  It  was  there  said:  "But 
whenever  the  main  purpose  and  object  of  the 
promisor  is  not  to  answer  for  another,  but  to 
subserve  some  pecuniary  or  business  purpose 
of  his  own,  involving  either  a  benefit  to  him- 
self or  damage  to  the  other  contracting  party, 
his  promise  »  not  within  the  Statute,  although 
it  may  be  in  form  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another,  and  although  the  performance  of  it 
may  incidentally  have  the  effect  of  extinguish- 
ing that  liability." 

It  is  possible  that  the  language  quoted  state3 
the  doctrine  rather  too  broadly,  but  we  shall 
not  inquire  whether  it  does  so  or  not,  for  here 
we  are  not  required  to  decide  what  the  rule  is 
where  the  promise  relates  to  the  past,  inasmuch 
as  we  are  concerned  only  with  what  relates  to 
the  future  at  the  time  the  new  promise  was 
made.  This  is  so  because  the  only  question  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  appellee  fe  entitled  to 
recover  for  work  done  and  material  furnished 
after  the  new  contract  was  made.  I  f  the  claim 
asserted  was  to  the  sum  owing  before  the  new 
promise  was  made,  there  would,  perhaps,  be 
more  difficulty  in  solving  the  legal  problem; 
but  the  sum  due  when  the  new  promise  was 
made  was  paid,  so  that  the  controversy  con- 
cerns only  the  right  to  recover  the  sum  that 
subsequently  became  due  for  work  done  and 
materials  furnished.  We  do  not  decide,  we 
may  say  by  the  way;  that  the  sum  due  might 
not  be  recovered  under  the  new  promise  had  it 
not  been  paid;  we  simply  decide  the  question 
before  us,  and  that  relates  to  matters  that  at  the 
time  the  new  promise  was  made  concerned  the 
future,  and  not  the  past.  These  were  promises 
in  their  nature  severable  and  the  valid  promise 
may  certainly  be  enforced.  Louman  v.  Sheets, 
124  Ind.  416,  7  L.  R.  A.  784. 

Resuming  our  consideration  of  the  decided 
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cases  bearing  directly  upon  the  question  before 
us,  we  take  up  that  of  Sext  y.  Qeise,  80  Ga.  698, 
where  an  owner  promised  to  pay  for  materials 
furnished  to  complete  a  building  then  in  prog- 
ress of  construction,  and  where  it  was  said: 
"If  the  supply  of  lumber  was  about  to  stop, 
and  the  owner  of  the  building  procured  its 
continuance  by  promising  to  pay  for  it,  bis  un- 
dertaking was  not  collateral,  but  original,  and 
he  is  bound." 

Another  case  is  that  of  Kutemeyer  v.  Ennis, 
27  N.  J.  L.  871,  where  the  court  said,  speaking 
of  the  owner  of  a  building:  "He  was  interest- 
ed in  the  completion  of  the  work;  he  received 
the  benefit  of  it,  and  be  had  it  in  his  power  to 
indemnify  himself  for  the  advance  to  Ennis  by 
withholding  the  money  from  the  contractors. 

In  discussing  a  question  which  arose  in  a 
case  very  similar  to  the  present,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Vermont  said:  "If  in  this  case  a  third 
person  make  an  entire  substantive  and  inde- 
pendent contract  with  him  to  perform  the  same 
service,  this  may  be  enforced,  though  not  in 
writing,  as  it  is  not  collateral."  But  without 
quoting  from  the  decisions  or  commenting  up- 
on them,  we  cite  some  of  them  and  affirm  that 
our  conclusion  that  the  appellant's  contract  is 
original  and  not  collateral  u  sustained  by  the 
overwhelming  weight  of  authority.  Yeoman 
y.  Mueller,  88  Mo.  App.  848;  Crawford  v.  Edi- 
eon,  46  Ohio  St.  289,  11  West.  Rep.  252;  Clif- 
ford v.  Luhring,  69  111.  401;  Baylee  v.  Wallace, 
66  Hun,  428;  Hagadom  v.  Stronach  Lumber  Co. 
81  Mich.  66;  Galveston.  H.  &  8.  A.  B.  Co.  v. 
Howrin  (Tex.)  9  S.  W.  Rep.  661;  Oreenough 
v.  Eichholtz  (Pa.)  16  AtL  Rep.  712;  Fitzgerald 
v.  Morrissey,  14  Neb.  198;  Young  v.  French,  85 
Wis.  116. 

Of  the  cases  cited  by  the  appellant  the  only 
ones  in  point  are  Ellison  v.  Jackson  Water  Co., 
12  Cal.  542;  Noyeev.  Humphreys,  11  Gratt.  686; 
Ware  v.  Stephenson,  10  Leigh,  165. 

The  Virginia  cases  are  out  of  line  with  au- 
thority, and  so  is  the  California  case.  The 
latter  cites  as  authority  a  single  case,  that  of 
Fuckett  v.  Bates,  4  Ala.  890,  and  that  case  is  in 
conflict  with  the  later  and  better-considered 
case  of  JoUey  v.  Walker,  26  Ala.  690. 

Our-own  cases  very  clearly  recognize  the  dis- 
tinction between  original  and  collateral  con- 
tracts. The  earlier  cases  are  collected  in  An- 
derson v.  Spence,  72  Ind.  815,  and  it  was  shown 
that  the  case  of  Oreen  v.  Oressy>eUf  10  Ad.  & 
El.  458,  which  asserted  a  doctrine  contrary  to 
that  here  declared  had  been  overruled  in  Eng- 
land and  denied  in  America. 

In  Palmer  v  Wain,  55  Ind.  11,  it  was  held 
that  a  promise  by  a  third  person  to  an  execu- 
tion creditor  that  if  the  creditor  would  satisfy 
the  execution  be  would  pay  the  judgment  was 
not  within  the  Statute.  A  very  similar  decis- 
ion was  made  in  Brash  v.  Folk,  67  Ind.  55;  in 
Aughie  v.  Landis,  95  Ind.  419,  it  was  held  that 
a  promise  by  a  defendant  to  pay  for  work 
which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  do  for  a  third  per- 
son was  not  within  the  statutory  inhibition. 
The  case  of  Shaffer  v.  Ryan,  84  Ind.  140,  illus- 
trates the  difference  between  an  original  prom- 
ise and  a  collateral  one,  as  does  also  the  case  of 
BackUman  v.  Miller,  4  Blackf .  822. 

The  case  before  us  is  not  dependent  upon 
the  doctrine  of  novation,  so  that  the  cases  of 
Longford  v.  Freeman,  60  Ind.  46;  Kruts  v. 
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Stewart,  64  Ind.  178;  Crosby  v.  Jeroloman,  87 
Ind.  364;  EUtion  v.  Wuehart,  29  Ind.  82,  are 
not  of  controlling  influence.  It  is  not  depend- 
ent upon  that  doctrine  for  the  manifest  reason 
that  what  was  done  after  the  new  promise  was 
made  was  done  for  the  promisor,  for  its  bene- 
fit and  at  its  request,  and  it  is  only  for  the  value 
of  what  was  so  done  that  the  appellee  sues. 
As  to  the  value  of  the  work  and  materials  fur- 
nished under  the  new  promise  the  contract  was 
one  between  the  appellee  and  the  appellant, 
and  it  did  not  concern  any  debt  due  from  Mil- 
ler to  the  former. 
Judgment  affirmed* 


GAMMON  THEOLOGICAL   SEMINARY, 

Appt., 

«. 

James  O.  BOBBINS  etal. 

(....Ind.....) 

▲  valid  gift  of  a  note  retained  In  the 
holder's  possession  is  not  made  by  a  sealed 
Instrument  acknowledged  and  attested  by  wit- 
nesses, which  declares  that  the  holder  does  "here- 
by give,  the  principal  of  the  note,  and  says  In  a 
later  olause  that  the  money  Js  "to  be  given  .  . . 
when  the  note  falls  due'*  for  specified  purposes. 

(April  S.180L) 

APPEAL  by  petitioner  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Henry  County  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  to  a  petition  claiming  money 
which  had  been  collected  as  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  estate  of  John  Bobbins,  deceased.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  M.  E.  Forkner,  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  A.  Ij.  Nichols  and  Charles  8. 
Hernly  for  appellees. 

Olds,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Johk  Bobbins,  late  of  Henry  County, 
Indiana,  died  intestate,  leaving  no  widow  or 
children  him  surviving,  but  leaving  remote 
heirs.  A.RA.  Thompson  was  appointed  ad- 
ministrator of  his  estate,  collected  what  was 
due  the  estate  and  filed  a  final  settlement  re- 
port showing  s»  balance  of  $571.21  in  his  hands 
for  distribution,  concluding  his  report  with  the 
statement:  "that  the  amount  shown  herein  in 
his  hands  bepays  into  court;  that  the  Gammon 
School  of  Theology  of  Atlanta,  Georgia,  is 
claiming  the  money;  that  he  does  not  know 
who  is  entitled  to  the  money  or  who  the  heirs 
are,  and  he  therefore  pays  the  same  into  court 
for  whoever  may  be  entitled  to  the  money." 

Among  the  assets  of  the  estate  was  a  note 
dated  August  4, 1887,  given  by  one  William  J. 
B.  Luther  to  the  decedent  for  $700  borrowed 
money,  due  in  three  years,  which  note  was  col- 
lected by  the  administrator  and  constituted  a 
part  of  the  general  funds  of  the  estate  of  which 
there  remained  the  balance  as  stated. 


The  appellant  filed  a  petition,  making  the 
legal  heirs  parties,  alleging  facts  which  it  is 
claimed  constituted  the  appellant  the  owner  of 
the  note  for  $700,  by  gift  from  the  decedent 
during  his  life,  and  asked  that  it  be  decreed  to 
be  the  owner  of  the  fund,  and  that  the  clerk  be 
ordered  to  pay  the  same  to  it  and  its  board  of 
trustees. 

To  this  petition  appellees  demurred  and  the 
demurrer  was  sustained  and  exceptions  re- 
served. The  appellant  refused  to  plead  further. 
Final  Judgment  was  rendered  on  demurrer 
against  the  appellant,  from  which  Judgment  it 
appeals  and  assigns  such  ruling  as  error.  The 
question  presented  by  the  demurrer  and  dis- 
cussed by  counsel  is  as  to  whether  or  not,  un- 
der the  facts  alleged,  the  title  to  the  note,  or  the 
proceeds  thereof,  passed  to  the  appellant  by  gift 
from  Bobbins. 

On  the  14tb  day  of  September,  1887,  Bobbins 
executed  and  delivered  to  one  Bev.  James  C. 
Murray,  the  duly  authorized  agent  of  the  board 
of  trustees  of  the  plaintiff,  a  written  instrument 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

State  of  Indiana, ) 
Henry  County,    )    ' 

I,  John  Bobbins,  of  the  county  and  State 
aforesaid,  hereby  give  to  the  trustees  of  the 
Gammon  School  of  Theology,  situated  at  the 
City  of  Atlanta,  State  of  Georgia,  organized 
(or  to  be  organized)  under  the  laws  of  the  said 
State  of  Georgia,  and  under  the  control  and 
management  of  the  Freeman's  Aid  Society  of 
the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  the  principal 
of  a  note  for  seven  hundred  dollars  ($700)  dated 
August  4, 1887,  due  three  years  after  date,  and 
signed  by  W.  J.  B.  Luther,  in  trust  for  the 
endowment  of  a  perpetual  scholarship  in  said 
Gammon  School  of  Theology,  to  be  known  a? 
the  John  Bobbins  Scholarship,  said  sum  of 
seven  hundred  dollars  to  be  given  in  trust  to 
the  said  trustees  when  the  said  note  falls  due 
on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1890,  and  to  be  by 
them  invested  according  to  their  best  Judgment, 
and  the  income  to  be  devoted  each  year  to  the 
support  of  a  student  in  the  said  Gammor. 
School  of  Theology  under  the  direction  of  the 
faculty  of  the  same. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my 
hand   and  affixed  my  seal  this  14th  day  of 
September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thou- 
sand eight  hundred,  and  eighty-seven, 
his 
John  x  Bobbins       (Seal) 
mark 

This  writing  was  attested  by  two  witnesses 
and  acknowledged  before  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

The  note  was  retained  by  Bobbins  and  never 
was  delivered.  The  question  presented  is  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  execution  of  this  writing 
perfected  the  gift  and  transferred  the  title  to 
the  principal  of  the  note  without  a  delivery  of 
the  note.  The  universal  rule  is  that  their  must 
be  a  delivery  of  the  article  during  the  lifetime 
of  the  donor  to  constitute  a  valid  gift  inter 
vivos. 

In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Dorsey,  88  Ind.  451 . 


Nora-  Gift,  when  valid  delivery  essential.   See  i  887;  Beaver  v.  Beaver  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  408;  Miller 
note  to  Walsh's  App.  (Pa.)  1  L.  R.  A.  685;  Drew  v.  |  v.  MoMechen  (W.  Va.)  6  L.  R.  A  616;  Devol  V.D/w 
Hagerty  (Me.)  8  L.  R.  A.  281;  Re  Crawford  <N.  Y.)  I  and.)  7  L.  R.  A.  489 
6  L.  R.  A.  71;  Williams  v.  Guile  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  I 
12L.R.  A. 
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tbe  court  said:  "To  constitute  a  valid  gift 
inter  vivos,  it  is  essential  that  tbe  article  given 
should  be  delivered  absolutely  and  uncondi- 
tionally. Tbe  gift  must  take  effect  at  once 
and  completely,  and  when  it  is  made  perfect 
and  complete  by  delivery  and  acceptance,  it 
then  becomes  irrevocable  by  the  donor.  Gifts 
inter  vfauhave  no  reference  to  the  future,  but 
go  into  immediate  and  absolute  effect.  A 
court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  and  give  effect 
to  a  gift  that  is  inchoate  and  incomplete." 

It  is  contended  that  this  instrument  does  make 
an  absolute  gift  and  transfer  of  the  promissory 
note,  and  it  being  declared  in  writing  and  the 
writing  being  delivered,  it  operates  to  pass  the 
title  to  the  property;  that  a  promissory  note 
may  be  transferred  either  by  an  indorsement 
upon  the  note  or  by  a  separate  written  instru- 
ment Admitting  this  to  be  true  in  case  of  a 
sale  and  transfer  for  value  of  a  promissory  note, 
it  has  no  such  application  in  case  of  a  gift. 
One  may  make  a  valid  parol  contract  for  the 
sale  of  personal  property  under  $50  in  value 
without  delivering  the  property  or  the  payment 
of  any  earnest  money  or  reducing  it  to  writing; 
but  to  constitute  a  valid  gift  inter  vivo*  of  per- 
sonal property,  even  though  it  be  under  $50  in 
value,  the  property  must  be  delivered.  In  case 
of  a  gift,  the  same  principle  applies  whether 
tbe  property  be  of  great  or  small  value.  A 
party  may  make  a  valid  sale  or  gift  of  a  note 
by  delivery  without  indorsement,  so  as  to 
transfer  the  equitable  title.  If,  in  this  case, 
Bobbins  had  indorsed  tbe  note  on  the  back  to 
the  appellant  and  retained  the  note,  the  gift 
would  be  incomplete;  it  would  lack  the  element 
of  delivery  to  make  it  valid.  One  cannot  make 
a  valid  gift  of  a  horse  or  a  promissory  note  by 
saying:  "1  give  the  horse  or  the  note  to  A."  It 
lacks  the  element  of  delivery  to  make  it  a  valid 
gift. 

The  well-settled  rule  is  that  there  must  be  a 
delivery  of  the  property  with  an  intention  to 
give.  Delivery  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  a  gift.  The  owner  must  part  with 
his  dominion  and  control  of  the  article  before 
the  gift  takes  effect  Mere  words  alone  convey 
no  title,  and  a  present  gift  must  be  intended; 
the  donor  must  intend  to  part  with  the  title 
and  control  of  the  thing  at  the  time  of  making 
the  gift.  A  gift  to  take  effect  in  the  future  is 
void.  While  a  delivery  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  a  gift,  yet  it  is  not  necessary 
that  there  should  always  be  a  manual  delivery 
of  the  thing  given.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  the 
delivery  be  as  complete  as  tbe  thing  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  parties  will  permit  If 
tbe  article  given  be  too  bulky  to  admit  of  a 
manual  delivery,  but  there  is  a  surrender  of 
the  possession  and  control  by  the  donor  to  the 
donee,  with  a  clear  expression  of  the  intention 
of  the  donor  to  give,  and  the  donee  accepts  tbe 
gift  and  assumes  control  of  the  property,  it 
will  be  sufficient  In  case  of  a  girt  of  an  arti- 
cle of  personal  property  by  the  father  to  his 
child  who  is  at  the  time  a  member  of  his  fami- 
ly, the  change  of  possession  need  only  be  such 
as  tbe  circumstances  and  the  nature  of  the 
property  will  permit  The  same  is  true  of  a 
gift  by  the  husband  to  the  wife.  In  the  case 
of  a  gift  by  the  father  to  his  infant  daughter 
residing  in  his  family,  on  the  occasion  of  her 
birthday,  of  a  piano,  and  thereafter  it  was 
13  L.  It  A. 


used  by  her  and  claimed  as  her  own  and  recog- 
nized by  the  father  and  other  members  of  the 
family  as  her  property;  afterwards  she  married 
and  having  no  suitable  place  to  keep  tbe  piano 
at  her  own  home,  she  allowed  it  to  remain  at 
her  father's,  she  visiting  and  remaining  at  her 
father's  for  weeks  at  a  time,— it  was  held  that 
there  was  such  a  delivery  as  passed  the  title. 
Bom  v.  Draper \  56  V t  40i 

So  in  the  case  where  the  father  declared  his 
intention  of  giving  to  his  infant  child  certain 
cattle,  and  bought  a  brand  and  caused  it  to  be 
recorded  and  branded  the  cattle  in  tbe  name  of 
such  child,  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  giving 
them  to  tbe  child,  and  turned  them  out,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  a  sufficient  delivery  to  pass  the 
title.    HUUbrant  v.  Brewer,  6  Tex.  45. 

In  these  instances  the  parties  made  such  a 
delivery  of  the  property  as  the  relations  and 
circumstances  of  the  parties  and  the  nature  of 
the  property  would  permit.  Tbe  authorities 
are  not  uniform  as  to  whether  or  not  when  a 
present  gift  of  property  is  expressed  in  writ- 
ing and  the  writing  itself  is  delivered,  it  is  suf- 
ficient without  tbe  actual  delivery  of  the  thing 
given.  It  was  held  that  where  a  father  made 
a  gift  by  a  declaration  in  writing  in  the  form 
of  a  deed,  to  his  infant  child,  of  promissory 
notes,  and  in  the  writing  itself  declared  him- 
self a  trustee  to  manage  the  property  for  the 
benefit  of  the  donee,  and  caused  the  deed  to  be 
recorded,  and  the  donor  styling  himself  trus- 
tee, retained  the  notesr  had  them  assessed  to 
the  donee  and  paid  the  taxes,  and  managed 
them  for  his  said  child,  that  it  was  a  valid  gift. 
Walker  v.  Orews,  78  Ala.  412. 

We  do  not  think  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
complaint  in  this  case  bring  it  within  any  of 
the  rules  above  stated  by  which  it  constitutes  a 
valid  gift  In  this  case  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  note  drew  interest,  but  the  averments  in  the 
complaint  show  it  to  be  a  note  for  $700,  due 
August  4,  1890.  The  instrument  in  writing 
signed  by  Bobbins,  when  taken  as  a  whole, 
shows  it  to  be  a  prospective  gift  of  the  money 
for  which  the  note  called.  The  words  in  the 
writing  relating  to  and  importing  a  gift  are: 
"I  give  to  the  trustees,"  etc,  the  "principal  of 
a  note  for  seven  hundred  dollars;  .  .  .  said 
sum  of  seven  hundred  dollars  to  be  given  in 
trust  to  the  said  trustees  when  the  said  note 
falls  due  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1890,  and 
to  be  by  them  invested  according  to  their  best 
judgment"  The  presumption  of  law  is  that 
the  note  will  be  paid  when  due;  and  the  fair 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  words  used  is 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  donor  to  give 
the  money,  the  principal  sum  of  the  note  when 
the  note  matured  to  the  trustees  of  the  college, 
and  it  does  not  warrant  a  construction  that  it 
was  intended  by  the  instrument  to  assign  tbe 
principal  sum  of  the  note  itself  to  the  trustees 
and  authorize  them  to  collect  the  note;  but  it 
is  a  mere  contract  to  give  the  money  when 
paid  to  the  trustees,  and  that  they  should  men 
invest  the  money  given  to  them  according  to 
their  best  judgment  While  in  the  fore  part 
of  the  writing  the  word  "  give  "  is  used,  yet  it 
is  followed  by  the  words  "  to  the  trustees  of" 
a  school  organized,  or  to  be  organized.  Fol- 
lowing later  on  in  the  writing  it  is  expressly 
stated  that  the  sum  of  $700— not  the  note  for 
$700,  but  the  sum  of  $700— is  to  be  given 


608 


Califobnia  Supreme  Coubt. 


Afb., 


when  the  note  fallfl  due;  so  that  the  gift  of 
$700  is  to  be  made,  when  the  note  falls  due,  to 
the  trustees  of  the  college,  at  the  maturity  of 
the  note. 

The  writing  itself  constitutes  a  mere  agree- 
ment to  give  a  sum  in  the  future.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  writing  indicating  an  intention 
to  assign  the  note,  or  to  give  to  the  donees  any 
right  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  collection 
of  it.  Whatever  may  be  the  correct  rule  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  writing  whereby  a  party  ex- 
presses an  intention  to  make  a  present  gift  and 
transfer  the  immediate  tide,  custody  and  con- 
trol of  an  article  of  personal  property  or  chose 
in  action,  as  a  promissory  note,  when  nothing 
prevents  the  article  or  thing  given  from  being 
actually  delivered  and  handed  over  from  the 
donor  to  the  donee,  as  in  this  case,  but  no  ac- 
tual delivery  being  made,  can  make  no  differ- 
ence in  this  case,  for  the  writing  is  but  an  ex- 
pressed intention  or  contract  to  give  something 
in  the  future;  and  under  such  a  state  of  facts 
the  authorities  are  uniform  that  no  property 
passes.  Zimmerman  v.  Streeper,  75  Pa.  147; 
Aickenon  v.  Nickereon,  28  Ma.  827;  Shower  v. 
Pilch,  4  Exch.  478;  Egerton  v.  Egerton,  17  N. 
J.  Eq.  410. 

In  this  case,  if  Bobbins  had  lived,  he  alone 
would  have  had  the  right  to  have  collected  the 
note,  and  it  required  some  further  act  on  his 
part  to  have  passed  the  title  either  of  the  note 
or  the  money  to  the  donee.  Had  he  collected 
and  used  the  money,  the  writing,  having  no 
consideration  to  support  it,  could  not  have  been 
enforced  against  him;  neither  can  it  be  against 
bis  estate.  If  not  liable  upon  the  contract, 
there  is  no  liability  for  the  conversion  of  the 
money.  If  the  note  or  the  money  actually  be- 
longed to  the  donee,  then  there  would  be  a  lia- 
bility for  the  conversion  of  the  money;  for  if 
the  gift  was  actually  executed,  then  the  donor 
could  not  revoke  it,  but  it  is  revokable  until 
executed.  Like  a  promissory  note  executed 
by  the  maker  to  the  payee  as  a  gift,  it  is  but  a 
mere  promise  to  make  a  gift,  and  not  enforce- 
able.    William*  v.  Forbes,  114  111.  167. 


In  regard  to  written  declarations  of  gift, 
Schouler  in  bis  work  on  Personal  Property, 
§80,  says:  "An  ordinary  writing  of  gilt  not 
under  seal  would,  we  presume,  have  the  effect 
in  most  States,  as  in  England,  of  a  parol  declar- 
ation of  gift,  agreeable  to  the  usual  statute 
provisions,  and  simply  furnish  more  tangible 
proof  than  expressions  by  mere  word  of  mouth 
that  a  gift  had  been  perfected,  vet  nothing 
conclusive.  Parol  declarations  of  gift,  with- 
out delivery  of  the  chattel,  amount  to  nothing 
more  at  the  old  law  than  a  promise  to  give,  void 
for  want  of  consideration;  but  in  some  of  the 
later  cases  written  'memoranda  are  found  of 
considerable  importance  in  establishing  such  a 
declaration  of  trust  as  equity  would  now  be  dis- 
posed to  carry  into  effect  out  of  regard  to  the 
mutual  relation  of  donor  and  donee." 

In  1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  7th  ed.  p.  285,  it 
is  said:  "It  is  essential  to  a  gift  that  it  goes 
into  effect  at  once  and  completely.  If  it  re- 
gards the  future  it  is  but  a  promise,  and  being 
a  promise  without  consideration,  it  cannot  be 
enforced,  and  has  no  legal  validity.  Hence 
delivery  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  every 
gift,  for  not  even  a  court  of  equity  will  inter- 
fere to  enforce  a  merely  intended  or  promised 
gift.  There  is,  it  is  true,  some  authority  for 
supposing  that  a  gift  inter  vivos  may  be  valid 
without  delivery,  if  there  be  a  distinct  accept- 
ance. But  this  is  not  the  law.  Nor  will  trans- 
fer by  writing  alone  satisfy  the  requirement  of 
delivery."  See  2  Kent,  Com.  12th  ed.  pp.  488, 
480;  Payne  v.  Powell,  5  Bush,  248;  Bishop, 
Cont.  §  82;  Green  v.  Langdon,  28  Mich.  222; 
Smithv.  Dorsey,  88  Ind.  451;  Smith  t.  Fer- 
guson, 00  Ind.  220;  Devol  v.  Dye,  128  Ind.  821, 
7  L.  R.  A.  480. 

There  was  no  title  to  the  note  or  the  money 
collected  upon  the  same  passed  by  the  writing 
to  the  appellant.  The  court  properly  sus- 
tained the  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  There 
is  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


DUN8MOOR 

v. 

PURSTENPELDT,  Respt.,  and  GEINGER, 

Appt. 

(....OaL....) 

1.  A  distributee's  ahsvre  of  money  in  the 
custody  of*  clerk  of  court  after  final  de- 


cree and  order  of  distribution,  if  nothing  re- 
mains to  be  done  except  to  pay  over  the  money* 
to  a  "debt"  of  record  and  subject  to  garnishment 
by  a  creditor  of  the  distributee,  although  money 
in  custody  of  the  court  cannot  as  a  general  rule 
be  reached  by  garnishment. 
8*  Any  kind  of  obligation  of  one  man  to 
pay  money  to  another  is  a  debt. 
(April  1, 1881.) 


Rot*.— Property  in  custody  of  the  law  not  subject 
to  oarnishmenL 

A  fund  in  the  custody  of  the  law  to  not  subject 
to  garnishment,  although  the  debtor  to  a  nonresi- 
dent and  the  fund  is  the  only  one  from  which  the 
creditor  can  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  Curtis 
v.  Ford,  10  L.  R.  A.  609,  and  note,  78  Tex.  262. 

A  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
pending  litigation  in  regard  to  Its  ownership,  is  not 
subject  to  garnishment,   lb  id. 

Money  in  the  hands  of  a  United  States  marshal, 
oolleoted  on  execution  from  the  United  States  ohv 
13  L.  R.  A. 

See  also  35  L.  R.  A.  698;  39  L.  R. 


cult  court,  cannot  be  attached  by  trustee  process  in 
a  suit  issued  from  a  state  court.  Clarke  v.  Shaw,  24 
Blatchf .  97, 28  Fed.  Rep.  866;  Smith  v.  Bauer,  9  Goto, 
880,  citing  Freeman  v.  Howe,  66  U.  8.  24  How.  460, 
16  L.  ed.  749;  Lammon  v.  Feusier,  111  U.  S.  17, 28 1* 
ed.  837;  Corell  v.  Heyman,  111  U.  8. 176, 28 1*  ed.  890, 
See  Van  Norden  v.  Morton,  99  U.  8. 878, 25  L.  ed. 
458;  Krippendorf  v.  Hyde,  110  U.  8.  276,  28  L.  ed. 
145. 

Money  taken  from  a  prisoner  by  a  Jailer  to  in  the 
custody  of  the  law,  and  not  the  subject  of  attach- 
ment or  execution.    Dahm*  v.  Sears,  18  Or.  47,  cit- 
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APPEAX  by  defendant  Geinger  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Superior  Court  for  Orange 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  Furstenfeldt  in  a 
proceeding  instituted  to  determine  which  was 
entitled  to  money  in  the  hands  of  complainant 
Reverted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Messrs.  Wilson  *  Bull*  and  George  A. 
Rankin  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  V.  Montgomery  and  F.  O.  Dan- 
iel for  respondent. 

Vanclie£  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
The  plaintiff  ( clerk  of  the  superior  court) 
brought  this  action  to  compel  the  defendants, 
Furstenfeldt  and  Geinger,  to  interplead  as  to 
their  respective  adverse  claims  to  be  paid  a 
sum  of  money  in  the  possession  and  custody 
of  the  plaintiff,  which  he  was  willing  and 
ready  to  pay  to  the  one  to  whom  the  court 
should  determine  it  was  due.  The  court  ad- 
judged that  Furstenfeldt  was  entitled  to  the 
money,  and  Geinger  brings  this  appeal  from  the 
judgment  upon  the  judgment  roll,  and  con- 
tends that,  upon  the  frets  found,  the  judgment 
should  have  been  in  his  favor.  The  material 
facts  found  are  substantially  as  follows:  (1) 
In  January,  1888,  Peter  Eschelbach  made  an 
assignment  of  his  property  to  one  Lewis,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  (2)  Thereafter, 
Bichler,  one  of  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent, 
brought  an  action  in  the  Superior  Court  of 
Los  Angeles  County  against  Lewis,  the  as- 
signee, to  compel  him  to  account  to  the  credi- 
tors. (3)  In  this  action  against  the  assignee  be 
was  ordered  by  the  court  (April  11,  1889)  to 
deposit  with  the  clerk  thereof,  Dunsmoor 
(plaintiff  herein),  about  $8,000,  to  be  held 
pending  the  litigation  as  to  the  proper  distribu- 
tion thereof  among  the  creditors;  and  there- 
upon the  said  sum  was  so  deposited  by  the  as- 
signee. (4)  On  the  same  day  (April  11, 1889) 
the  court  ordered  a  distribution  of  said  sum 
among  the  creditors,  one  of  whom  was  Antone 
Miller,  to  whom  the  court  ordered  the  clerk 
(plaintiff  herein)  to  pay  from  said  money  the 
sum  of  $805.82.  (5)  On  July  3,  1889,  Miller 
assigned  all  his  right  and  title  to  the  last-men- 
tioned sum,  then  in  the  custody  of  the  clerk, 
to  the  defendant  Furstenfeldt,  who,  on  the 
following  9th  day  of  July,  demanded  it  of  the 
clerk,  but  the  clerk  then  refused,  and  ever 
since  has  refused;  to  pay  the  same  to  Fursten- 
feldt. (6)  On  the  6th  day  of  April.  1889,  the 
defendant  Geinger  obtained  a  -judgment  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco  against  An- 
tone Miller  for  the  sum  of  $1,819,  upon  which 
execution  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Los  An- 


geles County  on  June  18,  1889,  and  was  duly 
served  by  copy  and  garnishment  upon  Duns- 
moor,  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  Lewis,  the  as- 
signee of  the  insolvent,  on  June  20,  1889.  (7) 
Dunsmoor,  on  June  21,  1889,  answered  to  the 
garnishment  notice  that  he  held,  subject  to  the 
order  of  the  court,  $805.82,  which  had  been 
distributed,  by  order  of  the  court,  in  the  case 
of  Bichler  v.  Lewis,  to  Antone  Miller,  as  above 
stated.  (8)  On  July  1, 1889,  defendant  Geinger 
demanded  of  Dunsmoor  said  sum  of  $805.82, 
which  the  latter  refused  to  pay,  and  which  he 
still  holds  in  his  custody,  subject  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  this  action,  as  alleged  in 
his  complaint  herein.  (9)  Thereafter  the  de- 
fendant Furstenfeldt  petitioned  the  Superior 
Court  of  Los  Angeles  County  for  an  order 
commanding  Dunsmoor  to  pay  to  him  said  sum 
of  $805.82,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  as- 
signed to  him  by  Antone  Miller,  to  whom  it 
had  been  ordered  to  be  paid  in  the  case  of  8ich- 
lev  v.  Lewie,  Assignee;  but  the  court,  after 
"due  hearing/'  denied  his  petition  "upon  the 
ground  that  said  court  had  no  further  control 
or  jurisdiction  over  said  sum  of  money  by  rea- 
son of  the  order  of  distribution  previously 
made  by  said  court."  Whether  Geinger  had 
notice  of  this  petition  Is  not  stated;  nor  does 
it  appear  that  he  participated  in  the  hearing. 
It  will  be  seen  that  the  garnishment  by  virtue 
of  Geinger*8  execution  was  thirteen  days  prior 
to  the  assignment  by  Miller  to  Furstenfeldt, 
and,  therefore,  if  the  money  ($805.82)  in  the 
hands  of  Dunsmoor,  or  a  debt  from  Dunsmoor 
to  Miller  for  the  same  sum  of  money  growing 
out  of  the  transactions,  was  subject  to  the  gar- 
nishment, the  judgment  should  have  been  in 
favor  of  the  appellant;  otherwise,  the  judgment 
in  favor  of  Furstenfeldt  should  be  affirmed. 
Section  544  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
provides  that  "all  persons  having  in  their  pos- 
session or  under  their  control  any  credits  or 
other  personal  property  belonging  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  owing  any  debts  to  the  defendant, 
at  the  time  of  service  upon  them  of  a  copy  of 
the  writ  and  notice,  as  provided  in  the  last  two 
sections,  shall  be  .  .  .  liable  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  such  credits,  property  or 
debts,  until  the  attachment  be  discharged,  or 
any  judgment  recovered  by  him  be  satisfied." 
Respondent  contends  (1)  that  no  part  of  the 
money  in  the  possession  of  Dunsmoor  belonged 
to  the  defendant  Miller;  (2)  that  the  money,  of 
which  Dunsmoor  acquired  the  possession  by 
the  order  of  the  court,  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  writ,  in  the  custody  of  the  law, 
and  therefore  not  subject  to  garnishment;  and 
(8)  that  Dunsmoor  owed  no  debt  to  Miller. 
1.  We  think  it  must  be  conceded  that  the 


Ing  Bobinson  v.  Howard,  7  Cush.  287;  Morris  v. 
Pennlman,  14  Gray,  280;  Clymer  v.  Willis,  8  OaL 
864;  Wilder  v.  Bailey,  8  Mass.  289;  Pollard  v.  Boss, 
6  Mass.  819;  Commercial  Exch.  Bank  v.  McLeod,  66 
Iowa,  666;  Parmlee  v.  Leonard,  9  Iowa,  140;  Haley 
v.  Nichols,  12  Pick.  270;  Hunt  v.  Stevens,  8  Ired.  L. 
866;  Brake,  Attaohm. «  50B-606. 

When  attachable. 

Bat  the  Interest  of  a  party  in  money  paid  into 
court  may  be  attached  In  proceedings  against  a 
nonresident.  Trotter  v.  Lehigh  Z.  AL  Co.  2  Cent. 
Bep.  787, 41  N.  J.  Bq.  229.  8ee  Conover  v.  Buck- 
man,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  806;  Wehla  v.  Connor,  88  N.  Y. 
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281;  Dunlop  v.  Patterson  F.  Ins.  Co.  74  K.  Y.  146. 

The  surplus  proceeds  of  property  in  the  hands  of 
an  officer  of  the  court  after  satisfying;  the  process 
belongs  to  defendant,  and  is  subject  to  garnish- 
ment by  a  creditor.  Leroux  v.  Baldus  (Tex.)  May 
2, 1890;  Hamilton  v.  Ward,  4  Tex.  865. 

Property  in  the  custody  of  an  offloer  is  not  at- 
tachable unless  left  In  possession  of  the  debtor; 
but  when  in  his  possession  a  second  attachment  is 
valid,  where  property  does  not  appear  oharged  on 
execution  seasonably  issued.  Pond  v.  Baker,  1 
New  Bug.  Bep.  897, 66  Yt.  298.  citing  Beach  v.  Ab- 
bott, 4  Yt.  606;  Boodv.  8oott,6  Yt.  268;  West  River 
Bank  v.  Gorham.  88  Yt.  649. 


no 
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$8,000,  while  in  the  custody  of  Dunsmoor,  did 
not  belong  to  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent. 
Lewis,  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent,  held  it  in 
trust  for  those  creditors,  to  be  distributed 
among  them  ratably  in  payment  of  their  sev- 
eral demands  against  the  insolvent.  In  his 
hands,  no  one  of  the  creditors  could  have  law- 
fully claimed  any  part  of  the  money  as  his  in- 
dividual personal  property;  nor  could  all  the 
creditors  jointly  have  so  claimed  all  the  money, 
as  it  was  not  a  special  deposit  by  or  for  them. 
Wade,  Attachm.  §§  829,  407.  The  transfer 
of  the  money  from  the  assignee  to  Dunsmoor 
in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  court  gave  the 
creditors  no  more  title  to  it  than  they  had  be- 
fore. 

2.  Whether  the  money  was  ordered  to  be 
delivered  to  Dunsmoor  in  his  official  capacity 
as  clerk  of  the  court,  or  as  a  receiver  or  mas- 
ter in  chancery,  he  held  it  for  the  same  pur- 
poses (though  not  by  the  same  title)  for  which 
it  had  been  held  by  the  assignee,  and  for  no 
other  purpose.  For  such  purposes,  and  until 
they  were  accomplished,  no  doubt  the  money 
was  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term;  but,  so  far  as  the  court  was 
concerned,  such  purposes  were  fully  accom- 
plished by  the  final  decree  in  the  case  of  Sichler 
t.  Lewis,  Assignee,  determining  the  share  of  the 
money  to  which  each  creditor  was  entitled, 
and  ordering  Dunsmoor  (as  clerk  or  receiver) 
to  pay  to  each  creditor  a  specific  certain  sum 
from  the  fund.  That  was  the  end  of  the  Ju- 
dicial proceedings  in  the  case  of  Sichler  v. 
Lewis.  The  execution  of  the  decree  by  pay- 
ing the  money  to  the  creditors  was  all  that 
remained  to  be  done.  The  only  reason  as- 
signed by  the  authorities  for  the  rule  prohibit- 
ing the  attachment  of  property  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  is  that  such  attachment  would 
generally  delay  and  embarrass  Judicial  and 
other  official  proceedings  in  the  administra- 
tion of  such  property;  and  that  this  is  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  the  rule,-  as  applied  to  all 
judicial  proceedings  in  regard  to  such  prop- 
erty, is  generally  admitted;  and  to  this  extent 
the  weight  of  authority  admits  no  exception  to 
the  rule.  But,  according  to  a  great  prepon- 
derance of  the  modern  cases,  there  are  some 
exceptions  to  the  rule  as  applied  to  property 
in  the  custody  of  purely  executive  officers, 
based  upon  the  maxim  that  the  rule  should 
not  be  applied  "when  the  reason  of  the  rule 
ceases."  Oivil  Code,  g§  8609,  8510.  After 
speaking  of  the  rule  and  the  exceptions  there- 
to in  Maryland,  Mr.  Wade,  in  his  work  on 
Attachment  (§  424)  says:  "  It  is  elsewhere 
held,  and  as  it  appears,  with  considerable 
unanimity,  that  when  defendant  has  a  right  to 
a  certain  distributive  share  of  the  fund  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  master  in  chancery  or 
trustee  of  court,  the  officer  may  be  effectually 
garnished  by  a  creditor  of  the  party  so  enti- 
tled, after  the  court  has  ordered  it  to  be  paid. 
.  .  .  The  authorities  seem  to  concur  in  hold- 
ing receivers  and  similar  officers  liable  to  gar- 
nishment when  they  have  in  their  hands  a 
definite  sum  to  which  the  defendant  or  judg- 
ment debtor  is  clearly  entitled,  and  the  officer 
has  nothing  more  to  do  with  the  fund  than  to 

Say  it  over.    Some  of  them  may  go  beyond, 
ut  none,  so  far  as  they  have  been  examined, 
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fall  short  of  this  conclusion. "  Bee  also  Freem, 
Executions,  §  129;  Oaitker  v.  Ballew,  4  Jones, 
L.  488,  69  Am.  Dec.  764. 

In  speaking  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy  and 
insolvency,  and  after  admitting  that  the  prop- 
erty in  their  hands  is  not  subject  to  garnish- 
merit  before  an  order  of  distribution,  the  same 
author  (§  428)  says:  "It  is  another  matter 
when,  in  the  course  of  the  administration 'of 
his  duties,  the  assignee  has  in  his  hands  a  sum- 
due  one  of  the  creditors,  and  a  creditor  of  such 
creditor  seeks  to  charge  him  as  garnishee  in 
respect  thereto.  In  such  case  the  exemption 
could  be  maintained,  if  at  all,  only  on  the 
ground  of  the  official  capacity  in  which  the 
money  of  the  defendant  was  held.  It  is  no 
longer  the  property  of  the  assignee.  In  case 
of  his  refusal  to  pay  it  over  to  the  party  en- 
titled thereto,  the  latter  should  maintain  an 
action  for  it  It  is  not  apparent  how,  in  such 
case,  the  assignee  would  occupy  ground  more 
favorable  to  his  exemption  than  would  a  sher- 
iff in  possession  of  a  surplus  due  an  execution 
defendant."  As  to  sheriffs,  see  section  421, 
same  author.  In  cases  of  garnishment  of  exec- 
utors and  administrators  in  respect  to  the 
property  of  legatees  and  heirs  the  exception  to 
the  rule  of  exemption  applies  after  an  order 
of  distribution  of  the  property  has  been  made 
whereby  the  share  or  portion  of  the  defendant 
in  attachment  is  rendered  definite  and  cer- 
tain. Wade,  Attachm.  §§  425,  426;  Freem. 
Executions,  §  181;  Estate  of  Nerac,  86  Cai 
892. 

I  think  the  case  at  bar  comes  fairly  within 
the  exception  to  the  rule  that  property  in  the 
custody  of  the  law  is  not  subject  to  garnish- 
ment. 

8.  Having  conceded  that  no  part  of  the 
money  in  the  hands  of  Dunsmoor — that  is,  no 
particular  coins  or  bank-bills— could  be  said 
to  be  the  personal  property  of  Miller,  a  deliv- 
ery of  which  to  himself  he  was  entitled  to  de- 
mand of  Dunsmoor,  it  remains  to  answer  the 
objection  that  "Dunsmoor  owed  no  debt  to 
Miller."  If,  as  contended  and  conceded,  no  par- 
ticular money  in  Dunsmoor's  hands  belonged 
to  P  Miller,  and  Dunsmoor  might  have  paid 
Miller  the  sum  ordered  by  the  court  to  be  paid 
him  in  any  lawful  money,  it  would  seem  to 
follow  that  Dunsmoor  owed  Miller  $805.82; 
and,  surely,  what  Dunsmoor  owed  Miller  was 
a  debt  {Rodman  v.  Munson,  13  Barb.  197),  the 
payment  of  which  Miller  could  have  enforced. 
Indeed,  it  was  a  debt  in  the  strict  legal  sense, 
—a  judgment— a  debt  of  record.  Burrill,  Law 
Diet.  For  a  full  exposition  of  the  word 
"debt,"  as  used  in  law,  and  particularly  in 
statutes,  see  New  Jersey  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meeker,  87 
N.  J.  L.  800,  and  authorities  there  cited.  Any 
kind  of  obligation  of  one  man  to  pay  money 
to  another  is  a  debt  "A  debt  signifies  what 
one  owes.  There  is  always  some  obligation 
that  it  shall  be  paid;  but  the  manner  in  which 
.  .  .  it  is  to  beipaid,  or  the  means  of  coercing 
payment,  do  not  enter  into  the  definition. 
Rodman  v.  Munson,  supra. 

Perhaps  Miller  might  have  coerced  pay- 
ment by  motion  in  the  same  court  that  ordered 
the  payment.  If  not,  he  certainly  could  have 
recovered  the  debt  by  action  upon  the  Judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  case  of  Sichler  v.  Lewis. 
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I  think  the  judgment  should  be  ravened,  and 
that  Uie  lower  court  should  be  directed  to  ren- 
der Judgment  on  the  findings  of  fact  in  favor 
of  appellant. 
We  concur:    Foote,  &,  Temple*  «\ 

Per  Curiam 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  court  be- 
low is  directed  to  render  Judgment  on  the 
findings  of  fact  in  favor  of  the  appellant 


William  F.  CASHMAN,  Appt, 

v, 
George  B.  ROOT  et  aL,  Bespts. 

(..:.OaL....) 

▲  purehavse  of  stock  by  at  broker  for  bie 
customer,  who  pate  up  m  mavrgtQ  and, 
aside  from  commissions  and  interests,  simply  re- 
ceives or  pays  the  difference  between  the  buying 
and  selling;  values,  is  invalid  under  Const.,  art.  4, 
128,  as  a  sale  of  stock  on  margin,  and  can  give 
the  broker  no  remedy  to  enforce  the  customer's 
indebtedness  to  him  thereon. 

(Junel,lB9U 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  the  City  and  Coun- 
ty of  San  Francisco  in  favor  of  defendants  in 
an  action  brought  to  compel  a  reconveyance  to 
plaintiff  of  certain  real  estate  which  he  had 
conveyed  to  defendant  Hooker  as  security  for 
margins  which  might  be  demanded  by  defend- 
ant Root  in  connection  with  stock  1  ransacttons 
which  he  was  carrying  on  for  plaintiff.  Be- 
verted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Messrs.  P.  Reddjr  and  W.  H.  Meteon, 
for  appellant: 

All  of  the  alleged  accounts  and  dealings  be- 
tween the  defendant  Hooker  and  appellant 
were  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  same  were 
founded  upon  and  were  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  corporations 
on  margin. 

Const,  art.  4,  §  26. 

The  language  used  by  the  parties  shows  an 
express  contract  to  buy  and  sell  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  corporations  "on  margin." 

Civil  Code,  §1620. 

The  court  must  virtually  have  stricken 
from  the  contract  the  words  "  on  margin/9  in 
order  to  have  found,  as  it  did,  which,  in  effect, 
made  a  new  contract  for  the  parties  in  the  face 
of  the  language  of  the  contract,  and  the  ex- 
pressed intention  of  the  parties,  which  is  con- 
trary to  all  rules  of  interpretation  and  con- 
struction. 

Jones,  Commercial  and  Trade  Contracts.  §8. 

Defendant  Hooker,  being  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  contract,  a  member  of  the  San 
Francisco  Stock  &  Exchange  Board  of  Brok- 
ers, and  the  plaintiff  having  been  engaged  for 
years  before  that  time  in  buying  and  selling 


stocks  on  margin  in  that  market,  both  of  the 
parties  should  be  presumed  to  have  understood 
the  term  "  on  margin,"  and  to  haye  used  it 
with  the  trade  meaning. 

Jones,  Commercial  and  Trade  Contracts, 

116,  p.  167;  Dos  Passos,  Stock  Brokers  and 
Itock  Exchanges,  pp.  869,  861;  Batch  v.  Doug- 
las,  48  Conn.  116. 

For  definitions  of  "  margin,"  see— 

Markham  v.  Jaudon,  41  N.  Y.  289;  Lewis, 
Stocks,  Bonds  and  Other  Securities,  p.  124; 
Dos  Passos,  Stock  Brokers  and  Stock  Ex- 
changes,  pp.  108,  104;  Cook,  Stock  and  Stock* 
holders,  2d  ed.  §  457,  and  notes;  Dewey,  Con- 
tracts for  Future  Delivery,  pp.  106-115;  Cobb 
v.  i¥*0(Kan.)  22  Am.  L.  Keg.  N.  S.  612,  618, 
notes;  McNeil  v.  Tenth  Nat  Bank,  55  Barb. 
te:Stentonv.  Jerome,  54  N.  T.  481. 

In  the  Constitutional  Convention  "sale  on 
margin,"  was  defined  as  follows:  "It  is  mere- 
ly a  sale  of  stock  on  time,  the  stock  being  re- 
tained as  security,  and  not  delivered  until 
final  payment  is  made.  That  is  what  is  gen* 
erally  called  a  sale  on  margin.  If  the  stock 
falls  in  value  before  the  time  of  final  payment 
arrives,  the  buyer  is  called  upon  to  advance 
more  margin." 

Debates  and  Proceedings  of  the  Constitu- 
tional Convention,  vol.  2,  p.  806. 

Contracts  for  sales  on  margin,  as  aboye  de- 
fined, are  the  contracts  declared  to  be  void  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  above  re- 
ferred to. 

It  is  no  part  of  the  broker's  function  to  re- 
ceive the  property  bought  or  sold  by  him,  still 
less  to  pay  the  price,  or  to  take  the  delivery,  in 
his  own  name. 

Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  2d  ed.  §457; 
Bisbee  &  Simonds,  Produce  Exchanges,  §  108, 
p.  185;  Story,  Ag.  §28;  Dos  Passos,  Stock 
Brokers  and  Stock  Exchanges,  _pp.  106-111; 
Mechem,  Ag.  §  986;  Child  v.  Hugg,  41  CaL 
519;  JonesTPledges,  §495. 

A  broker  acts  in  a  threefold  capacity:  first 
in  purchasing  the  stock,  he  is  an  agent;  then, 
in  advancing  the  money  for  the  purchase,  he 
becomes  a  creditor;  and,  finally  in  holding  the 
stock  to  secure  the  advances  made,  he  becomes 
a  pledgee  of  it. 

Jones,  Pledges,  g  496;  Colebrook,  Collateral 
Securities,  §  806;  Lewis,  Stocks,  Bonds  and 
other  Securities,  p.  128. 

Where  a  broker  and  customer  are  dealing 
in  stocks  on  margin,  the  broker  is  a  principal 
and  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  not 
a  mere  agent. 

,  BuchiSey  v.  Dehaven,  97  Pa.  202-206;  White- 
sides  v.  Hunt,  97Ind.  191;  Beveridge  v.  Hewitt, 
8  111.  App.  468;  Flagg  v.  Baldwin,  88  N.  J. 
Eq.  229:  Justh  v.  HoUiday,  2  Mackey,  846, 11 
Wash.  L.  Rep.  418;  Cobb  v.  PreU,  15  Fed.  Rep. 
774,  22  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  8.  609;  Cook,  Stock 
and  Stockholders,  $§  845,  846. 

The  account  was  founded  upon  an  illegal 
and  void  contract,  and  therefore  it  created  no 
indebtedness  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant Hooker. 

Rapalje  &  Lawrence.  Law  Dictionary,  DebU 

The  contract  was  void. 


Nora.— As  to  Invalidity  of  option  deals  and  con- 
tracts for  stock  on  margin,  see  notes  to  Preston  v. 
Cincinnati,  C.  *  H.  V.  B.  Go.  (Ohio)  1 L.  B.  A.  141: 
1SL.R.A. 


Osgood  v.  Bauder  (Iowa)  1 L.  B.  A.  606;  Bprague  v. 
Warren  (Neb.)  8  L.  B.  A.  679;  Harvey  v.  Merrill, 
(Mass.)5L.R.A.aOO. 
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Const,  art.  4,  §  26;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol. 
Rules  I.  II.  p.  1 ;  BeU  v.  Leggett,  7  N.  Y.  176; 
Higgins  v.  Biggins,  55  Mo.  846;  Oibbs  v.  BmiUi, 
115  Mass.  592;  Story,  Eq.  Jar.  par.  298;  2 
Parsons,  Cont.  chap.  2,  par.  8,  pp.  888-890; 
Smith  v.  Johnson,  1  Ala.  Sel.  Cas.  562;  Smith 
v.  Johnson,  87  Ala.  688;  Maybin  v.  Goulon,  4 
U.  8. 4  Dall.  298. 1  L.  ed.  841. 

There  was  no  indebtedness,  even  though  the 
defendant  Hooker  acted  as  a  broker. 

Irwin  v.  Williar,  110  U.  8.  510,  28  L.  ed. 
280;  Be  Green,  7  Bias.  848;  Stewart  v.  Garrett, 
8  Gent.  Rep.  719,  65  Md.  892;  Kirkpatrick  v. 
Adams,  20  Fed.  Rep.  287;  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Lyons  v.  OskaloosaP.  Go.  66  Iowa,  41;  Thomp- 
son v.  Oumminas,  68  Ga.  125;  Barnard  v. 
Backhaus,  52  Wis.  598;  Bartlett  v.  Smith,  18 
Fed.  Rep.  268;  Tenney  v.  Foote,  95  111.  99; 
North  v.  Phillips,  89  Pa.  250;  Fareira  v.  tfatetf, 
Id.  89;  Swanger  v.  Mayberry,  59  Cal.  94 

The  contract  and  dealings  between  the  par- 
ties being  void,  all  securities  thereunder  are 
also  void. 

Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  §  847. 

It  was  a  wagering  contract. 

Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  §§  848,  847. 

Messrs.  Pillsbury  &  Blanding  for  re- 
spondent Root. 

Messrs,  M.  C.  Banm  and  Charles  J. 
Hoggerty  for  respondent  Hooker. 

Temple*  0.f  filed  the  following  opinion: 
This  action  is  brought  to  compel  a  convey- 
ance to  plaintiff  of  certain  real  estate,  which  it 
is  averred  was  conveyed  by  plaintiff  to  defend- 
ant Root  on  the  18th  of  June,  1884,  in  trust  to 
secure  the  payment  by  plaintiff  to  defendant 
Hooker  of  any  indebtedness  which  might  ex- 
ist within  six  months  after  the  14th  of  July, 
1885.  The  complaint  alleges  that  plaintiff  was 
not,  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  for 
a  long  time  prior  had  not  been,  indebted  to 
Hooker  in  any  amount  whatever.  Demand 
for  a  deed  and  refusal  are  also  averred.  The 
answers  admit  that  the  conveyance  was  made 
in  trust,  as  charged  in  the  complaint,  but 
charge  that  plaintiff  is  still  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant Hooker  in  the  sum  of  $2,847.  De- 
fendant Hooker  was  a  stock  broker  engaged  in 
buying  and  selling  mining  stocks  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, on  margin  or  otherwise,  as  required. 
Plaintiff  had  been  a  regular  customer  of  Hook- 
er for  many  veara,  and  had  lost  heavily  in 
stock  speculations.  Bein  e,  as  Hooker  testified, 
rather  short  of  money,  he  conveyed  the  prop- 
erty sued  for  in  trust  to  defendant  Root,  who 
was  in  Hooker's  employ,  to  cover  margins,  and 
to  enable  plaintiff  to  continue  his  speculations 
in  stock.  Hooker  states  that  he  valued  it  at 
about  $8,000,  and  to  that  extent  plaintiff  could 
buy  on  margin  without  actually  putting  up 
money.  They  continued  to  deal  together  un- 
til Hooker's  business  was  closed  by  his  insolv- 
ency in  December,  1886,  at  which  time  Hook- 
er held  certain  stocks  for  plaintiff,  and,  ac- 
cording to  Hooker's  books,  plaintiff  owed  him 
$2,347.  Plaintiff  does  not  dispute  the  correct- 
ness of  the  account  according  to  the  course  of 
dealing  between  the  parties  or  their  under- 
standing at  the  time,  but  claims  that  the  debt 
is  illegal,  and  the  contract  to  pay  void,  under 
section  26  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of 
this  State.  It  reads  as  follows:  '*A11  contracts 
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for  the  sale  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  any 
corporation  or  association,  on  margiu  or  to  be 
delivered  at  a  future  day,  shall  be  void,  and 
any  money  paid  on  such  contracts  may  be  re- 
covered by  the  party  paying  it  by  suit  in  any 
court  of  competent  Jurisdiction!"  Plaintiff's 
dealings  with  Hooker  were  altogether  on  mar- 
gin. When  the  estimated  value  of  the  land  did 
not  afford  sufficient  margin,  it  was  put  up  in 
cash,  and  was  kept  good  as  the  market  fluctu- 
ated. Upon  purchasing  stock,  the  cost  price 
was  charged  to  plaintiff,  less  the  amount  of 
margin  put  up  in  cash.  When  sold,  his  ac- 
count was  credited  with  the  amount  realized. 
He  was,  of  course,  charged  with  the  broker's 
commissions  and  the  interest  on  the  money  ad- 
vanced. The  result,  of  course,  was  that  plain- 
tiff, aside  from  the  commissions  and  interest, 
simply  received  or  paid  the  differences  between 
the  buying  and  selling  values.  It  was  not 
contemplated  that  he  should  ever  receive  the 
stock,  although  he  might,  had  he  been  able, 
have  paid  his  debt  and  demanded  the  securities 
at  any  time.  Stock  ordered  was  always  pur- 
chased by  Hooker,  paid  for  in  full,  and  de- 
livered to  him,  except  when  he  had  orders  to 
sell  the  same  stock  for  another  customer,  in 
which  case  the  stock  was  simply  transferred 
from  one  account  to  the  other  at  market  rates. 
The  account  was  generally  balanced  monthly, 
when,  as  Hooker  testified,  plaintiff  could  tell 
whether  he  had  lost  or  won  in  stocks.  Hook- 
er did  not  keep  the  stock  of  his  customers  sep- 
arate, or  preserve  its  identity,  but  always  had 
under  his  control  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claims 
of  his  customers. 

It  is  evident  from  these  facts  that  the  only 
purpose  of  these  dealings  was  to  enable  plain- 
tiff to  speculate  in  the  fluctuations  of  the  mar- 
ket, if  there  were  no  break  in  the  proceed- 
ings, it  was  indifferent  to  plaintiff  whether  any 
stock  was  bought  or  not,  provided  the  entries 
were  made  in  his  account  according  to  the  mar- 
ket rates.  It  was  quite  a  different  matter, 
however,  to  Hooker.  Had  he  not  purchased, 
the  transaction  would  have  been  a  continuous 
wager  between  himself  and  his  customer  as  to 
the  future  of  the  market.  By  purchasing  he 
secured  himself,  and  had  no  other  interest  tban 
his  commissions  and  the  interest  on  his  money. 
So,  too,  had  there  been  a  break  anywhere  in 
the  deal,  it  might  have  been  important  to  de- 
termine whether  the  stock  was  purchased  by 
Hooker  as  agent  and  belonged  to  plaintiff,  or 
was  purchased  for  himself  simply  to  make  him- 
self safe  upon  his  contract  to  give  plaintiff  the 
advantage  of  the  fluctuations  of  the  market. 
The  respondent  contends  that  the  relation  of 
vendor  and  vendee  did  not  exist  between 
plaintiff  and  Hooker;  that  they  neither  bought 
nor  sold  stock  to  each  other;  that  Hooker,  as 
agent  for  plaintiff,  purchased  and  paid  for  the 
stock,  receiving  immediate  delivery  for  plain- 
tiff, and  thereafter  held  it  subject  to  his  order 
upon  the  payment  of  the  price  and  commis- 
sions. The  further  contract,  by  which  he  held 
it  as  security  for  a  loan,  constituted  the  relation 
of  pledgeor  and  pledgee,  which  is  not  prohib- 
ited by  the  Constitution.  This  view  was 
adopted  by  the  learned  judge  of  the  trial  court, 
and  the  findings  are  carefully  drawn  upon  that 
theory.  They  find  that  the  stock  was  pur- 
chased by  Hooker  as  agent  of  and  belonged  to 
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plaintiff,  and  that  Hooker  never  sold  stock  to 
or  bought  from,  plaintiff.  No  part  of  the  in- 
debtedness, therefore,  arose  from  the  sale  of 
stock  on  margin  or  otherwise. 

This  view  of  the  relation  between  the  broker 
and  his  customer  in  such  a  transaction  is  sus- 
tained by  the  weight  of  authorities,  in  this 
country  and  in  England,  but  the  decisions  are 
by  no  means  uniform.  The  first  prominent 
case  on  the  point  is  Markham  v.  Jaudon,  41  N. 
Y.  285.  The  question  there  was  whether 
the  stock  in  the  hands  of  the  broker  was  a 
pledge.  In  order  to  determine  this  question, 
an  analysis  is  made  of  the  contract  relations, 
separating  the  powers  and  obligations  of  the 
parties.  It  was  held  that  the  broker  undertook 
(1)  to  purchase  for  his  customer;  (2)  to  advance 
the  money  required  beyond  the  margin;  (8)  to 
carry  the  stock,  the  margin  being  kept  good, 
the  customer  to  receive  the  gain  or  suffer  the 
loss;  (4)  to  retain  the  stock,  or  an  equal  amount 
of  the  same  kind  of  stock;  (5)  to  deliver  to 
customer  when  required,  upon  payment;  or 
(6)  to  sell  when  required,  accounting  for  the 
proceeds  That  the  customer  contracts:  (1) 
to  pay  the  stipulated  martin;  (2)  to  keep  the 
margin  good;  and  (8)  to  take  the  shares  when 
required,  and  pay  the  amount  due  the  broker. 

This  statement  of  the  rights  and  obligations 
of  the  parties  has  been  generally  followed  in 
other  cases,  in  which  similar  questions  have 
arisen;  and  stockboards  and  brokers  have 
adopted  it  as  correctly  statins  the  nature  of  the 
relation  between  broker  and  customer.  It  is 
evident,  however,  that  the  court  in  this  analy- 
sis assumes  the  conclusion  which  it  desired  to 
reach.  Its  correctness  has  been  questioned. 
In  that  case  there  were  two  strong  dissenting 
opinions,  in  which  the  relation  between  the 
broker  and  his  customer  was  regarded  simply 
as  a  contract  relation,  by  which  the  fact  of 
agency  was  ignored  or  denied.  Mr.  Justice 
Grover  says:  "The  contract  contemplated 
that  the  title  should  at  all  times  remain  in  the 
defendants  (brokers)."  Mr.  Justice  Woodruff 
refers  for  his  views  of  the  relation  to  his  opin- 
ion in  Morgan  v.  Jaudon,  40  How.  Pr.  886. 
He  there  states  his  opinion  to  be  that  "it  does 
not  contemplate,  In  the  first  instance,  that  the 
customer  shall  ever  acquire  the  title  to  the 
stock.  It  is  a  pure  speculation  in  the  rise  and 
fall  of  stocks,  .  .  .  and  the  broker  is  employed 
to  provide  the  means,  either  from  his  own 
funds,  ...  or  by  borrowing  in  his  own  name 
and  on  his  own  credit,  by  pledge  of  the  very 
stock  which  he  buys,  the  required  amount; 
and  the  whole  expectation  and  intention  of  the 
parties  is  satisfied,  if,  when  directed  to  sell,  he 
produces  the  required  number  of  shares,  and 
sells  them  for  the  very  purpose  for  which  the 
speculation  is  made,  viz.  :  to  realize  the 
profits  or  determine  the  loss  which  results  to 
the  party  employing  him  for  that  purpose.  It 
is  entirely  clear  that  in  these  transactions  the 
party  employed,  though  he  belongs  to  a  class 
commonly  called  'brokers,'  does  not  act  as 
broker  merely.  In  such  business  they  are 
more  than  brokers;  and  all  arguments  imput- 
ing to  them  a  mere  agency,  so  far  as  they  rest 
upon  the  facts  that  they  are  called  'brokers/ 
are  unsound  and  fallacious."  In  Pennsylva- 
nia it  has  been  held  that  the  relation  of  princi- 
pal and  agent  does  not  exist  between  the  broker 
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and  his  customer,  but  both  are  principals. 
Ruchtiky  v.  Be  Haven,  97  Pa.  202;  North  v. 
Philips,  89  Pa.  260;  Dickson  v.  Thomas,  97  Pa. 
278;  Qheen  v.  Johnson,  90  Pa.  88. 

In  Ingraham  v.  Taylor,  68  Conn.  608,  it  was 
held  that  the  broker,  under  such  a  contract, 
was  not  bound  to  purchase  the  stocks  at  all. 
It  was  enough  if  he  could  procure  them  when 
called  for,  at  the  market  rate,  when  ordered. 
It  is  said:  "By  such  contracts  the  plaintiff 
bought  the  right  to  demand  at  his  option  as  to 
the  time  the  delivery  of  shares  at  the  price  of  the 
day  of  agreement.  The  defendants,  in  con- 
sideration  of  his  payments  upon  margins,  as- 
sumed the  risk  of  an  undertaking  to  deliver 
shares  upon  demand  at  that  price."  These  ci- 
tations are  made  to  show  that  it  is  not  univer- 
sally admitted  that  the  broker  in  such  transac- 
tions purchases  the  stock  as  the  agent  of  the 
customer.  Looking  at  it  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  customer  only,  it  is  clear  that  by  this  de- 
vice he  has  been  able  to  purchase  stock  on  mar- 
gin. This  phrase  has  come  to  have  a  peculiar 
or  technical  meaning  among  stock  dealers,  and 
it  is  applied  to  just  these  transactions  between 
broker  and  customer. 

It  is  a  matter  of  public  history  that  the  con- 
stitutional provision  was  adopted  just  after -a 
period  of  remarkable  stock  speculation,  in 
which  a  large  part  of  the  community  had  been 
set  wild  with  the  apparent  prospect  of  great 
gain,  and  the  rapid  fluctuations  of  stock  af- 
forded unusual  inducement  to  stock  gambling. 
By  skillful  manipulation  of  the  markets,  a  few 
fortunate  ones  had  been  able  to  take  advantage 
of  the  existing  mania,  and  make  large  fortunes 
for  themselves,  at  the  cost  of  wide-spread  finan- 
cial ruin  and  distress.  People  of  small  means 
were  enabled  by  brokers  to  speculate  largely  at 
that  time,  through  these  very  purchasers  on 
margin.  Of  these  matters  this  court  will  take 
judicial  notice,  and,  doing  so,  cannot  doubt 
that  this  inhibition  was  intended  to  strike  down 
this  practice.  If  it  does  not  do  this,  it  simply 
beats  the  air.  Although  an  isolated  case  or 
two  might  occur,  where  a  transaction  directly 
between  vendor  and  vendee  is  upon  like  terms, 
certainly  we  know  there  was  no  practice  of 
that  kind  which  could  have  been  regarded  as 
an  evil  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  prohibit- 
ed in  the  fundamental  law.  Such  a  prohibi- 
tion is  of  little  worth  if  it  can  be  evaded  bv  so 
simple  a  device.  A  party  wishing  to  purchase 
on  margins  has  but  to  interpose  his  broker,  who 
is  to  carry  the  stock  instead  of  the  original 
owner.  This  would  not  diminish  the  evil.  In 
fact,  it  is  the  very  form  of  the  evil  mainly  in- 
tended to  be  prohibited.  It  may  be  said  that 
if  the  relation  be  not  one  of  principal  and 
agent,  but  simply  a  contract  relation,  by  which 
the  broker  agrees  to  speculate  in  stocks,  the 
customer  indemnifying  him  against  loss,  and 
taking  the  profits,  still  there  is  no  sale.  It 
would  be,  it  may  be  said,  a  contract  to  enable 
the  customer  to  speculate  in  differences  of  mar- 
ket values.  It  is  only  sales  on  margin  that  ara 
prohibited  and  made  void.  It  is  not  easy  to 
characterize  by  a  name  the  relation  between 
the  broker  and  his  customer.  For  all  ordinary 
purposes,  it  may  be  admitted  that  the  broker 
purchases  as  the  agent  of  his  customer,  and 
then  holds  the  stock  as  a  pledge  to  secure  a 
debt;  but  if  by  the  transaction  the  customer  is 
88 
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enabled  to  do  that  which  la  prohibited,  to  wit, 
purchase  stock  on  margin,  it  must  be  held  to 
be  within  the  prohibition;  and  if  Hooker  did 
not  himself  sell  to  plaintiff,  but  was  only  the 
instrument  through  whom  the  illegal  end  was 
accomplished,  he  being  privy  to  the  design, 
the  same  result  would  follow.  Irwin  v.  Wil- 
liar,  110  U.  8.  510,  28  L.  ed.  280.  In  the  ac- 
complishment of  the  unlawful  purpose,  he 
took  the  place  of  the  vendor,  and  carried  the 
stock  as  the  vendor  might  have  done;  and  the 
end  was  thus  reached  per  interpositam  per- 
$onam.  The  end  attained,  and  not  the  form 
of  the  transaction,  must  determine  the  ques- 
tion.   It  is  claimed  that  it  does  not  appear 


that  the  stock  was  the  capital  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration or  an  association;  but  it  is  so  found, 
and  the  respondent  is  in  no  position  to  com- 
plain of  the  finding.  We  think  the  court 
erred  in  holding,  from  the  evidence,  that 
plaintiff  was  indebted  to  Hooker  or  his  as- 
signee. We  therefore  recommend  that  the 
order  and  Judgment  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

We  concur:    Foote,  0.;  Fitifferadd,  O. 

Per  Curiam: 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  order  and  judgment  are  reverted,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered. 
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Roena  SHELTON,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt., 

v. 

ORR,  JACKSON  &  CO.  et  ok 

(. Tenn.. — ) 

Real  estate  held  by  husband  and  wife 
jointly  as  tenants  by  entireties  is  subject 
to  the  right  of  homestead  exemption  under  Code* 
1 2985,  exempting  real  estate  belonging;  to  the  head 
of  a  family  to  the  amount  of  $1,000;  and  the  right 
may  be  claimed  by  the  wife  after  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce by  wbioh  she  is  given  the  homestead. 

(April  Term,  1890.; 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Roena  Shelton  from 
a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Ben- 
ton County  denying  her  right  of  homestead 
exemption  in  certain  property.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  J.  E.  Jones  for  appellant. 
Mr.  L.  L.  Hawkins  for  appellees. 

Caldwell.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
O.  W.  Shelton  and  his  wife,  Roena  Shelton, 


were  joint  owners  as  tenants  by  entireties  of  a 
residence  in  Camden.  It  was  worth  less  than 
$1,000,  and  he  owned  no  other  real  estate.  In 
1888  they  conveyed  it,  by  deed  of  trust,  to  se- 
cure the  payment  of  certain  debts,  to  oneH.  F. 
Stegall.  In  1888,  when  but  a  small  part  of  the 
secured  indebtedness  remained  unpaid,  other 
creditors  of  G.  W.  Shelton  filed  this  bill  to  fore- 
close the  deed  of  trust  and  reach  the  surplus 
proceeds  of  the  trust  property  for  their  own 
debts.  G.  W.  Shelton  made  no  defense,  but 
his  wife  answered  the  bill,  claiming  homestead 
in  the  house  and  lot,  subject  to  the  deed  of 
trust,  the  proper  and  binding  execution  of 
which  she  admitted.  Before  the  filing  of  this 
bill,  Mrs.  Shelton  brought  her  suit  In  the  cir- 
cuit court  against  her  husband  for  divorce;  and 
an  absolute  divorce  was  granted  to  her,  pending 
the  present  bill  in  the  chancery  court  The 
circuit  court,  in  its  judgment,  granted  the  dis- 
solution of  the  bonds  of  matrimony,  also  ad- 
judged that,  as  between  her  and  him,  she  was 
entitled  to  homestead  in  said  house  and  lot; 
such  adjudication  being  subject  to  the  single 
reservation  that  it  should  not  operate  to  the 


Nora— Tenancy  by  the  entirety  defined. 

Tenancy  by  entireties,  says  Mr.  Preston,  is  where 
husband  and  wife  take  an  estate  to  themselves 
jointly  by  grant,  or  devise,  or  limitation  of  use 
made  to  them  during  coverture,  or  by  grant,  etc., 
which  is  in  fieri  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and 
completed  by  livery  of  seisin  or  attornment  during 
the  coverture.    1  Preston,  Estates,  181. 

If  the  estate  be  conveyed  to  husband  and  wife 
originally,  they  are  tenants  by  the  entirety  and 
neither  can  convey  his  or  her  interest  so  as  to  affect 
the  right  of  survivorship  in  the  other.  Lux  v.  Hon! , 
47  111.  426;  Mariner  v.  Saunders,  10 I1L 124;  Davis  ▼. 
Clark,  28  Ind.  424;  Babbit  v.  Scroggin,  1  Duvall,  272; 
Marburg  v.  Cole,  49  Md.  402;  Shaw  v.  Hearsey,  5 
Mass.  621;  Fox  v.  Fletcher,  8  Mass.  274;  Draper  v. 
Jackson.  16  Mass.  480;  Harding  v.  Springer,  14  Me. 
407;  Wales  v.  Coffin,  18  Allen,  216;  Hemingway  v. 
Scales,  42  Miss.  1;  Hall  v.  Stephens,  66  Mo.  670;  Fisher 
v.  Provin,  25  Mich.  850;.  Zorntlein  v.  Bram,  1  Cent. 
Rep.  66, 100  N.  Y.  12:  Doe  v.  Howland,  8  Cow.  277; 
Torrey  v.  Torrey,  14  N.  Y.  480;  Wright  v.  Saddler, 
20  N.  Y.  820;  Den  v.  Branson,  Sired.  L. 426;  MoCurdy 
v.  Canning,  64  Pa.  89;  Fairchlld  v.  Chastelleux,  1  Pa. 
176;  Taul  v.  Campbell,  7  Yerg.  819;  Brownson  v. 
Hull,  16  Vt  809;  Ketohum  v.  Walsworth,  6  Wis.  9ft. 
8ee  note  to  Baker  v.  Stewart  (Kan.;  2  L.  B.  A.  484. 
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Husband  and  wife  a*  tenants  by  entirety. 

Where  land  is  given  by  will  to  husband  and  wife, 
they  hold  by  entireties,  and  the  right  of  survivor- 
ship will  prevail  over  any  attempted  alienation  by 
the  husband.  Simonton  v.  Cornelius,  98  N.  CL  488, 9 
BL  Com.  188. 

Both  are  seised  of  the  entirety  per  tout,  et  non  per 
my*  so  that  neither  can  dispose  of  any  part  without 
the  assent  of  the  other,  but  the  whole  must  remain 
to  the  survivor.  Litt  1 666;  Co.  Lit*.  187;  Bro.  Abr. 
title,  Oui  in  Vita,  8;  Back  v.  Andrew,  8  Vera.  120; 
Purefoy  v.  Rogers,  2  Lev.  89;  Doe  v.  Parrott,  5 
T.  R.664. 

But  where  an  estate  is  conveyed  to  a  man  and  a 
woman  who  are  not  married,  but  who  afterwards 
intermarry,  as  they  took  originally  by  moieties, 
they  will  continue  to  hold  by  moieties  after  the 
marriage.  1  Inst  187  5;  2  Cruise,  Dig.  611*  6  Cruise, 
Dig.  448;  Moody  v.  Moody,  Amb.  649;  Ames  v.  Nor- 
man, 4  Sneed,  668;  McDermott  v.  French,  16  N.  J. 
Bq.  80;  Babbit  v.  Scroggin,  1  ;Duv.  278;  1  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  *425. 

Bight  of  husband  to  control  estate. 
The  right  at  common  law  to  control  the  iioasfflslou 
during  the  joint  11  ves  of  husband  and  wife  is  In  the 
husband,  yet  neither  can  defeat  the,  right  «f  the 
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prejudice  of  the  rights  of  complainants  in  the 
present  bill.  Hearing  the  cause  on  pleadings 
and  proof,  the  chancellor  adjudged  that  com- 
plainants were  entitled  to  the  relief  sought  in 
their  bill,  and  that  Mrs.  Shelton  had  no  right 
of  homestead  in  the  property  involved.  From 
that  part  of  the  decree  refusing  her  claim  to 
homestead  she  has  appealed  to  this  court.  The 
conveyance  of  the  residence  by  husband  and 
wife,  to  secure  payment  of  particular  debts,  is 
not  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  homestead  therein, 
as  against  other  debts.  HaU  v.  Fulgham,  86 
Tenn.  451.  If  the  secured  debts  be  not  paid, 
and  the  deed  of  trust  or  mortgage  be  foreclosed, 
the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  property  is  subject 
to  the  homestead  right,  and  will  be  held  as  an 
exempt  fund,  to  the  extent  of  $1,000,  for  re- 
investment in  other  real  estate.  White,  v. 
Fuighwn,  87  Tenn.  281.  So  that  in  the  case 
before  us  there  is  nothing  to  defeat  the  claim 
of  Mrs.  Shelton  in  the  fact  that  she  and  her 
husband  conveyed  this  property  in  trust  to  se- 
cure Stegall's  debts,  and  that  foreclosure  has 
been  decreed.  As  against  complainants,  her 
right  is  the  same  as  it  would  be  without  such 
conveyance  and  decree.  If  in  that  case  she 
would  be  entitled  to  homestead  in  the  property, 
she  is  now  entitled  to  the  same  right  in  such  of 
its  proceeds  as  may  remain  after  payment  of 
the  secured  indebtedness.  The  homestead  is 
in  the  head  of  the  family,  and,  in  case  of  mar- 
riage, in  the  husband  primarily;  but  when  the 
wife  obtains  a  divorce  from  her  husband,  on 
account  of  his  fault  or  misconduct,  "the  title 
to  the  homestead  shall  be  vested,  by  decree  of 
the  court  granting  the  divorce,  in  the  wife, 
and  after  her  death  it  shall  pass  to  the  children." 
MilL  &  V.  Code,  §  2046.  This  provision  of  the 
Statute  was  met  by  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  when  granting  Mrs.  Shelton  a  divorce, 
and  the  homestead  was  thereby  effectually 
vested  in  her,  if  in  law  the  property  was  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  homestead  at  all.  The 
reservation  in  that  judgment  did  not  diminish 
her  legal  rights  thereunder,  for  complainants 


in  this  cause  bad  taken  no  steps,  nor  indeed 
could  they  have  taken  any,  which  could  oper- 
ate to  the  prejudice  of  any  existing  right  of 
homestead,  it  follows,  therefore,  that  Mrs. 
Shelton  is  now  entitled  to  the  right  of  home- 
stead in  said  house  and  lot,  or  its  proceeds 
when  sold,  subject  alone  to  the  prior  claim  of 
Stegall,  if  said  property  was  held  by  such  a 
title  as  to  be  subiect  to  the  claim  of  home- 
stead by  G.  W.  Shelton  before  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  trust.  In  short,  the  question 
is  whether  or  not  .the  right  of  homestead 
exists  or  inheres  in  real  estate  owned  by 
husband  and  wife  jointly  as  tenants  by  entire- 
ties. The  learned  chancellor  was  of  opinion 
that  it  did  not,  and  so  adjudged.  By  the  Stat- 
ute, "a  homestead  or  real  estate  in  the  posses- 
sion of  or  belonging  to  each  head  of  a  family, 
and  the  improvements,  if  any,  thereon,  to  the 
value  of,  in  all,  $1,000,  shall  be  exempt  from 
sale  under  legal  process  during  the  life  of 
such  head  of  a  family,  and  which  shall  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children,  and  shall 
be  exempt  from  sale  in  any  way,  at  the  instance 
of  any  creditor  or  creditors."  MilL  &  V. 
Code,  §  2085.  "Each  head  of  a  family  owning 
real  estate  shall  have  the  right  to  elect  where 
the  homestead  or  said  exemption  shall  be 
set  apart,  whether  living  on  the  same  or 
not."  Id.  §  2936.  These  provisions  "apply 
as  well  to  equitable  as  legal  estates,"  and  also 
"to  leasehold  property."  Id.  §§  2987,  2988. 
And  homestead  exists  in  favor  of  one  owning 
only  a  life  estate  in  the  land.  Arnold  v.  Jones, 
9  Lea,  548.  The  homestead  exemption  is  a 
favorite  in  this  country,  and  laws  concerning 
it  are  construed  liberally  in  favor  of  the  claim- 
ant. Thompson,  Homestead  and  Exemptions, 
§8  4,  7,  731;  9  Am.  A  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law, 


5§4 
519; 


519;  White  v.  Fulghum,  87  Tenn.  284;  Dickin- 
eon,  v.  Mayer,  11  Heisk.  520;  Arnold*.  Jones,  9 
Lea,  548;  Ren  v.  DriskeU,  11  Lea,  649. 

The  language  of  our  Statute  is  most  compre- 
hensive. In  the  description  of  the  property  in 
which  the  right  exists,  its  terms  are  broad  and 


survivor  to  the  whole  estate.  The  husband  has 
such  rights  as  are  Incident  to  his  own  property. 
Pray  v.  Stebblns,  1  New  Bng.  Rep.  521,  141  Mass. 
228. 

The  right  of  the  husband  to  control  the  estate 
held  by  entireties  Is  not  affected  by  statutes  en- 
abling married  women  to  hold  and  dispose  of  their 
property  as  If  sole  unless  expressly  so  stated.  Ibid., 
citing  Robinson  v.  Ragle,  29  Ark.  202;  Hulett  v.  In- 
low,  CT  Ind.  412;  Rogers  v.  Grider,  1  Dana,  242;  Mar- 
burg v.  Cole.  49  Md.  402;  Fisher  v.  Provin,  25  Mioh. 
847;  MoDuff  v.  Reauohamp,  60  Miss.  531:  Ben  v.  Har- 
denbergh,  10  N.  J.  L.  40;  Bertlee  v.  Nunan,  98  N.  Y. 
152;  Barber  v.  Harris,  15  Wend.  615;  Bennett  v. 
Child,  10  Wis.  862.  See,  contra.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  76 
HI.  57;  Hoffman  v.  Stigers,  28  Iowa,  802;  Clark  v. 
dark,  56  N.H.  105. 

Lease  by  husband. 

By  the  great  weight  of  authority  the  husband 
may  lease  an  estate  conveyed  to  him  and  his  wife 
in  fee,  which  will  be  good  against  the  wife  during 
coverture,  and  will  fail  only  in  the  event  of  his  wife 
surviving  him,  Washburn  v.  Burns,  84  N.  J.  L.  18; 
Barber  v.  Harris,  15  Wend,  615;  Jackson  v.  MoCon- 
nell,  10  Wend.  175;  Bertlee  v.  Nunan,  82  N.  Y.  152; 
Topping  v.  Sadler,  5  Jones,  L.  857;  Falrohlid  v. 
Ghasteueux,  1  Pa.  176:  Ames  v.  Norman,  4  8need, 
688;  Pollok  v.  Kelly,  6  Ir.  O.  L.  867;  Wyokoff  v. 
12L.R.A. 


Gardner,*  20  N.  J.  L.  656;  Ward  v.  Ward,  I*.  R.  14  Ch. 
Div.  506;  Godfrey  v.  Bryan,  Id.  516. 

Husband  cannot  convey  to  prejudice  of  wife's  estate* 
The  estate  of  the  wife  as  survivor  of  her  husband  is 
not  affected  by  conveyance  by  the  husband,  during 
coverture,  of  the  whole  estate  (Ames  v.  Norman, 
4  Sneed,  683),  nor  by  a  levy  upon  the  estate  by  cred- 
itors of  the  husband.  Frenoh  v.  Mehan,  66  Pa.  286. 
But  he  can  convey  directly  to  his  wife  such  title 
as  he  has  in  real  estate  whloh  they  own  as  tenants 
by  entireties.   Enyeart  v.  Kepler,  118  Ind.  84. 

Conveyance  to  husband  and  wife  and  third  person; 
tenancy  created. 

Where  an  estate  is  made  to  a  husband  and  wife 
and  a  third  person,  unless  a  tenancy  in  common  has 
been  created,  they  together  take  one  half  by  en- 
tirety and  the  third  person  the  other  half  to  be  held 
in  common.  Hulett  v.  Inlow,  57  Ind.  412;  Hall  v. 
Stephens,  65  Mo.  030. 

It  is  always  competent,  however,  by  appropriate 
words,  to  make  the  husband  and  wife  tenants  in 
common.  The  laws  of  the  several  States  are  not 
uniform  on  this  subject.  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  426; 
4  Kent,  Com.  862;  Anderson,  Diet.  404,  citing  Chand- 
ler v.  Cheney,  87  Ind.  804;  Be  Benson,  8  Hiss.  118; 
Jacobs  v.  Miller,  50  Mich.  124;  Hadlook  v.  Gray,  2 
West  Rep.  810, 104  Ind.  608;  Thornton  v.  Thornton, 
8  Band.  182;  8  Lead.  Gas.  Law  of  Real  Prop.  143. 
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unrestricted:  "A  homestead  or  real  estate  in 
the  possession  of  or  belonging  to  each  head  of 
a  family  .  .  .  shall  be  exempt,  etc.;  and 
"each  head  of  a  family  owning  real  estate  shall 
have  the  right  to  elect,"  etc.  Interpreting 
these  words  according  to  their  ordinary  signif- 
icance, as  must  be  done  in  the  absence  of  any 
qualification  or  limitation  upon  them,  there  can 
be  but  little  trouble  in  ascertaining  the  legis- 
lative intent.  Undeniably  the  designation  "real 
estate,"  in  its  ordinary  sense  includes  the  in- 
terest of  a  husband  in  a  Jiouse  and  lot  owned 
by  himself  and  his  wife  Jointly  as  tenants  by 
entireties.  If  such  an  interest  is  not,  in  fact 
and  in  law,  real  estate,  what  can  it  be?  Certain- 
ly it  is  not  personalty.  So  naturally  does  it  fall 
within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "real  estate/' 
as  employed  in  the  Statute,  that  they  must  in- 
evitably be  held  to  embrace  it,  there  being 
nothing  in  other  parts  of  the  Act,  or  in  its  his- 
tory, indicating,  even  remotely,  that  the  law- 
makers used  those  words  unadvisedly,  or  in- 
tended to  omit  or  exclude  such  an  interest  from 
the  protection  of  the  Statute. 

Moreover,  the  object  of  the  Statute,  as  well 
as  its  language,  demands  this  construction.  It 
was  conceived  that  an  Exemption  Law,  pro- 
tecting $1,000  worth  of  real  estate  to  heads  of 
families  owning  the  same,  would  be  wise  legis- 
lation, and  promotive  of  the  public  welfare. 
To  be  so,  it  must  be  impartial,  and  apply  alike 
to  each  head  of  a  family  owning  "a  homestead 
or  real  estate/'  whether  in  fee,  for  life,  lease- 
hold interest,  legal  or  equitable  estate.  The 
nature  of  the  estate  or  extent  'of  the  title  of 
the  beneficiary  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
scheme.  The  purpose  was  to  stay  the  hand  of 
the  creditor,  as  against  a  limited  amount  in 
value  of  real  estate,  of  whatever  character,  be- 
longing to  any  citizen  who  should  be  the  head 
of  a  family.  It  was  known,  unquestionably, 
that  different  persons,  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection, owned  different  interests  and  different 
estates  in  land,  and  terms  broad  enough  to  in- 
clude them  all  were  employed.  Why  not  in- 
clude the  head  of  a  family  who  owns  land  as 
tenant  by  entirety  with  his  wife  in  the  scope 
of  a  law  whose  purpose  is  so  humane  and  com- 
mendable? To  the  extent  of  his  interest,  he 
can  use  the  land  for  the  shelter,  support  and 
benefit  of  his  family,  in  the  same  manner  as 
could  another  man  owning  the  absolute  fee. 
He  stands  in  the  same  or  greater  need  of  the 
law's  favor.  Is  be  any  the  less  deserving  of 
protection  because  he  does  not  own  the  whole 
estate?  Or  is  the  officer  of  the  law  to  take 
what  he  has  because  he  has  not  more?  Mani- 
festly not.  The  protection  of  such  an  interest 
is  clearly  within  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  the 
Statute.  We  can  conceive  no  satisfactory  rea- 
son why  the  Legislature  should  not  have  in- 
tended to  embrace  in  this  wholesome  provision 
all  present  interests  in  land  naturally  em- 
braced in  the  language  used  in  the  Act. 
Again,  under  the  authority  of  Ames  v.  Nor- 
man, 4  Sneed,  682,  the  estate  of  G.  W.  Shelton 
in  the  house  and  lot  in  question  here  might,  be- 
fore the  deed  of  trust,  have  been  seized  and 
sold  at  law,  and  the  purchaser  at  such  a  sale 
would  have  become  vested  with  the  "  right  to 
occupy  and  enjoy  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
land  during  the  Joint  lives"  of  Shelton  and 
wife,  and,  in  case  Shelton  survived  her,  with 
12L.R.A. 


the  fee.  Now,  can  it  be  that  an  interest  in 
land  which  is  so  subject  to  seizure  and  sale, 
and  the  sale  of  which  will  vest  in  the  purchaser 
the  right  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  whole 
property  during  the  life  of  the  debtor  at  least, 
is  not  real  estate,  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  Homestead  Law?  We  think  not.  If  the 
creditor,  in  right  of  the  husband,  may  take  the 
whole  property,  at  all  events  during  the  life  of 
the  latter,  so  the  husband,  in  his  own  right, 
may  invoke  the  protection  of  the  law  for  the 
whole  property  during  the  same  period.  The 
husband's  estate  under  the  deed,  augmented  by 
his  marital  interest  in  his  wife's  estate,  becomes 
practically  tantamount  to  the  whole  estate 
during  their  joint  lives.  It  is  so  held  in  favor 
of  his  creditors  seeking  a  sale,  or  in  favor  of 
purchasers  at  judicial  sale;  for  like  reason  it 
must  be  so  held  in  his  favor  when  he  asserts 
bis  claim  for  homestead.  That  property  held 
by  husband  and  wife  by  entireties  could  not 
"inure  to  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  chil- 
dren" upon  his  death,  but  would  vest  in  her  ab- 
solutely by  right  of  survivorship,  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  denying  his  right  of  homestead 
therein  while  they  both  live.  If  so,  then  the 
right  of  homestead  could  never  exist  in  favor 
of  a  life  tenant,  for  his  estate  ceases  with  his 
death,  and  nothing  can  "inure  to  the  benefit 
of  his  widow  and  children"  as  homestead.  But 
the  right  of  homestead  does  exist  in  a  life  es- 
tate (Arnold  v.  Jones,  9  Lea,  548)  and  in  "lease- 
hold property"  (Code,  §  2988),  though  the 
period  of  the  lease  may  terminate  in  the  life- 
time or  at  the  death  of  the  lessee.  The  mean- 
ing of  the  Statute  is  that,  in  lands  descending 
from  the  husband  and  father,  the  homestead 
"shall  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and 
children."  We  cannot  believe,  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  declaration  to  that  effect,  in  the 
face  of  the  law  itself,  that  the  framers  of  our 
Constitution,  and  the  members  of  the  General 
Assembly,  intended  to  extend  the  benefits  of 
the  homestead  exemption  to  citizens  owning 
real  estate  in  severalty,  and  not  to  those  own- 
ing it  jointly  with  their  wives,  as  tenants  by 
the  entirety.  A  law  making  such  a  distinction 
would,  in  our  judgment,  be  both  impolitic  and 
unjust  It  would  be  an  unjustifiable  discrim- 
ination in  favor  of  some  persons  and  against 
others  alike  deserving  of  the  law's  favor  and 
protection.  Such  is  not  our  law,  which,  as 
we  understand  it,  is  distinctly  impartial,  ex- 
tending the  right  of  the  exemption  to  "  each 
head  of  a  family  owning  real  estate,"  whether 
in  fee,'  for  life,  for  years,  in  severalty,  in  joint 
tenancy,  etc. 

The  case  of  MeRoberts  v.  (hpeland,  85  Tenn. 
211,  is  not  in  point.  There  a  husband  and 
father  conveyed  a  tract  of  land  to  his  daugh- 
ters, reserving  a  life  estate  to  himself  and  his 
wife.  The  court  held  that  after  his  death  his 
wife  took  the  life  estate  by  survivorship  in  her 
own  right,  and  that  it  should  not  be  "reckoned 
as  a  part  of  his  land  in  the  assignment  of 
homestead  and  dower"  to  her  as  his  widow, 
because  "  all  his  title  and  interest  in  that  par- 
ticular tract  of  land  ceased  absolutely  with  his 
death."  85  Tenn.  212,  218.  The  husband's 
right  of  homestead  exemption  in  the  reserved 
life  estate  was  in  no  sense  involved,  and  could 
not  have  been,  under  the  facts  of  that  case,  it 
arising  after  all  his  interest  had  passed  away. 
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Had  be  made  the  claim  of  such  light  In  his 
lifetime,  it  should  have  prevailed;  but  bow 
that  would  have  been  the  court  was  not  called 
upon  to  express  an  opinion,  and  could  not  prop- 
erly have  done  so.  As  to  the  case  of  Avane  v. 
Everett,  8  Lea,  76,  wherein  it  was  decided  that 
the  right  of  homestead  did  not  exist  in  land 
held  by  tenants  in  common,  we  content  our- 
selves with  the  observation  that  its  reasoning 
(which  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  approve) 
has  no  application  to  this  case,  because  here 
the  debtor's  interest  is  practically  equivalent  to 
an  estate  for  life,  at  the  least,  in  severally,  and 
is  not  an  undivided  interest  merely,  as  in  that 
case;  that  if  sound  upon  its  own  facts,  which 
we  do  not  decide,  the  doctrine  of  that  case 
should  not  be  extended.  In  Mary  O.  Oullom 
v.  John  A.  Cooper  et  al.f  decided  at  the  De- 
cember Term.  1888  (oral  opinion),  the  question 
was  exactly  the  same  as  that  involved  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  decision  was  against  the 
claim  of  homestead.  With  the  greatest  care 
we  have  reconsidered  the  question,  and  now 
decide  it  otherwise,  holding  that  the  right  of 
the  homestead  exemption  does  attach  to  real 
estate  owned  by  husband  and  wife  Jointly  as 
tenants  by  entireties.  For  reasons  already 
stated,  it  is  clear  that  G.  W.  Shelton  was  en- 
titled to  homestead  In  the  house  and  lot,  sub- 
ject alone  to  the  deed  of  trust.  The  Judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  granting  Mrs.  IShelton  a 
divorce  vested  her  with  the  same  right  She 
is  now  entitled  to  an  exemption  in  the  surplus 
proceeds  of  the  property,  the  same  to  be  rein- 
vested according  to  law.  White  v.  Fulghum, 
87  Tenn.  290. 

Reverse  the  decree  as  to  homestead,  and  enter 
decree  in  accordance  with  this  opinion.  Com- 
plainants will  pay  costs  of  appeal. 

Snodgrass,  J.t  dissenting: 

We  do  not  concur  in  the  nolding  that  the 
homestead  exemption  applies  to  the  Interest  of 
a  husband  in  land  held  in  Joint  tenancy  with 
the  wife.  He  is  not  the  owner  of  the  property, 
or  sole  possessor,  as  contemplated  by  our  law. 
Under  the  Constitution,  "  a  homestead  in  the 
possession  of  each  head  of  a  family,  and  the 
improvements  thereon  to  the  value,  in  all,  of 
$1,000,  shall  be  exempt  from  sale  under  legal 
process  during  the  life  of  such  head  of  a  fam- 
ily, to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  widow,  and 
shall  be  exempt  during  the  minority  of  their 
children  occupying  the  same."  Const.  1870, 
art.  11,  §  11.  The  Statute  of  1870  on  this 
subject  is  in  exactly  the  same  terms,  exempt- 
ing "a  homestead  in  the  possession  of  each 
head  of  a  family."  It  also  provided  that  such 
homestead  should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
widow,  and  be  exempt  during  the  minority  of 
the  children  occupying  it,  and  until  the  young- 
est child  reached  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 
The  6th  section  of  the  Act  provided  that  "the 
homestead  in  the  possession  of  a  husband  shall, 
upon  his  death,  go  to  his  widow  during  her 
natural  life,  with  the  products  thereof  to  her 
own  use  and  benefit,  and  that  of  her  family 
who  reside  with  her,  and  upon  her  death  it 
shall  go  to  the  minor  children  of  her  deceased 
husband,  free  from  the  debts  of  the  father, 
mother  or  said  children;  and  upon  the  death 
of  riaid  minor  child  or  children,  or  their  ar- 
rival of  age,  the  same  may  be  sold,  and  the 
12  L.  R.  A. 


proceeds  distributed  among  all  the  heirsat-law 
of  the  deceased  head  of  a  family,  according  to 
the  Laws  of  Descent  and  Distribution  in  this 
8tate."  The  7th  and  8th  sections  are  as  fol- 
lows: "Sec  7.  Upontbedeathofsaidheadofa 
family  without  widow  or  minor  children,  said 
land  shall  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  debts 
as  may  be  legally  established  against  his  estate, 
and  the  remainder  distributed  among  his  heirs 
according  to  the  rules  of  descent  in  force  at  the 
time  in  this  State.  Sec.  8.  If  the  head  of  a 
family  is  married,  and  his  wife  obtain  a  di- 
vorce on  account  of  his  fault  or  misconduct, 
the  title  to  the  homestead  shall  be  vested  by 
the  decree  of  the  court  granting  the  divorce  in 
the  wife,  and  after  her  death  it  shall  pass  to 
their  children." 

These  sections  quoted  show  conclusively  that 
the  homestead  contemplated  was  to  exist  on 
land  owned  by  the  head  of  a  family;  that  it 
was  such  as  might  inure  to  the  benefit  of  his 
widow  (because  she  was  such)  after  his  death, 
and  which  wotdd  descend  to  his  children,  or, 
when  sold,  the  proceeds  might  be  distributed 
"among  all  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  deceased 
head  of  a  family, *  "among  his  heirs."  It  was 
an  estate  too,  which,  after  the  death  of  wife  or 
children,  might  be  sold  "to  pay  debts  legally 
established  against  his  estate,  and  was  such  a 
one  that,  if  the  wife  obtained  a  divorce  on  ac- 
count of  his  fault  or  misconduct,  it  was  to  be 
vested  by  decree  of  court  in  the  wife  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  in  "their  children." 

These  provisions  show,  first,  that  the  land 
subject  to  homestead  must  belong  to  the  bus- 
band  in  severalty,  and  especially  that  they  do 
not  apply  to  lands  held  by  husband  and  wife 
in  Joint  tenancy.  Such  land  goes  to  the  sur- 
vivor on  the  death  of  either.  Tdul  v.  Camp- 
beUt  7  Yerg.  810;  Berrigan  v.  Fleming,  2  Lea, 
271;  Shields  v.  Nethtrland,  6  Lea,  201;  Mc- 
Roberti  v.  Gopeland,  85  Tenn.  211.  It  is  mani- 
fest, then,  that  a  homestead  on  it  would  not 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  bis  widow  as  such,  and 
for  her  use  and  benefit,  and  that  of  her  family 
residing  with  her,  and  upon  her  death  to  the 
minor  children  of  her  deceased  husband,  be- 
cause on  his  death  the  entire  fee  would  vest  in 
her,  and  "ber  family  residing  with  her"  could 
take  no  interest  in  it  whatever,  nor  upon  her 
death  would  it  go  to  the  minor  children  of  her 
deceased  husband.  It  would  go  to  her  devisee, 
or,  in  default  of  a  will,  to  her  children  or  heirs, 
and  not  to  his.  unless,  of  course,  they  were  the 
same.  And,  for  the  same  reason,  it  could  not 
be  sold  and  proceeds  distributed  among  his 
heirs  in  the  contingencies  provided  for  as  quot- 
ed; nor,  upon  divorce  granted  for  his  miscon- 
duct, could  it  be  vested  in  the  wife  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  their  children,  because  that  would 
be  to  limit  her  own  fee  for  life,  and  deprive 
her  of  the  power  to  devise  her  estate  after  dis- 
coverture.  If,  upon  dissolution  of  the  marital 
relation,  the  property  would  vest  in  her,  it 
would  be  absolutely.  These  considerations,  it 
seems  to  us,  show  conclusively  that  the  Home- 
stead Law  is  not  applicable  to  such  a  tenancy; 
but  there  are  others.  If  a  legal  homestead  does 
exist  on  such  an  estate,  what  is  the  effect  of  it? 
8uppose  a  divorce  granted  to  the  husband. 
He  would  still  remain  the  head  of  the  family, 
and  the  homestead  right  would  exist  in  him. 
Then  it  must  continue  to  the  destruction  of 
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the  wife's  Interest  In  the  fee  for  life;  so  that  in 
that  event  a  homestead  would  he  carved  out 
exclusively  for  him  in  land  which  did  not  be- 
long to  him,  but  which  in  fact  belonged  also 
to  another.  So,  too,  the  husband  can  abandon 
a  legal  homestead ,  and  the  fee  in  it  may  be 
sold  in  thai  event  for  his  debts,  and  it  will 
vest  in  the  purchaser  free  from  the  homestead 
right;  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  such  sale  would 
affect  the  wife's  right  in  a  Joint  tenancy,  even 
if  she  joined  in  the  abandonment,  because  her 
interest  in  the  fee,  her  right  of  survivorship, 
would  not  be  affected  by  either  abandonment 
or  sale.  The  Act  of  1879,  amending  the  Home- 
stead Law  of  1870,  does  not  affect  the  question 
by  adding  to  the  words  "a  homestead"  the 
words  "or  real  estate  belonging  to  each  head 
of  a  family,"  because  these  words  made  no 
other  change  in  the  law  than  to  five  the  hus- 
band or  head  of  the  family  the  right  to  elect 
where  he  would  locate  the  homestead.  Flatt 
v.  Stadler,  16  Lea,  379.  Now,  suppose  the 
husband  elects  to  locate  it  on  the  joint  tenancy 
of  himself  and  wife,  and  dies  leaving  other 
lands.  The  wife,  according  to  the  case  being 
considered,  would  take  the  selected  homestead 
as  such  (although  it  was  her  own),  and  would 
thereby  be  cut  out  of  any  homestead  in  the 
husband's  land.  This  would  inevitably  result 
if  such  an  interest  was  a  proper  homestead, 
but  we  have  held  it  was  not,  and  defeated  this 
very  result  in  her  favor.  MeEoberU  v.  Cope- 
land,  85  Tenn.  211. 

There  are  many  considerations  of  like  char- 
acter which  go  to  prove  that  such  a  joint  estate 
in  land  was  not  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  law-makers  in  establishing  "a  homestead 
in  possession  of  the  head  of  a  family;"  and 
there  is  stiH  a  part  of  the  Statute  unquoted 
which  we  think  clearly  shows  that  neither  such 
an  estate,  nor  any  other  estate  held  in  common 
with  others,  was  within  such  contemplation; 
and  that  only  such  as  was  exclusively  within 
the  ownership  and  possession  of  the  head  of  a 
family  was  contemplated, — such  as  he  held  in 
severalty,  and  could  be  set  apart  to  him  by 
metes  and  bounds,  and  that  without  resorting 
to  a  court  to  partition  and  carve  out  for  him 
such  estate.  The  third  and  fourth  sections  of 
the  Act  provide  for  levy  upon  the  real  estate 
of  the  debtor  upon  which  the  homestead  is  sit- 
uated by  execution  and  attachment,  and  di- 
rects that  the  levying  officer  shall  summon 
three  disinterested  freeholders,  and  have  them 
set  apart  the  homestead  of  the  debtor  out  of 
the  real  estate  levied  upon.  They  are  to  fix 
the  precise  boundaries,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  lands  are  to  be  sold.  If  it  is  of  greater 
value  than  $1,000,  and  is  so  situated  that  it 
cannot  be  divided  so  as  to  set  apart  the  home- 
stead, the  freeholders  shall  certify  the  fact,  and 
the  officer  shall  sell  the  whole,  and  pay  pro- 
ceeds to  the  clerk  of  the  court  rendering  judg- 
ment or  condemning  the  land  for  sale;  and  he 
shall,  under  order  of  the  court,  invest  $1,000 
in  the  purchase  of  a  homestead  for  the  family 
of  the  debtor,  and  the  creditor  take  the  surplus. 
Now,  it  is  clear  that  this  cannot  apply  to  an 
interest  held  jointly  with  the  wife  any  more 
than  with  anyone  else;  because,  if  it  does  so 
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apply,  it  forces  the  sale  of  her  land,  and  makes 
her  take  in  lieu  of  all  of  it,  and  all  interest  in 
it,  her  family  share  in  the  part  allotted  as 
homestead,  or  in  that  purchased  for  the  benefit 
of  the  family, — this  upon  the  theory  that 
such  is  the  effect  that  results  under  the  law, 
and  must  result  if  this  land  is  within  its  mean- 
ing. That  these  consequences  could  follow  no 
one  can  maintain,  and  thus  it  appears  that  such 
an  estate  was  never  within  the  intent  of  the 
Act.  There  are  more  reasons  why  such  an  es- 
tate could  not  be  burdened  with  a  homestead, 
by  proper  construction  of  our  Act,  than  there 
are  why  a  tenancy  in  common  could  not.  The 
tenancy  in  common,  while,  like  this,  a  legal 
estate,  has  no  termination  in  survivorship,  but 
will  descend  to  heirs,  and  may  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  a  widow,  not  because  of  her  own, 
but  because  of  her  husband's,  interest;  and  yet 
the  reason  of  a  want  of  an  interest  and  posses- 
sion in  severalty,  which  prevents  a  tenancy  in 
common  being  so  burdened,  exists  here,  and 
equally  precludes  the  possibility  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  homestead  upon  a  joint  tenancy,  and 
to  this  extent  authority  against  homestead  on 
a  tenancy  in  common  is  authority  against  a 
homestead  here.  It  was  ten  years  ago  decided 
that  no  such  right  existed  in  favor  of  a  tenant 
in  common.  Avane  v.  Everett,  8  Lea,  76. 
And  this  has  ever  since  been  followed.  But 
the  direct  question  came  before  us  at  Knox- 
ville,  September  Term,  1886,  and  it  was  then 
held  such  an  interest  as  the  wife's  on  survivor- 
ship could  not  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
fixing  homestead,  but  the  wife  owned  such 
land,  and  homestead  must  be  assigned  out  of 
other  lands  of  the  husband.  McRoberte  v. 
Copeland,  86  Tenn.  211  (opinion  by  Judge  Cald- 
well). It  came  again  before  this  court  at  Nash- 
ville, last  term,  and  we  there  held  that  the 
Homestead  Law  did  not  apply  to  a  joint  tenan- 
cy of  husband  and  wife.  Outiom  v.  Cooper  (oral 
opinion).  These  cases  settled  the  law  in  ac- 
cord with  the  case  referred  to,  and  many  others 
unreported.  They  are  sound  in  reason,  and 
should  be  adhered  to  as  the  only  proper  con- 
struction of  the  Statute.  It  does  not  matter 
that  one  was  an  oral  opinion.  It  was  in  ac- 
cord with  the  written  one  cited,  and,  besides, 
this  court,  of  course,  adheres  to  principles  set- 
tled, however  it  may  be  done,  and  does  not 
have  one  law  to  administer  orally  and  an- 
other in  writing.  The  one  delivered  in  this 
case  was  oral,  but  since  adjournment  at  Jack- 
son a  written  opinion  has  been  prepared.  In 
this  opinion,  not  only  is  the  case  in  86  Tenn. 
referred  to,  impliedly  overruled,  but  the  case 
of  Avane  v.  Everett,  8  Lea,  76.  would  share  the 
same  fate,  if  the  reasoning  of  Judge  Caldwell 
in  this  case  should  be  adhered  to  when 
the  question  arises,  for  it  is  based  upon  au- 
thority hostile  to  it,  and  which  was  referred  to 
and  rejected  by  Judge  Cooper,  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Avansv.  Everett.  We 
regard  the  overruling  of  85  Tenn.  and  the  oral 
opinion  at  Nashville,  as  not  only  erroneous, 
but  unwise  in  policy.  We  therefore  respect- 
fully, but  earnestly,  dissent  from  the  present 
ruling. 
Lurton,  /.,  concurs  in  this  distent 
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JOYCE  et  al.t  Appt$.$ 

e. 

J.  L  OASE  THRESHING  MACHINE  CO. 

(. Tenn.. — ) 

A  tenant  In  common  of  land  hmm  no  home- 
stead right  therein  under  Code,  I  2886,  ex- 
empting Ma  homestead  or  real  estate  la  the  pos- 
session of  or  belonging  to  each  head  of  a  family," 
and  6  2938,  giving  each  head  of  a  family  the  right 
to  elect  where  the  "exemption  shall  be  set  apart, 
whether  living  on  the  same  or  not." 

(GoIchoeO,  J.,  and  Turney,  Ob.  J.,  distent*) 

(November  6, 1880.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the 
Chancery  Court  for  Rutledge  County,  in 
favor  of  complainant  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage.  Reversed  in  part.  Af- 
firmed in  part. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Jfettr*.  Shields  A  Shields  and  R.  C. 
Samsell  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Ingersoll  A  MoHenderson  for 
appellee. 

Snodgrass,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

We  agree  with  the  chancellor  in  the  conclu- 
sion reached  in  this  case  as  to  Joyce,  and  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  the  assign- 
ments of  error  as  to  his  branch  of  the  case 
further  than  the  point  made  that  the  chancellor 
was  in  error  in  holding  that  Joyce  was  not  en- 
titled to  homestead  in  the  land  decreed  to  be 
sold  because  his  interest  in  it  was  that  of  a  ten- 
ant in  common.  His  decree  was  upon  the  au- 
thority of  Avans  v.  Everett,  8  Lea,  76,  decided 
in  September,  1879,  but  upon  the  Act  of  1870; 
and  it  is  earnestly  and  ably  argued:  first,  that 
this  case  was  originally  wrong;  and,  second, 
that  under  our  present  Homestead  Law,  em- 
bodying the  Amendment  of  1879,  a  homestead 
does  exist  on  the  undivided  interest  of  a  tenant 
in  common  in  "real  estate; "  that  these  words 
are  broad  and  comprehensive  enough  to  include 
any  interest  in  real  estate,  and  exempt  it.  The 
argument  is  put  upon  the  ground  that  our  pres- 
ent Homestead  Law,  in  consequence  of  the  use 
of  the  term  "real  estate  belonging  to  each  head 
of  a  family,"  now  included  in  the  law  by  vir- 


tue of  the  Act  of  1879,  exempts  tne  interest  of 
a  tenant  in  common,  because,  according  to 
Kent,  and  all  other  authors  who  ever  treated  of 
that  subject,  "real  estate"  includes  the  interest 
of  a  tenant  in  common,  Joint  tenant,  or  any 
other  interest  in  land.  If  that  were  the  ques- 
tion being  considered,  there  would  be  no  con- 
troversy, or  there  could  be  no  debate.  As  no 
one  ever  did  deny  that  proposition,  it  is  fair  to 
presume  that  no  one  ever  will.  If  the  Legisla- 
ture of  1879  intended  to  protect  real  estate  as 
such,  the  question  was  settled  in  1879,  and  be- 
fore the  delivery  of  the  opinion  in  Avans  v. 
Everett.  But  the  error  of  the  argument  results 
from  treating  the  Legislature  as  intending  to 
protect  any  interest  in  real  estate  as  such,  and 
ignoring  the  fact  that  this  was  not  (and  has 
been  construed  as  not)  to  protect  real  estate  at 
all,  or  any  interest  in  it,  but  was,  and  was 
alone,  to  exempt  a  homestead,— a  right  of  oc- 
cupancy upon  such  real  estate  as  was  owned 
by  a  head  of  a  family,  which  he  had  converted, 
or  was  in  a  situation  to  convert  and  occupy,  as 
a  homestead,  should  he  wish  to  do  so.  Because 
before  1879  it  had  been  necessary  that  real  es- 
tate which  was  possessed  by  a  head  of  a  family 
for  a  home  must  be  occupied  in  order  to  give 
him  the  homestead  right,  the  law  was  then  so 
amended  as  to  secure  a  debtor  a  homestet  d  in 
land  not  thus  occupied,  but  such  as  he  might 
select  and  appropriate  to  that  purpose  when  he 
desired.  It  was  intended  to  protect  that  occu- 
pied as  a  homestead,  or  owned  by  him,  in  such 
way  that  he  could  appropriate  it  as  such,  and, 
of  course,  it  either  must  have  been  converted, 
or  been  in  his  hands  susceptible  of  being  so  con- 
verted into  a  homestead;  that  is,  he  must  have 
bad  it  in  exclusive  possession,  or  it  must  have 
been  owned  by  him  in  severalty,  and  in  a  con- 
dition to  be  so  claimed,  used  and  appropriated, 
whether  the  estate  be  legal  or  equitable  or  a 
leasehold.  That  this  Act  did  not  exempt  real 
estate  as  such,  or  any  interest  in  it,  has  been 
since  very  often  adjudged,  and  the  Act  held  to 
have  no  extending  or  other  effect  on  the  law  as 
it  stood,  and  as  an  amendment,  than  to  exempt 
a  right  of  occupancy  (a  homestead)  in  real  es- 
tate which  was  occupied  or  might  be  occupied 
as  a  home.  The  use  of  the  words  "or  real  es- 
tate" was  originally  supposed  by  some  members 
of  the  profession  to  exempt  land,  or  some  in- 
terest in  it,  and  the  question  was  soon  made; 
but  this  court  repudiated  that  view,  and  held 


Nom— Estate  In  common  not  subject  to  homestead 
right.     . 

A  homestead  cannot  be  Jointly  held  with  another. 
Cornish  v.  Frees,  74  Wis.  400;  West  v.  Ward,  28  Wis. 
579. 

A  tenant  in  oommon,  or  one  holding  land  in  Joint 
tenancy,  cannot  acquire  a  homestead  therein  to  the 
extent  of  his  undivided  interest,  unless  he  has  the 
land  enclosed  and  is  in  exclusive  oooupanoy  there- 
of. Fitsgerald  v.  Fernandez,  71  Oal.  604,  citing 
Wolf  v.FIeisohaoker,  5  CaL  244;  Reynolds  v.Pixley, 
6  CaL  166;  Giblln  v.  Jordan,  Id.  417;  Kellersberger 
v.  Kopp,  Id.  664;  Bishop  v.  Hubbard,  28  CaL  617: 
EMas  v.  Verdugo,  27  CaL  418;  Beaton  v.  Bon,  82  Gal. 
488. 

Upon  the  question  whether  an  estate  in  common 
will  support  a  right  of  homestead  in  one  of  the  oo- 
tenants,  or  whether  it  must  be  an  estate  in  several- 
ty, the  authorities  are  conflicting,  says  Judge 
Thompson,  in  his  learned  treatise  on  Homesteads 
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and  Exemptions,  and  he  proceeds  to  give  the  rea- 
sons which  support  the  opposing  conclusions. 
Thompson,  Homesteads  and  Exemptions,  M  180- 
189. 

In  the  affirmative  he  cites  the  following  cases: 
Greenwood  v.  Maddox,  27  Ark.  660:  Thorn  v.  Thorn, 
14  Iowa,  40;  Hewitt  v.  Rankin,  41  Iowa,  85;  Tarrant 
v.  Swain,  15  Kan.  146;  Horn  v.  Tufts,  89  N.  H.  478; 
Lacey  v.  Clements,  86  Tex.  668;  Williams  v.  Weth- 
ered,  87  Tex.  180;  Smith  v.  Desohaumes,  87  Tex.  429; 
McGlary  v.  fiixby,  86  V t  254. 

In  the  negative  the  following  cases  are  cited: 
Wolf  v.  Fleisohaoker,  Reynolds  v.  Plxley,  Kellers- 
berger v.  Kopp,  Bishop  v.  Hubbard,  Ellas  v.  Verdu- 
go and  Beaton  v.  Son,  supra;  Kingsley  v.  Kingsley, 
89  CaL  665;  Cameto  v.  Dupuy,  47  CaL  79;  Thurston  v. 
Maddocks,  6  Allen,  427;  Bemis  v.  Drisooll,  101  Mass. 
421;  Amphlett  v.  Hibbard,  29  Mich.  298;  Ventres  v. 
Collins.  28  La.  Ann.  768;  Simon  v.  Walker,  28  La. 
Ann.  608;  Borron  v.  BolUbellos,  28  La.  Ann.  866| 
West  v.  Ward,  26  Wis.  68a 
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that  the  Act  added  nothing  to  the  old  law  but 
an  exemption  of  possession  on  $1,000  worth  of 
land  owned  by  the  debtor,  but  which  he  did 
not  actually  occupy,  and  gave  him  the  right  to 
select  the  part  of  his  land  upon  which  the 
homestead  should  be  located  and  thereafter  ex- 
ist   Flatt  v.  Stadler,  16  Lea,  871-379. 

This  case  goes  over  the  whole  subject,  and 
concludes  as  follows:  '  'The  whole  of  the  Acts 
upon  this  subject  should  be  construed  together 
as  one  Act,  and,  if  there  is  any  seeming  con- 
flict, it  should  be  so  construed  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  will  of  the  law-making  power.  But  we 
think  there  is  no  real  conflict  in  the  object  and 
design  of  the  several  statutes,  nor  any  purpose 
by  the  Act  of  1879  to  alter  the  then  existing 
law  further  than  to  give  the  owner  of  the  land 
the  power  to  locate  his  homestead  upon  any 
part  of  it."  This  opinion  was  at  the  April 
Term,  1886,  and  has  ever  since  been  followed. 
And  see  Fauver  v.  Fleenor,  18  Lea,  622.  This 
ends  all  argument  upon  the  broad  or  compre- 
hensive terms  of  the  Statute.  It  includes  no 
more  than  it  did  before  the  Act  of  1879,  so  far 
as  interests  in  land  are  concerned,  and  leaves 
the  question  unembarrassed  by  any  play  upon 
phraseology  or  speculation  in  familiar  or  for- 
eign law. 

The  law  la  Just  as  it  was  when  Avan*  v. 
Everett  was  decided,  and  the  first  question  to 
be  investigated  is,  Was  that  case  right?  In  the 
first  place,  we  remark  it  is  evidently  well  con- 
sidered. On  Its  face  it  appears  to  be  the  unan- 
imous opinion  of  the  court,  but  we  personally 
know  that  our  present  chief  Justice  did  not 
concur.  This,  however,  only  shows  that  it  was 
better  considered,  because  the  dissenting  view, 
we  need  not  add,  was  pressed,  and,  after  all  that 
could  be  urged  in  argument  or  consultation, 
was  rejected,  and  the  case  decided  as  k  was, — 
against  the  exemption.  In  the  next  place,  it 
was  in  accordance  with  the  holding  of  numer- 
ous courts  in  many  of  the  States,  some  of  them 
of  the  very  highest  rank  in  the  estimation  of 
the  bar  throughout  the  Union.  It  was  so  de- 
cided in  Massachusetts,  California,  Wisconsin 
and  other  States.  A  number  of  references  to 
these  opinions,  and  much  quotation  from  them, 
can  be  found  in  Thompson  on  Homesteads  and 
Exemptions,  §§  182-185,  inclusive.  They  need 
not  be  restated  or  requoted  here.  Some  of  the 
States  had  taken  the  contrary  view.  The  au- 
thor of  that  work  advocated  Uie  contrary  view. 
He  even  believed  that  the  exemption  extended 
to  partnership  realty,  but  admits,  of  course, 
what  it  is  superfluous  to  repeat,  that  the  courts 
have,  by  a  very  decided  weight  of  authority, 
settled  the  question  against  his  views.  Section 
194.  It  is  needless  to  add  that  the  court  of  this 
State  has  so  settled  it  G half  ant  v.  Grant,  8 
Lea,  118;  Spiro  v.  Pazfon,  Id.  75;  Gill  v.  Lat- 
timore,  9  Lea,  881;  Eollins  v.  Webb,  2  Leg.  Rep. 
74. 

Judge  Cooper,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court  in  Atan$  v.  Everett,  cites  the  sections 
referred  to  herein  to  sustain  it  and  in  opposition 
to  the  view  we  have  taken  of  Thompson  on 
Homesteads  and  Exemptions,  and  says  the 
weight  of  authority  under  similar  statutes  is  in 
accord  with  the  conclusions  of  the  court  in  that 
case.  He  quotes  our  statutes,  and  says:  "  It 
manifestly  contemplates  the  occupancy  of  a 
special  portion  of  land,  capable  of  being  set 
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apart  by  metes  and  bounds.  It  Is  impossible  to> 
apply  its  provisions  to  an  undivided  interest  in 
realty.  The  debtor  owns  nothing  in  severalty, 
and  the  creditor  could  neither  ascertain,  nor, 
of  course,  subject  the  remainder,  after  setting 
apart  the  homestead.  Until  the  Legislature 
changes  the  provision  of  the  law,  or  makes 
specific  provisions  for  the  case,  we  see  no  mode 
of  conceding  the  homestead  rights  consistently 
with  the  equally  declared  rights  of  creditors. 
Page  78.  This  was  at  the  September  Term, 
1879.  The  court  then,  at  that  date,  assuming 
that  the  weight  of  authority  was  already  with 
this  conclusion,  added  to  it  the  precedent  then 
made  in  Tennessee,  and  thus  added  this  State 
to  the  list  of  those  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
interest  of  a  tenant  in  common  was  not  exempt 
under  the  Homestead  Law.  For  seven  years 
that  court  recognized  and  followed  the  prece- 
dent then  established,  and  for  four  years  this 
court  has  done  so.  We  are  now  urged  to  re- 
verse it,  and  the  authority  rejected  by  the  court 
in  8  Lea,  referred  to,  is  pressed  upon  us  aa 
conclusive  on  the  other  side  of  the  question. 
In  deciding  that  case  the  court  referred  to  the 
sections  of  Thompson  on  Homesteads  and  Ex- 
emptions (§  180  et  seq.)  embodying  both  views, 
ana  disagreeing  with  the  author  of  that  work 
as  to  the  weight  of  authority.  Among  the  sec- 
tions thus  cited  and  rejected  was  one  quoted  by 
Thompson  from  Freeman  on  Co-Tenancy  and 
Partition  and  other  works  of  the  same  author, 
saying  that  a  co-tenant  may  lawfully  occupy  a 
parcel  of  the  lands  of  the  co-tenancy,  and  may 
employ  them,  not  merely  for  cultivation  or  for 
other  means  of  making  profits,  but  may  also 
build  houses  and  barns,  plant  shrubs  and 
flowers,  and  surround  himself  with  all  the 
comforts  of  home.  His  wife  and  children  may 
of  right  occupy  and  employ  the  premises  with 
him.  Upon  the  land  of  which  he  is  but  a  part 
owner  he  may,  and  in  fact  he  frequently  does, 
obtain  all  the  advantages  of  a  home.  These 
advantages  are  none  the  less  worthy  of  being 
secured  to  him  and  his  family  in  adversity 
because  other  co-tenants  are  entitled  to  equal 
advantages  in  the  same  home.  That  he  has  not 
the  whole  is  a  very  unsatisfactory  and  a  very 
inhumane  reason  for  depriving  him  of  that 
which  he  has.  This  seems  to  be  the  stronghold 
of  that  side  of  the  case,— of  the  theory  that  the 
exemption  of  a  home  to  the  head  of  a  family 
does  not  mean  his  home,  exclusively  his,  but 
means  that  it  exempts  any  interest  which  he  is 
authorized  to  possess  with  others,  although  he 
cannot  claim  any -distinct  parcel  of  it  as  his 
own,  for  a  home  or  any  other  purpose,  and  this, 
too,  upon  the  theory  that  he  can  go  on  any  part 
of  it,  and  may,  jointly  with  others,  use  the  land, 
and  may  himself  improve  and  beautify  any  part 
or  all  of  it 

It  seems  that  this  has  so  little  to  do  with  the 
question,  under  our  Statute  giving  a  homestead- 
to  him  alone  who  owns  the  home  or  the  real' 
estate,  in  such  way  that  it,  or  a  certain  part  of 
it,  can  at  any  time  be  set  aside  to  him  against 
everybody,  by  three  freeholders  summoned  by 
a  sheriff  or  constable  for  that  purpose  only,  that 
it  would  not  be  seriously  cited  in  such  question, 
and  only  needs  statement,  not  refutation.  It 
may  be  true  that  a  co-tenant  can  plant  shrubs 
and  flowers  in  a  co-tenancy,  while  his  defrauded 
or  defeated  creditor  grows  weeds  adjacent  in  a 
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rented  homestead ;  bat  surely  this  does  not  make 
the  property  so  adorned  the  home  of  the  debtor, 
in  the  sense  of  oar  Homestead  Law;  nor  is  there 
anything  in  oar  Partition  Law  that  necessarily 
gives  to  any  co-tenant  the  portion  he  elects  to 
take  or  beautify.  The  homestead  which  our 
law  contemplates  is  a  specific  parcel  of  land 
owned  by  him,  and  capable  not  of  being  par- 
titioned in  a  suit  in  court,  but  of  being  parti- 
tioned and  set  apart  by  metes  and  bounds  by  the 
three  freeholders  summoned  by  the  levying 
officer.  See  8  Lea,  78.  And  see,  for  further 
elaboration  of  this  question,  the  dissenting 
opinion  in  the  case  or  Jackson  v.  Qhelt&n,  89 
Tenn.  82. 

An  argument  is  made  that,  because  land  can 
be  partitioned  among  tenants  in  common  on 
application  to  the  courts  of  this  8tate,  therefore 
a  homestead  exists  in  favor  of  each  one,  and 
can  be  set  apart  to  him.  This  is  erroneous,  for 
several  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  all  lands  or 
real  estate  held  in  such  tenancy  cannot  be  par- 
titioned. A  hundred  tenants  in  common  may 
own  one  small  house  or  small  tract  incapable 
of  being  divided,  much  less  making  a  home- 
stead for  each;  and  if  this  is  answeredthat  each 
interest  might  be  sold,  and  separate  proceeds 
invested,  we  reply  that  this  would  be  impossible 
of  small  interests.  Suppose  the  interests  to 
bring  only  a  few  dollars.  It  would  be  totally 
impracticable  to  take  it  and  invest  it  in  a 
homestead,  and  let  the  creditor  sell  the  fee;  for 
it  is  only  a  homestead  interest  in  land  thus 
bought  on  reinvestment  that  is  protected,— the 
fee  is  to  be  subjected  to  the  creditor's  demand. 
But,  it  is  useless  to  discuss  our  Partition  Law. 
The  Homestead  Law  has  nothing  to  do  with  it. 
The  Homestead  Law  has  a  partition  method  of 
its  own.  It  declares  that  land  on  which  such 
an  estate  of  occupancy  exists  is  one  which  can 
be  and  must  be  partitioned  or  sold  under  the 
action  and  certificate  of  three  freeholders  sum- 
moned by  the  levying  officer.  It  follows  that 
land  which  cannot  be  so  partitioned  is  not  in- 
cluded. This  is  the  argument,  and  it  is  not 
answered  by  a  reply  that  land  may  be  parti- 
tioned in  court  in  this  State,— a  true  enough 
proposition  in  itself,  but  having  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question.  But  if  we  could  apply  by 
amendment  our  Partition  Law  to  create  a 
homestead,  the  argument  is  (as  we  have  already 
seen)  vicious,  because  all  land  cannot  be  parti- 
tioned. There  are  often  dozens,  sometimes 
hundreds,  of  tenants  in  common  to  whom  one 
homestead  descends.  It  could  not  have  been 
contemplated  that  each  would  be  thus  split  up 
into  dozens. 

Before  leaving  the  merits  of  the  question,  it 
is  proper  to  add  a  word  respecting  the  sophistry 
of  the  statement  quoted  from  Mr.  Freeman, 
"  that  because  a  tenant  has  not  the  whole  is  a 
very  unsatisfactory  and  a  very  inhumane  rea- 
son for  depriving  him  of  that  which  he  has." 
To  make  of  this  rhetoric  a  plain  sentence  it 
reads:  "Because  the  defendant  has  not  a 
whole  homestead  is  a  very  unsatisfactory  rea- 
son for  declaring  that  he  has  not  a  homestead." 
It  would  seem  to  follow  as  a  matter  of  course 
that  if  he  has  not  a  homestead  the  court  does 
not  deprive  him  of  anything  by  saying  he  has 
not.  It  is  neither  unsatisfactory  nor  inhumane. 
On  the  contrary,  the  policy  of  disincumbering 
his  small  interest,  or  large  one,  held  in  com- 
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mon  with  others,  of  the  restraint  against  aliena- 
tion which  the  Homestead  Law  imposes,is  to  his 
advantage,  and  to  the  general  advantage,  as  it 
leaves  the  property  free  in  his  hands  For  con- 
veyance or  for  credit.  Nor  is  it  inhumane  to 
allow  it  to  betaken  in  satisfaction  of  his  debts. 
If  he  is  in  debt,  it  is  because  someone  has 
trusted  him,  and  he  has  received  an  equal  value 
in  money  or  other  property  to  that  which  can 
be  taken.  The  creditor  is  not  to  be  treated  as 
a  hostile  enemy  who  is  robbing  him.  He,  too, 
may  want  a  home,  and  often  would  have  had 
one  hod  he  received  his  due.  He  may  have  a 
wife  and  children  alike  needing  comforts.  He 
but  demands  a  fair  show  before  the  law  to 
collect  his  debt  and  enable  himself  to  acquire 
home  and  comforts;  but  no  sentiment  is  wasted 
on  him.  Whatever  may  be  the  condition  to 
which  he  and  his  are  reduced  by  the  default  of 
the  debtor,  his  rights  are  forgotten  in  such 
sentimentality  as  we  have  quoted;  but  they  are 
nevertheless  as  dear  to  him,  and  should  be  as 
sacred  to  the  courts.  The  loss  of  a  real  home- 
stead is  after  all  no  extraordinary  grievance. 
The  loser  is  still  as  well  off  as  thousands  of 
other  good  men  who  pay  what  they  owe,  and 
live  in  rented  houses.  A  man  who  yields  it 
up  to  pay  his  honest  debts  plants  a  flower  in 
his  rented  home  that  will  bloom  while  he  lives 
as  a  token  of  honor,  and  shed  a  fragrance 
above  his  grave  when  he  Is  gone  that  will 
endure  forever.  It  will  be  a  treasure  to  hi* 
children,  and  children's  children,  when  the 
shrubs  he  might  have  planted  in  a  co-tenancy, 
which  he  was  only  able  to  keep  by  allowing 
his  debts  to  remain  unpaid,  would  have  decayed 
by  lapse  of  time  and  been  blown  away  in  the 
revilings  of  those  he  defeated  or  defrauded  of 
justice  by  refusing  to  render  them  their  own. 

Leaving  the  question  of  right,  we  come  to 
the  second  inquiry  contemplated  in  this  opin- 
ion, and  that  is  whether  this  case  should  be 
overruled  as  a  matter  of  Judicial  policy,  having 
tried  to  establish  that  it  should  not  be  as  a 
matter  of  judicial  right  Ordinarily,  a  case 
which  is  doubtful  may  be  examined  and  re- 
viewed, even  after  many  years;  but  it  should 
not  be  done   unless  clearly  wrong  and  the 

fublic  good  is  to  be  subserved  by  overruling  it. 
t  is  better  that  the  law  should  be  fixed  and  cer- 
tain rather  than  approximately  perfect  The 
change  of  ruling  on  any  point  is  more  or  less 
evil.  Often  done,  everything  becomes  doubt- 
ful None  can  advise  or  act  with  certainly  or 
security.  But  where  great  evils  cannot  now 
from  reversal  of  former  rulings,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  courts  to  reverse,  of  course,  and  follow 
a  better  and  wiser  policy  in  exceptional  cases. 
The  contrary  is  true  respecting  cases  which 
have  become  rules  of  property,  and  under 
which  estates  have  been  established,  and  where 
land  titles  depend  on  the  former  construction. 
In  such  case  It  is  said:  "  When  a  decision  or 
a  series  of  decisions  has  established  a  rule  of 
property,  and  more  particularly  a  rule  affect- 
ing title  to  real  estate,  which  has  become 
generally  known  and  been  acted  upon,  such  a 
land-mark  should  not  be  disturbed."  Bherfy 
v.  Argenbriffht,  1  Heisk.  148,  144;  and  see 
MitcheU  v.  Lipe%  8  Yerg.  180;  Atkinson  v. 
Dance,  9  Yerg.  427;  Thompson  v.  Watson,  10 
Yerg.  868;  Smith  v.  McCaU,  2  Humph.  168- 
166. 
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Here  we  have  a  ruling  made  eleven  years 
ago,  and  during  the  intervening  time  again 
and  again  repeated  and  confirmed.  Lawyers 
have  advised  their  clients  they  could  safely 
,  buy  and  sell  these  interests  of  tenants  in  com- 
mon. Hundreds  of  sales  on  executions  and 
.attachments,  as  well  as  private  sales,  have  been 
made.  The  change  of  ruling  on  that  question 
now  would  destroy  tbem  all.  Any  person  sui 
juris  might  sue  to  reclaim  homestead  in  such 
interests  sold  at  public  sale  within  the  last 
seven  years,  or  longer,  if  possession  was  not 
taken  and  adversely  held  by  the  vendees  for 
that  period.  Many  such  suits  will  be  main- 
tainable where  the  sales  were  private;  while, 
in  cases  of  persons  under  disability,  no  lapse 
of  time  affecting  their  rights,  suits  to  recover 
such  interests,  sold  either  at  public  sale  under 
process  or  privately,  where  the  wife  did  not 
join  in  conveying  the  homestead,  would  be 
maintainable,  and  thus  we  would  unsettle  and 
destroy  all  estates  so  created.  It  is  not  the 
case,  as  put  in  argument  for  the  contrary 
ruling,  that  if  many  have  lost  their  property  by 
«n  erroneous  construction  more  need  not  do  so. 
This  ignores  the  real  question  we  have  Just 
stated.  If  the  change,  that  more  need  not  be 
injured,  was  the  question,  change  would  be 
praiseworthy.  But  that  is  not  the  question. 
It  is  whether  we  should  by  one  fell  stroke 
destroy  titles  already  vested,  and  lands  im- 
proved under  a  former  construction,  for  the 
fore-cited  good  of  saving  future  losses.  There 
is  no  policy,  and  less  necessity,  for  such  change 
of  construction.  Everybody  has  acquiesced  in 
the  one  given  in  1879.  Judge  Cooper  pointed  out 
to  the  Legislature  the  situation, and  called  atten- 
tion to  the  facts  that  additional  legislation  was 
necessary  if  it  was  desired  to  exempt  real  estate 
held  in  co-tenancy.  Five  sessions  of  the  Leg- 
islature have  since  followed  and  no  change 
has  been  deemed  wise  or  desirable.  Nobody 
has  demanded  such  change,  and  none  has  been 
made,— no  effort  by  anybody  to  disturb  the  law 
in  that  respect.  It  thus  appears  to  have  met 
universal  approbation.  Credit  has  been  re- 
ceived and  extended  on  the  faith  of  it.  The 
effect  has  been  far-reaching  in  the  changes  of 
titles  and  its  influence  on  property  rights  and 
management.  It  is  now  within  three  months 
of  the  meeting  of  the  next  Legislature,  when 
the  evil,  if  such  it  be,  for  the  future  can  be 
corrected  without  disturbing  the  settled  trans- 
actions of  the  past,  and  it  would  be  inexcusable 
for  us  at  this  time  to  precipitate  this  wide  flood 
of  trouble  by  a  change  of  construction  of  this 
law.  Every  reason  of  right  and  policy  con- 
strains us  to  adhere  to  it,  and  to  affirm  the 
decree  of  the  chancellor  on  this  point. 

We  think,  however,  he  was  in  error  in  hold- 
ing defendant  Jones  liable  to  complainant,  and 
as  to  him  the  decree  is  reversed.  The  cost  of 
this  court  will  be  divided  between  complainant 
and  defendant  Joyce;  that  of  the  court  below 
will  be  paid  as  decreed  by  the  chancellor. 

Caldwell,  /.,  dissenting: 

To  secure  the  debt  sued  on,  Joyce  mortgaged 
his  interest  in  two  tracts  of  land,  that  interest 
being  an  undivided  one  half  in  one  tract  and 
an  undivided  one  fourth  in  the  other  tract. 
Joyce  and  his  wife  now  reside  on  the  former 
tract,  and  have  lived  upon  it  as  their  home  for 
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many  years.  The  wife  did  not  join  Joyce  in  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage,  On  that  ground 
he  defends  this  bill  to  foreclose,  and  claims 
homestead  for  himself  and  family  in  the  mort- 
gaged lands.  The  chancellor  denied  them  that 
right,  and  decreed  the  sale  of  the  lands.  His 
decree  is  affirmed  by  the  majority  of  this  court. 

In  denying  Joyce  and  his  family  the  right  of 
homestead,  Uhief  Justice  Turney  and  the  writer 
cannot  agree  with  the  majority.  The  Consti- 
tution and  the  Statute  declare  that  the  home- 
stead shall  not  be  alienated  without  the  joint 
conveyance  of  the  husband  and  wife,  where 
that  relation  exists.  Const,  art  11,  8  11;  Mill. 
&  V.  Code,  §  2985.  Therefore,  when  the  hus- 
band attempts  to  convey  the  homestead  with- 
out the  joint  conveyance  of  the  wife,  as  in  this 
case,  his  deed  is  ineffectual  to  pass  the  home- 
stead right  as  to  either  of  them,  and  will  only 
vest  the  grantee  with  the  husband's  interest  in 
reversion  expectant  on  the  termination  of  the 
homestead  right  Mash  v.  Russell,  1  Lea,  548; 
Kennedy  v.  Stacy,  1  Baxt  226;  Eoge  v.  HoUis- 
ter,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  612. 

It  follows  that,  if  the  right  of  homestead 
existed  in  favor  of  Joyce  in  those  lands  before 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  it  still  exists, 
and  should  be  allowed.  But  it  is  held  by  the 
majority  that  the  right  did  not  exist  in  the  first 
instance  because  Joyce  did  not  own  the  lands 
in  severalty,  but  only  as  a  tenant  in  common 
with  others.  Chief  Justice  Turney  and  the 
writer  do  not  think  this  construction  of  the 
Homestead  Law  justified  either  by  its  letter  or 
spirit  The  wise  and  humane  object  of  that 
law  is  to  secure  the  shelter,  the  comfort  and 
the  independence  of  a  home  of  limited  value  to 
the  families  of  all  citizens  who  may  own  an 
estate  or  interest  in  land  capable  of  being  in 
any  way  applied,  used  or  enjoyed  as  a  home. 
The  words  of  the  Statute  are  broad  and  com- 
prehensive. The  property  around  which  the 
benefits  of  the  exemption  are  thrown  is  de- 
scribed as  "  a  homestead  or  real  estate  in  the 
possession  of  or  belonging  to  each  head  of  a 
family"  (Code,  §  2986),  whether  the  owner's 
estate  therein  be  "legal"  or  "equitable,"  or 
"leasehold"  (Id.  $g  2987,  2988);  and  "each 
head  of  a  family  owning  real  estate  shall  have 
the  right  to  elect  where  the  homestead,  or  said 
exemption,  shall  be  set  apart,  whether  living 
on  the  same  or  not."  (Id.  §  2986.)  It  is  not 
easy  to  conceive  how  more  plain  and  appro- 
priate terms  could  have  been  used  to  embrace 
every  kind  and  character  of  estate  in  lands. 
The  term  "  real  estate  "  means  an  estate  in  fee 
or  for  life  in  lands,  and  is  used  as  synonymous 
with  "lands  and  tenements."  8  Kent,  Com. 
*401;  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  »45.  Unmis- 
takably it  embraces  estates  in  fee  owned  by 
tenants  in  common  as  well  as  estates  in  fee 
held  in  severalty.  The  Statute  makes  no  dis- 
tinction. It  includes  all  estates  in  land,  and 
excludes  none.  Estates  of  co-tenancy  are  very 
common  in  this  State.  They  are  created  by 
our  Law  of  Descent  whenever  an  owner  of 
land  dies  intestate,  leaving  children,  grand- 
children, etc.  Such  estates  existed  when  the 
homestead  provision  was  incorporated  into  the 
Constitution  and  statute  law  of  the  State;  and, 
being  so  clearly  within  the  object  and  language 
of  that  provision,  they  must  have  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  law-makers,  and  by  them 
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deemed  subject  to  the  exemption  provided. 
Id  the  absence  of  an  express  declaration  to  that 
effect,  we  could  not  believe  that  any  law- 
making power  ever  intended  to  extend  the 
benefit  of  such  an  exemption  to  citizens  own- 
ing real  estate  in  severalty,  and  not  to  those 
owning  undivided  interests  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon. A  law  making  such  a  distinction  would 
in  oar  Judgment  be  both  impolitic  and  unjust. 
It  would  be  an  unjustifiable  discrimination 
in  favor  of  some  persons  and  against  others, 
though  alike  deserving  of  the  law's  favor  and 
protection.  Such  is  not  our  law,  which,  as  we 
understand  it,  is  distinctly  impartial,  extending 
the  right  of  exemption  to  each  head  of  a  family 
owning  real  estate,  whether  in  fee  for  life,  for 
years,  in  severalty,  in  joint  tenancy  or  tenancy 
in  common. 

In  Arnold  v.  Jones,  9  Lea,  548,  it  was  decid- 
ed that  the  right  of  homestead  exemption  ex- 
isted in  favor  of  a  life-tenant,  the  court  saying: 
"If  the  homestead,  the  place  of-  residence  and 
home  of  the  family,  is  protected  where  the 
head  of  the  family  owns  the  fee,  much  more, 
it  seems,  it  ought  to  be  in  favor  of  the  poorer 
man,  who  has  only  an  estate  less  valuable, 
liable  to  be  determined  at  any  time  by  his 
death."  It  was  also  decided  in  Jack$on  v. 
Shelton,  89  Tenn.  82,  that  the  right  of  home- 
stead existed  in  a  house  and  lot  owned  by  hus- 
band and  wife  jointly  as  tenants  by  entireties. 
In  the  latter  case,  after  holding  that  the  com- 
prehensive and  unrestricted  words,  "real  es- 
tate," should  be  Interpreted  according  to  their 
ordinary  legal  meaning,  the  court  said:  "The 
nature  of  the  estate,  or  extent  of  the  title  of  the 
beneficiary,  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
scheme;  the  purpose  was  to  stay  the  hand  of 
the  creditor  as  against  a  limited  amount,  in 
value,  of  real  estate,  of  whatever  character, 
belonging  to  any  citizen  who  should  be  the 
head  of  a  family.  .  .  .  Why  not  include  the 
head  of  a  family,  who  owns  land  as  tenant  by 
entirety  with  his  wife,  in  the  scope  of  a  law 
whose  purpose  is  so  humane  and  commend- 
able? To  the  extent  of  his  interests,  he  can 
use  the  land  for  the  shelter,  support  and  ben- 
efit of  his  family,  in  the  same  manner  as  could 
another  man  owning  the  absolute  fee.  He 
stands  in  the  same,  or  greater,  need  of  the  law's 
favor.  Is  he  any  the  less  deserving  of  protec- 
tion because  he  does  not  own  the  whole  estate? 
Or  is  the  officer  of  the  law  to  take  what  he  has 
because  he  has  not  more?  Manifestly  not. 
The  protection  of  such  an  interest  is  clearly 
within  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  Statute.  We 
can  conceive  no  satisfactory  reason  why  the 
Legislature  should  not  have  intended  to  em- 
brace in  this  wholesome  provision  all  present 
interests  in  land  naturally  embraced  in  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  Act."  An  eminent  text-writ- 
er says:  "The  Homestead  Laws  have  an  ob- 
ject perfectly  well  understood,  and  in  the  pro- 
motion of  which  courts  may  well  employ  the 
most  liberal  and  humane  rules  of  interpreta- 
tion. This  object  is  to  assure  to  the  unfortu- 
nate debtor,  and  his  equally  unfortunate  but 
more  helpless  family,  the  shelter  and  the  influ- 
ence of  home.  A  co-tenant  may  lawfully  oc- 
cupy every  parcel  of  the  co-tenancy.  He  may 
employ  them,  not  merely  for  cultivation  or  for 
other  means  of  making  profit,  but  may  also 
build  houses  and  barns,  plant  shrubs  and  flow- 
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ers,  and  surround  himself  with  all  the  com- 
forts of  home.  His  wife  and  children  may  of 
right  occupy  and  enjoy  the  premises  with  him. 
Upon  the  land  of  which  he  is  but  a  part  own- 
er, he  may  and  in  fact  frequently  does,  obtain 
all  the  advantages  of  a  home.  These  advan- 
tages are  none  the  less  worthy  of  being  se- 
cured to  him  and  his  family  in  adversity  be- 
cause the  other  co-tenants  are  entitled  to  equal 
advantages  in  the  same  home.  That  he  has 
not  the  whole  is  a  very  unsatisfactory  and  a 
very  inhumane  reason  for  depriving  him  of 
that  which  he  has."  Freeman,  Executions, 
§243.  To  this  view  Thompson  lends  the 
weight  of  his  opinion.  Thompson,  Home- 
steads and  Exemptions,  §§  181, 188. 

It  is  said,  in  substance,  by  the  majority  that 
estates  of  co-tenancy  most  be  excluded  from 
the  exemption  because  no  particular  mode  for 
the  assignment  of  the  homestead  in  lands  held 
by  co-tenants  is  expressly  prescribed.  To  this 
we  say  the  general  provisions  on  this  subject, 
as  contained  in  sections  2940,  2941  and  2944  of 
the  Code,  in  connection  with  those  then  and 
now  existing  in  Code,  §§  8993,  4024,  on  the 
subject  of  partition  and  sale  for  division,  afford 
the  amplest  direction  and  remedy  for  the  allot- 
ment of  homestead  in  every  case,  whether  the 
claimant  have  an  estate  in  severalty  or  in  co- 
tenancy with  others.  Hence,  in  the  absence  of 
an  express  exclusion  of  co-tenants  from  the 
benefits  of  a  law  whose  terms  are  so  broad  and 
whose  purpose  is  so  general,  we  think  they 
should  be  held  to  be  included.  In  our  opinion, 
it  is  a  harsh  and  unwise  construction  that  ex- 
cludes such  persons  from  the  beneficial  opera- 
tion of  a  law  whose  provisions  are,  in  express 
terms,  for  the  advantage  of  "each  head  of  a 
family"  owning  real  estate.  Such  a  rule  of  in- 
terpretation should  not  be  applied  in  this  case, 
for  the  courts  almost  universally  indulge  a  lib- 
eral construction  in  favor  of  the  right  of  home- 
stead. Thompson,  Homesteads  and  Exemp- 
tions, £§  4,  7,  731;  Dickinson  v.  Mayer,  11 
Heisk.  520;  Arnold  v.  Jones,  9  Lea,  548;  WJUts 
v.  Fulghum,  87  Tenn.  284;  Jackson  v.  Shelton, 
89  Tenn.  82.  This  liberality  of  construction 
extends  as  well  to  the  assignment  of  homestead 
as  to  the  ascertainment  of  the  existence  of  the 
right.  By  the  indulgence  of  such  rule  of  con- 
struction the  courts  will  readily  find  in  exist- 
ing statutes  all  necessary  means  for  the  assign- 
ment of  homestead  in  lands  held  by  tenants  in 
common.  In  the  case  before  us  the  complain- 
ant would  only  have  to  bring  the  other  co-ten- 
ants before  the  court,  and  have  the  lands  par- 
titioned in  kind,  if  that  could  be  done,  and,  if 
not,  have  them  sold  for  division  of  the  pro- 
ceeds. The  interest  of  the  debtor  being  thus 
separated  from  that  of  others,  the  creditor  and 
debtor  could  each  be  protected  by  decree  in 
conformity  to  the  Statute.  This  might  be 
some  inconvenience  to  the  creditor,  but  mere 
Inconvenience  in  the  assignment  of  homestead 
should  not  be  allowed  to  defeat  the  right  of  ex- 
emption itself.  No  mere  matter  of  inconve- 
nience in  the  administration  of  a  law  can  oper- 
ate to  its  amendment;  yet  the  reasons  given  for 
denying  the  right  by  the  courts  of  those  States 
which  hold  that  homestead  is  not  allowable  in 
cases  of  co-tenancy  are  reasons  of  convenience 
merely.  Thompson,  Homesteads  and  Exemp- 
tions, §  188. 
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The  majority  opinion  follows  the  case  of 
Avans  v.  Everett.  8  Lea,  76.  But,  not  agree- 
ing  to  tbe  reasoning  or  conclusion  in  that  case, 
we  think  it  should  now  be  overruled,  as  con- 
trary to  the  manifest  purpose  and  plain  lan- 
guage of  the  constitutional  and  statutory 
provisions  for  the  exemption  of  the  homestead 
to  "each  head  of  a  family  owning  real  estate." 
The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  that  case  is  found 
in  the  following  extract  from  the  opinion: 
"The  Statute  manifestly  contemplates  the 
occupancy  of  a  specific  portion  of  land,  capable 
of  being  set  apart  by  metes  and  bounds.  It  is 
impossible  to  apply  its  provisions  to  an  undi- 
vided interest  in  realty.  The  debtor  owns 
nothing  in  severalty,  and  the  creditor  could 
neither  ascertain,  nor,  of  course,  subject  the 
remainder  after  setting  apart  the  homestead." 
8  Lea,  78.  To  our  minds,  the  difficulty  of 
applying  these  "provisions  to  an  individual 
interest  in  realty"  is  entirely  removed  by  the 
8tatutes  of  Partition,  under  which  one  co-ten- 
ant's interest  may  be  ascertained  and  separated 
from  that  of  other  co-tenants,  either  by  parti- 
tion in  kind  or  by  a  sale  of  the  whole  land  for 
a  division  of  proceeds.    By  this   means   the 


rights  of  both  creditor  and  debtor  may  be 
amply  protected,  while  by  the  doctrine  of  that 
case  those  of  the  debtor  are  entirely  destroyed , 
and  those  of  the  creditor  augmented.  The 
importance  of  uniformity  and  stability  in  Judi 
cial  decisions  can  scarcely  be  exaggerated. 
Nevertheless,  when  it  appears  that  a  decision 
has  departed  from  the  plain  mandate  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  Statute,  as  we  believe  to 
be  true  of  that  case,  it  should  be  overruled,  and 
not  longer  followed.  A  decision  which  misin- 
terprets a  law,  and  renders  a  provision  which 
is  Just  and  impartial  in  its  terms  both  partial 
and  unjust  in  its  administration,  as  we  think 
that  one  does,  should  be  departed  from  when 
ever  the  mistake  is  discovered.  That  many 
debtors  have  lost  their  homesteads  under  the 
doctrine  of  that  case,  and  that  reparation  can- 
not now  be  made,  are  not  sound  reasons  for  it* 
perpetuation,  and  for  forcing  others  to  undergo 
a  like  deprivation  in  the  future.  We  think 
that  case  should  now  be  overruled,  and  that 
Joyce  and  family  should  not  be  driven  from  a 
place  that  has  afforded  them  the  shelter,  com- 
fort and  independence  of  a  home  so  long. 
Turney,  uh.  J.9  concurs  in  the  dissent. 
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(....Mass.....) 

Connivance  by  a  husband  In  bis  wife's 
adultery  is  not  shown,  where  already  suspect- 


ing her  to  be  guilty,  he  merely  suffers  her  in  a 
single  lnstanoe  to  avail  herself  of  an  oppor- 
tunity therefor  whlcn  She  has  already  arranged 
without  his  knowledge,  even  though  he  purposely 
refrains  from  warning  her  because  he  hopes  to 
obtain  evidence  which  will  entitle  him  to  a 
divorce. 

(June  27, 1891.) 


Note.— OonMvcmce  <n  a  defense  to  suit  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  adultery. 

Connivance  on  the  part  of  the  husband  will,  in 
point  of  law.  bar  him  from  obtaining  relief  on  ac- 
count of  adultery  whioh  he  has  allowed  to  take 
place.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  8  Hagg.  EccL  68;  Myers 
v.  Myers,  41  Barb.  114. 

A  husband  may  be  debarred  from  a  divorce  by 
active  procurement  or  passive  toleration  of  his 
wife's  adultery.    Crewe  v.  Crewe,  8  Hagg.  Bool.  129. 

If  the  husband  connives  at  the  wife's  adultery* 
if  he  knows  that  she  is  living  in  an  improper  man- 
ner, if  he  Is  aware  of  what  is  going  on,  he  will  be 
prevented  from  obtaining  relief  by  divorce. 
Hodges  v.  Hodges,  8  Hagg.  Eccl.  119. 

A  husband  who  consents  to  the  adultery  of  his 
wife  Is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce.  Woodward  v. 
Woodward,  8  Cent.  Rep.  868, 41  N.  J.  Eq.  234. 

Relief  will  be  refused  to  a  husband  who  wauted 
his  wife  to  commit  some  offense  whioh  will  enable 
him  to  get  rid  of  her  and  was  willing  that  she 
should  be  lured  into  suoh  a  course  of  conduct  as 
would  warrant  the  legal  presumption  that  she  had 
committed  adultery.    Cane  v.  Cane,  89  N.  J.  Eq.  148. 

Connivance  by  a  wife  in  her  husband's  adultery 
will  prevent  her  from  using  such  adultery  as  a  de- 
fense to  a  suit  by  him  for  a  divorce  because  of  her 
adultery.    Bleck  v.Bleok,27Hun,207. 

Weight  to  be  given  to  the  English  decisions  upon  the 
subject 

The  general  principles  which  govern  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  In  England  were  adopted  in  this 
country  so  far  as  they  were  applicable  and  found 
to  be  reasonable.  Bobbins  v.  Robbing,  1  New  Bng. 
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Rep.  484, 140  Maes.  528;  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  2  New 
Eng.  Rep.  729, 142  Mass.  88L 

But  the  decisions  of  the  English  ecclesiastical 
courts  are  not  of  the  same  weight  in  this  country 
as  In  England.   Bobbins  v.  Bobbins,  supra. 

Definition  of  eonntoance. 

To  sustain  the  defense  of  oonnivance  tbe  facts 
must  show  that  the  husband  so  connived  at  the 
wife's  adultery  as  to  give  willing  obnseo  t  to  it.  Mere 
negligence,  mere  Inattention,  mere  dullness  of  ap- 
prehension, mere  indifference  will  not  suffice;  there 
must  be  an  intention  on  his  part  that  she  should 
commit  adultery.  If  suoh  a  state  of  things  exists  as 
will  in  the  apprehension  of  reasonable  men  result 
In  the  wife's  adultery,  whether  that  stale  of  things 
is  produoed  by  the  connivance  of  the  husband  or 
independent  of  it,  and  if  the  husband  intending 
that  the  result  of  adultery  shall  take  place  does  not 
interfere  when  he  might  do  so,  he  to  guilty  of  oon- 
nivance.   Allen  v.  Allen,  80  L.  J.  N.  8. 8. 

Connivance  is  an  act  of  the  mind;  it  implies 
knowledge  and  aoquiesoenoe.  A  willing  mind  is 
all  that  is  necessary.  Boultlng  v.  Boulting,  8  8wab. 
AT.  889. 

There  must  be  oorrupt  oonnivanoe,  corruption 
being  a  necessary  ingredient  to  bar  a  suit.  Phillips 
v.Phlllips,  8  Notes  of  Cases.  444;  1  Rob.  EocL  144, 
S.  C.  on  appeal,  4  Notes  of  Oases,  828, 10  Jur.  829,  5 
Notes  of  Oases,  485. 

The  husband  need  not  necessarily  have  been  an 
accessory  before  the  factor  have  taken  active 
measures  to  bring  about  tbe  result  of  adultery,  but 
it  must  appear  that  he  was  cognisant  that  such  a 
result  would  follow  from  transactions  of  which  he 
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REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Judicial  dourt  of  a  suit  brought  to  secure  a 
divorce  in  which  a  decree  had  been  entered 
dismissing  the  libel.    New  trial  granted. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  m  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  William  B.  Oreutt  and  E.  J. 
Jenkins,  for  libelant: 

Libelant,  having  had  cause  previously  to 
suspect  his  wife's  fidelity,  on  December  11 
watched  her  movements,  to  get  evidence,  if  he 
could,  of  her  infidelity.  This  he  had  a  right 
to  do.  He  put  no  temptation  in  her  way;  be 
simply  watched  her  own  movements.  All  the 
opportunities  for  the  commission  of  the  act  of 
adultery  were  of  her  own  making.  The  hus- 
band has  the  right  to  so  watch  bis  wife  and 
permit  her  licentiousness  to  take  its  full  scope, 
and  the  obtaining  of  evidence  in  this  manner 
will  not  bar  his  right  to  a  divorce. 

Timmings  v.  Timmings,  8  Hagg.  Eccl.  76,  5 
Eng.  EccL  22,  25;  Fierce  v.  Pierce,  8  Pick.  299; 
Clowes  v.  Clows,  9  Jur.  856;  Cairne  v.  Cairns, 
100  Mass.  408. 

Even  a  scheme  to  detect  the  adultery  of  the 
wife,  and  without  which  the  adultery  would 


not  have  been  committed,  does  not  amount  to 
connivance. 

Bobbins  v.  Bobbins,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  484, 140 
Mass.  52a 

Mr.  Joseph  G.  Holt,  for  libelee: 

If  upon  the  hearing  of  a  libel  for  divorce  for 
adultery  there  are  facts  and  circumstances  from 
which  the  inference  of  connivance  may  be 
fairly  drawn,  this  court  cannot  determine  the 
weight  and  effect  of  the  evidence  and  revise  the 
finding. 

Morrison  v.  Morrison,  186  Mass.  810,  and 
cases  cited. 

A  corrupt  intention  is  necessary  to  constitute 
connivance.  This  consent  must  necessarily 
often  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances,  but 
the  fact  must  be  found  that  the  libelant  either 
desired  and  intended,  or  at  least  was  willing, 
that  the  libelee  should  commit  adultery,  before 
the  libelant  can  be  said  to  have  connived  at  it. 

Ibid.;  Bobbins  v.  Bobbins,  1  New  Eng.  Rep. 
484, 140  Mass.  528. 

Morton,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
This  case  turns  on  the  question  whether  the 


approved  and  to  whloh  he  consented.  Glennle  v. 
GlennJe.8  Jur.N.  S.  1158. 

Bat  no  blindness  or  weakness  short  of  actual, 
willing  consent  beforehand  to  the  wife's  adultery 
will  constitute  connivance  so  as  to  bar  a  suit  for 
divorce.   Marrto  v.  Marria,  8  Swab,  &  T.  580. 

Mere  failure  of  the  husband  to  take  notice  of, 
and  be  warned  by,  acts  which  to  other  people  look 
suspicious  Is  not  sufficient  to  show  connivance 
on  his  part  Burgess  v.  Burgess,  8  Hagg.  Consist. 
286. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  any  active  steps  should 
be  taken  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  corrupt  the 
wife;  passive  acquiescence  would  be  sufficient  pro- 
vided it  appeared  to  be  done  with  the  intention, 
and  with  the  expectation,  that  she  would  be  guilty 
of  the  crime,  but  there  must  at  all  events  be  con- 
sent. Sogers  v.  Rogers,  8  Hagg.  BooL  68;  Moorsom 
v.  Moorsom,  8  Hagg.  Bool.  107. 

It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  man  did  not  act  as  a 
'  wise  or  prudent  or  attentive  man,  nor  that  he  in 
fact  contributed  to  his  wife's  guilt;  he  must  either 
show  an  intention  to  contribute  thereto  or  there 
must  be  intentional  permission  or  corrupt  facility. 
Moorsom  v.  Moorsom,  supra. 

U  the  husband  sees  what  a  reasonable  man  could 
not  permit,  he  must  be  supposed  to  see  and  mean 
the  consequences;  but  the  presumption  of  law  is 
against  connivance  and  if  the  fact  can  be  ac- 
counted for  without  supposition  of  intention  the 
court  will  incline  to  that  instruction.  Moorsom  v. 
Moorsom.  supra. 

A  husband  is  not  barred  by  a  mere  permission  of 
opportunity  for  adultery.  He  Is  at  perfect  liberty 
to  let  the  licentiousness  of  the  wife  take  its  full 
scope.  He  cannot,  however,  contrive  the  meeting 
or  place  the  parties  together  and  then  depart  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  opportunity.  Timmings  v. 
Timmings,  8  Hagg.  BooL  82. 

To  establish  oonnlvanoe  it  is  not  necessary  to 
show  knowledge  of  or  privity  to  the  actual  com- 
mission of  adultery*  Such  extreme  negligence  to 
the  conduct  of  the  wife  and  such  encouragement 
of  acquaintance  and  familiar  Intimacy  as  are  likely 
to  lead  to  an  adulterous  intercourse  are  sufficient. 
Gilpin  v.  Gilpin,  8  Hagg.  EccL  160. 

The  word  "conniving,"  as  used  in  the  English 
Statute,  20  and  21  Vict.  chap.  85,  means,  not  merely 
refusing  to  see  an  act  of  adultery,  but  also  will- 
ful abstaining  from  taking  any  step  to  prevent 
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adulterous  intercourse  which  from  what  passes  be- 
fore the  husband's  eyes  he  must  reasonably  expect 
will  occur.   Gipps  v.  Gipps,  11 H.  L.  Gas.  L 

Illustration*  of  connivance* 

Mere  imprudence  and  error  of  judgment  are  not 
connivance.  So  held  where  the  husband,  in  order 
to  get  rid  of  the  man  with  whom  the  wife 
afterward  committed  adultery,  told  him  of  con- 
fessions which  the  wife  had  made  to  the  husband 
of  her  attachment  for  the  paramour.  Hoar  v. 
Hoar,  8  Hagg.  Bool.  140. 

Failure  to  remove  from  a  town  where  a  mere 
casual  residence  was  maintained  upon  suspecting 
his  wife  of  too  great  intimacy  with  another  man, 
and  frequent  absences  from  her  on  hunting  expedi- 
tions, will  not  amount  to  connivance.  Hamerton 
Hamerton,  8  Hagg.  BooL  18. 

Where  the  husband  takes  money  from  his  wife's 
paramour  as  the  price  of  not  resorting  to  his  legal 
remedy,  and  then  leaves  the  wife  in  a  situation 
likely  to  occasion  a  renewal  of  adulterous  inter- 
course with  the  same  person,  be  is  guilty  of  such 
connivance  as  to  bar  a  suit  for  divorce.  Gipps  v. 
Gipps,  11 H.  L.  Gas.  L 

Permitting  a  servant  to  remain  in  his  house 
after  he  knows  of  great  and  indecent  familiarities 
between  the  servant  and  his  wife  amounts  to  such 
connivance  as  will  bar  the  husband  of  a  right  to 
divorce.    Loverlng  v.  Lovering,  8  Hagg.  BooL  86. 

Where  the  husband  not  only  knew  of  suspicious 
relations  between  his  wife  and  a  servant,  but  ap- 
peared quite  willing  that  they  should  unite  their 
futures,  if  he  did  not  actually  connive  at  and  fur- 
ther the  conduct  of  the  servant,  a  divorce  will  be 
refused.  Herriokv.  Herrick,  31  Mich.  296. 

Introducing  the  wife  to  persons  of  bad  character 
may  be  evldenoe  of  connivance.  Graves  v.  Graves, 
8  Curt.  BooL  286. 

Where  from  evidence  in  the  case  it  appeared  that 
the  husband  was  witness  of  acts  lasting  some  time, 
from  whloh  the  very  worst  inferences  mUrht  be 
drawn,  without  in  any  way  Interfering  and  without 
objecting  afterward,  there  is  suoh  a  strong  indica- 
tion of  his  intention  to  have  bis  wife  transgress,  or 
at  least  to  allow  her  to  do  so  undisturbed  and  unpre- 
vented,  that  it  amounts  to  connivance  and  operates 
as  a  bar  to  his  suit.  Bourgeois  v.  Chauvln,  80  La, 
Ann.  810. 

Where  a  wife  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 
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finding  of  the  court  was  correct  that  the  libel- 
ant was,  upon  the  evidence,  guilty  of  conniv- 
ance. 

The  libelant  did  nothing  to  encourage  his 
wife  to  commit  adultery  and  did  not  directly 
nor  indirectly  throw  opportunities  in  her  way. 
Until  the  day  he  detected  her,  the  report  does 
not  show  that  any  unusual  or  improper  acts  had 
occurred  in  hispresence  between  her  and  any 
other  man.  He  had  suspected  and  had 
watched  her,  but  had  not  obtained  proof  of  her 

fuilt,  and  had  not,  till  the  day  he  caught  her, 
ad  the  assistance  of  a  detective  or  police  offi- 
cer. On  that  day  he  came  from  his  home  in 
Dorchester  and  waited  suspecting  she  might 
come  to  Boston  also  and  might  leave  the  Dor- 
chester car  at  the  corner  of  Federal  and  Beach 
Streets,  which  she  did.  She  met  a  man  by  the 
name  of  Andrews,  whom  there  is  nothing  to 
show  the  libelant  had  ever  seen  or  heard  of 
before,  and  went  with  him  to  the  hotel.  The 
libelant  followed  her  and  after  waiting  in  the 
hotel  an  hour,  and  listening  ten  or  fifteen  min- 
utes at  the  door  of  the  room  where  they  were, 


burst  it  open  and  found  them  in  bed  together. 
He  hoped  she  would  commit  adultery  so  that 
he  could  get  a  divorce  and  he  gave  her  plenty 
of  time  and  did  not  warn  her  so  that  she  might 
do  it  He  thought  before  this  that  she  had 
committed  adultery. 

We  think  as  matter  of  law  it  cannot  be  said 
on  this  state  of  facts  that  the  libelant  was  guilty 
of  connivance.  It  is  true  that  he  couldhave 
prevented  his  wife  from  committing  adultery 
and  did  not;  on  the  contrary,  he  wished  she 
would,  that  he  might  have  evidence  on  which 
he  could  get  a  divorce.  But  he  did  not  make 
or  aid  in  any  way  in  making  the  opportunity. 
He  did  no  overt  act  unless  keeping  still  was  one, 
which  it  clearly  was  not  It  was  not  a  case 
where  he  supposed  his  wife  was  about  to  com- 
mit adultery  for  the  first  time,  and  where  it 
would  have  been  his  duty  to  have  given  her  the 
assistance  which  husband  and  wife  are  mutu- 
ally expected  to  give  to  each  other.  It  certainly 
cannot  be  held  that  a  husband  who  suspects  his 
wife  of  infidelity  can  take  no  means  to  ascer- 
tain the  truth  of  his  suspicions  without  being 


remained  quiet  for  seventeen  years  without  com- 
plaining of  her  husband's  cohabitation  with  an- 
other woman  or  applying  to  the  courts  for  relief, 
relief  was  denied.  Boulting  v.  Boulting,  8  Swab,  & 
T.  829. 

Duty  of  husband  and  wife  to  watch  over  and  assist 
each  other;  consequence  of  neglect. 

Husband  and  wife  ought  mutually  to  aid  each 
other  in  doing  right  and  to  guard  each  other  from 
doing  wrong.  Bobbins  v.  Bobbins,  1  New  Eng.  Ben. 
486, 140  Mass.  588. 

A  husband  is  expected  by  law  to  pay  due  atten- 
tion to  the  behavior  of  his  wife  and  to  give  her  the 
benefit  of  some  superintendence  where  she  is  placed 
in  dangerous  situations.  Forster  v.  Forster,  1 
Hagg.  Consist.  156. 

But  a  chaste  husband  ought,  if  he  desires  it,  to 
have  a  wife  who  will  remain  chaste  when  exposed 
to  the  temptations  which  are  incident  to  ordinary 
conditions  of  modern  social  life,  and  if  she  commits 
adultery  against  his  wishes  and  without  his  pro- 
curement he  ought  to  be  permitted  to  obtain  evi- 
dence of  it.   Bobbins  v.  Bobbins,  supra. 

Every  husband  Is  bound  to  give  his  wife  that 
protection  which  the  society  of  a  husband  affords, 
and  the  fact  that  the  wife  had  been  familiar  with 
him  before  marriage  makes  that  duty  more  incum- 
bent upon  him.  Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  L.  EL  10 
Prob.  ft  Div.  177;  Graves  v.  Graves,  8  Curt.  Ecol.  286. 

A  man  marrying  a  young  woman  whom  he  had 
previously  seduced  Is  bound  to  exercise  more  than 
ordinary  marital  care  over  her  conduct  and  deport- 
ment.   Dillon  v.  Dillon,  8  Curt  EooL  86, 

A  husband  who  seduces  his  wife  before  marriage 
and  after  marriage  sees  her  in  a  situation  of 
temptation  and  does  nothing  to  rescue  her,  and 
she  yields,  will  be  understood  as  having  consented 
to  her  adultery.   Cane  v.  Cane,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  148. 

If  a  husband  sees  what  a  reasonable  man  could 
not  see  without  alarm,  or  if  he  knows  that  his  wife 
had  been  guilty  of  antenuptial  Incontinence,  or  if 
he  himself  had  seduced  her  before  marriage,  he  is 
called  upon  to  exercise  peculiar  vigilance  and  care 
over  her,  and  if  he  sees  what  a  reasonable  man 
could  not  permit  and  makes  no  effort  to  avert  the 
danger,  be  must  be  supposed  to  see  and  mean  the 
result.    Hedden  v.  Hedden,  SI  N.  J.  Bq.  70. 

Great  inattention  on  the  part  of  the  husband  will 
not  bar  him  to  establish  the  defense  of  connlvanoe; 
be  must  have  been  privy  to  her  guilt,  or  have  led 
her  into  the  crime.   BJx  v.  Blx.  8  Hagg.  Bed.  74. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


But  in  Harris  v.  Harris,  *  Hagg.  Bool  415,  the 
court  states  that  it  can  conceive  that  a  case  might 
arise  of  such  willful  neglect  or  exposure  as  might, 
without  proving  actual  oonnivanoe,  possibly  bar 
the  husband  of  all  remedy  by  a  divorce.  He  might 
introduce  his  wife  to  society  so  abandoned,  and  ex- 
pose her  to  risks  so  great,  as  to  render  a  deviation 
from  the  paths  of  chastity  the  most  probable,  if 
not  the  necessary,  consequence;  but  the  mere  in- 
troduction of  the  wife  to  a  woman  who  was  main- 
taining Improper  relation  to  another  man  is  not 
sufficient  to  show  oonnivanoe  if  the  particular  acta 
of  adultery  charged  did  not  flow  from  such  intro- 
duction. 

Under  the  English  statutes  willful  neglect  or 
misconduct  may  deprive  a  petitioner  of  his  right 
to  a  divorce,  but  In  order  to  do  so  it  must  have  con- 
duced to  bis  wife's  first  fall.  St  Paul  v.  St.  Paul,  Lb 
B.lProb.&Dlv.TB0. 

Effect  of  abandonment  by  husband  of  hie  wife. 

Where  a  husband  broke  up  his  home  and  sold  his 
furniture  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  his  wife, 
made  her  no  allowance  and  never  saw  her  until 
eight  years  after  the  separation,  when  he  met  her 
by  accident,  and  five  years  afterward  brought  suit 
for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  her  adultery,  he  was 
held  to  be  guilty  of  such  oonnivanoe  as  to  bar  his 
right  to  the  relief  prayed.  Heyes  v.  Heyes,  L.  B. 
18  Prob.  ft  Div.  U. 

The  absence  of  the  husband  from  the  wife  and 
the  withdrawal  of  her  allowance  by  the  husband's 
father,  the  husband  himself  having  no  means  of 
subsistence  independent  of  the  father,  although 
accompanied  by  the  setting  up  of  persons  to  watch 
the  wife  and  expressions  of  satisfaction  upon  ob- 
taining proof  that  she  had  committed  adultery,  are 
not  sufficient  to  show  connivance  if  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  she  was  driven  to,  nor  entrapped  into, 
the  adultery  by  the  conduct  of  the  husband. 
Clowes  v.  Clowes,  8  Jur.  868. 

Where  a  minor,  who  was  dependent  upon  his 
father  for  support,  secretly  married  a  woman 
whom  he!  afterward  suspected  of  being  unohaate, 
left  her  with  instructions  to  a  friend  to  watch  her 
conduct  and  furnished  her  with  no  support  be- 
cause of  his  inability  to  do  so,  he  was  not  guilty  of 
oonnivanoe  so  as  to  bar  a  suit  for  divorce,  if  he  did 
nothing  to  lead  her  into  temptation  after  leaving 
her.   Beeves  v.  Beeves,  8  PhO.  Bocl  1S6. 

The  abandonment  by  a  minor,  dependent  on  his 
family  for  support,  of  hls^wife.  Is  not  suffloient.to 
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deemed  guilty  of  connivance.  "There  is  a 
manifest  distinction,"  says  the  court  in  Bobbins 
v.  Bobbins,  140  Mass.  681,  1  New  Eng.  Rep. 
484,  "  between  the  desire  and  intent  of  a  hus- 
band that  his  wife,  whom  he  believes  to  be 
chaste,  should  commit  adultery,  and  his  desire 
and  intent  to  obtain  evidence  against  his  wife, 
whom  he  believes  already  to  have  committed 
adultery  and  to  persist  in  her  adulterous  prac- 
tices whenever  she  has  opportunity."  Merely 
suffering  in  a  single  case  a  wife  whom  be 
already  suspects  of  having  been  guilty  of  adul- 
tery to  avail  herself  to  the  full  extent  of  an  op- 
portunity to  indulge  her  adulterous  disposition, 
which  she  has  arranged  without  his  knowledge, 
does  not  constitute  connivance  on  the  part  of 
the  husband,  even  though  he  hopes  he  may  ob- 
tain proof  which  will  entitle  him  to  a  divorce, 
and  purposely  refrains  from  warning  her  for 
that  reason.  He  may  properly  watch  his  wife, 
whom  he  suspects  of  adultery ,tn  order  to  obtain 
proof  of  that  fact    He  may  do  it  with  the  hope 


and  purpose  of  getting  a  divorce  if  he  obtains 
sufficient  evidence.  He  must  not,  however, 
make  opportunities  for  her  though  be  may 
leave  her  free  to  follow  opportunities  which  she 
has  herself  made.  He  is  not  obliged  to  throw 
obstacles  in  her  way,  but  he  must  not  smooth 
her  path  to  the  adulterous  bed.  2  Bishop,  Mar. 
and  Div.  5th  ed.  §  9;  Timmings  v.  Timmings, 
8  Hagg.  Eccl.  70;  Storer  v.  Storer,  1  Rob.  Eccl. 
99-101;  Phillips  y.  Phillips,  10  Jur.  849. 

The  law  does  not  compel  a  husband  to  remain 
always  bound  to  a  wife  whom  he  suspects,  and 
it  allows  him,  as  it  does  other  parties  who  think 
they  are  being  wronged,  reasonable  scope  in 
their  efforts  to  discover  whether  the  suspected 
party  is  or  is  not  guilty,  without  themselves 
being  adjudged  guilty  of  conniving  at  the  crime 
which  they  are  seeking  to  detect.  Bobbins  v. 
Bobbins,  supra.  In  a  libel  for  divorce  for  de- 
sertion the  willingness,  or  even  the  desire,  of  the 
deserted  party  to  oe  deserted,  so  long  as  it  is  not 
expressed  in  conduct  or  acts  to  the  other  party, 


show  oonnlvanee  at  her  subsequent  adultery  so  as 
to  bar  a  suit  for  divorce.  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  8 
Curt.  BocL  679. 

Effect  of  neglect  and  eruetty. 

Course  and  brutal  behavior,  obscene  and  disgust- 
tag  language,  even  disregard  of  decorum,  will  not 
constitute  oonnivanoe;  nor  will  oruelty  and  deser- 
tion, though  they  tend  to  induoe  a  wife  to  disre- 
gard her  own  duties  and  tempt  her  to  commit 
adultery.  Facts  to  constitute  connivance  must 
have  a  direct  and  necessary  tendency  to  cause 
adultery  to  be  committed  or  oontlnued.  Stone  v. 
Stone,  8  Notes  of  Oases,  80S. 

Indifference,  ill-behavior  or  cruelty  cannot  be 
shewn  In  support  of  a  defense  of  connivance. 
Mooraom  v.  Moorsom,  8  Hagg.  Bool.  SB. 

A  charge  that  the  husband  was  guilty  of  oruelty 
towards  his  wife  with  the  purpose  of  Inducing 
adultery  and  thereby  enabling  him  to  obtain  a  sep- 
aration Is  not  admissible  in  defense  of  a  suit  for 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  although  the 
court  Intimates  in  that  case  that  there  may  possibly 
be  cases  where  oruelty  on  the  part  of  the  husband 
directly  leads  up  to  the  wife's  adultery,  but  Inti- 
mates no  opinion  as  to  the  result.  Dillon  v.  Dillon, 
8  Curt.  Bool.  86. 

Obtaining  proof. 

The  husband  need  not  bring  suit  the  moment  he 
suspects  his  wife  of  infidelity;  he  may  wait  for  ad- 
equate proof,  but  he  must  show  reasonable  vigi- 
lance and  delay  no  longer  than  is  necessary  to  ob- 
tain proof.   Crewe  v.  Crewe,  8  Hagg.  Bool.  182. 

But  a  husband  who  has  suspicions  of  infidelity  of 
his  wife  will  not  be  allowed  to  lay  a  train  which 
may  lead  her  to  the  commission  of  adultery  In  or- 
der that  he  may  take  advantage  of  it  to  obtain  a 
divorce.   Pierce  v.Pieroe,  8  Pick.  80. 

Connivance  at  aduUery  with  different  men. 

A  husband  who  endeavors  to  procure  his  wife  to 
be  lured  Into  the  commission  of  adultery  will  be 
regarded  as  consenting  to  all  subsequent  acts  of 
adultery  which  she  may  commit  whether  they  be 
committed  with  the  persons  selected  by  him  or 
with  others.  Woodward  v.  Woodward,  8  Cent.  Bep. 
868, 41 N.  J.  Eq.  224. 

A  husband  who  opnnives  at  or  assents  to  adultery 
by  bis  wife  with  one  person  will  be  deemed  as  as- 
senting to  It  with  others  and  will  not  be  en- 
titled to  a  divorce  for  the  subsequent  act  with  a 
different  person.  Hedden  v.  Hedden,  21  N.  J.  Bq. 
TO,  citing  Timmings  v.  Timmings,  8  Hagg.  Bod.  76; 
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Lo  verrog  v.  Loverlng  Id.  85;  Stone  v.  Stone,  1  Bob. 
BocL  99;  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  8  Hagg.  BooL  118,  oon- 
tra  as  overruled. 

Connivance  at  one  act  with  one  man  will  not 
necessarily  bar  a  divorce  for  adultery  by  a  prior 
act  with  another  man,  but  the  clroumstanoes  may 
be  sotopen,  gross  and  revolting  that  the' court  will 
find  no  Injury  done  to  the  husband  and  therefore 
no  right  to  redress.  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  8  New 
Eng.  Bep.  719, 148  Mass.  86L 

Corruption  inferred. 

If  a  system  of  oonnivanoe  at  Improper  familiari- 
ty almost  .amounting  to  proximate  acts  be  estab- 
lished, corrupt  intention  will  be  Inferred  without 
more  direct  proof.  Moorsom  v.  Moorsom,  8  Hagg. 
BooL  98. 

Connivance  by  the  irff  e» 

The  courts  appear  to  favor  the  wife  to  a  consid- 
erable degree  in  determining  what  acts  will  amount 
to  eonnivanoe  on  her  part.  The  reason  of  this  is 
perhaps  the  dependent  condition  of  the  wife  and 
the  smaller  opportunity  on  her  part  to  know  of 
her  husband's  familiarity  with  other  women  and 
lack  of  ability  to  prevent  it. 

Thus  in  a  suit  for  separation  for  the  husband's 
adultery  with  his  wife's  sister  proof  that  the  wife 
after  knowledge  of  previous  adultery  allowed  un- 
der peouliar  clroumstanoes  the  sister  to  accompany 
them  to  India  and  to  live  in  the  same  house  with 
them  will  not  bar  the  wife  on  the  ground  of  oon- 
nivanoe, her  conduct  not  being  traoed  to  any  mo- 
tive necessarily  criminal.  Turton  v.  Turton,  8 
Hagg.  BocL  888. 

Although  the  wife  knows  of  adultery  on  the  part 
of  the  husband  and  oontlnues  to  live  with  him  and 
by  her  own  acts  gives  opportunity  for  Intercourse 
between  her  husband  and  his  paramour,  it  does  not 
necessarily  show  that  she  assents  to  his  crimes  and 
conspires  to  drive  him  to  their  commission. 
Cochran  v.  Cochran,  86  Iowa,  479. 

A  wife's  consent  to  a  deed  of  separation  which 
secures  an  allowance  to  her  Is  not  sufficient  to 
show  her  oonnivanoe  at  her  husband's  adultery  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  that  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  made  she  was  aware  of  the  adulterous  inter- 
course and  consented  to  it.  Boss  v.  Boss,  L.  B. 
lProb.&Div.  784. 

But  if  a  wife,  although  unwilling  to  oonsent  that 
her  husband  should  live  in  adultery,  ultimately 
gives  her  consent  for  the  sake  of  obtaining  an  al- 
lowance from  him,  she  is  guilty  of  oonnivanoe. 
Ibid. 


MiaMWTPPi  Stjprbmb  Court. 


Ara., 


will  not  bar  a  divorce.  Ford  v.  Ford,  148 
Mass.  577,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  786. 

Of  course,  as  the  court  says  in  that  case,  there 
is  always  the  difficulty  of  believing  that  the 
desire  or  willingness  did  not  manifest  itself  in 
conduct  or  acts  expressive  of  it  to  the  other 
party.    But  nothing  of  the  sort  appears  here. 

In  8L  Paul  v.  St.  Paul,  L.R1  Prob.  & 
Div.  789,  the  court  held  that  the  neglect  of  the 
husband  which  would  justify  the  court  in 
withholding  a  decree  in  his  favor  under  a  stat- 
ute which  provided  that  the  court  might  do  so 
where  the  husband  was  guilty  of  "such  willful 
neglect  or  misconduct  as  .  .  .  conduced  to  the 
adultery/'  must  be  such  neglect  as  conduced  to 
his  wife's  fall,  and  not  neglect  conducing  to  any 


particular  act  of  adultery  subsequent  to  her 

The  case  of  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  186  Mass. 
810,  referred  to  by  the  libelee,  differs  from  this. 
In  that  case  the  husband,  after  he  had  been 
cautioned  to  watch  his  wife,  made  opportunities 
for  her  and  her  suspected  paramour  to  be 
together  alone,  witnessed  without  objection 
acts  of  considerable  familiarity  between  them, 
said  nothing  whatever  to  his  wife,  intimating 
any  disapproval  of  her  conduct,  and  in  other 
ways  acted  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce  the 
adultery  for  which  he  was  watching. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court  there  must  there- 
fore, according  to  the  reservation  of  the  report, 
be  a  new  trial  granted,  and  ft  if  a?  ordered. 
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An  ordinance  prohibiting'  aecond-hjuid 
clothing  from  being  brought  into*  or 
offered  for  sale  within,  a  town,  without 
first  proving  that  it  did  not  come  from  a  place 
where  contagion  or  Infection  is,  or  has  been,  pre- 
vailing;. Is  unreasonable  and  void  in  the  absence 
of  any  epidemic  or  other  apparent  necessity 
therefor. 

(April  20, 180L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Attala  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  a  proceeding  to  recover 
a  fine  from  defendant  for  dealing  in  second- 
hand clothing  without  complying  with  a  mu- 
nicipal ordinance.    Affirmed. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Anderson,  Havden  A  Davis  for 
Appellant. 

Messrs.  Allen  *  HcCool  for  appellee. 

Woods,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

The  charter  of  the  Town  of  Kosciusko -con- 
fers upon  the  authorities  of  that  municipality 
the  power  of  establishing  and  enforcing  quar- 
antine and  other  regulations  necessary  to  the 
health  of  the  town;  of  making  regulations  to 
secure  the  general  health  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  town,  and  to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances; 
and  of  passing  all  ordinances,  which  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  con- 
ferred. In  supposed  pursuance  of  these  char- 
ter powers,  the  municipal  authorities  adopted 
an  ordinance  declaring  it  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  bring  into  the  Town  or  to  offer  for 
sale  therein  secondhand  clothing,  without 
first  having  produced  satisfactory  proof  to  the 
mayor  of  the  Town  that  such  clothing  did  not 
come  from  a  district  or  locality  in  which  any 


contagion  or  infection  was  prevailing  or  had 
prevailed.  The  power  to  prevent  the  intro- 
duction of  infectious  and  contagious  diseases, 
by  appropriate  regulations,  is  not  to  be  dis- 
puted. But  to  justify  the  sweeping  and  far- 
reaching  use  of  the  power  exercised  in  the  or- 
dinance in  the  case  before  us,  there  must  be, 
at  least,  some  circumstances  apparently  ren- 
dering such  exercise  of  this  power  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  health  of  the  pub- 
lic. The  Town  may  quarantine,  in  cases  de- 
manding that  extraordinary  measure,  in  sea- 
sons of  epidemic,  in  the  interest  of  public 
health,  but  to  Justify  the  exercise  of  this  power 
there  must  be  apparent  necessity  for  so  doing. 
In  such  cases  regulations  unpleasantly  or  in- 
juriously affecting  the  individual  may  be  prop- 
erly employed  to  accomplish  the  general  safety. 
But,  in  the  absence  of  any  epidemic  apparently 
requiring  the  use  of  quarantine  regulations 
and  regulations  restraining  trade  temporarily, 
the  exercise  of  such  power,  in  the  manner 
employed  in  the  ordinance  in  the  Town  of 
Kosciusko,  becomes  unreasonable  and  oppres- 
sive. The  ordinance  is  in  restraint  of  a  legiti- 
mate trade,  and  is  unequal  and  unjust  in  its 
terms  and  operation.  It  cannot  be  contended 
that  a  second-hand  clothing  store  is  a  nuisance 
per  st,  or  that  second-hand  goods  are  infectious 
in  their  nature.  If  brought  from  a  locality  in 
which  infectious  and  contagious  diseases  are 
prevailing  or  have  recently  prevailed,  second- 
hand goods  might  properly  be  regarded  as  en- 
dangering the  general  safety  and  public  health; 
but  the  same  is  equally  true  of  new  and  unused 
goods.  Between  the  new  and  the  second-hand, 
the  difference,  at  the  most,  is  a  degree  in  dan- 
ger only.  Why  impose  the  burden  in  the  one 
case,  and  not  in  the  other?  And  why  impose, 
in  either  case,  where  there  is  no  pretext  of  ap- 
parent necessity  for  such  interference  with 
lawful  traffic?  The  ordinance  is  clearly  an 
unreasonable  and  unjust  interference  with  a 
legitimate  and  recognized  business  pursuit, 
and  is  a  permanent  restraint  upon  trade. 
Affirmed. 


Note.— That  municipal  ordinances  attempting  I  notes  to  Bills  v.  Ooehen  (Tnd.)  8LB.A.  181;  Feo- 
to  regulate   business  must    be   reasonable,   see '  pie  v.  Armstrong  (MlohuJ  2  L.  B.  A.  72L 
12L.R.A 
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AMERICAN  MORTGAGE  CO.,  of  Scotland, 
Limited,  Plff.  in  Err.. 

TENNILLE. 
(....Ga.....) 

♦L  Under  the  Act  of  February  8, 
1877,  providing  that  the  State  of  Georgia  will 
Dot  consent  to  foreign  corporations  owning  5,000 
or  more  acrea  of  Jand  in  this  State,  unless  they 
shall  become  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
Georgia,  the  State  alone  can  make  the  question 
as  to  the  right  of  such  corporations  to  hold  said 
land. 

8.  A  motion  to  diami—  an  affidavit  of 
illegality  wa8  rightly  denied  when  at  least 
one  of  the  grounds  thereof  presented  a  legal  de- 
fense against  the  further  progress  of  the  execu- 
tion. 

(March  28, 18KL) 

•  Head  notes  by  Lumpkut  ,  J. 


ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Quitman 
County  to  review  an  order  dismissing  the 
levy  of  an  execution  upon  defendant's  real 
estate.    Reverted. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  William  E.  Simmons   and  W. 
C.  Worrill  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  W.  D.  Kiddoo  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Lumpkin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tennille  executed  and  delivered  to  J.  K.  O. 
Sherwood  a  promissory  note,  and  at  the  same 
time,  in  order  to  secure  the  same,  made  and 
delivered  to  said  Sherwood  a  deed  to  certain 
land.  Sherwood  transferred  the  note,  and  con- 
veyed the  land  to  the  American  Mortgage  Com- 
pany of  Scotland,  Limited,  who  sued  the  note 
to  judgment  in  the  Superior  Court  of  Quitman 
County,  and  an  execution  issued  thereon  was 
levied  upon  the  land  described  in  the  aforesaid 


Nora— Escheat  defined. 

The  word  M  escheat,"  originally  French  or  Nor- 
man, signifying  chance  or  accident,  is  now  applied 
to  the  obstruction  of  the  course  of  descent  and  de- 
termination of  tenure  by  some  contingency,  in 
which  case  the  land  by  a  kind  of  reversion  results 
back  to  the  original  grantor  (2  BL  Com.  244).  In 
feudal  law  it  results  back  to  the  lord  from  extinc- 
tion of  the  blood  of  the  tenant  by  natural  or  by 
civil  means  (1  BL  Com.  72).  So  if  the  tenant  died 
without  heirs  of  his  blood,  or  if  his  blood  was  cor- 
rupted by  commission  of  treason  or  felony,  the 
landmen  back"  to  the  lord  of  the  fee.   Ibid. 

In  the  United  States,  however,  there  can  be  no 
attaint  of  blood  by  the  commission  of  crime.  IT. 
&  Const,  art.  1, «  9,  cl.  8. 

At  common  law  if  a  bastard  die  intestate  and 
without  Issue,  his  real  estate  escheats.  Doe  v. 
Bates,  6  Blackf .  688 ;  Bent  v.  St.  Yraln,  80  Mo.  268. 

In  the  United  States  it  implies  a  reversion  of 
property  to  the  State  in  default  of  a  person  who 
can  inherit  it.  Anderson,  Diet.  413. 

When  the  owner  of  real  estate  dies  intestate, 
without  heirs  capable  of  inheriting  it,  the  title 
thereof  devolves  by  operation  of  law  upon  the 
State.  IlL  Bev.  Stat.  1845,  p.  226;  Wallahan  v. 
IngersoU,  5  West.  Bep.  124, 117 IlL  128. 

Land  is  not  subject  to  escheat,  until  the  failure 
of  heirs  of  original  grantee.  Hall  v.  Gittings,  2 
Har.&J.  112. 

Question  of  escheat*  how  determined. 

The  question  of  the  escheat  of  a  decedent's 
property  for  non-existence  of  heirs  can  be  deter- 
mined only  by  the  method  provided  by  the  statute ; 
It  cannot  be  determined  in  a  proceeding  by  an  heir 
to  restrain  the  esoheator.  Muir  v.  Thomson,  28  S. 
C.489. 

It  must  be  established  by  a  judicial  proceeding 
In  the  proper  oourt,  in  the  name  of  the  people,  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  and  establishing  it  by  Judi- 
cial determination.  Bev.  Stat.  1846,  p.  225.  Walla- 
ban  v.  IngersoU,  5  West.  Bep.  124, 117  111.  128. 

The  proceeding  Is  in  the  nature  of  an  inquest  of 
office,  and  the  record  of  it  is  the  only  competent 
evidence  by  which  a  title  by  escheat  can  be  estab- 
lished. Ben  v.  O'Hanlon,  21 N.  J.  L.  68? ;  Crane  v. 
Beeder,  21  Mich.  24;  Com.  v.  Hite,  6  Leigh,  668; 
People  v.  Cutting,  8  Johns.  1. 

Where  scire  facias  does  not  run  in  the  name  of 
12  L.  R.  A.  84 


the  people,  it  Is  void  upon  its  face.  Wallahan  ▼• 
IngersoU,  supra. 

Where  land  is  declared  escheated  for  want  of 
heirs,  persons  claiming  to  be  heirs  may  come  in 
under  the  statute  and  obtain  an  order  for  leave  to 
make  up  an  issue  at  law  to  have  their  right  de- 
termined.  Ex  parte  Williams,  18  Bioh.  L.  77. 

The  right  of  action  to  recover  lands  escheats  to 
the  State  upon  the  death  of  the  owner  without 
heirs  or  next  of  kin.  Johnston  v.  Spioer,  9  Cent. 
Bep.  666. 107  N.  T.  186. 

Equity  cannot  enjoin  proceedings  to  have  an 
escheat  declared  where,  if  escheat  should  be  found, 
every  question  presented  could  be  decided  on  a 
traverse.    Olmsted's  App.  86  Pa.  284. 

An  amicus  curies  cannot  move  to  quash  an  inqui- 
sition unless  he  has  an  interest  or  represents  some- 
body who  has.    Dunlop  v.  Com.  2  Call  (Va.)  284. 

Action  to  declare  escheat;  practice  and  procedure. 

The  circuit  oourt  of  the  county  Is  vested  with 
general  powers  over  the  subject  matter  of  escheats; 
nevertheless,  the  oourt  must  be  put  in  motion  by 
filing  an  information,  and  by  issue  of  scire  facias 
against  all  alleged  to  hold,  possess  or  claim  such 
estate.  Wallahan  v.  IngersoU,  5  West.  Bep.  124, 117 
IlL  128. 

The  names  of  all  persons  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  and  suoh  as  were  known  to  olaim  an  in- 
terest therein,  must  be  set  forth  in  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  scire  facias  must  be  served  on  them 
personally ;  as  to  all  other  persons  constructive 
service  is  sufficient.   Ibid. 

A  return  which  shows  service  on  only  one  of  two 
occupants  is  insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction. 
Ibid. 

The  information  must  require  them  to  appear 
and  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be  vested  in  the 
State ;  and  the  court  Is  required  to  make  an  order 
to  that  effect.   Jbid. 

The  order  to  appear  and  show  cause  must  be 
published.   Ibid. 

jurisdiction  as  to  the  subject  matter  depends  on 
the  performance  of  all  these  acts.   Ibid. 
Notice  of  proceedings. 

Jurisdiction  depends  on  the  statutory  require- 
ments as  to  notice  being  complied  with.  Wleder- 
anders  v.  State,  64  Tex.  188. 

The  validity  of  escheat  proceedings  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  want  of  formal  notice  and  by  the 


^ee  also  19  L.  R.  A.  84,  90;  35  L.R.  A.  841. 
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deed,  the  Mortgage  Company  having  pre- 
viously filed  in  the  clerk's  office  a  deed  pur- 
porting to  reconvey  the  land  to  said  Tennille, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  this  levy.  To  the 
levy  of  the  execution  Tennille  filed  bis  affida- 
vit of  illegality,  containing  several  grounds, 
one  of  which  was  as  follows,  viz.:  That  "the 
said  plaintiff  was  a  foreign  corporation,  has 
never  teen  incorporated  bv  the  laws  of  Georgia 
and  owned  more  than  5,000  acres  of  land  in 
said  State  (so  far  as  to  claim  the  same  and  hold 
deeds  thereto),  in  conflict  with  and  against  the 
laws  of  said  State  and  therefore  could  not  hold 
the  title  to  lands,  or  convey  the  same  to  the  de- 
fendant, legally."  The  defendant  served  on 
the  plaintiff  a  notice  to  produce  at  the  trial  a 
number  of  papers,  and  among,  them  the  charter 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  deeds  from  fourteen  per- 
sons to  Sherwood,  and  from  Sherwood  to  the 
plaintiff,  covering  various  lands  in  Randolph 
and  Quitman  Counties ;  the  use  intended  to  he 
made  of  said  deeds  being  to  prove  the  ground 
of  illegality  above  quoted.  The  court  held 
that  said  charter  and  these  deeds  should  he  pro- 
duced, and,  upon  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  do 


so,  ordered  the  levy  of  the  execution  to  be  dis- 
missed. We  can  see  no  error  in  requiring  the 
production  of  the  charter,  as  it  might  contain 
evidence  supporting  one  of  the  grounds  of  the 
illegality.  The  main  question,  therefore,  up- 
on which  this  court  is  asked  to  pass  in  this 
case,  is  whether  or  not-the  ground  of  illegality 
setting  forth  plaintiff's  inability  to  hold  land 
in  excess  of  5,000  acres  is  good  in  law,  and 
consequently  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
should:  have  been  required  to  produce  said 
deeds. 

1.  It  seems  to  be  well  settled  that,  in  a  case 
of  this  kind,  the  State  alone  is  authorized  to 
assert  her  policy  in  prohibiting  foreign  corpora- 
tions from  holding  5,000  or  more  acres  of  land 
in  Georgia,  and  that  individuals  have  no  right 
to  make  the  question  in  controversies  with  each 
other.  Numerous  decisions  may  be  found  to 
the  effect  that,  where  a  corporation  acquires  or 
uses  land  to  any  extent  or  for  any  purpose  not 
authorized  by  its  charter,  the  question  of  its 
right  so  to  do  cannot  be  made  by  an  individual 
in  a  legal  controversy  with  the  corporation,  or 
with  those  claiming  under  it,  but  must  be 


fact  that  others  not  notified  did  not  appear.  One 
appearing  Is  entitled  to  a  separate  trial  of  his  trav- 
erse.  Be  Malone,  21 8.  C  486. 

S.  C.  Gen.  Stat.,  1 8808.  requiring:  the  publication 
of  a  notioe  of  escheat  the  first  week  In  every  month 
for  a  required  time,  is  satisfied  by  one  publication 
in  a  weekly  newspaper,  and  does  not  require  its 
publication  in  a  dally  paper  every  day  of  the  week. 
Bason  v.  Wltoolskey,  29  8.0. 880. 

The  statutory  prohibition  of  service  of  process 
on  a  Sunday  does  not  render  void  a  publication  in 
a  Sunday  paper  of  the  notice  of  esobeat  under  this 
section,  nor  does  the  statute  forbidding  the  doing 
of  labor  on  a  Sunday  avoid  suoh  notioe.  Ibid.  See 
Genobles  v.  West,  88  S.  0. 168. 

The  information. 

An  Information  for  lands  claimed  to  have  es- 
cheated may  be  made  the  subject  of  an  original 
action  or  of  a  counterclaim  by  the  State.  When 
filed  as  a  counterclaim  and  the  original  action  dis- 
missed, defendant  still  has  the  right  to  atrial,  field 
v.  State,  74  Ind.  868. 

It  must  appear  that  the  owners  were  foreigners; 
that  they  died  without  issue  and  left  no  relations 
within  the  United  States  entitled  by  law  to  the 
succession.    Gatham  v.  State,  8  Head,  568. 

A  oomplaint  alleging  that  there  are  no  resident 
heirs  must,  under  the  Indiana  Act  of  March  0, 1881, 
further  allege  that  the  nonresident  alien  heirs  did 
not  convey  the  land  during  eight  years  preceding 
that  date.   State  v.  Wits,  87  Ind.  190. 

Traverse  of  information. 

Proceedings  to  escheat  the  estate  of  an  intestate 
without  heirs  or  kindred  may  be  traversed  by  any 
person,  including  his  administratrix,  in  whose  pos- 
session the  estate  is  found.  Com.  v.  Crompton,  187 
Pa.  188. 

In  New  York  the  traverser  Is  considered  as  a  de- 
fendant, and  by  showing  that  the  people  have  no 
title,  he  need  prove  nothing  but  a  bare  possession 
in  himself.   People  v.  Cutting,  8  Johns.  L 

The  esoheator  who  is  defendant  to  the  petition  has 
the  same  right  to  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
that  the  representative  of  the  debtor  would  have. 
Watson  v.  Lyle,  4  Leigh,  886, 

In  Texas  claims  for  improvement  are  not  allowed 
in  actions  of  esoheat  Brown  v.  State,  86  Tex.  888. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


TrtcA. 

Traversers  of  an  esoheat  have  no  precedence  over 
others  on  the  docket  of  oases.  I*nce  v.  Dobson, 
Riley  (S.  C.)  80L 

Where  an  inquest  is  traversed  and  the  oase  comes 
on  for  trial  in  the  common  pleas,  the  traverser  it 
entitled  to  begin  and  conclude  to  the  jury.  Com. 
v.  Desilver,  8  Ashm.  168. 

In  a  monetrane  de  droit  to  an  inquisition  prose- 
cuted under  the  statute,  themonttrant  is  plaintiff. 
Frenoh  v.  Com.  5  Leigh,  SUB. 

He  must  show  a  good  title  in  himself  to  entitle) 
him  to  a  judgment  of  amoveat  mantu.    Ibid. 

Evidence;  finding*. 

There  is  a  presumption  of  law  that  every  person 
dying  leaves  heirs,  and  it  must  be  rebutted  by  on* 
who  would  claim  under  an  alleged  escheat.  Evi- 
dence may  be  competent  as  negativing  the  pre- 
sumption, without  being  sufficient  to  change  the* 
burden  of  proof.  North  Carolina  University  v. 
Harrison,  90  N.C.  385. 

The  law  will  not  presume  that  a  person  died  with* 
out  heirs,  and  the  absence  of  a  olaim  under  the 
patentee  for  many  years,  accounted  for  by  the 
land  being  covered  with  navigable  waters,  is  insuf- 
ficient to  establish  an  escheat.  PeterJrin  v.  Inloes,  4 
Md.175. 

Some  negative  proof  is  required  that  a  person 
proved  to  be  dead  left  no  heirs;  the  law  will  not 
presume  it  in  favor  of  escheat.  Hammond  v.  In- 
loes, 4  Md.  188. 

Nor  will  the  law  presume  that  a  person  died  under 
the  age  of  ninety  years.    Ibid. 

The  finding  in  favor  of  the  Commonwealth  will 
not  deprive  of  title  a  purchaser  claiming  under  a 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale  executed  and  recorded 
before  the  inquest  was  sealed,  though  not  known 
by  bargainee  till  afterward.  Com.  v.  Balden,  ft 
Munf.  180. 

An  inquisition  that  does  not  find  that  decedent 
died  intestate  and  without  heirs  or  known  kindred 
is  a  nullity  and  constitutes  no  lien  on  real  estate. 
Ramsey's  App.  8  Watts,  888. 

Effect  of  eecheat  proceeding*. 
A  suit  to  Subject  escheated  lands  to  a  debt  of  the 
former  owner,  where  the  State  is  not  made  a  party* 
is  inoperative  to  affect  the  title  of  the  State. 
v.  Lynham,  87  Graft,  ttlj 
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raised  directly  by  a  proceeding  instituted  for 
that  purpose  by  the  State  wherein  such  cor- 
poration la  exercising  such  powers  ultra  vires. 
Some  of  these  decisions  were  made  by  the 
courts  of  the  States  in  which  the  corporations 
themselves  were  created,  and  others  in  States 
outside  of  which  the  corporations  involved  had 
been  chartered.  None  of  them  are  directly  in 
point  as  to  the  precise  question  made  in  the 
case  now  before  us,  because  the  disability  of 
the  corporations  arose  under  the  provisions  of 
their  own  charters.  They  are  referred  to  mere- 
ly to  show  the  trend  of  judicial  opinion  on  this 
question.  These  cases  are  so  numerous,  and 
the  doctrine  they  establish  is  so  well  recognized, 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  cite  them  by  name. 
The  following  language,  used  by  Judge  Dillon 
in  his  great  work  on  Municipal  Corporations, 
has  some  bearing  on  the  question  now  being 
considered:  "Whether  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, with  power  to  purchase  and  hold  real 
estate  for  certain  purposes,  has  acquired  and 
is  holding  such  property  for  other  purposes, 
is  a  question  which  can  only  be  .determined  in 
a  proceeding  instituted  at  the  instance  of  the 


State.  If  there  is  capacity  to  purchase,  the 
deed  to  the  corporation  devests  the  estate  of 
the  grantor,  and  there  is  a  complete  sale ;  and 
whether  the  corporation,  in  purchasing,  ex- 
ceeds its  power,  is  a  question  between  it  and 
the  State,  and  does  not  concern  the  vendor  or 
others."  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  ed.  1890,  §  574. 
We  have  been  able  to  find  some  cases  directly 
in  point  In  that  of  Barnes  v.  Suddard,  117 
HI.  287,  4  West.  Rep.  184,  it  was  held  that, 
where  a  foreign  corporation  had  power  to 
acquire  real  estate  so  far  as  necessary  for  its 
business,  its  acquisition  of  realty  cannot  be  as- 
sailed in  a  collateral  proceeding  as  an  act  ultra 
vires.  It  appears  from  an  examination  of  that 
case  that  in  Illinois  foreign  corporations  had 
the  same  rights  to  own  and  hold  real  estate  as 
did  domestic  corporations  of  that  State,  and  the 
case  turned,  not  upon  the  charter  powers  of 
the  corporation,  but  upon  its  right  under  the 
Illinois  law  to  hold  land.  The  Pennsylvania 
Act  approved  April  26,  1855,  forbade  any 
foreign  corporation  to  acquire  and  hold  real 
estate.  Notwithstanding  this  Statute,  it  was 
held,  in  the  case  of  Hickory  Farm  Oil  Co.  v. 


The  administrator  cannot  convey,  and  the  Legis- 
lature cannot  divert,  property  which  escheats  to 
the  State.    State  v.  Beeder,  5  Neb.  808. 

No  sale  can  be  made  under  an  escheat  found, 
after  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  until 
the  year  for  filing  administrator's  account  has  ex- 
pired.  Com.  v.  Weart,  12  Phlla.  846. 

The  State  in  case  of  escheat  is  not  to  be  deemed  an 
heir  within  the  statute  requiring  notice  of  probate 
to  presumptive  heirs.  State  v.  Ames,  28  La.  Ann.  69. 

After  the  State  has  acknowledged  one  as  heir-at- 
law,  and  released  its  right  to  him,  the  heir  cannot 
proceed  in  the  name  of  the  State  for  his  own  bene- 
fit.  State  v.  Angle,  »  N.  J.  L.  847. 

If  the  saving  in  the  statute  in  favor  of  creditors 
applies  to  the  land  held  by  an  alien,  the  fact  of  such 
indebtedness  would  not  prevent  escheat,  but  would 
remain  a  oharge  upon  the  land  to  which  the  State 
succeeded.  Congregational  Church  v.  Morris,  8 
Ala.  188. 

Interest  in  property  subject  to  escheat. 

An  estate  held  In  trust  may  be  escheated  when 
the  trust  expires.   Com.  v.  Nalle,  88  Pa.  429. 

A  remainder  in  fee  dependent  on  a  valid  life  es- 
tate may  escheat  before  the  death  of  the  life  ten- 
ant. So  where  a  citizen  devised  a  life  estate  in  land 
to  his  wife,  remainder  to  his  nephews  and  nieoes 
who  were  aliens,  as  tenants  In  common,  the  land 
escheated  on  the  death  of  the  wife  though  the  sole 
surviving  remainderman  was  naturalized  before 
her  death,  the  others  having  died  aliens.  People  v. 
Conklin,2HlU,07. 

An  interest  in  remainder  cannot  be  escheated 
untU  the  expiration  of  the  life  estate.  The  limita- 
tion begins  to  run  only  from  that  time.  Com.  v. 
Nalle,  supra. 

Stipulations  in  a  covenant  to  hold  land  for  the 
benefit  of  an  alien,  and  to  oonvey  as  be  shall  direct, 
create  no  interest  in  the  land,  nor  right  of  posses- 
sion. A  citizen  being  the  owner  in  fee,  there  can 
be  no  forfeiture  by  reason  of  such  Interest  in  the 
alien.  Ludlow  v.  Van  Ness,  8  Bosw.  178. 

Lands  heid  in  partnership. 

Where  all  the  partners  of  a  firm  have  died  intestate 
and  without  heirs  or  known  kindred,  the  property 
of  the  firm  escheats  to  the  Commonwealth;  but  this 
would  not  preclude  the  heirs  or  kindred  of  a  part- 
ner from  traversing  the  inquisition.  Com.  v.  North 
Ameroan  L.  Co.  57  Pa.  108. 
12L.R.A. 


Lands  held  by  foreign  corporations  subject  to  escheaU 
A  purchase,  by  a  foreign  corporation,  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  local  corporation,  as  a  device  to  en- 
able it  to  hold  real  estate,  is  a  violation  of  the  Act 
prohibiting  foreign  corporations  from  acquiring 
any  real  estate  within  the  Commonwealth,  unless 
authorized  by  law;  and  lands  so  held  are  subject  to 
escheat.  Com.  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  *  W.  B.  Co.  5 
Cent.  Hep.  748, 114  Pa.  840. 

Tbe  Act  of  April  16, 1880,  making  ft  lawful  for 
railroad  companies  to  aid  corporations  authorized 
by  law  to  develop  coal,  etc  in  the  Commonwealth, 
by  the  purchase  of  their  capital  stock,  etc,  does  not 
authorize  such  a  purohase.   ibid. 

The  penalty  of  escheat  is  removed,  although  the 
Act  Imposing  it  is  not  repealed  in  terms,  when,  be- 
fore any  Inquisition  is  taken,  a  statute  has  deolared 
that  the  land  should  be  held  "Indef  easibly  as  to  any 
right  of  escheat**  in  the  Commonwealth.  Com. 
v.  New  York,  L.  B.  AW.  R  Co.  7  L.  B.  A.  884, 182 
Pa.  (ML 

Title  in  State,  when  vests. 

Title  by  escheat  vests  on  death  of  owner  without 
heirs.   Sands  v.  Lynham,  27  G-ratt  29L 

The  real  estate  of  a  citizen  who  dies  intestate 
without  heirs  vests  immediately  in  the  State. 
Montgomery  v.  Dorlon,  7  N.  H.  475;  O'Hanlin  v. 
Den,  20  N.  J.  L.  81, 81  N.  J.  L.  688. 

Lands  whioh  escheat  for  want  of  heirs  may  be 
the  subject  of  legislative  grant  before  office  found. 
Colgan  v.  McKeon,  24  N.  J.  L.  608;  McCaughal  v. 
Byan,  27  Barb.  878. 

In  Texas,  the  fact  of  abandonment  of  land  ipso 
facto  vacates  it,  and  no  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  "office  found**  is  necessary  to  revest  the  title  In 
the  State.    Holllman  v.  Peebles,  1  Tex.  678. 

Where  for  many  years  nothing  had  been  heard 
of  the  grantee  of  land  or  of  any  will  or  any  heir  of 
his,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  land  had  escheated 
on  due  Inquest.    Yickery  v.  Benson,  28  Ga,  662. 

The  claim  of  the  State  for  taxes  is  merged  in  its 
ownership  by  escheat.   Beid  v.  State,  74  Ind.  262. 

Possession  by  State. 

An  inquisition  of  escheat  vests  possession  imme- 
diately if  the  possession  is  vacant  otherwise  if 
held  adversely;  in  such  ease  an  entry  Is  necessary 
to  give  the  government  possession.  Com.  v.  Hlte, 
6  Leigh,  688. 

Where*an  alien  dies  leaving  known  devisees  the 
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Buffalo,  JT.  T.  AP.R.  Co.,  82  Fed.  Rep.  22, 
that  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  land  to  such  a 
corporation  was  not  void,  but  passed  the  title, 
and  that  the  corporation  held  the  land  subject 
to  the  Commonwealth's  right  of  escheat;  also 
that  the  Commonwealth  alone  could  object  to 
the  legal  capacity  of  the  corporation  to  hold 
real  estate.  In  support  of  this  opinion,  Bone 
v.  Delaware  <Sb  H.  Canal  Co.  (Pa.),  6  Atl.  Rep. 
751,  and  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Lewie, 
58  Iowa,  101,  are  cited.  Another  case  holding 
the  same  way  is  that  of  Oarlow  v.  Auliman, 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska, 
and  reported  in  28  Neb.  672.  An  Act  of  Ne- 
braska, passed  in  1887,  provided  that  no  non- 
resident alien  foreigner,  nor  any  corporation 
not  incorporated  by  laws  of  that  State,  should 
acquire  or  own,  hold  or  possess,  any  real  estate 
in  the  State  of  Nebraska.  While  this  law  was 
in  force.  Aultman  &  Co.,  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, purchased  land  in  that  State  at  a  judicial 
sale,  and  it  was  held  that  this  corporation's 


title  was  valid  against  everyone  bat  the  State, 
and  could  be  devested  only  by  proceedings 
brought  by  the  State  for  that  purpose.  These 
foreign  corporations,  it  seems,  have  been 
treated  as  aliens  were  in  England  as  to  pur- 
chasing and  holding  real  estate.  By  the  com- 
mon law,  while  an  alien  might  purchase  he 
could  do  so  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  king, 
and  the  king  was  entitled  to  land  purchased 
by  him  by  virtue  of  his  prerogative  upon 
"office  found;"  and  accordingly  it  was  held 
that,  unless  the  proceeding  of  "office  found" 
was  perfected  an  alien  had  the  power  to  hold 
and  convey  the  land  inter  vivos,  l  Devlin. 
Deeds,  §§  124, 125.  ' 

It  therefore  seems  clear,  in  view  of  the  cases 
cited  and  the  common-law  foundation  upon 
which  the  principle, governing  them  is  based, 
that  the  doctrine  is  thoroughly  established  in 
our  American  States  that  the  right  of  foreign 
corporations  to  purchase  or  hold  lands  in  ex- 
cess of  the  authority  conferred,  either  by  their 


State  must  first  establish  her  title,  before  she  Is  en- 
titled  to  possession.   Beid  v.  State,  74  Ind.  262. 

DtsaMUbtes  of  aUenage;  rule  in  various  States. 

Under  the  Statute  of  Colorado  nonresident  aliens 
may  own,  Inherit  and  convey  property,  real  or 
personal,  the  same  as  citizens  and  residents.  Mo- 
Oonville  v.  Howell,  17  Fed.  Rep.  104. 

Where  an  alien  becomes  a  citizen  of  Kentucky 
and  dies  intestate  and  childless,  his  stater,  an  alien 
and  foreign  resident,  may  take  his  real  estate  by 
descent  subject  to  the  rights  of  his  widow.  Bus- 
tache  v.  Bodaquest,  11  Bush,  42. 

The  Laws  of  Massachusetts  recognize  but  two 
oases  of  escheat  of  real  estate,  one  in  case  of  an 
alien,  the  other  in  ease  of  a  citizen  dying  without 
heirs  and  intestate.   Bewail  v.  Lee,  0  Mass.  868. 

The  Missouri  Statutes  remove  all  disabilities  of 
alienage.  An  alien,  therefore,  may  take  land  by  de- 
scent from  an  alien.    Burke  v.  Adams,  80  Mo.  604. 

The  law  existing-  at  the  time  of  descent  oast  gov- 
erns the  right  of  aliens  to  inherit  realty.  Pilla  v. 
German  School  Asso.  28  Fed.  Bep.  700. 

The  Nevada  Constitution  gives  to  foreigners  be- 
coming bona  fide  residents  the  rights  of  citizens  as 
to  property,  etc.    State  v.  Preble,  18  Nev.  25L 

Such  a  provision  does  not  prevent  extending  the 
right  of  inheritance  to  nonresident  aliens.  Be  Bil- 
lings, 66  Ca).  503. 

When  it  appears  that  a  person  claiming  to  be 
heir  to  an  intestate  is  an  alien  he  cannot  take  by 
descent,  and  no  presumption  can  be  Indulged  in 
his  favor.    Bttenheimer  v.  Heffernan,  66  Barb.  874. 

The  statutes  which  enable  resident  aliens  to  take 
and  hold  real  estate  in  New  York  apply  only  to 
purchasers,  or  those  who  have  a  conveyance,  or  to 
whom  the  lands  have  descended  or  been  devised. 
Ibid. 

Land  claimed  by  beirs-at-law  of  a  resident  alien 
Is  theirs  to  enjoy  and  hold  until  a  forfeiture  de- 
clared by  the  State.  Until  then  the  State  cannot 
convey  or  release  to  a  stranger.  Maynard  v.  May- 
nard,  86  Hun,  227. 

In  New  York  a  nonresident  alien  can  inherit 
land.   Re  Powers,  8  Dem.  198. 

Under  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Wurtemberg,  the  alien  heir  for  two  years  has  pre- 
cisely the  same  rights  as  a  resident  heir.  Kull  v. 
Kull,87Hun,478. 

Where  an  alien  purchased  land,  and  died  before 
naturalization,  the  land  escheated  to  the  State,  but 
might  be  vested  in  the  widow  of  the  alien.  Bu- 
beok  v.  Gardner,  7  Watts,  466. 

The  Tennessee  Act  allowing  lands  of  an  un- 
naturalized resident  on  dismissal  of  the  suit  for 
12  L.  R.  A. 


an  escheat  to  vest  In  bis  widow,  to  valid.  Garreteon 
v.  Brien.8Heisk.684. 

The  Tennessee  Code  and  the  Treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  France  annul  the  right  of  escheat 
in  the  State,  and  a  subject  of  France  can  hold  and 
convey  land  as  a  citizen  of  Tennessee.  Baker  v 
Shy,  0  Heisk.  86. 

The  Code  embodies  the  common-law  principle 
that  an  alien  has  no  inheritable  blood,  but  can  hold 
and  convey  lands  by  will  or  deed,  burdened  with 
the  right  of  escheat  by  the  sovereign.    Ibid. 

The  widow  of  an  alien,  who  deserted  her  abroad, 
came  to  Tennessee  and  there  acquired  land  and 
died,  was  held  entitled  to  dower  in  such  land.  It  la 
otherwise,  however,  under  the  Homestead  Laws. 
Bmmett  v.  Bmmett.  14  Lea,  860. 

In  Texas  the  statute  does  not  prohibit  admintetra- 
tlon  in  the  oounty  court  upon  the  estate  of  persons 
dying  Intestate  without  heirs.  Hall  v.  Claiborne, 
27  Tex.  217. 

Where  aliens  are  prohibited  from  acquiring*  real 
estate,  a  deed  upon  a  secret  trust  for  a  foreigner, 
the  maker  having  no  knowledge  of  the  trust,  is  not 
void;  the  trust  alone  Is  void.  Hammekln  v.  Clay- 
ton, 2  Woods,  886. 

The  law  in  force  at  the  death  of  the  former 
owner  must  govern  the  decision  between  claims  of 
aliens  to  inherit  and  of  the  State  to  take  by  es- 
cheat.   Hauenstelns  v.  Lynham,  28  Gratt  68. 

A  testator  died  without  lawful  issue,  having'  de- 
vised his  real  estate  to  executors  in  trust  to  con- 
vert the  same  into  money,  the  proceeds  and 
the  rente  and  profits  of  said  lands  to  be  given 
to  his  sisters,  who  were  aliens,  charged  with  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  big  personal  estate  being  suffi- 
cient to  pay  his  debts,  on  equal  division  of  the  court 
the  lands  were  held  not  to  escheat.  Com.  v.  Ma^n 
6Munf.U7. 

Other  dtoaWttfia. 

A  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  executed  by  alunatio 
is  void,  and  the  land  escheats  on  failure  of  heirs. 
Desilver's  Case,  5Bawle,Ul. 

Where  free  colored  persons  entered  on  land  un- 
der a  deed,  which  because  of  their  oolor  was  void, 
and  remained  in  possession  until  a  change  In  the 
law,  their  possession  was  good  as  against  the  claim 
of  all  except  the  State.  Beatty  v.  Benton,  78  Ga. 
187. 

Escheated  property  devoted  to  educational  purpose*. 

The  Statute  enabling  children  adopted  under  laws 
of  another  State  to  take  and  hold  real  estate  aoes 
not  contravene  the  constitutional  provision  giving 
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own  charters  or  by  the  laws  of  the  State  in 
which  such  purchase  is  made,  can  only  be 
questioned  by  the  State  itself  in  which  snch 
land  may  be  situated.  It  follows,  of  course, 
that  the  defendant  in  this  case  had  no  right 
whatever  to  raise  the  question  made  in  the 
ground  of  this  illegality  hereinbefore  set  forth; 
and.  that  being  true,  the  production  of  the 
deeds  called  for  was  unnecessary  and  useless, 
because  the  ground  of  illegality,  in  support  of 
which  it  was  sought  to  introduce  these  deeds, 
presented  no  legal  reason  for  interfering  with 
the  progress  of  the  plaintiff's  execution. 

8.  Another  ground  of  the  illegality  alleged, 
in  effect,  that  the  deed  purporting  to  be  from 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  in  execution, 
which  had  been  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  was 
no  sufficient  deed,  and  would  not  convey  title 
out  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  but  would 
only  throw  a  cloud  upon  the  defendant's  title, 
and  cause  the  land  to  sell  for  less  than  its 


true  value.  If  these  assertions  are  true  they 
amount  to  a  good  ground  of  illegality.  It  may 
be  that  such  ground  is  not  set  forth  with  suffi- 
cient clearness,  but,  as  there  was  no  special  de- 
murrer or  objection  to  it,  because  it  was  want- 
ing in  distinctness  or  fullness,  but  only  a 
general  motion,  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer, 
to  dismiss  the  affidavit  of  illegality,  the  point 
was  not  rightly  made  to  the  court  below  as  to 
the  insufficiency  of  this  ground,  and  the  judge, 
therefore,  properly  refused  to  dismiss  the 
affidavit  of  illegality  as  a  whole.  If  this  ground 
failed  to  set  forth  the  reasons  why  the  deed 
referred  to  was  insufficient,  and  failed  to  con- 
vey title  to  the  defendant,  this  distinct  objec- 
tion should  have  been  made  to  it  We  there- 
fore leave  the  case  to  be  tried  again  in  the 
court  below,  with  such  additional  light  shed 
upon  the  law  of  the  case  as  may  be  gathered 
from  this  opinion. 
Judgment  reversed. 


escheated  lands  to  the  school  fund.  State  v.  Meyer, 
(Bind.  83. 

It  is  sufficient  answer  to  aver  title  through  such 
adoption  and  to  file  the  record  thereof.    Ibid* 

In  North  Carolina  escheated  lands  belong  to  the 
university  of  the  State.  University  v.  Johnston,  1 
Hayw.  (N.  0.)  878;  University  v.  Sawyer,  8  Hayw. 
(N.  0.)  96;  University  v.  Foy,  Id.  810;  Den  v.  Foy, 
lMurph.58. 

In  Tennessee  all  esoheated  property  Is  appropri- 
ated to  common  schools,  to  be  disposed  of  by  the 
school  commissioners  as  they  may  deem  best  for 
the  common-school  fund.  Hlnkle  v.  Sbadden,  8 
Swan,  46;  Parchman  y.  Charlton,  1  Coldw.  881. 

A  sale  of  escheated  land  under  a  decree  of  the 
court  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  Intes- 
tate Is  void  unless  the  board  of  common-school 
commissioners  is  a  party  to  the  proceeding.   Ibid. 

A  society  having  a  right  under  its  charter  to  es- 
cheated property  does  not  forfeit  or  waive  its  right 
by  proceeding  through  the  state  esoheator  rather 
than  by  one  appointed  by  itself.  Nettles  v.  Cum- 
mings,  0  Rich.  Rq.  440. 

Safe  of  escheated  property. 

Notice  of  an  application  to  release  escheated 
lands  should  be  given  to  bona  fide  purchasers  of 
lands  under  mortgage  foreclosure,  or  they  will  not 
be  bound  by  the  release.  Bradley  v.  Dwlgbt,  88 
How.  Pr.  800. 

Trustees  of  escheated  property  "may  sell  or  other- 
wise dispose  of  the  land  or  property  as  they  may 
deem  for  the  best  Interest  of  the  State."  Crane  v. 
Boeder,  28  Mich.  822. 

Escheated  lands*  how  acquired. 

Lands  that  escheat  cannot  be  regranted  as  va- 
cant land,  but  must  be  sold  pursuant  to  statute. 
Bodden  v.  Speigner,  8  Brev.  (8.  C.)  881. 

Escheated  lands  are  not  subject  to  location  as 
vacant  lands,  nor  will  a  junior  patent  for  such 
lands  held  by  another  be  ended  by  proceeding  for 
an  escheat.    Hughes  v.  State,  41  Tex.  10. 

Officers  of  the  land  office  have  no  authority  to 
Issue  warrants  for  taking  up  esoheated  lands. 
They  are  to  be  sold  at  auction  after  seven  years 
from  the  inquisition.    Straub  v.  Blmm,  27  Pa.  88, 

Land  which  has  esoheated  can  be  taken  up  only 
under  an  escheat  warrant,  but  one  who  in  good 
faith  has  paid  for  lands  supposed  to  be  vacant  will 
be  protected  against  a  subsequent  grant  Issued  to 
another  upon  an  escheat  warrant.  Armstrong  v. 
Btttlnger,47M<L108. 
13  L.  R  A. 


The  warrant  issued  on  application  for  a  patent  of 
esoheated  lands  should  state  that  the  owner  of  the 
land  died  seised  in  fee  Intestate  and  without  heirs. 
Ibid. 

An  escheat  grant  passes  all  the  land  in  its  true 
location,  but  not  where  it  clearly  appears  that  it 
was  not  intended  to  include  it  all,  and  the  taker  of 
the  escheat  warrant  knew  that  it  did  not.  Jones 
v.  Bradley,  4  Md.  Ch.  107. 

An  escheat  patent  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  an 
escheat  at  the  date  of  a  warrant.  Peterkin  v. 
Inloes,  4  Md.  175. 


Statutes  relating  to  escheats. 

The  law  regulating  escheats  on  civil  grounds  is 
not  within  the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  United 
States  Constitution  concerning  ex  post  facto  Laws. 
White  v.  Wayne,  T.  U.  P.  Charl.  (Ga.)  94. 

Under  the  Act  of  1801,  the  property  of  an  intes- 
tate remains  in  hands  of  the  administrator,  and  his 
rights  can  only  be  devested  by  verdict  of  the  jury. 
Carnoohan  v.  Abrahams,  £L  M.  Charl.  (Ga.)  818. 

A  statute  passed  pending  proceedings  by  the  es- 
cbeator,  that  property  of  an  Illegitimate  should  go 
to  his  legitimate  half  brothers,  Is  good.  Gresham 
v.  Rlokenbacher,  88  Ga.  887. 

Where  during  pendency  of  the  action  the  State 
passed  an  Act  relinquishing  the  land  to  occupants, 
the  Act  was  constitutional.  State  v.  Tilghman,  14 
Iowa,  474. 

The  Statute  of  Rhode  Island,  providing  that  real 
estate  of  an  alien  dying  thereafter  shall  be  trans- 
mitted to  his  heirs,  does  not  affect  a  bill  filed  prior 
to  its  passage;  in  such  case  the  estate  of  the  alien 
escheats.    Halgh  v.  Haigh,  9  R.  L  88. 

Provisions  of  the  Code  requiring  clerks  of  courts 
to  pay  over  moneys  which  have  remained  in  their 
offices  for  a  specified  time  to  the  oounty  treasury 
are  based  upon  the  doctrine  of  escheat,  and  are 
constitutional.  Deaderiok  v.  Washington  County 
a.  1  Coldw.  808. 

Where  the  Constitution  gives  power  to  the  Legis- 
lature to  provide  methods  by  which  forfeiture  may 
be  enforced,  until  the  Legislature  acts,  there  can 
be  no  proceedings.  Wlederanders  v.  State,  M  Tex. 
188. 

Requiring  the  comptroller  to  take  charge  of  all 
escheated  property  and  to  account  for  its  proceeds 
Is  in  conflict  with  the  authority  conferred  by  stat- 
ute upon  the  district  court  to  order  the  sale  of  es- 
oheated property.   Hughes  v.  State,  41  Tex.  10. 
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CINCINNATI  INCLINED  PLANE  R  CO., 

Pty.  in  JDrr., 

v. 

CITT  &  SUBURBAN  TELEGRAPH 

ASSOCIATION. 


(....Ohio  St.....) 


♦1.   The  dominant  purpose  for  which 
streets  in  a  municipality  are  dedicated 

and  opened  n  to  facilitate  publio  travel  and 
transportation,  and  in  that  view,  new  and  Im- 
proved modes  of  conveyance  by  street  railways 
are  by  law  authorised  to  be  constructed,  and  a 
franchise  granted  to  a  telephone  company  of 
constructing  and  operating  its  lines  along  and 
upon  such  streets,  Is  subordinate  to  the  rights  of 
the  publio  in  the  streets  for  the  purpose  of  travel 
and  transportation. 
8.  The  fact  that  a  telephone  company 
acquired  and  entered:  upon  the  exer- 
cise of  a  franchise  to  erect  and  maintain  Its 
telephone  poles  and  wires  upon  the  streets  of  a 
olty,  prior  to  the  operation  of  an  electric  railway 
thereon,  will  not  give  the  telephone  company,  In 
the  use  of  the  streets,  a  right  paramount  to  the 
easement  of  the  publio  to  adopt  and  use  the  best 
and  most  approved  mode  of  travel  thereon;  and 
if  the  operation  of  the  street  railway  by  electric- 
ity as  the  motive  power  tends  to  disturb  the 
working  of  the  telephone  system,  the  remedy  of 
the  telephone  company  will  be,  to  re-adjust  Its 
methods  to  meet  the  condition  created  by  the  in- 
troduction of  electro-motive  power  upon  the 
street  railway. 


8.  Where  a  telephone  company, 
authority  derived  from  the  Statute* 
places  its  poles  and  wires  in  the  streets 

of  a  municipality,  and  In  order  to  make  a  com- 
plete electric  circuit  for  the  transmission  of  tele- 
phonio  messages,  uses  the  earth,  or  what  Is  known 
as  the  "ground  circuit,"  for  a  return  current  of 
electricity;  and  where  an  electric  street  railway, 
afterwards  constructed  upon  the  same  streets,  is 
operated  with  the  "8ingle  Trolley  Overhead  Sys- 
tem**—so-called— of  which  the  ground  circuit  Is 
a  constituent  part.  If  the  use  of  the  ground  cir- 
cuit in  the  operation  of  the  street  railway  In- 
terferes with  telephone  communication,  the  tele- 
phone company,  as  against  the  street  railway, 
will  not  have  a  vested  Interest  and  exclusive  right 
In  and  to  the  use  of  the  ground  circuit  as  a  part 
of  the  telephone  system. 

(June2,189D 

ERROR  to  General  Term  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  Cincinnati  to  review  a  judgment 
affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Trial  Term  in 
favor  oi  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  defendant  from  operating  its  can  by 
electricity  in  such  a  way  as  to  interfere  with 
plaintiff's  business.    Jmened. 

Statement  by  Dickman,  J.: 

The  original  action  was  commenced  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  Cincinnati,  by  the  City 
ana  Suburban  Telegraph  Association,  defena- 

♦Head  notes  by  the  Ooubt. 


ant  in  error,  against  the  Cincinnati  Inclined 
Plane  Railway  Company,  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  petition  filed  was  as  follows : 

"The  plaintiff  says  that  it  is  an  association 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing,  maintaining  and 
operating  telegraph  and  telephone  lines  in 
said  State  and  elsewhere,  and  has  its  principal 
office  and  business  in  the  City  of  Cincinnati, 
where  it  is  now,  and  has  for  more  than  ten 
years  past  been, conducting  a  telephone  busi- 
ness, by  means  of  wires  stretched  upon  poles 
lawfully  placed  and  maintained  in  the  streets 
pursuant  to  the  statutes  made  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  under  the  direction  of  the  authori- 
ties of  said  city. 

"Said  wires  are  connected  with  and  ter- 
minate at  the  several  'exchanges'  owned  by 
the  plaintiff  in  said  city  and  vicinity. 

"At  the  'exchanges'  the  wires  are  so  ar- 
ranged, by  means  of  a  device  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  any  one  of  them  can  be  immediately 
connected  with  any  other.  Each  wire  also 
terminates  in  the  office,  store,  room,  place 
of  business  or  residence  of  some  person,  firm 
or  company— a  subscriber  to  this  Association 
paying  an  annual  sum  for  the  use  of  the  tele- 
phone and  the  service  in  connection  there- 
with. Each  of  such  subscribers  can,  by  the 
use  of  the  telephone  and  other  patented  in- 
ventions of  which  the  plaintiff  is  the  sole 
licensee  in  the  territory  where  it  transacts 
business,  immediately  communicate  with 
and  speak  to  an  operator  in  an  'exchange', 
and  said  operator  can,  and  if  requested  does, 
forthwith  connect  such  subscriber's  wire  with 
that  of  any  other  subscriber  named,  so  that 
the  two  may  converse  directly  with  each 
other. 

"Such  communication  is  effected  by  means 
of  a  slight  but  continuous  electric  current 
passing  over  the  wire  from  the  speaker  to  the 
hearer,  and,  unless  interrupted  or  interfered 
with,  is  easily  and  quickly  made. 

"Plaintiff  says  that  many  thousand  such 
communications  are  daily  made  between 
persons  in  all  parts  of  said  city  and  in  the 
County  of  Hamilton ;  that  all  the  principal 
public  offices,  business  houses,  newspaper 
offices,  hotels  and  other  places  of  resort,  and 
many  residences  in  said  county,  are  thus  con- 
nected together  and  brought  into  communica- 
tion. 

"Plaintiff  says  that  it  has  over  8,000  such 
subscribers  in  the  city  and  vicinity,  that  its 
lines  also  extend  to  and  connect  all  the  vil- 
lages for  many  miles  around  said  city,  and 
hundreds  of  communications  are  daily  made 
over  the  last-named  lines,  for  each  of  which 
a  small  sum  is  paid  plaintiff  by  the  person 
sending  the  same ;  that  the  whole  constitutes 
a  business  of  value  to  the  plaintiff  and  im- 
portant to  the  public 

"Plaintiff  further  says  that  the  defendant 
Is  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  en- 
gaged in  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 


Nora.— The  brief  of  Mr.  Wise  for  plaintiff  in  error  I  that  any  additional  note  to  what  has  been  produced 
seems  to  cover  all  the  citations  applicable  to  the  I  by  the  court  and  oounsel  would  be  i 
points  drawn  out  In  the  litigation  of  this  case,  so '  fluity.   Ed. 
12L.RA. 
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an  inclined-plane  railway  in  the  City  of 
Cincinnati,  and  claims  to  own,,  and  is  now 
in  possession  of,  the  street  railway  tracks 
of  what  is  generally  known  as  the  Mt. 
Auburn  Street  Railway,  which,  beginning  at 
the  corner  of  Fifth  and  Walnut  Streets  in 
said  city,  extends  thence,  by  single  track,  on 
Fifth  to  Main  8treet,  thence  on  Main,  by 
single  track,  to  Court  Street,  thence  on  Main, 
by  double  track,  to  Mulberry  Street,  where 
it  connects  with  said  Inclined  Plane  Rail- 
way ;  also,  extending  from  the  north  end  of 
said  Inclined  Plane  Railway,  by  double 
track,  on  Locust  and  Mason  Streets,  Auburn 
Avenue  and  Vine  Street  to  the  Carthage 
Turnpike  and  Zoological  Garden;  also,  on 
Court  Street,  by  single  track,  from  Main  to 
Walnut  Street,  and  on  Walnut  Street,  by 
•ingle  track,  to  Fifth  Street  to  place  of  be- 


a  Plaintiff  further  says  that  said  defendant 
claims  to  own  and  control  said  track  by  vir- 
tue of  an  assignment  or  transfer  of  the  same 
from  other  parties  or  companies ;  but  plain- 
tiff is  not  informed  as  to  said  transfers,  or  the 
validity  thereof,  and  does  not  admit  that  the 
same  or  any  of  them  are  lawful  or  valid. 

"  But  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  tracks  were 
originally  constructed  by  the  parties  under 
whom  defendant  claims  under  alleged  grants 
from  the  City  of  Cincinnati,  which  provided 
that  'no  motive  power,  except  horses  or 
mules,  shall  be  used  on  said  tracks, '  and  the 
same  have  never  been  altered  or  amended  in 
that  respect,  and  the  defendant  has  never  ac- 
quired from  the  State  of  Ohio  or  the  City  of 
Cincinnati  any  right  to  erect  and  maintain 
poles  or  wires  in  the  streets  aforesaid,  or  to 
use  electricity  as  a  motive  power  for  its  cars. 

u  Plaintiff  further  says  that  since  the 
defendant  came  into  possession  of  said  Street 
Railway,  it  has,  within  six  months  last  past, 
and  without  any  lawful  authority  so  to  do, 
caused  a  line  of  iron  poles  to  be  erected  on 
each  side  of  all  the  streets  where  said  tracks 
are  situated  as  aforesaid,  and  placed  upon 
the  said  poles  large  wires  which  it  keeps 
constantly  charged  with  powerful  currents  of 
electricity,  generated  by  large  steam  engines 
and  dynamos  owned  and  operated  by  defend- 
ant for  that  purpose,  by  means  whereof  the 
cars  upon  all  parts  of  the  track  aforesaid 
Are  run  and  operated  from  six  o'clock  in  the 
morning  until  twelve  o'clock  at  night  of  each 
And  every  day. 

"Plaintiff  further  says  that  the  defendant 
claims  to  have  secured  authority  from  the 
commissioners  of  Hamilton  County  to  ex- 
tend tracks  along  and  upon  the  Carthage 
Turnpike,  to  be  operated  by  electricity  as 
Aforesaid,  from  the  existing  tracks  to  the 
Village  of  Carthage,  and  will  place  thereon 
poles  and  wires,  and  unless  restrained  by 
the  order  of  this  court  will  proceed  to  run 
and  operate  street-cars  thereon  in  the  same 
manner  that  it  is  now  running  and  operating 
them  upon  existing  tracks. 

"Plaintiff  further  says  that  ever  since 
defendant  commenced  the  operation  of  its 
cars  by  electricity,  it  has  caused, and  is  still 
causing,  great  damage  and  injury  to  plain- 
tiff by  creating  electric  currents  and  noise 
upon  plaintiff's  telephone  wires,  many  of 
13L.R.A. 


which  are,  and  have  been,  for  a  period 
long  prior  to  the  use  of  electricity  by  defend- 
ant, located  upon  each  and  all  the  streets 
aforesaid  and  upon  the  Carthage  Turnpike, 
By  reason  of  tne  proximity  of  the  defend- 
ant's poles  and  wires  to  those  of  plaintiff, 
and  of  the  powerful  currents  used  by  defend* 
ant,  together  with  its  mode  of  use  and  man- 
ner of  construction,  currents  of  electricity 
are  transmitted  to  or  inducted  upon  the  wires 
of  plaintiff  such  as  to  render  them  useless  for 
telephonic  purposes. 

"  The  noises  produced  by  defendant's  opera- 
tions are  loud  and  continuous,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent communication  by  telephone,  and  the 
connection  of  many  of  plaintiff's  subscribers 
with  the  exchanges  and  with  each  other  has 
been  thereby  interrupted  and  broken  up,  and 
some  of  said  subscribers  have  ordered  their 
telephones  removed  and  canceled  subscrip- 
tions, while  others  have  only  been  restrained 
from  so  doing  by  the  representations  of  plain- 
tiff's officers  that  steps  would  be  taken  to  in- 
duce or  compel  defendant  to  remedy  the  evil. 

"Plaintiff  has  received  and  is  receiving  a 
multitude  of  complaints  from  subscribers 
whose  lines  are  affected  bv  defendant's  oper- 
ation, and  numerous  notices  that  unless  the 
difficulty  is  remedied,  the  telephones  of  the 
complaining  subscribers  must  be  removed. 

"Plaintiff  further  says  that  as  soon  as  the 
defendant  began  the  operation  of  cars  by 
electricity,  and  the  consequent  injury  to  its, 
plaintiff's,  plant  and  business,  defendant  was 
notified  thereof  and  requested  to  remedy  the 
same,  and  has  since  been  repeatedly  urged 
to  do  so,  but  up  to  the  present  time  has 
failed  and  refused  to  apply,  or  attempt  to 
apply,  any  remedy,  or  take  any  step,  to  pre- 
vent the  inj  ury  to  plaintiff  aforesaid,  which 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes  can  be  done 
by  defendant  wihout  any  great  expenditure 
of  money,  and  without  giving  up  the  use  of 
electricity  as  a  motive  power  for  its  cars. 

"  Plaintiff  asserts  that  great  injury  has  been 
caused,  and  great  and  irreparable  injury  will 
be  caused,  to  it  by  the  continued  operation 
of  cars  by  defendant,  as  it  now  and  has  been 
heretofore  operating  the  same. 

"The  plaintiff's  lines  and  telephones  in 
the  vicinity  of  said  street  railway  will  be 
rendered  useless,  the  revenue  received  from 
the  subscribers  thereof  cut  off,  and  the  busi- 
of  the  Company  greatly  reduced. 
Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  i 


ant  be  temporarily  enjoined  from  construct- 
ing and  operating  an  electric  railway  on  the 
Carthage  Turnpike,  of  the  sort  that  ft  is  now 
using,  or  of-  any  sort  that  will  interfere 
with  or  injure  plaintiff's  lines  or  business. 
That  on  final  hearing  said  injunction  be  made 
perpetual,  and  the  defendant  further  re- 
strained from  operating  any  of  its  cars  by 
means  of  electricity  in  the  manner  it  is  now 
operating  the  same,  or  in  any  manner  that 
may  interfere  with  or  injure  plaintiff's  busi- 


"That  the  damages  already  suffered  by 
the  plaintiff  be  assessed  and  ordered  paid  by 
defendant,  and  for  such  other  and  further  re- 
lief as  the  nature  of  the  case  and  equity  may 
require." 

To  this  petition  the  defendant  filed  an 
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answer,  in  which,  among  Its  averments  and 
denials,  the  defendant  denies  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  an  association  incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Ohio  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing,  maintaining  and  operating  tele- 
phone lines  in  said  State ;  and  denies  that 
the  plaintiff's  telephone  poles  and  telephone 
wires  are  lawfully  maintained  in  the  streets 
and  highways  pursuant  to  the  statutes  made 
for  that  purpose,  or  under  the  direction  of 
the  authorities  of  the  City  of  Cincinnati , 
and  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  exercises  the 
powers  of  a  telephone  company  and  main- 
tains its  poles  and  wires  without  any  lawful 
authority  whatever. 

The  answer  avers  that  under  and  by  reason 
of  the  ordinances,  grants,  laws,  lease  and 
resolutions  therein  mentioned,  it  rightfully 
and  lawfully  mantains,  controls  and  operates 
by  the  electric  system,  known  as  the  u  Sprague 
Single  Trolley  Overhead  System,"  all  its 
lines  of  road  described  in  the  plaintiff's  pe- 
tition. 

"The  defendant,  answering,  says,  that  it 
Is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  any  form  of 
action,  whether  in  law  or  equity,  for  the  al- 
leged interferences  and  disturbances  as  set 
forth  in  the  petition ;  and  denies  that  there  is 
anything  in  any  of  the  laws  of  the  State,  or 
In  any  pretended  grant  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
gives  to  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  use  the 
earth  at  all,  much  less  the  exclusive  right  to 
use  the  earth  for  its  return  circuit ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  defendant  denies  that  the  au- 
thorities which  made  any  pretended  grant  to 
the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  use  the  earth  at  all  for  its  return  circuit, 
or  would  so  construct  its  lines ;  and  further 
denies  the  claim  set  up  by  the  petition  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  earth  by  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause of  the  vagueness  of  said  claim. 

"The  defendant,  further  answering,  says 
that  the  plaintiff,  if  undisturbed  by  the  elec- 
trical current  from  the  dynamos  of  the  de- 
fendant, will  be  compelled  to  resort  to  other 
than  a  grounded  circuit  in  order  to  give  effi- 
cient service  to  its  patrons ;  that  the  uniform 
and  slight  current  which  the  plaintiff  claims 
to  be  necessary  to  the  successful  operation  of 
the.  telephone  cannot  be  obtained  by  the  use 
of  the  ground  circuit,  but  may  be  obtained  by 
constructing  the  telephone  either  with  a  com- 
plete metallic  circuit,  or  by  resort  to  what 
Is  known  as  the  McCluer  device ;  that  where- 
as, instead  of  being  injured  by  abandoning 
the  ground  circuit  and  resorting  to  the  metal- 
lic circuit  or  the  McCluer  device,  the  plain- 
tiff will  be  actually  benefited  in  its  service 
to  its  patrons ;  the  defendant  cannot  abandon 
Its  use  of  the  ground  circuit  without  injury 
to  its  railroad  and  to  its  patrons ;  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  alter  its  plan  of  electrical 
propulsion  so  as  to  have  a  metallic  circuit — 
that  such  a  change  is  impracticable,  would 
involve  a  very  large  outlay,  necessitate  an 
overhead  structure  of  double  or  treble  cost 
of  that  now  used,  and  very  unsightly,  and 
after  it  is  constructed  it  would  not  be  suc- 
cessful ;  that  such  a  system  has  been  tried  and 
found  to  be  a  financial  and  commercial  fail- 
ure, and  in  its  effect  as  annoying  and  disturb- 
ing as  the  Sprague  system,  under  which  the 
defendant  is  now  operating. 
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"The  defendant,  further  answering,  denies 
that  the  noises  produced  by  its  opeiations  are 
loud  and  continuous  so  as  to  prevent  commu- 
nication by  telephone,  and  that  the  connec- 
ion  of  many  of  the  plaintiff's  subscribers 
with  the  exchange,  and:  with  each  other,  had 
been  thereby  interrupted  and  broken  up.  It 
denies  that  the  plaintiff  has  received  and  is 
receiving  a  multitude  of  complaints  from 
subscribers  whose  lines  are  affected  by  defend- 
ant's operations,  and  also  numerous  notices  , 
that  unless  the  difficulty  is  remedied  the  tele- 
phones of  the  complaining  subscribers  must 
be  removed. 

"  It  denies  that  great  injury  has  been  caused, 
and  great  and  irreparable  injury  will  be 
caused,  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  continued 
operation  of  cars  by  defendant  as  it  is  now 
and  has  been  heretofore  operating  the  same. 
It  denies  that  the  plaintiff's  lines  and  tele- 
phones in  the  vicinity  of  said  Street  Railway 
will  be  rendered  useless,  the  revenue  received 
from  the  subscribers  therefor  cutoff,  and 
the  business  of  the  plaintiff  greatly  re- 
duced. n 

The  plaintiff,  for  reply,  denies  each  and 
every  allegation  contained  in  the  answer,  ex* 
cept  such  as  admitted  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion. 

The  action  came  on  to  be  heard  at  a  special 
term  of  the  court,  held  in  February,  1890, 
and  neither  party  demanding  a  jury,  the 
cause  was  heard  and  tried  by  the  court  upon 
the  pleadings  and  evidence ;  and  thereupon 
the  court  made  a  finding  of  facts,  and  stated 
its  conclusion  of  law  upon  the  facts  so  found, 
and  rendered  a  judgment  and  decree  thereon 
in  favor  of  the  Telegraph  Association  against 
the  Railway  Company,  as  follows : 

"This  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  upon 
the  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  and  having 
been  fully  argued  by  counsel  and  submitted 
to  the  court  without  intervention  of  a  jury, 
the  court,  upon  consideration  thereof,  finds 
that  plaintiff  lawfully  maintains  telephone 
lines  upon  the  streets  named  in  the  petition 
and  upon  the  Carthage  Turnpike,  and  had  so 
maintained  the  same  ever  since  a  time  long 
prior  to  the  introduction  of  electro-motive 
power  upon  the  street  railway  of  defendant, 
and  that  said  telephone  lines  are  maintained 
and  operated  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the 
petition  ;  that  defendant  began  the  operation 
of  cars  by  means  of  electro-motive  power 
upon  the  Street  Railway  on  the — day  of  June, 
1889,  and  by  reason  thereof,  and  especially 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  electric  current 
is  permitted  to  pass  from  the  wheels  of  de- 
fendant's cars  into  the  rails  and  thence  into 
the  earth,  great  injury  has  been  and  contin- 
ues to  be  inflicted  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the 
manner  described  in  the  petition,  and  that 
great  and  irreparable  injury  will  be  inflicted 
upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  continued  operation 
of  defendant's  cars,  in  the  manner  in  which 
they  are  now  operated,  and  will  continue  to 
be  operated,  unless  restrained  by  the  order 
of  this  court,  and  that  plaintiff  has  no  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law  for  said  injury. 

"The  court  further  finds  that  there  is  a 
mode  of  operating  street-cars  by  electro  mo- 
tive power  by  means  of  the  double  trolley, 
available  to  the  defendant,  the  use  of  which 
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will  avoid  and  prevent  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  above  mentioned. 

"As  matter  of  law,  the  court  concludes 
that  defendant  is  bound  to  adopt  some  mode 
of  propelling  its  cars  other  than  the  one 
which  inflcts  the  said  injury  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, to  which  finding  and  decision  of  the 
court  the  defendant  excepted  at  the  time  the 
same  was  made,  and  moved  the  court  to  set 
the  same  aside  and  grant  it  a  new  trial : 

"1.  Because  the  finding  and  decision  of  the 
court  is  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence, 
but  is  against  the  weight  of  the  same. 

M2.  Because  the  finding  and  decision  of 
the  court  is  contrary  to  law. 

u  Which  said  motion  the  court  overruled, 
to  which  ruling  the  defendant  at  the  time 
the  same  was  made  excepted  and  presented  to 
the  court  its  bill  of  exceptions  herein  (em- 
bod  ving  all  the  testimony,  evidence  and  ex- 
hibits offered  by  either  party  upon  the  trial 
of  the  action),  which,  being  found  by  the 
court  to  be  true,  is  allowed  and  signed,  and 
on  motion  is  hereby  made  part  of  the  record 
of  the  case,  and  thereupon  the  court  orders, 
adjudges  and  decrees  that  the  said  defendant 
Company  be  and  it  is  hereby  perpetually  re- 
strained and  enjoined  from  operating  any 
car  or  cars  upon  the  street-railway  track 
mentioned  in  the  petition,  or  any  of  them, 
or  upon  any  tracks  laid  or  to  be  laid  upon 
Carthage  Turnpike,  by  means  of  electric 
currents  passing  from  a  wheel  or  wheels  of 
such  car  or  cars  into  the  rails  of  such  track 
or  any  of  them,  or  by  means  of  electric  cur- 
rents, the  whole  or  any  part  of  which  may 
be  knowing] v  permitted  to  pass  into  the  earth, 
or  for  which  the  earth  constitutes  any  part 
of  the  conducting  medium  in  such  manner  as 
to  cause  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  to  all  of 
which  the  defendant  excepts.  It  is  further 
ordered  that  the  operation  of  this  decree  be 
and  it  is  hereby  stayed  for  the  period  of  six 
months  from  date  hereof,  with  liberty  upon 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  apply  for  an 
extension  of  said  time." 

The  court  appointed  a  special  master,  with 
directions  that  he  ascertain  and  report  the 
amount  of  damage,  in  money,  theretofore 
sustained  by  the  Telegraph  Association,  and 
hear  evidence  for  that  purpose,  and  report  to 
the  court. 

Upon  petition  in  error,  the  superior  court, 
at  general  term,  affirmed  the  judgment  and 
decree  of  the  court  at  special  term.  By  the 
presentproceeding  in  error,  this  court  is  asked 
by  the  Kail  way  Company  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  at  general  term, 
and  to  render  such  judgment  as  the  court 
below  should  have  rendered. 

Further  facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  and 
undisputed*  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  S.  Wise,  with  Messrs.  E.  A. 
Ferguson  and  R.  A.  Harrison,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

In  1871  defendant  was  incorporated  and  ad- 
mitted into  the  streets  of  Cincinnati  as  a  street 
railway.  In  1877,  the  board  of  public  works 
was  empowered  to  authorize  a  change  of  its 
motive  power  at  any  time.  This  was  notice  to 
the  world,  before  the  discovery  of  the  tele- 
phone, that  the  Railroad  Company  might, 
12L.R.A. 


whenever  it  chose,  stop  the  use  of  horses  and 
|  use  any  propulsive  agency,  then  or  thereafter 
in  lawful  use  as  a  motive  power,  for  street 
railways  in  Cincinnati 

Pittsburgh  Junction  B.  Go's  App.  4  Cent. 
Rep.  268,  128  Pa.  680. 

Under  sanction  of  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  of  Cincinnati,  granted  in  1886,  the 
Railway  Company  proceeded  to  use  a  single- 
trolley  electric  railway,  as  described  in  the  bill 
and  proceedings. 

In  Ohio,  street  railways  enjoy  the  easement 
of  the  public  highway  for  purposes  of  public 
travel,  in  the  strict  line  of  the  original  objects 
for  which  the  public  highway  was  dedicated. 

Cincinnati  db  8.  Q.  St.  B.  Co.  v.  Cummins' 
ville,  14  Ohio  8t.  646. 

The  same  has  been  held  in  many  other  States. 

See  People  v.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188;  Mahady 
▼.  Bushwick,  91 N.  Y.  148;  Hussner  v.  Brooklyn 
City  B.  (Jo.  114  N.  Y.  487;  Eobart  v.  Milwau- 
kee B.  Co.  27  Wis.  194;  Hinchman  v.  Patereon 
Horse  B.  Co.  17  N.  J.  Eq.  76;  Briggs  v.  Lewiston 
<*  A.  H.R  Co.  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  646,  79  Me. 
868.  See  also  Judge  Green  in  Cent.  Union  Tel. 
Co.  v.  Akron  St.  B.  Co.;  Judge  Zane  in  Rocky 
Mt.  Bell  Tel.  Go.  v.  Salt  Lake  City  St.  B.  Co.; 
JudgeBundy  in  Wis.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ban  Claire  St. 
R.;  Judge  Gibson  in  Bast  Tenn.  Tel.  Co.  v. 
KnoxviCle  St.  B.  Co.;  Judge  Brown  in  Cumber 
land  TelepJi.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  United  Electric  B. 
Co.  42  Fed.  Rep.  278;  Taggart  v.  Newport  St. 
B.  Co.  7  L.  R.  A.  206,  16  R.  I.  668;  PeUon  v. 
E.  Cleveland  B.  Co.  Ohio  Common  Pleas  Ct., 
opinion  by  Stone,  J. 

Electric  railways  are  nothing  but  an  im- 
provement upon  street  railways  propelled  by 
horses,  or  other  antecedent  motive  power; 
and  occupy  the  highways  with  exactly  the 
same  rights  as  were  enjoyed  by  street  railways 
so  propelled,  before  electric  propulsion  was 
resorted  to. 

See  Mt.  Adams  db  Eden  Park  Inclined  Plane 
B.  Co.  v.  Winslow,  8  Ohio  Circuit  Ct.  Rep.  426; 
People  v.  Kerr,  supra;  Williams  v.  New  York 
Cent.  B.  Co.  16  N.  Y.  108;  Louisville  Bagging 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Central  Pass.  B.  W.  Co.;  Loner- 
gan  v.  Lafayette  St.  B.  Co.;  Halsey  v.  Bapid 
Transit  6.  B.  W.  Co.;  Detroit  City  B.  v. 
Mills. 

The  public  highways  were  not  originally 
dedicated  for  the  purposes  of  telegraph  and 
telephone  poles. 

The  law  under  which  the  telegraph  com- 
panies are  organized  grants  them  no  co-ordi- 
nate rights  with  travelers  upon  the  public 
highway,  but  assigns  them  to  a  secondary  and 
subordinate  position.  They  are  not  upon  the 
highway  by  virtue  of  rights  acquired  under  its 
original  dedication;  their  presence  upon,  and 
use  of,  the  highway,  is  an  additional  burden 
upon  the  highway. 

Smith  v.  Tel.  Co.  2  Ohio  Circuit  Ct.  Rep. 
269;  Mt.  Adams  db  Eden  Park  Inclined  1  lane  B. 
v.  Winslow,  8  Ohio  Circuit  Ct.  Rep.  426;  Blanch- 
ard  v.  Western  Union  Teleg.  Co.  60  N.  Y.  610; 
Knox  v.  Mayor,  66  Barb.  404;  Story  v.  New 
York  Elev.  B.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  122;  Sheldon  v. 
Western  Union  Teleg.  Co.  61  Hun,  691;  Met- 
ropolitan Teleph.  db  Teleg.  Co.  v.  ColweU  Lead 
Co.  18  Jones  &  S.  488;  Tuttle  v.  Brush  Electric 
Blumin.  Co.  Id.  464;  Board  of  Trade  Tel.  Co. 
v.  Barnctt,  107  HI.  607;  Willis  v.  Erie  Teleg. 
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4b  Teleph.  Oo.  87  Mino.  847;  Hewlett  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Oo.  28  Fed.  Rep.  181,  18  Wash.  L. 
Rep.  461;  Virginia  W.  U  Td.  Oo.  v.  William*, 
decision  filed;  Dillon,  Man.  Corp.  4th  ed. 
gg  898,  898a. 

Even  if,  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  common  right 
of  user  of  the  highway,  a  user  in  which  both 

Slaintiff  and  defendant  in  error  are  of  equal 
ignity,  the  plaintiff  in  error  has  been  guilty 
of  a  violation  of  the  defendant  in  error's  rights, 
the  way  to  redress  those  rights  is  not  by  an  in- 
junction. 

Heerman  v.  Beef  Slough  Mfg.  B.  L.  D.  db 
Transp.  Co.  8  Biss.  884. 

The  hardship  and  injury  caused  to  plaintiff 
In  error  and  to  the  public  by  granting  the  in- 
junction is  greater  than  the  mischief  to  defend- 
ant in  error  which  the  injunction  is  intended 
to  remedy. 

Wood  v.  Sutdiffe,  2  Sim.  N.  a  168, 16  Jur. 
75,  8  En*  L.  &  Eq.  217. 

An  injunction,  if  granted,  while  it  would 
destroy  the  plaintiff's  property,  would  not  give 
the  defendant  immunity  from  the  disturbances 
complained  of. 

See  Wood  v.  Sutdiffe,  supra;  Irwin  v. 
Dixion,  60  U.  8.  9  How.  10, 18  L.  ed.  26;  Mo- 
hawk Bridge  Co.  v.  UtioadS.  R  Oo.  6  Paige, 
654,  8  L.  ed.  1099. 

The  mere  allegation  of  a  great,  a  continuous 
or  an  irreparable  injury  is  not  enough.  Facts 
must  be  stated,  and  must  appear,  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  court  of  the  existence  of  such 
damages. 

See  Waterman's  Eden,  Inj.  pp.  10, 11;  High, 
Inj.  S  85;  Hilliard,  Inj.  8d  ed.  §  82;  1  Barton, 
Ch.  Pi.  p.  485;  Branch  Turnp.  Oo.  v.  Tuba 
County  Buprs.  18  Cal.  190;  Central  Union  Tel. 
Co.  v.  Sprague  Eleo.  R.  W.  &  M.  Oo.  etc. 
record  filed;  Wood  v.  Sutdiffe,  2  Sim.  N.  8. 
168. 16  Jur.  75.  8  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  217. 

Admitting  all  the  injuries  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  the  damage  sustained  is  "damnum 
absque  injuria." 

DiUonv.  Aeme  Oil  Oo. 49  Hun, 566;  Framer 
▼.  Brown,  12  Ohio  St.  294;  Pennsylvania  Coal 
Oo.  v.  Sanderson,  4  Cent.  Rep.  475, 118  Pa.  141 ; 
Pennsylvania  R  Oo.  v.  Mar  chant,  12  Cent. 
Rep.  261,  119  Pa.  541;  Boeky  Mt.  Bell  Td.  Oo. 
v.  Salt  Lake  OityR  Oo.  record  filed;  Wiscon- 
sin Td.  Oo.  v.  Eau  Olaire  St.  B.  Oo.  record 
filed;  Oassady  v.  Connor,  87  Iowa,  800,  805; 
East  Tenn.  Td.  Oo.  v.  Knoxville  St.  R  Co.  and 
Cumberland  Tel.  Oo.  v.  United  Electric  B.  Co. 
supra;  Waterdiet  Turnp.  A  B.  Oo.  v.  Hudson 
R  Td.  Co.  Ct.  App.  of  N.  Y„  Judge  Andrews' 
opinion  and  referee's  report,  filed  herewith. 

Bills  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case  have  been 
filed  In  the  following;  cases: 

Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sprague  Electric  B.  db 
M.  Co.  Common  Pleas  Court  at  Akron,  Ohio; 
East  Tenn.  Td.  (to.  v.  Chattanooga  &  L.  Mt.  B.  at 
Chattanooga;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Salt  Lake  City 
St.  B.;  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Waterdiet 
Turnp.  db  B.  Oo.  121  N.  Y.  897;  Wisconsin 
Td.  Co.  v.  Eau  Claire  B.  &  S.  Co.;  East  Tenn. 
Td.  Oo.  v.  Knoxville  St.  R  Co.;  Cumberland 
Teleg.  db  Teleph.  Co.  v.  United  Electric  Co.,  U 
8.  Court,  Nashville,— in  each  of  which  the  in- 
junction was  refused. 

Besides  these  direct  efforts,  covert  efforts  to 
obtain  injunctions  have  been  made  and  have 
failed,  in— 
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Louisville  Bagging  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Central  Pass. 
B.  Co.;  Pdton  v.  E.  Cleveland  B.  Company; 
Lonergan  v.  Lafayette  St.  R;  Detroit  City  R 

Messrs.  Aavron  P.  Perry*  Peck  * 
Shaffer    and    Selwyn    N.    Owen,    for 

defendant  in  error. 

Diekman,  J., delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Cincinnati  Inclined  Plane  Railwaj 
Company  was  incorporated  in  the  year  1871, 
under  the  Act  of  May  1,  1852,  entitled,  a  An 
Act  to  Provide  for  the  Creation  and  Regula- 
tion of  Incorporated  Companies  in  the  State 
of  Ohio. "  On  March  80, 1877,  the  Legislature 
passed  an  Act  authorizing  any  inclined- plane 
railway  or  railroad  company  theretofore  or 
thereafter  organized  under  the  Act  of  1852,  to 
hold,  lease  or  purchase,  and  maintain  and 
operate  such  portion  of  any  street  railroad 
leading  to  or  connected  with  the  inclined 

Slane  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  convenient 
ispatch  of  its  business,  upon  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  on  which  it  held,  maintained 
and  operated  its  inclined  plane;  "provided, 
that  no  other  motive  power  than  animals  shall 
be  used  on  the  public  highways  occupied  by 
such  street-railway  company  without  the 
consent  of  the  board  of  public  works  in  any 
city  having  such  board,  and  the  common 
council,  or  the  public  authority  or  company 
having  charge,  or  owning  any  other  highway 
in  which  such  street  railroad  may  be  laid. 

In  September,  1885,  the  Cincinnati  board 
of  public  works  adopted  a  resolution,  con- 
senting uto  the  use  either  of  electricity, 
cable  or  compressed  air,  as  a  motive  power 
by  the  Cincinnati  Inclined  Plane  Railway 
Company  upon  the  highways  in  which  the 
street  railroads,  connected  with  its  inclined 
plane,  and  held  and  operated  by  it,  are  laid." 

In  October,  1888,  the  Railway  Company, 
setting  forth  the  resolution  giving  such 
consent,  and  stating  that  it  had  decided  to 
use  electricity  as  a  motive  power  on  its  road, 
made  application  to  the  board  of  public 
affairs— the  legally  constituted  successor  of 
the  board  of  public  works— for  permission 
to  erect  along  the  entire  length  of  its  road 
the  poles,  wires  and  other  appliances  neces- 
sary to  operate  and  maintain  its  entire  line 
from  Fifth  and  Walnut  Streets  to  the  zoolog- 
ical garden,  as  an  electric  road. 

And  thereupon,  the  board  of  public  affairs, 
acting  under  authority  of  the  Act  of  March 
80,  1877,  and  in  furtherance  of  the  grant 
made  by  the  board  of  public  works,  granted 
the  application  of  the  Railway  Company, 
upon  the  following  conditions : 

ul.  The  poles  to  be  made  of  iron  of  the 
size  and  pattern,  and  the  wires  to  be  strung 
in  the  manner  as  shown  on  the  plan  sub- 
mitted to  this  board,  and  hereby  approved." 

In  February,  1889,  in  accordance  with  the 

E  revisions  of  section  8306,  of  the  Revised 
tatutes,  the  stockholders  of  the  Railway 
Company  extended  the  northern  terminus  of 
its  road  at  the  zoological  garden  to  the  Vil- 
lage of  Glendale.  And  in  March,  1889,  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Hamilton 
County,  by  resolution,  granted  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Railway  Company  to  use  and 
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occupy  the  Carthage  Turnpike,  to  its  northern 
terminus,  by  double  tracks,  and  with  neces- 
sary appendages  and  appurtenances  of  an 
overhead  electric  railroad  system,  so  as  to  en- 
able the  Company  to  permit  continuous, 
rapid  and  safe  transportation  between  Foun- 
tain Square  in  Cincinnati  and  the  Village  of 
Carthage.  A  provision  in  the  grant  provided 
for  the  removal  by  the  county  commissioners 
ele 


of  any  and  all  telegraph  and  telephone  poles 
which  might  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
the  electric  road.  This  provision,  however, 
was  afterwards  modified  by  the  action  of  the 
commissioners,  so  as  to  locate  the  telegraph 
and  telephone  poles  at  the  curb  line. 

The  plan  submitted  to  and  approved  by 
the  board  of  public  affairs  is  known  as  the 
"Sprague  Single  Trolley  Overhead  System." 
Under  the  supervision  of  the  engineer  of  the 
board,  the  poles  were  erected  and  wires 
strung;  and  about  the  beginning  of  June, 
1889,  the  Railway  Company  had  put  its 
street  railway  in  operation  under  that  system, 
as  far  as  the  zoological  garden ;  and  at  the 
commencement  of  the  original  action,  was 
engaged  in  constructing  its  extension  along 
the  Carthage  Turnpike  under  the  grant  of 
the  county  commissioners,  with  the  necessary 
appendages  and  appurtenances  of  the  single- 
trolley  system. 

In  the  Sprague  system,  the  electricity  used 
to  operate  the  motors  under  the  cars  is  con- 
veyed to  them  bv  a  single  overhead  trolley 
wire,  and  a  single  arm  or  pole  attached  to 
the  car  and  carrying  a  contact  wheel  which 
runs  along  and  passes  up  underneath  the  trol- 
ley wire.  The  current  passes  down  the  pole 
or  arm  to  the  switch  apparatus  on  board  the 
car,  through  the  motors,  thence  to  the  wheels 
and  to  the  tracks.  It  then  passes  back  to  the 
station  along  the  iron  rails  of  the  track  inter- 
laced together  by  conducting  wires,  and 
finally  connected  by  a  conducting  wire  with 
the  negative  pole  of  the  dynamo,  the  greater 
portion  of  the  Current  flowing  along  this 
line  of  the  track  as  the  return  current.  Some 
portions  of  such  current,  however,  are  un- 
avoidably diverted  through  whatever  con- 
ductors are  in  proximity,  and  which  them- 
selves have  grounded  circuits,  but  generally 
returning  to  the  source  in  which  it  origi- 
nated, by  means  of  the  metallic  ground  con- 
nection of  the  rails,  as  extended  by  the  wire 
to  the  dynamo.  The  single-trolley  system 
is  in  use  on  nine  tenths  of  the  railroads  in 
the  United  States  using  electricity.  As  com- 
pared with  the  double- trolley  method,  it  is 
deemed  more  simple,  less  liable  to  disarrange* 
ment,  much  cheaper  and  not  liable  to  acci- 
dents which  would  blockade  the  cars.  It 
has  proved  successful,  and  its  general  adop- 
tion, with  full  knowledge  of  the  double -trol- 
ley method,  furnishes  strong  proof  that  it  is 
the  most  approved  system.  And  in  the 
findings  of  facts  by  the  court  at  general  term, 
there  is  nothing  in  disparagement  of  the 
single-trolley  system  in  itself;  but  it  is  held 
objectionable  because  it  includes  the 
grounded  circuit,  which  the  defendant  in 
eiror  has  adopted,  and  claims  a  monopoly 
of  its  use  as  against  the  Railway  Company, 
as  an  essential  part  of  its  telephonic  system. 

It  is  evident,  therefore  that  the  Railwav 
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Company  derived  from  the  Legislature  the 
right  to  use  on  its  road  other  motive  power 
than  animals ;  that  it  acquired  the  franchise 
of  using  electro-motive  power ;  and  eliminat- 
ing from  view  the  Telegraph  Association,  it 
is  making  lawful  use  of  such  franchise,  in  a 
manner  authorized  by  the  statute.  , 

The  City  &  Suburban  Telegraph  Associa- 
tion was  incorporated  July  1,  1878,  as  a  tele- 
graph company,  with  lines  extending  from 
Cincinnati  to  Hamilton,  in  Butler  County, 
under  laws  since  embodied  in  the  chapter  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  regulating  "Magnetic 
Telegraph  Companies,"  and  containing  sec- 
tion 8454,  which  provides :  tf  A  magnetic  tele- 
graph company  heretofore  or  hereafter  created 
may  construct  telegraph  lines,  from  point  to 
point,  along  and  upon  any  public  road,  by 
the  erection  of  the  necessary  fixtures,  includ- 
ing posts,  piers  and  abutments  necessary  for 
the  wires ;  but  the  same  shall  not  incommode 
the  public  in  the  use  of  such  road. " 

In  1878  the  Telegraph  Association  became 
the  licensee  of  the  American  Bell  Telephone 
Company,  with  the  exclusive  right  to  use  all 
its  patents  in  Cincinnati  and  certain  territory 
adjacent  thereto,  and  although  organized  as 
a  telegraph  company,  enterecTupon  the  busi- 
ness of  a  telephone  company.  After  obtain- 
ing the  license  to  use  the  telephone,  the  Tele- 
graph Association  erected  poles  and  wires 
upon  the  streets  wherein  the  railway  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  is  situated,  and  which  was' 
then  being  operated  as  a  horse  railway. 
These  poles  and  wires  were  mainly  erected 
in  the  years  1881  and  1882.  But  prior  there- 
to, in  1880,  the  following  section  was  added 
to  the  Telegraph  Law :  ^Section  8471.  The 
provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  apply  also  to 
any  company  organized  to  construct  any  line 
or  lines  of  telephone;  and  every  such  com- 
pany shall  have  the  same  powers  and  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  restrictions  as  are  therein 
Srescribed  for  magnetic  telegraph  companies, 
ut  without  this  section  making  the  provis- 
ions of  the  chapter  relating  to  telegraph  com- 
panies expressly  applicable  to  telephone 
companies,  we  think  that  the  term  ''tele- 
graph, n  as  a  mode  of  transmitting  messages 
or  other  communications,  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  embrace  the  telephone. 

It  is  thus  apparent  that  while  the  Tele- 
graph Association  was  organized  after  the 
incorporation  of  the  Railway  Company,  it 
had  planted  its  poles,  and  strung  its  wires, 
and  entered  upon  the  business  of  a  telephone 
company  before  the  Railway  Company  had 
put  its  street  railway  into  operation,  with 
electricity  as  the  motive  power ;  that  permis- 
sion, in  due  form  of  law,  was  granted  to  the 
Telegraph  Association  to  place  and  maintain 
its  poles  and  wires  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
plying telephonic  communication  to  its 
subscribers  in  Cincinnati  and  vicinity,  and 
also  as  a  means  of  communication  for  its 
longer  lines. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  franchise  of  the 
Telegraph  Association  to  construct  lines  of 
telephone  is  greatly  impaired  by  reason  of 
the  single-trolley  railway  using  a  grounded 
circuit,  whereby  a  large  part  of  the  electric 
current  flows  off  from  the  rails  to  the  sur- 
rounding earth,  and  to  and  upon  all  tele- 
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phone  wires  which  may  be  connected  with 
the  earth  in  proximity  to  the  railway.  The 
action  is  described  as  conduction,  causing 
more  or  less  of  electric  current  to  be  poured 
into  the  earth  and  into  all  electric  conduc- 
tors connected  with  the  earth,  thereby  reach- 
ing telephone  wires  in  a  grounded  circuit, 
and  creating  loud  and  continuous  noises  upon 
the  wires,  which  disturb  telephonic  commu- 
nication. This  disturbance,  however,  results 
not  solely  from  the  earth  circuit  of  the  Rail- 
way Company,  but  also  from  the  fact  that 
the  defendant  in  error  likewise  relies  upon 
the  earth  for  its  return  circuit,  by  connecting 
with  the  earth  the  end  of  its  wire  furthest 
from  its  electric  batteries.  The  telephone 
wires  are  carried  from  the  phones  of  sub- 
scribers to  the  gas  pipes  in  the  rooms  where 
the  phones  are  located,  or  to  water  pipes,  or 
to  the  earth,  in  order  to  make  a  complete  cir- 
cuit. The  interference  moreover,  with  the 
operation  of  the  telephone  is  said  to  be 
largely  attributable  to  the  delicate  mechanism 
of  the  telephone  wires  and  phones.  The 
wires,  being  designed  to  carry  the  extremely 
small  current  needed  for  telephone  transmis- 
sion, are  too  small  in  size  to  carry  success- 
fully the  strong  current  passing  into  them 
from  electric  railways. 

It  is  claimed  that  in  addition  to  this  con- 
duction or  leakage  disturbance,  the  single- 
trolley  electric  railway  introduces  serious 
disturbances  on  telephone  lines  by  induction, 
for  the  reason  that  such  electric  railways 
employ  large  wires  to  convey  the  current  used 
for  the  propulsion  of  their  cars,  and  this  cur- 
rent is  constantly  and  rapidly  changing  its 
strength;  that  these  rapidly  changing  cur- 
rents in  the  electric  railway  wires  induce 
disturbing  currents  in  parallel  telephone 
wires  near  which  the  electric  railways  have 
been  built,  and  thus  prevent  a  successful 
transmission  of  telephonic  messages.  These 
interferences  with  the  telephone  service  may 
be  obviated,  it  is  stated,  by  the  railway  com- 
pany giving  up  the  single-trolley  system 
with  the  ground  circuit,  and  substituting  the 
double- trolley  system  with  its  two  trolley 
wires,  two  trolley  wheels,  and  electric  current 
passing  from  one  wire  through  one  trolley, 
through  the  motor,  back  through  the  other 
trol  ley  to  the  other  wire,  and  so  back  to  the 
generator,  without  escaping  to  the  earth. 
The  grounded  circuit,  it  is  insisted,  should 
be  abandoned  and  surrendered  to  the  sole  use 
and  service  of  the  defendant  in  error.  But 
it  is  admitted  that  other  remedies  of  the 
telephone  disturbances  may  be  easily  obtained 
by  constructing  the  telephone  with  a  com- 
plete metallic  circuit,  or  by  resort  to  what  is 
known  as  the  McCluer  device,  consisting  of  a 
single  return  wire,  to  which  a  number  of 
telephone  wires  are  attached. 

Conceding  that  the  mode  adopted  by  the 
Railway  Company  of  propelling  its  cars  by 
electricity  is  an  interruption  to  the  telephone 
service  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  calcu- 
lated to  impair  its  franchise  in  the  manner 
contended,  the  inquiry  is  suggested,  whether 
the  Railway  Company  must  yield  up  a  use- 
ful franchise  that  the  same  may  be  exclu- 
sively enjoyed  by  the  Telegraph  Association, 
or  whether  the  Association  shall  adapt  its 
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system  to  existing  conditions;  whether  the 
Company  shall  change  from  the  single  to  the 
double  trolley  system,  from  the  grounded  to 
the  metallic  circuit,  or  whether  the  Associa- 
tion shall  use  either  a  complete  metallic  cir- 
cuit, or  resort  to  the  McCluer  device.  It  is 
immaterial  on  which  party  the  expense  of 
the  change  may  fall  the  more  heavily.  It  is 
a  question  of  legal  right,  and  as  remarked 
by  Lord  Hatherly,  L.  C,  in  AUy-Qen.  v. 
Colney  JET.  L.  Asylum,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  App.  158, 
"the  simplest  course,  as  far  as  regards  the 
administration  of  justice,  is  to  ascertain  the 
exact  state  of  the  law  which  regulates  the  re 
lations  of  the  parties ;  and,  having  done  so, 
to  proceed  to  act  on  it,  without  any  reference 
to  the  difficulties  of  the  case  on  the  part  o' 
those  against  whom  it  is  obliged  to  decide ; 
leaving  those  parties  to  relieve  themselves  as 
they  best  can  fiom  the  position  in  which 
they  have  placed  themselves,  and  if  there  be 
no  other  mode  of  escape,  to  cease  to  do  the 
acts  which  occasion  the  wrong." 

When  the  Telegraph  Association  erected 
its  poles  and  lines  in  1881  and  1882,  with 
the  design  of  conducting  the  business  of  a 
telephone  company,  it  found  the  Railway 
Company  operating  its  street  railway,  with 
authority  under  the  Statute  to  use  other  mo- 
tive power  than  animals,  to  wit,  electricity, 
cable  or  compressed  air,  upon  obtaining  the 
consent  of  the  board  of  public  works.  The 
telephone  business  was  not  among  the  proba- 
bilities when  the  streets  of  Cincinnati,  now 
made  use  of  by  the  Telegraph  Association, 
were  dedicated  or  condemned  for  the  public 
use.  The  primary  and  dominant  purpose  of 
their  establishment  was  to  facilitate  travel 
and  transportation;  they  belong  from  side 
to  side  and  end  to  end  to  the  public,  that  the 
public  may  enjoy  the  right  of  traveling  and 
transporting  their  goods  over  them.  The 
telephone  poles  and  wires  and  other  appli- 
ances are  not  among  the  original  and  primary 
objects  for  which  streets  are  opened ;  for 
they  may  be  placed  elsewhere  than  on  the 
highways,  and  yet  accomplish  their  purpose. 

In  Taggart  v.  Newport  St.  B.  Go.%  16  K.  L 
668,  7  L.  R.  A.  205,  it  was  said  by  Durfee, 
Ch.  J.,  that  telephone  poles  and  wires  are 
not  used  to  facilitate  .the  use  of  the  streets 
for  travel  and  transportation;  u whereas  the 
poles  and  wires  of  the  railway  company  are 
directly  ancillary  to  the  use  of  the  streets 
as  such,  in  that  they  communicate  the  power 
by  which  the  street-cars  are  propelled.  As 
a  general  rule,  an  occupation  of  the  streets 
otherwise  than  for  travel  and  transportation 
is  presumptively  inferior  and  subservient  to 
the  dominant  easement  of  the  public  for  high* 
way  purposes,  for,  if  not  so,  the  primary  ob- 
ject of  their  dedication  or  appropriation 
might  be  largely  defeated.  And  the  fact 
that  permission  is  granted  to  occupy  the 
streets  or  highways  for  a  purpose  other  than 
travel  does  not  confer  a  prior  and  paramount 
right  to  occupy  them  to  the  exclusion  of 
their  use  for  travel  in  a  mode  different  from 
what  obtained  when  such  permission  was 
given. 

The  main  purpose  of  streets  or  highways 
being  to  facilitate  travel  and  transportation, 
new  and  improved  agencies  for  effecting  that 
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purpose  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  in 
contemplation,  in  addition  to  those  in  exist- 
ence when  the  ways  were  established.  To 
those  improved  agencies,  devised  for  the  con- 
venience and  advantage  of  the  community  in 
general,  the  franchise  of  the  Telephone  Com- 
pany to  occupy  the  streets  for  carrying  on  its 
business  must  be  secondary  and  subordinate. 
"The  use  of  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of 
a  street  railway,  involves  the  application  of 
new  appliances  and  modes  of  travel,  rather 
than  of  any  new  principle.  In  both,  a  cor- 
poration is  employed  and  invested  with'rights 
in  the  highways ;  in  both,  an  expenditure  of 
money  is  required  to  put  the  road  in  a  condi- 
tion for  use  and  to  keep  it  in  repair ;  but 
in  both,  the  great  leading  object  and  public 
benefit  is  the  accommodation  of  travelers 
who  may  have  occasion  to  use  them  at  fixed 
tolls  or  rates  of  fare,  and  not  the  profit  of 
the  proprietors.''  Banner,  «/.,  in  Cincin- 
nati &  8.  G.  A.  Si.  B.  Co.  v.  OumminmUe, 
14  Ohio  St.  528,  545. 

In  the  case  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Go.  v. 
Watervliet  Twrnp.  4  R  Co.,  121  N.  T.  897, 
the  right  of  the  telephone  company  to  enjoin 
the  railroad  company  from  operating  its  road 
by  electricity  under  the  single- trolley  system 
incidentally  came  under  consideration.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  An- 
drews, </.,  after  stating  that  the  use  of  a 
grounded  circuit  is  not  necessary  to  a  tele- 
phone system,  and  that  the  substitution  of 
the  metallic  for  the  earth  circuit,  besides 
obviating  the  disturbance  caused  by  the  de- 
fendant's road,  would  promote  the  general 
efficiency  of  the  telephone  service,  says: 
w  The  plaintiff  is  but  one  of  a  large  number  of 
telephone  companies  which,  under  the  general 
permission  of  the  Statute  for  the  incorpora- 
tion of  telegraph  companies,  have  erected 
poles  and  strung  their  wires  in  the  streets  of 
the  cities  and  villages  of  the  State.  The 
claim  that  under  this  permissory  grant  they 
can  exclude  the  use  of  the  streets  by  electric 
railways,  or  for  other  street  purposes  requir- 
ing the  use  of  electricity,  wherever  the  use 
of  this  agent  interferes  with  the  use  of  the 
telephone,  although  the  municipality  may 
consent  and  the  public  interest  will  be  pro- 
moted by  the  other  uses  to  which  the  streets 
are  sought  to  be  subjected,  needs  but  to  be 
stated  to  induce  hesitation."  In  the  last-en- 
titled case,  the  telephone  company  erected 
poles  for  its  wires,  and  perfected  its  system 
of  telephone  communication,  several  years 
before  the  railroad  company  substituted  elec- 
tricity in  place  of  horse- power  for  the  move- 
ment of  its  cars. 

The  authority  given  by  the  Statute  to  a 
telephone  company  to  construct  its  lines 
from  point  to  point,  along  and  upon  any 
public  road,  under  the  continuing  prohibi- 
tion that,  u  the  same  shall  not  incommode  the 
public  in  the  use  of  such  road,"  would 
plainly  indicate  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  Legislature  that  the  company  shall  ex- 
ercise such  franchise  with  reference  to  the 
comfort  and  convenience  of  the  traveling 
public,  and  shall  not  in  any  manner 
abridge  or  impair  the  u*e  by  the  public  of 
the  most  approved  methods  of  travel  and 
transportation.  And  a  reasonable  interprets - 
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tion  of  the  Statute  would  lead  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  to  impair  the  public  enjoyment  of 
an  approved  method  of  conveyance  on  the 
streets  would  be  in  derogation  of  the  statu- 
tory prohibition  that  the  public  shall  not  be 
incommoded  in  the  use  of  the  roads  and 
highways. 

The  statutory  permission  to  the  Telegraph 
Association  to  construct  its  telephone  lines 
along  and  upon  the  highways  was  not,  there- 
fore, without  qualification.  But  whether 
the  Legislature  had  or  had  not  imposed  the 
condition  that  the  public  should  not  be  in- 
commoded, the  Association,  in  our  judgment, 
acquired  its  privilege  or  permissory  grant, 
subject  to  the  duty  of  so  changing  and  ad- 
justing, when  necessary,  its  system  of  operat- 
ing its  telephone  lines,  as  not  to  curtail 
the  enjoyment  by  the  public  of  the  best 
modes  of  travel  and  transportation  upon  the 
streets.  Whether  all  who  go  upon  the  streets 
shall  have  the  most  convenient  and  expedi- 
tious passage  and  carriage  of  person  and 
goods,  has  not  been  made  dependent  upon 
the  manner  in  which  the  defendant  in  error 
has  preferred  to  locate  its  poles,  stretch  its 
telephone  wires  or  form  the  electric  circuit. 

It  is  in  recognition  and  maintenance  of  the 
superior  easement  of  the  public  in  the 
streets,  that  city  councils  are  required  to 
"  cause  the  same  to  be  kept  open  and  in  re- 
pair, and  free  from  nuisance;"  that  the 
streets  are  graded  and  paved,  and  proper 
regulations  of  police  provided  to  govern  the 
actions  of  persons  using  them ;  that  the  abut- 
ting owner,  though  having  a  peculiar  inter- 
est and  easement  in  the  adjacent  -street,  ap- 
pendent  to  his  lot,  has  no  right  to  place 
permanent  obstructions  in  the  street,  nor  do 
any  act  on  his  own  land  outside  the  limits 
of  the  street,  that  will  make  the  way  incon- 
venient or  hazardous,  or  less  secure  than  it 
was  left  by  the  municipal  authorities. 
Crawford  v.  Delaware,  7  Ohio  St.  459 ;  Elli- 
ott, Roads  and  Streets,  811;  Mallory  v. 
Griffey,  8$  Pa.  275;  MiUmrn  v.  Fowler,  27 
Hun,  568 ;  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  1082,  and 
cases  there  cited.  In  Bex  v.  IcusseU,  6  East, 
427,  the  right  of  the  owner  to  load  and  un- 
load his  wagons  in  the  highway  before  his 
warehouse  was  held  to  be  entirely  subordi- 
nate to  the  right  of  public  passage,  and  must 
not  be  exercised  in  such  a  manner  as  unrea- 
sonably to  abridge  or  incommode  the  latter 
right.  The  court  says :  a  The  primary  object 
of  the  street  was  for  the  free  passage  of  the 
public,  and  anything  which  impeded  that  free 
passage,  without  necessity,  was  a  nuisance. 
If  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  business 
were  such  as  to  require  the  loading  and  un- 
loading of  so  many  more  of  his  wagons  than 
could  conveniently  be  contained  within  his 
own  private  premises,  he  must  either  enlarge 
his  premises,  or  remove  his  business  to  some 
more  convenient  spot."  As  against  the  pub- 
lic easement  in  the  highway,  a  telephone 
company  that  obtains  the  naked  permission 
to  locate  its  poles  and  wires  along  the  streets 
should,  we  think,  stand  on  no  higher  vantage 
ground  than  the  owners  of  property  abutting 
on  the  streets,  who  hold  or  acquire  their  prop- 
erty subject  to  all  the  consequences  which 
may  result,    advantageously  or  otherwise, 
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from  any  public  and  authorized  use  of  the 
streets,  in  any  mode  promotive  of,  and  con- 
sistent with,  the  purposes  of  establishing 
them  as  common  highways. 

This  paramount  easement  or  estate  which 
the  public  acquires  in  the  streets,  carrying 
with  it  a  special  interest  in  the  adoption  of 
the  most  approved  systems  of  modern  street 
travel,  cannot  be  made  subservient  to  the 
telegraph  or  telephone  when  admitted  on 
the  highway,  without  the  clearest  expression 
of  the  legislative  will.  In  Hickok  v.  Bine,  28 
Ohio  St.  528,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
Legislature  has  power  to  require  one  public 
easement  to  yield  to  another  more  important — 
a  fortiori,  where  the  other  is  inferior— the  in- 
tention to  grant  such  power  must  appear  by 
express  words  or  by  necessary  implication ; 
and  such  implication  arises  only  when  requi- 
site to  the  enjoyment  of  the  powers  expressly 
granted,  and  can  be  extended  no  further  than 
such  necessity  requires.  We  fail  to  discover 
any  authority,  either  express  or  implied,  to 
subordinate  the  public  easement  in  the  streets 
to  the  privileges  exercised  thereon  by  the 
Telegraph  Association,  under  the  general 
terms  of  the  Statute,  permitting  the  erection 
of  posts,  piers  and  abutments  necessary  for 
its  telephone  wires,  and  especially  when 
coupled  with  the  condition  that  the  same 
shall  not  incommode  the  public  in  the  use  of 
the  highway.  The  demand  made  by  the 
Telegraph  Association  is,  not  that  the  Rail- 
way Company  shall  so  modify  its  existing 
electrical  apparatus  as  not  to  interfere  with 
the  telephone  service,  but  shall  forever 
abandon  the  use  of  an  essential  part  of  its 
electro-motive  system,  or  be  perpetually  en- 
joined. In  other  words,  the  Association 
claims  the  exclusive  use  of  the  grounded  cir- 
cuit, inasmuch  as  the  mechanism  of  the  tele- 
phone is  so  complex,  and  the  electric  cur- 
rents employed  so  delicate  and  sensitive,  that 
they  cannot  be  used  without  disturbance  from 
the  heavier  currents  employed  by  neighbor- 
ing electrical  enterprises  that  operate  with 
the  grounded  circuit.  We  find  no  founda- 
tion for  such  an  exclusive  franchise  or  right. 
When  the  Telegraph  Association  began  its 
operations  under  the  telephone  system,  neither 
the  statute  authorizing  it  to  erect  and  main- 
tain poles,  wires  and  other  necessary  fixtures, 
nor  the  ordinance  under  which  it  obtained 
the  power  to  extend  its  lines  in  the  streets, 
gave  an  exclusive  right  either  to  use  the  earth 
for  a  return  circuit,  or  a  complete  metallic 
circuit  formed  by  double  wires.  The  Legis- 
lature did  not  grant  the  right  by  general  en- 
actment, nor  was  the  municipal  corporation 
empowered  by  the  Legislature  to  give  the 
Telegraph  Association  the  exclusive  right  to 
make  use  of  its  streets  so  as  to  create  a  mo- 
nopoly. In  State  v.  Cincinnati  O.  L.  &  0. 
Co. ,  18  Ohio  St.  262,  it  was  held  that  a  munici- 
pal corporation  cannot,  without  clear  legisla- 
tive authority,  grant  an  exclusive  right  to 
the  use  of  the  streets  for  certain  purposes  to 
an  individual  or  corporation.  To  enable  it 
to  grant  such  an  exclusive  right  by  ordinance 
in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  the  power  must 
be  shown  to  have  been  expressly  granted,  or 
to  be  so  far  necessary  to  the  proper  execution 
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of  the  powers  which  are  expressly  granted, 
as  to  make  its  existence  free  from  doubt. 

In  the  year  1888,  Professor  Steinheil  made 
the  important  discovery  of  the  practicability 
of  using  the  earth  as  one  half,  or  the  return- 
ing section  of  an  electric  circuit.  Professor 
Morse  claimed  to  have  made  the  discovers 
about  the  same  time,  but  he  failed  to  obtain 
a  patent  therefor.  It  was  the  discovery  of 
an  elementary  principle  of  science,  of  a  truth 
in  physics,  of  a  law  in  the  operation  of  the 
forces  of  nature,  and  was  not  bounded  by  the 
trammels  of  the  Patent  Law.  For  forty  years 
before  the  telephone  was  discovered,  the  use 
of  the  earth  as  a  conducting  medium  in  the 
formation  of  an  electric  circuit  had  been  the 
common  property  of  any  electric  enterprise. 
By  what  grant  or  title  then  did  it  become  the 
especial,  peculiar  and  exclusive  franchise  of 
the  Telegraph  Association?  As  it  did  not 
originate  in  legislative  or  municipal  grant, 
so,  such  exclusive  franchise  did  not  spring 
from  priority  in  its  exercise.  Where  a  right 
is  common  and  universal,  and  capable  of  be- 
ing exercised  by  all  at  the  same  time,  there 
is  no  applicability  of  the  rule  that  he  who 
in  its  enjoyment  is  prior  in  point  of  time  is 
prior  in  right.  He  who  is  first  in  the  field 
does  not  thereby  gain  a  monopoly  of  use. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  by  virtue  of  its  giants,  acquired, 
before  the  Railway  Company  had  a  right  to 
use  electricity  as  a  motive  power,  a  vested 
interest  in  the  telephone  system  as  it  now 
operates  it,  with  a  grounded  circuit,  and  that 
not  even  the  Legislature  of  the  State  could 
take-  away  from  it  or  injure  this  franchise, 
on  the  faith  of  which  it  has  expended  its 
coital  and  labor.  Special  privileges  or  im- 
munities are  under  the  control  of  the  Legis- 
lature. If  granted  they  may  be  altered,  re- 
voked or  repealed  by  the  General  Assembly. 
Const,  art.  1,  §  2.  And,  while  corporations 
with  valuable  franchises  may  be  formed 
under  general  laws,  all  such  laws  may,  from 
time  to  time,  be  altered  or  repealed.  Const, 
art.  18,  §  2.  In  view  of  these  constitutional 
provisions,  it  is  clearly  within  the  power  of 
the  General  Assembly  to  authorize  one  class 
of  corporations  to  use,  in  the  streets,  elec- 
tricity with  the  grounded  circuit  as  a  motive 
power,  and  another  class  to  employ  the  same 
or  a  similar  agency  for  the  transmission  of 
telegraphic  or  telephonic  messages.  And  if 
the  proper  exercise  of  the  rights  granted  to 
the  one  class  under  general  law  is  irreconcil- 
able and  plainly  interferes  with  a  prior  grant 
to  a  corporation  of  the  other  class,  it  may  be 
construed  as  the  intention  of  the  Legislature 
to  deny  an  exclusive  franchise,  if  not  to  re- 
peal the  antecedent  grant. 

In  view  of  the  special  benefit  derived  from 
the  grant  of  corporate  power,  it  is  evident 
that  the  primary  object  or  design  of  the  State 
in  granting  the  franchises  of  telegraph  and 
telephone  companies  is,  in  a  large  measure, 
to  subserve  the  public  benefit  and  conven- 
ience, and  not  the  mere  pecuniary  advantage 
of  the  owners  of  the  corporate  property.  The 
exercise  of  their  corporate  privileges  is  sub- 
ordinate to  the  accommodation  of  'those  who 
travel  on  the  street*  or  highways— tt  the  profit 


1891. 


Cincinnati  Jxcldxkd  Plabb  R.0o  v.  City  &  Subukban  Tblvo.  Asso, 


548 


to  the  proprietors  being  a  mere  mode  of 
compensating  them  for  weir  outlay  of  capi- 
tal in  providing  and  keeping  up  the  public 
easement"  Shaw,  Oh.  J.  in  Com.  v.  Tem- 
ple, 14  Gray,  69,  77.  It  is  in  contemplation 
of  such  companies  being  thus  subservient  to 
the  promotion  of  the  public  convenience  and 
welfare,  that  the  Legislature  has  granted  to 
them  the  privilege,  among  others,  of  exercis- 
ing the  power  01  eminent  domain,  by  enter- 
ing upon  any  land  and  appropriating  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  deemed  necessary,  for  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  poles,  piers, 
abutments,  wires  and  other  necessary  fixtures. 

Having  received  their  corporate  franchises 
from  the  State,  they  hold  them  in  implied 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  at 
large,  and  subject  to  the  constitutional  grant 
of  legislative  power  to  control  the  exercise 
of  those  franchises,  in  the  future,  as  the  pub- 
lic good  may  require.  A  franchise,  if  grant- 
ed by  the  State  with  a  reservation  of  a  right 
of  repeal,  must  be  regarded  as  a  mere  privi- 
lege while  it  is  suffered  to  continue,  and  the 
Legislature  may  take  it  away  at  any  time, 
and  the  grantees  must  rely  for  the  perpetuity 
and  integrity  of  the  franchise  granted  to 
them  solely  upon  the  faith  of  the  sovereign 
grantor.  Pratt  7.  Brown,  8  Wis.  608 ;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  472.  But  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  reservation,  its  force  and  effect  may 
be  attained  through  the  constitutional  power 
vested  in  the  General  Assembly  to  alter  or 
repeal,  from  time  to  time,  all  general  laws 
under  which  corporations  are  formed,  and  to 
alter,  revoke  or  repeal  all  special  privileges 
or  immunities  that  may  have  been  granted. 

In  illustration  of  what  we  have  said,  is  the 
case  Lake  Share  AM.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati 
S.  B.  Co.,2Q  Ohio  St.  604.  In  that  case,  the 
Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Company  instituted  proceedings  to  appro- 
priate, for  the  construction  of  its  railroad, 
the  right  and  privilege  of  crossing  with  its 
track  and  way  the  track  and  way  of  tho  Cin- 
cinnati, Sandusky  &  Cleveland  Railroad 
Company.  It  was  the  decision  of  the  court, 
as  set  forth  in  the  syllabus,  that  every  rail- 
road corporation  in  this  State  accepts  its 
charter  and  franchise,  and  owns  and  uses  its 
tracks,  subject  to  the  power  of  the  State  to 
authorize  the  construction  of  other  railroads 
across  its  tracks  whenever  the  public  welfare 
may  require.  Neither  the  priority  of  one 
charter  over  the  other,  nor  the  prior  location 
or  construction  of  a  railroad  thereunder,  af- 
fects this  right.  Under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  this  State,  the  right  of  one  railroad 
corporation  to  cross  the  track  of  another  in 
constructing  and  operating  its  road  is  de- 
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rived  by  grant  of  the  franchise  so  to  do  from 
the  State,  and  not  by  purchase  or  appropria- 
tion from  the  road  first  located  and  con- 
structed. The  latter  has  no  vested  exclusive 
right  to  such  crossing  for  its  use,  against  the 
right  of  the  public  to  a  crossing.  The  court 
further  held  that  the  railway  company,  across 
whose  track  a  right  of  way  was  condemned, 
could  not  recover  for  an  injury  to  its  fran- 
chise as  a  railroad;  and  that  detention  of 
trains,  loss  of  future  business,  or  additional 
expenses  incident  to  the  future  exercise  of 
its  corporate  powers,  could  not  be  taken  into 
the  account  in  estimating  consequential 
damages. 

It  is  contended,  however,  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  that  conceding  the  Rail- 
way Company  and  Telegraph  Association  to 
be  upon  an  equal  footing  on  the  streets  and 
highways  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  respec- 
tive franchises,  the  Company  is  bound  to  con- 
form to  the  rule  sic  tttere  tuo  ut  alienum  noit 
ladas.  In  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  re- 
lation to  each  other  of  the  parties  to  the  ac- 
tion, we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  inquire 
whether  there  has  been  a  want  of  conform- 
ity, and  to  what  extent,  if  any,  on  the  part 
of  the  Railway  Company,  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  legal  maxim.  Nor  do  we  think 
it  necessary  to  determine  how  far  an  incor- 
porated company,  making  a  lawful  and  care- 
ful use  of  its  own  property,  or  of  a  franchise 
granted  to  it  by  the  proper  municipal  author- 
ities, may  be  held  liable  for  damages  inci- 
dentally caused  to  another. 

From  the  undisputed  facts  in  the  case,  as 
disclosed  in  the  record  and  printed  arguments 
of  counsel,  it  is  evident,  as  we  have  already 
seen,  that  the  Railway  Company  acquired 
from  the  State,  and  from  the  City  of  Cincin- 
nati, authority  to  erect  and  maintain  poles 
and  wires  in  the  streets  or  highways,  and  to 
use  electricity  as  a  motive  power  for  its  cars. 
Clothed  with  such  authority,  we  have,  upon 
weighing  the  allegations  in  the  original  pe- 
tition, and  applying  to  them  the  well-settled 
principles  governing  the  legal  rights  of  the 
public  in  the  highways,  reached  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  petition 
are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. We  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  has 
been  no  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  Tele- 
graph Association  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  that  the  Telegraph  Association  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  relief  prayed  for  in  its  petition. 

The  judgment,  therefore,  of  the  Superior 
Court  at  Central  and  Special  Term  must  be  re* 
verted,  and  the  original  petition  ddemieeed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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CUMBERLAND  TELEPHONE  &  TELE- 
GRAPH CO. 
v. 
UNITED    ELECTRIC    RAILWAY   et  a*. 

•In  the  present  state  off  electrical 
science  a  telephone  company  cannot  maintain 
a  bill  for  an  injunction  against  the  operation  of 
an  electric  railway  to  prevent  damages  Incident- 
ally sustained  by  the  escape  of  electricity  from 
Karaite. 

(May  19, 1890.) 

SUIT  to  enjoin  defendants  from  using  elec- 
tricity for  the  propulsion  of  tbeir  cars  un- 
der any  system  which  makes  use  of  the  earth 
for  its  return  circuit    Injunction  denied. 

Statement  by  Brown,  J.: 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  use  of 
electricity  by  the  street  railways  of  Nashville 
under  any  system  which  makes  use  of  the 
earth  for  its  return  circuit.  The  complainant 
is  a  Kentucky  corporation  "empowered  "  by 
its  charter  "  to  construct  and  operate  lines  of 
telephone.*9  It  entered  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
claiming  a  right  under  §  1535  of  the  State 
Code,  which  provides  that  "any  person  or 
company  may  construct  a  telegraph  line  along 
the  public  highways  and  streets  of  this  Btate, 
or  across  the  rivers,  or  over  any  lands  belong- 
ing to  the  State,  free  of  charge,  and  over  the 
lands  of  private  individuals  as  hereinafter 
provided,  and  may  erect  the  necessary  fixtures 
therefor. "  The  City  of  Nashville  gave  its  con- 
sent to  the  use  of  its  streets  by  an  ordinance 
passed  in  1879,  and  in  that  year  complainant 
established  a  telephone  plant,  which  it  has  con- 
tinued to  enlarge  and  improve  to  the  present 
time.  In  1885  an  Act  was  passed  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  Tennessee  authorizing  both  foreign 
and  domestic  corporations  to  "construct,  op- 
erate and  maintain  such  telegraph,  telephone 
or  other  lines  necessary  for  the  speedy  trans- 
mission of  intelligence,  along  and  over  the  pub- 
lic highways  and  streets  of  the  cities  and 
towns  of  this  State:  .  .  .  provided,  that  the  or- 
dinary use  of  such  highways  and  streets  .  .  . 
be  not  thereby  obstructed/'  etc.  In  1888  the 
city  passed  another  ordinance,  confirming  com- 
plainant's rights  to  the  streets  and  alleys,  as 
then  established,  and  granting  the  further 
right  to  extend  its  plant  as  public  needs  might 
require.  Under  these  provisions,  complain- 
ant built  and  operated  its  lines  of  telephone 
through  the  streets  of  Nashville,  now  having 
in  use  about  1,400  telephones,  and  1,800  miles 
of  wire. 

Defendants  are  five  street  railways,  all  now 
operated  by  electricity,  under  the  Sprague  and 
Thompson-Houston  systems,  and  using  a  sin- 
gle trolley  or  overhead  wire.  Three  of  these 
roads  were  originally  incorporated  by  special 
Act  authorizing  them  to  operate  street  rail- 
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ways  by  horse-power.  By  an  Act  approved 
March  21, 1887,  amending  the  General  Incor- 
poration Laws,  all  street  railways  thereafter 
organized  under  the  general  laws  of  the  State 
were  authorized  to  propel  their  cars  by  elec- 
tricity. Two  of  these  railways  were  organized 
under  the  General  Incorporation  Laws.  By 
another  Act,  approved  February  28.  1880,  all 
street  railway  companies  which  before  that 
time  had  operated  cars  by  animal  power  were 
empowered  to  operate  the  same  by  electricity, 

Srovided  the  city  gave  its  assent.  Acting  un- 
er  this  supposed  authority,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  McGayock  &  Mt.  Vernon  Company, 
proceeded  to  equip  a  portion  of  its  road  with 
electricity. 

Thereupon,  and  on  April  17, 1889,  complain- 
ant filed  its  bill  in  the  chancery  court  to  enjoin 
it.  Before  the  cause  was  heard,  the  parties 
entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  the  Tele- 
phone Company  agreed  to  dismiss  its  bill,  to 
elevate  all  its  wires  which  might  interfere  with 
the  operation  of  the  road,  to  use  all  means  to 
prevent  its  wires  from  coming  in  contact  with 
the  trolley  wires  of  the  road,  and  not  to  inter- 
fere further  with  the  operation  of  the  road,  the 
Railroad  Company  agreeing,  upon  its  part,  to 
construct  at  its  own  expense  a  return  metallic 
circuit,  for  the  use  of  the  Telephone  Company 
whenever  it  is  ascertained  that  its  service  is  be- 
ing injured  by  electricity  generated  by  the 
Railway  Company,  and  to  use  all  necessary 
precautions  to  prevent  the  telephone  wires 
from  coming  in  contact  with  its  own  wires. 
In  January,  1890,  a  similar  agreement  was 
made  between  the  Telephone  Company  and 
the  City  Electric  Railway,  with  a  proviso  that 
if,  upon  a  fair  trial,  the  return  wire  should  not 
protect  the  Telephone  Company  from  substan- 
tial injury,  the  parties  should  be  remitted, 
without  prejudice,  to  their  legal  rights  and 
remedies  as  they  existed  before  the  agreement 
was  made.  The  bill  charged  that  the  metallic 
current  had  not  given  the  relief  anticipated, 
and  that  complainant  was  not  estopped  bv 
this  agreement.  .  The  gravamen  of  the  bill 
was  that  the  electricity,  which  is  supposed  to 
return  to  the  dynamos  by  means  of  the 
iron  rails,  scatters  through  the  earth,  and 
is  thereby  conducted  to  the  wires  of  the 
Telephone  Company  through  various  agen- 
cies, known  as  "conduction*  or  leakage,  and 
this  current,  being  stronger,  overcomes  the 
weaker  current  of  the  telephone,  producing 
loud,  buzzing  noises,  and  wholly  preventing, 
or  greatly  interfering  with,  telephonic  com- 
munication. Besides,  the  electricity  thus  con- 
ducted acts  upon  the  bells  of  subscribers  when 
there  is  no  call  from  the  central  office,  causing 
them  to  ring,  and  also  causing  a  great  number  of 
the  annunciators  at  the  exchange  to  fall  at  one 
time,  so  that  the  operators  cannot  tell  who,  if 
anyone,  has  called.  That  if  the  currents  used 
by  the  cars  were  constant  and  uniform  it 
would  not  interfere  with  the  telephone.  It 
further  averred  that  the  service  was  interfered 


Note.— See  preceding  ease  and  note.  For  appli-  i  That  whloh  exists  by  legislative  sanction  cannot 
cations  of  the  maxim  He  utere  tuo  tit  alienum  non  I  be  held  to  be  a  nuisance.  See  note  to  Bohan  v.  Port 
fcBAu.  see  note  to  Moeuerlng  v.  Evans  (Ind.)  6  L.  R.  Jervis  Gas-Light  Go.  (N.  T.)  0  L.  R.  A,  711;  Aldwortb 
A.  440.  I  v.  Lynn  (Mass.)  10  L.  R.  A.  210, 

12L.B.A. 


See  also  17  L.  R.  A.  674;  20  L.  R.   A.  821  ;  27  L.  R.  A.  236. 
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with  by  induction,  where  a  varying  current  of 
electricity,  conveyed  on  a  conducting  wire, 
will  produce  in  a  parallel  wire  other  cur- 
rents of  electricity.  The  varying  current  upon 
the  trolley  line  induces  a  like  current  in  the 
parallel  telephone  wires  on  the  same  street, 
and  also,  as  in  the  case  of  conduction,  produces 
the  noises  and  sounds,  and  rings  the  bells  of 
subscribers,  and  throws  down  the  annunciat- 
ors. The  bill  also  charged  that  the  single  trol- 
ley was  dangerous  to  life  and  property.  If,  by 
winds  and  storms,  a  telephone  wire  should 
break,  and  fall  across  the  trolley,  it  might  be 
fatal  to  a  man  or  beast  to  touch  it,  and  danger- 
ous to  the  lives  of  those  in  the  telephone  ex- 
changes, sometimes  causing  fire  in  the  houses 
of  subscribers.  The  bill  concluded  that  all 
these  troubles  and  dangers  would  be  avoided  if 
defendant  would  use  an  entire  metallic  circuit, 
or  double  trolley,  properly  constructed,  and 
that  the  same  result  would  follow  if  complain- 
ant would  use  a  complete  metallic  circuit  for 
every  one  of  its  subscribers,  but  the  latter 
would  nearly  double  the  cost  of  the  plant, 
and  grave  difficulties  would  be  encountered  at 
the  central  office,  which  it  was  not  certain 
could  be  successfully  overcome.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  single  trolley  could  be  converted  in- 
to a  double  trolley  at  a  comparatively  small 
expense.  That,  in  consequence  of  these  inter- 
ferences,8ubscribers  make  constant  complaints, 
many  threaten  to,  and  some  actually  do,  refuse 
to  pay  for  their  telephones. 

The  answer  did  not  make  an  essentially  dif- 
ferent case,  but  averred  that  in  February, 
1889,  all  the  defendants  were  sold  to  the  Unit- 
ed Electric  Railway;  that  each  company  had 
sold  its  mules,  and  changed  its  stabling  to  an 
electric-car  plant;  that  the  entire  system  fur- 
nishes transportation  to  15,000  persons  per  day. 
It  denied  that  the  metallic  return  wire  has 
failed  to  protect  the  telephone,  and  averred 
that  little  cr  no  trouble  was  experienced  on 
the  route  so  protected.  It  further  alleged 
that,  of  the  four  methods  of  equipping  electric 
railways,  viz.:  storage  batteries,  the  conduit 
system,  double  trolley  overhead  and  single 
trolley  overhead,  all  have  substantially  proved 
to  be  failures,  except  the  last.  It  denied  that 
the  complainant  was  entitled  to  a  monopoly  of 
the  earth  for  its  return  circuit,  and  insisted 
that  it  should  make  use  either  of  a  complete 
metallic  circuit,  or  of  a  device  known  as  the 
44  McCluer  Device  "  for  its  return  circuit. 

Mr.  Thomas  H.  Halone,  for  complain- 
ant: 

When  the  terms  of  complainant's  charter 
were  accepted  by  the  Company,  and  its  lines 
constructed  on  the  faith  of  the  grant,  the  Legis- 
lature itself  could  not  deprive  the  Company  of 
the  easement  granted.  But  if  the  relations  be- 
tween the  State  and  the  accepting  company  are 
not  those  of  contractors,  ana  the  Act  must  be 
construed  as  a  mere  license,  revocable  at  will, 
certainly  the  State,  and  all  claiming  under  the 
State  by  subsequent  grant,  are  bound  by  the 
terms  of  the  Act  until  the  license  shall  have 
been  revoked,  expressly  or  by  necessary  im- 
plication. 

Troy  v.  Tray  A  L.  R.  Oo.  49  N.  Y.  657. 

The  right  of  defendants  to  use  electricity  as 
a  motor  depends  upon  the  State's  grant,  as,  in- 
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deed,  does  their  right  to  use  the  streets  at 
all. 

Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  p.  568:  Redfield  Rep.  to 
Mass.  Legis.,  cited  in  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp. 
note  to  p.  568 ;  Memphis  City  Past.  R  Oo.  v. 
Memphis,  4  Coldw.  406,  77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  88, 
10  L.  ed.  844. 

It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  their  right  is  of 
no  higher  dignity  than  complainant's.  Each  is 
derived  from  the  same  source— the  State  of 
Tennessee. 

Inasmuch  as  no  special  power  is  given  to  de- 
fendants to  condemn  property  necessary  for 
their  purposes,  if  the  enjoyment  of  their  fran- 
chise must  necessarily  deprive  complainant  of 
the  enjoyment  of  its  franchise,  or  seriously  in- 
terfere with  its  enjoyment,  the  maxim,  "qui 
prior  est  in  tempore  potior  est  injure,"  must  ap- 


ply. 
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iwis,  Em.  Dom.  p.  806. 

Grants  by  the  Legislature,  which  may  in- 
juriously affect  others,  should  be  strictly  con- 
strued. 

State  v.  Gainer,  8  Humph.  89, 40;  Gas-Light 
A  0.  Oo.  v.  Vestry  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts,  L.  R. 
15  Q.  B.  Div.  1;  Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  2d  ed.  p. 
122,  citing  Pennsylvania  R.  Go's  App.  98  Pa. 
150;  Packer  v.  Sunbury  A  W.  R.  Oo.  19  Pa. 
211;  Northwestern  Fertilizing  Oo.  v.  Hyde 
Park,  97  U.  S.  659-666,  24  L.  ed.  1086-1088; 
Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  p.  276. 

Where  a  grant  of  a  franchise  is  made,  or  a 
duty  is  imposed  by  the  Legislature,  and  no 
manner  of  enjoyment  or  execution  is,  specified, 
the  franchise  must  be  exercised  and'  the  duty 
performed,  if  possible,  without  injury  to  others, 
and  without  creating  a  private  or  public  nuis- 
ance. 

Qeddis  v.  Proprietors  of  Bann  Reservoir,  L. 
R.  8  App.tCas.  480;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Gas-Light  Oo. 
L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  480,  28  £ng.  Rep.  (Moak) 
586. 

While  the  fact  that  complainant's  right  is 
prior  in  point  of  time  confers  no  exclusive 
privilege,  yet  it  does  impose  certain  duties  up- 
on those  subsequently  acquiring  rights  which 
may  conflict  with  complainant's. 

Bell  Teleph.  Oo.  v.  BelleviUe  Electric  Light 
Oo.  (Canada  Case,  Q.  B.  Div.);  Nebraska  Teleph. 
Oo.  v.  New  York  Gas  A  Electric  Light  Oo.  27 
Neb.  284. 

An  act   strictly   within  the  scope  of   the 

S>wers  granted  cannot  be  a  public  nuisance, 
ut  it  may  nevertheless  be  a  private  nuisance, 
"and  the  legislative  grant  is  no  protection 
against  a  private  action  resulting  therefrom." 

Wood,  Nuisance,  p.  757:  Baltimore  APR. 
Oo.  v.  Fifth  Baptist  Church,  108  U.  S.  817,  27 
L.  ed.  789 ;  Northwestern  Fertilising  Oo.  v. 
Hyde  Park  and  Atty-Gen.  v.  Gas-Light  A  0. 
Oo.  supra. 

Defendants  are  guilty  of  creating  and  main- 
taining a  nuisance,  with  respect  to  complain- 
ant's franchise. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  lsted.  p.  119. 

Defendants,  by  a  physical  agency,  invade 
our  property  and  interfere  with  Its  use.  The 
fact  that  this  agency  is  subtle  and  its  nature 
imperfectly  understood,  seems  immaterial. 

Barrick  v.  8chifferdecker,  48  Hun,  855; 
Rheinhardt  v.  Mentasti,  L.  R.  42  Ch.  Div.  685. 

Mr.  John  JT.  Vertreea  also  for  complain- 
ant. 
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t    Mr.  James  C.  Bradford,  for  defendants: 

Assuming  that  each  party  has  a  valid  grant, 
and  tbat  each,  Independently  of  the  other,  has 
the  right  to  occupy  the  streets,  what  are  their 
relative  rights?  Electric  railroads  are  within 
the  purposes  of  the  original  dedication  of  the 
streets.  As  an  electric  road  it  is  as  much  a 
street  railroad  as  before.  The  motive  power  is 
immaterial. 

PtopU  v.  Kerr,  27  N.  T.  188;  Williami  v. 
New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  6  N.  Y.  108;  Peltonv. 
East  Cleveland  Railroad  Co.  Ohio  Common 
Fleas  Court,  opinion  of  Stone,  J. 

Complainant  has  no  exclusive  right  to  use 
the  earth.  Public  grants  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued, and  in  favor  of  the  public;  and  noth- 
ing passes  unless  it  is  obvious  that  the  intent 
was  that  it  should  pass. 

Perrine  v.  Chesapeake  <s  D.  Canal  Co.  50  TJ. 
8.  9  How.  172, 13  L.  ed.  92;  Stourbridge  Canal 
Co.  v.  Wheeley,  2  Barn.  &  Ad.  792. 

The  corporation  takes  nothing  that  Is  not 
clearly  given  by  the  grant. 

Delaware  <fc  R.  Canal  Co.  v.  Raritan  <£  D. 
Bay  R  Co.  16  N.  J.  Eg.  822;  Omaha  Horse  R. 
Co.  v.  Omaha  Cable  T.  Go.  80  Fed.  Rep.  824. 

What  is  not  exclusively  granted  is  expressly 
withheld. 

Leavenworth  L.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
92  U.  8.740,  28  L.  ed.  637. 

Where  two  legislative  grants  conflict,  the 
elder  in  point  of  time  and  use  does  not  exclude 
the  younger  from  the  enjoyment  of  its  privi- 
leges. 

Atty-Qen.  v.  New  York  &  L.  B.  R.  Co.  24  N. 
J.  Eq.  49;  Eeerman  v.  Beef  Slough  Mfg.  B.  L. 
D.  A  Tranxp.  Co.  8  Bias.  884  See  Hinchman  v. 
Paterson  Horse  R.  Co.  17  N.  J.  Eq.  77;  Hogen- 
eamp  v.  Paterson  Horse  R.  Co.  Id.  84. 

The  complainant  cannot  be  the  judge  of  the 
extent  of  its  use  of  the  earth;  and  if  It  have  at 
hand  the  means  wherewith  it  may  prevent  in- 
Jury  to  itself,  and  allow  defendant  the  reason- 
able use  of  its  franchise,  its  obligations  to  the 
public  and  its  duty  to  the  defendant  require 
their  adoption. 

Rocky  Mountain  BeU  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Salt  Lake 
City  R.Co.M  Jud.  Dist.  of  Utah ;  Jacobs  v. 
AUard,  42  Vt.  808;  Snow  r.  Parsons,  28  Vt 
459;  Waffle  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.MN.  Y. 
11;  McCormick  v.  Horan,  81  N.  Y.  86. 

Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion: 
We  do  not  care,  in  this  case,  to  discuss  the 
constitutionality  of  the  Act  of  1885,  or  the 
present  obligation  or  effect' of  the  contract  en- 
tered into  between  the  complainant  and  two 
of  the  defendant  railway  companies,  under 
which  the  latter  agreed  to  furnish  proper  re- 
turn wires  to  the  Telephone  Company  in  order 
to  obviate  the  difficulties  experienced  by  the 
escape  of  electricity  from  their  rails.  We  pre- 
fer to  assume  that  both  these  parties  are  law- 
fully exercising  their  franchises,  and  to  con- 
sider their  respective  rights  and  obligations 
unembarrassed  by  any  previous  contracts  or 
understandings.  We  see  no  reason  to  doubt 
the  position  assumed  by  the  complainant,  tbat 
a  telephone  company  is  a  telegraph  company, 
and  that,  under  its  right  to  construct  and  ope- 
rate telegraphs,  it  was  empowered  to  establish 
a  telephone  service.  Atty-Qen.  v.  Edison 
12L.R.A. 


Teleph.  Cb.LR6Q.B.  Div.  244;  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  OehkoSi,  62  Wis.  82. 

Complainant,  in  operating  its  instruments, 
connects  each  telephone  with  the  ground  by 
what  is  termed  a  "ground  wire,  through 
which  the  return  current  of  electricity  is  car- 
ried to  the  earth,  and  perhaps  through  the 
earth,  acting  as  a  conductor,  back  to  the  tele- 
phone exchange.  Such  return,  in  some  form 
or  other,  is  necessary  to  the  production  of  a 
current  of  electricity  in  every  case.  Defend- 
ants, upon  the  other  hand,  use  a  single  over- 
beud  wire  or  trolley,  suspended  over  the  mid- 
dle of  the  track,  along  which  the  electric  cur- 
rent passes,  descending  by  the  trolley  rod  or 
mast  through  the  cars  to  the  motors  under- 
neath, and  thence  to  the  rails,  which  are  con- 
nected together  at  their  ends,  and  which  operate 
to  convey  the  return  current  back  to  the  dyna- 
mos at  the  power-bouse.  The  evidence,  how- 
ever, establishes  the  fact  that  the  current  does 
not  all  return  by  the  rails.  Much  of  it  escapes, 
becomes  scattered  through  the  earth,  ascends 
through  the  ground  wires  to  the  telephones, 
and  seriously  impairs  their  operation,  by  caus- 
ing a  humming  or  buzzing  noise,  which 
drowns  the  voice  of  the  speaker,  and  often 
causes  the  annunciators  in  the  exchange  to 
fall,  and  the  bells  to  give  false  calls,  so  that  it 
is  impossible  for  the  operators  to  tell  which, 
if  any,  of  its  subscribers  have  called,  and,  in 
short,  throws  the  whole  system  into  confusion 

That  these  evils  exist,  to  the  serious  detri- 
ment of  the  telephone  service,  is  not  denied; 
but  it  also  appears  from  the  evidence  upon 
both  sides  that  they  are  not  absolutely  insur- 
mountable. Indeed,  there  are  but  few  serious 
questions  of  fact  in  this  case,  and  these  turn 
upon  the  relative  practicability  and  expense  of 
the  several  methods  of  overcoming  this  diffi- 
culty. In  solving  these  questions,  we  are  com- 
pelled to  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  the  science 
of  electricity  is  still  in  its  experimental  stage; 
tbat  a  device  which  to-day  may  be  the  best, 
cheapest  and  most  practicable,  may,  in  another 
year,  be  superseded  by  something  incompar- 
ably better  fitted  for  the  purpose.  It  is  quite 
possible,  too,  tbat  the  legal  obligations  of  the 
parties  may  change  with  the  progress  of  in- 
vention, and  the  duty  of  surmounting  the  dif- 
ficulty be  thrown  upon  one  party  or  the  other, 
as  a  cheaper  or  more  effectual  remedy  is  dis- 
covered. For  example,  if  it  were  shown  that 
by  the  use  of  a  certain  device  the  defendants 
could  control  their  return  current  in  such  a 
way  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  use  of  com- 
plainant's instruments,  the  law  might  treat 
their  failure  to  adopt  such  measures  as  negli- 
gence in  the  use  of  their  franchise,  and  enjoin 
them,  or  hold  them  liable  for  all  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  complainant.  If,  upon  the  other 
hand,  the  difficulty  can  be  better  controlled  by 
a  device  applicable  to  telephones,  it  might  be 
incumbent  upon  the  complainant  to  adopt  it, 
leaving  the  courts  to  settle  the  further  ques- 
tion, whether  the  expense  of  so  doing  is  re- 
coverable of  the  defendants.  We  are  thus 
compelled  to  consider  this  case  with  reference 
to  the  present  state  of  the  art,  and  with  the 
possibility  that  in  another  year  circumstances 
may  so  change  as  to  reverse  completely  the 
legal  obligations  of  the  parties.    Indeed,  since 
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the  litigation  between  the  telephone  companies 
and  the  electric  railway  companies  originally 
began,  considerable  progress  has  been  made 
towards  a  solution  of  the  problem.  Let  us 
consider  the  respective  methods  now  suggested : 

1.  The  double  trolley.  There  seems  to  be 
no  doubt  that  if  defendants  adopt  a  second 
trolley  wire,  the  return  current  might  be  car- 
ried back  to  the  dynamos  without  coming  in 
contact  with  the  earth  at  all,  and  the  difficulty 
be  completely  overcome.  Upon  the  other 
hand,  we  are  satisfied  from  the  affidavits  that 
this  would  not  only  entail  a  large  expense  upon 
the  defendants,  but  that  it  disfigures  the  streets 
with  a  complicated  net-work  of  wires,  and, 
wherever  there  are  curves,  turn-outs  or 
switches,  renders  the  road  very  difficult  of 
operation.  There  are  two  of  these  double- 
trolley  roads  in  operation  in  Cincinnati;  and 
they  are  used  to  a  limited  extent  in  other  cities. 
But  the  fact  that  nine  tenths  of  the  electric 
railways  in  this  country  are  equipped  with  a 
single  trolley,  and  that,  in  most  of  the  cities 
where  the  double  trolley  was  formerly  used, 
including  Montgomery,  Pittsburgh,  Denver, 
Albany  and  Appleton,  they  have  been  aban- 
doned, are  strong  arguments  against  their  prac- 
ticability. Indeed,  it  is  only  where  the  roads 
make  use  of  a  double  track  that  |the  double 
trolley  can  be  made  a  success.  Add  to  this 
that,  in  the  numerous  cases  between  the  tele- 
phone companies  and  the  electric  railways 
which  have  arisen  in  other  States,  the  courts 
have  uniformly  held  the  double  trolley  to  be 
a  failure  as  applied  to  single  tracks,  and  it 
would  seem  that  the  question  could  no  longer  be 
considered  an  open  one. 

2.  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  evil 
may  also  be  remedied  by  a  return  wire  attached 
to  each  telephone,  by  which  the  current  is  car- 
ried directly  back  to  the  exchange,  instead  of 
being  dumped  into  the  earth.  This,  however, 
is  open  to  the  same  objection  as  the  double 
trolley.  It  is  not  only  very  expensive,  doub- 
ling the  cost  of  the  electric  plant,  but  would 
double  the  number  of  wires  carried  through 
our  streets,  already  far  too  numerous  for  com- 
fort, beauty  or  safety.  In  addition  to  this,  it 
involves  a  large  outlay  and  increased  compli- 
cation and  expense  for  the  central  office,  there 
being  not  only  two  line  wire  terminals  to  pro- 
vide for  every  subscriber,  but  four  terminals 
to  handle  for  every  connection,  instead  of  two, 
as  with  the  single  wire  and  earth  systems. 
Upon  the  whole,  we  deem  this  to  be  imprac- 
ticable. 

3.  A  third  device,  known  as  the  "McCluer 
System/'  remains  to  be  considered.  This  con- 
templates the  employment  of  a  single  return 
wire  upon  each  route  disturbed  by  the  railway 
service,  to  which  each  telephone  upon  that 
route  is  connected,  and  which  operates  to  com- 
plete the  metallic  circuit  If  we  are  to  believe 
the  affidavits  of  those  who  are  familiar  with 
this  device,  it  affords  a  perfect  remedy  for  all 
disturbances  produced  by  leakage  or  conduc- 
tion, though  there  are  also  slight  disturbances 
produced  by  induction  from  parallel  wires,  from 
which  no  complete  relief  has  been  discovered 
by  any  kind  of  metallic  circuit,  unless  supple- 
mented by  the  use  of  non-inducting  cables, 
and  the  transposition  of  wires.  This  evil,  how- 
ever, is  remediable  by  increasing  the  distance 
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between  the  parallel  wires,  and  does  not  seem 
to  be  regarded  as  a  serious  matter.  It  is  true, 
defendants  have  produced  affidavits  which 
tend  to  throw  some  doubt  upon  the  utility  of 
the  McCluer  device,  but  this  doubt  seems  to 
have  arisen  more  from  the  reluctance  of  the 
telephone  companies  to  adopt  it  than  from  any 
proven  insufficiency.  We  think  we  are  justi- 
fied in  assuming  that  the  adoption  of  this  de- 
vice by  the  complainant  would  obviate  the  dis- 
turbances now  produced  by  leakage. 

The  case,  then,  practically  resolves  itself 
into  the  question,  At  whose  expense  shall  this 
change  be  made?  As  the  testimony  tends  to 
show  that  the  introduction  of  the  McCluer  de- 
vice into  the  telephone  service  of  Nashville 
would  not  cost  to  exceed  $10  to  each  telephone, 
the  question  is  not  vital  to  the  existence  of 
either  of  these  companies.  At  the  same  time, 
as  it  is  one  that  confronts  the  telephone  and  elec- 
tric railways  in  every  city  of  the  country 
where  both  are  used,  it  becomes  of  great  im- 
portance. Are  the  telephone  companies  which 
have  the  prior  rights  to  use  the  streets,  bound 
to  conform  their  business  to  the  demands  of 
these  new-comers,  though  by  so  doing  they 
put  themselves  to  large  expense?  Or  are  the 
railway  companies  bound,  as  a  condition  of  oc- 
cupying the  same  territory,  to  see  to  it  that,  in 
operating  their  roads,  no  incidental  damage  is 
done  to  their  neighbors? 

If  the  existence  of  one  was  absolutely  incom- 
patible with  the  continued  operation  of  the 
other,  it  might  be  incumbent  upon  us  to  make  a 
choice  between  these  two  great  benefactions, 
both  of  which  will  rank  among  the  necessities 
of  modern  urban  life.  But,  as  we  are  bound  to 
assume  that  they  can  be  persuaded  to  live  to- 
gether in  harmony,  the  case  virtually  resolves 
itself  into  a  question  of  liability  for  certain 
damages  sustained  by  the  complainant.  In 
this  view  it  is  open  to  serious  doubt  whether  it 
is  entitled  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
at  all.  Conceding  that  the  case  made  by  the 
bill  is  one  of  equitable  jurisdiction,  still  the 
granting  or  withholding  of  an  injunction  is 
largely  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  if.  upon  all 
the  pleadings  and  the  testimony,  the  court  can 
see  that  it  involves  a  mere  question  of  dollars 
and  cents,  it  may  well  hesitate  to  stop  the  ope- 
ration of  these  roads  by  resorting  to  the  harsh 
remedy  of  an  injunction,  especially  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  defendants  are  amply  able  to  make 
reparation .  We  do  not  desire,  however,  to  dis- 
pose of  the  case  upon  this  ground. 

It  would  be  perfectly  competent  for  us  to 
stay  the  issue  of  an  injunction,  as  has  already 
been  done  in  one  or  two  cases,  until  a  reason- 
able time  had  elapsed  for  the  ascertainment  and 
payment  of  these  damages;  and,  as  both  par- 
ties have  addressed  their  arguments  to  the  ques- 
tion of  liability,  we  are  disposed  to  give  them 
the  benefit  of  our  views. 

We  are  referred  in  this  connection  to  a  large 
number  of  decisions  of  courts  of  the  highest 
respectability,  upon  the  very  questions  involved 
in  this  case.  If  these  decisions  had  been  har- 
monious, we  should  not  have  hesitated  to  defer 
to  them;  but,  as  these  courts  have  reached  dif- 
ferent results,  we  do  not  feel  like  indicating  a 
preference  for  one  or  the  other.  While  all  are 
persuasive  none  are  controlling;  and  we  have 
deemed  it  more  satisfactory  to  treat  this  as  an 
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original  question,  and  inquire  how  far  it  may 
be  answered  by  the  application  of  well  settled 
principles. 

We  are  asked  to  determine  how  far  a  person 
making  a  lawful  and  careful  use  of  his  own 
property,  or  of  a  franchise  granted  to  him  by 
the  proper  municipal  authorities,  is  liable  for 
damages  incidentally  caused  to  another;  in 
other  words,  whether  the  right  of  the  other  to 
an  injunction  does  not  depend  upon  something 
more  than  the  simple  fact  that  he  has  suffered 
injury,  though  his  right  to  an  undisturbed  use 
of  his  own  may  antedate  that  of  another.  It  is 
true  that  in  one  case,  namely,  Rheinhardt  v. 
Mentasti,  L.  R.  42  Gh.  Div.  686,  it  is  said  that 
the  principle  governing  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  cases  of  nuisance  does  not  depend  up- 
on the  question  whether  the  defendant  is  using 
his  own  reasonably  or  otherwise,  but  upon  the 
question,  Does  he  injure  his  neighbors?  This 
case  lays  down  a  broader  doctrine  of  liability 
than  any  to  which  our  attention  has  been  called, 
but  it  is  sufficient  to  say  in  reply  to  it  that 
nothing  which  is  authorized  by  competent  au- 
thority can  be  treated  as  a  nuisance  per  se. 
NorViern  Tramp.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  99  U.  8.  685, 
25  L.  ed.  886;  Hinchman  v.  Paterson  Horse  R. 
Co.  17  N.  J.  Eq.  77;  Boston  v.  New  York  A  L. 
B.R.Oo.24t  N.  J.  Eq.  58;  Grand  Rapid*  A  L 
R.  Co.  v.  Heisel,  88  Mich.  62;  Davie  V.  Mayor, 
14  N.  T.  506. 

We  take  it  to  be  well  settled,  so  far  as  per- 
sons operating  under  legislative  grants  are  con- 
cerned, that  something  more  than  mere  in- 
cidental damage  to  another  must  be  proved — 
something,  in  fact,  in  the  nature  of  an  abuse  of 
the  franchise — to  entitle  the  party  injured  to 
an  injunction.  It  is  perfectly  obvious  that 
there  are  a  large  number  of  instances  in  which 
a  person  may  suffer  damages  without  recourse 
to  the  offender.  Thus,  the  smoke  that  fills  our 
lungs  and  soils  our  garments;  the  dust  that 
enters  our  dwellings  and  stores,  and  damages 
our  furniture;  the  noxious  odors  that  assail  our 
nostrils;  the  impure  water  we  are  sometimes 
compelled  to  drink, — are  the  necessary  penal- 
ties we  pay  for  living  in  cities;  but  in  ordinary 
cases  there  is  no  legal  remedy  for  the  evil.  In 
the  somewhat  flowery  language  of  Lord  Justice 
James,  in  8alvin  v.  North  Brancepeth  Coal  Co., 
L.  R  9  Gh.  705:  "If  some  picturesque  haven 
opens  its  arms  to  invite  the  commerce  of  the 
world,  it  is  not  for  this  court  to  forbid  the  em- 
brace, although  the  fruit  of  it  should  be  the 
sights  and  sounds  and  smells  of  a  common  sea- 
port and  shipbuilding  town,  which  would 
drive  the  Dryads  and  their  masters  from  their 
ancient  solitudes." 

I  may  expend  a  fortune  in  building  a  hand- 
some house  thirty  or  forty  feet  from  my  front 
fence.  My  neighbors  upon  either  aide  may 
build  theirs  upon  the  line  of  the  street,  and 
completely  ruin  its  market  value.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  prescriptive  right  on  my  part,  they 
may  wall  up  my  windows,  and  completely  ex- 
clude the  light,  or  undermine  the  foundation 
of  my  outer  wall  so  that  it  crack  or  tumble 
down.  But,  if  it  be  necessary  to  the  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  their  own  property,  I  have  no 
remedy.    Ponton  v.  Holland,  17  Johns.  92. 

There  are  undoubtedly  a  large  number  of 
cases  where  persons  have  been  held  liable  for 
an  infringement  upon  the  maxim,  sic  utere  tuo 
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ut  aUenum  non  ksaas;  but,  upon  examination, 
they  will  usually  be  found  to  turn  upon  ques- 
tions of  negligence  or  nuisance. 

1.  There  is  no  doubt  that  every  person  Is 
bound  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  in  the 
use  of  his  own  property;  and,  for  any  default 
in  that  particular,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  per- 
son injured  in  an  action  for  negligence.  Thus, 
in  Vaughan  v.  Menlove,  8  Bing.  N.  0.  468,  de- 
fendant was  held  liable  for  negligence  in  build- 
ing a  hay-rick  so  near  the  extremity  of  his  own 
land  that,  in  consequence  of  its  spontaneous 
ignition,  his  neighbor's  bouse  was  burned;  al- 
though, in  Hiffffins  v.  Dewey,  107  Mass.  494, 
this  principle  was  limited  to  cases  where  the 
burning  was  negligent,  or  might  reasonably 
have  been  expected  to  have  injured  the  prop- 
erty of  a  neighbor.  This  was  the  real  ground 
upon  which  a  recovery  was  permitted  in  the 
leading  case  of  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R  8  H. 
L.  880,  though  the  case  is  often  cited  for  the 
broader  proposition,  that  the  person  who,  for 
his  own  purpose,  brings  on  his  lands  and  col- 
lects and  keeps  everything  there  likely  to  do 
mischief  if  it  escapes  must  keep  it  at  his  peril. 
This  case  has  not  been  accepted  either  in  Eng 
land  or  in  this  country  without  some  qualifica- 
tions. The  same  rule  applies  if  a  man  permit 
a  wall  which  had  been  negligently  constructed 
to  fall  upon  his  neighbor's  bouse  (Oorham  v. 
Gross,  125  Mass.  282),  or  a  chimney  to  which 
a  gas-light  company  had  fastened  a  telegraph 
wire.  Gray  v.  Boston  6 as- Light  Co.  114  Mass. 
149. 

The  principle  of  these  cases  was  also  applied 
in  Tarry  v.  Ashton,  L.R1Q.  B.  Div.  814, 
where  it  was  held  to  be  the  duty  of  a  person 
hanging  a  lamp  over  the  highway  to  keep  it  in 
good  repair.  This  case  proceeds,  perhaps,  as 
far  as  any  in  holding  the  defendant  responsible. 

To  the  same  principle  is  also  referable  the 
case  of  Gas  Light  A  Coke  Co.  v.  Vestry  of  St. 
Marv  Abbotts,  L.  R  15  Q.  B.  Div.  1,  whereby 
the  defendants  were  held  liable  for  using  steam- 
rollers, in  repairing  a  highway,  so  heavy  that 
they  injured  the  gas  pipes  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
statement  of  the  case  shows  that  the  pipes  were 
laid  from  twenty  to  twenty-four  inches  beneath 
the  surface  of  the  streets,  and  that  this  was  a 
sufficient  depth  to  prevent  their  being  injured 
by  the  ordinary  travel  of  the  streets,  and  also 
by  the  ordinary  mode  of  repair,  if  steam  rollers 
of  great  weight  had  not  been  used.  The  de- 
cision was  put  by  the  court  upon  the  express 
ground  that  heavier  rollers  were  used  than  were 
necessary;  and  it  was  said  that,  if  "the  defend- 
ants were  expressly  authorized  by  statute  to 
use  steam-rollers  of  such  a  weight  as  necessari- 
ly to  injure  the  plaintiffs'  pipes,  the  plaintiffs 
would  have  no  ground  of  complaint.  The  case 
would  then  be  one  of  damnum  absque  injuria. 
The  same  consequence  would  follow  if  the  de- 
fendants were  expressly  authorized  by  statute 
to  repair  in  some  way  which  necessarily  re- 
quired the  use  of  heavy  steam  rollers,  or  other 
machinery  which  could  not  be  worked  without 
injuring  the  plaintiffs'  pipes." 

2.  Similar  to  these  are  the  cases  in  which 
persons  have  been  held  liable  for  keeping  upon 
their  land  anything  which  operates  as  a  nui- 
sance to  their  neighbors  generally,  or  to  any 
particular  individual.  Upon  this  principle,  if 
a  person  allows  a  privy  to  get  out  of  repair  and 
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the  water  percolates  into  his  neighbor's  cellar 
[Tenant  v.  Golding,  1  Balk.  21 ;  Ball  v.  Nye, 
99  Mass.  682;  Ballard  v.  rom/tnwn,  L.  B.  29 
Ch.  Div.  115 ;  Cooley,  Torts,  568) ;  or  main- 
tains a  mill-dam  in  an  unsafe  condition  (Mayor 
v.  Bailey,  2  Denio,  488 ;  Gray  v.  £fomt,  107 
Mass.  493) ;  or  permits  injurious  accumulations 
of  snow  or  ice  upon  his  roof  {Shipley  v.  Fifty 
Associate*,  106  Mass.  194) ;  or  permits  loud  and 
unnecessary  noises  (Brill  v.  Flagler;  28  Wend. 
854 ;  Tanner  v.  Albion,  5  Hill,  121);  or  carries 
on  a  trade  offensive  to  the  neighborhood  by 
reason  of  dust,  smoke,  foul  odors,  or  jar  of 
machinery,  or  otherwise  (Cooley,  Torts,  600, 
601),— he  is  liable  for  the  consequences.  In 
all  this  class  of  cases,  the  question  whether  the 
carrying  on  of  an  offensive  business  is  a  nui- 
sance or  not  depends  very  largely  upon  the 
character  of  the  neighborhood,  tne  time  it  has 
been  carried  on  without  objection  and  the 
prior  use  of  the  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  as  a 
trade  may  be  adjudged  a  nuisance  in  one  place 
and  not  in  another.  Gilbert  v.  Showerman,  28 
Mich.  448 ;  Bobinson  v.  Baugh,  81  Mich.  290. 
A  leading  case  in  the  federal  courts  is  that  of 
Baltimore  db  P.  B.  Co.  v  Fifth  Baptist  Church, 
106  U.  S.  817,  27  L.  ed.  789.  In  that  case  it 
was  held  that  legislative  authority  to  a  rail- 
road company  to  bring  its  tracks  within  the 
limits  of  the  City  of  Washington,  and  to  con- 
struct shops  and  engine-houses  there,  did  not 
confer  upon  it  authority  to  erect  noisy  work- 
shops in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a  church 
where  services  had  been  held  several  times 
during  the  week  for  a  number  of  years  before 
the  erection  of  the  shops.  But,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  in  that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Field 
drew  a  distinction  between  nuisances  of  that 
description,  and  a  railway  through  the  streets 
authorized  by  Congress,  which,  when  used 
with  reasonable  care,  produces  only  that  inci- 
dental inconvenience  which  unavoidably  fol- 
lows the  additional  occupation  of  the  streets  by 
its  cars,  with  the  noises  and  disturbances  nec- 
essarily attending  their  use,  and  affords  no 
ground  of  complaint.  "Whatever  consequen- 
tial annoyance  may  necessarily  follow  from 
the  running  of  the  cars  on  the  road  with  rea- 
sonable care  is  damnum  absque  injuria" 

8.  There  are  also  a  few  cases  which  indi- 
cate that,  even  if  a  man  be  guilty  of  no  negli- 
gence, but  is  engaged  in  doing  something  dan- 
§erous  in  its  nature,  he  is  liable  for  the  lmme- 
iate  and  direct  consequences  of  his  acts. 
Thus  in  Bay  v.  Oohoes  Co.,2N.  Y.  159,  the  de- 
fendant, a  corporation  engaged  in  digging  a 
canal,  was  held  liable  for  blasting  rocks  in 
such  a  way  that  the  fragments  were  thrown 
against  and  injured  plaintiffs  dwelling,  upon 
lands  adjoining.  It  was  held  that  it  was  lia- 
ble although  no  negligence  or  want  of  skill 
was  alleged  or  proved.  The  doctrine  laid 
down  in  this  case,  however,  was  carefully 
limited  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Losee  v.  Bu- 
cJianan,  51  N.  T.  476,  in  which  the  owner  of 
a  steam-boiler  was  held  not  to  be  liable  for 
damages  occasioned  by  its  explosion,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  fault  or  negligence  on  his 
part;  and  it  was  said  that  the  defendant  was 
held  liable  in  the  Cohoes  Case  upon  the  ground 
that  its  acts  in  casting  the  rocks  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's premises  were  direct  and  immediate.  In 
the  same  line  is  the  case  of  Cahill  v.  Eastman, 
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18  Minn.  824  (Gil.  292),  in  which  the  defend-  . 
ants  were  held  liable  for  the  consequences  of 
an  ordinary  spring  freshet,  without  proof  of 
negligence  or  unskillfulness  on  their  part  in 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  tunnel 
through  which  water  flowed  and  damaged  the 
plaintiff's  mill.  Defendants'  liability  was  put 
upon  the  ground  that  the  damages  the  plaintiff 
sustained  were  the  direct  and  immediate  result 
of  defendants'  operations  on  their  own  land. 
"The  plaintiffs  had  aright  to  hold  their  prop- 
erty free  of  such  a  result  of  the  defendants'  use 
of  their  land."  The  authorities  are  carefully 
collated,  and  the  opinion  is  a  very  instructive 
one.  These  cases  would  be  apposite,  if  the  de- 
fendants had  found  it  necessary,  in  the  con- 
struction of  their  line,  to  cut  the  wires  of  the 
Telephone  Company,  remove  its  posts  or  com- 
mit any  other  direct  depredation  upon  its 
property. 

4.  Subject  to  these  exceptions  we  under- 
stand the  law  to  be  well  settled  that  no  person 
is  liable  for  damages  incidentally  occasioned 
to  another  by  the  necessary  and  beneficial  use 
of  his  own  property,',or  of  a  franchise  granted 
to  him  by  the  State.  The  principle  is  thus 
stated  by  Judge  Woodworth,  in  Panton  v.  Hol- 
land, 17  Johns.  92-99:  "On  reviewing  the 
cases,  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  man  is  answer- 
able in  damages  for  the  reasonable  exercise  of 
a  right,  when  it  is  accompanied  by  a  cautious 
regard  for  the  rights  of  others,  when  there  is 
no  just  ground  for  the  charge  of  negligence  or 
unskillfulness,  and  when  the  act  is  not  done 
maliciously." 

Illustrations  of  this  principle  are  plentifully 
scattered  through  the  reports.  It  extends  not 
merely  to  the  digging  up  of  ground  for  a  new 
building,  whereby  the  walls  of  the  next  house 
are  injured  {Panton  v.  Holland,  17  Johns.  92- 
99  ;  Thurston  v.  Hancock,  12  Mass.  220),  but 
to  the  burning  of  fallow  land,  whereby  fire  is 
communicated  to  adjoining  lands  {Clark  v. 
Foot,  8  Johns.  421),  to  the  erection  of  a  mill- 
dam,  whereby  water  is  in  part  diverted  from  a 
lower  mill  (Piatt  v.  Johnson,  15  Johns.  218), 
to  the  building  of  a  basin  or  bridge,  whereby 
access  to  plaintiff's  dock  is  obstructed  (Lan- 
sing v.  Smith,  8  Cow.  148,  4  Wend.  9 ;  Gil- 
man  v.  Philadelphia,  70  U.  8.  8  WaU.  718, 
18  L.  ed.  96),  and  even  to  the  pollution  of  a 
stream  by  the  discharge  of  tan-bark  from  an  up- 
per mill,  which  was  suffered  to  float  down  upon 
the  mill  of  the  plaintiff,  where  it  was  shown 
to  have  been  the  uniform  custom  of  the  coun- 
try to  permit  it.    Snow  v.  Parsons,  28  Vt.  459. 

A  distinction  is  drawn  between  cases  where 
the  pollution  of  a  stream  is  indispensable  to  its 
beneficial  use,  and  cases  where  the  pollution 
is  such  as  to  make  it  absolutely  useless  to  man- 
ufacturers lower  down  the  river.  Of  the  lat- 
ter class  is  Merrifleld  v.  Lombard,  18  Allen,  16, 
where  the  defendant  threw  vitriol  and  other 
noxious  substances  into  the  stream  a  short  dis- 
tance above  plaintiff's  factory,  by  means  of 
which  the  water  was  corrupted  so  that  it  cor- 
roded plaintiff's  engine  and  boiler  and  rendered 
them  unfit  for  use.  In  such  cases  the  court 
will  weigh  the  circumstances  and  necessities 
of  the  case,  and  the  manner  in  which  the 
stream  has  heretofore  been  used.  Cooley, 
Torts,  587. 

In  the  case  of  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v.  San- 
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derson,  118  Pa.  126,  4  Cent  Rep.  476,  it  was 
held  that  one  operating  a  coal  mine  in  the  ordi- 
nary and  usual  manner  may  drain  or  pump 
water  upon  his  own  lands,  which  percolates 
into  the  stream  which  forms  the  natural  drain- 
age of  the  basin  in  which  the  mine  was  situ- 
ated, although  the  quantity  of  water  may 
thereby  be  increased,  and  its  quality  be  so  af- 
fected as  to  render  it  totally  unfit  for  domes- 
tic purposes  by  the  lower  riparian  owners.  It 
was  intimated  that  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  a 
stream  of  pure  water  for  domestic  purposes 
must,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  give  way 
to  the  interests  of  the  communities,  in  order  to 
permit  the  development  of  the  natural  re- 
sources of  the  country,  and  to  make  possible 
the  prosecution  of  the  lawful  business  of  min- 
ing coaL  It  is  said,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  to  be  "a  general  proposition,  that  every 
man  has  the  right  to  the  natural  use  and  en- 
joyment of  his  own  property ;  and  if,  whilst 
lawfully  in  such  use  and  enjoyment,  without 
negligence  or  malice  on  bis  part,  an  unavoida- 
ble loss  occurs  to  his  neighbor,  it  is  damnum 
absque  injuria;  for  the  rightful  use  of  one's 
own  land  may  cause  damage  to  another,  with- 
out any  legal  wrong.'' 

The  same  principle  is  applicable  to  the  case 
of  a  public  officer,  who,  if  authorized  by  law 
to  excavate  earth  in  grading  a  street,  or  con- 
structing a  tunnel,  wiU  not  be  responsible  in 
the  absence  of  negligence  for  damage  to  abut- 
ting property  owners.  Smith  v.  Washington 
Carp.  61  U.  8.  20  How.  186,  16  L.  ed.  858; 
Northern  Transp.  Co.  v.  CJiicago,  09  U.  8.  685, 
26  L.  ed.  836;  Calender  y.  MarsJi,  1  Pick.  418; 
Radcliff  v.  Mayor,  4  N.  T.  195.  In  this  last 
case,  it  is  said  that  an  act  done  under  lawful 
authority,  if  done  in  a  proper  manner,  can 
never  subject  the  party  to  an  action,  whatever 
consequences  may  follow.  The  case  of  Mc- 
Combs  v.  Akron,  15  Ohio,  474,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  a  corporation  was  liable  for  injuries 
to  plaintiffs  property  in  cutting  down  and 
grading  a  street,  is  opposed  to  the  great 
weight  of  authority,  and  in  a  number  of  cases 
has  been  denied  to  be  law.  See  also  Chapman 
y.  Albany  A  8.  R.  Co.  10  Barb.  860.  In  West 
Cumberland  L  <fe  &  Co.  v.  Kenyon,  L.  R.  6 
Oh.  Div.  773,  it  is  said,  with  regard  to  the 
storage  of  water  upon  defendant's  land,  that  it 
was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  fhow,  not 
only  that  he  bad  sustained  damage,  but  that 
the  defendant  had  caused  it  by  going  beyond 
what  was  necessary  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
have  the  natural  use  of  his  own  land.  In  Atty- 
Gen.v.  Colmey  K  L.  Asylum,  L.  R  4  Ch.  App. 
146,  defendant  was  held  liable  for  polluting  a 
stream  by  its  sewage,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
evil  might  have  been  remedied  by  depositing 
the  sewage  elsewhere.  Other  instances  or 
serious  damage,  suffered  without  the  possibil- 
ity of  recourse,  may  occur  whenever  a  rival 
bridge  is  authorized  to  be  built  across  a  stream, 
as  was  done  in  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren 
Bridge,  86  U.  8.  11  Pet.  420,  9  L.  ed.  778. 

The  building  of  a  new  railroad  may  destroy 
tbe  value  of  a  turnpike,  of  a  line  of  coaches,  of 
taverns,  public  houses,  and  even  of  small 
towns  lying  along  its  line.  Illustrations  are 
found  in  Soulton  v.  Crowther,  2  Barn.  &  C. 
708,  and  Nichols  v.  Marsland,  L.  R.  10  Excb. 
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In  Roehoood  v.  Wilson,  11  Cush.  226.  it  is 
said  that  "nothing  can  be  better  settled  than 
that,  if  one  do  a  lawful  act  upon  his  own  prem- 
ises, he  cannot  beheld  responsible  for  injurious 
consequences  that  may  result  from  it,  unless  it 
was  so  done  as  to  constitute  actionable  negli- 
gence." What  shall  be  considered  indirect,  aa 
distinguished  from  direct,  injuries,  is  clearly 
stated  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  y.  Marehant,  119 
Pa.  641, 12  Cent  Rep.  261,  in  which  a  con- 
struction was  given  to  a  constitutional  provis- 
ion of  Pennsylvania  securing  just  compensa- 
tion by  corporations  for  property  "injured  or 
destroyed,  as  well  as  *  'taken. "  It  was.held  to 
be  confined  to  such  injuries  to  one's  property 
as  are  actual,  positive  and  visible,— the  natural 
and  necessary  results  of  the  original  construc- 
tion or  enlargement  of  its  works  by  a  corpora- 
tion, and  of  such  certain  character  that  com- 
pensation therefor  may  be  ascertained  at  tha 
time  the  works  are  being  constructed  or  en- 
larged, and  paid  or  secured  in  advance,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  indirect  injuries  to  the  plain- 
tiff, which  were  the  result  merely  of  a  subse- 
quent operation  of  its  railroad  in  lawful  manner, 
without  negligence,  unskillfulness  or  malice. 

The  substance  of  all  the  cases  we  have  met 
with  in  our  examination  of  this  question — and 
we  have  cited  but  a  small  fraction  of  them— is 
that,  where  a  person  is  making  lawful  use  of 
bis  own  property,  or  of  a  public  franchise,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  occasion  injury  to  an- 
other, the  question  of  his  liability  will  depend 
upon  the  fact  whether  be  has  made  use  of  the 
means  which,  in  the  progress  of  science  and 
improvement,  have  been  shown  by  experience 
to  be  tbe  best;  but  he  is  not  bound  to  experi- 
ment with  recent  inventions,  not  generally 
known,  or  to  adopt  expensive  devices,  when 
it  lies  in  the  power  of  the  person  injured  to 
make  use  himself  of  an  effective  and  Inexpen- 
sive method  of  prevention.  Hoytv.  Jeffers,  80 
Mich.  181.  If  in  the  case  under  consideration 
it  were  shown  that  the  double  trolley  would 
obviate  the  injury  to  complainant  without  ex- 
posing defendants  or  the  public  to  any  great 
inconvenience  or  a  large  expense,  we  think  it 
would  be  their  duty  to  make  use  of  it,  and 
should  have  no  doubt  of  our  power  to  aid  the 
complainant  by  an  injunction;  but,  as  the 
proof  shows  that  a  more  effectual  and  less  ob- 
jectionable and  expensive  remedy  is  open  to 
the  complainant,  we  think  the  obligation  is 
upon  the  Telephone  Company  to  adopt  it,  and 
that  defendants  are  not  bound  to  indemnify  it; 
in  other  words  that  the  damage  incidentally 
done  to  the  complainant  is  not  such  as  is  justly 
chargeable  to  the  defendants.  Unless  we  are 
to  hold  that  the  Telephone  Company  has  a 
monopoly  of  the  use  of  the  earth,  and  of  all 
the  earth  within  the  City  of  Nashville,  for  its 
feeble  current,  not  only  as  against  the  defend- 
ants, but  as  against  all  forms  of  electrical 
energy  which,  in  the  progress  of  science  and 
invention,  may  hereafter  require  its  use,  we  do 
not  see  how  this  bill  can  be  maintained.  We 
place  our  denial  of  an  injunction  upon  the 
grounds: 

1.  That  tbe  defendants  are  making  lawful 
use  of  tbe  franchise  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  State,  in  a  manner  contemplated  by  the 
Statute,  and  that  such  Act  cannot  be  consid- 
ered as  a  nuisance  in  itself. 
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8.  Thai,  In  the  exercise  of  such  franchise, 
no  negligence  has  been  shown,  and  no  wanton, 
or  unnecessary  disregard  of  the  rights  of  the 
complainant. 

&  That  the  damages  occasioned  to  the  com- 
plainant are  not  the  direct  consequence  of  the 
construction  of  the  defendants'  roads,  but  are 
incidental  damages  resulting  from  their  opera- 
tion* and  are  not  recoverable. 


The  cases  involving  this  principle  are  almost 
innumerable;  and  in  our  examination  of  them 
we  are  satisfied  the  great  weight  of  authority 
bears  in  the  direction  we  have  indicated. 

As  a  result,  the  motion  for  an  injunction 
must  be  denied. 
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1. 


A  political  party  the 
in  be  plavced  on  T 


eof  which 
ballots  under  the  Elec- 
tion Law~Js  formed  where  a  Republican  oaueus 
votes  to  adjourn  for  the  organisation  of  a  oltl- 
ssdjb*  caucus  and  thereupon  some  Democrats 
unite  with  the  Republican*  present  and  nominate 
a  citizens'  ticket,  which  Is  voted  at  a  town  meet- 
ing, although  no  committees  are  appointed  or 
any  steps  taken  to  effect  a  permanent  organiza- 
tion. 
ft.  Courts  cannot  inquire  into  the  mo- 
tives which  underlie  the  formation  of  apolitical 
party  In  determining  whether  or  not  it  has  Buoh 
an  existence  as  to  be  entitled  to  issue  separate 
election  ballots  bearing  its  name. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  real  object  of  a 
caucus  failed  of  accomplishment  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  no  political  party  was  formed 
which  would  be  entitled  to  issue  election  ballots 
bearing  Its  name. 

4.  Ballots  cast  at  a  town  meeting, 
which  include  the  name  off  a  candidate 
for  judge  off  probate*  who  can  be  legally 
elected  only  at  a  state  election,  or  whloh  have  the 
words  "and  ex  officio  Registrar  of  Births,  Mar- 
riages and  Deaths,"  added  to  the  name  of  the  of- 
fice of  town  clerk,  are  .invalid  under  Pub.  Acts 
1889,  ohap.  fti7,  which  provides  that  ballots  shall 
contain  in  addition  to  the  official  indorsement, 
only  the  "names  of  the  candidates,  the  office 
voted  for  and  the  name  of  the  political  party." 

*.  The  use  off  the  word  "ftw"  before  the 
name  off  each  office  named  In  a  ballot  does 
not  necessarily  invalidate  the  ballot  under  Pub. 
Aots  1889,  ohap.  247,  prohibiting  any  words  there- 
on except  the  official  indorsement,  the  names  of 
candidates,  the  office  voted  for  and  the  name  of 
the  political  party. 

(June  1, 189L) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Superior  Court  for 
New  Haven  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  an  action  brought 
by  petitioner  to  have  himself  declared  elected 
to  the  office  of  Selectman  of  the  Town  of 
Branford.    Dismissed. 
The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Harrison  A  Zacher,  for  plaintiff: 
if  there  is  anything  upon  the  ballot  that  is 

Nora.— For  decisions  as  to  the  proper  form  of 
ballots  under  the  reoent  Election  Laws,  see  note  to 
Talcott  v.  Philbriok  (Conn.)  10  L.  B.  A.  150. 
UL.RA. 

See  also  17  L.  R.  A.  364. 


prohibited,  it  must  be  in  the  nature  of  a  mark 
or  a  device,  and  when  this  mark  or  device  is 
found,  it  will  condemn  the  ballot  upon  which 
it  is  found. 

Steele  v.  Calhoun,  61  Miss.  656. 

Where  the  sheriff  is  ex  officio  collector  a  bal- 
lot having  printed  thereon  "Sheriff  and  Col- 
lector" is  not  in  violation  of  the  law  requiring 
that  the  ballot  shall  contain  no  printing  except 
the  names  of  the  candidates  and  the  designa- 
tion of  the  offices. 

State  v.  Watson,  9  Mo.  App.  592. 

The  general  decisions  of  the  highest  courts 
in  those  States  that  have  adopted  technical 
Ballot  Acts  do  not  sustain  the  claim  that  the 
use  of  the  word  "for"  under  such  circum- 
stances as  those  in  this  case  would  render  the 
ballot  invalid. 

DruKner  v.  State.  29  Ind.  808;  Napier  v. 
Mdyhew,  85  Ind.  275;  Wyman  v.  Lemon,  51 
Cal.  278;  Stanleys.  Manly,  85  Ind.  275;  Lowe 
y.  Wheeler,  2  Ellsworth,  61;  Millholland  v. 
Bryant,  89  Ind.  868;  Newton  v.  Newell,  26 
Minn.  529;  People  v.  Cicott,  16  Mich.  288; 
People  v.  Matteson,  17  111.  167;  Cooley,  Const 
Lim.  761,  768;  Coffey  v.  Edmonds,  58  Cal.  521; 
Applegate  v.  Eagan,  74  Mo.  258;  State  v.  Wat- 
son, 9  Mo.  App.  598. 

The  State  of  Mississippi  seems  to  be  the  only 
State  which  has  construed  its  Election  Laws 
so  strictly  as  to  bar  out  ballots  of  this  charac- 
ter. 

Oglesby  v.  Sigman,  58  Miss.  502;  Perkins  v. 
Carraway,  59  Miss.  222. 

The  violations  of  law  in  the  matter  of  the 
citizen's  ballots  are  plain  and  distinct,  especial- 
ly in  the  use  of  the  words  "For  Judge  of  Pro- 
bate, Henry  H.  Steadman."  That  violation  of 
the  law  is  so  plain  and  distinct  that  it  comes 
within  the  ruling  made  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  Talcott  v.  PhObriei,  10  L.  R.  A.  150, 
59  Conn.  472. 

Mr.  W.  L,  Bennett  for  appellees. 

Seymour,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  petition  was  brought  under  section  58 
of  the  General  Statutes.  The  petitioner  al- 
leges that  he  was  a  candidate  for  selectman  at 
the  annual  meeting  of  the  Town  of  Branford, 
held  on  the  first  Monday  of  October,  1890; 
that  he  verily  believes  he  received  a  sufficient 
number  of  votes  to  elect  him;  that  he  was  not 
declared  elected,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  re- 
spondents were  declared  elected  selectmen  for 
the  then  ensuing  year.  The  facts  upon  which 
his  claim  is  based,  so  far  as  they  are  important 
to  the  decision  of  the  case,  are  in  said  petition 
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stated  as  follows:  That  more  than  100  ballots 
were  counted  for  the  respondents  which  were  il- 
legal and  void,  and  ought  not  to  have  been 
counted,  "because  they  had  upon  them  other 
words,  and  contained  other  words  than  the 
names  of  the  candidates,  the  office  voted  for,  the 
name  of  the  party  issuing  the  ballot,  and  the 
official  indorsement;  and  such  words  were  not 
alterations  or  changes  of  the  ballot,  within  the 
provisions  of  section  12,  chapter  247,of  the  Pub- 
lic Acts  of  1889.  Said  one  hundred  and  more 
ballots  were  cast  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  said  Act,  and  did  not  conform  to  its  require- 
ments, because  they  did  not  contain  the  word 
'Republican'  or  the  words  'Republican  Party,' 
but  did  contain  at  the  top  of  the  ballots  the 
words  'Citizens'  Ticket/  Said  one  hundred 
and  more  ballots  also  contained  at  the  bottom 
of  said  ballots  the  following  illegal  words: 
*Foi  Judge  of  Probate,  Henry  H.  Stead  man.' 
Thereupon  the  petitioner  prays  that  he  may  be 
granted  a  certificate  entitling  him  to  hold  and 
exercise  the  duties  and  powers  of  a  selectman 
in  said  town."  The  case  was  heard  and  re- 
served for  the  advice  of  this  court. 

In  respect  to  the  first  claim,  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  origin  and  history  of  the 
"  Citizens'  "  ticket  are  detailed  in  the  finding. 
"We  extract  such  as  are  to  the  purpose.  Pur- 
suant to  public  notice  a  Republican  caucus 
was  held  October  4,  for  the  purpose  of  nomi- 
nating candidates  for  the  town  offices  to  be  filled 
at  the  town  meeting  aforesaid.  Immediately 
after  the  caucus  was  organized  a  plan  for  mak- 
ing up  a  Citizens'  ticket,  from  candidates  of 
all  political  parties,  was  advocated.  After  dis- 
cussion it  was  voted  that  the  Republican  cau- 
cus adjourn,  and  that  a  Citizens'  caucus  be 
organized.  Thereupon  some  ten  or  fifteen 
Democrats,  who  were  present,  but  had  not 
participated  in  the  proceedings,  came  forward, 
and  acted  with  the  about  fifty  Republicans 
who  were  present,  in  nominating  the  Citizens' 
ticket.  The  candidates  nominated  were  Re- 
publicans, except  those  for  town  clerk,  treas- 
urer, and  one  grand  juror,  who  were  Demo- 
crats. A  general  collection  was  taken  to  de- 
fray the  expense  of  printing  the  ticket.  No 
committees  were  appointed  at  said  caucus  to 
carry  out  its  purposes,  nor  were  any  steps  taken 
to  effect  a  permanent  organization  of  a  Citi- 
zens' party,  or  to  provide  for  its  further  exist- 
ence. The  chairman  of  the  Republican  town 
committee  procured  the  printing  of  said  Citi- 
zens' tickets,  and  caused  them  to  be  placed  in 
the  booths  on  election  day.  The  Republican 
party  issued  no  tickets,  and  no  ballots  were 
used  at  the  election  except  those  headed 
"Democratic"  and  those  headed  "Citizens' 
Tieket."  Previous  to  the  caucus  in  question 
there  had  been  no  call  issued  for  a  Citizens' 
caucus,  nor  any  organized  political  party  in 
the  Town  of  Branford  known  as  the  '•Citizens' 
Party  "  but  there  had  been  some  talk  among  a 
few  Republicans  and  Democrats  about  the 
possibility  of  having  a  Citizens'  caucus,  and  of 
turning  the  Republican  caucus,  that  had  been 
called,  into  a  Citizens'  caucus.  Occasionally, 
in  previous  years,  town  officers  have  been 
elected  in  said  town  on  tickets  denominated 
"  Citizens'  Ticket." 

We  are  abundantly  satisfied  from  the  facts 
stated  in  the  finding  that  for  the  time  being, 
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and  for  the  purposes  of  the  election  under  con- 
sideration, and  within  the  meaning  of  the  law 
requiring  the  ballots  to  contain  the  name  of  the 
party  issuing  them,  there  was  a  Citizens',  party 
in  Branford.  The  element  of  time  is  not  essen- 
tial to  the  formation  of  a  legal  party.  It 
may  spring  into  existence  from  the  exigen- 
cies of  a  particular  election,  and  with  no  inten- 
tion of  continuing  after  the  exigency  has  passed. 
To  hold  the  contrary  would  be  to  strike  a  blow 
at  that  independence  in  political  action  upon 
which  the  good  government  of  a  locality  may 
depend,  ft  or  can  the  number  of  voters  that 
must  unite  In  order  to  form  a  legal  party  be 
prescribed  bv  law  without  violating  one  of  the 
fundamental  theories  of  popular  government. 
If  it  is  shown,  as  it  is  in  this  case,  that  an  inde- 
pendent political  party  was  formed,  that  it 
assumed  a  distinctive  name,  and  that  the  bal- 
lots which  it  issued  sought  the  suffrages  of  the 
people  under  no  false  title,  but  bore  the  name 
of  the  political  party  issuing  them,  it  is  enough, 
so  far  as  the  point  now  being  considered  i» 
concerned.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to 
abridge  rights  which  are  not  dnlv  generally 
held  to  be  sacred,  but  which  it  is  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  preserve.  The  petitioner  lava 
some  stress  upon  the  finding  that  the  real 
object  and  intent  of  holding  the  Citizens'  cau- 
cus was  to  nominate  a  ticket  to  defeat  a  certain 
candidate  for  selectman  who  had  already  been 
nominated  at  the  Democratic  caucus,  by  nom- 
inating another  Democrat  who  had  been  an 
unsuccessful  candidate  for  the  same  office  in 
such  Democratic  caucus.  That  may  or  may 
not  have  been  a  laudable  object.  We  have  no- 
data  from  which  to  judge.  But  no  one  will 
seriously  contend  that  courts  can  inquire  into 
the  motives  which  underlie  the  formation  of 
political  parties.  Nor  is  the  further  suggestion 
sound,— that  because  the  real  object  of  the  cau- 
cus failed  of  accomplishment,  and  the  hoped- 
for  candidate  for  selectman  was  not  nominated* 
therefore  no  Citizens'  party  was  formed.  Not- 
withstanding such  failure,  a  Citizens'  ticket 
was  nominated  and  a  Citizens'  ballot  issued 
and  voted. 

The  second  reason  stated  in  the  petition  for 
granting  the  certificate  is  because  said  100  and 
more  (Citizens')  ballots  also  contained,  at  the 
bottom  of  said  ballots,  the  following  illegal 
words:  i4For  Judge  of  Probate,  Henry  H. 
Steadman."  It  appears  that  the  Citizens'  cau- 
cus, in  addition  to  the  town  officers  that  could 
be  voted  for  at  the  annual  town  meeting,  also* 
nominated  Henry  EL  Steadman  for  the  office 
of  judge  of  probate,  who,  by  statute,  could 
only  be  voted  for  for  said  office  at  the  election 
held  for  state  officers,  etc.,  on  the  Tuesday 
following  the  first  Monday  of  November  there- 
after, and  that  each  of  the  "  Citizens'  Tickets  * 
had  upon  it  the  words  "  For  Judge  of  Probate, 
Henry  H.  Steadman."  It  also  appears  that  the 
Democratic  ballots  issued  and  cast  at  said 
election  contained,  after  the  words  "For  Town 
Clerk,"  the  words  "and  esc  officio  Registrar  of 
Births,  Marriages  and  Deaths." 

The  Act  concerning  elections,  passed  in  1889, 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  uniformity  in  the 
ballots  used  at  electors'  meetings,  and  all  regu- 
lar town  and  city  elections,  made  certain  ex- 
press provisions  as  to  the  contents,  among 
other  things,  of  such  ballots.    The  first  section 
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requires  that,  "  in  addition  to  tbe  official  indorse- 
ment, the  ballots  shall  contain  only  the  names 
of  tbe  candidates,  the  office  -voted  for,  and  the 
name  of  the  political  party  issuing  the  same." 
The  ninth  section  provides  that,  if  any  ballot 
"  shall  contain  any  mark  or  device,  so  that  the 
same  may  be  identified  in  such  manner  as  to 
indicate  who  might  have  cast  the  same,  it 
shall  not  be  counted,"  etc.  All  ballots  cast  in 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  or  which 
do  not  conform  to  the  requirements  thereof,  as 
contained  in  the  sections  preceding  the  twelfth, 
said  section  declares,  "  shall  be  void  and  not 
counted,"  with  a  proviso  which  does  not  affect 
this  case.  Now  there  can  be  no  question  but 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  say  that  a 
ballot  which  failed  to  accord  with  certain  spe- 
cifically enumerated  requirements  should  be 
void,  irrespective  of  all  considerations  as  to  tbe 
intent  or  effect  of  such  failure.  It  considered 
uniformity  an  important  means  of  preventing 
fraud,  and  there  were  certain  matters  in  which 
uniformity  could  be  expressly  provided  for. 
But  ballots  which  satisfied  the  express  standard 
of  uniformity  might  yet  be  made  to  lack  entire 
uniformity,  and  so  be  Identified  by  various 
devices  which  tbe  Legislature  could  neither 
provide  against  nor  foresee;  so  section  9  was 
added.  As  it  stands,  therefore,  there  are  cer- 
tain particulars  so  clearly  stated  in  the  Act  that 
it  can  be  seen  at  a  glance  whether  a  given 
ballot  conforms  to  them.  As  to  them  there  is 
no  room  for  construction.  It  is  not  within  the 
province  of  the  court  to  say  what  the  conse- 
quence of  the  failure  to  conform  shall  be;  the 
Act  itself  fixes  it.  Though,  ordinarily,  there 
can  be  little  difficulty  in  deciding  whether  a 
ballot  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  the  first 
section  of  the  Act,  yet  not  everything  can  be 
settled  by  mere  inspection.  For  instance,  it  is 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  proved  whether  the 
party  whose  name  the  ballot  contains  in  fact 
Issued  it  The  meaning  and  intent  of  tbe 
words  "the  office  voted  for,"  used  in  describ- 
ing the  contents  of  the  ballot,  may  be  open  to 
construction,  and  the  question  whether  that 
provision  has  been  violated  may  depend  upon 
circumstances.  But  whether  the  ballots  in 
question  which  in  fact  contained  the  words 
M  For  Judge  of  Probate,  Henry  H.  Steadman," 
in  addition  to  tbe  official  indorsement,  the 
names  of  the  candidates  who  could  be  legally 
voted  for,  the  office  voted  for,  and  the  name  of 
the  political  party  issuing  the  same,  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law  admits  of  no 
discussion.  At  the  time  the  ballots  were  issued 
and  cast,  there  was  no  election  for  judge  of 
probate.  That  office  could  not  be  filled  at  a 
town  election.  The  title  of  the  office  and  the 
name  of  the  candidate  were  foreign  to  the 
ballot,  and  were  inserted  hi  violation  of  the 
express  and  unambiguous  terms  of  the  Act. 
So,  too,  in  respect  to  the  words  "and  ex  officio 
Registrar  of  Births,  Marriages  and  Deaths," 
contained  in  the  Democratic  ballots;  they  were 
inserted  in  violation  of  the  Act.  There  is  no 
such  office  as  that  named  in  the  ballots.  Chap- 
ter 181  of  the  Public  Acts  of  1889  gives  the 
names  of  the  town  offices  to  be  filled  at  the 
town  elections.  Among  them  Is  the  office  of 
'•  town  clerk."  Section  98  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes provides  that  town  clerks  of  the  several 
towns  shall  be  ex  officio  the  registrars  of  births, 
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marriages  and  deaths  in  their  respective  towns, 
except  in  the  towns  where  such  registrars 
are  elected  under  special  laws.  Nowhere  in 
the  statutes  are  town  clerks  called  anything 
but  town  clerks.  It  needs  no  argument  to 
prove  that  the  duties  performed  ex  officio  by 
the  incumbent  of  an  office  form  no  part  of  the 
legal  title  of  the  office,  unless  it  is  so  expressed. 

It  beingclear  that  the  words  "  For  Judge  of 
Probate,  Henry  H.  Steadman,"  on  the  Citizens' 
ballots,  and  the  words  "  and  ex  officio  Registrar 
of  Births,  Marriages  and  Deaths/'  on  the  Dem- 
ocratic ballots,  both  come  within  the  express 
prohibition  of  the  law,  what  is  our  duty?  If 
it  was  doubtful  whether  the  Act  applied  to 
them,  if  their  legality  depended  upon  a  con- 
struction of  the  meaning  of  the  language  of 
the  Act,  our  duty  might  not  be  plain,  except 
to  decide  in  favor  of  the  ri^ht  to  vote.  If  they 
could  be  held  to  fall  within  the  prohibition  of 
any  mark  or  device,  contained  in  the  ninth 
section,  instead  of  within  the  express  prohibi- 
tions of  the  first  section,  then  it  would  be  our 
duty  to  inquire  whether  they  constituted  a 
mark  or  device  by  which  the  ballot  might  be 
identified  in  such  manner  as  to  indicate  who 
might  have  cast  the  same.  But  no.  A  plain 
provision  of  the  law  is  violated  in  a  point  con- 
cerning which  the  Act  does  not  authorize  us  to 
inquire  into  the  intent  or  the  consequences  of 
tbe  violation.  In  short,  the  Legislature  has 
seen  fit  to  say  if  a  ballot  contains  the  addition 
to  tbe  specified  contents  which  these  do  it  shall 
be  void.  Unless  we  are  prepared  to  hold  the 
Act  unconstitutional  we  cannot  disregard  its 
requirements.  If  it  is  harsh  and  unreasonable, 
the  remedy  is  with  the  Legislature  that  enacted 
it,  and  not  with  the  courts,  which  are  bound 
to  respect  it.  In  regard  to  provisions  which 
are  plain  on  their  face,  which  are  not  depend- 
ent upon  the  question  of  good  faith,  or  the 
actual  or  possible  result  of  disregarding  them, 
we  can  only  say  again,  in  the  language  of  the 
majority  opinion  in  Talcott  v.  Philbrick,  59 
Conn.  478. 10  L.  R.  A.  150:  "  We  are  relieved 
of  any  obligation  to  inquire  into  the  necessity 
or  reason  of  such  requirement;  and  we  are  not 
at  liberty  to  dispense  with  anything  that  is 
required,  whatever  the  reason  for  it  may  be,  or 
even  if  without  any  apparent  reason  at  all 
The  Legislature  has  spoken,  and  obedience  is 
our  first  and  only  duty.  It  is  at  liberty  to 
throw  around  the  ballot-box  such  safeguards 
and  regulations  as  it  may  deem  proper,  and  it 
is  tbe  duty  of  the  citizen  to  conform  thereto. 
Some  inconvenience  is  not  too  great  a  price  to 
pay  for  an  honest,  pure  ballot. 

The  conclusions  to  which  we  have  thus 
come  are  themselves  decisive  of  the  case.  In 
addition,  however,  to  the  claims  already  con- 
sidered, the  record  shows  that  the  defendants 
claimed  that  the  Democratic  ballots  are  illegal 
because  the  word  ''for"  is  printed  on  each  of 
them  before  the  name  of  every  office  named 
therein.  This  presents  a  question  of  some 
difficulty,  and  because  it  does  we  are  satisfied 
that  we  have  come  to  a  correct  solution  of  it. 
If  it  was  plain  and  clear  that  the  Act,  in  limit- 
ing the  contents  of  the  ballot  to  the  official 
indorsement,  tbe  names  of  the  candidates,  the 
name  of  the  political  party  issuing  the  same, 
and  "the  office  voted  for,"  prohibited  the  use 
of  the  word  ••  for"  before  tbe  title  to  the  office, 
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we  should  be  bound,  upon  the  principles  which 
we  have  herein  already  recognized  as  sound, 
to  declare  the  ballots  void  for  that  reason. 
But  that  the  Statute  so  intended  is  not  plain 
and  clear.  On  the  contrary,  the  language  is 
ambiguous.  There  is  room  for  honest  and 
intelligent  men  to  differ  as  to  its  meaning. 
The  record  in  this  very  case  shows  that  the 
secretary  of  the  State,  in  a  notice  concerning 
elections  issued  in  August,  1889,  immediately 
after  the  Act  went  into  force,  and  before  any 
discussion  had  arisen  upon  the  point  in  hand, 
inclosed  a  printed  form  for  a  town  ballot. 
This  was  sent  to  every  postmaster  and  town 
clerk  and  to  the  respective  chairmen  of  the  Dem- 
ocratic and  Republican  committees  in  every 
town  in  the  State;  and  the  form  of  ballot  so 
sent  contained  the  word  "  for"  before  the  title 
to  every  office  named  therein.  It  is  a  matter 
of  public  notoriety  also  that  ballots  prepared 
by  different  persons,  equally  determined  to 
observe  the  requirements  of  the  law,  have  in 
some  cases  contained  the  word  "for"  in  juxta- 
position with  the  offices  voted  for,  and  some- 
times omitted  it.  The  Republican  ballots  as 
well  as  the  Democratic  ballots  in  the  case  be- 
fore us  contained  the  word.  We  refer  to  these 
instances  in  confirmation  of  our  position  that 
the  language  under  consideration  is  in  fact 
ambiguous.  If  ambiguous,  it  is  the  proper 
subject  of  construction.  In  discharging  the 
duty  of  construing  it  so  that  the  voter  shall 
not  be  deprived  of  his  vote,  except  upon  a 
plain  and  unambiguous  provision  of  the  law, 
we  feel  bound  to  hold  that  the  Act  does  not,  in 
terms  and  expressly,  nor  by  necessary  con- 
struction, prohibit  the  use  of  the  word  "for" 
before  the  title  to  the  office.    It  follows,  there- 


fore, that  neither  its  use  nor  the  failure  to  use 
it  necessarily  and  of  itself  invalidates  a  ballot. 
The  question  of  illegality  is  remitted  to  the 
provisions  of  the  ninth  section  of  the  Act  If 
the  regular  ballots  issued  by  a  political  party 
contain  the  word  "  for"  before  the  title  to  the 
offices  therein  named,  then  it  cannot  he  held  to 
he  a  "mark  or  device,"  so  that  the  same  may 
be  identified  in  such  manner  as  to  indicate  who 
might  have  cast  the  same,  and,  therefore,  is  not 
obnoxious  to  that  provision.  If  the  regular 
ballots  of  a  political  party  omit  the  word 
"for"  in  the  connection  stated,  then  the  use  of 
the  word  on  some  of  the  ballots  cast,  inasmuch 
as  it  would  be  a  mark  or  device  by  which  the 
same  might  be  identified,  would  be  illegal. 
Each  case  must  be  governed  by  its  own  cir- 
cumstances, and  be  decided  as  a  question  of 
fact  under  the  principles  herein  stated.  Upon 
the  facts  in  this  case,  we  hold  that  the  ballots 
in  question  were  not  illegal  and  void  because 
of  the  use  of  the  word  "for."  They  were, 
however,  illegal,  as  we  have  already  stated,  for 
another  reason. 

Being  illegal,  there  is  no  foundation  for  the 
petitioner's  claim  that  he  was  elected  select- 
man, and  his  petition,  which  was  based  upon 
that  claim,  mutt  be  dismissed.    We  so  advise. 

Carpenter  and  Looxnisj,  JJ.,  concur. 
Andrews,  Oh.  J.f  and  Torranee,  /.,  con- 
cur in  the  judgment,  and  fully  in  so  much  of 
the  opinion  as  discusses  the  "for"  ballots;  but 
in  the  other  parts  of  the  opinion  they  concur 
because  they  felt  bound  by  the  case  of  Taleott 
v.  Philbrick,  and  did  not  intend*  in  so  doing, 
to  change  or  modify  what  was  said  by  them  in 
their  dissenting  opinion  in  that  < 
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1.  An  exception  to  the  exclusion  of  a 
question  cannot  be  maintained  where  there  is 
nothing  to  show  what  the  answer  would  have 
been  or  what  exceptant  offered  to  prove  thereby. 


8.  Precautions]  alter  an  accident  to  pre- 
vent other  accidents  cannot  be  proved  for  the 
purpose  of  showing;  that  they  were  needed  at  the 
time  of  the  aooident  as  an  admission  of  negli- 
gence. 

(June  28,  ISO.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  a  roling  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Middlesex  County,  ex- 
cluding certain  evidence  at  the  trial  of  an  ac- 
tion brought  bv  plaintiff  under  Stat.  1887, 


Note.— Qf  exceptions  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence ; 
views  of  the  Mousachusette  Supreme  Judicial  Court. 

A  very  recent  rule  in  the  Massachusetts  Supreme 
Judicial  Court,  cited  in  the  principal  case,  fully 
establishes  the  accuracy  of  the  decision.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Allen  holds,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion,  that 
where  there  Is  nothing  to  show  what  the  testimony 
of  the  defendant  would  nave  been  if  admitted,  or 
what  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  thereby  ,or  that 
It  would  in  any  respect  have  been  material,  an  ex- 
ception to  the  exclusion  of  the  question  asked  is 
not  open  to  review  in  the  appellate  court.  Hath- 
away v.  Tlnkham,  148  Mass.  85.  See  also  Wheeler 
v.  Rice,  8  Cush.  205:  Brown  v.  Leach,  107  Mass.  864; 
Baker  v.  Gavitt,  128  Mass.  98;  New  Haven  &  N.  Co. 
v.  Campbell,  128  Mass.  104;  Stone  v.  Sargent,  120 
Mass.  508. 

The  same  court,  la  a  still  more  recent  case,  has 
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re-affirmed  this  ruling;  and  in  Parnum  v.  Pitcher, 
151  Mass.  470,  It  was  held  that  an  exception  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  question  cannot  be  maintained 
where  it  fails  to  show  what  the  answer  would  have 
been,  or  what  the  party  asking  the  question  offered 
or  expected  to  prove  by  the  answer.  Still  another 
application  of  the  same  rule  appears  in  the  case  of 
Crowley  v.  Appleton,  148  Mass.  96.  Here  was  an 
exception  to  the  exclusion  of  a  question,  but  an  en* 
tire  absence  of  anything  tending  to  show  what  the 
answer  would  have  been  or  what  the  plaintiff  of- 
fered to  prove  by  the  evidence  which  was  excluded. 
This  failure  to  disclose  the  object  of  the  question 
asked  proved  fatal  to  the  efficacy  of  the  exception. 
The  bill  of  exceptions  should  have  indicated  the 
nature  and  scope  of  the  exception,  and  the  court 
says:  "This  has  been  so  often  determined  that  it 
hardly  requires  the  citation  of  authority  to  sustaia 
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chap.  970,  8  S,  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss 
of  ber  husband,  who  was  alleged  to  have  been 
killed  by  defendant's  negligence,  which  action 
resulted  in  a  verdict  in  lavor  of  defendant 
Overruled. 

The  facto  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  Cowley,  for  plaintiff: 

Evidence  that  precautions  were  taken,  im- 
mediately after  the  killing  of  plaintiff's  hus- 
band, to  prevent  parts  of  tbe  bank  from  falling, 
is  admissible  to  show  that  such  precautious 
were  needed  at  the  time  of  the  killing. 

Dale  v.  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  B.  Co.  73  N.  Y. 
472;  Brennan  v.  Lachat,  14  Daly,  197;  ShaUuck 
v.  Band,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  159, 142  Mass.  88; 
Beadman  v.  Conway,  126  Mass.  874;  Mander- 
sehid  v.  Dubuque,  29  Iowa,  87;  Smith  y.  Byan, 
8  N.  T.  Supp.  858. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  has 
never  swerved  from  the  doctrine  that  such  evi- 
dence as  was  here  excluded  is  admissible. 

Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  6  Pa.  815; 
West  Chester  A  P.  B.  Co.  v.  McElwee,  67  Pa. 
811,  814;  McKee  v.  Bidwell,  74  Pa.  218. 


Tbe  same  doctrine  has  been  held  in  three 
cases  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota. 

(Theory  v.  Mankato,  21  Minn.  65;  Phelps  v. 
Mankato,  28  Minn.  276;  KeUy  v.  Southern  M. 
R.  Co.  28  Minn.  98. 

The  reasoning  on  which  these  decisions  rest 
is  not  weakened  by  Morse  v.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  B.  Co.,  80  Minn.  465,  adopted  in  HaUey  v. 
Hartford  Carpet  Co.,  61  Conn.  525,  680,  qual- 
ified by  Baiters  v.  Delaware  B.  Co.,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  841. 

The  pretext  for  rejecting  evidence  of  this 
kind  is,  that  the  jury  might  draw  unwarranted 
inferences  from  it  But  that  is  not  a  sufficient 
reason  for  excluding  it.  '  'The  evidence  should 
be  submitted  to  the  jury,  leaving  them  to  draw 
such  inferences  from  it  as  they  should  think 


they  ought  to  draw." 
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rourse  v.  Henshaw,  128  Mass.  100;  Martin 
v.  Towle,  J59  N.  H.  81;  Com.  v.  Brailey,  184 
Mass.  580. 

Later  acts  often  give  character  and  color  to 
earlier  acts. 

Thayer  v.  Thayer,  101  Mass.  111. 


tt"   Warren  v.  Spencer  Water  Go.  8  New  Bus;.  Bep. 
608,  148  Mass.  186. 


Exceptions;  their  purposes  and  effect. 
For  the  purpose  of  obtaininga  ruling*  by  the  trial 
judge  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evldenoe  offered  by 
a  party  upon  the  trial,  the  adverse  party  takes  an 
objection  to  its  admission,  statins;  the  reasons  why 
It  is  Inadmissible.  The  objection  Is  or  should  be 
taken  when  the  party  asks  a  question  calling;  for  an 
answer  which  is  deemed  objectionable,  or  offers  in 
evidence  a  document  which  for  any  reason  should 
not  be  received.  The  offloe  of  an  objection  is  to 
stop  an  answer  to  a  question  put  to  a  witness,  or  to 
prevent  the  receipt  of  a  document  in  evldenoe  un- 
til the  court  has  ruled  as  to  its  admissibility.  An 
objection  to  testimony  is  unavailing  If  taken  after 
the  evidence  has  been  received.  See  Platner  y. 
Platner,  78  N.  Y.  90.  After  the  court  has  decided 
that  the  evldenoe  shall  be  reoeived  or  excluded, 
the  party  prejudiced  by  the  ruling  takes  an  excep- 
tion thereto.  The  offloe  of  an  exception  is  to  point 
out  errors  committed  by  the  court  during  the  prog- 
ress of  the  trial.  Matthews  v.  Meyberg,  68  N.  Y. 
656. 

Rulings  in  the  United  8tates  Supreme  OourU 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  held 
Id  numerous  cases  that  exceptions  must  be  actual- 
ly taken  at  the  trial.  And  further,  that  it  will  re- 
view only  such  exceptions  as  were  so  taken.  These 
positions  are  sustained  by  the  following  cases: 
Pittsburgh,  O.  ft  SL  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Heck,  108  U.  S.  120, 
86  L.  ed.  68;  Zeller  v.  Bckert,  46  U.  8.  4  How.  289, 11 
L.  ed.  999:  Phelps  v.  Mayer,  66  U.  8. 16  How.  160, 14 
L.ed.648:  Bryan  v.  Forsyth,  60  U.  &  19  How.  834, 
16  L.  ed.  674;  Barton  v.  Forsyth,  61  U.  8.  20  How. 
688, 16  L.  ed.  1018;  Campbell  v.  Boyreau,  62  U.  8. 21 
How.  228, 16  L.  ed.  96;  Dredge  v.  Forsyth,  67  U.  8. 
t  Black,  668, 17  L.  ed.  868;  Houghton  v.  Jones,  68  U. 
8. 1  Wall.  702, 17  L.  ed.  608;  Hutohins  v.  King,  68  U. 
&1  Wall.  88, 17  L.ed.  644;  Belk  v.  Meagher,  104  U. 
8. 279, 28  L.  ed.  786. 

And  it  la  a  cardinal  principle  in  the  same  court 
that  to  render  an  exception  available  it  must  af- 
firmatively appear  that  the  rule  excepted  to  affect- 
ed or  might  have  affected  the  decision  of  the  case. 
Florida  B.  Co.  v.  Smith,  88  U.  a  21  Wall.  866,  22  L. 
ed.618. 

Watoer  of  riant. 

A  party  to  the  litigation  may  waive  his  right  to 
an  exception  by  omitting  to  make  it  until  the  case 
12L.R.  A. 


has  been  submitted  to  the  jury.   Roberts  v.  Gra- 
ham, 78  U.  a  6  Wall.  678, 18  L.  ed.  79L 

Exceptions  to  be  available  must  be  specific. 

The  exceptant,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the 
full  results  of  an  exception  to  the  admission  or  re- 
jection of  evldenoe,  must  specifically  allege  the 
grounds  upon  which  he  would  base  his  exception. 
Frier  v.  Jaokson,  8  Johns.  496;  Jaokson  v.  Cadwell, 
1  Cow.  622:  Whiteside  v.  Jaokson,  1  Wend.  418; 
Waters  v.  Gilbert,  8  Cush.  87;  Covlllaud  v.  Tanner, 
7  OaL  88:  KilerCv.  Kimbal,  10  Oai.  868;  People  v. 
Glenn,  10  OaL  87;  Owen  v.  Frlnk,  84  OaL  177;  Mo- 
Donald  v.  Bear  River  ft  A.  Water  ft  Min.  Co.  18  OaL 
888;  Sneed  v.  Osborn,  86  OaL  687;  Voorman  v. 
Voigbt,  46  OaL  898;  People  v.  Chee  Kee,  61  OaL  404. 

The  federal  decisions  with  reference  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  now  under  review  are  In  entire  accord 
and  harmony  with  the  decisions  In  the  various 
state  tribunals,  as  will  appear  from  the  brief  con- 
sideration of  the  authority.  In  United  States  v. 
MoMaster,  71  U.  8. 4  WalL  680,  18  L.  ed.  811,  It  was 
held  by  an  undivided  court  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  party  exoeptlng  to  evidence  to  point  out  the 
part  excepted  to,  so  that  the  attention  of  the  court 
may  be  drawn  to  it.  If  the  exception  covers  any 
admissible  evidence,  it  is  rightly  overruled. 

Exceptions  to  evldenoe  must  be  taken  as  soon  as 
the  court  decides  to  admit  or  reject  it;  a  note  of 
the  exception  is  then  made  and  It  is  usually  re- 
duced to  form  afterwards.  Bradstreet  v.  Thomas, 
29 U. 8. 4 Pet.  108,  7L.ed.796;  Poole  v.  Fleeger.86 
U.  8.  11  Pet  186,  9  L.  ed.  681;  Ligget  y.  Pennsyl- 
vania Bank,  7  Serg.  ft  R.  219;  Morris  y.  Buckley,  8 
Serg.  ft  B.  811;  Stewart  v.  Huntingdon  Bank,  11 
Serg.  ft  K.  867;  Lewis  v.  Post,  1  Ala.  66;  Chambers 
v.  Baptist  Bd.  800. 1 B.  Mon.  816;  Gordon  v.  Ryan, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  68. 

Tbe  exception  must  be  taken  immediately  upon 
the  overruling  of  the  objection.  Griggs  v.  Howe, 
81  Barb.  100, 8  Keyes,  166, 2  Keyes,  674. 

An  objection  to  the  reception  of  incompetent 
evidence  must  be  raised  as  soon  as  it  is  offered;  and 
If  a  party  allows  suoh  evidence  to  be  taken  with- 
out objection,  a  denial  of  a  motion  to  strike  It  out, 
when  the  party  finds  it  prejudicial  to  his  cause, 
will  not  be  a  ground  of  exception.  Levin  v. 
Bussell,  48  N.  Y.  261;  Cheesebrough  v.  Taylor,  IS 
Abb.  Pr.  227. 

The  proposition  is  well  settled  that  to  entitle  an 
exception  to  the  after  consideration  of  the  appellate 
court  when  interposed  to  the  admission  or  rejeo- 
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Messrs.  George  P.  Richardson, 
George  R.  Richardson  and  Daniel  Iff. 
Richardson,  for  defendant: 

Defendant's  adoption  of  a  particular  safe- 
guard at  any  time,  whether  an  accident  bad 
previously  occurred  or  not,  could  not  be 
deemed  an  admission  that  taking  any  less  pre- 
caution would  be  negligence. 

Menard  v.  Boston  2  M.  B.  Co.  160  Mass.  886; 
Dougan  v.  Champlain  Tramp.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  1; 
SeweU  v.  Cohoes,  11  Hun,  626,  76  N.  Y.  64; 
Lafayette  ▼.  Weaver,  92  Ind.  477;  Hart  v. 
Lancaster  &  T.  B.  Oo.  21  L.  T.  N.  8.  261; 
Cleveland  v.  New  Jersey  8.  B.  Co.  68  K  Y.  810. 

Lathrop,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  under  the  Statute  of  1887, 
chap.  270,  §  2,  brought  by  the  widow  of  Mat- 
thew 8hinners,  to  recover  damages  sustained 
by  her  in  consequence  of  the  deatn  of  her  hus- 
band, caused  by  the  falling  upon  him  of  a  por- 
tion of  a  bank  of  earth,  while  he  was  working 


as  a  day  laborer  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant 
corporal  ion  and  engaged  in  digging  a  trench  in 
Lowell.  He  died  without  conscious  suffering. 
The  bank  was  eighteen  feet  high,  and  was 
composed  of  hard  gravel,  clay  and  marl.  The 
plaintiff  contended  that  the  fall  of  the  bank  took 

Slace  in  consequence  of  the  unreasonable  neg- 
«t  of  the  defendant  to  have  the  bank  properly 
shored  up. 

At  the  trial  in  the  superior  court,  the  lury 
returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant;  ana  the 
case  comes  before  us  on  the  plaintiff's  exception 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  following  question,  put 
by  the  plaintiff  to  one  of  her  witnesses,  who 
worked  in  the  trench  before,  after  and  at  the 
time  of  the  accident:  "What,  if  anything,  was 
done  by  the  defendant  to  said  bank  after  the 
accident?" 

There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to 
show  what  the  testimony  of  the  witness  would 
have  been,  if  admitted,  or  what  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  prove  thereby,  and  for  this  reason  an 
exception  to  the  exclusion  of  the  question  cau- 


tion of  evidence  it  must  specifically  state  the 
ground  upon  which  the  objection  is  made,  and 
the  exception  must  be  at  once  noted  to  the  ruling 
of  the  trial  court;  otherwise  it  will  not  be  consid- 
ered. Voorman  y.  Voight,  46  OaL  80S;  Miller  v. 
Duff,  84  Mo.  167. 

The  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  has 
decided  In  an  early  case,  the  force  of  which  has  nev- 
er been  shaken,  that  exceptions  will  not  be  sustain- 
ed which  simply  show  that  incompetent  declara- 
tions were  admitted  in  evidence.  The  exclusion  of 
the  question  is  not  matter  of  complaint  when  it  Is 
not  shown  what  the  answer  would  disclose.  Haok- 
ett  v.  King,  8  Allen,  144. 

The  contentions  of  the  text  are  sustained  by 
numerous  authorities,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  is  authority  for  a  proposition 
that  the  fact  that  the  party  made  the  point  as  to 
the  competency  or  Incompetency  of  'the  evidence 
while  the  Jury  were  at  the  bar  and  the  court  de- 
cided it  against  him,  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  the 
question  before  this  court.  He  must  show  that  he 
excepted  to  the  decision  overruling  his  objection. 
United  States  v.  Breitling,  61  U.  &  20  How.  268,  15 
L.ed.900. 

Where  the  error  assigned  is  to  the  rejection  of 
evidence,  the  specification  must  quote  the  full  sub- 
stance of  the  evidence  offered.  Northwestern 
Union  Paoket  Co.  v.  Clough,  87  U.  8.  90  WalL  088, 
22L.ed.  406. 

In  the  case  last  cited  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  com- 
menting upon  the  failure  of  the  counsel  to  quote 
in  a  bill  of  exceptions  the  full  substance  of  the 
evidence  offered,  said:  "This  is  to  enable  the  court 
to  see  whether  the  evidence  offered  is  material,  for 
it  would  be  Idle  to  reverse  a  judgment  for  the  ad- 
mission or  rejection  of  evidence  that  oould  have 
no  effect  on  the  verdict." 

Objections  and  exceptions  must  be  spectflo  as  a 
general  rule.  Keogh  v.  Westervelt,  66  N.  Y.  636; 
Sands  v.  Church,  6  N.  Y.  847;  Pratt  v.  Foote,  10  N. 
Y.  509;  Senile  v.  Brokhabus,  80  N.  Y.  616;  StookweU 
v.  United  States,  8  Cliff.  £84. 

Where  the  evidence  given  consists  of  a  number 
of  particulars,  and  the  adverse  party  excepts  to  it 
generally,  without  pointing  out  the  parts  objected 
to,  the  exception  will  be  overruled  if  any  part  of 
the  evidence  was  admissible.  Moore  v.  Bank  of 
Metropolis,  88  U.  8. 18  Pet.  802, 10  L.  ed.  178;  Elliott 
v.  Peirsol,  86  U.  S.  1  Pet.  887, 7  L.  ed.  169;  Camden  v. 
Doremus,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  515, 580, 11 L.  ed.  706, 712. 

In  the  case  of  the  rejection  of  competent  evi- 
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denoe,  it  must  clearly  appear  on  the  face  of  the  ex- 
ception that  the  evidenoe  was,  and  not  that  it  pos- 
sibly might  have  been,  relevant.  Oohn  ▼.  Mulford, 
15  Cat.  6a 

If  the  evidenoe  received  by  the  referee  was  ob- 
jected to,  and  it  turns  out  that  such  evidence  was 
competent,  the  rights  of  the  objecting  party  can- 
not be  In  any  way  affected,  because  the  referee  re- 
served his  decision  as  to  its  admissibility  until  the 
conclusion  of  the  case,  and  the  judgment  will  not 
be  reversed  on  that  ground.  Kerslake  v.  Schoon- 
maker,  1  Hun,  486. 

Apparent  Qualification  of  the  rule. 

In  rare  instances  an  objection  to  the  admissibility 
of  evidenoe  should  prevail,  notwithstanding  Its 
general  character  in  instances  where  it  appears 
that  it  could  not  have  been  obviated  on  the  trial, 
as  where  the  subject  of  the  evidence  offered  by  a 
defendant  as  constituting  a  defense  does  not,  m 
law,  constitute  any  defense.  Merrltt  ▼.  Seaman,  • 
N.Y.  168. 

Offer  of  proof. 

An  offer  of  evidenoe  is  intended  solely  to  inform 
the  court  what  the  party  making  the  offer  in- 
tends to  prove,  so  that  it  will  be  enabled  to  rule 
intelligently  on  objections  to  questions  which  have 
been  asked.  It  is  not  a  substitute  for  testimony; 
and  it  is  not  good  practice,  except  in  very  special 
oases,  to  decide  a  case  upon  an  offer  of  evidenoe. 
Judges  will  rarely  receive  an  offer  of  proof  when 
it  can  be  avoided  (Coulson  v.  Whiting,  12  Daly,  408); 
nor  will  they  require  counsel  to  object  to  it;  and 
experienced  counsel  are  rarely  willing  to  rest  the 
case  of  their  client  on  an  objection  and  exception 
to  an  offer  of  proof.  It  Is  much  better,  if  practica- 
ble, to  receive  the  testimony  which  is  offered  to  be 
given,  subject  to  objection,  with  leave  to  the  party 
taking  the  objection  to  move  to  strike  it  out  See 
2  Rumsey,  Pr.  297. 

The  case  of  Scotland  County  v.  Hill,  112  U.  S.  188, 
28  L.  ed.  692,  Is  chiefly  remarkable  as  embodying 
the  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Waite  in  reference  to 
this  topic  And  in  connection  with  the  assump- 
tions of  the  text  the  pertinency  of  the  following 
language  Is  apparent:  "It  Is  olalmed,  however, 
that  error  cannot  be  assigned  here  on  the  excep- 
tion to  the  exclusion  of  the  oral  proof,  because  the 
record  does  not  show  that  any  witness  was  actually 
called  to  the  stand  to  give  the  evidenoe,  or  that 
anyone  was  present  who  oould  be  called  for  that 
purpose.  If  the  court  had  decided  in  favor  of  ad- 
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not  be  maintained.  Hathaway,  v.  Tinkham, 
148  Mass.  85,  87,  and  cases  cited;  Crowley  v. 
Appleton,  148  Mass.  08,  101;  Smethurst  v.  Pro- 
prietor* of  2nd.  Cong.  Church,  148  Mass.  261, 
267.  2L.R1  695;  Farnum  v.  Pitcher,  161 
Mass.  470,  475.  As,  however,  (be  point  of  law 
sought  to  be  presented  by  the  exception  is  an 
important  one,  arising  constantly  in  trials  at 
nisiprius,  and  as  it  has  been  elaborately  argued 
by  counsel,  we  are  disposed  to  rest  our  Judg- 
ment upon  a  broader  ground  than  the  one  above 
stated. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  where  an  acci- 
dent has  happened  through  the  alleged  negli- 
gence of  a  person,  the  subsequent  acts  of  this 
person  in  taking  additional  precautions  to  pre- 
vent other  accidents  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
in  an  action  against  him  for  the  injuries  occa- 
sioned, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  such 
precautions  were  needed  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  If  such  acts  are  admissible,  it  must 
be  on  the  ground  that  the  conduct  of  the  per- 
son amounts  to  an  admission  of  negligence; 


and  this  is  the  ground  upon  which  such  evi- 
dence has  been  sometimes  held  to  be  admis- 
sible. Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  51 
Pa.  815;  West  Chester  4  P.  B.  Co.  v.  McBlwce, 
67  Pa.  811;  McKee  v.  BidweU,  74  Pa.  21& 
And  in  Dale  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  0b.,78  N. 
Y.  468,  it  is  said  by  Mr.  JtttfettRapallo,  speak- 
ing of  repairs  made  by  a  railroad  corporation 
immediately  after  an  accident:  "In  such  a 
case  the  making  of  the  repairs  may  be  regarded 
as  some  evidence  that  they  were  needea,  and 
consequently  that  the  road  was  out  of  repair." 
This  remark  was,  however,  obiter,  and  although 
in  accord  with  some  decisions  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  which  we 
need  not  further  refer  to,  is  contrary  to  what 
is  now  the  well-established  doctrine  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  that  State,  as  will  pres- 
ently appear. 

The  Pennsylvania  doctrine  was  at  first  fol- 
lowed by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota. 
CLeary  v.  Mankato,  21  Minn.  65;  Phelps  v. 
Manhato,  28  Minn.  276;    KeUy  v.  8ovt/iern 


mitting  it;  and  we  are  referred  to  the  eases  of  Hob- 
Inson  v.  State,  1  Lea,  678,  and  Bschbach  v.  Hurtt,  47 
Md.  66,  in  support  of  that  proposition.  Those  oases 
do  undoubtedly  hold  that  error  cannot  be  as- 
signed on  suoh  a  ruling  unless  it  appears  that  the 
offer  of  proof  was  made  In  good  faith,  and  this  is 
In  reality  all  they  do  decide.  If  the  trial  court  has 
doubts  about  the  good  faith  of  an  offer  of  testimo- 
ny, It  can  insist  on  the  production  of  the  witness 
and  upon  some  attempt  to  make  the  proof  before 
it  rejects  the  offer;  but  if  It  does  reject  it  and  al- 
lows a  bill  of  exceptions  which  shows  that  the  offer 
was  actually  made  and  refused,  and  there  is  nothing 
else  in  the  reoord  to  indicate  bad.  faith,  an  appel- 
late court  must  assume  that  the  proof  could  have 
been  made  and  govern  itself  accordingly.** 

The  decision  last  cited  merely  affirmed  and  re- 
stated a  position  previously  assumed  by  the  New 
York  Court  of  Appeals,  in  which  Ohief  Justice  Fol- 
ger  wrote  an  opinion  equally  conclusive.  From 
that  opinion  it  seems  that  where  testimony  is  of- 
fered which,  taken  alone,  is  incompetent,  but 
which  may  be  made  competent  by  other  evidence, 
and  this  the  party  offering  it  promises  to  produce, 
the  reception  of  it  at  the  time  is  not  error,  and  if 
the  party  fails  to  produce  the  promised  evidence 
the  opposite  party  to  save  his  point  must  move  to 
strike  out  testimony  before  the  dose  of  the  case- 
Baylies  ▼.  Cookcroft,  81 N.  Y.  808. 

If  the  competency  or  materiality  of  the  facts 
offered  to  be  shown  depends  upon  other  facts,  they 
must  also  be  stated,  and  the  offer  must  also  be  made 
to  prove  them  as  well,  or  it  is  not  error  to  sustain 
the  objection.    Carnes  v.  Piatt,  4  Jones  ft 8. 861. 

In  order  to  put  the  trial  court  in  the  wrong,  on 
appeal  or  writ  of  error,  for  rejecting  an  offer  of 
evidence  on  direct  examination,  the  offer,  as  stated 
In  the  bfll  of  exceptions,  must  show  the  materiality 
of  the  evidence  whloh  was  tendered.  United  States 
y.  Doty,  8  Bumn.  30;  Bank  of  Pleasant  Hill  v.  Wills, 
79  Mo.  276;  Jackson  v.  Hardin,  88  Mo.  175. 

The  court  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion, require  counsel  to  state  the  substance  of  evi- 
dence which  is  tendered,  so  as  to  enable  the  court 
to  judge  of  its  materiality  and  relevancy;  and  a  re- 
viewing court  will  not  control  the  trial  oourt  in 
the  exercise  of  suoh  a  discretion.  Morgan  v. 
Browne,  71  Pa.  180;  McClelland  v.  Lindsay,  1  Watts 
ft  S.  860;  Boy  v.  Taryee,  7  Wend.  859. 

A  very  accurate  exposition  of  this  subject  is 
found  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Oowen  in  Van  Buren 
v.Wells,  19  Wend.  80s. 

The  principle  is,  that  a  proposal  to  introduce  an 
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isolated  circumstance  must  contain  in  itself  or  by 
reference  to  something  else,  either  already  in  evi- 
dence or  which  is  offered  as  yet  to  oome,  enough  to 
evince  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  legitimately 
operative,  or  it  may  be  rejected.  The  important 
branch  of  nisi  prfus  practice,  resting  on  this  prin- 
ciple is  sustained  by  many  authorities;  but  I  think 
it  will  be  found  best  explained  and  exemplified  by 
the  late  case  of  Weidler  v.  Farmers  Bank  of  Lan- 
caster, 11  8erg.  ft  B.  184.  Bee  also,  in  connection 
with  this  case,  4  Starkle,  Bv.  881;  Winlook  v.  Hardy, 
4  Litt  878;  Harris  v.  Paynes,  6  Litt.  106;  Wilson  v. 
Bowen,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  88:  Clark  v.  Beach.  6  Conn.  148; 
Bowt  v.  Kile,  1  Leigh,  816;  People  v.  Genung,  11 
Wend.  18,  81,  per  Sutherland,  X;  Bex  v.  Vursey,  6 
Oar.  ft  P.  8L 

These  cases  contain  some  very  apt  Illustrations; 
and  the  practice  was  also  very  well  examined  in  a 
still  later  case,  that  of  Davis  v.  Calvert,  6  Gill  ft  J. 
860, 804,  and  also  in  Harwood  v.  Ramsey,  16  Serg.  ft 
B.  81, 86.  The  result  seems  to  be  that  the  oourt  may 
reject  on  the  ground  of  the  apparent  irrelevancy, 
or  may  let  in  the  proof  in  the  first  Instance,  and  re- 
pudiate it  if,  after  all  is  heard,  it  shall  oome  short 
of  any  tendency  to  prove  the  issue.  But  the  bet- 
ter way  is  to  reject  it  in  the  first  instance,  if  it  oome 
plainly  short,  as  satisfactorily  shown  by  Gibson, 
«T.,  in  Weidler  v.  Farmers  Bank  of  Lancaster, 
supra. 

When  an  offer  of  evidence  embraces  matters 
which  are  admissible  among  those  which  are  inad- 
missible, the  whole  may  be  rejected.  Hosley  v. 
Black,  88  N.Y.  488,  444. 

Bo  where  no  objection  is  taken  to  evidence, 
the  counsel  must  call  the  attention  of  the  oourt 
to  the  particular  portion  to  whioh  he  objects; 
for  if  he  objects  to  the  whole  evidence  of  two 
witnesses,  the  most  of  whioh  is  unobjection- 
able, his  objection  will  go  for  nothing.  The  same 
rule  applies  as  in  offers  of  evidence  or  exceptions 
to  the  charge  of  the  court.  Keller  v.  New  York 
Cent.  B.  Co.  84  How.  Pr.  178;  Daniels  v.  Patterson, 
8  N.  Y.  47, 61;  Elwell  v.  Dodge,  88  Barb.  886, 342. 

The  offer  of  evidence  must  be  specific  (88  Barb. 
836),  and  must  show  how  it  may  be  material.  First 
Baptist  Church  v.  Brooklyn  V.  Ins.  Co.  28  How. 
Pr.448. 

It  must  appear  affirmatively  that  the  evidence 
was  relevant  when  offered  and  excluded,  that  the 
oourt  erred  to  tbe  prejudice  of  the  party  excepting, 
the  presumption  belntf  in  favor  of  the  rectitude  of 
the  proceeding  and  in  favor  of  the  decision.  Van 
Amringe  v.  Barnett,  8  Bosw.  867. 
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Minn.  R.  Co.,  28  Minn.  98.  But  these 
were  deliberately  overruled  in  Morse  v.  Minne- 
apolis dSU  L.  R  Co.,  80  Minn.  466,  in  an 
elaborate  opinion,  in  which  the  question  is 
fully  and  carefully  considered. 

Such  evidence  has  also  been  held  to  be  inad- 
missible by  the  highest  tribunals  in  New  York, 
Connecticut,  Indiana,  Illinois  and  Iowa. 
Dougan  v.  Champlain  Transp.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  1; 
Baird  v.  Daly,  68  N.  Y.  647;  Corcoran  v. 
PeeJcsHU,  108  N.  Y.  161,  10  Gent  Rep.  492; 
Nalley  v.  Hartford  Carpet  Co.  61  Conn.  624; 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Clem,  128  Ind.  15, 
7  L.  R.  A-  688;  Hodge*  y.  PerdwU.  182  HL  68; 
Cramer  v.  Burlington,  46  Iowa,  627;  Hudson 
v.  Chicago  d  JV.  F.  £.  Co.  69  Iowa,  681.  See 
also  Hart  v.  Lancaster  dt  T.  R  Co.,  21  L.  T. 
N.  S.  261. 

In  a  recent  case  in  this  Commonwealth 
(Menard  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  886), 
the  plaintiff  was  struck  by  a  locomotive  engine 
of  the  defendant  at  a  highway  crossing.  At 
the  time  of  the  accident  no  flagman  was  sta- 
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tioned  there,  but  the  Jury  when  they  took  a 
view  found  one  there.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
in  argument  proposed  to  comment  upon  this 
fact,  and  was  stopped  by  the  court.  On  ex- 
ceptions, this  action  of  the  court  was  held  to 
be  correct:  and  Mr.  Justice  Enowlton,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "The 
defendant's  method  of  managing  its  business 
before,  or  after,  or  at  the  time  of  the  accident 
was  not  evidence  of  what  due  care  required. 
The  defendant,  or  any  other  corporation,  might 
at  any  time  do  more  or  less,  in  some  particular, 
than  a  reasonable  regard  for  the  safety  of  the 
public  demanded.  Its  adoption  of  a  particular 
safeguard  at  any  time,  whether  an  accident  had 
previously  occurred  or  not,  could  not  be 
deemed  an  admission  that  taking  any  less  pre- 
caution would  be  negligence,  any  more  than 
its  use  of  a  more  dangerous  system  would  in- 
dicate that  it  considered  that  reasonably  safe." 
The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  case  of  Read- 
man  v.  Conway,  126  Mass.  874,  where  the  fact 
that  the  defendants  repaired  a  platform  after 


But  if  it  appear  that  tbe  oourt  assumed  a  fact  in 
Issue  as  a  ground  for  excluding  tbe  evidence  offer- 
ed, it  la  an  error  for  which  a  new  trial  will  be  or- 
dered.   Molntyre  y.  Clapp,  81 N.  Y.  660. 

It  appears,  upon  the  high  authority  of  Mr.  Austin 
Abbott,  that  to  sustain  an  exception  to  the  rejec- 
tion of  evidence  counsel  should  make  his  offer  in 
suoh  plain  and  unequivocal  terms  as  to  leave  no 
room  for  doubt  as  to  what  was  intended.  If  he 
leaves  the  offer  fairly  open  to  two  constructions  he 
cannot  insist  in  a  oourt  of  review  on  the  construc- 
tion most  favorable  to  himself,  unless  it  Is  justly 
inferrible  that  he  was  so  understood  by  the  judge 
who  rejected  tbe  evidence.  Abbott*  Trial  Brief, 
P.*. 

If  offer  is  in  hearing  of  fury. 

Where  the  evidence  sought  to  be  Introduced  is  of 
an  oral  nature,  the  offer  to  produce  it  is  necessarily 
oral,  and  may  be  made  in  the  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  Jury.  Should,  however,  its  introduction  be 
excluded  by  the  trial  oourt,  any  renewal  of  the  at- 
tempt should  not  be  Indulged  (Scripps  v.  Reilly,  88 
Mioh.  10);  and  in  cases  where  the  proffered  evidence 
is  of  a  documentary  character,  the  oourt  before 
passing  upon  its  admission  or  rejection  may  re- 
quire its  submission  to  him  for  inspection. 

The  principle  embodied  in  the  adjudications  re- 
lating to  this  subject  Is  ably  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Nelson  in  Gould  v.  Weed,  12  Wend.  12,  decided  in 
1884.  In  the  course  of  a  singularly  exhaustive 
opinion  his  honor  says:  "Upon  this  offer  (of  evi- 
dence) a  question  arose  on  the  trial  which  it  may 
be  proper  to  notice.  The  counsel  insisted  upon 
reading  from  the  stipulation  the  parts  objected  to, 
to  enable  the  judge  to  understand  the  question, 
while  the  latter  requested  that  the  paper  should  be 
handed  to  him,  and  he  would  examine  it  for  him- 
self, which  was  refused.  Questions  involving  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  belong  exclusively  to  and 
are  to  be  considered  and  decided  by  the  oourt;  and 
we  are  unable  to  discover  any  well-founded  rea- 
son why  the  judge  should  be  compelled  to  hear  the 
counsel  read  tbe  document  objected  to,  upon  this 
preliminary  inquiry.  If  he  chooses  to  examine  it  for 
himself.  The  only  legitimate  object  in  reading  it 
is  to  put  the  court  in  possession  of  the  contents, 
which  Is  most  effectually  attained  by  submitting  it 
to  h  Is  perusal.  Even  the  adverse  counsel  is  entitled 
to  the  inspection  of  a  paper  thus  offered  in  evi- 
dence, before  it  can  be  read,  to  enable  him  to  ob- 
jectfto  its  admission,  if  he  thinks  proper  to  do  so; 
and  it  would  be  strange  if  tbe  same  privilege  did 
not  belong  to  the  oourt  when  an  objection  Is  made 
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to  it  There  are  obvious  reasons  why  the  power 
thus  claimed  should  be  possessed,  as  the  practice  of 
offering  inadmissible  testimony  is  liable  to  abuse, 
and  is  sometimes  abused  when  it  rests  in*  parol, 
with  a  view  improperly  to  influence  the  jury.  Tbe 
character  of  the  counsel  forbids  any  suoh  infer- 
ence in  this  case.  We  are  satisfied,  however,  that 
he  erred  in  refusing  to  submit  tbe  stipulation  to 
the  inspection  of  the  judge,  and  that  the  judge 
would  have  been  justified  in  rejecting  it  solely  upon 
that  ground.** 

A  comparatively  recent  case  decided  by  the  Su- 
preme Oourt  of  Illinois  holds  it  to  be  error  for  the 
trial  oourt  to  permit  a  reading  of  the  substance  of 
proffered  evidence,  where  a  valid  objection  has  su- 
pervened, and  where  it  appears  that  it  is  but  a  sub- 
terfuge tor  placing  doubtful  or  improper  evidence 
before  the  jury.    Fhilpot  v.  Taylor,  75  ILL  800. 

It  is  a  settled  rule  that  where  a  conversation  be- 
tween persons  is  offered  in  evidence,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  party  offering  it  to  disclose  how  it  may  be 
material,  and  this,  was  decided  by  tbe  New  York 
supreme  court  at  general  term  in  an  opinion  pro- 
nounced by  iRosecrans,  J".,  which  was  concurred  in 
by  both  Justices  Ingraham  and  Leonard.  First 
Baptist  Churoh  v.  Brooklyn  F.  Ins.  Co.  28  How.  Pr. 
448. 

The  case  of  Miles  v.  Loomls,  in  the  New  York 
Court  of  Appeals  in  1878,  and  reported  in  75  N.  Y. 
288,  is  suggestive  as  typifying  a  peculiar  phase  of 
the  subject  under  review.  In  order  to  secure 
a  comparison  of  handwriting  with  a  disputed 
signature,  and  to  conform  with  the  well-reooguiswd 
rule  which  requires  that  the  document  with  the 
signature  compared  should  already  be  in  evi- 
dence, the  counsel  made  an  offer  of  evidence, 
which  was  not  objected  to,  and  the  court  all  con- 
curred in  holding  that  the  failure  to  object  when 
the  off  er  was  made  absolutely  precluded  the  party 
from  subsequently  resisting  the  use  of  the  testi- 
mony. 

Where  suoh  evidence  is  offered  and  admitted* 
even  under  objection,  it  cannot  be  impeached  by 
the  party  offering  It  and  the  document  is  to  be  taken 
in  its  entirety  for  all  purposes  to  which  it  applies. 
Maclin  v.  New  England  Mut  Lb  Ins.  Co.  88  La.  Ann. 
801;  Hewett  v.  Buck,  17  Me.  147,85  Am.  Deo.  248. 

Principles  contended  for  in  the  decisions  pre- 
viously cited  have  received  additional  vindication 
in  the  case  of  Carnes  v.  Piatt,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  887. 

Mr.  Justice  Freeman  holds  that  where  it  clearly 
appears  that  the  fact  is  Immaterial  unless  it  is  con- 
,  neoted  in  a  way  to  bind  a  party  to  the  action,  a 
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an  injury  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  de- 
fect therein  was  held  to  be  admissible  as  an  ad- 
mission "that  it  was  their  duty  to  keep  the 
platform  in  repair."  This  case  is  readily  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  at  bar.  The  de- 
fendants were  the  owners  of  a  building  contain- 
ing a  number  of  shops,  each  let  orally  to  a 
separate  tenant.  The  building  stood  back 
from  a  street,  and  had  a  wooden  platform  in 
front  of  it,  which  extended  to  the  sidewalk  of 
the  street.  The  question  was  whether  the 
landlords  or  the  tenants  were  bound  to  keep 
the  platform  in  repair.  The  act  of  the  de- 
fendants in  making  the  repairs  was  an  act  of 
dominion  exercised  by  them,  which  the  Jury 
might  well  find  was  inconsistent  with  their  de- 
fense that  the  tenants  were  under  an  obligation 
to  keep  the  platform  in  repair.  For  the  same 
reason  the  fact  that  a  city  makes  repairs  upon 
a  highway  after  an  accident  thereon  has  been 
held  to  be  admissible  to  show  an  acceptance  of 
the  highway  as  dedicated.  Mandersehid  v. 
Dubuque,  29  Iowa,  78.    See  also  BeweU  v.  Co- 


hoes,  76  N.  Y.  64;  Lafayette  v.  Weaver,  92  Ind. 
477. 

The  plaintiff  further  contends  that,  if  this 
evidence  was  not  admissible  in  an  action  at 
common  law,  it  was  admissible  in  an  action 
under  Stat.  1887,  chap.  270,  because,  by  §  8, 
"the  amount  of  compensation,  in  case  of  death, 
is  to  be  assessed  with  reference  to  the  degree 
of  culpability  of  the  employer  herein,  or  the 
person  for  whose  negligence  he  is  made  liable." 
But  if  the  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show 
culpability,  we  fail  to  see  how  it  can  be  admis- 
sible to  show  the  degree  of  culpability. 

At  the  trial,  after  the  question  above  re- 
ferred to  had  been  excluded,  one  of  the  de- 
fendant's witnesses  testified  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  bank  was  shored  up  before  the  ac- 
cident, namely,  by  placing  a  plank  fourteen 
inches  wide  horizontally  alone  the  bank,  about 
midway  between  the  top  and  the  bottom,  he 
having  observed  a  fissure  near  the  top  of  the 
bank  about  six  feet  lone  and  a  quarter  of  an 
inch  wide.    He  and  other  witnesses  testified 


counsel's  offer  to  prove  the  fact  and  subsequently 
to  Introduce  proof  of  such  connection  may  be  re- 
fused; and  suoh  refusal  is  discretionary  with  the 
trial  court!  and  hence,  in  the  absence  of  manifest 
abuse,  not  a  pertinent  subject  of  inquiry  upon  ap- 
peal. 

The  principal  case  mutained. 

The  contention  of  the  principal  case  is  fully  sus- 
tained by  a  well-considered  decision  of  the  New 
York  Supreme  Court  in  1886,  upon  a  state  of  facts 
that  bears  a  strong  analogy  to  the  case  under  re- 
view. There  was  an  offer  to  prove  certain  conver- 
sation, but  no  attempt  to  show  what  it  was.  The 
testimony  was  received  under  objection;  and  the 
case  decides  that  evidence  so  offered  cannot  be  re- 
ceived under  defendant's  objection,  and  that  the 
referee  has  no  right  to  reserve  to  himself  the  power 
of  retaining  or  rejecting  it  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
case.   Peck  v.  Yorks,  47  Barb.  181. 

The  Superior  Court  of  the  City  of  New  York  has 
held  that  evidence  cannot  be  received  against  the 
objection  and  exception  of  a  party,  upon  the  offer 
of  the  opposite  party  to  prove  a  certain  fact  and 
reserve  to  himself  the  power  of  retaining  or  reject- 
ing it  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case.  See  Clussman 
v.  Merkel,  8  Bosw.  402;  Brooks  v.  Christopher,  5 
Duer,2L6. 

There  is  an  intimation  in  favor  of  the  same  princi- 
ple in  McKnight  v.  Dunlop,  5  N.  Y.  687. 

NtgUQenee;  precautions  after  accident  at  proof  of. 

The  attitude  of  juridical  comment  upon  this  im- 
portant topic  has  undergone  violent  fluctuation 
and  may  be  regarded  as  far  from  settled  yet.  The 
argument  as  outlined  in  the  principal  case  is  doubt- 
less perfectly  consistent  with  many  well-considered 
opinions;  but  as  many  eminent  jurists  have  ex- 
pressed contradictory  views  it  is  the  province  of 
this  note  to  indicate  the  tenor  and  trend  of  modern 
adjudication  and  leave  the  discrepancies  of  view 
for  future  judgment.  The  case  of  Morse  v.  Minne- 
apolis &  St.  L.  B.  Co.  80  Minn.  466,  is  chiefly  remark- 
able for  a  well-considered  opinion  which  overthrew 
several  previous  decisions  of  a  singularly  able 
eourt  and  established  a  precedent  as  far  as  regards 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  that  is  at  hopeless  variance 
with  that  in  other  jurisdictions.  la  O'Leary  v. 
Mankato,  21  MInn.!65,  in  Phelps  v.  Mania  to,  28  Minn. 
276,  and  in  Kelly  v.  Minnesota  B.  Co.,  28  Minn.  98, 
the  principle  was  distinctly  announced  that  the 
subsequent  acts  of  a  party  in  making  repairs  and 
alterations  was  evidence  of  negligence;  but  the 
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later  opinion  announced  in  Morse  v.  Minneapolis  & 
St.  L.  B.  Co.,  eupra,  distinctly  repudiates  the  former 
rule  In  the  use  of  the  following  language:  "On  ma- 
ture reflection,  we  have  concluded  that  evidence  of 
this  kind  ought  not  to  be  admitted  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, and  that  the  rule  heretofore  adopted 
by  this  court  is  on  principle  wrong,  not  for  the  rea- 
son given  by  some  courts,  that  the  acts  of  the  em- 
ployes making  such  repairs  are  not  admissible 
against  their  principals,  but  upon  the  broader 
ground  that  such  acts  afford  no  legitimate  basis  for 
construing  such  an  act  as  an  admission  of  pre- 
vious neglect  of  duty.  A  person  may  have  exer- 
cised all  the  care  which  the  law  required,  and  yet, 
in  the  light  of  his  new  experience,  after  an  unex- 
pected accident  has  occurred,  as  a  measure  of  ex- 
treme caution,  he  may  adopt  additional  safeguards. 
The  more  careful  a  person  is,  the  more  regard  he 
has  for  the  lives  of  others,  the  more  likely  he  would 
be  to  do  so,  and  It  would  seem  unjust  that  he  could 
not  do  so  without  being  liable  to  have  suoh  acts 
construed  as  an  admission  of  prior  negligence." 

In  reaching  this  conclusion  the  Minnesota  court 
harmonized  the  decision  with  that  of  the  New  York 
Court  of  Appeals  as  reported  in  Dougan  v.  Cham- 
plain  Transp.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  1,  in  whioh  case  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Grover  held  that  evidence  of  the  defendant's 
acts  after  an  accident  had  occurred,  which  were 
designed  to 'prevent  the  recurrence  of  a  similar  ac- 
cident, was  Immaterial.  Negligence  must  be  de- 
termined by  what  was  known  before  and  at  the 
time  of  an  accident,  not  from  the  knowledge  that 
springs  from  accident  itself. 

In  Salters  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.,  8  Hun,  888, 
it  was  held  erroneous  to  admit  evidence  to  show 
that  after  the  accident  the  railroad  company 
charmed  the  character  of  its  switch.  Landon,  J., 
writing  the  opinion,  said:  (lThe  plaintiff  was  per- 
mitted to  give  evidence  to  the  effect  that  after  the 
accident  the  defendants  submitted  a  target  switch 
for  the  common  one.  Within  the  ruling  in  Dougan 
y.  Champlain  Transp.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  1,  this  seems  to 
be  error.  Whether  the  defendants  were  negligent 
was  a  question  to  be  decided  upon  the  faotsas  they 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  injury.  What  the  de- 
fendants did  afterward  was  immaterial,  unless  their 
acts  could  be  oonstrued  as  equivalent  to  their  dec- 
laration that  they  were  negligent  at  the  time  of  the 
Injury.  But  the  question  appears  to  be  settled  by 
authority  and  not  open  for  discussion  in  this  court." 

In  Payne  v.  Troy  &  Boston  B.  Co.,  9  Hun,  528,  the 
action  was  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to 
plaintiff's  horse,  received  while  passing  over  a  cross- 
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that  ihey  saw  no  other  signs  of  weakness  in 
the  bank  before  the  accident,  which  was  caused 
by  earth  falling  from  below  the  plank.  The 
plaintiff  contends  that  the  evidence  excluded 
would  tend  to  qualify  the  statements  of  these 
witnesses.  Without  intending  to  intimate  that 
such  would  be  its  effect,  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  as  in  our  opinion  the  question  asked  was, 
both  upon  principle  and  the  great  weight  of 


authority,  properly  excluded  when  offered.  If 
it  became  competent,  in  consequence  of  evi- 
dence put  in  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
should  hare  offered  it  in  rebuttal. 

As  we  are  of  opinion  that  in  any  aspect  of 
the  case  the  question  put  to  tbe  plaintiff's  wit- 
as  was  properly  excluded,  the  order  must  I 
Exceptions  overruled. 


lug  upon  defendant's  track.  The  plaintiff  was  al- 
lowed, against  defendant's  objection  and  excep- 
tion, to  show  that  shortly  after  the  accident  the 
defendant  took  up  the  planks  at  the  crossing;  and 
replaced  them  by  new  ones.  This  was  held  to  be 
error.  Learned,  P.  J.,  writing  the  opinion,  said: 
"The  only  way  In  which  such  subsequent  acts  could 
bear  upon  the  question  would  be  as  an  admission 
that  they  had  been  negligent.  So  a  jury  would  be 
likely  to  understand  suoh  proof.  Yet  it  would 
plainly  be  unjust  to  the  defendants  that  they  should 
not  take  additional  precautions  against  accidents* 
without  the  risk  that  these  precautions  should  be 
construed  into  an  admission  of  prior  negligence. 
To  put  down  a  new  plank  was  an  act  which  the  de- 
fendants might  do  for  various  reasons.  Yet  it 
would  be  easy  to  argue  from  that  act,  to  a  jury,  that 
the  defendants  themselves  knew  that  the  crossing 
had  been  badly  constructed,  or  was  out  of  repair. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  evidence  was  Improperly 
admitted,  and  that  a  new  trial  is  therefore  neces- 
sary." 

In  Dougan  v.  Champlaln  Transp.  Go.,  66  N.  Y.  1, 
plaintiffs'  intestate  slipped  from  the  deck  of  a 
steamboat  under  the  outer  railing  and  was  drowned, 
and  proof  was  offered  by  the  plaintiff  that  after 
the  accident  the  defendant  boarded  up  the  space 
between  the  railing  and  the  deck;  and  this  oourt 
held  that  the  evidence  was  properly  excluded. 
Orover,  J.,  writing  the  opinion,  said:  "This  was 
Immaterial;  its  negligence  is  to  be  determined  by 
what  was  known  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident." 

In  Dale  v.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Go.,  78  N.  Y.  468, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  In  one  of  defendant's 
cars  and  was  seated  near  an  open  window  with  his 
elbow  on  the  wlndow-sUl,  and  while  passing  over  a 
bridge  his  elbow  was  struck  by  some  substanoe  and 
hto  arm  broken.  It  appeared  that  some  months 
after  the  accident  the  bridge  was  removed  and  re- 
placed by  an  iron  one  with  trusses  that  did  not  rise 
as  high  as  the  window-sill.  Testimony  was  re- 
ceived under  objection  to  the  effect  that  on  the 
new  bridge  the  distance  between  the  rails  and  the 
sides  of  the  trusses  was  greater  than  the  old  one. 
Tbe  court  charged  the  jury  that  they  might  take 
that  fact  into  consideration  In  determining  whether 
the  defendants  were  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  al- 
lowing the  old  bridge  to  remain.  This  charge  was 
held  to  be  erroneous.  See  the  opinion  of  Earl,  X, 
in  Oorooran  v.  Peekskill,  10  Cent.  Rep.  488, 108  N.  Y. 
161. 

The  authorities  are  oolleoted  and  discussed  in  the 
case  of  Nalley  v.  Hartford  Carpet  Go.,  51  Conn.  624, 
and  it  was  there  said:  "The  fact  that  an  accident 
nas  happened  and  some  person  has  been  injured, 
Immediately  puts  a  party  on  a  higher  plane  of  dil- 
igence and  duty,  from  which  he  acts  with  a  view  of 
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preventing  the  possibility  of  a  similar  accident, 
which  should  operate  to  commend  rather  than  con- 
demn the  person  so  acting.*' 

The  question  received  consideration  in  the  very 
recent  case  of  Hodges  v.  Percival,  188  EL  SB,  and  in 
the  course  of  the  discussion  the  oourt  said:  "The 
happening  of  an  accident  may  inspire  a  party  with 
greater  diligence  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  a  simi- 
lar occurrence,  but  the  exercise  of  suoh  increased 
diligence  ought  not,  necessarily,  to  be  regarded  as 
tantamount  to  a  confession  of  past  neglect." 

The  rule  asserted  in  the  cases  from  which  we  have 
quoted  is  declared  In  many  other  oases.  Dougan 
v.  Cbamplain  Transp.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  U  Balrd  v.  Daly, 
68  N.  Y.  647;  Dale  v.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  73  N. 
Y.  468;  Baiters  v.  Delaware  ft  H.  Canal  Co,  8  Hun, 
838;  Payne  v.  Troy  ft  B.  R.  Co.  9  Hun,  626;  Cramer 
v.  Burlington.  4b  Iowa,  687;  Hudson  v.  Chicago  ft 
N.  W.R.  Co.  69  Iowa,  681;  Sly  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  a  ft 
N.  R.  Co.  77  Mo.  84. 

Views  expressed  in  the  context  have  been  given 
further  expansion  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indi- 
ana, in  a  very  recent  case.  Mr.  Justice  Elliott,  wilt- 
ing for  reversal,  says:  "The  rule  stated  and  en- 
forced in  the  cases  referred  to  is  the  only  one  that 
can  be  defended  on  principle."  Terre  Haute  sLB. 
Co.  y.  Clem,  7  L.  R.  A.  588,  128  Ind.  16.  This  oase 
oontains  an  elaborate  cogent  argument  for  the 
position  it  seeks  to  establish. 

A  recent  Massachusetts  oase  indicates  the  same 
view  with  that  delineated  in  the  previous  adjudica- 
tion here  cited.  The  Judge  presiding  at  the  trial 
refused  to  allow  the  plaintUTs  counsel  to  comment 
in  argument  upon  the  fact  that  the  defendant  bad 
stationed  a  flagman  at  the  crossing  since  tbe  acci- 
dent and  this  ruling  on  appeal  was  affirmed  by  the 
full  court.  The  oourt  says:  "Its  adoption  of  a  par- 
ticular safeguard  at  any  time,  whether  an  accident 
had  previously  ooourred  or  not,  oould  not  be 
deemed  an  admission  that  talcing  any  less  precau- 
tion would  be  negligence.**  Menard  v.  Boston  ft 
M.R.Co.UOMass.886, 

The  contrary  view. 

It  remains  to  consider,  the  Judicial  attitude  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court,  which  is  in  opposi- 
tion to  that  of  the  authorities  previously  cited.  In 
the  case  of  West  Chester  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  MoElwee,  67 
Pa.  811,  the  precise  question  involved  in  this  dis- 
cussion came  under  review.  The  action  is  for  dam- 
ages occasioned  by  death  of  plaintiff's  son  through 
the  alleged  negligence  of  the  oompany.  Evidence 
was  offered  at  the  trial  to  show  that  immediately 
after  tbe  accident  the  defendant  oompany  removed 
its  tracks,  and  Mr.  Justice  Mitchell,  writing  the 
opinion  of  an  undivided  court,  very  pertinently 
asks.  If  the  proximity  of  the  track  to  the  building 
did  not  increase  the  danger,  why  was  it  moved  ? 
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1  A  aeries  of  papers  appearing  to  relate  to 
the  tame  oontraot  may  constitute  a  sufficient 
memorandum  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  al- 
though only  one  of  them  la  signed  by  the  party 
to  be  charged. 

8.  A  written  agreement  for  a  sub- 
lease, "to  be  made  subject11  to  a  lease  not  yet 
In  existence,  but  which  la  to  be  obtained,  is  not, 
for  that  reason,  insufficient  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  after  such  lease  is  obtained  in  writing;. 

3.  Objection  to  a  varlanee  between  a  lease 
agreed  upon  and  the  one  delivered  is  waived  by 
refusal  to  accept  any  lease. 

4*  Waiver  as  a  defense  for  nonperformance 
of  a  oontract  must  be  pleaded. 

(JuiySS.lSOU 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to 
lease  certain  rooms  in  the  BoyLston  Building. 
Boston,  in  which  a  verdict  had  been  directed 
in  favor  of  defendants.     Verdict  set  aside. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meiers.  Cansten  Browne  and  G.  A.  O. 
Ernst  for  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  H.  w.  Bragg;  for  defendant  Ritz. 

Meeert.  W.  F.  Sloonmand  W.  S.  Slocnm 
for  defendant  Glines. 

Lathrop,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  of  contract,  brought  by 
the  members  of  the  firm  of  Freeland,  Loomis  & 
Co.  against  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Ritz 
&  Glines,  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement, 
under  seal  and  signed  by  the  parties,  to  ac- 
cept a  lease  of  certain  rooms  in  a  building. 

The  agreement  declared  on  recited  that  a 
building  was  then  in  process  of  erection  by 
the  Boylston  Market  Association,  on  the 
corner  of  Washington  Street  and  Boylston 
Street,  in  Boston ;  that  Freeland,  Loomis  & 
Co.  had  entered  into  an  agreement  with  said 
association  for  a  lease  of  said  building  as 
soon  as  the  same  should  be  completed ;  and 
that  Ritz  and  Glines  were  desirous  of  obtain- 
ing from  Freeland,  Loomis  &  Co.  a  lease  of 
part  of  said  building,  "to  wit,  rooms  on  the 
sixth  floor  thereof,  as  marked  on  plan  of  said 
floor,  in  the  possession  of  Freeland,  Loomis 
&  Co.  containing  about  2,600  square  feet, 
more  or  less,  and  situated  in  the  northeasterly 
corner  of  said  building,  for  the  purpose  of 
there  conducting  the  photographing  busi- 
ness." Freeland,  Loomis  &  Co.  agreed,  as 
soon  as  the  building  should  be  ready  for  oc- 
cupancy, and  a  lease  thereof  executed  and 
delivered  to  them,  to  execute  and  deliver, 
and  Ritz  &  Glines  agreed  to  accept,  "a  lease 
of  the  rooms  aforesaid,  to  be  used  solely  and 
exclusively  for  the  business  aforesaid, "for  a 
period  of  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  corn- 
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pletion  of  said  building,  at  an  annual  rental 
of  $2,600,  payable  in  equal  monthly  install- 
ments, the  lease  to  be  in  substantial  accord- 
ance with  the  blank  form  hereunto  annexed, 
and  to  be  made  subject  in  all  respects  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  said  agreement 
and  lease  between  said  Freeland,  Loomis  & 
Co.  and  said  Boylston  Market  Association." 

1.  The  defendants  contend  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  agreement  provides  that  the  lease  is 
"to  be  made  subject  in  all  respects  to  the 
agreement  and  lease  between"  the  plaintiffs 
and  their  lessor,  which  lease  was  not  then  in 
existence,  there  is  no  sufficient  agreement  or 
memorandum  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  78.  §  1,  cl.  4. 

The  agreement  declared  on  is  dated  April 
17, 1888,  and  it  is  clear  that,  considered 
alone,  it  is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute, 
for  some  of  its  terms  were  then  uncertain 
and  might  never  be  made  certain.  May  v. 
Ward,  184  Mass.  127 ;  Asherofl  v.  Butterworth, 
186  Mass.  611.  What  was  then  uncertain 
has,  however,  since  been  made  certain,  as  it 
appears  by  the  report,  upon  which  the  case 
comes  before  us,  that  in  January,  1889,  before 
this  action  was  brought,  a  lease,  in  writing, 
of  the  entire  building  was  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  their  lessor. 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  law  that  while 
the  memorandum  must  express  the  essential 
elements  of  the  contract  with  reasonable 
certainty,  these  may  be  gathered  either  from 
the  terms  of  the  memorandum  itself  or  from 
some  other  paper  or  papers  therein  referred  to. 
If  one  of  a  series  of  papers  which  appear  to 
have  relation  to  the  same  contract  is  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged,  this  is  enough, 
as  all  the  papers  are  to  be  considered   to- 

f  ether,  as  forming  one  contract  or  memoran- 
um.  There  is  no  doubt,  also,  that  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  any  paper 
referred  to.  Attoood  v.  Goto,  16  Pick.  227, 
280;  Lerned  v.  Wannemacher,  9  Allen,  412; 
Bhoades  v.  Oastner,  12  Allen,  180 ;  Beckwith 
v.  Talbot,  96  U.  S.  289,  24  L.  ed.  496;  Qraf- 
ton  v.  Oummings,  99  U.  S.  100,  26  L.  ed. 
866;  Byanv.  United  States,  186  U.  S.  68,  88, 
84  L.  ed.  447,  468 ;  Peek  v.  Vandemark,  99 
N.  Y.  29 ;  Louisville  Asphalt  Varnish  Co.  v. 
Loriek,  29  8.  C.  683,  2  L.  R.  A.  212 ;  Bidgtoay 
v.  Wharton,  6  H.  L.  Cas.  288;  Fitemauric* 
v.  Bayley,*  H.  L.  Cas.  78,  102;  Baumann  v. 
James,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  608 ;  SharcUow  v.  GottreU. 
L.  R.  18  Ch.  Div.  280,  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div.  90 ; 
Studds  v.  Watson,  L.  R.  28  Ch.  Div.  805; 
Oliver  v.  Hunting,  L.  R.  44  Ch.  Div.  205; 
Long  v.  Millar,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  450 ;  Gave 
v.  Bastings,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  Div.  125. 

The  defendants,  however,  contend  that  these 
principles  apply  only  to  papers  already  in 
existence  when  the  instrument  signed  by  the 
party  sought  to  be  charged  is  executed,  and, 
in  support  of  this  view,  rely  upon  the  case 
of  Wood  v.  Midgley,  2  Sm.  &  G.  115,  8.  G. 
on  app.  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  41.  This  was 
a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
of  sale  of  land.  Some  of  the  terms  had  been 
reduced  to  writing  but  not  signed.  The 
purchaser  paid  his  deposit  money  to  the  auc- 


Nora.— As  to  when  several  papers  may  consti-  j  of  Frauds,  see  note  to  Louisville  Asphalt  Varnish 
tute  a  sufficient  memorandum  within  the  Statute  I  Co.  v.  Loriek  (8.  C.)  2  L.  B.  A.  212. 
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tioneer  who  sold  the  land,  and  he  signed  the 
following  receipt:  u  Memorandum.  Mr. 
Thomas  Midgley  has  paid  to  me  the  sum  of 
£50  as  a  deposit  and  in  part  payment  of 
£1,000  for  the  purchase  of  the  Ship  &  Camel 
public  house  at  Dockhead,  the  terms  to  be 
expressed  in  an  agreement  to  be  signed  as 
soon  as  prepared.1*  Vice- Chancellor  Stuart 
overruled  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  on  the 
ground  that  the  memorandum  to  be  prepared 
and  signed  was  only  the  fair  copy  of  the 
draft  as  settled  and  agreed  to.  On  appeal, 
the  demurrer  was  sustained  by  Lord  Justice 
Turner  and  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  on 
the  ground  that  the  agreement  referred  to, 
although  it  fixed  the  price,  left  other  points 
to  be  determined.  "The  conditions  of  sale 
were  to  be  adapted  to  a  sale  by  private  con- 
tract, and  were  to  be  subject  to  a  future  agree- 
ment. "  The  case  is  therefore  one  of  an  agree- 
ment incomplete  when  made  and  which  never 
was  completed.  See  also  Ridgway  v.  Whar- 
ton and  Fitzmaurice  v.  Bay  ley,  supra;  Rum- 
mens  v.  Robins,  8  De  G.  J.  &  S.  88. 

In  Brown  v.  Bellow,  4  Pick.  179,  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  were  owners  of  a  water 
privilege,  with  the  buildings  thereon,  etc. 
The  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  his  interest,  and 
the  defendant  agreed  to  buy  it,  "at  such 
prices  as  shall  be  agreed  on  and  awarded  by 
three  men,  one  chosen  by  the  plaintiff,  one 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  third  by  the  two 
thus  chosen,  which  awaid  shall  be  final  and 
binding  on  the  parties. "  After  the  price  bad 
been  thus  determined  in  writing,  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  perform  his  agreement. 
The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  for  covenant 
broken,  to  which  the  defendant  set  up  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  contending  that  the  referees 
were  not  named  in  the  agreement,  and  that  it 
depended  wholly  upon  parol  evidence  to 
determine  who  they  were.  This  objection 
was  disposed  of  by  the  court  saying  that  the 
contract  had  been  performed  in  this  respect. 
The  defendant  further  contended  that  the 
price  should  have  been  fixed  by  the  agree- 
ment, whereas  it  was  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  referees.  But  this  objection  was  over- 
ruled. The  last  point  decided  in  this  case, 
therefore,  is  a  direct  authority  for  the  prop- 
osition that  It  is  no  objection  to  a  written 
contract  that  some  of  the  terms  are  to  be 
fixed  by  something  to  be  done  in  the  future, 
if  that  something  is  done  before  action  is 
brought;  and  that,  if  it  is  in  writing,  the 
provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  are  com- 
plied with. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  is  no  defense  to  this  action. 

2.  The  defendants  further  contend  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  because 
they  have  not  performed  their  part  of  the 
agreement.  It  appears  from  the  report  that 
the  plaintiffs  on  February  11,  1889,  sent  to 
the  defendants  a  letter  in  regard  to  the  rooms 
in  the  new  building,  and  in  regard  to  their 
lease,  to  which  letter  the  defendants  made 
no  reply.  There  was  evidence  that  duplicate 
leases  were  sent  to  the  defendant  Ritz  about 
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Feburary  15,  1889 ;  that  he  afterwards  sent 
one  of  them  to  the  defendant  Glines ;  that 
these  leases  were  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendants  at  the  time  of  the  trial ;  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  not  seen  or  heard  from  Ritz 
after  sending  the  leases ;  that,  two  or  three- 
weeks  after  February  15,  Glines  had  called 
on  the  plaintiffs  ana  said  that  he  was  ready 
to  sign  but  Ritz  would  not,  and  that  Rita 
would  not  go  in  company  with  him ;  that 
neither  defendant  had  signed  the  lease,  or 
offered  to  sign  any  form  of  lease.  Glines, 
who  was  called  as  a  witness  by  the  plaintiffs, 
testified  that  Ritz  declined  to  have  anything 
to  do  with  him  in  this  matter ;  and  that  he, 
Glines,  had  said  that  he  could  not  sign 
because  Ritz  would  not,  as  he  had  not  tbe 
money  to  carry  it  out  if  he  did  sign.  It 
was  agreed  that  prior  to  the  bringing  of  the 
writ  the  defendants  had  said  to  the  plaintiff* 
that  they  should  not  sign  the  lease,  and  the 
plaintiffs  might  go  ahead  and  let  the  rooms. 

The  defendants'  counsel  pointed  out,  at 
the  argument,  several  particulars  in  which, 
as  they  contended,  the  lease  sent  to  the  de- 
fendants differed  from  the  form  annexed  to* 
the  agreement.  We  do  not  find  it  necessary  * 
to  consider  these,  as  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
on  the  evidence,  the  jury  might  well  have 
found  that  the  defendants  made  no  objection 
to  the  lease  sent  them,  were  not  willing  to> 
accept  a  lease  in  any  form,  and  therefore 
waived  a  strict  compliance  by  the  plaintiffs 
with  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  See  Qerrish 
v.  Nome,  9  Cush.  167,  as  modified  by  Holds- 
worth  v.  Tucker,  148  Mass.  869,  875,  8  New 
Eng.  Rep.  499;  Brewer  v.  Winchester,  2 
Allen,  889;  Curtis  v.  AspinwaU,  114  Mass. 
187,  198;  Lowe  v.  Edrwood,  189  Mass.  188. 

8.  At  the  trial  the  presiding  judge  ruled 
that  the  action  in  its  present  form  could  not 
be  maintained,  and  ordered  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  reserving  the  right  to  the  plain- 
tiffs to  move  to  amend,  upon  such  terms  as 
the  superior  court  might  order,  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  the 
plaintiffs,  upon  the  evidence,  would  have  a 
right  to  recover  in  any  form  of  action  at 
law,  in  which  event  the  verdict  was  to  be 
set  aside,  and  the  case  to  stand  for  trial.  At 
the  argument  in  this  court,  no  objection  was 
made  either  to  the  form  of  the  action  or  to 
the  declaration.  We  have  not,  therefore, 
carefully  scrutinized  either.  It  is  obvious, 
however,  that  as.  the  contract  declared  on  is 
incomplete  in  itself,  the  terms  of  the  lease 
to  the  plaintiffs  from  their  lessor,  as  far  as 
they  are  material  to  complete  the  contract, 
should  be  set  forth  with  appropriate  allega- 
tions -,  and  that  if  the  plaintiffs  rely  upon  a 
waiver  by  the  defendants,  it  should  be 
pleaded  as  an  excuse  for  non-performance. 
Palmer  v.  Sawyer,  114  Mass.  115.  Whether 
the  substitute  declaration,  so  called,  suffi- 
ciently sets  forth  a  waiver  need  not  be  con- 
sidered, as  the  point  has  not  been  argued. 

The  result  is,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  is  f» 
be  set  aside  and  the  case  stand  for  triaL 

Bo  ordered. 
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1.  An  agreement  to  prevent  competi- 
tion between  two  corporations  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  flaii  glue  under  a  patent  whereby  an  arti- 
cle nearly  worthless  Is  to  be  converted  into  one  of 
large  value  is  not  against  public  policy. 

8*  The  Invalidity  of  a  patent  does)  not 
destroy  the  consideration  tor  a  con- 
tract* based  on  its  supposed  validity,  to  settle 
litigation  under  it  and  fix  the  respective  rights  of 
the  parties,  especially  where  the  contract  in- 
cludes mutual  covenants  as  to  the  conduct  of 
their  business  and  is  partly  executed  before  the 
invalidity  is  discovered. 

8*  Specific  performance  of  a  contract 
will  not  be  defeated  for  failure  of  consid- 
eration, where,  after  knowledge  of  the  failure, 
the  defendant  has  chosen  to  avail  himself  of  the 
benefits  of  the  contract  and  to  go  on  under  it. 

4.  The  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  nan  skins  may  be  com- 
pelled on  the  ground  that  damages  for  failure  to 
perform  would  be  irreparable  where  both  par- 
ties are  engaged  in  manufacturing  the  skins  into 
glue  and  complainant  would  be  able  to  procure 
them  elsewhere,  and  thus  oontlnue  its  business, 
only  with  great  difficulty  if  at  all. 

6.  The  modification  of  a  contract  in  de- 
tails by  common  understanding  and  mutual  con- 
sent will  not  defeat  a  right  to  specific  pert orm- 
anoe  if  it  is  still  dear  what  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties are  under  the  contract  as  modified. 

{June  26,1801.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for 
Essex  County  (Knowlton,/.)  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  full  court  of  an  action  brought  to 
compel  specific  performance  by  defendant  of  a 
contract  by  whieh  it  was  alleged  to  have  un- 
dertaken to  permit  complainant  to  receive  from 
producers  a  certain  quantity  of  fish  skins, 
needed  by  it  in  its  business  of  making  glue. 
Decree  in  favor  of  complainant. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Cansten  Browne,  for  complainant: 

The  continuing  injury  which  the  bill  seeks 
to  avert  could  not  Decompensated  in  damages. 
It  involves  the  practical  destruction  of  the  busi- 
ness in  which  the  complainant  is  engaged. 

Florence  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Grover  <£  B. 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.  110  Mass.  11;  Ballon  y.  Sop- 
kin  ton,  4  Gray,  828. 

The  agreement  in  the  case  at  bar  is  clearly 
legal. 

Central  Shade  Boiler  Go.  v.  Cushman,  8  New 
Eng.  Rep.  505, 148  Mass.  858. 

Messrs.  Charles  H.  Drew  and  Pay-son 
E.  Tucker,  for  defendant: 

A  conveyance  of  a  void  patent,  or  an  inter- 
est under  a  void  patent,  is  not  sufficient  con- 


sideration to  sustain  a  contract,  even  if  both 
parties  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made  be- 
lieved the  patent  to  be  valid. 

Dickinson  v.  HaU,  14  Pick.  217;  Later  v. 
Palmer,  4  Allen,  145;  Nash  v.  Lull,  102  Mass. 
60;  Harlow  v.Putnam,  124 Mass.  558. 

Where  the  interest  under  the  void  patent  is 
the  main  consideration  of  the  contract,  the 
contract  will  not  be  enforced,  although  there 
maybe  some  other  considerations  for  the  con- 
tract, which  would  not  exist  had  the  invalidity 
of  the  principal  consideration  been  recognized. 

Bliss  v.  Hfegus,  8  Mass.  46;  Bierce  v.  Stock- 
ing, 11  Gray,  178. 

Where  the  consideration  fails  in  part  after 
conveyance  made  the  contract  may  be  avoided 
pro  tanto. 

Dyer  v.  Earner,  22  Pick.  258,  261. 

The  contract  is  void  as  contrary  to  public 
policy. 

Any  agreement  whose  object  is  to  depress 
articles  in  the  market,  or  prevent  their  increase 
in  price  by  stifling  competition,  is  void,  as  in 
restraint  of  trade. 

Gibbs  v.  Smith,  115  Mass.  502;  Phippen  v. 
SUckney,  8  Met  884;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  y. 
Barclay  Goal  Co.  68  Pa.  187;  Arnot  v.  Pittston 
d>  B.  Coal  Co.  68  N.  Y.  558;  Raymond  v.  Lean- 
iU,  46  Mich.  447:  Stanton  y.  Allen,  5  Denio, 
484;  Western  U.  Telea.  Co.  y.  American  U. 
Telia.  Co.  65  Ga.  160;  Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Winsor,  87  U.  S.  20  Wall.  66,  68,  22  L.  ed. 
815,  818;  Mogul  S.  S.  Co.  y.  McGregor,  L.  R. 
28  O.  B.  Div.  598;  Graft  y.  McOonoughy,  7° 

It  is  against  public  policy  because  it  enables 
the  plaintiff,  if  he  chooses,  to  tie  the  hands  of 
the  defendant  and  stop  its  works  altogether, 
either  by  forcing  the  price  of  fish  skins  so  low 
that  they  cannot  be  bought,  or  so  high  that 
they  cannot  be  purchased  and  made  into  glue 
except  at  a  loss. 

Central  Ohio  Salt  Go.  v.  Guthrie,  85  Obio 
St.  667;  Hilton  v.  Eokerdey,  6  El.  &  Bl.  47. 

Courts  of  equity  will  never  enforce  a  con- 
tract which  tends  to  restrict  labor  and  trade, 
except  in  the  few  cases  where  it  has  been  held 
that  a  partial  restriction  may  properly  be  made. 

KeeUry.  Taylor.  58  Pa.  468;  Gibbs  y.  Smith 
and  Central  Ohio  Soli  Go.  v.  Guthrie,  supra, 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant  corporations 
which  had  been  engaged  in  litigation  with 
each  other  as  to  the  alleged  infringement  of 
a  patent  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  supposing 
the  validity  of  the  patent  fully  established, 
and  believing  that  they  would  be  able  prac- 
tically to  control  the  profitable  manufacture 
of  fish  glue,  entered  into  a  contract  with  each 
other  by  which  the  defendant  was  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  for  damages  and  one  half  of  the 
costs  of  the  suits,  and  to  be  allowed  the  use 


Nom— Contract*  in  restraint  of  trade  are  against 
public  policy  and  void.  8ee  notes  to  People  v.  Chi- 
cago Gas  Trust  Oo.  (UL)  8  L.  R.  A.  487:  Adams 
County  v.  Hunter  (Iowa)  6  L.  R.  A.  615;  Chippewa 
Valley  AS.  B.  Co.  v.. Chicago,  St  P.  M.  *  O.  R.  Co. 
(Wis.)  6  L.  R.  A.  601;  Richardson  v.  Buhl  (Mich.)  6 
I*.  R.  A.  467:  Bowman  v.  Phillips  (Kan.)  8  L.  R.  A 
SKI;  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref .  Co.  (N.  Y.)  t 
12  L.  R.  A. 


L.R.A.88;  Leslie  v.  Lorfllard  (N.  T.)  1  L.  R.  A 
406. 

Contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  may  be 
valid.  See  note  to  Carroll  v.  Giles  (S.  C.)  4  L.  R.  A. 
154. 

Contracts  to  regu  late  competition  in  trade  are  not 
Illegal  See  note  to  National  Benefit  Co.  v.  Union 
Hospital  Co.  (Minn.)  11  L.  B.  A.  487. 
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of  the  patent.  Each  party  was  to  conduct  its 
own  establishment  and  they  were  to  unite  in 
the  purchase  of  fish  skins,  an  article  of  which 
the  supply  was  limited  and  from  which  the 
fish  glue  is  manufactured,  so  that  there  should 
be  no  competition  between  thorn.  The  plain- 
tiff was  to  fix  the  price  of  all  skins  purchased, 
the  parties  were  to  have  certain  places  as- 
signed to  them  by  two  persons  named,  of 
which  they  were  respectively  to  have  the 
product ;  from  the  proprietors  of  certain  other 
places  mentioned  the  defendant  was  to  have 
the  entire  product  and  to  allow  the  plaintiff 
to  receive  from  it  one  third  thereof,  and  the 
two  parties  were  to  divide  equally  between 
them  the  skins  which  might  be  obtained  from 
new  producers.  They  were  both  to  sell  the 
glue  at  the  same  price,  to  be  agreed  upon  from 
time  to  time,  and  the  contract  contained  other 
stipulations,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  pre- 
vent competition  between  them.  The  con- 
tract was  made  in  February,  1884.  After 
they  had  conducted  the  business  in  this  man- 
ner until  early  in  1887,  it  became  evident  to 
both  that  the  patent  was  invalid,  although 
no  formal  judgment  was  rendered  declaring 
it  so.  Thereupon,  Mr.  Brooks,  the  manager 
of  the  defendant  Company,  made  a  large 
number  of  what  are  known  as  the  long-term 
contracts  for  the  purchase  of  all  skins  to  be 
produced  until  the  year  1900,  with  nearly  all 
the  producers  of  fish  skins  known  to  the  par- 
ties. The  plaintiff  received  its  share  of  these 
skins  and  no  difficulty  arose  between  the  two 
Companies,  until  early  in  July,  1890,  when 
the  defendant  notified  the  producers  of  skins 
by  whom  the  plaintiff  had  been  supplied  up 
to  that  time  not  to  deliver  it  any  more  skins, 
and  notified  the  plaintiff  of  its  abandonment 
of  the  contract.  Until  then  the  parties  had 
gone  along  under  the  contract  as  modified  by 
mutual  consent,  and  no  intimation  had  been 

Siven  the  plaintiff  of  any  intention  to  aban- 
on  it.  The  object  of  the  bill  is  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  obtain 
directly  from  the  producers,  or  through  the 
defendant,  what  it  deems  its  share  of  the  fish 
skins.  The  defendant  rests  its  defense  on 
several  grounds.  It  contends  that  the  con- 
tract as  originally  made  was  void  as  contrary 
to  public  policy ;  that  it  cannot  be  enforced 
because,  the  patent  being  invalid,  there  was 
no  sufficient  consideration  for  it ;  that  if  it 
is  binding  the  plaintiff  has  a  complete  and 
adequate  remedy  at  law ;  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  any  relief  at  all  it  should 
be  compelled  to  take  its  proportion  of  the 
waste  received  by  the  defendant  under  the 
long-term  contracts  with  third  parties ;  and, 
finally,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  it  has 
lost  it  by  reason  of  its  own  conduct  and  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  to  which  it  has  as- 
sented since  the  original  contract  was  made. 
The  original  purpose  of  the  contract  was 
to  regulate  the  business  of  manufacturing  a 
product  under  what  was  supposed  to  be  a 
new  invention  on  which  letters-patent  of  the 
United  States  had  been  issued,  whereby  an 
article  then  nearly  worthless  might  be  con- 
verted into  an  article  of  large  value.  The 
use  to  which  the  fish  skins  were  put  under 
this  invention  gave  them  their  market  value. 
13  L.  R.  A. 


The  plaintiff  and  defendant  sought  to  unite 
with  each  other  in  the  purchase  of  the  raw 
material,  so  that  they  might  not  be  tempted 
to  overbid  each  other  and  thus  to  raise  it  to 
an  unreasonable  price,  and  also  to  agree  on 
the  price  at  which  the  manufactured  article 
should  be  sold  so  that  they  might  be  secure 
in  a  reasonable  profit.  Even  if  they  hoped 
for  gain  by  their  joint  exertions  or  by  the  pos- 
session of  a  patent  as  to  the  value  of  which 
they  were  subsequently  disappointed,  their 
contract  had  no  relation  to  an  article  of  prime 
necessity,  or  to  staple  commodities  ordinarily 
bought  and  sold  in  the  market,  but  to  a  par- 
ticular article  of  which  both  were  manu- 
facturers under  the  same  process,  and  to  an 
article  used  in  the  manufacture  which  was 
of  little  value  for  any  other  use ;  that  the 
agreement  was  not  obnoxious  to  the  objec- 
tion made  by  the  defendant  is  shown  by  the 
case  of  Central  Shade  Roller  Co,  v.  Otuhman, 
143  Mass.  853,  3  New  Eng.  Rep.  505. 

The  next  inquiry  is  whether  the  contract 
is  incapable  of  enforcement  for  want  of  con- 
sideration. If  there  were  no  consideration 
for  it  but  a  transfer  of  sn  interest  in  a  void 
patent  it  would  be  invalid.  Nath  v.  LuU, 
102  Mass.  60;  Harlow  y.  Putnam,  124  Mass. 
558. 

The  parties  had  been  engaged  in  extended 
litigation  involving  several  suits.  As  be- 
tween them  and  for  that  litigation  the  valid* 
ity  of  the  patent  had  been  established  by 
a  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States ;  and  a  Judgment  for  damages  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  was 
about  to  be  rendered.  An  important  part  of 
the  consideration  of  the  contract  was  a  com- 
promise and  adjustment  of  the  controversy 
which  had  taken  form  in  the  suits  then  pend- 
ing and  a  liquidation  of  the  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  was  about  to  recover  under  the 
decision  of  the  court.  Moreover,  the  parties 
were  competitors  in  business,  and  for  mutual 
advantage  they  entered  into  mutual  covenants 
as  to  the  mode  of  conducting  their  business, 
and  the  covenants  of  each  in  that  particular 
were  a  consideration  for  the  covenants  of  the 
other.  Before  the  invalidity  of  the  patent 
was  discovered  they  had  performed  the  con- 
tract in  part,  and  wliat  each  had  done  in  the 
management  of  its  business  was  a  part  of  the 
consideration  for  what  remained  to  be  done  by 
the  other.  The  belief  that  the  patent  was 
valid  was  one  of  the  causes  of  making  their 
agreement,  but  it  was  not  the  consideration  of 
it  in  any  sense  in  wnich  it  can  be  separated 
from  the  other  objects  and  promises  which 
formed  a  part  of  the  consideration.  Both 
parties  are  disappointed  in  regard  to  a  fact 
upon  which  they  supposed  they  could  rely, 
but  the  contract  cannot  therefore  be  avoided 
so  far  as  it  is  executory  when  so  many  other 
elements  entered  into  it,  and  when  the  parties 
have  for  a  long  time  been  deriving  advantage 
from  it,  not  only  in  their  dealings  with  each 
other  but  with  the  public. 

If  it  should  be  held  that  the  right  to  use 
the  patent  formed  so  large  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration for  the  defendant's  undertaking 
that  after  the  discovery  of  the  mistake  or 
the  parties  in  this  particular  a  court  of  equity 
would  decline  to  decree  specific  performance 
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against  the  defendant  if  he  had  seasonably 
sought  to  avoid  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  mistake,  there  are  reasons  why  such  a 
defense  should  not  avail  the  defendant  in  this 
case.  After  both  parties  knew  that  the  patent 
was  void  the  defendant  still  chose  to  avail 
itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  contract  and  to 
go  on  under  it.  There  had  been  no  adjudica- 
tion that  the  patent  was  invalid  and  the  ex- 
istence of  the  patent  and  the  arrangement 
under  which  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
were  acting  was  probably  somewhat  ad- 
vantageous to  the  parties  long  after  they  dis- 
covered that  the  patent  would  not  protect 
them  if  put  to  the  test  of  litigation.  The 
report  finds  that  "both  parties  attempted  in 
good  faith  to  do  what  the  contract  called  for, 
and  no  complaint  has  been  made  of  a  breach 
of  any  of  its  provisions  by  either  of  them 
until  July,  1890,  a  few  days  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit.  In  making  the 
long-term  contracts  Mr.  Brooks,  the  defend- 
ant^ treasurer  and  manager,  acted  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  other  officers  of  either 
of  the  corporations  in  order  that  he  might 
make  the  contracts  quickly ;  but  it  must  be 
inferred  that  he  intended  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  the  benefit  of  them  as  well  as 
the  defendant,  so  far  as  might  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  in  substance  the  provisions  of 
the  contract  existing  between  them.  This 
is  apparent  from  the  fact  that  before  buying 
the  skins  of  Shute  &  Merchant,  John  Pew  & 
Son  and  Cunningham  &  Thompson  he  exe- 
cuted agreement  "  C  in  the  name  of  the  de- 
fendant corporation,  which  was  professedly 
a  contract  for  the  protection  of  the  plaintiff 
in  regard  to  the  right  to  purchase  skins  after 
the  expiration  of  the  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,   and  until  the 

Sear  1900.  Perkins,  who  was  president  of 
le  plaintiff  corporation,  and  who  controlled 
the  sale  of  the  skins  and  waste  of  the  above- 
mentioned  firms,  would  not  consent  to  a  sale 
of  the  skins  unless  the  defendant  would  sign 
a'contract  for  the  protection  of  the  plaintiff 
after  the  expiration  of  the  agreement,  and  it 
was  assumed  by  both  parties  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  have  the  benefit  of  these  pur- 
chases, and  would  need  no  protection  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  original  agree- 
ment. "The  action  of  Brooks  in  buying  the 
skins  was  afterwards  approved  ana  ratified 
by  the  officers  of  both  corporations,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  received  the  skins  purchased 
under  some  of  these  contracts,  and  paid  for 
them  at  the  rate  of  $90  per  ton  until  July, 
1890."  The  action  so  ratified  and  approved 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  for  the  benefit 
of  both  corporations,  at  least  until  the  expira- 
tion of  their  original  contract.  The  conduct 
of  the  parties  was,  in  effect,  an  affirmance  and 
renewal  of  the  contract  after  the  invalidity 
of  the  patent  was  well  known.  It  would  be 
most  inequitable  to  permit  the  defendant, 
after  having  induced  the  officers  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  consent  to  its  purchase  of  nearly  all 
the  skins  which  would  be  likely  to  come 
into  the  market  for  a  long  term  of  years,  on 
the  faith  of  an  understanding  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  share  in  the  benefits  of  the  pur- 
chase, to  repudiate  the  contract,  and  leave 
the  plaintiff  without  the  means  of  procuring 
12LR.A. 


skins  to  carry  on  its  business.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  if  the  defendant  might  success- 
fully have  defended  against  a  suit  for  spe- 
cific performance  on  the  ground  of  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  patent,  if  it  had  sought  to 
repudiate  the  contract  on  the  discovery  of 
the  mistake,  it  has  so  far  affirmed  the  contract 
since  that  it  cannot  do  so  now. 

The  next  objection  of  the  defendant  is  that 
even  if  it  violates  its  contract  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law.  The  only  remedy  which  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  at  law  would  be  by  a  recovery 
of  damages  for  the  failure  of  defendant  to 
deliver,  or  to  allow  those  to  deliver  with 
whom  it  had  made  contracts  in  its  own  name 
but  for  the  benefit  of  both,  to  the  plaintiff  its 
due  proportion  of  the  fish  skins.  It  suffi- 
ciently appears  that  the  principal  market  for 
them  is  in  Gloucester,  that  most  of  the  skin 

§  reducers  there  are  under  contract  with  the 
efendant,  and  that  the  article  is  of  very 
limited  production.  "If  the  plaintiff  is  un- 
able to  obtain  skins  produced  by  firms  which 
have  contracts  with  the  defendant"  it  is  found 
that  a  it  will  be  very  difficult  if  not  impos- 
sible for  it  to  carry  on  its  business. "  This 
continuing  injury,  leading  to  difficulties  in 
the  management  of  the  plaintiff's  business, 
and  possibly  to  its  utter  destruction,  is  one 
that  could  not  be  computed  in  damages.  It 
would  be  practically  impossible  to  estimate 
the  amount  of  the  injury  or  to  repair  it.  The 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  property  invested 
in  the  manufacture  must  lose  a  considerable 
but  uncertain  amount  of  its  value.  The  in- 
jury thus  threatened  would  be  practically  ir- 
reparable. Florence  Sewing  ifach.  Co.  v. 
Grocer  A  B.  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  110  Mass.  11. 
It  is  urged  that  if  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
any  relief  at  all  it  should  be  compelled  to 
take  its  proportion  of  the  waste  as  well  as  of 
the  skins,  including  in  the  computation  the 
waste  and  skins  of  George  Perkins  &  Son. 
In  addition  to  the  fish  skins,  which  were  the 
most  valuable  product  for  the  manufacture 
of  glue  which  is  left  in  the  business  of  cut- 
ting and  packing  salt  fish,  there  remain  fins, 
bones,  tails,  etc.,  which  go  by  the  technical 
name  of  waste.  A  fish  glue  of  an  inferior 
character  is  made  therefrom.  As  to  certain 
firms  with  whom  the  "  long- term"  contracts 
for  fish  skins  were  made  by  Crooks,  it  appears 
that  they  would  not  sell  the  skins  unless  the 
defendant  would  agree  to  buy  the  waste  also 
and  pay  a  fixed  price  therefor.  While  the 
contracts  made  by  Brooks  were  ratified  so  far 
as  the  purchase  of  skins  was  concerned,  the 
plaintiff  has  neither  recognized  nor  been  re- 
quired to  recognize  them  so  far  as  waste  is 
concerned.  The  plaintiff  does  not  use  waste 
nor  has  it  been  requested  by  the  defendant  to 
take  it.  The  defendant  has  manufactured 
this  itself,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  such 
manufacture  is  unprofitable.  The  business 
was  thus  conducted  and  the  plaintiff  received 
its  allotted  portion  of  skins  from  1887  until 
July,  1890,  when  the  defendant  announced 
that  it  should  retain  all  the  skins  for  which 
it  had  made  contracts.  While  there  has  been 
no  formal  fixing  of  prices  at  which  the  skins 
should  be  bought,  this  had  been  substan- 
tially arranged  between  the  parties  without 
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disagreement,  bat  it  nowhere  appears  that  the 
waste  was  at  any  time  made  the  subject  of 
negotiations.  In  regard  to  the  mode  of  de- 
livery of  the  skins,  it  had  been  arranged  that 
the  plaintiff  should  receive,  as  its  fair  pro- 
portion, those  contracted  for  with  Tarr  A 
Bro.,  and  with   Wanson  &  Co.,  paying  the 

Sroducers  therefor,  the  charge  being  made 
i recti y  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  also  arranged 
that  the  establishment  of  Shute  &  Merchant 
should  he  allotted  to  defendants,  the  charge 
for  the  skins  produced  there  being  made  to 
defendant,  ana  the  payment  being  made  by 
plaintiff  to  defendant  and  by  it  to  Shute  & 
Merchant.  Nowhere  was  there  a  suggestion 
that  the  plaintiff  ^should  pay  for  waste,  al- 
though there  was  a  provision  for  the  sale  of 
it  in  the  contract  with  Shute  &  Merchant. 
We  are  of  Opinion  that  the  defendant  cannot 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  take  any  portion  of 
the  waste.  The  conduct  of  the  parties  is 
quite  conclusive  that  there  was  no  bargain 
between  them  as  to  this. 

The  defendant  further  contends  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  have  the  contract 
specifically  enforced  it  has  lost  it  by  its  own 
conduct  since  the  contract  was  made.  It  is 
found  that  both  parties  have  attempted  in 
good  faith  to  do  what  the  contract  called 
for.  The  licenses  granted  by  the  plaintiff  to 
other  parties  to  manufacture  under  the  pat- 
ent were  assented  to  by  the  defendant,  two 
of  them  by  giving  certificates  under  seal,  and 
one  orally,  by  its  president  and  general 
manager  acting  in  its  behalf.  The  purchase 
by  the  plaintiff  at  one  time  of  four  or  five 
tons  of  extra  fish  skins  in  a  neighboring  State 
at  a  price  a  little  higher  than  they  were  pay- 
ing at  home  did  not  injure  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  not  contended  in  argument  that  the 
contract  can  be  avoided  for  that  reason.  But 
in  some  other  particulars  the  parties  have 
not  literally  followed  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract but  by  a  common  understanding  and 
mutual  consent  have  modified  the  execution 
of  it  in  details.  It  sometimes  happens  that 
by  such  variations  from  an  agreement  the 
parties  leave  their  rights  so  uncertain  that 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  cannot  be 
decreed.  But  if  after  changes  are  assented 
to  it  is  still  clear  what  the  rights  of  the 
parties  are  under  the  contract  as  modified, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  enforcement 
of  those  rights  by  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance. Even  if  the  agreement  were  wholly 
oral  it  might  be  specifically  enforced.  Somer- 
by  v.  Buntin,  118  Mass.  287.  Whatever  un- 
certainties and  difficulties  might  arise  if  the 
plaintiff  sought  literally  to  enforce  the  origi- 
nal provisions  of  the  contract,  the  parties 
have  by  their  acts  so  applied  the  contract  to 
the  new  conditions  which  they  have  created 
as  to  make  it  clear  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  skins  purchased  of  Tarr  & 
Bro. ,  Wanson  &  Co.  ana  Shute  &  Merchant, 
under  the  contract  as  interpreted,  modified 
and  applied  by  the  parties  by  mutual  con- 
sent and  for  their  common  benefit.  Of  course 
third  parties  who  have  made  contracts  with 
the  defendant  cannot  be  compelled  to  act 
otherwise  than  in  conformity  with  their  agree- 
ments. But  the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled,  and  all  that  it  asks  for,  will  be  ob- 
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tained  by  an  order  that  the  defendant  deliver 
to  the  plaintiff  on  demand  the  fish  skins  re- 
ceived from  the  three  firms  named  on  payment 
to  it  of  what  the  skins  cost  the  defendant,  so 
long  as  these  shall  not  exceed  the  proportion 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive. 
Decree  accordingly. 


Richard  T.  JAQUES  et  al.t  AppU., 

e. 

William  H.  SWA8ET,  Exr.,   etc.,  of  Anna 

Jaques,  Deceased. 
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L  A  payment  of  money  by  a  testator  to 
a  legatee  several  years  before  the  execution 
of  the  will  cannot  operate  as  an  ademption,  pay- 
ment or  advancement  pro  tanto  of  a  legacy  pro- 
vided for  in  the  will,  unless  it  was  received  under 
a  promise  that  It  should  be  so  applied. 

8.  A  receipt  for  money  advanced  by  a 
testatrix,  to  be  deducted  from  a  legacy  In  a 
will  of  a  certain  date,  does  not  authorise  any  de- 
duction from  a  legacy  of  the  same  amount  In  a 
will  executed  subsequently  to  the  giving  of  the 
receipt. 

8.  Silence  ofa  legatee  who  had  said  she  was 
to  receive  $10,000,  on  the  reply  of  the  testatrix  that 
$8,000  of  it  had  been  paid,  ia  not  an  admission  of 
such  payment. 

(MayPO,  189L) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
fox  Essex  County  (Devens,  J.)  for   the 


Hem.— Doctrine  of  advancement*  to  heirs. 

The  doctrine  of  advancements  is  confined  to  c 
of  intestacy:  and  perhaps  never  applies  where  there 
is  a  will  of  any  of  the  property.  Arthur  v.  Arthur, 
10  Barb.  24, 

Upon  the  naked  fact  that  a  father  buys  and  pays 
for  land,  and  has  the  deed  made  to  his  child,  the  in- 
ference of  law  is  that  it  is  an  advancement  to  the 
child.  Partridge  v.  Havens,  10  Paige,  618, 4  L.  ed. 
1115;  Sanf  ord  v.  Sanf  ord,  61  Barb.  280,  5  Iana.  181; 
Proseus  v.  Molntyre,  5  Barb.  424;  Walton  v.  Divine, 
SO  Barb.  0;  McClintock  v.  Loisseau,  2  L.  B.  A.  816,81 
W.Va.866. 

Where  the  father  purchased  land  and  directed  the 
conveyance  to  be  made  to  his  daughter,  who  is  non 
compos,  also  assigning  as  a  reason  his  wish  to  ex- 
clude certain  persons  from  enjoyment  of  the  prop- 
erty and  expressing  the  opinion  that  he  will  enjoy 
its  use  as  guardian  of  his  daughter,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed an  advancement  rather  than  a  trust  result* 
log  in  his  favor.  Kaatham  v.  Powell,  61  Ark.  680; 
McClintock  v.  Loisseau,  supra. 

A  provision  that  the  legatees*  debts  to  testator 
should  be  deduoted  and  balance  paid  to  them,  and, 
if  they  exoeeded  the  legacies,  the  surplus  to  be  dis- 
charged,—makes  such  debts  advancements.  Tay- 
lor's App.  6  New  Bug.  Bep.  268, 146  Mass.  289,  citing 
Hall  v.  Davis,  8  Pick.  460;  Bacon  v.  Gassett,  IB  Al- 
len, 887;  Cummings  v.  Bramhau,  120  Mass.  668;  Tread- 
well  v.  Cordis,  6  Gray,  841;  Poole  t.  Poole,  L.  K.  T 
Ch.  App.  Gas.  17. 

An  advancement  is  the  giving  by  a  parent  to  a 
child,  by  way  of  anticipation,  that  which  It  is  sup- 
posed the  child  will  be  entitled  to  on  the  death  of 
such  parent.  Ruch  v.  Blery,  V  West.  Bep.  216,  110 
Ind.  444;  MoMahul  v.  McMahffl,  69  Iowa,  U6;  Wal- 
lace v.  Beddlck,  6  West  Bep.  769, 119  TJL 1SL 

That  an  advancement  is  what  it  may  be  supposed 
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opinion  of  the  fall  court,  of  an  appeal  from 
a  decree  of  the  Judge  of  Prohate  for  Essex 
County  allowing  the  executor  of  the  will  of 
Anna  Jaques  the  full  sum  of  $10,000  paid  by 
him  to  Harriet  M.  Downs  as  a  legacy  be- 
queathed to  her  by  the  will,  appellants  claim- 
teg  that  be  should  be  allowed  only  $7,000. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  Willinvm  H.  Moody  and  Horavoo 
I*  B&rtlett,  for  appellants: 

Whether  an  advance  made  by  a  testator  to 
Jus  legatee  is  an  ademption  or  satisfaction  or 
not  is  a  question  of  intention  in  all  cases, 
whether  the  advance  preceded  or  followed  the 
execution  of  the  will. 

2  Wms.  Exrs.  [1886]  note  b;  Soger*  y.  French, 
19  Ga.  816;  Hopwood  v.  Hopwood,  22  Bear.  498; 
Powys  y.  Mansfield,  8  Myl.  &  C.  869. 

This  principle  should  be  acted  upon  not- 
withstanding apparent  difficulties. 

Hopwood  y.  Hopwood,  7  H.  L.  Gas.  741;  Up- 
ton v.  Prince,  Gas.  t.  Talb.  71. 

Where  the  donor  of  a  benefit  stands  in  loco 
parentis  to  the  beneficiary  and  gives  him  a  leg- 
acy not  stating  any  particular  object  for  which 
it  is  given,  the  law  presumes  it  to  be  a  portion 
*nd  presumes  against  double  portions. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jut.  §  554;  Bib  parte  Pye,  18  Ves. 
Jr.  140:  Ghiehester  v.  Coventry,  L.  It.  2  EL  L. 
App.  Caa.  90. 

Here  in  the  absence  of  evidence  presumptive 
intent  governs. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  561. 

And  evidence  is  admissible  for  and  against 
the  presumption  to  show  the  intent. 

2  Bedf.  Wills,  2d  ed.  448. 


The  foregoing  equitable  presumptions  are 
directly  derived  from  the  assumed  natural  duty 
of  the  parent. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  8  558. 

Miss  .Jaques  was  in  loeo  parentis  to  Mrs. 
Downs. 

P&wys  v.  Mansfield,  8  Myl.  &  C.  859. 

The  presumptions  should  apply  in  the  case  at 
bar. 

See  Roper,  Leg.  869. 

And  if  they  do,  the  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible. 

1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  p.  680;  1  Roper,  Leg.  408. 

Where  a  payment  by  a  father  to  a  child  prior 
to  the  will  is  made  In  pursuance  of  a  contract 
by  the  child  that  it  shall  be  in  satisfaction  of  a 
subsequent  legacy,  or  where  it  is  the  intention 
of  the  testator  known  and  assented  to  by  the 
legatee,  a  prior  payment  will  so  operate. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  g  560,  note  1;  Upton  v.  Prince, 
supra;  Taylor  v.  Cartwright,  L.  K.  14  Eq.  167, 
176;  Oummings  v.  BramhaU,  120  Mass.  052. 

Mr.  Amos  Noyea,  for  appellee: 

There  is  no  such  thing  as  an  advancement  to 
anyone  except  a  child  or  descendant— at  com- 
mon law—  and  the  Statute  especially  confined 
if  to  a  child  or  descendant. 

Rev.  Stat.  1886,  chap.  61,  §§  6-11;  Gen.  Stat 
1860,  chap.  91,  §  6;  Pub.  Stat.  1882,  chap.  128, 
$§  1,  8;  4  Kent,  Com.  8th  ed.  (Lecture  LXV.) 
pp.  418,  448. 

Advancements  cannot  apply  to  testate  estates 
—to  legacies.  Payments  during  the  lifetime 
of  testator  on  account  of  legacies  may  act  as 
ademption,  but  not  as  advancements,  even  to 
children. 

8  Redf  .  Wills,  8d  ed.  p.  480. 


the  donee  will  inherit  on  the  death  of  the  donor 
-does  not  make  it  any  the  less  a  present  gift.  Pott's 
App.  (Pa.)  10  Cent.  Rep.  416. 

To  constitute  an  advancement  the  ancestor  must, 
4n  his  lifetime,  devest  himself  of  ;all  interest  in  the 
property  set  apart  to  the  heir.  Crosby  v.  Coving- 
ton, SiMias.  6U>,  Smith  v.  Smith,  5  Ves.  Jr.  TO;  Wms. 
,160. 


Distinction  between  advancement  and  fftfL 

The  very  act  of  giving- to  an  heir  by  way  of  antic- 
ipation implies  the  exercise  of  judgment  which 
-distinguishes  an  advancement  from  a  gift,  in  which 
no  exercise  of  judgment  as  to  future  results  is  in- 
volved. Wallace  v.  Beddiok,  6  West  Bep.  788, 119 
IU.16L 

Where  gifts  are  not  expressed  or  charged  In  writ- 
ing as  advancements,  they  cannot  be  deemed  such, 
under  the  statute.    Ibid, 

They  must  be  expressed  hi  writing  as  an  advance- 
ment or  acknowledged  in  writing  to  be  accepted  as 
■such  by  the  recipient.  Long  y.  Long,  6  West  Rep. 
401, 118 I1L  688;  Wallace  v.  Beddiok,  supra. 

Bo  a  deed  from  a  father  for  an  express  money 
•consideration  and  for  love  and  affection  is  not 
made  an  advancement  by  a  recital,  in  the  father's 
will,  that  the  child  has  received  land,  in  the  view  of 
the  Statute  which  requires  the  gift  to  be  made  in 
writing.    Wilkinson  v.  Thomas,  128  TIL  868. 

Intention  determines  whether  an  act  constitutes  a 
gift  or  an  advancement. 

Nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  the  intention 
of  the  parent  determines  whether  a  conveyance  or 
transfer  of  money  or  property  to  a  child  la  to  be  re- 
garded as  a /rift  or  an  advancement.  The  nature  of 
the  transaction,  in  these  respeots,  follows  the  inteu- 
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tlon  of  the  donor.  Woolery  v.  Woolery,  80  Ind.  818; 
Duling  y.  Johnson,  88  Ind,  166;  Frey  v.  Heydt,  9 
Cent.  Rep.  880, 116  Pa,  60L 

The  intention  of  the  donor  is  to  be  gathered  from 
attending  ciroumetanoes.  Wallace  v.  Beddiok,  6 
West  Bep.  780,118  111.  161;  Jakolete  v.  Danielson 
(N.J.)  12  Cent  Rep.  28L 

It  should  appear  in  some  way  that  it  was  intended 
as  an  advancement  before  the  child's  part  will  be 
charged  with  it  Corner  v.  Comer,  6  West  Rep.  78, 
110111.170. 

The  law  will  ascribe  to  the  donor  that  intention 
most  favorable  to  an  equal  distribution  of  his  prop- 
erty among  his  children.  Buch  v.  Blery,  9  West 
Bep.  818, 110  Ind.  444,  citing  Parks  v.  Parks,  18  Md. 
888;  Clark  v.  WOlson,  87  Md.  686.  See  Weaver's 
App.  68  Pa.  808;  Dilley  v.  Love,  61  Md.  608. 

Sums  received  by  the  heir  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator  should  be  treated  in  equity  as  advance- 
ments. Bev.  Stat  1881,  t  1188.  Folta  v.  Wert,  1 
West  Bep.  862,108  Ind.  404. 

As  between  a  loan,  a  gift  and  an  advancement 
the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  advancement 
Patterson's  App.  (Pa.)  Oct  7, 1888. 

Money  furnished  by  a  father  with  whioh  lands 
were  purchased  and  the  title  taken  in  the  name  of 
his  son,  without  any  contemporaneous  understand- 
ing of  agreement  concerning  repayment  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  in- 
tended as  an  advancement  with  no  present  purpose 
to  treat  it  as  a  debt  Hlgham  v.  Vanosdal,  101  Ind. 
180. 

Payments  by  a  father  of  his  son's  debts  are  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the  oontrary, 
to  be  made  as  advancements  to  the  son,  and  will  be 
treated  as  such  in  the  settlement  of  the  father's  es- 
tate.  Steele  v.Frierson,  86  Tenn.  480. 

Land  pnrohased  by  a  father  and  placed  in  the 
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Even  in  the  case  of  an  advancement  a  subse- 
quent will  and  testament  has  been  held  to  ex- 
tinguish it. 

Jones  v.  Richardson,  5  Met  268;  HarttoeUy. 
Bice,  1  Gray,  694. 

An  advancement  cannot  be  proved  by  parol. 

Bulkeley  v.  Noble,  2  Pick.  887;  Barton  v. 
Bice,  22  Pick.  609. 

The  time  when  the  advancement  was  made 
is  the  essential  fact  in  determining  whether  it 
applies  to  a  legacy  or  not  If  the  payment 
was  made  to  a  child  after  the  will  was  made  it 
is  presumed  to  be  an  advancement,  and  if  made 
to  a  legatee  (who  is  a  stranger)  after  the  will  is 
made  it  is  sometimes  an  ademption. 

Paine  v.  Parsons,  14  Pick.  820;  Clarke  v. 
Pereival,  2  Barn.  &  Ad.  660. 

Ademption  can  only  be  of  a  legacy  given  in 
a  will  dated  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  money 
regarded  as  an  advancement. 

Bhudal  v.  Jekyll,  2Atk.616;  Powell  v.  Cleav- 
er, 2  Bro.  Ch.  616;  Bavenseroft  v.  Jones,  4  De 
G.  J.  A  8.  224,  82Beav.  669;  Jones  v.  Richard- 
son.  supra;  Clark  v.  Kingsley,  87  Hun,  246; 
Arnold  v.  Haronn,  48  Hun,  278. 

A  gift  made  to  a  stranger  is  not  an  ademp- 
tion, not  presumed  to  be  such,  but  there  must 
be  clear  proof  that  it  was  intended  as  part  of 
the  legacy. 

Shudaly.  Jekyll  wad  Powell  v.  Cleaver,  supra; 
Ex  parte  Pye,  18  Ves.  Jr.  162;  Evans  v.  Beau- 
mont,  4  Lea,  699;  Wetherby  v.  Dixon,  Coop. 
Ch.  281. 

Courts  cannot  resort  to  the  declaration  of  the 
testator,  either  before  or  after  the  execution  of 
the  will,  to  control  and  construe  its  provisions. 

Broumfield  v.  Wilson,  78  El.  467. 


W.  Allen,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellants  contend  that  the  sum  of  $3,- 
000  paid  by  the  testatrix  in  her  lifetime  to  Mrs. 
Downs  should  be  deducted  from  the  legacy  of 
$10,000  to  her.  The  payment  was  made  sev- 
eral years  before  the  will  was  executed  and  can- 
not operate  as  an  ademption  or  payment  or  ad- 
vancement pro  tanto  of  the  legacy.  To  give 
such  an  effect  to  it  would  be  to  vary  the  terms 
of  the  will  and  to  show  by  parol  that  the  testa- 
trix intended  a  legacy  of  $7,000  and  not  $10,- 
000.  Payment  of  a  legacy  provided  for  in  a 
will  made  by  the  testator  before  the  will  takes 
effect  by  his  death  is  regarded  as  consistent 
with  and  carrying  out  the  intention  expressed 
in  the  will;  but  to  apply  a  gift  made  before  the 
execution  of  the  will  in  full  or  part  satisfaction 
of  a  legacy  given  by  the  will  necessarily  varies 
the  terms  of  the  legacy,  and  allows  the  inten- 
tion expressed  in  the  will  to  be  controlled  by  a 
different  intention  proved  by  parol.  If  a  gift 
is  made  by  a  parent  to  a  child  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  an  advancement  of  a  portion  of 
the  parent's  estate  which  he  has  given  to  the 
child  by  will,  or  which  the  law  may  give  if  the 
parent  dies  intestate,  but  if  after  making  such 
gift  the  parent  by  will  fixes  the  portion  of  the 
child,  the  former  gift  cannot  be  taken  as  a  part 
of  the  portion  unless  made  so  by  the  will.  It 
cannot  by  possibility  be  an  ademption  of  the 
legacy.  If  it  can  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of 
the  legacy  it  must  be  upon  other  grounds  than 
the  right  of  the  testator  to  adeem  a  legacy. 
Paine  v.  Parsons,  14  Pick.  818;  Richards  v. 
Humphrey,  16  Pick.  188;  Jones  v.  Richardson, 
6  Met.  247,  268;  HarUoeU  v.  Rice,  1  Gray,  687, 


name  of  his  son  is  presumptively  an  advancement 
Nailor  v.  Nailor,  8  Gent  Rep.  777, 5  Maokey,  98. 

Whether  a  purchase  in  the  name  of  a|wtf  e  or  child 
is  an  advancement  Is  a  question  of  intention,  though 
presumed  in  the  first  instance  to  be  a  provision  or 
settlement.   Parker  v.  Newitt,  18  Or.  274. 

A  transaction  between  a  father  and  son,  whioh 
amounts  to  an  advancement  at  the  time  It  taken 
place,  cannot  afterwards  be  converted  Into  a  debt 
without  the  intervention  of  some  new  consider- 
ation.   Higham  v.  Vanosdal,  101  Ind.  160. 

A  voluntary  oonveyanoe  of  land  by  a  parent  to  a 
child  is  presumed  to  have  been  intended  as  an  ad- 
vancement, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
party  claiming;  it  to  be  anything  else.  Ruoh  v. 
Biery,  9  West.  Bep.  815, 110  Ind.  444,  citing  McCaw 
v.  Burk,  81  Ind.  56;  DiUe  v.  Webb,  61  Ind.  86;  Dutch's 
App.  57  Pa.  401.  And  see  White  v.  White  68  Ark.  188- 

A  stipulation  for  an  annuity  or  interest  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  grantor  will  not  change  the  rule- 
Ruoh  v.  Biery,  9  West.  Rep.  815, 110  Ind.  444;  Nor- 
man v.  Norman,  11  Ind.  888;  Sherman 'v.  Sherman* 
8  Ind.  887;  Peabody  v.  Peabody.  60  Ind.  666. 

To  constitute  an  advancement,  the  ancestor 
must,  during  his  lifetime,  devest  himself  of  all  in- 
terest in  the  property  set  apart  to  the  heir.  Joyce 
v.  Hamilton,  9  West.  Rep.  666,  111  Ind.  168. 

A  transfer  of  property  by  a  parent  to  a  child  Is 
prima  fade  an 'advancement,  and  not  a  gift;  but  it 
may  be  shown  by  parol  that  it  was  intended  as  a 
gift  Wolfe  v.  Kable,  5  West.  Rep.  689, 107  Ind.  665, 
citing  Dillman  v.  Cox,  88  Ind.  440;  Duling  v.  John- 
son, 88  Ind.  155;  Stokesberry  v.  Reynolds,  67  Ind. 
486. 

A  deed  of  land  by  a  father  to  hie  ion,  expressing 
no  consideration  or  only  nominal  consideration,  is 
presumed  to  be  an  ad  vanoement.  Jakolete  v.  Dan- 
ielson  (N.  J.)  18  Cent.  Rep.  881,  citing  note  to  Miller's 
App.  80  Am.  Dee.  666. 
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Where  it  is  afterwards  discovered  that  the  father 
had  made  a  mortgage  upon  it,  the  heir  receiving 
the  advancement  may  recover  against  the  estate 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage  upon  the  land.  Polley 
v.Polleyf88Ky.64. 

But  the  heir  must  contribute  his  share  towards 
satisfying  the  mortgage.  Asking  equity,  he  must 
do  equity.    Ibid. 

In  such  case  the  possession  of  the  son  cannot  be 
adverse  to  the  father.    Ibid. 

Where  a  son  receives  a  conveyance  as  an  ad- 
vancement, and  executes  a  release  of  all  claim  as 
heir  of  his  father's  estate.  It  is  a  bar  from  the  date 
of  acceptance  of  the  conveyance.  Scott,  J„  dis- 
sents. Simpson  v.  Simpson,  lWesc  Rep.  888, 114  Ind. 
608;  Parsons  v.  Ely,  85  I1L  888;  Bishop  v.  Davenport, 
68  HL 106;  Galbralth  v.  McLean,  84I1L  879;  Kershaw 
v.  Kershaw,  108  111.  807. 

It  is  competent  for  the  Legislature  to  enact  that 
in  such  case  the  children  of  the  son  shall  be  equally 
barred  from  inheritance.  Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
supra. 

The  fact  that  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  divides 
It  and  conveys  one  part  to  his  son  and  the  other  to 
his  son-in-law,  taking  a  note  from  each  for  the  con- 
sideration agreed  upon,  he  keeping  the  notes 
separate  from  the  other  notes,  shows  his  intention 
to  make  an  advancement  to  the  son-in-law.  Sadler 
v.  Huffheimer  (Ky.)  11  Ky.  L.  Bep.  67a 

Gifts,  not  advancements. 

That  donor  required  a  Judgment  note  to  be 
given  for  the  sum  advanced,  which  he  bequeathed 
to  the  maker,  rebuts  the  presumption  that  an  ad- 
vancement was  intended.  Pott's  App.  (Pa.)  10 
Cent.  Rep.  415. 

A  will  provided  that  if  there  should  be  due  from 
the  legatees  "  obligations  of  any  kind,  or  evidence 
of  debt  of  any  kind,"  they  should  be  deducted  from 
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504.  See  authorities  collected  in  note  to  Chaun- 
ceffr  Case,  1  P.  Wms.  406,  2  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq. 
4th  Am.  ed.  p.  783  et  $eq. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  payment  by  a  father 
to  a  child  will  operate  as  a  satisfaction  pro 
tanto  of  a  legacy  to  the  child  in  a  subsequent 
will  when  it  is  received  by  the  child  under  a 
promise  by  him  that  it  shall  be  so  applied.  In 
that  case  the  money  is  received  by  the  child  as 
a  part  of  the  portion  to  be  designated  in  the 
will,  and  it  would  be  fraudulent  in  him  not  to 
allow  it  in  satisfaction  pro  tanto  of  the  legacy 
given  in  pursuance  of  the  understanding.  Up- 
ton v.  Prince,  Cas.  U  Talb.  71;  Taylor  v. 
CartwrighttluK  14  Eq.  167,  176;  Yundfs 
App.  13  Pa.  575  ;  Muuelman'i  Estate,  5  Watts, 
9 ;  Kreider  v.  Beyer,  10  Watte,  54 ;  Roger*  v. 
French,  19  Ga.  833. 

The  real  question  in  the  case  at  bar  is  whether 
it  was  understood  between  Miss  Jaques,  the 
testator,  and  Mrs.  Downs,  when  the  $8,000  was 
given  by  the  former  to  the  latter,  that  that  sum 
was  paid  and  received  as  part  of  a  portion  to 
be  given  to  Mrs.  Downs  by  will,  and  as  pro 
tanto  in  satisfaction  of  the  subsequent  legacy. 

In  the  year  1874  Mrs.  Downs,  then  Miss 
Smith,  went  to  live  with  Miss  Jaques,  who 
was  a  single  woman  well  advanced  in  life,  as 
her  daughter,  with  the  understanding  that  if 
she  continued  to  live  with  Miss  Jaquea  dur- 
ing her  life  Miss  Smith  would  be  treated  as  a 
daughter,  and  would  be  provided  for  in  the 
will  of  Miss  Jaques  by  a  legacy  of  $10,000. 
As  regards  advancements  of  a  portion  Miss 
Jaquea  stood  practically  in  loco  parentis  to 
Miss  Smith,  and  it  may  be  assumed  that  the 
rules  that  apply  to  advancements  and  legacies 


between  parent  and  child  applied  to  them. 
Miss  Jaques  made  a  will  about  the  time  Miss 
Smith  went  to  live  with  her,  in  which  she 

Save  "To  Harriet  M.  Smith,  my  adopted 
aughter,  provided  she  lives  with  me  until  my 
decease,  ten  thousand  dollars/'  In  January, 
1876,  Mis*  Jaques  made  another  will  in 
which  she  gave  to  Miss  Smith  "the  sum  of  ten 
thousand  dollars  in  cash  provided  she  lives 
with  me  until  my  decease."  In  the  same  year 
Miss  Smith  was  married,  and  after  her  mar- 
riage the  $8,000  was  paid  to  her,  and  she  gave 
the  following  writing : 

"Newbury,  Nov.  29, 1876. 
"  Whereas  Miss  Anna  Jaques  has  intimated 
to  me  that  in  her  will  of  January  81,  A.  D. 
1876,  she  has  devised  a  certain  sum  of  money 
on  certain  conditions,  now  being  desirous  of 
purchasing  a  house  and  land  adjoining  the  same, 
she  (Miss  Jaques)  has  kindly  advanced  to  me 
the  sum  of  three  thousand  dollars,  by  the  hands 
of  Edward  P.  Shaw  this  day.  I  hereby  ac- 
knowledge to  have  received  the  said  sum  of 
three  thousand  dollars  in  advance  of  and  on 
account  of  said  legacy,  and  in  settlement  of 
said  estate  if  the  conditions  above  mentioned 
are  fulfilled  it  shall  be  deducted  from  the  said 
legacy  aforesaid,  and  I  bind  myself  by  this  re- 
ceipt to  perform  above  agreement,  to  allow  the 
deduction  to  the  executors  of  the  said  estate." 

This  was  signed  by  Mrs.  Downs  and  attested 
by  a  witness.  Mrs.  Downs  continued  to  live 
with  Miss  Jaques  until  her  death  in  January, 
1885.  In  August,  1882,  Miss  Jaques  made  a 
new  will  which  expressly  revoked  former  wills, 
and  contained  this  clause.    "  Item  7.    I  give 


the  legacies.  It  was  held  that  promissory  notes 
and  receipts  for  advances  of  money  were  intended. 
Hill  v.  Bloom,  4  Cent.  Rep.  846, 41  N.  J.  Eq.  976. 

A  gift  to  one  entitled  as  a  child  to  share  in  the 
donor's  estate  will  not  be  held  an  advancement, 
when  it  expressly  appears  to  have  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  father  that  the  gift  should  not  be  con- 
sidered as  such.  De  Oaumont  y.  Morgan,  S  Gent. 
Rep.  886, 104  N.T.  78. 

The  recitation  in  a  deed,  as  to  the  consideration 
or  execution  of  a  note,  is  not  eonolnsive  that  the 
transaction  was  a  sale  and  not  an  advancement. 
Sadler  v.  Huffheimer  (Ky.)  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  670. 

Mining  stock  purchased  by  a  parent,  who  caused 
it  to  be  placed  in  his  name  as  trustee,  for  oertain 
of  his  children,  and  which  he  subsequently  sold, 
converting  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  will  not  be 
charged  to  such  children  as  an  advancement,  since 
the  gift  was  revocable,  and  was  revoked  by  the 
subsequent  sale  and  conversion  by  the  parent. 
Herkimer  v.  McGregor,  126  Ind.  247. 

Such  a  disposition  of  the 'property  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  a  revocation  of  the  advancement. 
Ibid. 

Advancement  creates  no  debt. 

An  advancement  creates  no  debt  to  the  person 
making  it.  Dawson  v.  Maoknet,  7  Gent.  Rep.  469, 42 
N.J.Bq.683. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  intention,  mort- 
gages executed  by  a  son  to  a  testator,  to  secure 
money  received  and  notes  indorsed  and  paid  by  the 
testator  for  the  accommodation  of  the  son,  are  evi- 
dence of  debt,  and  not  of  advancement.  Ibid. 
Bpeer  v.  Speer,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  240;  Battor  v.  Allen,  6 
N.  J.  Eq.  90;  Bruce  v.  Grisoom,  9  Hun,  280;  High's 
App.  21  Pa.  288.  See'  Wannamaker  v.  Van  Bus- 
kirk,  1 N.  J.  Bq.  686,  a  peculiar  case. 
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Ademption  of  legacy* 

Where  the  thing,  debt,  security,  stock,  etc,  has 
been  totally  or  partly  sold,  transferred  or  other- 
wise disposed  of  by  the  testator,  before  his  death, 
there  is  an  ademption,  total  or  partial;  and  this  re- 
sult is  the  same  even  though  with  the  proceeds  of 
the  thing  sold— say  stock,  and  the  like— he  pur- 
chases others  of  the  same  kind  which  he  holds  at 
his  death.  If  the  testator,  having;  sold  shares  of 
stock,  should  repurchase  the  same  identical  shares, 
perhaps  there  would  be  no  ademption.  Be  Gibson, 
L.  B.  2  Bq.  669;  Oliver  v.  Oliver,  L.  R.  11  Bq.  606; 
Watts  v.  Watts,  L.  R.  17  Bq.  217;  Maodonald  v.  Ir- 
vine, L.  R.  8  Ch.  IMv.  101;  Castle  v.  Fox,  L.  R.U 
Bq.  642, 661;  Miles  v.  Miles,  L.  R.lBq.462;  Douglas 
v.  Douglas,  Kay,  400, 404;  Drlnkwater  v.  Falconer,  2 
Yes.  Sr.  628, 626;  Partridge  v.  Partridge,  Gas.  t.  Talb. 
226;  Philson  v.  Moore,  28  Hun,  162;  Langdon  v.  Astor, 
16  N.  Y.  9, 87;  Blackstone  v.  Blaokstone,  8  Watts,  885; 
Alsop's  App.  9  Pa.  874;  Wbltlock  v.  Yann,  88  Ga. 
662;  8  Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  69. 

Ademption  is  a  satisfaction  of  a  legacy  by  some 
act  of  testator  which  is  equivalent  to  its  revoca- 
tion. Burnham  v.  Comfort,  11  Gent.  Rep.  448,  108 
N.  Y.  686. 

The  rule  of  ademption  ispredioable  of  legacies  of 
personal  estate,  and  is  not  applicable  to  devises  of 
real  estate.  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  1 1111;  2  Wms.  Bxrs.  6th 
ed.  1202;  1  Boper,  Leg.  866;  Davys  v.  Boucher,  8 
Younge  ft  G.  807;  Langdon  v.  Astor,  16  N.  Y.  84,  cited 
in  Burnham  v.  Comfort,  supra. 

A  receipt  in  full  by  a  son  of  his  distributive  share 
in  his  father's  estate,  for  a  sum  of  money  reoeived 
from  his  father  in  his  lifetime,  adeems  a  general 
legacy  given  him.  Oowles  v.  Cowles,  6  New  Bng. 
Rep.  467, 66  Conn.  240.  citing  1  Swift  Dig.  466;  Har- 
top  v.  Whitmore,  1  P.  Wms.  681;  Clarke  v.  Bur- 
goine,  1  Dick.  868;  Clarke  v.  Perdval,  2  Barn,  ft  Ad. 
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«nd  bequeath  to  Harriet  M.  Downs,  wife  of 
Willard  O.  Downs,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand 
dollars,  if  she  shall  survive  me,  bntif  she  shall 
not  survive  me,  in  such  case  I  give  and  be- 
queath the  same  (ten  thousand  dollars)  to  her 
children  who  may  be  living  at  the  time  of  my 
decease."  This  will  was  admitted  to  probate. 
Unquestionably  the  payment  of  the  $8,000 
would  have  been  an  advancement  of  so  much 
of  the  legacy  given  by  the  will  of  1876  and  an 
ademption  pro  tanto  of  it  had  the  instrument 
which  contained  it  become  the  will  of  Miss 
Jaques.  But  the  will  was  revoked,  and  a 
subsequent  will  executed,  and  the  intention  of 
Miss  Jaques  that  the  payment  should  be  in 
satisfaction  of  a  legacy  given  by  the  subsequent 
will  cannot  of  itself  be  given  in  evidence  to 
control  the  plain  terms  of  the  actual  will.  Un- 
less that  intention  was  understood  and  as- 
sented to  by  Mrs.  Downs  when  the  payment 
was  made  it  cannot  be  taken  as  satisfaction 
pro  tanto  of  the  subsequent  legacy.  The  paper 
signed  by  Mrs.  Downs  does  not  show  a  contract 
or  understanding  that  the  payment  should  be 
in  satisfaction  of  a  subsequent  legacy.  It  re- 
fers and  is  limited  to  the  legacy  in  the  will  of 
1876.  The  fact  that  tt  was  understood  that 
Mrs.  Downs  should  have  a  portion  of  the  estate 
of  Miss  Jaques  can  have  no  greater  effect  than 
to  place  her  in  the  position  of  a  child  who  ex- 
pected a  portion.  The  fact  that  $10,000  had 
been  mentioned  when  the  relation  of  the  parties 
commenced  as  the  amount  of  the  portion,  and 
was  the  amount  of  the  legacy  in  the  existing 
will  does  not  show  that  Mrs.  Downs  in  accepting 
An  advancement  of  a  part  of  that  legacy  agreed 
to  receive  it  in  satisfaction  of  an  equal  amount 
of  any  future  legacy  that  might  be  given  to  her. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  transaction  which 


could  prevent  Miss  Jaques  from  revoking  the 
legacy  and  giving  a  new  legacy  for  any  amount 
she  might  choose,  nor  that  could  prevent  Mrs. 
Downs  from  receiving  the  full  amount  of  a 
subsequent  legacy.  The  writing  is  limited  to 
the  legacy  mentioned  in  it,  and  cannot  of  itself 
affect  any  subsequent  gift. 

The  only  other  evidence  upon  which  the  ap- 
pellants rely  for  proof  that  Mrs.  Downs  agreed 
to  receive  the  $8,000  in  satisfaction  of  a  future 
legacy  is  conversations  between  Miss  Jaques 
and  Mrs.  Downs  after  the  last  will  was  ex- 
ecuted. So  far  as  these  go  only  to  6how  the 
intention  of  Miss  Jaques  in  advancing  the 
$8,000  they  are  immaterial,  unless  they  also 
show  an  admission  by  Mrs.  Downs  that  she  re- 
ceived the  payment  in  satisfaction  of  the  sub- 
sequent legacy.  They  do  not  show  any  such 
admission.  On  the  contrary,  Mrs.  Downs  said 
that  she  was  to  have  the  $10,000,  and  Mrs. 
Jaques  said  that  $8,000  of  it  had  been  paid. 
The  fact  that  Mrs.  Downs  made  no  reply  to 
this  cannot  be  taken  as  an  admission  of  its 
truth.  She  had  already  stated  her  understand- 
ing of  it,  and  the  remark  of  Miss  Jaques  was 
in  answer  to  her.  She  cannot  be  held  to  have 
assented  to  Miss  Jaques'  statement  because 
she  did  not  continue  the  discussion. 

The  report  does  not  find  that  Mrs.  Downs 
accepted  the  advance  of  $8,000  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  it  should  be  in  satisfaction 
pro  tanto  of  a  future  legacy,  and  the  facts  and 
evidence  reported  do  not  show  that  she  re- 
ceived it  with  such  understanding,  or  that  she 
agreed  that  it  should  be  so  applied.  As  no 
contract  is  found  or  can  be  inferred,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  further  ob- 
jection made  by  the  executor  that  the  legacies 
are  substantially  different.    The  legacy  which 


In  ademption  of  legacies.  It  is  immaterial  that  a 
document  given  by  a  recipient  of  the  payment  was 
made  by  a  feme  covert  incapable  of  making  a  bind- 
ing contract.   Ibid, 

When  after  the  will  was  made  the  testator  paid 
the  son  a  oertain  sum  of  money,  and  took  from  him 
a  writing  in  which  the  son  acknowledged  that  a 
sum  of  money  was  received  by  him  in  full  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  the  legacies  given  him  in  the 
will,  the  legacies  were  adeemed.  1  Swift,  Dig.  466; 
Hartop  v.  Whitmore,  1  P.  Wms.  681;  Clarke  v.  Bur- 
goine,  Diok.  858;  Clarke  v.  Percival,  2  Barn.  &  Ad. 
660;  Cowles  v.  Cowles,  6  New  Bng.  Rep.  467, 66  Conn. 
245. 

Unless  the  very  thing  bequeathed  is  in  existence 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  then  forms  a  part 
of  his  estate,  the  legacy  is  wholly  inoperative;  the 
legatee  has  no  right  or  claim;  the  executors  are  un- 
der no  obligation  to  replace  the  thing  by  purchas- 
ing another  one  of  the  same  kind  as  described  in 
the  will  by  means  of  other  assets  in  their  hands, 
belonging  to  the  estate.  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  76;  Ash- 
burner  v.  Maoguire,  2  Bro.  Ch.  108;  2  Eq.  Lead. 
Cas.  4th  Am.  ed.  600,  680,  684,  662-674;  Badrick  v. 
Stevens,  8  Bro.  Cb.  431;  Barker  v.  Rayner,  2  Russ. 
122;  Sldebotham  v.  Watson,  11  Hare,  170;  Hayes  v. 
Hayes,  1  Keen,  97;  Gffliat  v.  Gilllat,  28  Beav.  481; 
Jones  v.  Sou thall,  82  Beav.  81:  Ford  v.  Ford,  28  N.H. 
212;  Blaokstoue  v.  Blaokstone,  8  Watts.  885,  837; 
Ludlam's  Estate,  1  Pars.  Eq.  116,  18  Pa.  188. 8  Pa.  L. 
J.  Rep.  832;  Philson  v.  Moore,  28  Hun,  162;  Walton 
v.  Walton,  7  Johns.  Ch.  258, 2  L.  ed.  286. 

The  question  of  ademption  by  the  death,  or  de- 
struction, or  sale,  of  the  thing"  devised,  or  payment 
of  a  specific  bequest,  Is  not  one  of  intention,  but  an 
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ademption  is  thereby  effeoted,  upon  the  principle 
that  the  subject  is  annihilated,  or  its  conditions  so 
altered  that  nothing  remains  to  which  the  terms  of 
the  bequest  can  apply.  Ross  v.  Carpenter,  9  B. 
Mon.  867, 60  Am.  Deo.  614;  Walton  v.  Walton,  tuprcu 

Where  a  particular  debt,  or  the  security  of  a 
debt,  such  as  a  mortgage,  bond  or  note,  or  a  pub- 
lic debt  secured  by  governmental  bonds,  or  other 
governmental  security,  has  neon  specifically  be- 
queathed, and  the  same  has  been  paid  to  the  testa- 
tor, so  that  the  debt  Is  discharged,  there  is  an 
ademption.   See  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  69,  note. 

So  exercising  an  option  and  surrendering  up  the 
stock  bequeathed  and  accepting  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent stock  of  the  same  oompany  in  lieu  thereof 
will  operate  an  ademption.  Ludlam's  Etatate,  su- 
pra; Cuthbert  v.  Cuthbert*  8  Teates,  486;  Beck  v. . 
MoGillls,  9  Barb.  85. 

If  the  father,  at  the'  time  of  the  advancements, 
reserved  the  right  to  demand  repayment!  they 
must  be  considered  loans,  and  will  not  adeem  a  leg- 
acy. Wallace  v.  Dubois,  3  Cent.  Bep.  211, 65  Md. 
158.   See  Harley  v.  Harley,  57  Md.  840. 

A  bequest  to  testator's  housekeeper  is  not 
adeemed  by  the  mere  fact  of  a  purchase  on  the 
day  of  his  death  of  a  house  and  lot  which  he  had 
deeded  to  her.    Sprenkle's  App.  (Pa.)  Oct.  1, 1888. 

Deposits  by  a  father,  made  in  the  presence  of  hie 
daughter,  of  money  in  bank  in  her  name  and  for 
her  use,  and  further  deposits  entered  in  a  pass- 
book and  delivered  to  her,  although  partly  made 
after  the  execution  of  his  will  giving  the  daughter 
a  pecuniary  legaoy,  will  not  operate  as  an  ademp- 
tion of  any  portion  of  the  legacy.  Re  Crawford,  a 
L.R.A.71,118N.Y.560. 
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was  deemed  in  part  was  to  Miss  Smith  alone 
«nd  would  lapse  by  her  death  and  was  on  con- 
dition that  she  lived  with  the  testator  until  her 
decease  and  it  conformed  to  the  original  agree- 
ment between  the  parties.  The  subsequent 
legacy  was  without  condition  and  included 
children  of  Mrs.  Downs  if  she  did  not  herself 
survive  the  testatrix  Without  deciding  that 
a  promise  to  accept  a  present  sum  in  satisfac- 
tion of  a  future  legacy  in  the  terms  of  the 
former  could  not  be  extended  to  the  different 
legacy  actually  given,  we  think  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  payment  was  received  in  satis- 
faction pro  tanto  of  any  future  legacy. 
Decree  affirmed. 

Alonxo  M.  BUTTERFIELD 
Napoleon  L.  BYRON  et  aL 


(.... 


-) 


1.  On  the  destruction  by  Are  of  av  build- 
ing towards  the  erection  of  which  a  contractor 
is  to  contribute  only  pert  of  the  labor  and  mate- 
rials, while  the  owner  is  to  do  the  grading,  exca- 
vating, stone  and  brick  work,  painting  and 
plumbing,  the  contractor  is  discharged  from  his 
obligation  and  can  recover  on  an  Implied  assump- 
sit for  the  value  of  what  he  bad  already  done. 

8*  Advancements  to  a  contractor,  mavde 
by  the  owner  of  av  building,  may  be  re- 
covered for  failure  of  consideration  on  its  de- 
struction by  nre  before  completion,  although  the 
contractor  can  set  off  his  claim  on  an  implied  as- 
sumpsit for  the  value  of  what  was  already  done, 
where  he  is  discharged  by  the  Are  and  entitled  to 
such  compensation  because  the  contract  was  for 
part  only  of  the  labor  and  materials. 

(Mayl9,188L) 

EEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Hamp- 
den County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  breach  by  defendant 
of  his  contract  to  erect  a  building  on  plaintiff's 
land,  in  which  a  verdict  had  been  directed  to 
be  returned  in  defendant's  favor.  Verdict  $et 
aside. 

Butterfield  and  Byron  entered  into  a  contract 
by  which  Byron  undertook  to  build  an  hotel 
on  Butterfield'8  land  according  to  certain  speci- 
fications to  be  furnished  him  and  to  have  the 
same  completed  by  May  20, 1889. 

Butterfield  agreed  to  pay  Byron  for  the  same 


$8,600  as  follows:  seventy-five  per  cent  of 
the  amount  of  work  done  and  materials  fur- 
nished during  the  preceding  month,  to  be  paid 
for  on  the  first  of  the  following  month,  and  the 
remaining  twenty -live  per  cent  to  be  paid  thirty 
days  after  the  entire  completion  of  the  building. 

From  the  specifications  referred  to  in  the 
contract  it  appeared  that  Butterfield  was  him- 
self to  do  all  grading,  excavating,  stone  and 
brick  work,  and  printing  and  plumbing. 

The  time  for  completion  of  the  building  was 
subsequently  extended,  and  on  May  25,  1889, 
Byron  had  complied  with  his  contract  so  far 
as  he  had  gone,  and  the  building  could  have 
been  completed  within  a  week  or  ten  days  from 
that  time.  He  had  on  that  date  received 
$5,652.80  under  his  contract.  On  that  day 
the  building  was  completely  destroyed  by  fire, 
without  the  fault  of  either  party.  Byron 
claimed  that  the  fire  was  caused  by  lightning. 
Butterfield  had  prior  to  the  fire  insured  his 
interest  in  the  building  in  two  companies. 
They  paid  the  amount  of  his  loss  and  took 
an  assignment  from  him  of  his  claim  against 
Byron  for  any  and  all  sums  to  which  he  was 
entitled  by  reason  of  Byron's  failure  to  com- 
plete the  building,  and  this  action  was 
brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  insurance  com- 
panies. 

After  the  fire  there  remained  unconsumed 
some  bundles  of  shingles  which  had  been  pur- 
chased for  the  Job  and  charged  into  the  bills, 
75  per  cent  of  which  had  been  paid. 

Byron  took  and  carried  away  these  shingles, 
and  also  the  window  weights  which  he  found 
in  the  ruins.  The  value  of  Butterfleld's  inter- 
est in  the  material  carried  away  was  fixed  at  $88. 

Messrs.  Robinson  ft  Robinson,  for  plain- 
tiff: 

The  defendant's  obligation  arose,  not  by 
force  of  law,  but  under  his  own  contract.  The 
act  of  God  did  not  release  or  relieve  him. 

6  Wait,  Act  and  Def.  482;  1  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.Law.178;  School  Diet  No.  1  v.Dauehy, 
25  Conn.  580;  Lord  v.  J* heeler,  1  Gray,  282, 288. 

If  the  defendant  desired  to  be  relieved,  he 
should  have  provided  for  it  in  his  contract. 

Adams  v.  Nichols,  19  Pick.  275;  Mill  Dam 
Foundry  Proprs.  v.  Hooey,  21  Pick.  441;  Welle 
v.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  514,  517. 

This  was  not  a  case  of  part  performance. 
It  was  total  failure.  The  plaintiff  got  no  bene- 
fit. 

Dermott  v.  Jones,  64  U.  S.  28  How.  220, 16 
L.  ed.  442. 


Nom— Budding  contract:  destruction  of  budding 
by  accident. 

If  the  contract  Is  entire  for  the  performance  of  a 
epeciflo  work  for  a  specific  sum,  so  that  [perform- 
ance is  a  condition  precedent  to  payment  for  any 
part  of  It,  the  workman  is  deprived  of  all  legal 
right  to  remuneration  If  the  work  is  destroyed  by 
accident  before  its  completion  (Appleby  v.  Myers, 
L.  E.  2  C.  P.  661, 86  L.  J.  C.  P.  881);  but  if  the  work- 
man is  entitled  to  payment  from  time  to  time  as 
the  work  proceeds,  the  destruction  of  the  work  be- 
fore Its  completion  will  not  deprive  the  workman 
of  his  hire.  Menetone  v.  Athawes,  8  Burr.  1MB; 
Tripp  v.  Armitage,  4  Mees.  *  W.  608,  cited  in  2  Ad- 
dison, Cont.  66ft. 

So  in  the  Roman  law  if  the  builder  was  employed 
to  build  a  house  and  the  building  was  destroyed  by 
an  earthquake  or  by  lightning  during  the  progress 
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of  the  work,  the  employer  was  accountable  for  the 
loss;  otherwise  if  there  was  an  express  contract, 
and  payment  was  conditioned  on  completion  of 
the  work.  Dig.  lib.  tt,  title  8,  lex.  60;  Dig.  lib.  6, 
title  1,  lex.  80. 

Where  a  contractor  undertakes  to  build  a  house 
upon  the  land  of  another,  and  the  house  before  its 
completion  is  destroyed  by  fire  without  his  fault, 
he  is  not  thereby  relieved  from  his  obligation  to 
fulfill  the  contract.  The  duty  in  such  a  case  is  to 
be  distinguished  from  one  imposed  by  law.  The 
obligation  to  build  is  founded  upon  and  in  his  own 
voluntary  contract,  and  its  non-perf ormanoe  is  not 
excused  by  inevitable  aoddent  Adams  v.  Nichols 
19  Pick.  276;  Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  26  N.  Y.  272; 
Sohool  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Dauohy.  26  Conn.  680;  School 
Trustees  v.  Bennett,  17  N.  J.  L.  616;  Ingle  v.  Jones, 
6*  U.&  2  Wall.  1,17  Led.  76% 
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There  was  no  acceptance  by  plaintiff  that 
relieved  the  defendant. 

Sedgw.  Dam.  4th  ed.  242,  and  note;  Faxon  v. 
Mansfield,  2  Mass.  147. 

Mr.  George  M.  Steavrna,  for  defendants: 

The  defendants  must  aver  performance  on 
their  part. 

Newcomb  v.  Bracket*.  16  Mass.  161. 

Only  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
could  excuse  the  plaintiff. 

Mill  Dam  Foundry  Proprs.  v.  Hovey,  31  Pick. 
417. 

In  contracts  containing  mutual  agreements, 
if  either  would  charge  the  other  upon  it,  he 
must  put  him  in  default.  If  both  parties  re- 
main inactive  there  is  no  breach  by  either. 
•  Gardiner  v.  Corson,  15  Mass.  600;  Dana  v. 
King,  2  Pick.  165;  Hunt  v.  Livermore,  5  Pick. 
805;  Tinney  v.  Asltley,  15  Pick.  546;  Parker  v. 
Perkins,  8  Cush.  818;  Cook  v.  Doggett,  2  Allen, 
489;  Smith  v.  Boston  A  M.  R.  Co.  6  Allen,  262; 
Hapgood  v.  Shaw,  105  Mass.  276;  CadtoeU  v. 
Blake,  6  Gray.  402;  Eliot  Nat.  Bank  v.  Beat, 
2  New  Eng.  Rep.  846. 141  Mass.  566. 

When  the  performance  of  a  contract  becomes 
Impossible  by  an  act  of  God,  no  action  will  lie 
for  the  breach  of  it. 

Baylies  v.  Fettyplace,  7  Mass.  826;  Harring-\ 
tan  v.  Dennis,  18  Mass.  98;  Harrington  v.  Fall 
Biver  Works  Oo.  119  Mass.  82;  Badlam  v.  Tuck- 
er, 1  Pick.  284;  Fuller  v.  Brown,  11  Met.  440; 
Caden  v.  Farwellt  98  Mass.  187;  Baily  v.  De 
Vrespigny.  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  185, 88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  98. 

Incapacity  by  reason  of  the  intervention  of 
act  of  God  to  perform  personal  service  in 
cases  where  the  covenants  to  serve  were  abso- 
lute is  an  excuse  for  non-performance. 

Boast  v.  Firth,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  1,  88  L.  J.  C. 
P.  1;  Robinson  v.  Davison,  L.  R.  6  Ezch.  269, 
40  L.  J.  Ezch.  172;  Jones  v.  How,  9  C.  B.  19,  7 
Hare,  267. 

Adams  v.  Nichols,  19  Pick.  276,  was  a  case 
of  fire  through  ordinary  human  instrumentali- 
ties. In  no  case  in  Massachusetts  has  there 
been  any  extension  of  its  doctrine  to  cases 
where  an  act  of  God  was  the  preventing  cause. 

See  Addison,  Conk  Morgan's  Am.  ed.  1875, 
§827. 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

It  is  well -established  law  that  where  one 
contracts  to  furnish  labor  and  materials  and 
construct  a  chattel  or  build  a  house  on  land 
of  another  he  will  not  ordinarily  be  excused 
from  performance  of  his  contract  by  the 
destruction  of  the  chattel  or  building  with- 
out  his  fault  before  the  time  fixed  ~for  the 
delivery  of  it.  Adams  v.  Nichols,  19  Pick. 
275 ;  Wells  v.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  514 ;  Ingle  v. 
Jones,  69  U.  S.  2  Wall.  1,  17  L.  ed.  762 ;  School 
Trustees  v.  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  L.  518 ;  Tomp- 
kins v.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y.  272. 

It  is  equally  well  settled  that  where  work 
is  to  be  done  under  a  contract  on  a  chattel  or 
building  which  is  not  wholly  the  property 
of  the  contractor,  or  for  which  he  is  not 
solely  accountable,  as  where  repairs  are  to  be 
made  on  the  property  of  another,  the  agree- 
ment on  both  sides  is  upon  the  implied  con- 
dition that  the  chattel  or  building  shall  con- 
tinue in  existence,  and  the  destruction  of  it 
without  the  fault  of  either  of  the  parties 
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will  excuse  performance  of  the  contract,  and 
leave  no  right  of  recovery  of  damages  in  favor 
of  either  against  the  other.  Taylor  v.  Cald- 
well, 8  Best  &  8.  826 ;  Lord  v.  Wheeler,  1 
Gray,  282;  Gilbert  dt  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Butler, 
146  Mass.  82,  5  New  Eng.  Rep.  573 ;  Eliot 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Beat,  141  Mass.  566.  2  New 
Eng.  Rep.  846,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Dexter 
v.  Norton,  47  N.  Y.  62;  Walker  v.  Tucker, 
70  111.  527. 

-  In  such  cases,  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
agreement  as  applied  to  the  subject  matter, 
it  is  manifest  that,  while  nothing  is  expressly 
said  about  it,  the  parties  contemplated  the 
continued  existence  of  that  to  which  the  con- 
tract relates.  The  implied  condition  is  a 
part  of  the  contract  as  ii  it  were  written  into 
it,  and  by  its  terms  the  contract  is  not  to  be 
performed  if  the  subject  matter  of  it  is  de- 
stroyed, without  the  fault  of  either  of  the 
parties,  before  the  time  for  complete  per- 
formance has  arrived. 

The  fundamental  question  in  the  present 
case  is,  What  is  the  true  interpretation  of 
the  contract?  Was  the  house  while  in  the 
process  of  erection  to  be  in  the  control  and 
at  the  sole  risk  of  the  defendant,  or  was  the 
plaintiff  to  have  a  like  interest  as  the  builder 
of  a  part  of  it?*  Was  the  defendant's  under- 
taking to  go  on  and  build  and  deliver  such 
a  house  as  the  contract  called  for  even  if  he 
should  be  obliged  repeatedly  to  begin  anew 
on  account  of  the  destruction  again  and  again 
of  a  partly  completed*  building  by  inevitable 
accident,  or  did  his  contract  relate  to  one 
building  only,  so  that  it  would  be  at  an  end 
if  the  building  when  nearly  completed  should 
perish  without  his  fault?  It  is  to  be  noticed 
that  his  agreement  was  not  to  build  a  house, 
furnishing  all  the  labor  and  materials  there- 
for. His  contract  was  of  a  very  different 
kind.  The  specifications  are  incorporated 
into  it ;  and  it  appears  that  it  was  an  agree- 
ment to  contribute  certain  labor  and  materials 
towards  the  erection  of  a  house  on  land  of  the 
plaintiff,  towards  the  erection  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  to  contribute  other  labor  and 
materials,  which  contributions  would  to- 
gether make  a  completed  house.  The  grad- 
ing, excavating,  stone  work,  brick  work, 
painting  and  plumbing  were  to  be  done  by 
the  plaintiff. 

Immediately  before  the  fire,  when  the  house 
was  nearly  completed,  the  defendant's  con- 
tract, so  far  as  it  remained  unperformed,  waa 
to  finish  a  house  on  the  plaintiff's  land, 
which  had  been  constructed  from  materials 
and  by  labor  furnished  in  part  by  the  plain- 
tiff and  in  part  by  himself.  He  was  no  more 
responsible  that  the  house  should  continue 
in  existence  than  the  plaintiff  was.  Looking 
at  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  that  time, 
it  was  like  a  contract  to  make  repairs  on  the 
house  of  another.  His  undertaking  and  duty 
to  go  on  and  finish  the  work  was  upon  an  im- 
plied condition  that  the  house,  the  product 
of  their  joint  contributions,  should  'remain 
in  existence.  The  destruction  of  it  by  fire 
discharged  him  from  his  contract.  The  fact 
that  the  house  was  not  in  existence  when  the 
contract  was  made  is  immaterial.  Howell  v. 
Coupland,  L.  R.  1 Q.  B.  Div.  258. 

It  seems  very  clear  that  after  the  building 
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was  burned,  and  lust  before  the  day  fixed  for 
the  completion  of  the  contract,  the  defendant 
could  not  have  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  do 
the  grading,  excavating,  stone  work,  brick 
work,  painting  and  plumbing  for  another 
house  of  the  same  kind!.  The  plaintiff  might 
have  answered :  "  I  do  not  desire  to  build  an- 
other house  which  cannot  be  completed  until 
long  after  the  date  at  which  I  wished  to  use 
my  house.  My  contract  related  to  one  house. 
Since  that  has  been  destroyed  without  my 
fault,  I  am  under  no  further  obligation. "  If 
the  plaintiff  could  successfully  have  made 
this  answer  to  a  demand  by  the  defendant  that 
he  should  do  his  part  towards  the  erection  of 
a  second  building,  then  certainly  the  defend- 
ant can  prevail  on  a  similar  answer  in  the 
present  suit.  In  other  words,  looking  at  the 
contract  from  the  plaintiff's  position,  it  seems 
manifest  that  he  did  not  agree  to  furnish  the 
work  and  materials  required  of  him  by  the 
specifications  for  more  than  one  house,  and  if 
that  was  destroyed  by  inevitable  accident  just 
before  its  completion  he  was  not  bound  to 
build  another,  or  to  do  anything  further  under 
his  contract.  If  the  plaintiff  was  not  obi  iged 
to  make  his  contribution  of  work  and  mate- 
rials towards  the  building  of  a  second  house, 
neither  was  the  defendant.  The  agreement  of 
each  to  complete  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, after  a  building,  the  product  of  their 
joint  contributions,  had  been  partly  erected, 
was  on  an  implied  condition  that  the  building 
should  continue  in  existence.  Neither  can 
recover  anything  of  the  other  under  the  con- 
tract ;  for  he  has  not  performed  the  contract 
so  that  its  stipulations  can  be  availed  of. 
-The  case  of  Cook  v.  McCabe,  58  Wis.  250,  was 
very  similar  in  its  facts  to  the  one  at  bar,  and 
identical  with  it  in  principle.  There  the 
court,  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  after  a  full 
consideration  of  the  authorities,  held  that  the 
contractor  could  recover  of  the  owner  a  pro 
rata  share  of  the  contract  price  for  the  work 
performed  and  the  materials  furnished  before 
the  fire.  Clark  v.  Franklin,  7  Leigh,  1,  is  of 
similar  purport. 

WTiat  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  regard 
to  what  has  been  done  in  part  performance 
of  a  contract  in  which  there  is  an  implied 
condition  that  the  subject  to  which  the  con- 
tract relates  shall  continue  in  existence,  and 
where  the  contemplated  work  cannot  be  com- 
pleted by  reason  of  the  destruction  of  the 
property  without  fault  of  either  of  the  par- 
ties, is  in  dispute,  upon  the  authorities.  The 
decisions  in  England  differ  from  those  of 
Massachusetts  and  of  most  of  the  other  States 
of  this  country.  There  the  general  rule, 
stated  broadly,  seems  to  be  that  the  loss  must 
remain  where  it  first  falls,  and  that  neither 
of  the  parties  can  recover  of  the  other  for  any- 
thing done  under  the  contract.  In  England, 
on  authority,  and  upon  original  grounds 
not  very  satisfactory  to  the  judges  of  recent 
times,  ft  is  held  that  freight  advanced  for  the 
transportation  of  goods  subsequently  lost  by 
the  perils  of  the  sea  cannot  be  recovered  back. 
AUi*m  v.  Bristol  M.  Ins.  Co.  L.  R  1  App. 
Cas.  200,  226;  Byrne  v.  Schiller,  L.  R.  6 
Exch.  819.  In  the  United  States  and  in  con- 
tinental Europe  the  rule  is  different.  Griggs 
v.  Austin,  8  Pick.  20,  22 ;  Brown  v.  Harris, 
12L.R.A 


2  Gray,  859.  In  England  it  is  held  that  one 
who  has  partly  performed  a  contract  on  prop- 
erty of  another,  which  is  destroyed  without 
the  fault  of  either  party,  can  recover  nothing, 
and  on  the  other  hand,  that  one  who  has  ad- 
vanced payments  on  account  of  labor  and 
materials  furnished  under  such  circumstances 
cannot  recover  back  the  money.  Appleby  v. 
Myers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  652;  Anglo- Egyptian 
Na*.  Co.  v.  Benne,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  271.  One 
who  has  advanced  money  for  the  instruction 
of  his  son  in  a  trade  cannot  recover  it  back 
if  he  who  received  it  dies  without  giving 
the  instruction.  Whineup  v.  Hughes,  It.  R. 
6  C.  P.  78.  But  where  one  dies  and  leaves 
unperformed  a  contract  which  is  entire,  his 
administrator  may  recover  any  installments 
which  were  due  on  it  before  his  death. 
8tubbs  ▼.  Holywell  R  Co.  L.  R.  2  Exch.  811. 

In  this  country  where  one  is  to  make  re- 
pairs on  a  house  of  another  under  a  special 
contract,  or  is  to  furnish  a  part  of  the  work 
and  materials  used  in  the  erection  of  a  house, 
and  his  contract  becomes  impossible  of  per- 
formance on  account  of  the  destruction  of 
the  house,  the  rule  is  uniform,  so  far  as  the 
authorities  have  come  to  our  attention,  that 
he  may  recover  for  what  he  has  done  or  fur- 
nished. 

In  Clearyv.  Sohier,  120  Mass.  210,  the  plain- 
tiff made  a  contract  to  lath  and  plaster  a  cer- 
tain building  for  40  cents  per  square  yard. 
The  building  was  destroyed  by  fire,  which 
was  an  unavoidable  casualty.  The  plaintiff 
had  lathed  the  building  and  put  on  the  first 
coat  of  plaster,  and  would  have  put  on  the 
second  coat,  according  to  his  contract,  if  the 
building  had  not  been  burned.  He  sued  on 
an  implied  assumpsit  for  work  done  and 
materials  found.  It  was  agreed  that  if  he 
was  entitled  to  recover  anything,  the  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  price  charged.  It 
was  held  that  he  could  recover.  See  also 
Lordv.  Wheeler,  lGray,  282;  WeOsy.  Calnan, 
107  Mass.  514,  517.  In  Cook  v.  McCabe, 
supra,  the  plaintiff  recovered  pro  rata  under 
his  contract, — that  is,  as  we  understand,  he 
recovered  on  an  implied  assumpsit  at  the 
contract  rate.  In  Hollis  v.  Chapman,  86  Tex. 
1,  and  in  Clark  v.  Franklin,  7  Leigh,  1,  the 
recovery  was  a  proportional  part  of  the  con- 
tract price.  To  the  same  effect  are  Sehwarte 
v.  Saunders,  46  111.  18 :  Bawson  v.  Clark,  70 
111.  656,  and  Clark  v.  Busse,  82111.  515.  The 
same  principle  is  applied  to  different  facts 
in  Jones  v.  Judd,  4  N.  Y.  411,  and  in  Har- 
grave  v.  Cinroy,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  281.  If  the 
owner  in  such  a  case  has  paid  in  advance  he 
may  recover  back  his  money,  or  so  much  of 
it  as  was  an  overpayment.  The  principle 
seems  to  be  that  when,  under  an  implied  con- 
dition of  the  contract  the  parties  are  to  be 
excused  from  performance  if  a  certain  event 
happens,  and  by  reason  of  the  happening  of 
the  event  it  becomes  impossible  to  do  that 
which  was  contemplated  by  the  contract,  there 
is  an  implied  assumpsit  for  what  has  properly 
been  done  by  either  of  them,  the  law- dealing 
with  it  as  done  at  the  request  of  the  other, 
and  creating  a  liability  to  pay  for  it  its 
value,  to  be  determined  by  the  price  stipu- 
lated in  the  contract,  or  in  some  other  way  if 
the  contract  price  cannot  be  made  applicable. 
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When  there  li  a  bilateral  contract  for  an 
entire  consideration  moving  from  each  party, 
and  the  contract  cannot  be  performed,  it  may 
be  held  that  the  consideration  on  each  side 
is  the  performance  of  the  contract  by  the 
other,  and  that  a  failure  completely  to  per- 
form it  is  a  failure  of  the  entire  considera- 
tion, leaving  each  party,  if  there  has  been 
no  breach  nor  fault  on  either  side,  to  his  im- 
plied assumpsit  for  what  he  has  done. 

The  only  question  that  remains  in  the  pres- 
ent case  is  one  of  pleading.  The  defendant 
is  entitled  to  be  compensated  at  the  contract 
price  for  all  he  did  before  the  fire.     The 

Slaintiff  is  to  be  allowed  for  all  his  payments. 
f  the  payments  are  to  be  treated  merely  as 
advancements  towards  a  single  entire  con- 
sideration, namely  the  completion  of  the 
whole  work,  the  work  not  having  been  com- 
pleted, thev  may  be  sued  for  in  this  action , 
and  the  defendant's  only  remedy  is  by  a  dec- 
laration in  set  off.  If,  on  the  other  band, 
each  installment  due  was  a  separate  considera- 
tion for  the  payment  made  at  the  time,  then, 
as  to  those  installments  and  the  payments  of 
them,  the  contract  is  completely  executed, 
and  the  plaintiff  can  recover  nothing,  and 
the  implied  assumpsit  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant can  be  only  for  the  part  which  remains 
unpaid. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  consideration 
which  the  defendant  was  to  receive  was  an 
entire  sum  for  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  the  payments  made  were 
merely  advances  on  account  of  it,  and  that, 
on  his  failure  to  perform  the  contract,  there 
was  a  failure  of  consideration  which  gave 
the  plaintiff  a  right  to  sue  for  money  had 
and  received,  and  that  the  like  failure  of 
consideration  on  the  other  side  gave  the 
defendant  a  right  to  sue  on  an  implied  as- 
sumpsit for  work  done  and  materials  found. 

The  $88  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  action. 
The  report  and  the  pleadings  show  that  the 
suit  was  brought  under  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  the  insurers,  to  recover  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract  for  the  erection 
of  the  building,  and  not  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  shingles  or  weights  carried  away 
from  the  ruins. 

According  to  the  terms  of  the  report,  the 
ruling  being  wrong,  such  order  may  be  made 
as  this  court  shall  direct.  A  majority  of  the 
court  are  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  should 
be  set  aside,  and  the  defendant  be  given 
leave  to  file  a  declaration  in  set-off,  if  ne  is 
so  advised,  on  such  terms  as  the  superior 
court  deems  reasonable. 

Verdict  set  aside. 


William  RAND 

«. 

Hattie  F.  HANSON,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  Sarah 

E.  Hanson,  Deceased,  Appt. 

(— -Mass ) 

\  presumption  in  ffcvor  of  the  validity 
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of  a  judgment  does  not  extend  to  a  ease  of 
personal  sarvloe  on  a  defendant,  who  is  a  non- 
resident where  the  proof  does  not  show  whether 
or  not  the  service  was  made  within  the  State  and 
the  order  of  notice  would  be  oomplied  with  as 
well  by  servloe  out  of  as  in  the  State. 

(June  0,  18BU 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Essex  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  case  submitted  to  the 
court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts  for  its 
opinion  as  to  plaintiff's  right  to  enforce  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  him  in  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire  against  defendant's  intestate.  Be- 
versed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  I.  E.  Pearl  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  W.  BL  Moody  for  defendant. 

Knowlton,  J.f  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Judgment  rendered  against  the  defend- 
ant's intestate  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
Hampshire  was  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
unless  a  proper  process  was  served  on  her  in 
that  State.  Eliot  v.  MeCormiek,  144  Mass.  10, 
8  New  Eng.  Rep.  871;  Needham  v.  Thayer, 
147  Mass.  586;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  05  U.  S.  714, 
24  L.  ed.  565;  Eaton  v.  Badger,  88  N.  H.  228. 

There  is  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  reg- 
ularity of  the  proceedings  of  any  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction.  BisseU  v.  Wheeloek,  11  Cush. 
277;  Stockweli  v.  McOracken,  109  Mass.  84. 
But  it  is  always  a  good  defense  against  a  suit 
brought  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  another 
State  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  re- 
sident of  that  State  and  that  no  proper  service 
was  made  on  him  there.  The  presumption  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  a  judgment  does  not 
extend  to  a  case  where  it  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord that  the  defendant  was  a  nonresident  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  service  of  process  was 
made  upon  him  within  the  State.  Downer  v. 
Shaw,  22  N.  H.  277;  Morse  v.  Presby,  25  N.  H. 
299 

In  OaVpin  v.  Page,  85  U.  S.  18  Wall.  850, 21 
L.  ed.  959,  it  is  said  that '  'where  the  special 
powers  conferred  are  exercised  in  a  special 
manner  not  according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law,  or  where  the  general  powers  of  the 
court  are  exercised  over  a  class  not  within  its 
ordinary  jurisdiction,  upon  the  performance  of 
prescribed  conditions,  no  such  presumption  of 
jurisdiction  will  attend  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  The  facts  essential  to  the  exercise  of 
the  special  jurisdiction  must  appear  in  such 
cases  upon  the  record." 

The  facts  agreed  by  the  parties  and  the  facts 
disclosed  by  the  record  itself  show  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant's  in- 
testate when  the  order  of  notice  was  issued  at 
the  February  Term  in  1878.  The  record  show- 
ing that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  without  a 
service  of  this  order  upon  her  in  New  Hampshire, 
the  question  arises  whether  the  agreed  state- 
ment shows  that  the  order  was  served  there,  or 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  in  the  case  which, 
under  the  stipulation  in  the  agreement  that  the 


Notb.— Judgment;  constitutional  provision  as  to  fun  i  ceedings  of  the  courts  of  a  sister  State.    Under  )e- 

fatth  and  credit,  gal  Interpretation  this  has  been  construed  to  mean 

Under  a  very  familiar  constitutional  clause,  full   such  judicial  determinations  as  have  been  rendered 

faith  and  credit  must  be  given  to  the  judicial  pro-  I  by  a  competent  court  bavins;  full  jurisdiction  of 

1SL.R.A. 
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Rajtd  t.  Haxsov. 
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court  may  draw  inferences  of  fact,  would  war- 
rant the  superior  court  in  making  a  finding  to 
that  effect.  Unless  this  question  can  be  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative  the  Judgment  must  be 
for  the  defendant.  The  order  of  notice  di- 
rected a  service  either  by  publication,  or  by 
giving  a  copy  in  hand  to  the  original  defend- 
ant, or  by  leaving  it  at  her  last  and  usual  place 
of  abode.  It  did  not  require  or  contemplate  a 
personal  service  in  the  State  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, but  treated  a  service  by  leaving  a  copy  at 
her  place  of  abode  in  Massachusetts,  or  by  giv- 


ing it  in  hand  to  her  there,  as  of  equal  effect 
with  a  personal  service  within  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court 

The  fact  that  the  order  was  served  "either  in 
New  Hampshire  or  Massachusetts"  has  no  ten- 
dency to  prove  that  it  was  served  in  New  Hamp- 
shire rather  than  in  Massachusetts.  The  re- 
turn of  the  officer  that  he  gave  the  defendant 
a  copy  is  entirely  silent  in  regard  to  the  place 
where  the  copy  was  put  into  the  possession  of 
the  original  defendant,  and  it  has  no  affirma- 
tive force  in  favor  of  the  proposition  which 


the  subject  matter  or  the  thin?  without  reference 
to  whether  they  are  superior  courts  of  record  or 
Inferior  tribunals.  Aldrioh  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  880; 
fiissel)  y.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  488;  Taylor  v.  Barron;  88 
N.  H.  78;  Saver  Lake  Bank  v.  Harding.  6  Ohio,  645; 
Pelton  v.  Platner,  18  Ohio,  200. 

Under  this  clause  of  the  Constitution,  if  a  decree 
Is  enforoible  in  the  State  where  rendered,  it  is  en- 
forcible  in  any  State  (Caldwell  v.  Garrlngton,  84 
U.  8. 8  Pet.  86, 9 1*  ed.  60);  but  it  does  not  give  valid- 
ity to  a  void  decree  (Ogden  v.  Saunders,  86  U.  S. 
12  Wheat.  814, 6 1>  ed.  606;  Vanuxem  v.  Haslehursts, 

4  N.  J.  L.  198) ;  its  object  was  to  preclude  judgment 
from  being  disregarded  in  other  States  when  a 
proper  tribunal  having  jurisdiction  had  rendered 
them.   People  v.  Dawell,  86  Mich.  847. 

This  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution  is  subor- 
dinate to  one  dominant  principle,  and  but  one, 
that  is,  the  prinoiple  which  requires  the  jurisdic- 
tional status  of  the  court  to  be  clearly  shown.  A 
court  acting  without  jurisdiction  spreads  upon  its 
records  a  mere  nullity.  Virginia  Public  Works  v. 
Columbia  College,  84  U.S.  17  Wall.  621,  21  L.  ed. 
687;  Watts  v.  Waddle,  81 U.  &  6  Pet.  889, 8  L.  ed.  487; 
Brine  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  96  U.  8.  627-686, 24  L. 
ed.  868-861;  Davis  v.  Headley,28  N.  J.  Eq.  116-121; 
Nelson  v.  Potter,  60  N.  J.  L.  884. 

Presumption  of  validity. 

Superior  courts  are  presumed  to  act  by  right, 
not  by  wrong,  and  their  acts  and  judgments  are  con- 
sequently conclusive  in  themselves  unless  plainly 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunals  where 
they  emanate.  This  is  an  indirect  affirmation  of 
the  principle  contended  for  i,  e^  that  want  of  jur- 
isdiction can  be  shown.  Peacock  v.  Bell,  1  Saund. 
78;  Grignon  r.  Astor,  48  U.8. 2  How.  819, 11 L.  ed.  £88; 
Briggs  v.  Clark,  7  How.  (Miss.)  457;  Pender  v.  Felts, 

5  Smedes  &  M.  586;  Venable  v.  ATDonald,  4  Dana, 
886;  Huntington  v.  Charlotte,  15  Vt.  46;  Wells  v. 
Mason,  5  Ht  84;  8tate  v.  Kimbrough,  8  Dev.  L.  481; 
State  v.  Seaborn,  4  Dev.  L.  806;  Wright  v.  Watson, 

11  Humph.  589;  Morgan  v.  Burnet,  18  Ohio,  586; 
Pennington  v.  Gibson,  67  U.  S.  16  How.  66, 14  L.  ed 
847;  Hall  v.  Law,  2  Watts  &  8. 186;  Foot  v.  Stevens) 
17  Wend.  485;  Alderson  y.  Bell,  9  GaL  821;  Cook  v. 
Darling,  18  Pick.  883;  Crane  v.  firannan,  8  CaL  192. 

Bight  of  court  to  Inquire  mto  jurisdictional  facta. 

The  tenacity  with  which  courts  assert  their  right 
to  inquire  into  the  Jurisdictional  facts  accompany- 
ing a  judgment  is  familiar  law.  Jurisdiction  both 
over  the  person  and  over  the  subject  is  always 
open  to  inquiry.   Lawrence  v.  Jarvls,  82  111.  804. 

In  the  celebrated  Bred  Scott  decision  the  court 
went  to  the  extreme  of  holding  that  consent  even 
eould  not  confer  jurisdiction  /Dred  Scott  v.  Sand- 
ford,  60  U.  8. 19  How.  402, 15  I*,  ed.  700;  Grocers 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  81  How.  Pr.  128);  and  where 
the  statute  prescribes  the  mode  of  acquiring 
jurisdiction,  that  mode  must  be  complied  with, 
or  the  judgment  is  a  nullity.  Bloom  v.  Burdiok, 
1H111,  180;  Stanton  v.  Bills,  12  N.Y.675;  Miller  v. 
Brlnkerhoff,  4  Denlo,  120;  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41 N.  Y.272; 
Winshlp  v.  Wlnshlp,  16  N.  J.  Bq.  107. 

12  L.  R.  A. 


The  attitude  of  the  New  York  judiciary  as  to  the 
question  raised  in  the  principal  case  is  a  faithful  re- 
flex of  that  obtained  in  other  jurisdictions;  and  un- 
til 1813  the  courts  of  that  State  held  that  the  judg- 
ment of  a  sister  State  stood  on  the  same  footing  as 
other  foreign  judgments.  Shumway  v.  Sttllman, 
6  Wend.  447,  and  cases  there  cited. 

But  in  Mills  v.  Duryee,  11  U.  &  7  Cranoh,  481,8  L. 
ed.  411,  it  was  decided  that  a  nil  debet  was  not  a 
good  plea  to  such  a  judgment  and  that  It  had  the 
same  conclusiveness  in  every  other  State  as  in  the 
State  where  it  was  rendered.  Since  that  time,  the 
decisions  have  been  modified  so  as  to  oonform  to 
that  case. 

In  Shumway  v.  Stiuman,  supra,  Savage,  J.%  says: 
44 An  examination  of  the  cases  results  in  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  following  proposition:  That  the 
judgment  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  in 
any  State  of  the  Union,  is  equally  conclusive  upon 
the  parties  in  all  the  other  States,  as  in  the  State  in 
which  it  was  rendered.  This,  however,  is  subject 
to  qualification.  If  it  appear,  by  the  record,  that 
the  defendant  was  not  served  with  process,  and  did 
not  appear  in  person,  or  by  attorney,  such  judg- 
ment is  void.*' 

If  there  is  no  appearance  imfact,  there  is  no  Mo- 
ment; it  is  a  nuUity. 

Since  that  time,  the  oourtB  have  steadily  adhered) 
to  this  position.  In  Bloknell  v.  Field,  8  Paige,  445, 
4  L.  ed.  487,  the  ohanoeUor  said:  "It  is  at  least 
doubtful  whether  any  court  of  this  State  has  any 
light  or  power  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  a 
judgment  recovered  in  one  of  the  superior  courts 
of  a  sister  State,  after  a  personal  service  of  the 
process  upon  the  party  against  whom  such  judg- 
ment was  obtained;"  but  due  personal  service  is 
here  made  the  controlling  prerequisite.  In  both  of 
the  cases  last  above  otted  it  affirmatively  appears 
that  jurisdiction  is  dependent  upon  the  due  service 
of  process. 

Application  of  the  constitutional  provision  to  the 
case* 

The  14th  Article  of  the  Amendments  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  provides  that  "no 
State  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall 
abridge  the  privileges  or  Immunities  of  titteens  of 
the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any 
person  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  held 
in  reoent  decisions  that,  under  this  provision,  it  is 
not  competent  for  a  state  oourt  to  render  a  judg- 
ment <n  personam  against  a  person  who  is  not  a 
resident  of  the  State,  who  does  not  appear  in  the 
suit,  and  who  is  not  served  personally  with  process 
within  the  State.  It  is  held  that,  where  property 
of  a  nonresident  defendant  is  found  within  the 
State,  the  state  oourt  may  attach  it  on  the  writ* 
and  may  proceed  to  a  judgment  so  far  as  to  apply 
the  property  to  the  debt;  but,  if  there  is  no  ap- 
pearance of  the  defendant,  and  no  personal  6ervice 
on  him,  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  person- 
ally is  void,  and  has  no  effect  beyond  the  property 
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must  be  established  before  the  Judgment  can 
be  treated  as  valid.  Nothing  is  agreed  upon 
outside  of  the  record  from  which  an  inference 
of  fact  can  be  drawn  in  regard  to  the  place 
where  the  service  was  made,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  record  itself  which  furnishes  a 
foundation  for  such  an  inference.  If  the  order 
of  notice  called  for  a  service  within  the  State 
there  might  be  a  presumption  of  regularity  in 
favor  of  the  service  although  the  language  of 
the  return  was  as  consistent  with  a  delivery  of 
the  copy  in  Massachusetts  as  in  New  Hamp- 
shire.   But  the  order  assumes  that  no  personal 


service  within  the  Jurisdiction  is  necessary  to 
the  Judgment  which  is  contemplated,  and  would 
be  complied  with  as  well  by  leaving  a  copy  at 
the  place  of  abode  of  the  original  defendant  in 
Haverhill,  or  by  delivering  it  to  her  in  hand 
there,  as  by  a  personal  service  in  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

We  find  nothing  in  the  case  to  make  the  stip- 
ulation in  the  agreed  statement  that  the  court 
may  draw  inferences  of  fact  of  any  importance. 
Upon  the  material  point  there  is  nothing  but 
the  question,  what  is  the  true  legal  construc- 
tion of  a  record,  which  is  always  a  question  of 


attached,  and  no  suit  can  be  maintained  on  suoh 
a  judgment,  either  In  the  same  or  in  any  other 
court.  Pennoyer  v.  Nefl,  96  U.  S.  714, 24  L.  ed.  666; 
Freeman  v.  Alderson,  119  U.  8.186,  80  L.  ed.878. 

Judgment  deemed  valid  until  eet  aside 

Ordinarily,  when  It  appears  that  proceedings 
have  been  regularly  commenced  before  a  court  of 
competent  Jurisdiction,  the  principle  applies,  that 
however  Irregular  or  erroneous  the  proceedings 
may  be,  they  are  valid  until  they  are  reversed  or 
set  aside,  on  motion,  if  Irregular,  or  on  error  or 
appeal,  if  erroneous.  They  are  in  no  case  to  be  re- 
garded as  nullities,  nor  to  be  impeached  by  plea  or 
proof  In  any  collateral  proceeding.  Gorrill  v. 
Whlttler,  8  N.  H.  266;  Smith  v.  Knowlton,  11  N.  H. 
191;  Wesson  v.  Chamberlain,  8  N.  Y.  881 ;  Embury 
v.  Conner,  Id.  6U;  Newman  v.  Cincinnati,  18  Ohio, 
828;  8mlth  v.  Keen,  26  Me.  411;  Callahan  v.  Grifl- 
wold,  9  Mo.  784;  Wight  v.  Warner,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.) 
390;  Pieraon  v.  Catlin,  IS  Vt.  77;  Cook  v.  Darling, 
18  Pick.  896;  Kittredge  v.  Emerson,  16  N.  H.  262. 

This  principle  does  not  Intend  to  exclude  any  in- 
quiry relative  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  since 
a  Judgment  rendered  by  a  court  which  has  not 
Jurisdiction  is  entirely  void.  Gorrill  v.  Whlttler, 
supra;  Borden  v.  Pitch,  16  Johns.  141;  Bissell  v. 
Briggs,  9  Mass.  464;  Barrett  v.  Crane,  16  Vt.  246; 
Westervelt  v.  Lewis,  8  McLean,  611;  Swiggart  v. 
Harber,6  TJ1.  864;  Boy n  ton  v.  Foster,  7  Met.  416; 
Bigelow  v.  Stearns,  19  Johns.  89 ;  Smith  v.  Know]- 
ton,  supra;  Latham  v.  Edgerton,  9  Cow.  287; 
Hill  v.  Robertson,  1  Strobh.  L.  1. 

Any  fact  upon  which  the  Jurisdiction  depends 
may  be  denied,  unless,  perhaps,  in  the  case  where 
the  objection  has  been  taken  in  the  court  whose 
Jurisdiction  is  questioned,  audit  has  been  made  the 
subject  of  an  express  decision  of  the  court  Shum- 
way  v.  Stillman,  4  Cow.  29S;  Walker  v.  Moseley, 
6  Denio,  102;  Noyes  v.  Butler*,  S  Barb.  618;  Hlokey 
v.  Stewart,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  760, 11  L.  ed.  814. 

Any  fact  may  be  alleged  or  proved,  which  goes 
to  take  away  the  Jurisdiction;  for  example.  Juris- 
diction of  the  person  is  acquired  by  due  service  of 
the  process  prescribed  by  law.  or  by  such  notice  as 
the  law  prescribes,  and  in  the  absenoe  of  such 
notice  a  Judgment  will  be  voidable.  Wort  v. 
Pinley,  8  Blackf.  886;  Enos  v.  Smith,  7  Smedes  A  M. 
86;  Oilman  v.  Thompson,  11  Vt.  648;  dark  v.  Gray- 
son, £  Ark.  149;  Ford  v.  Baboook,  1  Denio,  168. 

The  recent  adjudication*  on  this  point 

The  pith  and  marrow  of  this  discussion  fe  admir- 
ably summarized  by  Chief  Justice  Morton  in  Need- 
ham  v.  Thayer,  147  Mass.  686,  cited  in  the  principal 
case.  If  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  its  Judgment 
has  no  force,  either  in  the  State  in  which  it  was 
rendered,  or  in  any  other  State.  This  being  so,  the 
Judgment  cannot  be  enforced  by  a  suit  upon  it, 
and  the  nonresident  defendant  cannot  be  deprived 
of  his  right  to  show  by  plea  and  proof,  if  suoh  suit 
is  brought,  that  the  Judgment  is  void,  without  an 
abridgement  of  his  privileges  and  immunities,  to 
protect  which  was  the  object  of  the  14th  article  of 
12  L.  R.  A, 


Amendment.  To  oompel  him  to  resort  to  our 
courts  by  a  writ  of  error,  in  which  he  must  file  a 
bond  if  he  would  obtain  a  stay  of  the  execution,  is 
to  Impose  a  burden  upon  him,  and  thus  to  abridge 
his  privileges  and  immunities.  It  has  been  held,  in 
many  cases,  that  a  domestic  judgment  cannot  be 
impeached  by  plea  and  proof  in  a  suit  brought  up- 
on it,  because  the  proper  remedy  is  a  writ  of  error. 
Hendriok  v.  Whtttemore,  106  Mass.  28,  and  oases 
cited.  But  while  a  State  may  make  laws  binding 
its  own  citizens,  requiring  them  to  resort  to  a  writ 
of  error,  it  cannot  so  bind  citizens  of  other  States. 
The  case  of  Martin  v.  Kittredge,  8  New  Bng. 
Bep.  876, 144  Mass.  18,  sustains  many  affinities  with 
the  one  under  review.  The  plaintiff  prosecuted  a 
writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  Judgment  rendered  in  the 
superior  court,  in  favor  of  the  defendant  In  error 
in  an  action  brought  by  him  upon  a  promissory 
note  against  the  plaintiff  in  error.  It  appeared 
from  the  record  that  the  defendant  in  that  action 
was  a  resident  in  another  State;  that  he  was  not 
served  with  process ;  that  the  only  notice  was  by 
publication  in  a  newspaper,  and  he  did  not  appear; 
that  one  Rhodes  was  summoned  as  trustee,  but  did 
not  appear  and  filed  no  answer;  that  the  defend- 
ant and  the  trustee  were  defaulted,  and  judgment 
was  entered  against  the  defendant  on  his  default. 
Upon  this  state  of  facts,  as  disclosed  by  the  evi- 
dence, the  Judgment  was  reversed,  the  court  hold- 
ing that  the  principle  underlying  the  law  as  decided 
in  Eliot  v.  McCormick,  8  New  Eng.  Bep.  871,  144 
Mass.  10,  was  decisive  of  the  case. 

Extract  from  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Ptdd. 

As  this  topic  seems  enveloped  in  some  obscurity, 
and  as  the  adjudications  upon  the  exact  point  in 
controversy  are  very  rare  at  the  expense  of  space 
and  in  the  Interest  of  perspicuity,  we  quote  from 
the  very  recent  decision  of  the  Doited  States  Sup- 
reme Court  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Field  delivered 
the  opinion:  "The  State  has  jurisdiction  over 
property  within  its  limits  owned  by  nonresidents, 
and  may  therefore  subject  it  to  the  payment  of  de- 
mands  against  them  of  Its  own  citizens.  It  is  only 
in  virtue  of  Its  jurisdiction  over  the  property  that 
Its  tribunals  can  inquire  into  the  nonresident's 
obligations  to  its  own  citizens;  and  the  Inquiry  can 
then  proceed  only  so  far  as  maybe  necessary  for 
the  disposition  of  the  property.  If  the  nonresident 
possesses  no  property  in  the  State,  there  is  nothing 
upon  which  its  tribunals  can  act."  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff ,  95  TJ.  8. 728, 24  L.  ed.  669. 

This  doctrine  is  clearly  stated  Jm  Cooper  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 77  U.  &  10  Wall.  80S,  19  L.  ed.  961,  where  it  be- 
came necessary  to  declare  the  effect  of  a  personal 
action  against  an  absent  party  without  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  not  served  with  prooess  or 
voluntarily  appearing  to  the  action,  and  whose 
property  was  attached,  and  sought  to  be  subjected 
to  the  payment  of  the  demand  of  the  resident 
plaintiff. 

For  an  extended  review  of  the  authorities,  see  note 
appended  to  the  case  of  Cummmgton  v.  Belcher- 
town  (Mass.)  4  L.  B.  A.  1SL 
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law  for  the  court.  We  therefore  have  no  occa- 
sion to  determine  whether  we  should  further  ap- 
prove the  practice,  which  has  sometimes  been 
permitted,  of  presenting  to  the  court  certain 
agreed  facts  as  a  case  stated,  accompanied  by  a 
stipulation  that  the  court  may  draw  any  proper 
inferences  of  fact,  and  then  asking  the  full  court 
4o  treat  as  a  question  of  law  apparent  on  the  rec- 
ord the  question  whether  the  facts  agreed  will 
warrant  an  inference  of  fact  that  will  support 
the  judgment  appealed  from,  on  the  assumption, 
without  proof,  that  the  court  below  drew  the 
strongest  inferences  of  fact  possible  in  favor  of 
the  result  reached.  It  is  clear  that  such  a  state- 
ment is  not  like  a  special  verdict,  and  is  not  a 
proper  case  stated,  because  it  can  never  be 
known  from  the  record  whether  the  court  be- 
low drew  any  inferences  of  fact  or  not  If  it 
is  desired  to  present  to  the  full  court  the  ques- 
tion of  law  whether  the  facts  agreed  will  war- 
rant a  particular  inference  of  fact,  it  can  best 


be  done  by  an  exception  taken  at  the  hearing. 
See  Mayhew  v.  Durfee,  188  Mass.  584;  Old  CoL 
any  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  187  Mass.  585;  Hecht  v. 
BatcAeUer,  147  Mass.  835,  889,  6  New  Eng. 
Rep.  510;  Fitzsimmons  v.  Carroll,  128  Mass. 
401;  Charlton  v.  Donnell,  100  Mass.  229;  Kee- 
gan  v.  Cox,  115  Mass.  289;  West  v.  Piatt,  120 
Mass.  421;  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harris,  118 
Mass.  147;  Powers  v.  Provident  8av.  Inst  123 
Mass.  443;  Hovey  v.  Crane,  10  Pick.  440;  Com. 
v.  Cutter,  13  Allen,  893. 

In  deciding  the  case  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  has  failed  to  show  that  service  was 
made  in  New  Hampshire  we  do  not  intimate 
that  the  court  there  had  jurisdiction,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  valid  attachment  of  property,  to  issue 
a  process  requiring  the  defendant  to  answer  in 
that  State,  or  that  the  judgment  would  be  good 
if  service  of  the  order  had  been  made  there. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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COLUMBUS  &  HOCKING  COAL  &  IRON 
CO.,  Flff.  in  JBhrr.,  , 
v. 
John  H.  TUCKER. 

(48  Ohio  St.  — w) 

*  In  sa  action  brought  by  a  riparian 
owner  to  recover  of  a  mining  compa- 
ny damages  to  his  lands,  and  for  polluting 
the  water  of  a  stream  which  runs  through  them, 
by  depositing  on  Its  own  lands  ooal  slack,  dirt, 
and  refuse,  In  places  from  which  the  same  had 
been  washed  down  and  onto  the  lands  of  plaintiff, 
the  evidence  showing  substantial  injury  to  have 
been  produced  thereby;  that  the  deposits  were 
made  intentionally;  and  that  such  result  might, 
at  the  time  the  deposits  were  made,  have  been 
anticipated  by  a  person  of  ordinary  Intelligence 
and  prudence,— a  right  to  recover  is  established; 
and  it  to  not  a  defense  to  show  that  the  operation 
•of  the  mines,  and  the  deposit  and  disposal  of  the 
alack,  etc.,  was  conducted  in  the  mode  in  general 
practice  In  the  operation  of  similar  ooal  mines  hi 
•the  surrounding  mining  districts,  and  that  such 
deposits  were  made  without  malice,  and  upon 
the  only  feasible  place  or  places  the  company 
could  deposit  the  same,  and  carry  on  the  busi- 
ness of  mining  coaJL 

(January  18,  189L) 
•  Head  note  by  the  Court. 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hocking 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming  a 
Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  re- 
sulted to  plaintiff's  land  and  for  the  pollution 
of  the  waters  of  a  certain  stream  by  reason  of 
the  deposit  by  defendant  on  its  own  land 
of  slack,  dirt  and  refuse  from  its  coal  mines. 
Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Spear,  J.: 

For  an  understanding  of  the  points  decided, 
the  following  statement  of  facts  will  be  found 
sufficient : 

On  April  24,  1886,  John  H.  Tucker,  defend* 
ant  in  error,  commenced  an  action  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Hocking  County 
against  the  Columbus  &  Hocking  Coal  &  Iron 
Company,  seeking  to  recover  damages  for  in- 
jury to  his  lands  by  reason  of  the  acts  of  the 
Company.  Among  other  things,  the  petition 
alleged  that  the  defendant  is  an  Ohio  corpora- 
tion ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  a  iract 
of  land  through  which  flows  a  stream  called 
•'Monday  Creek,"  whose  channel,  prior  to  the 
wrongs  complained  of,  bad  always  been  suffi- 
cient to  bold  and  carry  the  water  of  the 
stream,  except  during  unusual  freshets.  On 
the  1st  day  of  March,  1888,  and  continuously 
thereafter,  the  defendant  was  and  had  been 


Nora— Damages  for  pollution  of  water  of  stream. 

If  one  carries  on  a  lawful  trade  or  business  in 
euch  a  manner  as  to  prove  a  nuisanoe  to  his  neigh- 
bor, be  must  answer  In  damages  therefor.  See  note 
to  Bohan  v.  Port  Jervis  Gaslight  Go.  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  B. 
A.TU. 

Where  the  cause  of  action  Is  the  pollution  of  a 
watercourse  by  water  from  a  ooal  mine,  and  where 
the  Injury  was  caused  by  a  combination  of  mine 
water  wfaloh  flowed  naturally  from  the  mines. 
which  was  damnum  absque  injuria,  and  water 
pumped  from  the  mines,  if  ."as  to  the  latter  there 
would  be  a  liability  for  Injury  inflicted,>bere  the 
Injury  is  estimated  without  distinguishing  between 
•these  sources,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Mer- 
ULR.A, 


cur,  Ch.  J.,  Gordon  and  Trunkey,  JJ.,  dissenting. 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v.  Sanderson,  4  Cent.  Rep. 
475, 113  Pa.  126. 

The  right  to  mine  coal  is  a  right  incident  to  the 
ownership  of  coal  property ;  and,  when  exercised 
in  the  ordinary  manner  and  with  due  care,  the 
owner  cannot  be  held  liable  In  damages  to  a  ripa- 
rian owner  for  permitting  the  natural  flow  of 
mine  water  over  his  own  land  into  the  water- 
oourse.  the  result  being  a  mere  personal  injury, 
not  affecting  the  community.    Ibid. 

Damages  are  recoverable  for  the  pollution  of 
water  of  a  stream.  See  note  to  Barton  v.  Union 
Cattle  Co.  (Neb.)  7  L.  R.  A.  467. 

Pollution  of  waters  as  a  nuisance.    See  note  to 
Chapman  v.  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  1 L.  R.  A.  208. 
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the  owner  and  operator  of  large  coal  mines 
situated  along  Sugar  Run,  and  its  tributaries, 
which  run  empties  into  Monday  Creek  above 
and  near  plaintiff's  lands.  Since  the  above 
date  defendant  has  continually  and  intention- 
ally thrown  and  deposited,  and  knowingly 
permitted  to  remain,  the  coal  dirt,  coal  slack 
and  coal  refuse  from  its  mines,  in  large  heaps 
upon  the  immediate  banks  of  said  run  and  its 
tributaries,  in  such  manner  and  with  the  pur- 
pose that  the  same  should,  during  rains  and 
freshets,  be  washed  into  said  streams,  and 
carried  away  thereby.  Said  slack,  dirt  and 
refuse  was,  during  the  time  mentioned,  carried 

a  7  Sugar  Run  and  its  tributaries  into  and 
ong  Monday  Creek,  filling  up  the  channel 
thereof  through  plaintiff's  farm,  causing  Mon- 
day Creek  to  overflow  its  banks,  inundating 
plaintiff's  lands,  covering  about  seven  acres 
thereof  with  slack  and  refuse,  and  rendering  it 
valueless;  also  destroying  a  valuable  spring, 
rendering  about  nine  acres  of  the  lands  swampy 
and  unhealthy,  and  befouling  and  poisoning 
the  water  in  Monday  Creek,  thus  rendering  it 
unfit  for  stock.  The  defendant,  by  answer, 
denied  that  it  deposited  its  slack  and  other  re- 
fuse on  the  margin  of  Sugar  Run,  or  in  any 
other  place,  or  permitted  the  same  to  remain 
on  the  bank  of  said  stream,  for  the  purpose  of 
having  it  washed  away  by  the  stream.  It  de- 
nied specifically  the  allegations  of  damage  to 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  coal  slack  and  other 
refuse.  It  averred  that  the  mining  at  and 
operation  of  the  mines,  and  the  deposit  and 
disposal  of  the  slack  and  all  refuse,  was  con- 
ducted in  a  prudent  and  careful  manner,  and 
in  the  mode  in  general  practice  in  the  opera- 
tion of  all  similar  coal  mines  in  the  Hocking 
Valley  and  the  surrounding  mining  districts 
near  thereto,  without  malice  or  negligence, 
but  with  due  regard  to  plaintiff's  legal  rights ; 
and  the  deposits  were  made  upon  its  own 
lands,  and  upon  the  only  feasible  places  it 
possibly  could  deposit  the  same,  and  carry  on 
the  business  of  mining  coal  Plaintiff,  for 
reply,  denied  that  the  deposits  were  made  in  a 
careful  and  prudent  manner,  and  without  neg- 
ligence, and  that  the  deposits  were  made  in  the 
only  feasible  places  compatible  with  carrying 
on  the  business  of  mining  coal.  At  the  trial  the 
defendant  offered  to  prove  "  that  the  mines 
were  properly  located ;  that  the  operation  of 
them  was  properly  conducted  ;  that  the  coal 
slack  was  deposited  upon  the  land  of  the 
Company  without  malice  or  negligence,  in  the 
ordinary  way  in  common  usage  in  the  mining 
regions  of  the  Hocking  Valley  and  its  sur- 
roundings, and  in  the  only  possible  and  feasi- 
ble way  that  the  defendant  could  deposit  the 
same."  Objection  to  this  was  sustained,  to 
which  defendant  excepted. 

In  varying  forms  of  expression  the  defend- 
ant requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that 
the  defendant  was  a  corporation  duly  empow- 
ered by  its  charter  to  mine  coal,  and  the  power 
to  mine  coal  carried  with  it  the  power  to  do  all 
things  made  necessary  by  the  natural  confor- 
mation of  the  land,  or  whatever  else  is  included 
in  the  reasonable  and  proper  use  of  mining 
lands.  So  that,  if  the  jury  should  find  that  the 
defendant  has  confined  itself  to  the  necessary 
means  of  the  lawful  enjoyment  of  its  lands;  that 
it  deposited  its  coal  slack  from  its  mines  on  its 
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own  lands,  upon  the  only  feasible  place  or  places> 
it  could  possibly  deposit  the  same,  taking  into* 
account  the  natural  conformation  of  the  land 
where  the  coal  banks  were  located,  and  the 
slack  was  deposited  in  order  to  carry  on  its. 
business  of  mining  coal,  and  that  the  deposits- 
were  made  without  malice  or  negligence,  and 
without  intent  to  have  it  carried  away  by  wa- 
ter,—then  there  can  be  no  recovery.  The 
court  declined  to  charge  as  requested,  but  did 
charge,  among  other  things,  as  follows:  "The 
first  principal  question  that  will  demand  your 
attention  is  whether  or  not  the  defendant  in- 
tentionally threw  and  deposited,  and  permitted 
to  be  thrown  and  deposited,  the  coal  dirt,  slack, 
and  refuse  from  its  coal  mines  into  Sugar  Creek, 
or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  such  creek,  with- 
the  purpose  and  intention  of  having  the  same, 

Sr  operation  of  rain  falling  upon  it,  wash  into- 
e  said  creek.  This  is  averred  in  the  petition, 
and  denied  in  the  answer;  and  before  the  plain- 
tiff will  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  at  your  hands  he- 
must  satisfy  you,  by  preponderance  or  greater 
weight  of  the  evidence,  of  the  truth  of  such 
averment.  If  he  shall  fail  to  satisfy  you  of  the 
truth  of  this  averment,  that  will  be  an  end  of 
your  labors,  for  in  that  event  your  verdict  must 
be  for  the  defendant,  for,  though  the  defend- 
ant says  in  its  answer  that  it  was  guilty  of  no- 
negligence  or  carelessness  in  the  operation  of 
its  coal  mines,  and  deposited  its  slack  upon  the 
only  feasible  place  for  its  deposit,  etc.,  and 
this  is  denied  in  the  reply,  yet  the  plaintiff  can 
only  recover  because  of  the  fact  of  his  petition; 
and  the  only  wrong  conduct  complained  of  in 
the  petition  is  this  intentional  deposit  of  slack, 
etc.,  into  the  stream,  or  in  such  proximity 
thereto  that  it  was  intended  it  should  wash  in 
said  creek;  and  it  is  for  the  consequence  of  this- 
wronrful  conduct  upon  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant that  the  plaintiff  may  recover.  .  .  .  The 
question  that  you  have  to  deal  with  is  as  to* 
whether  the  defendant,  during  the  time  com- 
plained of  in  the  petition,  did  the  acts  therein 
charged,  and  whether  injuries  resulted  to  the 
plaintiff's  land  therefrom.  You  will  observe 
the  defendant  must  have  intentionally,  during- 
the  time  complained  of  in  the  petition,— March 
1, 1888,  to  April  24, 1886,  the  date  of  filing  the 
petition,— deposited  this  slack  or  refuse  from 
its  mines  in  this  creek,  or  at  some  place  that  it 
would  naturally  and  necessarily  be  carried  into- 
said  creek,  or  it  must  have  intentionally  per- 
mitted the  same  to  be  done.  And  by  'permis- 
sion' here  is  meant  that,  having  the  power  and 
control  over  the  operation  of  said  mines,  and 
knowing  said  slack  and  refuse  was  being  so- 
deposited,  failed  and  neglected  to  prevent  the 
same.  Where  the  slack  and  refuse  is  not 
thrown  or  deposited  directly  in  the  creek,  but 
at  a  place  where  it  is  claimed  it  will  be  washed 
into  such  stream,  the  defendant's  intention- 
must  be  gathered  from  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  the  same  was  deposited.  One  i» 
presumed  to  have  intended  the  natural  conse- 

Suence  of  bis  act  purposely  done;  and  if  this- 
ack  or  refuse  was  deposited  at  such  a  place 
by  the  defendant  that  it  must  naturally  and 
necessarily  be  washed  into  the  creek  or  stream, 
the  intention  that  it  would  be  so  washed  must 
be  presumed.  This  is  a  practical  question,  and 
the  defendant  must  be  held  to  the  exercise  of 
care  and  caution  in  the  deposit  of  its  slack,  to* 
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avoid  to  being  washed  into  the  stream;  'and 
that  is  such  care  and  caution  that  a  man  of  or- 
dinary prudence  and  intelligence,  desirous  of 
preventing  such  slack  being  washed  into  said 
stream,  would  exercise  in  making  such  de- 
posits; and  if  it  could  not  be  deposited  upon 
said  land  without  its  being  necessarily  washed 
in  the  stream,  as  must  be  apparent  to  any  man 
of  ordinary  intelligence,  then  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  not  to  cause  its  deposit  upon 
said  land.  Upon  the  other  hand,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  held  liable  for  any  unusual  re- 
sult, or  one  that  would  not  be  anticipated  by  a 
man  exercising  ordinary  intelligence,  while  de- 
positing the  alack  upon  his  own  land;  and  if 
injury  resulted  from  such  deposit  to  another, 
it  must  be  held  an  accident  for  which  the  de- 
fendant is  not  responsible.  So  you  will  look 
into  this  testimony,  and  determine:  Did  the 
defendant  deposit,  or  permit  to  be  deposited, 
the  slack  and  refuse  from  its  coal  mines  in 
this  stream,  or  did  it  deposit  such  slack  and 
refuse  at  some  place  or  places,  whether  upon 
its  own  land  or  elsewhere,  from  which  it  was 
its  legal  duty  to  know  that  such  slack  and  ref- 
use would  be  washed  into  the  stream,  and 
was  such  slack  and  refuse  washed  from  thence 
into  the  stream?"  To  which  refusals,  and 
to  the  charge  as  thus  given,  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  Judgment  rendered  thereon,  error  was 
prosecuted  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  judg- 
ment was  affirmed.  To  reverse  these  judg- 
ments the  present  proceeding  in  error  is  prose- 
cuted. 

Messrs.  Seih  Wekhr,  George  K.  Nash, 
P.  W.  Merrick  and  L.  D.   Vickers  for 

plaintiff  in  error: 
Messrs.  Samuel  H.  Bright  and  Robert 

P.  Price*  for  defendant  in  error : 

Section  0025,  Rev.  Stat.,  makes  the  acts  and 
doings  of  the  defendant  below,  as  charged  in 
the  petition  in  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
criminal.  Plaintiff  has  a  right  of  action 
against  the  wrong-doer*  in  addition  to  the 
remedy  the  State  has  by  indictment  and  pun- 
ishment. 

Chitty's  fil.  bk.  4,  pp.  4,  5  ;  Cooley,  Torts, 
pp.  7,  657 ;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  pp.  72,  76,  and 
cases  cited,  p.  114  ;  1  Hilliard,  Torts,  p.  101 ; 
Bishop,  Non-Contract  Law,  §§  70,  71,  and 
cases  cited,  §§  182.  141 ;  Hayes  v.  Michigan 
Cent.  R.  Oo.  Ill  U.  8.  228,  28  L.  ed.  410. 

Even  if  section  6925  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  case,  still  it  was  competent  to  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  jury  to  the  Statute,  because  it 
"characterizes  the  acts"  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Meek  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  88  Ohio  St  682. 

The  Statute  of  Ohio  has  said,  these  acts  con- 
stitute a  nuisance,  and  the  common  law  says, 
for  injuries  arising  from  a  nuisance  the  in- 
jured party  shall  have  an  action. 

Bepley  v.  State,  4  Ind.  264 ;  Sangamon  Diet. 
Co.  v.  Young,  77  HI.  107. 

Upon  the  broad  principles  of  the  common 
law,  the  plaintiff  below  had  a  right  of  action, 
based  upon  well-recognized  principles.  Sic 
utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  ladas.  Nuisance 
comprehends  whatsoever  unlawfully  annoys 
or  does  damage  to  another  in  contravention  of 
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that  great  rule  of  right,  so  use  your  own  aa 
not  to  injure  others,  and  damages  may  be  re- 
covered at  law  for  the  injury  sustained. 

Walker,  Am.  Law,  pp.  578,  574 ;   8  Suther- 
land, Dam.  p.  428 ;  (Afumbus  Qa$  Oo.  v.  Free- 


land,  12  Ohio  St  802 ;  Woodyear  v.  Sehaefer, 
57  Md.  1,  40  Am.  Rep.  419 ;  Pennsylvania 
Ooal  Oo.  v.  Sanderson,  94  Pa,  802 ;  Canfield  v. 
Andrew,  54  Vt  1 ;  Bishop,  Non-Contract 
Law,  §§  411,  412,  note  $;  Robinson  v.  Black 
Diamond  Coal  Co.  -57  Gal.  412,  40  Am.  Rep. 
118;  Addison,  Torts.  §  19,  and  cases  cited; 
Sanderson  v.  Pennsylvania  Coal  Oo.  86  Pa. 
401, 27  Am.  Rep.  711,  cases  cited  ;  Washburn  v. 
Oilman,  64  Me.  168, 18  Am.  Rep.  246.  See 
Cooley,  Torts,  pp.  556,  569,  588,  657. 

A  riparian  owner  has  a  right  to  the  natural 
flow  of  water,  not  increased  nor  diminished 
in  quantity,  and  unpolluted  in  quality,  and  for 
any  infraction  of  this  right  at  least  nominal 
damages  may  be  recovered. 

1  Sutherland,  Dam.  o.  12 ;  Addison,  Torts, 
§  228;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  587,  and  notes; 
Pennsylvania  Ooal  Co.  v.  Sanderson,  supra; 
See  Crawford  v.  Rambo,  4  West  Rep.  445,  44 
Ohio  St  279 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Carr,  88  Ohio 
St  448. 

The  act  itself,  being  obviously  dangerous  to 
a  neighbor,  no  matter  how  carefuuy  executed, 
becomes  per  se  a  wrong,  for  which  the  perpe- 
trator is  liable. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  pp.  125,  127,  185-188; 
Addison,  Torts,  §  1868  ,  CahiU  v.  Eastman, 
18  Minn.  824, 10  Am.  Rep.  184 ;  bkUon  v.  Boston, 
C.  d  M.  R.  Oo.  51  N.  H.  504,  12  Am.  Rep. 
147;  Hannem  v.  Penes,  40  Minn.  127;  1 
Thomp.  Neg.  pp.  72,  76,  96,  107,  108,  1282 
et  seq.;  Fletcher  v.  Rylands,  L.  R.  1  Exch. 
265;  Shipley  v.  Fifty  Associates,  101  Mass. 
251,  106  Mass.  194. 

Speavr,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

We  are  admonished  that  the  case  is  one  of 
great  practical  importance.  In  view  of  this 
consideration,  the  counsel  favored  the  court 
with  able  and  elaborate  argument,  and  the  oral 
argument  has  been  supplemented  by  intelligent 
and  exhaustive  briefs,  presenting  the  question 
in  a  very  full  and  comprehensive  manner.  We 
agree  that  the  case  is  an  important  one,  and, 
recognizing  this,  the  court  has  given  to  it  full 
and  patient  consideration.  We  think,  never- 
theless, that  the  real  issue  is  narrowed  by  the 
pleadings  to  a  small  compass,  and  may  be  de- 
termined by  the  application  of  simple  and 
well -settled  rules  of  law.  By  its  answer,  the 
Company  denied  that  the  deposits  of  slack  and 
refuse  were  made  or  permitted  with  the  pur- 
pose of  having  them  washed  down  onto  plain- 
tiffs lands,  and  denied  negl'g^nce;  but  did  not 
deny  that  it  made  the  ce.  oil  s  and  permitted 
them  to  remain  at  the  places  in  the  petition 
charged,  or  that  they  were  deposited  in  such 
manner  as  that  they  would  be  and  were  carried 
away  by  the  streams.  In  the  view  of  the  trial 
court,  therefore,  there  was  practically  but  one 
question  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon  in  determin- 
ing the  liability  of  the  Company  in  case  dam- 
ages were  proved  as  the  result  of  the  defendant's 
acts,  and  plaintiff's  own  acts  did  not  prevent 
a  recovery,  and  that  was  whether  or  not,  in 
making  and  continuing  the  deposits,  the  Com- 
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pany's  managers  knew,  or  ought,  as  reasona- 
ble men,  to  have  known,  that  they  would  be 
washed  down  by  the  streams  and  thus  injure 
the  plaintiff.  It  is  fundamental,  we  presume, 
that  an  owner  of  land  has  the  right  to  enjoy 
the  soil  itself,  in  its  natural  state,  unaffected 
by  the  tortious  acts  of  a  neighboring  landown- 
er; and  where  the  land  is  located  along  the 
margin  of  a  stream  he  is,  as  a  riparian  owner, 
entitled,  as  an  incident  to  his  estate,  to  the 
natural  flow  of  the  water  of  the  stream  in  its 
accustomed  channel,  undiminished  in  quantity 
and  unimpaired  in  quality,  except  where  his 
estate  is  servient  to  one  which  dominates  it, 
and  except  as  to  injury  which  may  be  done  to 
it  by  one  in  the  performance  of  an  act  lawful 
in  itself,  and  done  in  a  manner  which  does  not 
involve  malice  or  negligence.  Wasbb.  Easem. 
4th  ed.  p.  816;  Johnson  v.  Jordan,  2  Met.  234. 
This  was  the  position  of  plaintiff  as  to  his 
land  on  Monday  Creek,  and  as  to  the  waters  of 
that  stream.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  plain- 
tiff's land  is,  in  any  legal  sense,  servient  to 
that  of  the  Coal  Company.  But,  broadly 
stated,  the  claim  of  the  Company  is  that,  being 
a  corporation  authorized  to  mine  coal  in  the 
State,  and  owning  the  lands  upon  and  in  which 
its  mines  are  situate,  and  conducting  a  busi- 
ness which  is  of  great  importance  to  the  public 
as  tending  to  develop  the  natural  resources  of 
the  country,  it  has  the  right  to  place  its  slack 
and  refuse  upon  the  surface  of  its  own  land  at 
such  points  as  is  necessary  for  its  convenience 
in  the  carrying  on  of  its  current  and  future 
mining  operations;  and  that,  if  it  makes  such 
deposits  carefully,  without  malice,  but  solely 
with  a  view  to  the  reasonable  and  successful 
mining  of  its  coal,  this  is  no  more  than  is  war- 
ranted by  the  common  usage  of  other  coal 
companies  and  operators  of  the  Hocking  Val- 
ley and  that  section  of  the  State,  and  is  but  a 
lawful  and  proper  use  of  its  own  lands;  and, 
although  the  slack  and  refuse  so  deposited  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  things  may, when  placed 
there,  be  expected  to  wash  down  and  finally 
reach  the  lands  of  the  plaiutiff,  to  bis  damage, 
vet  it  is  damnum  absque  injuria,  and  there  can 
be  no  recovery.  Of  course  the  right  of  the  Coal 
Company,  as  a  landowner,  to  the  natural  and 
full  use  of  its  soil  is  measured  by  the  same  rule 
as  that  applied  to  the  like  right  of  the  plaintiff. 
But  the  right  it  insists  upon  is  something  dif- 
ferent from  the  natural  and  ordinary  use  of 
the  soil.  While  not  an  unusual  one,  per- 
haps, with  those  engaged  in  the  same  business 
in  the  locality,  it  is  an  exceptional  rather  than 
a  common  and  ordinary  one.  It  is  not  inci- 
dental to  the  use  of  the  soil  itself  as  such;  in- 
deed, is  destructive  of  what  is  the  most  com- 
mon use  of  the  soil,  viz.,  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses. Yet  it  is  not  necessarily  an  improper 
or  unlawful  use.  Whether  it  is  so  or  not  de- 
pends upon  the  circumstances.  The  course  of 
business  is  to  take  the  coal  in  a  body  from  the 
inside  of  the  mines  to  the  surface,  there  screen 
it,  and  dump  the  slack  and  refuse  on  is  own 
land,  but  in  such  places  that,  owing  to  the  con- 
formation of  the  ground,  it  may  be  carried 
down  the  tributaries,  and  into  Monday  Creek. 
If  the  Company  may  lawfully  do  this,  even 
though  the  probable  and  natural  effect,  known 
to  the  Company's  managers  at  the  time,  is  that 
the  deposits  will  wash  down  onto  and  injure 
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the  plaintiff's  lands,  or  pollute  the  water  of 
Monday  Creek,  then  there  can  be  no  recovery, 
and  the  judgment  below  should  be  reversed. 

That  the  Coal  Company  is  a  corporation  can 
make  no  difference  in  the  case.  Its  rights  are 
just  as  great,  and  no  greater,  than  those  of  a 
private  person  in  the  same  business.  That  it 
u  authorized  by  its  charter  to  mine  coal  gen- 
erally in  the  State  cannot  enlarge  its  rights  in 
any  particular  locality.  Even  had  its  charter 
empowered  it  to  establish  a  business  and  carry 
it  on  in  a  particular  place,  it  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  State  has  intended  to  authorize 
it  to  carry  on  the  business  in  a  manner  de- 
structive of  the  property  rights  of  others  with- 
out compensation.  While  the  thing  to  be  done 
may  be  lawful  in  a  general  way,  there  are  and 
must  be  limitations  upon  the  means  by  which 
it  is  to  be  done.  Nor  is  it  of  consequence  that 
the  operation  of  the  Company's  mines  tends  to 
the  development  of  the  natural  resources  of 
the  country.  But  few  enterprises,  the  product 
of  which  is  useful,  fail  to  advance  the  general 
good.  Along  with  many  evils  attending  the 
working  of  wis  class  of  organizations,  valu- 
able services  have  been  rendered  to  the  public 
by  them,  and  many  comforts  and  necessaries 
are  afforded  the  people  by  them  which  the 
capital  of  single  individuals  would  be  inade- 
quate to  produce.  At  the  same  time  they  are 
not,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  public  enterprises, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  are  organized  and  main- 
tained wholly  and  entirely  for  private  gain; 
and  so  soon  as  gain  ceases  to  follow  their  oper- 
ation, just  so  soon  do  the  operations  them- 
selves cease. 

Equally  immaterial,  as  we  think,  is  the  mat- 
ter of  custom  among  coal  operators  in  the 
Hocking  Valley  and  the  surrounding  mining 
districts  near  thereto  of  depositing  slack  and 
refuse  on  their  own  lands,  when  such  custom 
is  invoked  to  Justify  deposits  so  placed  as  to 
naturally  allow  them  to  wash  down  to  the  in- 
jury of  lands  lying  below  them.  The  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  uninterrupted  use  of  his 
land,  and  the  unimpaired  use  of  the  water  of 
Monday  Creek,  being  secured  to  him  by  the 
common  law,  how  is  it  possible  that  a  custom 
can  deprive  him  of  them?  Why  should  a  us- 
age, the  effect  of  which,  if  recognized,  is  to 
permit  one  man  to  take  from  another  bis  prop- 
erty rights  without  compensation,  be  sanc- 
tioned? If  it  be  assumed  that  the  custom  is  a 
general  one,  then  it  is  a  part  of  the  common 
law  itself;  and  there  would  be  presented  an  in- 
stance of  two  rules  of  law,  equally  binding, 
and  yet  wholly  inconsistent  the  one  with  the 
other.  If  it  be  claimed  that  the  custom  is  a 
particular  one,  then  we  have  the  anomaly  of  a 
landowner's  common-law  right  in  his  land 
taken  from  him  by  a  usage  of  a  particular  trade, 
established  by  strangers,  which  it  is  not  pre- 
tended he  has  ever  been  cognizant  of,  much 
less  assented  to.  To  have  affected  the  plaintiff 
the  custom  must  have  been  shown  to  be  reason- 
able and  certain,  known  to  him,  or  to  have 
been  so  general  and  well  established  that  knowl- 
edge would  be  presumed,  peaceably  acquiesced 
in,  and  not  unjust,  oppressive,  or  in  conflict 
with  an  established  rule  of  public  policy.  The 
alleged  custom  possessed  scarcely  one  of  these 
attributes.  Even  though  it  had  been  common 
throughout  the  State,  it  would  not  avail.    ▲ 
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usage  which  is  not  according  to  Jaw,  though 
universal,  cannot  be  set  up  to  control  the  law. 
Meyer  v.  Dresser,  16  C.  B.  N.  8.  646;  fltoewr 
y.  FAitman,  6  Binn.  416;  lnglebright  v.  ifam- 
fiumJ,  19  Ohio,  887.  Nor  could  the  testimony 
offered  avail  the  defendant  on  the  question  of 
negligence.  Evidence  of  a  particular  custom 
is  sometimes  admitted  to  explain  a  contract,  to 
ascertain  the  intention  of  the  parties  when  it 
has  not  been  fully  expressed  in  the  contract,  to- 
interpret  the  otherwise  indeterminate  intentions 
and  acts  of  the  parties,  or  to  show  that  the 
mode  in  which  a  contract  has  been  performed 
is  the  one  customarily  followed  by  others  en- 
gaged in  the  same  calling  or  trade;  but,  as  a 
general  proposition,  one  "charged  with  negli- 
gence will  not  be  allowed  to  show  that  the  act 
complained  of  was  customary  among  those  en- 
gaged in  a  similar  occupation,  or  those  placed 
under  like  circumstances,  or  owing  similar 
duties.  Such  an  offer  is,  in  effect,  to  show,  as 
an  excuse  for  defendant's  negligence,  a  custom 
of  others  to  be  equally  negligent"  Deering, 
Neg.  §  9;  Cleveland  v.  New  Jersey  Steam-Boat 
Co.  5  Hun,  528;  «7u<fo*v.  Fargo,  107  Mass.  964; 
Hinckley  v.  Barnstable,  109  Mass.  126;  Miller 
v.  Pendleton,  8  Gray,  547;  Bailey  v.  New  Haven 
6  N.  Co.  107  Mass.  496;  Littleton  v.  Richard- 
son, 83  N.  H.  59;  SewaWs  FaUt  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Fisk,  28  N.  H.  171;  Crocker  v.  Schvreman,  7 
Mo.  App.  858. 

That  others  engaged  in  like  business  have 
been  accustomed  to  disregard!  the  rights  of 
their  neighbors  can  furnish  no  Justification  to 
the  defendant  to  do  so. 

The  further  claim  of  the  Company  that  It 
had  the  right  to  make  the  deposits  in  the  places 
complained  of  because  it  was  necessary  to  the 
successful  conduct  of  its  own  business  to  so 
place  them,  seems  no  less  wanting  in  substance. 
The  effect  is  to  mearure  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  lands  and  in  the  waters  of  Monday 
Creek  by  the  convenience  or  necessity  of  the 
Company's  business.  An  owner  of  land  in 
Ohio  is  not  subject  to  any  such  narrow  and  ar- 
bitrary rule,  ft  the  injury  complained  of  were 
merely  a  fanciful  wrong,"  or  produced  simply 
personal  discomfort,  such  as  any  dweller  in  a 
town  is  necessarily  subjected  to  by  reason  of 
the  operations  of  trade  which  may  be  there 
carried  on,  and  which  are  actually  necessary, 
not  only  for  the  enjoyment  of  property,  but  for 
the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  and 
the  public  at  large,  there  might  be  no  real 

Sround  of  complaint;  but  where  the  result  of 
le  acts  of  one  on  his  own  land  is  a  direct  and 
material  injury  to  the  property  and  property 
rights  of  another,  a  very  different  question 
arises,  and,  in  sucn  case,  the  maxim  $ie  utere 
tuo  ut  alienum  nan  ladas  applies.  Upon  rea- 
son we  think  the  proposition  sound  that,  where 
no  right  by  prescription  exists  to  carry  on  a 
particular  business  in  a  particular  manner  at  a 
particular  place,  and  the  natural  and  necessary 
result  of  the  place  selected  and  the  manner 
adopted  is  to  cause  material  injury  to  the  prop- 
erty rights  of  another,  it  is  not  a  sufficient  de- 
fense to  an  action  for  damages  to  show  that  the 
locality  where  it  is  carried  on  is  one  generally 
in  use  by  persons  in  such  business,  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  carried  on  is  commonly 
adopted  by  others  in  such  business,  even  though 
it  appears  that  the  use  made  of  the  land,  while 
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not  the  common  and  ordinary  use  of  land  at 
such/  is  not  an  unnatural  nor  improper  one  in 
and  of  itself,  nor  even  an  unusual  one;  and  the 

§  reposition  will  be  found  sustained  by  abun- 
ant  authority. 

From  the  scores  of  cases  we  are  content  to 
cite  Tipping  v.  St.  Helen's  Smelt.  Co.,  4  Best 
&  S.  608,  615, 11  H.  L.  Cas.  642;  Bamford  v. 
Turnley,  8  Best  &  8.  62,  82.  In  the  latter  case 
defendant  was  the  owner  of  land  on  which  was 
clay  well  adapted  to  the  making  of  brick.  He 
dug  the  clay,  moulded  it,  and  proceeded  to 
burn  it  on  the  land,  to  the  damage  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  court  held  that  an  action  for  a  nui- 
sance would  lie.  Attention  is  specially  called 
to  the  opinion  of  Bramwell,  B.  Attention  is 
also  called  to  Shearman  &  Redfield  on  Negli- 
gence, £§  788,  784.  "It  is  a  general  principle 
that  any  person  who,  without  authority,  di- 
verts the  whole  or  any  Dart  of  the  water  of  a 
stream  from  its  natural  course,  or  interferes 
with  its  natural  current,  is  responsible  abso- 
lutely, and  without  any  question  of  negligence, 
to  anyone  who  is  entitled  to  have  the  water 
flow  in  its  natural  state."  "Any  use  of  the 
land  near  a  stream,  or  of  the  water  of  a  stream 
itself,  which  renders  the  water  unwholesome, 
offensive  or  unfit  for  the  purposes  for  which  it 
is  used,  is  unlawful;  and  any  riparian  owner 
who  is  damaged  by  such  unlawful  acts  has  an 
action  for  his  damages  against  the  author  of 
the  wrong. "  If  this  view  of  the  law  be  correct, 
it  is  clear  that  the  question  as  to  the  Company's 
liability,  in  case  damages  were  proved  as  toe 
result  of  the  defendant's  acts,  and  the  plaintiff's 
own  conduct  did  not  prevent  a  recovery,  was, 
as  held  by  the  trial  court,  merely  a  question 
whether  or  not,  in  making  and  continuing  the 
deposits,  the  Company's  managers  knew,  or 
ought  to  have  known,  as  reasonable  men,  that 
the  deposits  would  be  washed  down  by  the 
stream,  and  might  injure  the  plaintiff.  No 
obstacle  was  placed  by  the  court  to  the  making 
of  proof  by  the  Company  touching  this  point. 
The  offer  of  proof  in  regard  to  negligence  did 
not  embrace  this  idea,  however,  and  was  there* 
fore  too  general  to  be  of  service  to  the  jury. 
Besides  this,  it  embraced  propositions  as  to 
matters  wholly  immaterial,  as  heretofore 
shown.  It  was  not  error,  therefore,  to  exclude 
the  testimony.  For  like  reasons  there  was  not 
error  in  refusing  to  charge  as  requested .  Some 
of  the  propositions  embraced  correct  principles 
of  law  in  the  abstract,  but  were  not,  as  stated, 
wholly  applicable  to  the  case  made,  and  might 
have  been  misleading,  inasmuch  as  they  were 
in  the  line  of  the  defendant's  theory  of  the 
case,  which,  we  think,  was  wrong.  Nor  was- 
there  error  in  the  charge  as  given.  The  rule- 
given  the  jury  as  to  negligence  was  in  strict 
consonance  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  this- 
court  in  Crawford  v.  Bambo,  44  Ohio  St.  279, 
4  West.  Rep.  445.  It  is  there  held  that  "where 
a  riparian  owner  constructs  an  embankment 
upon  his  own  lands  that  occasions  substantial 
injury  to  the  lands  of  a  neighbor  upon  the 
stream,  and  which  might,  at  the  time,  have 
been  anticipated  by  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
and  intelligence,  he  is  liable  in  damages  for  the 
injury  as  occasioned."  The  rule,  we  think, 
applies  to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  case  of  Ruffncr  v.  Cincinnati  H.  B.  Co.% 
84  Ohio  St.  96,  is  cited  as  sustaining  the  Com- 
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pany's  claim.  With  due  respect,  we  think  it 
fails  to  do  so.  The  question  was  whether, 
where  a  railroad  company  is  authorized  to  pro- 
pel  its  trains  and  operate  its  road  by  steam  lo- 
comotives, an  inference  of  negligence  arises 
from  the  mere  fact  that  an  injury  to  adjoining 
property  was  caused  by  sparks  emitted  by  such 
locomotives,  which  question  the  court  answered 
in  the  negative.  The  railroad  company  was 
authorized  by  the  State  to  construct  its  railroad 
and  operate  it  by  locomotives,  and  the  only  way 
by  which  it  was  possible  for  the  locomotives  to 
be  driven  was  by  the  creation  of  steam  by 
means  of  fire,  and  sparks  would  necessarily 
follow.  It  was  not  only  the  natural  and  com- 
mon way,  but  the  only  practical  way.  Negli- 
fence  must  be  shown;  it  will  not  be  presumed, 
[ence,  when  the  only  fact  present  was  that 
sparks  had  been  emitted  from  the  smoke-stack, 
which  caused  damage,  the  court  would  not 
infer  that  the  fire  was  carelessly  conducted,  nor 
that  the  appliances  of  the  railroad  company 
were  defective.  But  whether  or  not,  at  com- 
mon law,  the  action  could  be  maintained,  there 
seems  to  be  no  question  but  that  the  acts 
charged  against  the  defendant  company,  if 
done  intentionally,  constituted  a  nuisance  pun- 
ishable by  the  criminal  statute,  and  that  a  right 
of  action  on  the  part  of  a  person  injured  would 
follow.  By  the  Act  of  April  15, 1857(1  Swan 
&  C.  Stat  880),  "the  obstructing  or  impeding, 
without  legal  authority,  the  passage  of  any 
navigable  river,  harbor  or  collection  of  water; 
or  the  corrupting  or  rendering  unwholesome  or 
impure  any  watercourse  stream  or  water;  or 
unlawfully  diverting  any  such  watercourse 
from  its  natural  course  or  state,  to  the  injury 
or  prejudice  of  others, "—was  declared  a  nui- 
sance, made  punishable  by  fine,  and  a  right  of 
action  given  to  any  person  injured  for  civil 
damages.  The  Act  of  March  27, 1876  (78  Ohio 
Laws,  87).  provided  "that  if  any  person  or  per- 
sons shall  intentionally  throw  or  deposit,  or 
permit  to  be  thrown  or  deposited,  any  coal  dirt, 
coal  slack,  coal  screenings,  or  coal,  or  other 
refuse  from  coal  mines,  into  or  upon  any  of  the 
rivers,  lakes,  ponds,  streams,  or  any  place  ad- 
jacent to  the  same,  from  which  such  coal  dirt 
.  .  .  will  wash  into  any  of  the  rivers,  lakes, 
ponds  or  streams  of  this  State,  every  such  per- 
son or  persons  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and,  upon  conviction  thereof,  shall 
be  fined,"  etc.,  '•  and  shall  moreover  be  liable 
to  the  party  or  parties  injured  in  treble  the 
amount  of  damages  by  him,  her,  or  them  sus- 
tained." This  Act  was  codified  the  following 
year,  and  made  part  of  the  Penal  Code  (74  Ohio 
Laws.  264),  under  the  head  of  "  Nuisances," 
and  is  section  7  of  that  chapter.  In  this  cod- 
ification, which  is  now,  in  substance,  section 
6925  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  provision  for 
treble  damages  is  omitted.  It  does  not  follow, 
however,  that  civil  damages  may  not  be  recov- 
ered. The  acts  charged  in  this  case  against  the 
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Company  came  within  the  statutory  definition 
of  "  nuisances."    This  legislation  shows  a  I 


islative  intent  to  rive  the  injured  party  a  civil 
action.  But,  aside  from  this,  it  is  settled  law, 
we  presume,  that  for  injuries  arising  from  a 
nuisance  the  injured  party  may  have  an  action. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Torts  (2d  ed.  p. 
790),  says:  "It  is  sufficient  to  say  of  the  au- 
thorities that  they  recognize  the  rule  as  a  gen- 
eral one  that,  when  the  duty  imposed  by  statute 
is  manifestly  intended  for  the  protection  and 
benefit  of  individuals,  the  common  law,  when 
an  individual  is  injured  by  a  breach  of  the 
duty,  will  supply  a  remedy  if  the  Statute  gives 
none. "  See  also  cases  cited,  and  Gardington  v. 
Fredericks,  46  Ohio  St  442.  If,  therefore,  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  Statute  had  been  in- 
tentionally violated,  a  statutory  nuisance  was 
shown  to  have  been  committed,  and  those  en- 
gaged in  producing  it  would  be  liable.  Let  it 
be  assumed  that  the  Company,  on  account  of 
its  artificial  character,  could  not  be  indicted  and 
punished,  yet  the  persons  in  its  employ  who  did 
the  acts  could  be  held  both  criminally  and  civ- 
illy; and,  whenever  the  acts  of  an  employe  are 
such  as  to  make  him  liable  personally,  the  em- 
ployer, whether  a  natural  person  or  a  corpora- 
tion, may  be  held  civilly  where  it  is  shown  that 
the  acts  of  the  employe  were  performed  in  the 
line  of  his  duty.  So  that,  in  this  case,  if  the 
acts  done  would  have  rendered  the  employes 
amenable  to  the  criminal  statute,  no  rule  of  law 
forbids  the  reaching  beyond  them,  and  visiting 
responsibility  in  civil  damages  upon  the  corpo- 
ration itself.  Its  liability  will  be  measured  by 
the  same  rules  of  law  which  determine  the  lia- 
bility of  the  employes.  Applying  this  test,  we 
suppose  the  rule  to  be  well  settled  that  persons 
of  intelligence  are  presumed  to  have  intended 
the  natural  consequence  of  their  deliberate  acts. 
If,  therefore,  the  natural  result  of  placing  slack 
and  refuse  in  the  stream,  or  on  the  margin  or 
bank,  is  that  they  will  be  washed  down  by 
heavy  rains  onto  the  lands  of  plaintiff,  and  this 
would  be  apparent  to  the  ordinary  observer,  it 
is  but  lust  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of  a  con- 
trary showing,  that  the  expectation  was  that  it 
should  so  wash;  and  this  state  of  facts  would 
show  that  the  Company  exercised  its  right  neg- 
ligently. But  if  such  washing  was  not  a  nat- 
ural consequence,  and  would  not  have  been 
anticipated  as  a  natural  result  by  persons  of 
usual  intelligence  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  no  intent  would  be  presumed,  nor  negli- 
gence imputed;  and,  if  damage  ensued  to  per- 
sons having  property  on  the  streams  below,  by 
the  washing  of  slack,  etc.,  no  liability  would 
attach  to  those  who  made  the  deposits.  And, 
in  substance,  the  foregoing  was  given  by  the 
trial  judge  to  the  jury.  The  charge  upon  other 
questions  presented  fc  an  accurate  statement  of 
the  law  of  the  case.  An  examination  of  ths> 
record  fails  to  show  any  error  therein, 
Judgment  ctfhvnecL 
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J.  A  ruling  on  a  demurrer  does  not  bind 
the  court  to  follow  It  In  deolding  whether  or  not 
the  facts  proved  as  alleged  In  the  petition  de- 
murred to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

£.  The  breach  of  an  Injunction  bond 
requires  the  question  of  a  right  to  recover  at 
least  nominal  damages  thereon  to  be  submitted 
to  the  jury. 

3.  lee  on  a  non-nsvrlffnble  stream  whloh 
was  meandered  in  the  government  survey  and 
the  lee  of  which  has  never  been  transferred  by 
the  United  States  may  be  out  and  property  there- 
in acquired  by  any  person  who  can  get  aooess  to 

1  it  without  trespassing  upon  the  lands  of  riparian 
owners. 

4.  The  same  rights  exist  in  ice  upon  a 
stream  that  exist  In  the  waters  of  a  stream. 

(Mayftl,lffU 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Jones  County  in  favor 
t>f  defendant  in  an  action  upon  an  injunction 
bond.    Reverted. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Sheesvn  cb  McCarn,  C.  H. 
Brown  and  E.  Keeler,  for  appellant: 

The  overruling  of  the  demurrer  should 
have  settled  the  law  of  the  case  in  favor  of 
plaintiff. 

Alien  v.  Piatt,  79  Iowa,  118;  Frsntress  v. 
Mobley,  10  Iowa,  450. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  injunction  suit  had  no 
Tight  to  the  ice  in  the  river.    The  title  to  the 


bed  of  the  stream  remained  In  the  government. 

tferrin  v.  Qrefe,  67  Iowa,  1W;  Wood  v. 
Chicago,  R  L  et  P.  R.  Co.  60  Iowa,  456. 

Ice  already  formed  is  to  be  regarded  as  per- 
sonal property  whether  in  or  out  of  water  when 
sold. 

Biggins  v.  Rusterer,  41  Mich.  818,  88  Am. 
Rep.  160,  and  note,  164 

The  right  of  cutting  and  taking  ice,  either 
for  use  or  for  sale,  U  m  the  public  waters  of 
the  Commonwealth,  is  a  public  right,  which 
may  be  exercised  by  any  citizen  who  can  ob- 
tain access  to  the  pond  without  trespassing 
upon  the  lands  of  other  persons,  and  who  does 
not  by  the  exercise  of  this  right  unreasonably 
interfere  with  its  similar  exercise  by  others. 

Paine  v.  Woods,  108  Mass.  160. 

Plaintiff  and  Atkinson  had  the  right  in  com- 
mon with  others  to  go  upon  the  river  and  cut 
and  remove  ice  therefrom,  and  were  entitled 
to  protection  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  this 
right,  which  was  similar  to  that  of  the  public 
to  take  fish  from  navigable  waters,  to  take 
sea- weed  cut  upon  the  shore  between  high 
and  low  water  mark,  and  others  ef  a  like 
character. 

See  Mather  v.  Ohapman,  40  Conn.  882,  16 
Am.  Rep.  46;  Peopl/s  lee  Company  v.  Steamer 
Excelsior,  44  Mich.  229,  88  Am.  Rep.  246.  265. 
note,  citing  RoweU  v.  Doyle,  181  Mass.  474; 
Gage  v.  Steinkrauss,  Id.  222.  See  also  Lincoln 
v.  Davis,  58  Mich.  875,  51  Am.  Rep.  116; 
Packard  v.  Ryder,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  245,  144 
Mass.  440,  59  Am.  Rep.  101;  Woodman  v. 
IHtman,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  699,  79  Me.  456,  1 
Am.  St.  Rep.  842;  2  Bl.  Com.  14;  2  Kent, 
Com.  848. 

In  those  States  where  navigable  rivers  are 
held  to  be  public  property,  the  riparian  pro- 


Non.- Common  riaht  to  use  of  ice  on  rimer. 

The  right  of  traveling  upon  the  toe  of  a  river, 
end  the  right  of  cutting  and  taking  the  toe,  are 
natural  and  common  rights.  Woodman  v.  Pitman 
•4  New  Bna*.  Hep.  699,  79  Me.  466;  State  v.  Wil- 
ton, 4*  Me.  26;  Brastow  v.  Bookport  Ioe  Co.  77  Me. 
100. 

The  privilege  of  gathering  ioe  upon  waters  whloh 
«re  public  property  Is  a  oommon  right,  as  from  the 
great  ponds  In  Massachusetts.  Gould,  Waters, 
-1 191,  citing  Hlttinger  v.  Barnes,  121  Mass.  689; 
Poore,  Charters  and  Constitutions,  pt  1,  p.  981; 
Ciimmings  v.  Barrett,  10  Cash.  186;  West  Roxbury 
v.  Stoddard,  7  Allen,  156;  Paine  v.  Woods,  108  Mass. 
160;  Com.  v.  Vincent,  108  Mass.  441;  Fay  v.  Salem  * 
D.  Aqueduct  Co.  Ill  Mass.  27;  Gage  v.  Steinkrauss, 
1&  Mass.  228;  Tudor  v.  Cambridge  Water  Works, 
1  Allen,  164. 

So  the  owners  of  lands  bordering  on  navigable 
streams  in  those  States  where  they  are  held  to  be 
publio  property  have  no  title  to  the  ice  which  forms 
In  such  streams;  the  ice  belongs  to  the  first  ap- 
-propriator.  Wood  v.  Fowler,  26  Kan.  682;  Hlokey 
v.  Hasan),  8  Mo.  App.  480. 

An  appropriation  of  ioe  on  these  streams  is  made 
■by  surveying,  marking  and  staking  off  the  ioe  un- 
appropriated by  others.  See  Wood  v.  Fowler  and 
Mickey  v.  Hasard,  supra* 

Right  to  take  ice. 

The  right  to  take  ice  results  from  and  grows  out 
-of  the  title  to  the  bed  of  the  stream,  and  suoh  right 
<o  the  use  of  the  water  as  results  therefrom*  This 
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right  is  well  settled  by  authority,  as  well  as  by  prin- 
ciple. Gould,  Waters,  6  191;  Ham  v.  Salem,  100 
Mass.  860;  Paine  v.  Woods,  106  Mass.  172L 

The  owner  or  land  flowed  by  a  millpond  may  out 
ioe  therefrom  for  market,  provided  it  does  not  ap- 
preciably diminish  the  head  of  water  at  the  lower 
dam.  Searle  v.  Gardner  (Pa.)  12  Cent.  Bep.  420; 
Cummlngs  v.  Barrett,  10  Cush.  186. 

When  the  State  appropriates  the  fee  of  the  land 
for  construction  of  canals  the  former  owner  has  no 
fight  to  take  the  toe  therefrom.  Indianapolis 
Water  Works  Co.  v.  Burkhart,  41  Ind.  864;  Cromie 
v.  Wabash  &  B.  Canal  Trustees,  71  Ind.  206;  Card  v. 
MoCaleb,  69  HI.  814,  cited  in  Gould,  Waters,  1 1SL 

A  lessee  with  the  exclusive  right  to  out  and  carry 
away  ioe  from  a  pond  may  sue  a  stranger  for  out- 
ting  the  ioe.  Klchards  v.  Gauffret,  6  New  Bng.  Bep. 
898, 145  Mass.  486. 

He  can  also  sue  lessor  if  he  interferes  with  his 
rights.   Ibid. 

Riparian  owner;  riaht  to  ice. 

Uncut  ice  is  an  aooession  or  increment  to  the  land. 
Washington  Ice  Co.  v.  Shortall,  101  111.  54.  See  also 
Bigelow  v.  Shaw,  8  West.  Bep.  788, 65  Mich.  841;  Mill 
Biver  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Smith.  84  Conn.  462:  State 
v.  Pottmeyer,  88  Ind.  402;  Lorman  v.  Benson,  8  Mloh. 
18;  Brown  v.  fiowen,  80  N.  Y.  510. 

Riparian  ownership  of  the  bed  of  the  stream  will 
carry  with  it  the  right  to  the  ioe  forming  upon  the 
surface  of  such  stream,  as  far  as  the  riparian  right 
to  the  soil  extends.    Bigelow  v.  Shaw,  supra. 

The  riparian  owner  on  an  unnavlgable  stream  »* 


See  also  16  L.  R.  A.  774;  18  L.  R.   A.  39,  670,  679;  20  L.  R.  A.  333;  25  L.  R. 
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prietor  baa  no  title  to  the  ice  forming  in  such 
streams  as  an  incident  to  hia  ownership  of  the 
bank,  but  the  ice  belongs  to  the  first  appropri- 
ator,  such  appropriation  being  effected  by 
marking,  surveying  and  staking  off  the  ice,  and 
these  acta  give  sufficient  possession  to  support 
trespass. 

Wood  v.  Fowler,  26  Kan.  682,  40  Am.  Rep. 
830;  Hiekeyj.  Haeard,  8  Mo.  App.  480. 

Mr.  J.  w.  Jamison,  for  appellee: 

The  case  of  Alien  v.  Pratt,  79  Iowa,  118,  re- 
lied upon  by  appellant  in  support  of  his  posi- 
tion, is  grounded  wholly  upon  a  qnestion  of 
pleading  under  the  Code, 

See  §  2650. 

•The  rule  of  pleading  is  too  well  settled  to  ad- 
mit of  controversy.  That  a  party  waives  any 
objection  he  might  have  to  the  overruling  of  his 
demurrer  to  the  pleading  of  the  adverse  party  by 
pleading  over  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  this 
court  in  numerous  cases,  and  the  case  of  Allen 
v.  Plait,  eupra,  is  to  the  same  effect.  No  new 
principle  is  announced  in  the  case,  nor  does  the 
opinion  enlarge  the  office  of  a  demurrer.  No 
case  can  be  found  where  this  court  has  held  that 
the  party  whose  pleading  has  been  assailed  by 
a  demurrer,  and  a  favorable  ruling  had  in  favor 
of  the  pleading,  can  thereby  insist  that  such 
ruling  is  an  adjudication  of  the  law  of  the  case 
estopping  both  the  court  and  the  party  upon  an 
issue  joined  by  pleading  over 

See  Oamee  v.  Bobb,  8  Iowa,  108;  Lyon  v. 
PJKUZ,;14  Iowa,  288;  Smith  v.  Henry  County, 
15  Iowa,  885;  Freeman  v.  Hart,  61  Iowa,  525. 

One  acquires  no  right  of  property  in  ice 
formed  in  the  public  waters  simply  by  going 
upon  the  river  and  staking  it  out  or  preparing 
it  for  removal  by  cutting. 

Serrin  v.  Qrefe,  67  Iowa,  197;  Wood  Y.  Fow- 
ler, 26  Kan.  682;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  TJ.  S. 
824,  24  L.  ed.  224. 

All  rights  to  the  land  between  high  and  low 


water  mark,  except  that  of  absolute  title  sub- 
ject to  the  public  right  of  navigation,  belong 
to  the  riparian  owner. 

St.  Paul  &  Pat.  PL  Go.  v.  Schurmeier,  74 
TJ.  S.  7  Wall  287, 19  L.  ed.  78;  Tatee  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  497, 19  L.  ed.  984. 

Plaintiff  could  acquire  no  right  of  property 
to  the  ice  by  merely  going  upon  the  river  and 
staking  it  out  or  cutting  ft.  The  only  right  b% 
could  maintain  as  against  another  was  the* 
right  to  the  ice  actually  appropriated. 

Turley  v.  Tucker,  6  Mo.  588;  Murphy  v. 
Sioux  City  <&P.  B.  Go.  55  Iowa,  475;  Hun- 
gerford  v.  Bedford,  29  Wis.  845 ;  Lewie  v. 
Chicago,  M.  <fc  8t.  P.  B.  Co.  87  Iowa,  180 ; 
Welcfi  v.  Jenkt,  58  Iowa,  996. 

Beck,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the* 
court: 

1 .  The  plaintiff  and  another  were  engaged  in 
cutting  and  putting  up  ice  obtained  in  the 
Wapsepinecon  River, — not  a  navigable  stream, 
but  meandered  in  the  government  surveys  of 
the  public  lands,  and  therefore  its  bed  wa» 
never  disposed  of  by  the  government  by  sale* 
of  the  adjacent  land*  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  government  ever  transferred  in  any  man- 
ner the  bed  of  the  river.  The  plaintiff  and  hia 
business  associate,  not  being  the  riparian  own- 
ers, entered  upon  the  river,  and  cut  and  put  in 
an  icehouse  a  large  quantity  of  ice,  and  cut 
and  made  preparations  for  moving  other  ice  to* 
their  icehouse.  It  is  not  claimed  or  shown 
that  tbey  were  trespassers  upon  the  lands  of 
the  riparian  owners,  or  that  they'did  not  right- 
fully and  lawfully  obtain  access  to  the  river. 
The  defendant  In  this  suit  brought  an  action; 
to  enjoin  plaintiff  and  his  associate  from  gath- 
ering the  ice,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  ice.  This  claim  of  ownership, 
we  gather  from  the  abstract  and  arguments, 
was  based  upon  the  fact  that  he  was  the  ripa- 


the  owner  of  the  foe  formed  upon  the  water,  though 
the  icefield  is  made  by  flo wage  caused  by  a  milldam 
of  a  riparian  owner  below;  and  the  latter,  mali- 
ciously and  unnecessarily  drawing  the  water  from 
the  pond,  and  thus  destroying  the  toe  privilege,  is 
liable  in  damages  to  the  former.  Stevens  v.  Kelley, 
8  New  Bog.  Bep.  380, 78  Me.  44ft. 

The  owner  of  land  bordering  upon  a  flowing 
stream  may  detain  a  reasonable  portion  until  it 
freezes,  and  out  and  sell  the  Ice.  But  he  cannot  in- 
terfere with  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  water 
by  owners  below  him.  Myer  v.  Whitaker,  6  Abb. 
N.  C.  176;  8tevens  v.  Kelley,  supra. 

The  grantee  of  lands  under  navigable  water  In 
front  of  his  uplands  cannot  restrain  the  grantee  of 
similar  adjoining  lands  under  water  from  erecting 
thereon  dykes  which  will  prevent  him  from  towing 
ice  oakes  across  them  to  his  own  premises;  nor  can 
he  question  the  legality  of  such  structure.  Knick- 
erbocker Ice  Co.  v.  Shults,  116  N.  Y.  882. 

TUle  to  ice  formed  oh  private  waters. 

The  title  to  ice  is  the  same  as  the  title  to  the 
water  before  it  is  congealed.  Elliot  v.  Fitohburg 
R.  Co.  lOCush.191. 

Ice  forming  on  a  navigable  fresh-water  stream, 
the  bed  of  which  belongs  to  the  riparian  proprie- 
tors, is  their  property.  Washington  Ice  do.  v. 
Sbortall,  101 II).  46. 

Ice  forming  on  private  fresh-water  streams  and 
ponds  belongs  exclusively  to  the  riparian  proprie- 
tors, who  may  prevent  its  removal  by  others  with- 
out license.  Mill  River  Woolen  Mfg.  Go,  v.  Smith, 
12L.R.A. 


84  Conn.  462;  Edgerton  v.  Huff,  26  Ind.  86;  8tate  v» 
Pottmeyer,  80  Ind.  267, 88  Ind.  402;  Bates  v.  State* 
81  Ind.  72;  Lorman  v.  Benson,  8  Mich.  18.    ' 

The  owner  of  an  artificial  mill-pond  is  entitled,  s*> 
against  the  riparian  owners,  to  have  the  ice  which 
forms  thereon  remain  if  its  removal  will  apprecia- 
bly diminish  the  head  of  water  at  his  dam. 
Seeley  v.  Brush,  86  Conn.  419;  Myer  v.  Whitaker,  6fr 
flow.  Pr.  876;  Marshal  v.  Peters,  12  How.  Pr.  218. 

A  grant  of  the  right  to  flow  land  by  damming  a> 
stream  gives  to  the  grantee  the  exclusive,  right 
to  gather  the  ice  whioh  forms  on  the  pond  so  made. 
Myer  v.  Whltaker,  6  Abb.  N.  a  172,  criticised  in 
Dodge  v.  Berry,  26  Hun,  246, 26  Alb.  L.  J.  808. 

A  license  to  take  loe  from  a  pond  does  not  pass- 
title  to  the  ice  until  it  is  executed,  and  then  enly  la- 
the extent  to  which  it  is  executed  or  enjoyed. 
Baloom  v.  MoQuestien,  66  N.  H.  8L 

DamaoeifortrespamonfitfitM* 

Damages  are  recoverable  for  the  wanton  destrne* 
tion  of  ice  while  in  process  of  formation.  People's* 
Ice  Co.  v.  Steamer  Excelsior,  44  Mich.  229. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  a  wrongful  taking 
of  ice  from  another's  waters  is  the  value  of  the  ice- 
when  converted  and  ready  for  removal  and  sale. 
Washington  Ice  Co.  v.  Shortall,  101 DL  46, 26  Alb.  U 
J.  106. 

Parol  sals  o/ta 

lee  upon  a  pond  or  stream  is  of  such  an  ephem- 
eral nature  that  like  personal  property  it  may  be* 
sold  by  parol.   Higgins  v.  Kusterer,  41  Mich.  822. 
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rian  owner,  and  his  rights  as  such  extended  to 
and  covered  the  ice  in  the  stream.  The  cause 
was  tried  on  the  merits,  and  a  decree  entered 
dismissing  the  petition  and  dissolving  the  in- 
junction. Plaintiff  herein  has  acquired  all 
rights  in  the  subject  of  litigation  held  by  his 
associate.  The  defendant  herein  demurred  to 
plaintiff's  petition  on  the  ground  that  the  facts 
stated  do  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  relief;  that 
the  petition  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had 
any  special  right  to  cut  the  ice  other  than  what 
is  possessed  by  the  public  generally,  or  that  he 
owned  the  land  adjacent  to  the  river  at  the  lo- 
cality where  the  ice  was  cut,  and  that  he  ac- 
quired no  right  to  the  ice  by  cutting  the  same. 
The  demurrer  was  overruled,  defendant  ex- 
cepting; but  he  afterwards  pleaded  over  by  an- 
swer denying  the  allegations  of  the  petition. 
The  cause  was  submitted  upon  the  evidence  of 
plaintiff  establishing  the  facts  as  we  have 
stated  them.  Thereupon  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  defendant, 
holding  that  upon  the  undisputed  facts  plain- 
tiff could  not  recover. 

2.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  think  that,  as  de- 
fendant did  not  stand  upon  his  demurrer,  the  de- 
cision thereon  was  conclusive  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  district  court  erred  in  not  holding  that 
the  facts  proved,  which  conformed  to  the  alle- 
gations of  the  petition,  entitled  plaintiff  to  re- 
coyer;  that  a  contrary  holding  conflicts  with 
the  decision  on  the  demurrer,  which  should  be 
regarded  as  the  law  of  the  case.  We  think 
that  a  court  is  not  bound  by  a  prior  decision 
in  a  case  where  no  rights  have  been  acquired 
under  it,  and  may  change,  modify  or  overrule 
it  if  convinced  of  its  error.  Decisions  are  not 
to  be  regarded  as  unalterable  without  regard 
to  their  correctness.  However  desirable  it 
may  be  to  have  consistency  in  the  decisions  of 
a  court  in  the  same  case,  it  is  better  that  the 
court  correct  its  errors,  if  in  its  judgment  any 
have  occurred.  In  this  case  we  shall  presume 
the  court  below  declined  to  follow  the  ruling 
on  the  demurrer.  That  ruling  will  not  be  re- 
garded as  conclusive.  Jenkins  v.  Shields,  86 
Iowa,  526;  Standish  y.  Dote,  21  Iowa,  868; 
Norton  v.  Knapp,  64  Iowa,  112.  This  rule  is 
applicable  when  different  judges  make  succes- 
sive rulings  in  a  case.  The  last  judge  making 
a  ruling  ought  not  to  be  bound  by  a  prior  rul- 
ing of  another  judge  when  he  would  not  be 
bound  by  the  prior  ruling  had  he  made  it  him- 
self. *  It  is  here  that  courtesy  would  appear  to 
require  the  second  judge  to  conform  his  views 
to  those  of  the  first.  But  justice  may  demand 
quite  the  contrary,  and  its  demands  must  over- 
come the  requirements  of  courtesy. 

3.  If  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  do  not 
entitle  plaintiff  to  recover,  the  defendant  may 
demur  (Code,  &  2648,  par.  5),  or  move  in  arrest 
of  judgment  (Code,  §  2650;  Smith  v.  Burling- 
ton, C.  B.&N.B.  Co.  59  Iowa,  75;  Edgerly 
v.  Farmers  Ins.  Co.  43  Iowa,  587);  and  when 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  are  supported  by 
proof,  but  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
it  is  competent  for  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  Beaton  v. 
Binneman,  50  Iowa,  895. 

We  are  advised  of  no  rule  prevailing  in  this 
State  which  will  authorize  a  judgment  on  pe- 
tition and  proof  which  shows  no  legal  liability 
on  the  ground  that  a  demurrer  to  the  petition 
12  L.  R  A. 


was  overruled,  and  defendant  answered  over, 
denying  the  allegations  of  the  petition.  Thia 
is  the  point  presented  in  the  case. 

4.  We  are  to  determine  whether,  upon  the 
facts  we  have  recited,  defendant  is  liable  upon 
the  injunction  bond.  It  very  clearly  appears 
that,  as  there  was  a  breach  of  the  bond  which 
is  not  disputed,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  at  least 
nominal  damages,  though  he  suffered  no  special 
injury  from  being  deprived  of  the  ice,  for  the 
reason  that  he  had  no  right  to  it.  The  ques- 
tion of  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  at  least  nom- 
inal damages  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury. 

5.  But  in  our  opinion,  upon  the  facts  of  the 
case  above  recited,  plaintiff  did  have  a  right  to- 
and  property  in  the  ice  he  had  prepared  to  re- 
move, and  a  property  right  to  obtain  ice  out 
of  the  stream  pursuant  to  the  plan  upon  which 
he  was  working.  The  river,  while  not  nav- 
igable, was  meandered  in  the  government  sur- 
vey. The  bed  of  the  stream— the  land — never 
passed  out  of  the  proprietorship  of  the  United 
States  government,  and  the  riparian  owners 
had  no  right  or  interest  therein,  and  therefore 
had  no  exclusive  rights  to  the  ice  found  upon 
the  stream.  In  support  of  this  position,  see 
Serrin  y.  Grefe,  67  Iowa,  197. 

6.  The  United  States  retains  the  title  to  the 
bed  of  the  stream,  which  it  holds,  not  tot  dis- 
position nor  for  use  in  any  way  that  will  inter- 
fere with  the  rights  of  the  riparian  owners  and 
the  public  to  the  water  of  the  stream  and  its  uses 
for  all  proper  purposes.  It  cannot  be  claimed 
that  the  government  can  prevent  riparian  own- 
ers from  using  the  water  to  evolve  power  for 
mechanical  purposes,  for  domestic  use,  for  sup- 
plying towns  and  cities,  and  for  all  the  purposes 
for  which  water  may  be  lawfully  used.  Of 
course,  such  use  must  be  so  limited  and  re- 
stricted that  the  rights  of  riparian  owners  and 
of  all  others  holding  rights  to  the  water  shall 
not  be  interfered  with.  It  icannot  be  thought 
the  government  has  the  power  or  authority  to 
divert  the  stream,  dry  up  the  water,  or  so  con- 
taminate it  that  it  could  not  be  used  for  proper 
purposes.  The  government  has  no  more  prop- 
erty in  the  water  than  a  riparian  owner  or  the 
public.  The  beneficent  Creator  opened  *he 
fountains  which  filled  the  stream  for  the  bene- 
fit of  His  creatures,  and  has  bestowed  no  power 
upon  man  or  governments  created  bv  man  to 
defeat  His  beneficence.  Of  course,  toe  use  of 
the  water  may  be  regulated  by  the  State,  but  the 
State  may  not  forbid  its  use  to  the  people.  As 
streams  of  water  begin  ex  jure  naturm,  tbey 
are  subject,  as  to  course  and  use,  only  to  Nat- 
ure's laws.  The  maxim  of  the  common  law 
intended  to  protect  all  people  in  the  enjoyment 
of  Nature's  watercourses,  namely,  "ayua  cur- 
rit  et  debet  eurrere  ut  eurrere  soleiat*'  is  as  ob- 
ligatory upon  the  government  as  upon  the 
citizen.  Under  this  maxim  there  can  be  no 
restriction  upon  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
water  when  flowing  in  Nature's  stream.  Who- 
ever has  lawful  access  to  the  stream  flowing 
over  a  bed  owned  by  the  government,  and 
held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  may 
use  the  water  as  regulated  by  law.  In  the  case 
before  us  it  is  not  shown  nor  claimed  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  have  lawful  right  to  go  upon  the 
stream.  It  is  plain  that  the  same  rights  to  the 
ice  exist  which  may  be  held  to  the  water,  for 
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the  ice  is  water  in  another  form,— is  oon sealed 
water.  Its  uses  for  comfort,  luxury  and  health 
•re  known  and  demanded  everywhere.  It  can- 
not be  doubted  that,  in  accord  with  the  views  we 
have  expressed,  any  citizen  who  may  lawfully 
go  upon  the  stream  may  gather  ice  from  it 
under  the  regulations  prescribed  by  law.  He 
is  entitled  to  the  ice  be  prepares  by  his  labor 
to  be  removed.  It  is  plain  that  if  he  cuts  ioe 
for  transportation  to  his  ice-house,  another  can- 
hot  rob  him  of  his  labors  by  carrying  away 
his  ice;  and  it  is  plain  that  when  he  makes 
preparations  to  use  the  ice  upon  a  certain  part 
of  the  stream,  prepares  its  surface  for  cutting, 
erects  machinery  to  handle  the  ice,  makes 
walks  or  ways  for  workmen,  or  in  any  other 
proper  manner  indicates  the  part  of  the  stream 
which  he  occupies  in  his  operations,  which 
must  be  reasonable  in  extent  and  in  all  other 
respects,  he  has  a  property  right  to  the  occu- 
pation of  such  locality  during  the  ice  season, 
and  to  the  ice  formed  there.  When  men  are 
thrown  together  without  government  or  estab- 
lished rules  to  regulate  their  possessions  and 
use  of  the  land  they  occupy,  they  tacitly  as- 
sent to  just  such  rules  as  follow  from  the  doc- 
trines we  have  announced.  This  has  been 
done  by  settlers  and  miners  in  every  Territory 
of  the  Union,  as  well  as  in  every  land  where 
the  ideas  of  civilized  justice,  and  especially 
the  Anglo-Saxon  ideas  of  the  protection  of  in- 
dividual property,  prevail.  Shall  not  the 
courts,  where  there  is  established  government, 
recognize,  protect  and  enforce  rights  which 
are  instinctively  recognized  by  our  people  ? 
Indeed,  courts  are  established  to  enforce  and 
protect  all  rights  held  by  men  not  surrendered 
to  the  State,  thereby  promoting  order  and  peace 
of  the  State.  In  support  of  these  views  we 
cite  the  following  authorities:     Woodman  v. 


Pitman,  79  Me.  456,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  fi0o; 
People's  Ice  Go.  y.  8teamer  Excelsior,  44  Mich. 
229,  88  Am.  Rep.  246,  and  notes;  West  Box- 
bury  v.  Stoddard,  7  Allen,  158;  Paine  v.  Wood*, 
108  Mass.  100 ;  Angell,  Watercourses,  §£  74, 
03,  185,  586,  and  notes  to  each  section;  Biekey 
v.  Hazard,  8  Mo.  App.  480;  Wood  v.  Fowler, 
96  Kan.  682;  Brastow  v.  Boekpori  lee  Co.  77 
Me.  100;  Gaffe  v.  Bteinkrauss,  181  Mass.  222; 
BoweU  v.  Doyle,  Id.  474;  Lortnan  y.  Benton, 
8  Mich.  18, 77  Am.  Dec  485,  and  notes;  Brook- 

St.  Smith,  104  DL  429;  BrooMUe  &  M. 
dravlie  Co.  v.  Butler,  91  Ind.  184;  Biggin* 
y.  Kusterer,  41  Mich.  818.  See  27  Am.  L.  Reg. 
p.  240,  for  notes  to  the  case  of  Woodman  v. 
Pitman,  supra,  citing  some  other  < 


7.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Murphy 
v.  Sioux  Oity  &  P.  B.  Co.,  55  Iowa,  478,  and 
Turley  v.  Tucker,  6  Mo.  588,  and  other  cases 
cited  upon  the  same  point  by  counsel,  by  its 
facts.  In  these  cases  it  was  held  that  tres- 
passers upon  land,— government  or  private, — 
who  cut  grass  or  timber  for  removal,  acquired 
no  property  therein.  The  grass  and  amber 
are  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  are  permanent, 
and  not  subject,  as  water,  to  movement  and 
change.  The  owner  of  the  land  owns  the 
grass  and  trees.  But  the  owner  of  the  land 
over  which  a  stream  flows  does  not  own  the 
water  so  as  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  exclu- 
sive use  and  stop  its  flow.  He  may  lawfully 
enjoy  it  while  it  is  flowing  over  his  land. 
When  it  enters  the  land  of  another  he  loses  all 
interest  in  it  The  cases  cited  above  are  not 
applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case  before  us. 
These  considerations  lead  us  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  court  below  erred  in  withdrawing  the 
case  from  the  jury,  and  directing  a  verdict  for 
defendant. 

Beversed. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEAL8J 


Richard  D.  FISHER  et  al.,  Apple., 

v. 

Hiram  G.  DUDLEY  et  al.,    Supervisors   of 

Election. 


I — Md.. 


▲  candidate  nominated  independently 

by  the  requisite  number  of  voters  under  Code 
Gen.  Laws,  §  131,  who  has  also  been  nominated  by  a 
party  convention,  is  entitled  by  implication  to 
another  place  on  the  official  ballot  in  addition  to 
that  in  the  group  of  candidates  of  the  political 
party  which  has  nominated  him  in  convention. 

(June  IS,  189L) 

APPEAL  by  petitioners  from  an  order  of  the 
Baltimore  City  Court  denying  their  appli- 
cation for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  de- 
fendants to  place  the  name  of  a  candidate  for 
office  nominated  by  them  upon  the  official 
ticket  in  a  different  place  than  that  assigned  to 
him  as  a  nominee  of  the  Republican  party.  Be- 
versed. 


Norn.— For  decisions  as  to  the  proper  form  of 
ballots  under  the  recent  Election  Laws,  see  note  to 
Taloott  v.  Philbrlok  (Conn.)  10  L.  R.  A.  ISO 
12  L.  R.  A 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Alvey,  Ch.  J.,  and  Irving, 
Robinson,  Bryan,  Briscoe,  Miller,  McSherry 
and  Fowler,  JJ. 

Messrs.  J  omeph  Packard,  Jr.,  Charles) 
J.  Bonaparte  and  John  C.  Boss  for  ap- 
pellants. 

Messrs.  William  S.  Bryan,  Jr.,  and 
Peter  J.  Campbell  for  appellees. 

Irving,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

By  section  128  of  article  88  of  the  Code  of 
Public  General  Laws,  as  enacted  by  chapter 
588,  page  615,  of  the  Acts  of  the  General  As- 
sembly of  1890,  all  ballots  to  be  used  and  cast 
at  any  election  in  the  State  are  to  be  printed 
and  furnished  at  public  expense;  and  upon 
those  ballots  are  to  be  printed  the  names  of  the 
several  candidates,  according  to  directions  given 
in  succeeding  sections  enacted  by  the  same 
Act;  and  the  refusal  of  the  board  of  supervis- 
ors of  Baltimore  City  to  place  the  name  of  Ed- 
ward Stabler.  Jr.,  as  a  candidate  for  the  first 
branch  of  the  City  Council  of  Baltimore  Oity 
as  an  independent  candidate  in  a  separate  place 
and  column  other  than  the  column  containing 
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the 'names  of  candidates  of  the  Republican 
party  has  given  rise  to  this  proceeding.  The 
appellants  filed  their  petition  in  the  Baltimore 
City  Court,  representing  that  Edward  Stabler, 
Jr.,  had  been  nominated  by  more  than 200 citi- 
zens, including  the  petitioners,  all  of  whom  are 
registered  voters,  as  an  independent  candidate 
for  the  first  branch  of  the  city  council  of  Balti- 
more City;  that  they  are  not  Republicans,  and 
that  they  have  not  nominated  Mr.  Stabler  be- 
cause he  is  a  Republican,  but  wholly  irrespec- 
tive of  the  question  of  political  association; 
and  that  they  have  requested  that  the  name  of 
Mr.  Stabler  should  be  put  upon  the  ballot  in  a 
-different  place  from  the  column  containing  the 
nominations  of  the  Republican  party,  which 
party  had  also  nominated  Mr.  Stabler  as  a  candi- 
date for  the  same  place,  as  the  petitioners  and 
others  had  done,  by  a  paper  containing  more 
than  200  names;  but  that  the  Supervisors  of 
Election  had  refused  to  comply  with  their  re- 
quest, and  would  not  put  Mr.  Stabler's  name 
anywhere  but  in  the  Republican  group  and  un- 
der the  Republican  emblem;  wherefore  the  ap- 
pellants ask  for  a  mandamus  upon  the  Super- 
visors of  Election,  compelling  them  to  print 
the  name  of  Mr.  Stabler  on  the  official  ballots 
in  the  independent  group  of  candidates  for  the 
place  already  mentioned.  The  appellees  an- 
swered, denying  the  right  of  petitioners  to  have 
Mr.  Stabler's  name  printed  elsewhere  on  the 
ballot  than  in  the  Republican  group.  The  court 
•agreed  with  the  appellees,  and  overruled  the 
petitioners'  demurrer  to  the  defendants'  answer, 
and  refused  the  mandamus;  hence  this  appeal, 
-which  raises  the  following  questions  under  the 
new.  Election  Law:  (1)  If  two  or  more  politi- 
•cal  parties,  or  bodies  of  citizens,  calling  them- 
selves by  a  party  name,  nominate,  either  by 
conventions,  primary  elections  or  nomination 
papers,  the  same  man  as  a  candidate  for  the 
aame  office,  has  each  of  the  parties  who  nomi- 
nated him  the  right  to  have  his  name  printed 
on  the  official  ballots  under  the  name  of  such 
party  and  its  emblem,  if  it  has  selected  one  ? 
<2)  If  the  same  man  is  nominated  by  a  political 
party,  and  by  a  nomination  paper,  in  which 
no  party  name  is  set  forth,  have  the  persons 
•signing  the  nomination  papers  the  right  to  have 
the  name  of  their  candidate  printed  on  the  of- 
ficial ballot  in  another  place  than  under  the 
party  name  and  emblem  of  the  political  party 
bv  which  such  candidate  was  then  nominated? 
The  questions  thus  raised  depend  upon  the 
proper  construction  of  section  181  of  article  88, 
•as  enacted,  by  the  Act  of  1890,  chapter  58S, 
page  615,  already  mentioned,  in  conjunction 
with  sections  120  and  180.  Section  120  pro- 
vides that  any  convention,  as  hereinafter  de- 
fined, held  for  the  purpose  of  making  nomina- 
tions to  public  office,  and  also  registered  voters 
io  the  number  hereinafter  specified,  mav  nomi- 
nate candidates  for  public  offices  to  be  filled  by 
•election  within  the  State  or  any  parts  thereof. 
A  "convention"  is  then  defined,  and  it  is  also  de- 
clared in  that  section  that  nominations  may 
then  be  made  by  means  of  primary  elections 
without  the  intervention  of  any  convention. 
A  convention  under  this  section  must  represent 
an  organized  body  which  polled  at  the  late  gen- 
eral election  at  least  1  per  cent  of  the  entire 
vote  cast  in  the  State,  county,  ward,  or  other 
-division  for  which  the  nomination  is  made. 
12L.RA. 


Section  180  provides  how  a  nomination  by  a 
convention  or  by  a  primary  election  shall  be 
certified  and  for  the  addition  of  a  party  em  blem, 
and  what  that  may  be.  Section  181  says:  "A 
candidate  for  public  office  may  be  nominated 
otherwise  than  by  a  convention  or  primary  elec- 
tion in  the  manner  following:  A  nomination 
paper  containing  the  name  of  the  candidate 
nominated,  his  residence,  and  the  office  for 
which  he  is  nominated,  shall  be  signed  by  reg- 
istered voters"  residing  within  the  political  di- 
vision for  which  he  is  nominated;  and,  stating 
the  number  of  signatures  necessary  for  various 
offices,  it  names  not  less  than  200  names  as  nec- 
essary where  the  candidate  seeks  the  office 
which  Mr.  Stabler  does.  This  nomination 
paper  must  be  verified  by  affidavit  before  a  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace  that  the  signers  are  registered 
voters  of  the  district  or  precinct  in  which  they 
respectively  state  they  reside.  In  this  case  the 
petitioners'  paper  nomination  was  so  verified, 
and  was  so  stated  to  be  in  their  petition.  The 
appellees  contend  that  the  application  of  the 
appellants  was  unreasonable,  and  asked  that 
which  the  law  did  not  provide  for,  and  which, 
in  their  Judgment,  might  lead  to  great  incon- 
venience, and  result  in  a  candidate's  name  be- 
ing indefinitely  repeated  in  sundry  columns, 
which  they  contend  might  greatly  enlarge  the 
size  of  the  ballots  to  be  used  for  voting.  They 
insist  that  the  law  does  not  in  express  terms  en- 
title a  party  nominated  independently,  who 
may  also  have  been  nominated  by  a  political 
party,  to  appear  but  once  on  the  ballot,  and 
that  place  they  decided  in  this  case  should  be 
under  the  party  name  and  emblem.  Tbey  also 
say  that  there  is  no  reasonable  implication  of 
such  right  A  majority  of  this  court,  however, 
is  of  opinion  that  a  reasonable  construction  of 
the  law  does,  by  implication,  entitle  such  can- 
didate, when  nominated  independently  by  the 
requisite  number  of  voters,  to  a  place  on  the 
ticket  in  a  place  other  than  in  the  group  of  candi- 
dates of  the  political  party  which  may  also  have 
nominated  him.  The  law  does  not  design  to 
make  a  party  nomination  and  emblem  superior 
in  weight  or  respectability  to  the  nomination  of 
a  number  of  citizens  who  disregarded  party,  and 
not  desiring  to  be  considered  partisans,  have 
selected  a  man  as  their  candidate  for  office 
wholly  for  his  worth,  and  entirely  irrespective 
of  his  party  affiliation.  Desiring  to  rise  above 
party,  and  to  disown  relation  and  allegiance  to 
it,  they  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  vote  for 


a  man  as  a  Republican,  Democrat,  or  of  any 
other  party  name,  and  to  use  the  ticket  of  such 
party  and  its  emblem  to  accomplish  their  desire. 


And  a  man  who  has  accepted  the  nomination 
of  a  Republican  party  or  Democratic  party  or 
any  other  party  ought  not  to  be  denied  the 
privilege  and  benefit  of  accepting  the  nomina- 
tion of  registered  voters  who  do  not  desire  to 
vote  a  partisan  ticket.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  when  the  Legislature  gave  to  registered 
voters  in  certain  numbers  the  right  to  nominate 
a  candidate  by  paper  signatures  and  affidavit, 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  it  was  intended  to 
give  them  the  same  right  to  an  independent 
place,  separate  from  a  party  place,  as  was 
given  to  the  several  political  parties.  If  it 
should  so  happen  that  two  political  parties 
should  nominate  and  indorse  the  same  person 
for  a  particular  place  (which  has  sometimes 
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happened),  can  it  be  doubted  that  each  party 
bo  Dominating  should  be  and  would  be  entitled 
to  have  such  persons'  names  printed  In  the 
place  assigned  to  each  party?  Can  it  be  pos- 
sible that  the  Legislature  intended  to  give  the 
supervisors  the  nght  of  restricting  the  appear- 
ance of  such  persons'  names  to  a  place  on  the 
ballot,  and  selecting  under  which  party  name 
it  Bhould  so  appear?  Certainly  not;  and,  if 
not,  surely  there  is  no  greater  reason  for  their 
insisting  that  a  person  nominated  as  Mr.  Stabler 
was  shall  be  voted  for  only  as  a  partisan,  and 
not  also  as  an  independent  candidate  of  the 
persons  nominating  him  bv  paper,  who  are  not 
partisans,  and  not  Republicans  as  they  say  in 
their  petition,  and  do  not  desire  to  rote  as  if 
they  were.  We  do  not  see  that  this  construc- 
tion of  the  law  will  be  likely  to  lead  to  any 
such  inconvenience  as  is  suggested  bv  the  ap- 
pellees; for,  no  matter  by  how  many  independ- 
ent papers  of  the  requisite  number  of  reg- 
istered voters  persons  may  be  nominated,  still, 
having  no  party  name  or  emblem,  they  are  all 


to  be  classed)  as  Independents,  and  the  inser- 
tion of  the  candidates'  names  in  an  independ- 
ent column  would  seem  to  meet  all  the  require- 
ments of  the  law,  and  all  the  reasonable  de- 
mands of  the  candidates  so  nominated;  and  av 
separate  column  for  each  independent  candidate* 
so  nominated  would  not  seem  to  be  necessary. 
The  object  of  the  Legislature  would  seem  to  be- 
to  give  any  person  nominated  in  the  way  sug- 
gested, and  as  done  here,  a  place  other  than 
in  a  group  of  party  nominations,  with  which 
the  voters  making  the  nomination  did  not  desire- 
to  co-operate. 

The  election  being  long  passed  before  this- 
appeal  reached  this  court,  a  reversal  of  the  or- 
der and  the  granting  of  mandamus  will  bo 
nugatory,  because  the  order  cannot  be  exe- 
cuted; but  as  the  question  is  one  of  public  con- 
cern, and  the  opinion  of  this  court  is  desired 
for  the  future  guidance  of  the  Supervisors,  wo 
have  expressed  our  views,  and  in  accordance- 
with  them  the  order  must  be  reversed. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND   APPEALS. 


HOPPER,  Receiver  of  Universal  Rubber  Co., 

Appt., 

v. 

Susan  0.  LOVEJOY,  App 


Susan  C.  LOVEJOY,  Appt., 

v. 

HOPPER,  Receiver  of  Universal  Rubber  Co. 

(....N.J.  Bq. ) 

*TJnder  our  svet  respecting  conveyances, 

the  deed  of  a  corporation  aggregate  may  be  law- 
fully acknowledged  by  the  representative  of  the 
corporation  having  authority  to  execute  the 
deed  on  Its  behalf. 

(February  2, 180L) 

CROSS-APPEALS  from  a  decree  of  the 
Chaucery  Court  in  a  suit  brought  to  enforce 
certain  mortgages  executed  by  the  Universal 
Rubber  Company  against  its  property  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver.  Reversed  in  part.  Af- 
firmed in  part. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  A.  Q.  Garretson  and  Carlisle 
Norwood,  Jr.,  for  the  receiver. 

Messrs.  Collins  A  Corbin  and  Estes  for 
Susan  C.  Lovejoy. 

♦Head  note  by  Dxxov,  J. 


Note.— Corporation ;  execution  of  deed  by. 

The  seal  of  a  corporation  aggregate  affixed  to  a 
deed  is  of  Itself  prima  fade  evldenoe  that  it  was 
affixed  by  the  authority  of  the  corporation,  espec- 
ially if  proved  to  have  been  put  to  the  deed  by  an 
officer  who  was  intrusted  by  the  corporation  with 
the  custody  of  such  seal .  Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  Troy 
ft  L.  R.  Co.  7  Laos.  246;  Bowen  v.  Irish  Preeby.  Cong 
6  Bosw.  288. 

When  the  common  seal  is  affixed,  and  the  signa- 
tures of  the  proper  officers  are  proved,  courts  will 
presume  that  the  officers  did  not  exceed  their  au- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Dixon*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the* 
court. 

We  are  satisfied  with  the  decision  of  the 
learned  advisory  master  respecting  all  the  in- 
struments in  dispute,  except  the  chattel  mort- 
gage made  September  15,  1882,  by  the  Uni- 
versal Rubber  Company,  for  $7,000.  This 
he  held  to  be  inoperative  against  the  receiver 
of  the  Companytrepresenting  its  creditors,  be-, 
cause  it  was  not,  in  his  opinion,  lawfully  re- 
corded. The  supposed  illegality  of  the  rec- 
ord arose  from  the  fact  that  it  had  not  been* 
proved,  but  merely  acknowledged,  the  master 
thinking  that  our  Statutes  require  all  corpor- 
ate deeds  to  be  proved  by  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness in  order  to  be  recorded.  The  pertinent 
statutes  are  a  supplement  to  the  Act  concern- 
ing mortgages  (Pub.  Laws  1881,  p.  226), 
which  provides  that  no  chattel  mortgage  shall 
be  recorded,  unless  the  execution  thereof  shall; 
be  first  acknowleged  or  proved,  and  such  ac- 
knowledgment or  proof  certified  thereon,  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Act  respecting* 
conveyances ;  and  the  Act  respecting  convey- 
ances (Rev.  p.  152),  which  provides  that  any 
deed  may  be  recorded,  if  it  "shall  be  acknowl- 
edged by  the  party  or  parties  who  shall  have- 
executed  it,  the  officer  having  first  made  known 
the  contents  thereof  to  the  person  making  such 
acknowledgment,  and  being  also  satisfied  that 
such  person  is   the  grantor  mentioned  in  said 

thority,  and  the  seal  Itself  Is  prima  fade  evidence- 
that  it  was  affixed  by  proper  authority.  Ganan- 
dargua  Academy  v.  McKechnle,  90  N.  Y.  028;. 
Hoopes  v.  Auburn  Watoh  Works,  87  Hun,  668 ;  Mor- 
ris v.  KelL,  20  Minn.  684 ;  Conine  v.  Junction  ft  B^ 
W.  B.  Co.  8  Houst.  (Del.)  297;  New  England  Iron  Co. 
v.  Gilbert  Elev.  a  Co.  91 N.  Y.  164. 

It  lies  with  the  party  objecting  to  the  instrument 
so  sealed  to  show  that  the  seal  was  improperly  af- 
fixed. Whitney  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  <K  N.  Y.  577* 
Sheehan  v.  Davis,  17  Ohio  8t  681.  See  Jaoksonv. 
Campbell,  6  Wend.  578 ;  Kelly  v.  n»»m«",  96  U.  8L 
714, 24  L.  ed.  646. 
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•deed,  •  .  or  if  it  be  proved,  by  one  or  more  of 
the  subscribing  witnesses  to  it,  that  such  party 
or  parties  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  the  same 
as  his,  her  or  their  voluntary  act  and  deed." 
We  have  not,  as  in  some  States,  e.  g.,  Mary- 
land and  Missouri,  a  statute  relating  to  the  ac- 
knowledgment or  proof  of  corporate  deeds 
particularly  ;  but  no  doubt  exists  that,  under 
the  Act  respecting  conveyances,  the  deeds  of 
corporations  aggregate  can  be  lawfully  record- 
ed, and  therefore  can  be  lawfully  either  ac- 
knowledged or  proved.  The  opinion  adopted 
by  the  master  is  that  they  may  be  proved,  but 
cannot  be  acknowledged.  This  opinion  rests, 
I  suppose,  on  the  notion  that  the  corporation, 
the  party  executing  the  deed,  cannot,  in  pro- 
pria persona,  appear  befoie  the  officer,  be  in- 
formed by  him  of  its  contents,  and  there- 
upon acknowledge  its  execution.  But  a  sim- 
ilar difficulty  exists  with  regard  to  proving 
the  execution.  A  subscribing  witness  can- 
not swear  that  the  party,  the  corporation, 
in  propria  persona,  signed,  sealed  and  deliv- 
ered the  deed,  for  each  of  these  three  acts  must 
be  done  by  a  representative  of  the  corporate 
body.  If,  then,  the  Statute  implies  that  the 
representative  of  a  corporation  is  the  party  exe- 
cuting a  corporate  deed  for  the  purpose  of 
proof  by  a  subscribing  witness,  why  may  it 
not  also  imply  that  such  a  representative  is  the 
party  for  the  purpose  of  acknowledgment? 
The  Statute  must  receive  such  a  construction 
as  will  attain  its  manifest  object,  which  is  that 
all  conveyances,  whether  by  natural  or  artifi- 
cial persons,  may  be  recorded.  Hence  we  find 
that  in  Den  v.  Tunis,  26  N.  J.  L.  688,  this 
court,  speaking  by  Chief  Justice  Green,  said  : 
"A  corporate  deed  can  be  proved  only  by 
proving  that  the  seal  affixed  is  the  seal  of  the 
corporation,  or  that  it  was  affixed  as  the  cor- 
porate seal  by  an  officer  of  the  corporation,  or 
other  person  thereunto  duly  authorized." 
Such  proof  deviates  widely  from  the  language 
of  the  Statute,  which  calls  for  proof  of  acts  that 
arc  visible,  that  are  done  by  the  party  himself, 
and  that  per  se  constitute  the  execution  of  the 


deed ;  while  the  opinion  is  complied  with  by 
proof  of  matters  which  are  largely  the  infer- 
ences of  the  witness,  which  are  the  acts  merely 
of  an  agent  of  the  party,  and  which  constitute 
per  se  only  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed.  Applying  similar  liberality  of  construc- 
tion to  the  clause  of  the  Statute  authorizing 
acknowledgments,  it  will  embrace  corporate 
deeds.  The  act  says  the  officer  taking  the  ac- 
knowledgment must  be  satisfied  that  the  per- 
son executing  and  acknowledging  the  deed  is 
the  grantor  mentioned  in  it.  With  regard  to 
corporate  deeds,  he  must  therefore  be  satisfied 
that  such  person  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  the 
grantor  mentioned  in  it ;  that  is,  authorized  to 
represent  the  corporation  in  executing  and  ac- 
knowledging the  conveyance.  Being  so  satis- 
fled,  he  accepts  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
representative  as  that  of  the  grantor  itself. 
This  accords  with  the  view  expressed  in  other 
States  upon  like  enactments.  Thus  in  Merrill 
v.  Montgomery,  26  Mich.  78,  the  court  said,  as 
to  corporate  deeds :  "The  acknowledgment  is 
to  be  made  by  the  person  representing  the  cor- 
poration in  that  act"  And  in  Lotett  v.  Steam 
Sawmill  Asso..  6  Paige.  54,  8  L.  ed.  806,  Chan- 
cellor Walworth,  speaking  of  the  New  York 
Registry  Act,  which  required  deeds  to  be  ac- 
knowledged by  the  party  executing  the  same, 
said :  "The  officer  or  agent  of  a  corporation, 
who  executed  a  deed  in  the  name  of  the  cor- 
poration, by  affixing  thereto  the  impression  of 
the  common  or  corporate  seal  intrusted  to  his 
care,  is  the  party  executing  the  deed,  as  it  is 
impossible  that  a  corporation  aggregate  should 
execute  or  acknowledge  a  deed  in  person." 

Our  conclusion  is  that,  on  the  appeal  of  the 
receiver,  those  parts  of  the  decree  of  which 
they  complain  should  be  affirmed,  ana  on  the 
appeal  of  Susan  C.  Lovejoy,  that  part  of  the 
decree  which  holds  her  chattel  mortgage  above 
mentioned  invalid  against  the  receiver  should 
be  reversed,  and  that  part  which  relates  to  the 
amount  due  upon  her  mortgages  of  October 
27,  1887.  should  be  affirmed. 

Unanimous  on  both  points. 
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1.   A  warrant  to  compel  a  person  de- 
'    '  us  criminal  by  *  foreign 


government  to  appear  and  submit  to  a  pre- 
Bminary  examination  when  issued  by  a  county 
judge  under  Rev.  Stat,  •  6870,  although  he  styles 
himself  also  an  extradition  agent,  Is  not  invalid 
because  it  does  not  recite  the  source  of  his  author- 
ity to  issue  it. 

£•  A  complaint  made  under  oath  is  neces- 
sary to  authorise  a  warrant  to  compel  a  prelim- 
inary examination  of  a  person  demanded  by  a 
foreign  government  as  a  criminal. 

&.  Courts  most  take  Judicial  notice  of  a 
treaty  with  a  foreign  government. 

•4.  The  law  of  nation*  does  not  require 
the  surrender  of  a  fugitive,  whether  citi- 
zen or  alien,  to  a  foreign  government  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  treaty  stipulation  requiring  it. 
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d.  A  eitlsen  of  the  United  States  cannot 
be  surrendered  to  Mexico  as  a  fugitive 
under  the  Treaty  with  that  country  which  pro- 
vides that  "neither  of  the  contracting  parties 
shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  Its  own  oitiiena;"  the 
surrender  is  not  to  be  made  according  to  the  will 
or  discretion  of  the  executive,  but  only  when  re- 
quired by  the  Treaty. 

(April  2,1891.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
discharge  petitioner  from  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff  of  Nueces  County,  Texas,  by 
whom  she  was  detained  in  accordance  with 
certain  proceedings  instituted  for  the  purpose 
of  having  her  returned  to  Mexico  as  an  al- 
leged fugitive  from  justice.  Petitioner  dis- 
charged. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  George  R.  Scott  and  P.  R. 
Graves  for  petitioner. 
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Maxey,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opin- 
ion : 

On  the  26th  of  February,  1891,  a  petition, 
duly  verified  by  affidavit,  was  presented  to 
the  court  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Mary  Inez  Mc- 
Cabe, statins  that  she  had  been  arrested  by 
the  sheriff  of  Nueces  County,  Tex.,  and  was 
now  illegally  detained  and  restrained  of  her 
liberty.  It  is  alleged  in  the  petition  that 
the  petitioner  was  born  in  Bandera  County, 
Tex. ,  of  parents  of  American  birth ;  that  her 
husband,  H.  T.  McCabe,  was  born  in  the 
State  of  Illinois,  of  parents  of  American 
birth,  and  that  both  sue  and  her  husband 
have  continued  to  be  and  are  now  citizens  of 
the  United  States.  The  further  allegations 
are  made : 

u  That  since  the  18th  day  of  February,  A. 
D.  1891,  she  has  been  unlawfully  and  ille- 
gally restrained  of  her  liberty  by  one  Patrick 
Whelan,  sheriff  of  Nueces  County,  and  who 
pretends  to  be  acting  under  and  by  the  au- 
thority of  a  certain  Treaty  and  convention 
between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  republic  of  Mexico,  of  date  the  11th  of 
December,  1861,  and  by  virtue  of  certain 
telegraphic  and  other  pretended  writs   and 

Eapers  from  a  pretended  officer,  who  styles 
imself  the  county  jud^e  of  Cameron  County, 
and  extradition  agent,  County  of  Cameron, 
and  the  copies  of  the  which  said  papers  and 
process  are  hereto  attached." 

After  reciting  other  facts,  not  necessary  to 
consider,  the  petition  prays  for  the  issuance 
of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  Among  the 
papers  attached  as  exhibits  to  the  petition, 
the  only  one  deserving  of  notice  is  the  writ 
issued  by  Judge  Forto  in  the  following  form : 

"The  United  States  of  America. 

aThe  State  of  Texas  to  the  Sheriff  or  any 
Constable  of  Nueces  County,  Texas,  greeting : 
Whereas,  pursuant  to  the  exising  treaty  be- 
tween the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
republic  of  Mexico  for  the  extradition  of 
criminal  fugitives  from  justice  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  the  Hon.  Lamon  F. 
Flores,  judge  in  and  for  the  Third  Judicial 
District  of  the  state  of  Tamaulipas,  and 
extradition  agent  in  and  for  said  district  in 
said  state  of  Tamaulipas,  republic  of  Mexico, 
has  made  requisition  and  application  in  due 
form  to  me,  E.  C.  Forto,  county  judge  of  Cam- 
eron County,  Texas,  and  extradition  agent, 
for  the  arrest  of  Maria  Inez  McCabe,  who 
stands  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder,  al 
leged  to  have  been  committed  in  the  Town  of 
Reynosa,  within  the  Third  Judicial  District, 
as  aforesaid,  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1890\ 
by  feloniously  killing  one  Max  Stem,  at  such 
time  and  place,  and  that  the  said  Maria  Inez 
McCabe  has  fled  from  the  custody  of  the 
proper  officers  in  the  City  of  Matamoras,  In 
said  state  of  Tamaulipas,  and  has  taken  ref- 
uge in  this  State  of  Texas,  from  the  laws 
and  justice  of  the  state  of  Tamaulipas  as 
aforesaid.  And  whereas,  it  appears  proper 
that  the  said  Maria  Inez  McCabe  should  be 
apprehended,  as  requested  in  said  requisition 
and  application  made  by  the  said  judge  of 
the  Third  Judicial  District  of  the  said  state 
of  Tamaulipas,  and  extradition  agent  as 
aforesaid,  on  the  14th  day  of  February, 
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1891,  and  that  the  said  charge  preferred 
against  her,  the  said  Maria  Inez  McCabe,  be 
examined  in  the  manner  provided  for  by  law  .- 
Now,  I,  E.  C.  Forto,  county  judge  of  Cam- 
eron County,  Texas,  and  extradition  agent, 
do  hereby  command  you  to  arrest  the  said1 
Maria  Inez  McCabe,  if  to  be  found  in  your 
county,  and  bring  her  before  me  as  such 
county  judge  of  said  Cameron  County,  Texas, 
and  extradition  agent,  at  my  office  in  the 
City  of  Brownsville,  in  the  said  County  of 
Cameron,  and  State  of  Texas,  forthwith,  then- 
and  there  to  answer  the  said  requisition  and 
application  for  arrest  and  extradition,  aa 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  necessary  proceeding* 
may  be  had  in  pursuance  to  law,  in  order 
that  the  criminality  of  the  said  Maria  Inez; 
McCabe  may  be  heard  and  considered,  and, 
if  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge,, 
that  she  may  be  surrendered  under  the  law. 
Herein  fail  not,  but  of  this  writ  make  due 
return,  showing  how  you  have  executed  the 
same. 

"Witness  my  official  signature,  and  the 
seal  of  the  Country  Court  of  the  County  of 
Cameron,  at  my  office  in  the  City  of  Browns- 
ville, Texas,  on  this  16th  day  of  February,. 
A.  D.  1891. 

(Signed)  "E.  C.  Forto. 

a  County  Judge  and  Extradition  Agents 
Cameron  County,  Texas." 

On  the  day  the  petition  was  presented,  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  directed  to  be 
issued  to  SherifT  Whelan,  and  a  certiorari 
to  Judge  Forto,  and  the  order  of  court  further 
directed  the  clerk  to  transmit  a  copy  of  the 
order,  by  registered  mail,  to  the  consul  of  the 
republic  of  Mexico,  resident  at  Brownsville. 
The  writs  to  the  county  judge  and  sheriff, 
respectively,  were  made  returnable  the  17th 
of  March,  1891,  on  which  day  the  sheriff 
produced  the  prisoner  before  the  court,  and 
made  return  to  the  habeas  corpus,  the 
material  portion  of  which  is  in  the  follow- 
ing words: 

"In  obedience  to  the  within  writ,  I  hereby 
produce  before  the  Hon.  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Western  District 
of  Texas  Mary  Inez  McCabe,  and  attach 
hereto  the  writ  of  E.  C.  Forto,  county  judge 
of  Cameron  and  extradition  agent,  upon* 
which  authority  I  had  and  held  the  said  Mary 
Inez  McCabe  at  the  time  of  service  upon  me 
of  the  within  writ  of  habeas  corpus." 

The  writ  of  certiorari  was  not  served  upon 
the  county  judge  in  Cameron  County,  but  in. 
Austin,  and  only  a  few  days  before  the  day 
set  for  the  hearing.  His  sworn  answer  shows- 
that  it  was  impracticable  for  him  to  procure 
copies  of  the  proceedings  had  before  him  in 
time  for  the  17th ;  and,  to  avoid  further  de- 
lay, the  following  statement  made  by  Judge 
Forto,  and  on  file  among  the  papers  of  the 
cause,  was  accepted  as  a  sufficient  return  to- 
the  writ: 

"That  the  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  Mm. 
M.  I.  McCabe  was  based  on  a  requisition 
made  by  the  district  judge  and  extradition* 
agent  at  Matamoras,  Mexico.  That  said  re- 
quisition charges  the  said  M.  I.  McCabe  with 
having  committed  the  crime  of  murder,  a» 
recited  in  said  warrant.  That  said  requisi- 
tion is  not  certified  to  by  the  American  con- 
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ml  residing  at  Matamoras,  Mexico,  and  that 
it  came  to  me  through  the  Mexican  consul  at 
Brownsyille. 

**  As  directed  by  the  order  of  court,  the  clerk 
transmitted  by  registered  mail  a  copy  of  the 
order  before  mentioned  to  the  Mexican  con- 
sul at  Brownsville,  and  his  reply,  acknowl- 
edging receipt,  is  now  on  file." 

ft  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  warrant  for 
the  arrest  of  the  prisoner  waspredicated  upon 
the  requisition  made  by  Hon.  Lamon  F. 
Floras,  federal  judge  of  the  Third  District 
of  the  state  of  Tamaulipas  and  acting  as  ex- 
tradition agent  for  said  district.  And  the 
sheriff  of  Nueces  County  was  commanded  by 
the  warrant  to  arrest  Mrs.  McCabe,  and  take 
her  before  the  county  judge  of  Cameron 
County,  "  then  and  there  to  answer  the  said 
requisition  and  application  for  arrest  and  ex- 
tradition." Judge  Forto  had  before  him  no 
u  complaint  made  under  oath"  charging  the 
prisoner  with  crime,  nor  was  there  in  fact 
presented  to  him  any  complaint,  document 
or  other  paper  as  a  predicate  for  the  warrant, 
except  the  requisition  of  Judge  Flores.  The 
only  step  taken  by  the  county  judge  was  the 
issuance  of  the  warrant  of  arrest.  Thence- 
forth he  performed  no  official  act  in  relation 
to  the  proceeding.  At  the  hearing  on  the  17th 
inst.,  which  was  ex  parte,  no  one  appearing 
for  the  Mexican  government,  the  only  evi- 
dence introduced  by  the  prisoner  was  on  the 
question  of  citizenship,  and  from  the  proof 
it  clearly  appears  that  both  she  and  her  hus- 
band are  now,  and  have  been  continuously 
since  their  births,  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  The  court  desires  here  to  state  that  the 
expression  of  its  views  will  be  limited  solely 
to  the  objections  urged  by  counsel  for  peti- 
tioner. Other  questions,  as  those  affecting 
the  regularity  and  validity  of  the  requisition 
emanating  from  Judge  Flores,  and  the  com- 
petency of  the  sheriff  of  a  county  to  execute 
a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  pursuant  to  the  ex- 
tradition statutes,  and  perhaps  some  others, 
which  are  suggested  by  the  proceedings  in 
this  case,  will  be  passed  over,  and  their  con- 
sideration reserved.  Upon  the  foregoing  rec- 
ord the  question  arises,  Shall  the  prisoner 
be  discharged,  or  remanded  to  custody  to  be 
dealt  with  by  the  proper  authorities,  as  the 
laws  of  extradition  and  the  Treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  the  republic  of  Mexico 
direct?  Her  counsel  insist  upon  an  imme- 
diate discharge,  and  assign  in  support  of 
their  contention  three  specified  grounds :  (1) 
the  warrant  which  issued  for  the  arrest  of 
the  petitioner  is  void,  because  it  fails  to  dis- 
close upon  its  face  that  the  officer  issuing  it 
was  duly  authorized  for  that  purpose  by  the 
chief  executive  of  Texas ;  (2)  the  warrant  is 
without  validity  for  the  further  reason  that 
it  was  not  based  upon  a  complaint  made 
under  oath ;  (8)  the  petitioner,  being  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States,  cannot  lawfully  be 
surrendered  to  the  authorities  of  Mexico  for 
punishment  for  crime  committed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  latter  republic. 

The  first  point  requiring  the  consideration 
of  the  court  is  whether  the  questions  sug- 
gested by  the  objections  of  counsel  are  raised 
in  such  manner  as  to  be  reviewable  on  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus.  It  is  settled  law  that  a 
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writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  a  case  of  extradition 
cannot  perform  the  office  of  a  writ  of  error. 
Employing  the  language  of  the  supreme- 
court  :  "The  main  question  to  be  considered 
upon  such  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  must  be, 
'Had  the  commissioner  jurisdiction  to  hear 
and  decide  upon  the  complaint  made  by  the 
Mexican  consul?'— and,  also,  Was  there- 
sufficient  legal  ground  for  his  action  in  com- 
mitting the  prisoner  to  await  the  requisition 
of  the  Mexican  authorities?"  Benson  v.  Me- 
Mohan,  127  U.  8.  462,  82  L.  ed.  286. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  enter  upon  a 
discussion  of  the  proposition,  and  the  court 
will  content  itself,  after  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  authorities,  with  the  statement 
of  the  conclusion  that  the  questions  in  thia 
case  are  properly  presented,  and  require  a 
distinct  ruling.  Be  Lute  Oteitay  v.  Cortes, 
136  U.  S.  880,  84  L.  ed.  464;  Benson  v.  Jfe» 
Mohan,  supra;  Be  MacdonneU,  11  Blatchf. 
170;  U.  S.  Rer.  Stat.  §761. 

The  objections  of  counsel  will  be  treated 
in  the  order  of  their  presentation. 

1.  Should  it  appear  upon  the  face  of  the- 
warrant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  petitioner 
that  the  county  judge  was  duly  authorized 
by  the  chief  executive  of  Texas  to  act  as  a 
committing  magistrate?  This  contention  ol 
counsel  originates  in  a  misconception  of  the* 
respective  duties  of  a  judicial  officer,  pre- 
scribed by  the  Statute,  and  those  of  a  purely 
executive  or  administrative  officer,  as  con- 
templated by  the  Treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  republic  of  Mexico,  concluded  at 
Mexico  December  11,  1861,  and  proclaimed 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  June- 
2U,  1862.  12  Stat,  at  Large,  1109.  Th» 
functions  of  the  two  officials  are  altogether 
distinct  and  different  in  their  character.  The 
judicial  officer  acts  in  obedience  to  the  general 
laws  regulating  the  international  extradition 
of  fugitives  from  justice,  which  supply  the 
requisite  judicial  machinery  to  enable  the 
national  chief  executive  to  discharge  the  ob- 
ligations resting  upon  our  government  pur- 
suant to  treaty  stipulations,  thus  investing 
him  with  the  necessary  power  to  preserve 
the  national  faith  and  protect  the  honor  and 
dignity  of  the  government.  On  the  other 
hand,  that  state  executive  officer,  under  the- 
Treaty  with  Mexico,  is  indebted  solely  to  the- 
Treaty  for  whatever  power  or  authority  be 
may  possess,  and  his  rights  and  correspond- 
ing duties  are  plainly  limited  and  prescribed 
by  its  stipulations.  While  by  force  of  the 
Statute  and  Treaty  combined  the  functions 
of  both  officers  may  devolve  upon,  and  be 
exercised  by,  one  and  the  same  individual, 
as  appears  to  be  the  case  here,  there  is  no- 
necessary  relation  between  them.  The  indi- 
vidual may  act  in  a  dual  capacity,  but  not 
necessarily.  The  two  high  contracting  par- 
ties deemed  it  wise,  in  stipulating  tor  the 
requisition  and  surrender  of  fugitives  who- 
had  committed  crimes  in  the  frontier  States, 
to  clothe,  in  addition  to  the  president,  certain 
state  officers  with  authority  to  act  in  that 
behalf.  While  thus  acting,  they  are  in  no* 
proper  sense  judicial  officers,  nor  performing 
a  judicial  duty.  In  making  the  requisition 
they  simply  demand  the  surrender  of  a  fugi- 
tive, and  in  effecting  the  surrender  they  ae~ 
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liver  him  up  to  the  proper  authorities  after 
a  prior  judicial  preliminary  examination. 
It  may  be  said— and  at  this  day  the  soundness 
of  the  assertion  will  scarcely  be  doubted— that 
neither  national  nor  state  executive  possesses 
the  power,  under  the  Treaty  with  Mexico, 
to  surrender  a  fugitive  to  the  Mexican  au- 
thorities until  a  warrant  has  been  judicially 
issued  for  his  arrest,  and  an  examination  had, 
.to  the  end  that  evidence  of  criminality  may 
tya  heard  and  considered.  No  such  extraordi- 
nary power  will  be  found  in  the  Treaty,  and 
none  such  has  place  in  the  Statutes  passed  in 
«id  of  and  to  enforce  our  treaty  obligations 
with  foreign  powers  for  the  extradition  of 
fugitive  criminals.  Reference  to  the  Statutes 
and  Treaty  will  verify  the  correctness  of  the 
foregoing  views,  and  demonstrate  the  fallacy 
of  the  position  assumed  by  counsel .  u  W  hen- 
«ver, "  the  Statute  provides,  u  there  is  a  treaty 
or  convention  for  extradition  between  the 
government  of  the  United  States  and  any 
foreign  government,  any  justice  of  the  su- 
preme court,  circuit  judge,  district  judge, 
commissioner  authorized  so  to  do  by  any  of 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  or  pudge  of 
&  court  of  record  of  general  jurisdiction  of 
any  State,  may,  upon  complaint  made  under 
oath,  charging  any  person  found  within  the 
limits  of  any  State,  district,  or  Territory, 
with  having  committed  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  such  foreign  government  any  of 
the  crimes  provided  for  by  such  treaty  or  con- 
vention, issue  hi 8  warrant  for  the  apprehen- 
sion of  the  person  so  charged,  that  he  may 
be  brought  before  such  justice,  judge  or 
•commissioner,  to  the  end  that  the  evidence 
of  criminality  may  be  heard  and  considered. 
If.  on  such  hearing,  he  deems  the  evidence 
-sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  under  the 
provisions  of  the  proper  treaty  or  convention, 
he  shall  certify  the  same,  together  with  a 
•copv  of  all  the  testimony  taken  before  him, 
to  the  secretary  of  state,  that  a  warrant  may 
issue  upon  the  requisition  of  the  proper  au- 
thorities of  such  foreign  government,  for  the 
surrender  of  such  person,  according  to  the 
stipulations  of  the  treaty  or  convention  ;  and 
he  shall  issue  his  warrant  for  the  commit- 
ment of  the  person  so  charged  to  the  proper 
jail,  there  to  remain  until  such  surrender 
shall  be  made."    Rev.  Stat.  §  5270. 

As  provided  by  the  Statute,  three  classes 
•of  judicial  officers  may  issue  warrants  for 
the  apprehension  of  fugitives  in  proper  cases 
arising  under  treaties,— federal  judges,  judges 
of  state  courts  of  record  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion, and  commissioners  authorized  so  to  do 
by  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  absence  of  treaty  provisions  upon  the 
subject,  the  warrant  of  arrest  must  be  issued 
by  the  official  designated  in  the  Statute.  The 
Treaty  with  Mexico  is  silent  upon  the  point 
But  counsel  invoke  article  4  in  support  of 
their  contention.     It  is  there  provided: : 

uOn  the  part  of  each  country,  the  surren- 
der of  fugitives  from  justice  shall  be  made 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  executive  there- 
of, except  in  the  case  of  crimes  committed 
within  the  limits  of  the  frontier  States  or  Ter- 
ritories, in  which  latter  case  the  surrender 
may  be  made  by  the  chief  civil  authority 
thereof,  or  such  chief  civil  or  judicial  author- 
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ity  of  the  districts  or  counties  bordering  on 
the  frontier  as  may  for  this  purpose  be  duly 
authorized  by  the  said  chief  civil  authority 
of  the  said  frontier  States  or  Territories ;  or 
if,  from  any  cause,  the  civil  authority  of  such 
State  or  Territory  shall  be  suspended,  then 
such  surrender  may  be  made  by  the  chief 
military  officer  in  command  of  such  State  or 
Territory. " 

As  before  explained,  the  authority  con- 
ferred by  article  4  upon  state  officers  is  of  an 
executive  character;  and  it  may  be  that, 
when  the  final  act  of  surrender  is  made, 
which  is  the  only  duty  contemplated  by  the 
article,  the  order  issued  for  the  purpose  by 
the  M  chief  civil  or  judicial  authority  of  the 
districts  or  counties  bordering  on  the  fron- 
tier, "  should  affirmatively  show  that  the  offi- 
cer effecting  the  surrender  was  duly  author- 
ized by  the  chief  executive  of  the  State. 
But  in  this  case  no  order  for  the  surrender 
of  the  petitioner  has  been  issued,  nor  was 
one  necessary  or  appropriate.  The  exigency 
had  not  arisen  which  demanded  it.  The 
warrant  which  was  issued  by  the  county 
judge  was  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the 
petitioner  to  appear  and  submit  to  a  prelim- 
inary examination ;  and  the  fact  that  it  was 
issued  by  an  officer  who  styles  himself 
u  county  judge  and  extradition  agent,  Cam- 
eron County,  Texas,"  is  of  no  consequence. 
In  performing  the  act  the  function  was  judi- 
cial, not  executive.  No  extradition  agent, 
as  such,  could  issue  a  warrant  of  that  nature ; 
and,  when  the  duty  is  performed  by  a  proper 
state  judge,  the  Statute  makes  it  no  more 
incumbent  upon  him  to  recite  in  the  warrant 
the  source  of  his  authority  than  it  does  in 
those  cases  where  the  warrant  issues  by  an 
associate  justice,  circuit  or  district  judge  of 
the  United  States.  To  sustain  their  views 
counsel  refer  to  the  case  of  Be  KeUey,  '25  Fed. 
Rep.  268.  In  that  case  it  is  held  that  the 
proceeding  instituted  under  the  Statute  and 
Treaty  with  Great  Britain  is  special,  "and 
the  fact  that  the  commissioner  (meaning 
United  States  commissioner)  who  issued  the 
warrant  is  authorized  so  to  do  is  jurisdic- 
tional, and  must  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
warrant."  See  also  Be  Fatez,  7  Blatchf.  34; 
Ex  parte  Lane,  6  Fed.  Rep.  84 ;  Spear,  Extra- 
dition, 252,  268. 

The  correctness  of  the  doctrine  announced 
in  the  cases  cited  is  not  challenged.  It  ap- 
plies strictly  to  commissioners,  who  have 
statutory  power  to  act  only  when  "  authorized 
so  to  do  by  any  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States. "  It  has  already  been  shown  that  no 
limitation  of  that  kind  applies  to  state  judges 
of  the  class  designated  in  the  Statute.  The 
authorities    invoked   by   counsel   are  alto- 

§  ether  inapplicable,  having  no  reference  to 
ae  precise  point  here  involved.  Upon  the 
first  question  submitted,  the  court  is  of  opin- 
ion that  the  position  taken  by  counsel  for  the 
petitioner  is  manifestly  untenable. 

2.  .The  second  ground  of  objection  assumes 
that  the  warrant  cannot  legally  issue  by  the 
committing  magistrate  in  the  absence  of  a 
complaint  made  under  oath.  Hie  Statute, 
which  names  the  state  judge  as  a  proper  offi- 
cer to  issue  the  warrant,  also,  in  the  same 
section,  makes  the  sworn  complaint  a  prere- 
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quisite  to  its  issuance.  It  is  provided  by 
the  Statute  that  the  officer  designated  "may, 
upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  charging 
any  person,  .  .  .  issue  his  warrant  for 
the  apprehension  of  the  person  so  charged." 
"This  shows, •  says  Judge  Mitchell,  "that 
without  a  sufficient  complaint  on  oath  there 
is  no  Jurisdiction  to  issue  the  warrant.  * 
Further,  he  says:  "It  was  argued  that  on 
habeas  corpus  the  judge  should  not  go  beyond 
the  warrant,  and  if  that  were  regular  he  should 
not  remand  the  prisoner.  The  answer  to  this 
is  that  the  commissioner  has  no  power  to  issue 
the  warrant,  and  no  Jurisdiction  under  the  Act 
of  Congress,  until  a  complain  ton  oath  be  made 
before  him.  Those,  therefore,  who  oppose 
the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  in  order  to  show 
that  there  is  a  valid  warrant  are  bound  to 
show  that  it  was  issued  on  such  complaint 
on  oath,  and  to  show  this,  they  must  produce 
the  complaint.  If  when  produced  it  shows 
its  original  invalidity,  it  must  fall  to  the 
ground  and  the  warrant  with  it."  Be  Heil- 
boun,  1  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  486.  See  also  Be 
Faree\  eupra;  Be  Eenrich,  5  Blatchf.  414; 
Bob  parte  Lane,  eupra;  Be  Both,  15  Fed.  Hep. 
507 ;  Whart.  Conn.  Law,  g  848 ;  Spear,  Ex- 
tradition, p.  250 ;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  628,  and  note. 

Authorities  to  show  that  the  warrant  should 
be  supported  by  affidavit  would  seem  to  be 
superfluous.  The  language  of  the  Statute  is 
susceptible  of  but  a  single  construction,  and 
that,  by  its  terms,  a  sworn  complaint  is  in- 
dispensable as  a  basis  for  the  warrant,  ad- 
mits of  no  question.  In  this  respect  the 
warrant  cannot  be  aided  by  the  Treaty,  for 
the  sufficient  reason  that  the  latter  does  not 
supply  ox  provide  for  the  machinery  neces- 
sary to  carry  into  effect  the  obligations  of 
the  respective  governments.  It  is  immaterial 
to  the  present  inquiry  thatan  eztraditionagent 
may  have  authority,  under  articles  2  and  4 
of  the  Treaty,  to  make  a  requisition  and 
effect  a  surrender.  Neither  these  articles  nor 
others  of  the  Treaty  give  him,  as  such,  or 
otherwise,  power  to  issue  warrants  for  the 
apprehension  of  a  fugitive,  the  authority  in 
that  behalf  being  derived  from  the  Statute. 
No  complaint  having  been  made  under  oath 
charging  the  petitioner  with  crime,  the  war- 
rant issued  by  the  county  Judge  must  be  held 
invalid. 

8.  Does  the  Treaty  with  Mexico  authorize 
the  surrender  of  an  American  citizen  to  the 
Mexican  government  for  punishment  for 
•crime  committed  within  the  Jurisdiction  of 
that  republic?  The  Judiciary  is  rarely  called 
upon  to  decide  questions  of  more  magnitude 
and  importance  than  those  arising  under 
treaty  engagements  involving  the  reciprocal 
rights  and  duties  of  independent  govern- 
ments. The  court  therefore  approaches  with 
•diffidence  the  performance  of  so  delicate  a 
•duty,  and  has  exercised  in  this  case  unusual 
care  and  diligence  in  the  endeavor  to  reach 
a  just  conclusion, — just  to  the  two  high  con- 
tracting parties,  and  just  to  the  petitioner, 
whose  liberty  is  imperiled.  It  is  believed 
that  this  precise  Question  has  not  been  de- 
termined by  any  of  the  courts,  state  or  fed- 
-eral.  In  the  case  of  Benson  v.  McMahon, 
eupra,  the  supreme  court  had  under  con- 
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sideration  certain  clauses  of  the  Treaty  with 
Mexico,  but  this  point  was  not  involved. 
The  report  of  that  case  fails  to  disclose  the 
citizenship  of  Benson,  who  was  committed 
for  extradition,  and,  presumably,  he  was  not 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  The  subject 
of  the  extradition  of  criminals  has  been  a 
proliflo  source  of  discussion  by  jurists,  pub- 
licists, writers  upon  international  law  and 
the  executive  departments  of  independent 
states ;  and,  while  the  discussions  disclose  a 
conflict  of  opinion  as  to  the  duty  imposed 
by  the  laws  of  nations  touching  the  surrender 
by  one  nation  to  another  of  fugitives  from 
the  justice  of  the  latter,  the  almost  unbroken 
current  of  American  authority  and  the  prac- 
tice of  our  own  government  go  to  show  that 
the  obligation  to  surrender  does  not  exist  in 
the  absence  of  treaty  engagements  to  that 
effect.  In  1885  Judge  Barbour,  afterwards 
associate  justice  of  the  supreme  court,  had 
occasion  to  consider  the  question  in  the  case 
of  Jose  Ferreira  doe  Santoe,  2  Brock.  498. 
Referring  to  the  opinions  of  Grotius,  Burla- 
maqui,  fieineccius,  Vattel,  Puffendorf  and 
other  writers  and  publicists,  the  learned 
judge  adopts  the  view  of  Puffendorf,  which 
he  declares  to  be,  "that  the  obligation  to 
deliver  up  a  criminal  is  rather  in  virtue  of 
some  treaty  than  in  consequence  of  a  common 
and  indispensable  obligation. *  On  page  609, 
after  a  reference  to  certain  treaties  between 
France  and  other  foreign  powers,  he  proceeds : 
a  Why,  let  me  ask,  were  all  these  treaties  in 
ancient  and  modern  times?  I  answer,  either 
because  the  opinion  of  Puffendorf  was  con- 
sidered right,  that  without  a  treaty  stipula- 
tion there  was  no  obligation  to  surrender,  or, 
at  least,  the  question  was  so  unsettled,  the 
respective  rights  and  obligations  of  nations 
so  indeterminate,  and  the  refusal  on  the  part 
of  nations  to  surrender  so  frequent,  that  with- 
out a  treaty  there  was  no  obligation  at  all, 
or  none  of  any  sort  of  practical  value ;  for 
what  is  this  imperfect  obligation  of  which 
the  writers  speak?  It  is  the  right  of  one  to 
ask,  which  involves  the  right  of  the  other  to 
refuse,  and,  as  applied  to  this  particular  sub- 
ject, the  refusal  had  become  so  common  as 
to  be  almost  the  habitual  practice,  until 
treaties  were  formed  concerning  it." 

lie  then  examines  the  practice  of  our  own 
and  foreign  governments,  in  reference  to  the 
subject  of  extradition  of  fugitives,  and  con- 
cludes, on  page  518,  with  the  expression  of 
opinion  "that  the  government  of  the  United 
States  are  not  under  any  obligation  to  deliver 
the  prisoner,  in  the  absence  of  any  treaty 
stipulation." 

Holmes  v.  Jennison  came  before  the  Supreme 
Court  in  1840,  two  years  before  the  Extradi- 
tion Treaty  with  Great  Britain  in  1842. 
Discussing  that  case,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Taney  says:  "Since  the  expiration  of  the 
Treaty  with  Great  Britain,  negotiated  in 
1798,  the  general  government  appears  to 
have  adopted  the  policy  of  refusing  to  sur- 
render persons  who,  having  committed  offenses 
in  a  foreign  nation,  have  taken  shelter  in  this. 
It  is  believed  that  the  general  government 
has  entered  into  no  treaty  stipulations  upon 
this  subject  since  the  one  above  mentioned, 
and  in  every  instance  where  there  was  no  en- 
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gagement  by  treaty  to  deliver,  and  a  demand 
lias  been  made,  they  have  uniformly  refused, 
and  have  denied  the  right  of  the  executive  to 
surrender,  because  there  was  no  treaty,  and 
no  law  of  Congress  to  authorize  it.  And, 
acting  upon  this  principle  throughout,  they 
have  never  demanded  from  a  foreign  govern- 
ment anyone  who  fled  from  this  country  in 
order  to  escape  from  the  punishment  due  his 
crimes."  39  U.  8.  14  Pet.  574,  10  L.  ed. 
596. 

In  1845  Judge  Woodbury,  in  the  Case  of  the 
British  Prisoners,  holds  a  similar  view: 
"But  without  such  a  stipulation,  however 
fit  it  might  seem  in  point  of  morals  to  sur- 
render citizens  of  other  countries  to  answer 
for  offenses  committed  at  home  against  their 
own  laws,  it  is  usually  considered  that  there 
is  no  political  obligation  under  the  laws  of 
nations  to  do  it. "  He  Sluaale,  1  Woodb.  &  M. 
68. 

In  the  same  year  (1845)  the  question  was 
considered  by  Mr.  Buchanan,  secretary  of 
state,  in  a  communication  to  Mr.  Wise,  in 
which  the  following  language  is  employed : 
"But  the  practice  of  nations  tolerates  no 
right  of  extradition.  Whatever  elementary 
authors  may  say  to  the  contrary,  one  nation 
is  not  bound  to  deliver  up  persons  accused 
4f  crimes  who  have  escaped  into  its  territories 
on  the  demand  of  another  nation  against 
whose  laws  the  alleged  crime  was  committed. 
The  government  of  the  United  States  has 
from  the  very  beginning  acted  upon  this 
principle.  Mr.  Jefferson,  when  secretary 
of  state  under  the  administration  of  Gen- 
eral Washington,  declared  that  'the  laws  of 
this  country  take  no  notice  of  crimes  com- 
mitted out  of  their  jurisdiction.  The  most 
atrocious  offender,  coming  within  their  pale, 
iB  received  by  them  as  an  innocent  man,  and 
they  have  authorized  no  one  else  to  seize 
and  deliver  him  up.'  .  .  .  The  truth  is 
that  it  has  been  for  a  long  time  well  settled, 
both  by  the  law  and  practice  of  nations,  that 
without  a  treaty  stipulation  one  government 
is  not  under  any  obligation  to  surrender  a 
fugitive  from  justice  to  another  government 
for  trial.  *  2  Wharton,  Int.  Law  Dig.  pp. 
745,   746. 

•  In  the  year  1847,  in  Be  MeUger,  Mr.  Justice 
McLean,  as  the  organ  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
says:  aThe  surrender  of  fugitives  from 
justice  is  a  matter  of  conventional  arrange- 
ment between  States,  as  no  such  obligation 
is  imposed  by  the  laws  of  nations.  46  U.  8. 
5  How.  188,  12  L.  ed.  109. 

In  a  communication  of  Mr.  Cushing,  at- 
torney-general, to  the  President,  in  1858,  he 
thus  states  the  principle :    MIt  is  the  settled 

Solitic  doctrine  of  the  United  States  that,  in- 
ependently  of  special  compact,  no  State  is 
bound  to  deliver  up  fugitives  from  the  jus- 
tice of  another  State.  .  .  .  It  is  true  any 
State  may,  in  its  discretion,  do  this  as  a  mat- 
ter of  international  comity  towards  the 
foreign  State,  but  all  such  discretion  is  of 
inconvenient  exercise  in  a  constitutional  re- 
public organized  as  is  the  Federal  Union ; 
and  accordingly  it  is  the  received  policy  of 
this  government  to  refuse  to  grant  extradi- 
tion except  in  virtue  of  express  stipulations 
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to  that  effect."    People  v.  Wing,  6  Ops.  Atty- 
Gen.  86;  Id.  482. 

"The  ancient  doctrine, w  says  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  Kentucky,  in  1878,  u  that  a  sov- 
ereign state  is  bound  by  the  laws  of  nations 
to  deliver  up  persons  charged  with  or  con- 
victed of  crimes  committed:  in  another  coun- 
try, upon  the  demand  of  the  State  whose  laws 
they  have  violated,  never  did  permanently 
obtain  in  the  United  States.  It  was  supported 
by  jurists  of  distinction,  like  Kent  ana  Story, 
but  the  doctrine  has  long  prevailed  with  us 
that  a  foreign  government  has  no  right  to  de- 
mand the  surrender  of  a  violator  of  its  laws, 
unless  we  are  under  obligations  to  make  the 
surrender  in  obedience  to  the  stipulations  of 
an  existing  treaty.  ...  As  said  by 
Mr.  Cushing,  in  Be  Hamilton,  s  fugitive 
from  justice  of  the  State  of  Indiana:  'It  is 
the  established  rule  of  the  United  States 
neither  to  grant  nor  to  ask  for  extradition, 
of  criminals  as  between  us  and  any  foreign, 
government,  unless  incases  for  which  stipu- 
lation is  made  by  express  convention. '  *  Gum* 
v.  Eaves,  18  Bush,  708,  709. 

Mr.  Spear,  in  his  work,  already  cited,, 
page  18,  after  reviewing  the  authorities,  ex- 
presses his  conclusion  in  the  following  words : 
tfThe  preponderance  of  authority  derived 
from  practice,  the  legislation  of  Congress, 
the  opinions  of  the  attorney-generals  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  deliverances  of  the 
judiciary,  both  state  and  federal,  clearly 
show  that  no  department  of  the  general 
government  is  either  bound  or  authorized  to- 
deliver  up  fugitive  criminals  from  other 
countries,  except  in  those  eases  for  which 
provision  is  made  by  treaty.  The  powers  of 
the  government  are  bestowed  by  the  Consti- 
tution; and,  except  as  it  may  be  clothed 
with  the  extradition  power  through  treaties, 
no  such  power  is  found  among  the  express 
or  implied  grants  to  Congress,  or  among 
those  to  the  executive  department,  er  among 
the  powers  given  to  the  federal  judiciary. 
There  can  be  no  discretion  in  the  exercise  of 
the  power,  since  it  does  not  exist  at  all. 
See  also  Blandford  v.  State,  10  Tex.  App. 
627;  United  States  v.  Watt*,  14  Fed.  Hep. 
180;  Wharton,  Confl.  Laws,  g  885;  Wools. 
Int.  Law,  §  79 ;  2  Wharton,  Int.  Law  Dig. 
§  268 ;  Wheaton,  Int.  Law,  0th  ed.  pp.  176„ 
177 ;  Hawes  v.  United  States,  16  Alb.  L.  J. 
861,  866 ;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p. 
600,  and  notes. 

In  1886,  the  Supreme  Court,  discussing 
the  question  of  extradition  of  fugitives,  ob- 
serves :  "  It  is  only  in  modern  times  that  the- 
nations  of  the  earth  have  imposed  upon  them- 
selves the  obligation  of  delivering  up  these 
fugitives  from  justice  to  the  States  where 
their  crimes  were  committed,  for  trial  and 
punishment.  This  has  been  done  generally 
by  treaties  made  by  one  independent  govern- 
ment with  another.  Prior  to  these  treaties, 
and  apart  from  them,  it  may  be  stated,  as 
the  general  result  of  the  writers  upon  inter- 
national law,  that  there  was  no  well -defined 
obligation  on  one  country  to  deliver  up  such- 
fugitives  to  another;  and,  though  such 
delivery  was  often  made,  it  was  upon  the 
principle  of  comity,  and  within  the  discre- 
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tion  of  the  government  whose  action  was  in- 
voked, and  It  has  never  been  recognized  as 
among  those  obligations  of  one  government 
towards  another  which  rest  upon  established 
principles  of  international  law."  United 
State*  v.  Bauscher,  119  U.  S.  411,  412,  80 
L.  ed.  426. 

•  In  this  connection  it  is  worthy  of  remark 
that,  since  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Taney  was  written,  in  which  the  belief  is 
expressed  that  the  United  States,  "in  every 
instance  where  there  was  no  engagement  by 
treaty  to  deliver,"  have  uniformly  refused 
and  denied  the  right  of  the  executive  to  sur- 
render, the  exceptional  case  is  reported  of 
the  surrender,  in  the  absence  of  a  treaty,  of 
Don  Jose  Augustin  Arguelles  by  Mr.  Seward 
to  the  Spanish  government.  Referring  to 
this  case  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Wharton  (2  Int. 
Law  Dig.  p.  746)  that  "in  ArgiUUee'  Gate. 
1864  [U.  S.  Dip.  Corr.  1864,  pt.  2,  60-74] 
(cited  in  Wharton,  Conn.  Laws,  §  941 ;  Spear, 
Extradition,  1),  the  defendant  was  delivered 
to  the  Spanish  government  by  Mr.  Seward 
without  a  treaty,  and  the  proceedings  were 
so  summary  as  to  prevent  a  review  on  habeas 
corpus. "  In  his  comments  upon  the  case  Mr. 
Spear  says : 

aThe  delivery  of  Arguelles,  being  wholly 
without  any  legal  authority,  was  not  at  all 
excusable  by  the  fact  that  the  alleged  fugi- 
tive was  supposed  to  be  guilty  of  a  heinous 
offense.  This  supposition,  if  true,  does  not 
change  the  principle  or  the  nature  of  the  act. 
Rules  of  law  do  not  vary  with  the  merits 
or  demerits  of  the  particular  case  to  which 
they  are  applied."    Spear,  Extradition,  p.  18. 

While,  therefore,  investigation  discloses 
that  Chancellor  Kent,  of  our  own  country, 
and  several  distinguished  publicists  and 
writers  upon  International  law  of  foreign 
countries,  assert,  apart  from  treaty  engage- 
ments, the  obligation  to  surrender  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  the  overwhelming  weight  of 
American  authority  and  the  practice  of  our 
government  are  clearly  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion, and  deny  the  existence  of  any  obliga- 
tion to  surrender  arising  out  of  the  law  of 
nations.  What,  then,  was  the  result?  Treat- 
ies for  the  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals, 
under  certain  circumstances,  were  concluded 
by  the  United  States  with  foreign  powers, 
end  these  treaties,  in  the  terms  of  article  6 
of  the  Constitution,  are  declared  to  be  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land ;  and  as  such  su- 
preme law  they  are  to  be  construed  as  other 
laws.  "A  treaty, n  says  the  Supreme  Court, 
Mthen,  is  a  law  of  the  land  as  an  Act  of 
Congress  is,  whenever  its  provisions  prescribe 
a  rule  by  which  the  rights  of  the  private 
citizen  or  subject  may  be  determined ;  and 
when  such  rights  are  of  a  nature  to  be  en- 
forced in  a  court  of  justice,  that  court  re- 
sorts to  the  treaty  for  a  rule  of  decision  for 
the  case  before  it  as  it  would  to  a  statute." 
Head  Money  Casts,  112  U.  S.  698,  699,  28  L. 
ed.  808,  804;  United  States  v.  Hauscher, 
supra.  In  interpreting  treaties,  "we  are  to 
find  out  the  intention  of  the  parties  by  just 
rules  of  interpretation  applied  to  the  subject 
matter ;  and,  having  found  that,  our  duty  is 
to  follow  it  as  far  as  it  goes,  and  to  stop 
where  that  stops,  whatever  may  be  the  im- 
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perfections  or  difficulties  which  it  leaves  be- 
hind." The  Amiable  Isabella,  19  U.  S.  6 
Wheat.  71,  6  L.  ed.  208.  See  also  Chew 
Heong  v.  United  States,  112  U.  S.  586,  28 
L.  ed.  770. 

It  is  said :  "There  is  no  rule  of  construc- 
tion better  settled,  either  in  relation  to  cov- 
enants between  individuals  or  treaties  be- 
tween nations,  than  that  the  whole  instrument 
containing  the  stipulations  is  to  be  taken  to- 
gether, and  that  all  articles  in  pari  materia 
should  be  considered  as  parts  of  the  same 
stipulation."  2  Wharton,  Int.  Law  Dig.  p. 
29. 

The  Treaty  with  Mexico  being  supreme 
law,  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  take  judicial 
notice  of  it,  and  to  enforce  private  rights,, 
when  appropriately  presented,  growing  out 
of  its  stipulations.  The  court  will  therefore 
proceed  to  inquire  into  the  construction  of 
the  Treaty,  in  order  to  determine  whether  our 
government  has  authority  to  surrender  the 
petitioner.  If  the  authority  exist,  she  could 
not  complain  of  its  exercise  in  a  proceeding 
conforming  in  all  respects  to  legal  require- 
ments. In  the  absence  of  such  authority, 
she  should  not  for  a  moment  be  restrained 
by  the  strong  arm  of  the  law,  however  regu- 
lar in  other  respects  the  proceedings  might 
be,  or  however  heinous  the  offense  of  which 
she  is  accused.  Agreeably  to  its  caption, 
the  Treaty  is  one  "between  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  United  Mexican  states 
for  the  extradition  of  criminals."  The  in- 
troductory clause  is  as  follows: 

"The  United  States  of  America  and  the 
United  Mexican  states,  having  adjudged  it  ex- 
pedient, with  a  view  to  the  better  administra- 
tion of  justice  and  to  the  prevention  of  crime 
within  their  respective  territories  and  juris- 
diction, that  persons  charged  with  the  crimes 
hereinafter  enumerated,  and  being  fugitives 
from  justice,  should,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have 
resolved  to  conclude  a  treaty  for  this  pur- 
pose.    .     .     . 

"Article  1.  It  is  agreed  that  the  contract- 
ing parties  shall,  on  requisition  made  in 
their  names  .  .  .  deliver  up  to  justice 
persons  who,  being  accused  of  the  Crimea 
enumerated  in  article  third  of  the  present 
Treaty,  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  requiring  party,  shall  seek  an  asylum  or 
shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the. 
other.     .     .     . 

"Art.  8.  Persons  shall  be  so  delivered  up. 
who  shall  be  charged,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Treaty,  with  any  of  the  follow- 
ing crimes,  whether  as  principals,  accessories, 
or  accomplices,  to  wit :  murder  (including 
assassination,  parricide,  infanticide  and  poi- 
soning).    .    .    . 

"Art.  6.  The  provisions  of  the  present 
Treaty  shall  not  be  applied  in  any  manner 
to  any  crime  or  offense  of  a  purely  political) 
character,  nor  shall  it  embrace  the  return  of 
fugitive  slaves,  nor  the  delivery  of  criminals 
who,  when  the  offense  was  committed,  shall 
have  been  held  in  the  place  where  the  offense 
was  committed  in  the  condition  of  slaves, 
the  same  being  expressly  forbidden  by  the 
constitution  of  Mexico ;  nor  shall  the  provis- 
,  ions  of  the  present  Treaty  be  applied  in  any 


696 


Uhitkd  States  Dibtbiot  Couht,  Western  Dibtkict  of  Texas. 


Apr.. 


manner  to  the  crimes  enumerated  in  the  third 
article  committed  anterior  to  the  date  of  the 
exchange  of  the  ratifications  hereof. 

u  Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall 
be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens  under 
the  stipulations  of  this  Treaty. •  13  Stat,  at 
L.  pp.  1199-1202. 

The  foregoing  extracts  embrace  all  the 
treaty  stipulations  which  in  any  manner  af- 
fect the  present  inquiry.  What,  then,  was 
the  purpose  and  intention  of  the  two  govern- 
ments  in  inserting  the  stipulation :  M  Neither 
of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to 
deliver  up  its  own  citizens  under  the  stipula- 
tions of  this  Treaty  ?w  We  have  seen  that, 
with  substantial  unanimity,  American  jurists 
and  statesmen  recognized,  under  the  law  of 
nations,  no  obligations  to  surrender  a  fugi- 
tive, whether  citizen  or  alien,  and  that  by 
our  government  it  was  never  done  except  in 
few,  if  more  than  one,  isolated  instances. 
Hence  the  resulting  necessity  to  enter  into 
treaty  engagements  for  that  purpose.  Hence 
the  Extradition  Statute  of  1848  and  amend- 
ments, embodied  in  Rev.  Stat.,  §  5270  et  *»., 
which,  in  conjunction  with  treaties,  the  Su- 
preme Court  affirms  in  Bauecher's  Case,  tuvra, 
"are  in  their  nature  exclusive.  *  If  there 
were  no  pre-existing  obligation  to  extradite 
a  fugitive,  the  obligation  must  necessarily 
grow  out  of  either  statute  law  or  treaty  en- 
gagement. It  is  therefore  apparent  that  the 
purpose  of  the  treaty  was  to  authorize  the 
parties  to  do  something  which  they  had  no 
previous  authority  to  do.  The  parties  come 
together  through  their  respective  representa- 
tives, and  make  an  agreement, — an  obliga- 
tory, binding  agreement— to  surrender,  under 
certain  circumstances,  persons  who  commit 
crimes  and  flee  from  offended  justice.  They 
are  authorized  to  act  as  they  bind  themselves. 
The  agreement  is  mutual,  the  rights  and  ob- 
ligations reciprocal.  If  power  to  surrender 
be  not  affirmatively  given,  the  right  to  de- 
mand a  fugitive  can  have  no  existence.  The 
riflrht  to  demand  implies,  ex  vi  termini,  the 
corresponding  authority  and  obligation  to 
surrender.  But  both  to  exist  should  be 
founded  upon  express  stipulations.  The 
agreement  here  is,  in  article  1  of  the  Treaty, 
that  the  contracting  parties  shall,  on  requisi- 
tion made  in  their  name,  deliver  up  persons, 
who,  being  accused. of  crimes,  etc.  "Per- 
sons," without  qualification,  would  neces- 
sarily include  all  persons,  citizens  and  aliens 
alike;  and,  under  that  general  designation, 
the  executive,  it  is  believed,  could  not  law- 
fully withhold  the  surrender  of  an  American 
citizen  upon  requisition  made  by  the  repub- 
lic of  Mexico.  But  the  Treaty  does  not  stop 
there.  A  subsequent  limiting  clause  de- 
nies the  obligation  to  surrender  a  citizen : 
"Neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be 
bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens  under 
the  stipulations  of  this  Treaty."  The  obli- 
gation to  deliver  being  denied,  upon  what 
can  rest  the  authority?  It  did  not  exist  in 
our  government,  as  already  shown  independ- 
ent of  treaty  engagements,  or,  if  existing  as 
a  mere  matter  of  comity  or  courtesy,  there 
was  no  lawful  mode  of  enforcing  it;  and 
certainly  it  finds  no  countenance  either  in 
the  Constitution  or  Laws  of  Congress.  The 
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former  is  silent  as  to  extradition,  considered 
from  an  international  stand-point,  and  sim- 
ply confers  the  general  power  to  make  treat- 
ies, from  which  springs  the  right  of  the 
treaty-making  power  to  negotiate  with  for- 
eign governments  for  the  extradition  of  fu- 
gitives. All  the  inferences  and  deduction! 
to  be  drawn  from  the  statutes  would  seem 
clearly  to  support  the  view  taken  by  the 
court;  that  is,  there  should  be  a  binding 
treaty  stipulation  to  authorize  the  executive 
to  surrender  a  fugitive.  The  first  Act  of 
Congress  on  the  subject  was  approved  August 
12,  1848.  Its  caption  reads:  "An  Act  for 
Giving  Effect  to  Certain  Treaty  Stipulations 
between  This  and  Foreign  Governments,  for 
the  Apprehension  and  Delivering  up  of  Cer- 
tain Offenders.*  9  Stat,  at  L.  802.  Section 
5270,  Rev.  Stat,  which  is,  in  substance,  the 
same  as  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  1848, 
provides  that,  if  the  officer  upon  the  prelim- 
inary hearing  deems  the  evidence  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  charge,  "he  shall  certify  the 
same  ...  to  the  secretary  of  state,  that 
a  warrant  may  issue  upon  the  requisition 
of  the  proper  authorities  for  the  surrender  of 
such  person,  according  to  the  stipulations  of 
the  Treaty  or  convention."  The  warrant  for 
surrender  does  not  issue  according  to  the 
will  or  discretion  of  the  executive,  but  agree- 
ably to  the  stipulations  of  the  Treaty ;  that  is 
to  say,  according  as  the  parties  have  obligated 
themselves  by  treaty  engagements.  If  it 
were  otherwise,  if  the  executive  could  at  his 
option  and  in  his  discretion  transport  for 
trial  to  a  foreign  country  a  person  accused 
of  crime,  he  would  in  such  cases  exercise  a 
power  which,  it  is  thought,  finds  no  sanc- 
tion under  our  constitutional  form  of  gov- 
ernment. While  nations  are  not  careful  to 
screen  criminals  seeking  an  asylum  in  their 
midst,  personal  liberty  is  so  jealously  guarded 
by  the  American  Constitution  that  its  safety 
and  security  should  not  be  dependent  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  arbitrary  will  and  discre- 
tion of  any  official,  however  lofty  his  official 
station.  The  Statute,  therefore,  employing 
apt  words  to  confine  the  warrant  of  surrender 
to  that  class  of  persons  and  offenses  as  to 
which  the  parties  have  entered  into  binding 
treaty  stipulations,  should  be  held  to  exclude 
other  classes,  and  to  deny  authority  or  dis- 
cretion to  surrender  where  the  obligation  is 
by  treaty  expressly  denied.  United  State*  v. 
Battscher,  eupra9  is  referred  to  in  support  of 
this  view.  While  the  questions  in  the  two 
cases  are  dissimilar,  the  general  principles 
underlying  the  Oa$e  of  Rauscher  have  direct 
application  to  the  case  before  the  court. 

It  will  not  be  amiss  to  refer,  as  germane 
to  the  proposition  discussed,  to  the  extradi- 
tion treaties  concluded  between  the  United 
States  and  foreign  nations.  By  the  author, 
7  Am  A  Eng.  Bncyclop.  Law,  published  in 
1889,  it  is  stated  there  were  at  that  time  in 
force  thirty-three  of  such  treaties.  They  are 
chronologically  arranged  as  follows :  Great 
Britain,  1842;  France,  1848;  Hawaiian  Is- 
lands, 1849 ;  SwissConfederation,  1850 ;  Prus- 
sia and  other  states,  1852 ;  Bremen,  1858 ;  Ba- 
varia, 1853;  Wurtemburg,  1858;  Mecklen- 
burg-Schwerin,  1858 ;  Mecklengburg-Strelits, 
1858;  Oldenburg,  1858;  Schaumburg-Lippe, 
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1854;  Hanover,  1855;  Two  Sicilies,  1855; 
Austria,  1856;  Baden,  1857;  Sweden  and 
Norway,  1860;  Venezuela,  1860;  Mexico, 
ltffll ;  Hayti,  1864;  Dominican  Republic, 
1867;  Italy,  1868;  Republic  of  Salvador, 
1870 ;  Nicaragua,  1870 ;  Peru,  1870 ;  Orange 
Free  State,  1871 ;  Ecuador,  1872 ;  Tbe  Otto- 
man Empire,  1874;  Spain.  1877;  Nether- 
lands, 1880;  Belgium,  1882;  Grand  Duchy 
of  Luxemburg,  1888 ;  Empire  of  Japan,  1886. 
Those  with  Prussia,  Bremen,  Bavaria,  Wur- 
temburg,  Mecklenburg-Schwerin,  Mecklen- 
burg-Strelitz,  Oldenburg,  Schaumburg-Lip- 
pe,  Hanover,  Austria,  Baden,  Hayti,  Peru, 
The  OttomanEmpire,  Spain,  The  Netherlands, 
and  Belgium  contain  a  stipulation  substan- 
tially in  the  very  words  (the  meaning  being 
precisely  the  same)  of  the  concluding  clause  of 
the  sixth  article  of  the  Treaty  with  Mexico,  to 
wit:  tf Neither  of  the  contracting  parties 
shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens 
under  the  stipulations  of  this  Treaty.*  The 
corresponding  clause  in  the  Treaties  with  the 
Two  Sicilies,  Sweden  and  Norway,  and  the 
republic  of  Salvador,  is  as  follows : 

The  Two  Sicilies.  "  Art.  24.  The  citizens 
and  subjects  of  each  of  the  high  contracting 
parties  shall  remain  exempt  from  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  preceding  articles,  so  far  as 
thev  relate  to  the  surrender  of  fugitive  crim- 
inals.* 

Sweden  and  Norway.  "Art.  4.  Neither 
of  the  contracting  parties  shall  be  bound  to 
deliver  up,  under  the  stipulations  of  this 
convention,  any  person  who,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  country  where  he  shall  be  found, 
is  a  citizen  or.  a  subject  of  the  same  at  the 
tfme  his  surrender  is  demanded." 

Republic  of  Salvador.  M  Art  5.  In  no  case 
and  for  no  motive  shall  the  high  contracting 
parties  be  obliged  to  deliver  up  their  own 
subjects. w  Spear,  Extradition,  575-628;  Rev. 
Stat.,  relating  to  District  of  Columbia  post- 
roads  and  public  treaties. 

A  similar  clause  is  not  contained  -in  any 
of  the  other  Treaties  above  mentioned.  The 
preamble  to  the  T«taty  with  Prussia  and 
several  other  states  contains  the  recital : 

"Whereas,  the  laws  and  constitution  of 
Prussia  and  of  the  other  German  states,  par- 
ties to  this  convention,  forbid  them  to  sur- 
render their  own  citizens  to  a  foreign  juris- 
diction, the  government  of  the  United  States, 
with  the  view  of  making  the  convention 
strictly  reciprocal,  shall  be  held  equally  free 
from  any  obligation  to  surrender  citzens  of 
the  United  States." 

It  is  apparent  the  recital,  which  is  but  the 
reason  assigned  bv  Prussia  for  refusing  to 
extradite  her  citizens,  does  nothing  more 
than  relieve  the  United  States  from  the  obli- 
gation to  surrender.  But  the  clause  in  ar- 
ticle 3,  already  quoted,  which  embodies  the 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  binding  part 
of  the  compact,  goes  further,  and,  in  effect, 
denies  the  right  of  either  party  to  deliver  up 
its  own  citizens.  Such  is  the  view  entertained 
of  this  particular  clause  by  Mr.  Wharton. 
*  If  a  German, n  he  asserts,  a  comes  to  us,  com- 
mits a  crime,  and  then  returns  to  his  own 
land,  though  we  cannot  demand  his  sur- 
render, yet  he  may  be  punished,  and  restitu- 
tion awarded,  under  proceedings  from  his 
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own  sovereign.  But  If  an  American  goes  to 
Germany,  and  there  is  guilty  of  a  crims> 
against  the  territorial  law,  and  returns  to 
America,  his  offense  goes  unpunished.  Ho 
cannot  be  punished  by  us,  because  our  courts 
take  no  jurisdiction  of  offenses  committed 
abroad  against  foreign  laws.  He  cannot  bo 
surrendered  to  Germany,  because  our  Treaties 
with  Germany  expressly  prohibit  such  sur- 
render." Wharton,  Confl.  Laws,  2ded.  §841, 
note  t.  And  in  the  text,  same  section,  ho  fur- 
ther says :  "  An  exception  to  this  effect  ex* 
ists  in  our  Treaties  with  Prussia  and  tho 
North-German  states,  with  Bavaria,  Baden, 
with  Norway  and  Sweden,  with  Mexico,, 
with  Austria,  and  with  other  states  to  bo 
hereafter  specified.* 

As  indicating  the  construction  given  by 
Mr.  Lawrence,  a  writer  of  distinction,  to  tn'o 
clause  of  the  Treaty  in  question,  he  makes 
the  following  classification  of  our  Extradi- 
tion Treaties :  M  (1)  those  excepting  the  sub- 
jects of  the  other  contracting  power ;  (2)  thote 
containing  no  such  exception."  Under  tho 
first  are  embraced  the  Treaties  with  Mexico, 
Prussia  and  others.  The  second  includes 
those  with  Great  Britain,  Switzerland,  etc 
Wharton,  Confl.  Laws,  g  857,  notes.  To  tho 
same  effect  see  7  Am.  A  Eng.  Encycloo, 
Law,  pp.  616,  617,  par.  11.  *Some  of  tue 
Extradition  Treaties  of  the  United  States," 
says  Mr.  Spear,  u  expressly  provide  that 
neither  party  shall  be  required  to  deliver  up 
its  own  citizens,  which  is  equivalent  to  say- 
ing that  neither  will,  in  respect  to  sui:h 
citizens,  furnish  any  facility  to  the  other  for 
bringing  them  to  justice  for  any  offense  which 
they  may  commit  against  its  laws;  and 
hence,  if,  under  such  a  treaty,  either  party 
should  by  mistake  deliver  up  one  of  its 
citizens,  it  clearly  would  not  be  allowable 
for  the  other  to  put  that  citizen  on  trial  upon 
the  pretext  that  the  terms  of  the  treaty  relate 
only  to  the  extradition,  and  have  no  relation 
whatever  to  the  trial,  either  as  to  the  person 
or  to  the  offense  to  be  tried.*  Spear,  Extra* 
dition,  79. 

All  of  our  law-writers,  without  an  excep- 
tion, brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court, 
concur  in  the  opinion  that  the  sixth  article 
of  the  Treaty  with  Mexico  forbids  the  United 
States  from  surrendering  their  own  citizens. 
Nor  is  there  less  uniformity  in  the  practical 
construction  given  that  article  by  the  depart- 
ment of  state.  And  such  construction  by 
a  department  of  the  government  charged  with. 
the  administration  of  a  law,  although  not 
binding  upon  the  courts,  should  properly 
receive  great  weight  when  the  law  is  sought 
to  be  judicially  construed.  The  rule  should 
apply  with  special  force  to  that  class  of  cases 
where,  like  the  one  before  the  court,  the 
national  chief  executive,  acting  through  the 
state  department,  is  endued  with  the  ulti- 
mate power  of  withholding  the  final  warrant 
for  surrender  of  the  fugitive.  Rev.  Stat. 
§§  5270,  5272 ;  Be  Stupp,  11  Blatchf.  125,  and 
note;  Spear,  Extradition,  245,  246.  The  prop- 
osition asserted  is  sustained  by  numerous 
authorities.  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  United 
States  v.  Johnston,  clearly  states  the  principle : 
aIn  view  of  the  foregoing  facts,  the  case 
comes  fairly  within  the  rule,  often  announced 
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by  this  court,  that  the  contemporaneous  con- 
struction of  a  statute  by  those  charged  with 
its  execution,  especially  when  it  has  long 
prevailed,  is  entitled  to  great  weight,  and 
should  not  be  disregarded  or  overturned  ex- 
cept for  cogent  reasons,  and  unless  it  be  clear 
that  such  construction  is  erroneous.  *  124  U. 
6.  258,  81  L.  ed.  896. 

Says  the  court  in  United  State*  v.  Hill: 
"In  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  and  am- 
biguous law,  the  contemporary  construction 
of  those  who  were  called  upon  to  act  under 
the  law,  and  were  appointed  to  carry  its  pro- 
visions into  effect,  is  entitled  to  very  great 
respect.*  120  U.  8.  182,  80  L.  ed.  682. 
United  Statu  v.  Philbriek9  120  U.  8.  59,  80 
L   ed.  561. 

The  same  doctrine  was  applied  In  Brown 
t.  United  States,  where  it  is  said  :  "It  must 
be  conceded  that,  were  the  question  a  new 
one,  the  true  construction  of  the  section 
would  be  open  to  doubt.  But  the  findings 
of  the  court  of  claims  show  that  soon  after 
the  enactment  of  the  Act  the  president  and 
the  navy  department  construed  the  section 
to  include  warrant  as  well  as  commissioned 
officers,  and  that  they  have  since  that  time 
uniformly  adhered  to  that  construction,  and 
that  under  its  provisions  large  numbers  of 
warrant  officers  have  been  retired.  This  con- 
temporaneous and  uniform  interpretation  is 
entitled  to  weight  in  the  construction  of  the 
law,  and  in  a  case  of  doubt  ought  to  turn 
the  scale."  118  U.  8.  570,  571,  28  L.  ed. 
1079;  Galveston,  H.  &  &  A.  R.  Go,  v.  State, 
77  Tex.  888;  United  States  v.  Payne,  8  Fed. 
Hep.  892. 

To  the  consideration,  then,  of  the  practice 
of  the  state  department  in  construing  the 
•last  clause  of  the  sixth  article  of  the  Treaty 
the  attention  of  the  court  will  be  next  briefly 
directed. 

(1)  In  1874,  says  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  In 
discussing  the  Trimble  Oase,  a  Mexican, 
Francisco  Perez,  charged  with  the  murder 
of  Joseph  Alexander,  an  American,  at 
Brownsville,  Tex.,  escaped  into  Mexico,  and 
Mr.  Fish,  secretary  of  state,  declined  to  pre- 
fer a  formal  requisition  to  the  Mexican 
government  for  the  surrender  of  the  fugi- 
tive. 

(2)  The  Mexican  authorities  in  1884  made 
demand  on  our  government  for  the  extradi- 
tion of  Alexander  Trimble,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  who  was  accused  of  crimes 
committed  in  the  republic  of  Mexico.  The 
secretary  of  state,  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  con- 
struing the  Treaty  as  inhibiting  the  surrender 
of  an  American  citizen,  refused  to  deliver 
up  Trimble.  In  a  carefully  prepared  opinion 
in  that  case  he  states  his  conclusion  in  the 
following  words:  aI  understand  the  Treaty 
with  Mexico  as  reading  thus :  '  The  president 
shall  be  bound  to  surrender  any  person  guilty 
of  crime,  unless  such  person  is  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States.  •  "  Senate  Ex.  Doc.  No. 
98,  1st  Sess.  48th  Cong. 

(8)  Charles  Hudson,  an  American  citizen, 
was  held  in  Texas,  in  1888,  for  extradition 
to  Mexico  on  a  charge  of  robbery  committed 
in  that  repub)  ic.  In  response  to  a  letter  from 
the  governor  of  Texas,  Mr.  Bayard,  secretary 
of  state,  replies: 
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M I  have  the  honor  to  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  your  letter  of  the  18th  instant  in  relatiom 
to  the  case  of  Charles  Hudson,  held  in  Texas 
for  extradition  to  Mexico  on  a  charge  of  rob- 
bery. It  being  alleged  that  Hudson  is  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  you  request  to 
be  informed  whether  the  department  will 
adhere  to  its  former  ruling  in  the  Trimble 
Oase,  since  that  ruling,  if  applied  to  the  case 
in  question,  might  prevent  the  extradition 
of  the  prisoner,  and  render  futile  the  efforts 
and  expenditures  of  the  Mexican  government 
to  obtain  his  surrender.  As  the  decision  of 
the  department  in  the  Trimble  Case  is  under- 
stood, It  was  held  that  as,  under  the  Extradi- 
tion Treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  'neither  of  the  contracting  parties 
shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens, ' 
the  president  would  not  be  authorized,  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  grant  of  power  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  to  surrender  to 
Mexico  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  The 
treaty  provision  referred  to.  which  is  found 
similarly  stated  in  many  of  our  extradition 
treaties,  was  held  to  negative  any  obligation 
to  surrender,  and  thus  to  leave  the  authorities 
of  this  government  without  ^authority  to  act 
in  such  a  case.  After  due  consideration,  the 
department  Is  of  opinion  that  the  construction 
given  to  the  Irimble  Oase  is  correct.1'  (See 
letter  on  file  in  department  of  state,  Austin, 
Tex.) 

(4)  More  recently,  and  within  the  past  sixty 
days,  the  question  was  considered  by  Mr. 
Blaine,  present  secretary  of  state,  whose  letter 
to  Hon.  W.  H.  Crain  is  published  in  the 

C'  lie  prints.  Dr.  Martinez,  it  is  said,  was 
ly  assassinated  on  the  streets  of  Laredo, 
Tex.,  by  persons  who  fled  to  Mexico.  On 
behalf  of  citizens  of  Laredo,  Mr.  Crain  re- 
quested the  state  department  to  take  steps 
looking  to  the  extradition  of  the  assassins. 
That  portion  of  the  secretary's  letter  deemed 
pertinent  to  the  present  question  reads  as  fol- 
lows: 

"The  department  regrets  that  the  present 
conventional  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico  do  not  admit  of  a  demand 
for  the  extradition  of  the  assassins,  since  it 
is  stated  they  are  citizens  of  Mexico.  Pres- 
ent Treaty  provides  that  neither  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver 
up  its  citizens,  and,  as  this  clause  has  been 
held  to  preclude  the  surrender  of  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  Mexico  refuses  to  give 
up  her  citizens.  This  question  was  last 
agitated  in  the  well-known  case  of  Alexander 
Trimble  and  his  associates,  who  were  charged 
with  murder  and  robbery  in  1884.  They  were 
arrested  in  Texas  with  a  view  of  their  extra- 
dition by  authorities  of  that  State,  and  when 
the  case  was  reported  to  their  government, 
and  the  fact  of  their  citizenship  of  the  United 
States  was  disclosed,  this  department  inter- 
fered and  they  were  discharged.  In  view 
of  this,  and  several  prior  and  subsequent 
cases  in  which  a  similar  'construction  has 
been  given  to  the  Treaty,  this  government  is 
precluded  from  demanding  the  extradition  of 
the  fugitives  in  the  present  instance." 

Thus  it  appears  that,  extending  through 
a  period  of  seventeen  years,  four  different 
administrations  of  the  federal  government 
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have  invariably  held  that  no  authority  was 
conferred  upon  the  executive,  by  the  sixth 
article  of  the  Treaty,  either  to  demand  of 
the  Mexican  authorities  the  extradition  of 
their  subjects  committing  crimes  in  the 
United  States,  or  to  surrender  an  American 
citizen  upon  demand  made  by  the  republic 
of  Mexico.  Following  the  construction  so 
consistently  applied  to  the  Treatjr,  the  exec- 
utive department,  whose  appropriate  duty  it 
is  to  execute  the  Treaty  pursuant  to  its  stipu- 
lations and  statutory  requirements,  has 
uniformly  refused  to  surrender  our  own 
citizens ;  and  it  may  be  well  said,  if  doubt 
exist  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  Treaty, 
which  the  court  freely  admits  is  not  enter- 
tained in  the  present  case,  this  contempora- 
neous and  uniform  interpretation  "ought  to 
turn  the  scale."  So  far  as  the  court  is  ad- 
vised, there  is  but  one  opinion  of  the  ques- 
tion by  law-writers  and  the  executive  depart- 
ment of  oar  own  country.  Nor  can  it  be  ac- 
curately said  that  the  Mexican  courts  have 
authoritatively  placed  a  different  construc- 
tion upon  the  Treaty.  There  is  but  a  single 
instance  known  to  the  court  where  the  ques- 
tion was  brought  to  the  attention  of  their 
judicial  tribunals.  That  is  a  case  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Foster,  minister  to  Mexico,  in  a 
communication  to  Mr.  Bvarts,  secretary  of 
state,  which  will  be  found  but  imperfectly 
reported  in  1  Ex.  Doc.  (3d  Sess.  45th  Cong.) 
187&-79,  pp.  560-567.  It  appears  therefrom 
that  in  1877  two  persons,  Dominguez  and 
Barrera.  accused  of  murder  in  Texas,  fled 
to  Mexico,  and  the  authorities  of  Texas  ap- 
plied to  those  of  the  state  of  Tamaulipas  for 
their  extradition.  "They  were  arrested,  and 
their  delivery  ordered  by  the  federal  execu- 
tive through  the  department  of  war.  But 
the  prisoners  applied  to  the  district  judge  of 
Matamoras  for  amparo,  or  protection,  a  pro- 
ceeding somewhat  similar  to  our  writ  of 
habeas  corpus, ^  which  application  the  judge 
sustained ;  a  decision  based  upon  the  ground 
that,  as  Mexican  citizens,  extradition  would 
be  a  violation  of  the  individual  guaranties 
of  the  Federal  Constitution.  An  appeal  was 
taken  by  the  prosecuting  attorney  from  this 
decision  and  the  case  was  thus  brought  be- 
fore the  federal  supreme  court.  After  a 
lengthy  discussion  of  the  case,  and  a  consid- 
eration of  all  the  constitutional,  interna- 
tional and  political  questions  either  involved 
or  introduced,  in  which  almost  all  of  the 
magistrates  of  the  court  participated,  the 
decision  of  the  district  judge  of  Matamoras 
was  reversed,  and  the  court  decided  by  a  vote 
of  9  to  5,  that  the  individual  guaranties  of 
the  Mexican  Constitution  would  not  be  vio- 
lated by  the  extradition  of  the  criminals." 
flee  Mr.  Foster's  letter,  p.  560.  Whether  the 
prisoners  were  eventually  delivered  up  to 
the  Texas  authorities  is  not  disclosed  by  the 
report.  But  it  does  appear  that  there  was  no 
order  made  for  their  surrender,  nor  for  their 
discharge.  They  were  simply  held  for  the 
purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  question  o( 
their  citizenship.  Mr.  Foster  inclosed  with 
his  report  opinions  of  only  two  of  the  judges, 
Chief  Justice  Vallarta  and  Magistrate 
Ramirez,  and  a  brief  extract  from  the  opinion 
of  Magistrate  Bautista.  No  other  opinions 
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appear  in  the  volume  referred  to.  Chief 
Justice  Vallarta  and  Magistrate  Ramirez  dis- 
cussed the  question,  among  others,  of  the 
authority  of  the  Mexican  government,  under 
the  sixth  article  of  the  Treaty,  to  surrender 
its  citizens  to  the  United  States  upon  de- 
mand made  by  the  proper  officers.  Upon  that 
point  Magistrate  Ramirez  says:  "I  think, 
also,  that  while  our  Federal  Constitution  and 
the  Extradition  Treaty  of  December  11,  1861, 
are  in  force,  the  executive  power  cannot  con- 
sent to  the  extradition  of  any  Mexican 
citizen."  The  chief  justice  maintained  the 
contrary  view,  holding  a  Mexican  citizen  to 
be  subject  to  extradition.  The  reasoning  and 
conclusions  of  both  judges  are  entitled  to 
respectful  consideration,  out  they  are  in  no 
manner  controlling  upon  our  courts ;  and  cer- 
tainly in  no  event  would  the  mere  expres- 
sion of  opinion  upon  a  collateral  question 
establish  a  precedent  to  be  followed  by  other 
tribunals.  What  was  said  was  mere  dicta, 
obviously  apparent  from  the  language  of  the 
chief  justice:  "A  case,"  says  he,  "of  the 
extradition  of  Mexicans,  as  I  have  said,  is.nojt 
treated  here.  The  evidence  of  documents 
exists  to  the  effect  that  the  order  issued  by 
the  department  of  war  was  given  in  the 
understanding  that  Dominguez  and  Barrera 
were  American  citizens,  and  that  General 
Canales  consulted  the  government  in  regard 
to  this  point."  The  interpretation  of  the 
Treaty  by  the  executive  branch  of  our  govern- 
ment, and  its  unbroken  practice  in  obedience 
thereto,  the  opinions  of  our  law-writers, 
the  logical  deductions  fairly  drawn  from 
the  application  of  established  rules  of  con- 
struction, and  finally  all  these,  supplemented 
by  a  protesting  minority  of  the  Federal 
Supreme  Court  of  Mexico,  stand  opposed  to 
the  views  of  Chief  Justice  Vallarta.  That 
criminals  should  be  punished,  and  that 
nations  should  render  to  each  other  all  lawful 
assistance  in  their  power  to  effectuate  that 
end,  may  be  readily  conceded.  But  ours  is 
a  government  of  law,  and  the  rights,  powers 
and  prerogatives  of  the  executive  are  derived 
from  the  Constitution  and  statutes  and 
treaties  made  in  pursuance  thereof.  If  these 
deny,  or  do  not  confer,  authority  to  surrender 
a  citizen  to  a  foreign  state,  then  its  exercise 
would  be  but  the  exertion  of  usurped  power. 
Borrowing  the  words  of  Mr.  Frelingbuysen : 
"It  would  be  a  great  evil  that  those  guilty 
of  high  crime,  whether  American  citizens  or 
not,  would  go  unpunished;  but  even  that 
result  could  not  justify  an  usurpation  of 
power."  Nor  is  judicial  usurpation  less  re- 
prehensible. Both  are  wrong ;  both  defy  the 
law,  and  are  repugnant  to  the  genius  of  our 
institutions. 

It  is  cause  for  regret  that  this  case  cannot 
reach  the  supreme  court,  to  whose  judgment 
the  questions  involved  should  be  remitted 
for  final  and  conclusive  determination.  But 
that  fact  should  not  deter  the  trial  court  from 
the  performance  of  its  duty.  If  the  prisoner 
be  unlawfully  restrained  of  her  liberty,  an 
order  for  her  enlargement  should  be  entered 
without  hesitation. 

Being  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  given, 
(1)  that  the  warrant  issued  by  the  county 
judge  for  the  arrest  of  the  petitioner  is  void ; 
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(2)  that  her  surrender  Is  not  authorized  by  i  detention  is  illegal,  and  she  should  therefor* 
the  Treaty  with  Mexico,— it  results  that  her  1  be  discharged  from  custody;  and  it  is  so  entered* 
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R  D.  WHEELER 

v. 

E.  SELDEN. 

Ob  am  *»chs«igs)  by  husband  smd  wife 

of  his  wagon  for  her  slefljrh,  which  were  both 
kept  before  and  after  in  a  barn  leased  by  htm, 
there  is  no  suoh  change  of  possession  as  will  up- 
hold her  title  to  the  wagon  against  the  husband* 
creditors. 

(March  80, 180U 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  a  judgment 
of  the  City  Court  for  the  City  of  Burling- 
ton in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful 
conversion  of  a  wagon.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meters.  L.  F.  Wilbur  and  D.  J.  Foster* 
for  defendant: 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show,  nor  is 
any  claim  made,  that  the  exchange  was  in 
fraud  of  the  husband's  creditors;  it  therefore 
vested  a  perfect  title  in  the  wife.  She  owned 
the  wagon  from  the  time  of  the  exchange,  and 
as  no  other  question  is  raised  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  judgment 

Leavitt  v.  Jones,  54  V t  438. 

So  long  as  the  wagon  remained  in  the  barn 
In  Burlington,  there  was  an  apparent  concur- 
rent possession,  but  under  the  circumstances 
disclosed  by  the  case,  a  candid  observer  would 
be  bound  to  say  that  Mrs.  Arnold  had  the  chief 
control,  and  that  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  pro- 
tect her  title.  So  far  as  appears  from  the  case, 
Mr.  Arnold  owned  nothing  in  Burlington  but 
the  wagon,  at  the  time  of  the  exchange,  and 
after  the  exchange  he  owned  nothing  there. 

Flanagan  v.  Wood,  88  Vt.  882;  Ball  v.  Par- 
sons, 17  Vt.  271. 

The  transaction  being  a  bona  fide  one,  she 
acquired  the  property  at  the  'time  of  the  ex- 
change, and  nothing  further  is  required  under 
sec.  £  of  No.  140,  Acts  of  1884. 

White  v.  Waite,  47  Vt  502;  Spooner  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 50  Vt  487. 

All  the  law  requires  is  that  such  a  change  of 
possession  be  had  as  the  circumstances  of  the 

Nora.— Fraudulent  transactions  between  husband 
and  wife. 

Where  a  husband  gave  to  his  wife  a  carriage,  a 
sleigh  and  a  billiard  table,  but  there  was  no  re- 
corded conveyance,  and  no  visible  change  of  pos- 
session, and  the  property  continued  to  be  used  by 
all  the  members  of  the  family  as  such  articles  are 
ordinarily  used,  it  was  held  that  the  conveyance 
was  invalid  as  against  existing  creditors  of  the  hus- 
band. McAfee  v.  Busby,  00  Iowa,  828;  Smith  y. 
Hewett  18  Iowa,  04;  Odell  v.  Lee,  14  Iowa,  411. 

Transfers  of  property  and  contracts  made  direct* 
ly  between  the  husband  and  wife  are  regarded  as 
void.  Porter  v.  Wakefield,  5  New  Bng.  Rep.  402, 
146  Mass.  26,  citing  Motte  v.  Alger,  15  Gray,  822:  Ed- 
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parties  and  the  property  sold  render  practica- 
ble, and  such  a  change  was  had  in  this  case. 

Murray  v.  Ohadwusk.  52  Vt.  288;  Lyndon*. 
Belden,  14  Vt  428. 

Messrs.  W.  L.  Borsap  and  J*  J.  Ba- 
riffht,  for  plaintiif. 

Tyler,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  case  shows  that  Arnold  and  his  wife  re- 
sided in  Burlington,  upon  premises  owned  by 
the  latter;  that  Arnold  was  the  lessee  of  a  barn 
situated  in  another  part  of  the  city,  in  which 
were  kept  a  sleigh,  owned  by  the  wife,  and  the 
wagon-  in  controversy,  owned  by  Arnold;  that, 
while  the  property  was  thus  situated,  they 
made  an  exchange  by  which  the  sleigh  became 
Arnold's  and  the  wagon  the  wife's,  the  wagon, 
when  not  in  use,  remaining  in  the  barn,  as  be- 
fore. Previous  to  the  exchange  Arnold  had 
been  accustomed  to  use  the  wagon  in  going  to 
and  returning  from  his  farm  in  South  Bur- 
lington, and  for  other  purposes.  Mrs.  Arnold 
also  frequently  used  it  after  the  exchange,  as 
she  had  done  prior  thereto.  On  an  occasion 
when  Arnold  had  the  wagon  at  his  farm,  it  was 
attached  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  deputy-sheriff  on 
a  writ  in  favor  of  a  creditor  of  Arnold,  and 
while  in  the  officer's  possession,  by  virtue  of 
the  attachment,  it  was  taken  away  by  the  de- 
fendant, acting  as  Mrs.  Arnold's  agent,  and 
upon  claim  of  her  title  to  the  property.  Judg- 
ment was  obtained  by  the  creditor  against  Ar- 
nold in  the  suit  upon  which  the  attachment 
was  made,  and  an  execution  was  issued  and  re- 
turned by  the  plaintiff  unsatisfied.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  wife  acquired  a  good  title  to  the 
wagon  as  against  her  husband.  As  we  con- 
strue the  exceptions,  the  question  raised  is  in 
relation  to  her  ownership  of  it  as  against  her 
husband's  creditors.  The  defendant's  counsel 
refer  to  Leavitt  v.  Jones,  54  Vt  428;  but  in 
that  case  it  was  only  held  that  a  wife,  pur- 
chasing personal  property  with  her  own  money 
from  her  husband  can  hold  it  as  her  separate 
►roperty,  and  that  her  title  is  only  liable  to  be 
lef  eated  by  her  husband's  creditors  if  all  the 
requirements  of  the  law  necessary  to  render 
the  sale  and  transfer  valid  as  against  such 
creditors  are  not  complied  with.  The  rule  in 
this  (State  is  well  understood  by  the  profession 

gerly  v.  Whalan,  106  Mass.  F807;  Stetson  v.  0*8ulll- 
van,  8  Allen,  881:  Butler  v.  Ives,  ISO  Mass.  808;  Boby 
v.  Phelon,  118  Mass.  641;  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Tavener,  180  Mass.  407;  Fowls  v.  Torrey,  186  Mass. 
87;  Knell  v.  Bgleston,  1  New  Bng.  Bep.  466, 140  Mass. 
80S;  Woodward  v.  Spurr,  8  New  Bng.  Bep.  8B,  142 
Mass.  888. 

In  New  York,  husband  and  wife  are  authorised 
to  make  conveyances  and  contracts  of  and  con- 
cerning personal  property  to  and  with  each  other, 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  effect  as  If 
they  were  strangers.  Waterman  v.  Mackenzie,  188 
U.S.  868,  84 L.  ed.  888, 64 Pat.  Off.  Gas.  1662, citing 
Annitage  v.  Mace,  86  N.  Y.  688;  Adams  v.  Adams. 
91N.  Y.  881.  See  note  to  Deshon  v.  Wood  (Mass.)  1 
1*B.  A.510. 
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that,  to  render  a  tele  of  personal  property  valid 
against  the  vendor's  creditors,  there  most  be 
a~change  of  possession  of  the  property  from 
the  vendor  to  the  vendee;  that  the  vendee's 
possession  must  be  exclusive  and  apparent 
Weeke  v.  Preecott,  58  Vt.  57. 

Where  there  is  a  joint  possession  by  the 
vendor  and  the  vendee,  the  property  is  liable 
to  attachment  upon  the  vendor's  debts  if  a  can- 
did observer  would  be  at  a  loss  to  determine 
which  of  the  two  has  the  chief  control  and 
possession  of  it;  and,  in  case  of  doubt,  the  law 
resolves  the  doubt  against  the  party  who  should 
make  the  change  of  possession  open  and  visi- 
ble.   Flanagan  v.  Wood,  88  Vt  882. 

The  reason  of  the  rule,  which  is  to  prevent 
fraudulent  transfers  of  property,  applies  more 
strongly  to  transactions  between  husbands  and 
wives  than  to  those  between  other  persons  be- 
cause of  the  greater  facility  for  the  commission 


of  frauds  of  this  character  between  the  former. 
No.  140,  Acts  1884,  is  cited  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  as  affording  ground  for  his  claim  that 
there  was  a  sufficient  change  of  possession  of 
this  property.  That  Act  was  designed  to  en- 
able married  women  to  make  contracts  the 
same  as  if  sole,  and  to  protect  their  personal 
estate  from  their  husband's  creditors.  It  is 
true,  however,  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  this 
Act  a  husband  could  make  a  valid  sale  of  per- 
sonal property  to  his  wife,  and  that  a  married 
woman  could:  acquire  as  perfect  a  title  to  such 
property  from  her  husband  as  she  could  from 
a  stranger.  Leavitl  v.  Jones,  supra.  The  Act 
referred  to  does  not  prescribe  what  shall  be  a 
sufficient  chance  of  possession  of  property  in 
case  of  such  sale,  and  it  in  no  wise  relaxes 
varies  the  rule  above  stated. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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may  be  maintained  along  a 
statutory  private  road  across  the  farm 
of  another  person  when  necessary  to  the  owner's 
reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  road,  as  for  Instance 
where  It  Is  used  as  a  passageway  for  stock, 
especially  where  the  owner  of  the  soil  has  land 
only  on  one  side  of  the  road. 

(April  17,18*1.) 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Washtenaw 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  alleged  trespass  by  defendant  in 
entering  upon  plaintiff's  private  way  and  re- 
moving a  fence.    Affirmed. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Sawyer,  with  Mr.  F.  Hinck- 
le^v  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

When  the  owner  of  the  easement  attempts 
to  make  an  inclosure  thereof,  where  his  stock 
may  pasture  as  well  as  pass  over  it,  and  to  ex- 
clude the  owner  of  the  fee  from  all  use  there? 
of,  he  has  converted  it  to  uses  and  purposes 
other  than  a  road. 

8  Kent,  Com.  482,  488. 


Worn,— Statutory  provisions  on  the  subject  of  fencing. 

It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  common  law, 
as  indicated  in  numerous  decisions,  that  no  man  is 
bound  to  fence  his  dose  against  the  encroachments 
of  his  neighbor's  cattle ;  and  that  the  owner  of 
animals  must  restrain  their  trespassing  upon  his 
neighbor.  In  effect,  however,  this  rule  has  no  ap- 
plication in  this  country  as  by  statutory  innovation, 
regulations  are  prescribed  for  the  control  and  ad- 
justment of  these  matters.  These  statutory  pro- 
visions, while  employing  a  widely  variant  phrase- 
ology, are  expressive  of  the  same  intent,  and  re- 
quire substantially  that  the  occupants  of  lands 
which  are  inclosed  by  fences  must  maintain  such 
fences  between  their  own  and  abutting  lnolosures. 
In  equal  shares,  in  order  to  protect  each  from  the 
depredations  of  the  other's  stock.  In  support  of 
this  proposition,  see  Ala.  Rev.  Code  1867;  Dig.  1868, 
chap.  78;  Laws  187B,  chap.  87;  Ark.  Rev.  Stat.  chap. 
98:  Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  Rev.  1888, 448  et  as?.;  1  HlttelPs 
Dig.  CaL  1 80B8. 

Thtsisnot  affected  by  Code.  Seel  19,  subd.  28. 
PoL  Code  1878;  HI.  Stat.  Rev.  Code  1888,  p.  158;  1 
III.  Gross  Stat.  ohap.  61;  1  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1882,  chap. 
SS;  Iowa  Code  1878,  title  11,  ohap.  4:  Kan.  Gen.  Stat, 
art.  8,  ohap.  40;  Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  ohap.  66;  La.  Rev. 
Code,  1870;  Civil  Code,  art.  1,  chap.  8:  Me.  Rev.  Stat. 
1871,  title  1,  ohap.  8;  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  ohap.  25;  1  Mich. 
Comp.  Laws  1071,  ohap.  4;  Minn.  Rev.  Stat.  1866, 
chap.  18;  Miss.  Rev.  Stat.  1870,  chap.  88;  I  Wagner, 
Stat.  (Mo.)  chap.  71;  Neb.  Gen.  Stat.  18S8,  ohap.  2; 
Nev.  Comp.  Laws  1878,  p.  469;  N.  H.  Gen.  Stat. 
1867,  chap.  128;  Nixon,  Dig.  N.  J.  Laws.  4th  ed.  331: 1 
13L.R.A. 


Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  pt.  1,  ohap.  11;  1  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  chap. 
45;  Brlghtly's  Purd.  Dig.  Pa.  168,  608-896;  R.  L  Gen. 
Stat.  1872,  ohap.  94;  Tenn.  Code,  I  4662;  Acts  1870-71, 
ohap.  86, 18;  Vt.  Gen.  Stat,  chaps.  28, 102;  Va.  Coda 
I860,  chap.  99;  W.  Va.  Code  1868,  ohap.  80;  1  Taylor, 
Stat.  (Wis.)  ohap.  17. 

Where  one  party  ceases  to  improve  his  land,  or 
throws  it  open  to  the  commons,  he  must  not  taka 
away  any  part  of  his  partition  fence  adjoining  the 
next  improved  Inclosure  if  the  owner  or  occupant 
of  suoh  Inclosure  elects  to  pay  its  value  within  a 
reasonable  time,  which  is  general  ly  fixed  by  statute. 
Thompson,  Law  of  the  Farm,  1 287,  note. 

The  statutes  of  the  several  States  have  provis- 
ions more  or  less  explicit  to  this  effect. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinofa 
that  a  partition  fence,  whether  existing  by  agree- 
ment, acquiescence  or  statutory  provision,  cannot 
be  removed  until  the  parties  Interested  in  its  re- 
maining are  properly  notified  of  the  intended  re- 
moval.   MoCormlok  v.Tate,  20  HL  884. 

Bloats  of  the  owner  of  the  fee. 

The  plaintiff,  as  owner  of  the  soil,  has  all  the 
rights  and  benefits  of  ownership  consistent  with 
such  an  easement  f  Atkins  v.  Bordman,  2  Met.  467; 
Bakeman  v.  Talbot,  81  N.  Y.  871);  among  others 
must  be  the  right  to  have  his  lands  fenced  or  un- 
fenoed  at  his  pleasure.  In  the  absence  of  fences 
his  horses  and  cattle  must  not  obstruct  the  defend- 
ant's way;  and  the  defendant  is  bound  to  the  exer- 
cise of  due  and  reasonable  care  by  his  own  methods 
to  prevent  his  cattle  or  other  animals  from  tres- 
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The  owner  of  the  soil  Is  under  no  obligation 
to  fence  along  a  highway  unless  he  pleases,  ex- 
cept as  required  by  statute. 

Williams  v.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Oo.  2  Mich. 
259;  Wood  v.  La  Rue,  9  Mich.  159;  Gardner  v. 
Bmith,  7  mch.AlO. 

The  owner  of  the  soil  over  which  an  ease- 
ment exists,  either  as  a  right  of  way,  or  a 
right  to  flow,  has  all  the  rights  and  benefits  of 
ownership  consistent  therewith.  He  has  the 
right  to  the  herbage  growing  thereon,  and  can 
use  it  for  raising  crops  or  for  pasturing  cattle. 

Smith  v.  Langetoald,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  449, 
140  Mass.  205. 

Action,  in  one  form  or  another,  by  the  owner 
t>f  the  dominant  estate,  to  restrain  the  owner 
of  the  servient  estate  from  destroying  his  right 
of  way  by  placing  gates  and  fences  across  it, 
depositing  substances  in  it,  building  buildings 
upon  it,  cutting  it  up  and  rendering  it  impas- 
cable  by  drawing  heavy  loads  over  it  and  the 
like,  are  common  in  the  books.  But  this  and 
the  case  of  BriU  v.  Brill,  11  Cent.  Rep.  805, 
106  N.  Y.  511,  are  the  only  cases  we  have 
found  where  the  owner  of  the  right  of  way  at- 
tempted by  suit  to  increase  the  burden  upon 
the  fee. 

i  The  right  acquired  by  the  plaintiff  by  his 
proceeding  to  lay  out  a  private  way  is  the 
ritrht  of  passage,  that  is,  the  right  to  use  the 
surface  of  the  soil  for  the  purpose  of  passing 
and  repassing,  and  the  incidental  right  of  prop- 
erly fitting  the  surface  for  that  use,  and  of 
keeping  the  same  in  repair,  and  the  right  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  redress  of  any  in- 
Jury  to  these  rights.  The  defendant,  as  owner 
of  the  soil,  has  all  rights  and  benefits  of  owner- 
ship consistent  with  such  easement.  Among 
others  he  has  the  right  of  possession,  and  the 
actual  possession,  and  the  right  to  hare  his 
land  fenced  or  unfenced  at  his  pleasure. 

BriU  v.  BriU,  supra;  Durfee  v.  Garvev,  78 
Cal.  546;  Washb.  Easem.*  183,  264,  265;  Short 


v.  Divine,  5  New  Eng.  Rep.  592,  146  Mass. 
119;  Adam*  v.  Emerson,  6  Pick.  57;  Bakema* 
v.  Talbot,  81  N.  Y.  866;  Maxwell  v.  McAtee. 
9  B.  Mon.  20;  Bason  v.  Young,  4  Lam  68; 
Baker  v.  Frick.  45  Md.  887;  Amy  v.  8hav>,& 
Me.  879. 

Mr.  J.  WilUrd  Babbitt  for  defendant 
in  error. 

McGrath,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  trespass  for  tearing  down  a  fence  on 
the  line  of  a  private  road.  The  cause  was  tried 
by  the  court,  and  comes  here  upon  findings  of 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law.  Defendant  owned 
a  parcel  of  land  lying  between  plaintiff's  land 
and  the  public  highway.  Plaintiff  in  August, 
1887,  applied  to  the  highway  commissioner, 
under  the  statute,  to  lay  out  a  private  road 
twenty-four  feet  wide,  at  one  side  of  defend- 
ant's premises,  extending  from  the  public  high- 
way to  plaintiff's  land,  upon  which  application 
the  necessary  proceedings  were  had,  and  the 
road  was  laid  out  and  opened,  taking  less  than 
one  third  of  an  acre  of  land,  for  which  the 
lory  awarded,  and  plaintiff  paid,  $75.  The  de- 
fendant did  not  signify  his  intention  of  making.; 
use  of  said  private  road  pursuant  to  section 
1898,  How.  Stat  Since  the  opening  of  said 
highway  in  August,  1887,  the  plaintiff  has  been 
accustomed  to  use  her  said  land  as  pasturage; 
that  during  the  seasons  of  pasture  the  plaintiff 
has  daily  driven  her  stock,  cattle  and  horses 
over  and  along  said  private  road;  that  the  lot 
of  the  defendant  lying  adjacent  to  this  private 
road  on  the  south  side  thereof  embraces  some 
nine  acres  of  land,  and  is  arable  soil,  used  by 
the  defendant  for  crops  and  pasturage;  that, 
shortly  after  the  opening  of  said  private 
way,  the  defendant  said  to  the  plaintiff  that  he 
did  not  know  as  he,  the  defendant,  wished  for 
any  fence  on  the  south  side  of  said  right  of 
way;  that  at  some  later  period  the  defendant 


passing  on  the  plaintiff's  premises.  An  inclosed 
road  might  be  a  convenience,  bnt  its  creation  is 
not  imposed  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the  terms  of  the 
grant:  it  is  not  an  actual  or  direct  necessity  to  the 
full  enjoyment  of  the  privilege  reserved,  and  it 
cannot  be  implied  as  incident  thereto.  BriU  v. 
Brill,  11  Gent.  Rep.  805, 106  N.  Y.  6LL 

The  defendant  certainly  has  no  right  to  preclude 
the  plaintiff  from  availing  himself  of  the  right  of 
passage,  or  to  render  the  exercise  of  that  right  un- 
usually or  unreasonably  difficult  or  burthensome. 
Bakeman  v.  Talbot,  83  N.  Y.  886. 

Owner  liable  lor  injuries  occasioned  by  defective 
fence. 

One  who  erects  and  maintains  a  barb-wire  fence, 
although  entirely  upon  his  land,  the  wires  of  which 
are  not  properly  stretched,  but  are  left  hanging 
loose  in  such  a  way  that  stock  are  not  likeJyto 
see  them,  and  are  liable  to  run  upon  them  and  be 
injured,  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  creating  a  liabil- 
ity for  such  injuries.  Loveland  v.  Gardner,  4  L. 
B.  A.  805,  79  Cal.  817. 

A  failure  to  keep  a  lawful  fence  around  a  grow- 
ing crop  which  in  its  nature  cannot  be  regarded  as 
dangerous  to  stock  cannot  be  regarded  as  such 
negligence  as  will  render  the  owner  of  the  ground 
liable  for  injury  resulting  to  animals  running  at 
large,  that  entered  and  were  Injured  by  eating  the 
crop.  Fennell  v.  Seguin  8treetR.  Co.  70  Tex.  670. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Effects  of  the  unlawfvlremovalof  fence. 

Where  a  division  fence  has  been  unlawfully  re- 
moved by  the  owner,  leaving  the  crops  of  the  ad- 
joining owner  exposed,  the  latter  has  the  legal 
right  to  avert  the  danger  by  again  connecting  his 
fence  with  that  of  the  former,  and  the  latter  Is 
guilty  of  an  offense,  under  Tex.  Pen.  Code,  ark 
684,  if  he  pulls  down  the  fence  so  erected  to  dose 
the  gap  caused  by  his  removal  of  the  division 
fence.   Jamison  v.  State,  87  Tex.  App.  443. 

The  sole  owner  of  a  division  fence  cannot  Jaw- 
fully  withdraw  or  separate  it  from  the  connecting 
fence  of  the  adjoining  owner  without  first  giving 
notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  to  do  so.  under 
Tex.  Stat.  1897,  p.  80,  12,  for  at  least  six  months 
prior  to  so  doing.  Jamison  v.  8tate,  27  Tex.  App. 
442. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  landowner  to  take  notice  of 
the  natural  propensity  of  domestic  animals,  and  to 
exeroise  reasonable  care  to  prevent  bis  fence  from 
becoming  dangerous.  The  fact  that  the  fenee  was 
constructed  entirely  upon  defendant's  land  is  no  de- 
fense, if  negligently  constructed  or  maintained. 
Loveland  v.  Gardner,  4  L.  B.  A.  806, 79  OaL  817. 

"Under  the  statute  of  Indiana,"  both  parties  to 
a  partition  fence  are  equally  bound  to  maintain  it. 
lather  may  repair,  and  enforce  contribution  from 
the  other;  but  failure  to  do  so  leaves  them  upon 
their  respective  common -law  rights  and  obliga- 
tions. Myers  v.  Dodd,  •  Ind.  280.  And  see  Oook  v. 
Morea,  38  Ind.  407. 
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instructed  tbe  plaintiff  that  she  must  lead  her 
stocky  when  they  passed  along  this  way;  that 
thereafter,  in  the  summer  of  1888,  the  plaintiff 
erected  a  post  and  wire  fence  along  the  south 
side  of  said  way,  and  about  one  foot  within  the 
limits  of  the  same;  that  said  fence  was  suffi- 
cient to  turn  the  said  stock  of  cattle  and  horses 
and  keep  them  within  the  way  while  passing 
through  the  same;  that  in  the  month  of  May, 
1880,  the  defendant  entered  upon  said  way, 
and  tore  down  and  removed  the  said  fence  as 
aforesaid  erected  by  the  plaintiff;  and  this  ac- 
tion is  brought  to  recover  for  the  alleged  tres- 
pass; that  the  damage  to  said  fence  was  $2; 
that  the  defendant  dia  not  consent  or  object  to 
the  building  of  the  fence  by  the  plaintiff  along 
the  said  right  of  way;  that  tbe  wires  compos- 
ing the  said  fence  so  built  by  the  said  plaintiff 
along  the  said  way  were,  to  some  extent,  atone 
or  two  points,  down  and  on  the  defendant's 
land;  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  defendant, 
Crane,  interfered  with  plaintiff's  use  of  the 
said  right  of  said  road.  The  court  found,  as  a 
conclusion  of  law  from  the  above  and  forego- 
ing facts,  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  of 
way  or  private  passage  over  the  land  of  the 
defendant;  that,  as  an  incident  thereto,  she 
had  the  right  to  whatever  may  be  necessary 
for  the  reasonable  and  proper  enjoyment  there- 
of; that  it  is  unreasonable,  while  the  defendant 
crops  or  pastures  his  land  adjacent  to  said 
right  of  way,  to  forbid  or  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  employing  the  usual  and  reasonable 
methods  of  protecting  herself  from  the  hazards 
and  danger  attending  the  driving  of  stock 
alone  said  way,  with  the  fields  of  the  defendant 
inviting  and  uninclosed;  that  to  withhold  such 
right  of  protection  from  the  plaintiff,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  hold  her  responsible  for  all 
damage  which  her  stock  may  unavoidably  do 
to  the  property  of  the  defendant,  is  practically 
to  destroy  the  value  of  the  right  which  the 
plaintiff  has  purchased,  or,  if  there  be  no  lia- 
bility except  for  want  of  due  care,  yet  with  the 
growing  grain  lying  adjacent  thereto,  un- 
fenced,  it  would  be  impossible  to  enjoy  to  any 
reasonable  extent  this  right  of  way.  The 
right,  therefore,  of  the  plaintiff  to  erect  and 
maintain  a  suitable  fence  adapted  to  the  object 
sought,  and  within  the  right  of  way,  must  be 
deemed  an  incident  necessary  to  the  reasonable 
enjoyment  of  the  easement  obtained,  and  the 
court  finds,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action, 
and  assesses  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
sum  of  f  2,  with  costs  of  suit  to  be  taxed. 

The  defendant  insists  that  he  is  still  the 
owner  of  the  soil  over  which  the  easement  ex- 
ists; that  as  such  he  is  entitled  to  the  herbage 
growing  thereon,  and  to  use  the  land  for  rais- 
ing crops,  or  for  pasturage,  subject  only  to 
plaintiff's  right  of  way  over  it;  and  the  defend- 
ant cannot  oe  excluded  from  it  by  the  con- 
struction of  a  fence  on  the  line  of  the  way. 
*•  Action  in  one  form  or  another/'  says  coun- 
sel for  defendant,  "  by  the  owner  of  the  domi- 
nant estate,  to  restrain  the  owner  of  the  servient 
estate  from  destroying  bis  right  of  way,  by 
placing  gates  and  fences  across  it,  depositing 
substances  in  it.  building  buildings  upon  it, 
cutting  it  up.  and  rendering  it  impassable  by 
drawing  heavy  loads  over  it,  and  the  like,  are 
common  in  books.  But  this,  and  the  case  of 
12  L.  R.  A. 


BriU  v.  Brill,  108  N.  Y.  511,  11  Cent.  Rep. 
805,  are  tbe  only  cases  we  have  found  where 
the  owner  of  the  right  of  way  attempted  by 
suit  to  increase  the  burden  upon  toe  fee. 
While  it  is  true,  is  it  not  because  the  right  to 
an  inclosed  way  is  generally  conceded?  It 
cannot  be  denied  that  as  a  rule  public  high- 
ways, private  rights  of  way,  and  ways  or  lanes 
maintained  upon  agricultural  lands  for  tbe 
convenience  of  private  owners,  are  in  fact  in- 
closed. This  is  not  a  case  where  the  owner 
of  the  dominant  estate  seeks  to  compel  the 
owner  of  the  servient  estate  to  maintain  a  fence, 
for  here  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate  seeks 
only  to  establish  her  right  to  inclose  the  way 
to  protect  herself  in  its  enjoyment.  It  is  well 
known  that  private  roads  are  invariably  in- 
closed, and  no  case  can  be  found  in  the  books 
where  the  right  to  inclose  a  statutory  private 
road  has  been  assailed.  In  several  of  the  ad- 
judicated cases  the  existence  of  boundary -line 
fences  appears.  Whether  inclosed  by  the 
owner  of  tbe  fee  or  the  owner  of  tbe  way  we 
are  not  advised,  but  the  fact  of  inclosure  re- 
mains. When  a  right  of  way  exists  by  virtue 
of  a  license  or  grant,  the  incidents  of  that  right 
are  determined  by  reference  to  such  grant  or 
license,  and  when  that  is  uncertain  or  ambigu- 
ous, the  circumstances  ^  surrounding  the  grant 
or  license  and  the  situation  of  the' parties 
must  be  inquired  into  with  a  view  of  arriving 
at  the  intention  of  the  parties.  When  acquired 
by  prescription,  it  is  largely  a  question  of  the 
nature  of  the  prior  use.  The  right  here  in* 
sisted  upon  is  not  one  acquired  by  grant,  license, 
or  prescription.  It  is  one  acquired  and  paid 
for  under  the  Statute.  It  is  not  simply  a  right 
of  way  over  defendant's  land,  nor  a  right  of 
ingress  or  egress  merely.  It  is  a  statutory  pri- 
vate road,  twenty-four  feet  in  width,  all  or  any 
part  of  which  may  be  used  by  plaintiff  for  any 
and  all  purposes  for  which  any  highway  may 
be  used,  ft  may  be  planked,  paved,  macad- 
amized or  graveled  by  plaintiff  for  its  entire 
width.  The  Statute  contemplates  not  only  a 
record  of  the  description  and  laying  out,  but 
an  actual  opening  of  the  road,  involving  the 
taking  down  of  cross-fences,  excluding  the 
presumption  that  the  possession  was  to  remain 
in  the  owner  of  the  fee. 

It  appears  from  the  adjudications:  (1)  That 
the  conveyance  of  a  right  of  way  gives  to  the 
grantee  not  only  a  right  to  an  unobstructed 
passage  at  all  times  over  defendant's  lands,  but 
also  such  rights  as  are  incident  or  necessary  to 
the  enjoyment  of  such  right  or  passage.  Max- 
trettv.  McAtee,9B.  Mon.  21;  Blissv.  Greeley,  45 
N.  Y.671;  Herrman  v.  Roberts,  119  N.Y.  87, 7 
L.  R  A.  226.  (2)  The  owner  of  the  way, 
where  its  limits  are  defined,  has  not  only  the 
rights  of  a  free  passage  over  the  traveled  part, 
but  also  to  a  free  passage  on  such  portions  of 
the  way  as  he  thinks  proper  or  necessary. 
Herrman  v.  Roberts,  supra.  (8)  The  owner  of 
the  fee,  subject  to  an  easement,  may  rightfully 
use  the  land  for  any  purpose  not  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  easement 
East  Tennessee,  V.  db  G.  B.  Oo.  v.  Telford 
(Tenn.)  14  8.  W.  Rep.  776;  Herrman  v.  /2o&- 
erts,  supra;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  691.  (4)  The 
rights  of  the  owner  of  the  easement  are  para- 
mount, to  the  extent  of  the  grant,  to  those  of 
the  owner  of  tbe  soil.    Herrman  v.  Roberts* 
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supra;  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R  Co.  v.  Td- 
ford,  supra;  Kansas  Cent.  R  Co.  v.  Allen,  22 
Kan.  286.  (5)  The  owner  of  the  flofl  is  under 
do  obligation  to  repair  the  way,  as  that  duty 
belongs  to  the  party  for  whose  benefit  it  is 
constructed.  Herrman  v.  Roberts,  supra.  (6) 
What  may  be  considered  a  proper  and  rea- 
sonable use  by  the  owner  of  the  fee,  as  distin- 
guished from  an  unreasonable  and  improper 
use,  as  well  as  what  may  be  necessary  to 
plaintiff's  beneficial  use  and  enjoyment,  are 
questions  of  fact  to  be  determined  By  the  trial 
court  or  Jury.  Bakeman  v.  Talbot,  81  N.  Y. 
306;  Euson  v.  Young,  4  Lans.  64;  Prentice  v. 
Qeiger,  74  N.  Y.  842;  Herrman  v.  Roberts  and 
Kansas  Cent.  R  Co.  v.  Allen,  supra.    . 

In  Herrman  v.  Roberts,  supra,  decided  in 
1880,  the  court  says:  "It  cannot  be  assumed, 
in  the  absence  of  any  provision  looking  thereto 
in  the  grant,  that  the  grantor  intended  to  re- 
serve any  use  of  the  land  which  should  limit  or 
disturb  the  full  and  unrestricted  enjoyment  of 
the  easement  granted.  The  purpose  contem- 
plated by  the  grant  was  the  creation  of  an 
easement  for  the  plaintiffs  use,  and  not  the 
reservation  to  the  owner  of  the  use  of  his  land. 
Every  use  by  the  owner  was  abandoned,  except 
such  as  might  be  made  in  a  mode  entirely  con- 
sistent with  the  full  and  undisturbed  enjoyment 
by  the  grantee  of  the  easement  The  idea  of 
a  joint  use  of  the  land  by  both  parties,  in  the 
sense  that  a  use  by  the  grantee  should  at  any 
time  give  way  to  a  use  by  the  grantor,  is  con- 
trary to  the  plain  meaning  and  intent  of  the 
grant.  The  use  of  the  land,  says  the  court,  for 
agricultural  purposes,  is  clearly  inconsistent 
with  the  rights  acquired  by  plaintiff." 

In  Bakeman  v.  Talbot,  supra,  the  lands  of 
defendant,  divided  into  several  lots,  lay  be- 
tween two  parcels  of  land  owned  by  plaintiff, 
one  of  which  was  a  wood-lot  Defendant  had 
constructed  a  fence  on  the  lines  of  his  several 
lots,  but  had  provided  a  set  of  bars  at  each 
point  crossed  by  the  right  of  way.  The  right 
of  way  rested  in  a  decree  of  partition,  which 
gave  to  the  plaintiff  "the  right  of  way  to  ena- 
ble him  to  pass  to  and  from  his  wood-lot,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  wood;"  and  it  was 
held  that  nothing  passed  as  an  incident  to  such 
grant  but  what  was  requisite  to  its  fair  enjoy- 
ment; that  the  present  arrangements  were  suit- 
able and  sufficient  under  existing  circum- 
stances; that,  if  the  passage  was  made  as  con- 
venient as  the  mode  of  access  which  a  farmer 
usually  provides  for  himself  to  get  to  and  from 
his  wood-land,  it  was  sufficient;  that  after  the 
circumstances  have  changed,  and  the  question 
shall  then  arise  as  to  what  shall  then  be  proper, 
it  may  be  then  determined  that  an  open  way 
may  be  necessary. 

In  Brill  v.  Brill,  supra,  defendant  sold  to 
plaintiff,  and  reserved  the  right  of  free  ingress 
and  egress  across  the  premises  conveyed,  and 
plaintiff  complained  because  defendant  left  the 
gates  open,  and  defendant  complained  because 
plaintiff  refused  to  maintain  fences  along  the 
road.  Although  the  court  said  that  the  owner 
of  the  soil  has  the  right  to  have  the  way  fenced 
or  unfenced  at  his  pleasure,  yet  the  question 
there  was  whether  plaintiff  could  be  compelled 
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to  maintain  a  fence,  and  the  court  held  that  he 
was  not  obliged  to  maintain  a  fence;  that  an 
inclosed  fence  was  not  an  actual  or  direct  ne- 
cessity to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  privilege 
reserved.  The  court  in  that  case  found  that 
the  necessity  for  the  fence  did  not  exist.  The 
right  was  one  of  ingress  and  egress  merely, 
over  an  open  way,  which  had  been  used  before 
the  land  had  been  divided.  No  specific  num- 
ber of  feet  was  set  apart.  Fences,  under  such 
circumstances,  would  increase  the  burden  by 
actually  taking  the  additional  land  necessary  for 
a  fence  each  side  of  the  way.  The  right  of  way 
in  that  case  was  through  the  farm,  separating 
it  into  two  parcels,  in  which  case  fences  would 
necessarily  seriously  inconvenience  the  owner 
of  the  fee.  The  court  says:  "  The  plaintiffs 
lands  were  thus  made  servient  to  the  conven- 
ience and  pleasure  of  the  owner  of  the  other 
parcel  of  land  to  the  expressed  extent,  and  no 
further.  No  case  has  been  found  which  im- 
poses a  duty  upon  the  owner  of  the  lands  so- 
burdened  to  do  any  positive  act,  as,  in  this  in- 
stance, erect  or  maintain  a  fence  for  the  benefit 
of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate.  The 
plaintiff  was  no  more  bound  to  define  by 
fences  the  course  they  should  take  than  he 
was  to  prepare  the  surface  of  the  way  for  their 
safe  travel."  As  we  have  already  said,  plain- 
tiff does  not  seek  to  impose  the  dnty  of  any 
positive  act  upon  defendant  She  seeks  pimply 
to  be  allowed,  at  her  own  expense,  to  make 
this  wav  as  convenient  as  the  modes  of  passage 
which  farmers  usually  provide  for  themselves 
upon  their  own  premises.  This  is  a  road  laid 
out  and  opened  twenty-four  feet  wide.  It  is 
laid  across  one  end  of  defendant's  farm.  De- 
fendant owns  no  land  beyond  it.  The  fence  is 
within  the  twenty-four  feet  It  is  built,  not 
for  ornament,  or  to  mark  the  line  of  the  way 
merely,  but  for  utility,  because  actually  neces- 
sary. Applying  the  rules  laid  down  by  these 
adjudications,  it  seems  clear  to  me  that  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  make  use  of  this  way  for  any 
and  all  purposes  for  which  a  road  maybe  used; 
that  defendant  is  under  no  obligation  either  to 
improve  the  bed  of  the  way,  or  to  protect  its 
use;  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  do  any  act 
which  may  be  necessary  to  promote  its  bene- 
ficial use,  to  the  extent  of  inclosing  the  same; 
that  the  only  limit  to  the  servitude  which  she 
is  entitled  to  impose  upon  the  fee  is  what  may 
be  deemed  necessary  and  essential  to  her  en- 
joyment of  the  rights  acquired;  that  the  rights 
of  defendant  in  this  way  are  subject  to  plain- 
tiff's necessities  arising  from  the  legitimate  use 
of  the  road;  that  the  necessity  and  reasonable- 
ness of  the  means  made  use  of  to  adapt  the 
road  to  her  use  are  questions  of  fact,  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  trial  court;  and  that  the  find- 
ings of  the  trial  court  in  that  regard  are  con- 
clusive upon  us.  The  court  below  finds  that 
the  plaintiff  has  been  accustomed  daily  to  drive 
her  cattle  and  horses  through  this  private  road, 
and  that  a  fence  along  the  same  is  an  incident 
necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  thereof. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  with  costs 
to  plaintiff. 

The  other  Justices  concurred. 
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George  F.  HARDING. 
(....DL....): 

▲landlord's  lien  on  crop*  for  rent  under 
Bev.  Stat,  ohap.  80,  can  give  him  no  right  to 
Bifltofrdn  a  personal  action  for  damages  against 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  tenant  although 

4  be  may  follow  the  goods  and  distrain  for  his  rent. 

(OroifcJ.,  assents.) 
(March  80. 180U 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  Third  District,  affirm- 
ing a  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Doug- 
las County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  from  defendant 
for  having  purchased  from  plaintiff's  tenant 
crops  subject  to  a  landlord's  lien.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meter*.  Eekhsurt  A  Moore  for  appellant. 

Mr.  William  J.  Amman  for  appellee. 

Shop*),  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  following  statement  of  fact,  taken  from 
the  opinion  of  the  appellate  court,  will  be 
sufficient  to  present  the  single  point  arising  on 
this  record:  Appellee,  a  resident  of  Chicago, 
made  a  lease,  in  writing,  to  Matthias  Ellen,  of 
a  quarter-section  of  land  in  Douglas  County, 


for  one  year  from  March  1,  1880,  at  a  cash 
rent  of  $480,  payable  on  or  before  the  1st  day 
of  January  next  following,  and  providing, 
among  other  things,  that  the  crops  should  not 
be  removed  until  the  rent  was  paid.  In  Aug- 
ust and  December,  1886,  appellant  for  his 
firm,  which  then  was,  and  for  some  years  had 
been,  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and 
shipping  grain  at  Tuscola,  about  three  miles 
from  the  demised  premises,  purchased  of  the 
tenant  oats  and  corn  raised  on  said  premises,  of 
the  value  of  $227.16,  and  paid  him  therefor  in 
good  faith,  and  without  any  notice  that  he  was 
a  tenant,  or  that  the  grain  had  been  raised  on 
demised  premises,  or  that  any  rent  was  unpaid; 
about  the  1st  of  January,  1887,  Blien  left  the 
farm  and  the  county  wholly  insolvent,  and 
with  $880  of  the  rent  unpaid.  Appellee  brought 
this  suit  to  the  October  Term,  1887,  in  assump- 
sit, on  the  common  counts,  and  a  special  count 
setting  out  the  facts,  to  which  the  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  which  was  tried  by 
the  court  without  a  jury,  under  a  stipulation 
that  the  form  of  action  might  be  disregarded, 
and  any  legal  claim  or  defense  shown.  Judg- 
ment was  riven  for  the  plaintiff  for  $227.16. 

The  single  point  for  decision  is  stated  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellant  to  be  "  whether  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice,  of  crops 
grown  on  rented  premises,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, is  protected  in  law;"  and,  as  stated 
by  counsel  for  appellee,  "Does  the  statutory 
lien  of  the  landlord  on  the  crops  hold  against 
the  purchaser  of  the  crop  from  the  tenant,  who 
purchases  within  the  six  months  named  by  the 
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By  express  legislation.  In  several  States,  an  at- 
tempt has  been  made  to  regulate  the  rights  of  a 
landlord  to  secure  his  unpaid  rental  by  a  statutory 
Hen  upon  growing  crops* 

The  language  of  this  legislation  has  assumed  a 
rariant  phraseology,  bat  its  substantial  require- 
ments have  been  found  embodied  in  the  Act  of 
Congress,  passed  February  a,  1887,  H 13, 14  (Stat,  at 
LJ404. 

The  Act  referred  to  is  in  entire  harmony  with 
the  various  legislative  provisions  in  the  different 
States,  and  any  Judicial  interpretation  it  may  re- 
ceive Is  peculiarly  applicable  as  an  exposition  to 
any  of  the  state  enactments  of  similar  import. 
Bspeoially  is  this  true  of  the  Illinois  Statute  under 
construction  In  the  principal  case. 

The  eonehuUme  ef  the  authorities 

The  courts  of  Iowa,  Missouri,  Alabama  and  Ar- 
kansas, Interpreting  the  Statutes  of  those  States 
(Iowa  Code,  HUTU,  1271;  Mo.  Bev.  Stat.  Oft;  Ark. 
Rev.  Stat.  STO,  and  Clay  1  Ala.  Dig.  606),  which  are 
nearly  similar  In  their  provisions  to  the  Act  now 
under  consideration,  have  adjudged  as  follows: 

1.  The  landlord's  lien  attaches  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  tenancy,  or  where  the  goods  are  car- 
ried on  the  rental  premises,  and  not  from  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  proceedings  to  enforce 
It.  Grant  v.  WhitweU,  9  Iowa,  158;  Powell  v.  Had- 
den,  a  Ala.  746;  8evler  v.  Shaw,  26  Ark.  417;  Smith 
v.  Meyer,  26  Ark.  60S. 

2.  The  landlord's  lien  Is  upon  the  stock  In  mass 
and  not  in  detail,  and  when  goods  are  sold  in  the 
usual  course  of  trade  carried  on.  In  or  upon  the 
rental  premises,  they  are  sold  discharged  of  the 
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lien,  and  the  Hen  continues  on  those  remaining. 
Grant  v.  WhitweU,  supra,  re-afflrmed  In  Carpenter 
v.  Gillespie,  10  Iowa,  688,  and  again  In  Doane  v. 
Garretson,  £4  Iowa,  86L 

8.  This  lien  continues  eight  months,  and  during 
that  time  the  landlord  may  take  steps  to  subject 
the  crop  to  the  payment  of  the  rent.  If  the  prop- 
erty remains  in  epeeie  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee, 
he  may,  during  the  continuance  of  the  lien,  seize  it 
under  protest;  or  might,  if  it  was  consumed,  hold 
the  assignee  accountable  for  its  value,  if  the  as- 
signment was  taken  with  a  knowledge  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  lien.    Knox  v.  Hunt,  18  Mo.  248. 

4.  Statutory  liens  without  possession  have  the 
same  virtue  that  existed  in  common-law  liens  ac- 
companied by  possession.  Grant  v.  WhitweU,  su- 
pra. 

At  common  law,  a  purchaser  of  goods  and  chat- 
tels takes  them  subject  to  the  same  lien  which  ex- 
isted against  the  vendor.  Man  v.  Shlffner,  2  Bast, 
688;  Godin  v.  London  Assur.  Co.  1  Burr.  488;  Burton 
v.  Smith.  88  U.  8. 13 Pet.  484,  ML.  ed,  248. 

In  the  case  of  Webb  v.  Sharp,  80  U.  8. 18  WalL  16, 
20  L.  ed.  478,  the  court  in  part  construed  the  Act 
of  1887,  and  adopted  substantially  the  same  rules  of 
construction  which  guided  the  court  of  last  resort 
of  Iowa. 

Bepeated  decisions  in  other  Jurisdictions  have 
settled  the  question  that  the  lien  in  such  cases  at- 
taches at  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy,  or 
whenever  personal  chattels  owned  by  the  tenant 
and  subject  to  execution  for  debt  are  brought  on 
the  rented  premises.  Grant  v.  Whitweli,  •  Iowa, 
158;  Carpenter  v.  GlUespie,  10  Iowa,  602;  Doane  v. 
Garretson,  84  Iowa,  861;  Powell  v.  Hadden,  21  Ala. 
748;  Sevier  v.  Shaw,  26  Ark.  417;  Smith  v.  Meyer,  Id. 
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Statute,  but  whose  purchase,  however,  is  in 
good  faith,  for  value,  without  actual  notice  of 
the  existence  of  the  facts  contemplated  by  the 
provisions  of  statute"  creating  the  lien?  By 
stipulation  a  Jury  was  waived,  and  under  the 
declaration  and  plea  of  general  issue  filed  proof 
was  admissible  that  would  sustain  the  plain- 
tiff's right  of  recovery  in  any  form  of  action 
or  maintain  any  defense  available.  Proposi- 
tions of  law  were  asked  and  refused,  properly 
raising  the  question  stated.  The  question  is 
therefore  broadly  presented,  whether  a  right  of 
action  is  shown  in  the  plaintiff,  irrespective  of 
the  form  of  action.  The  plaintiff  is  not  seek- 
ing in  this  action  to  enforce  his  lien  upon  the 
crops  grown  upon  the  demised  premises,  but 
to  charge  the  defendant  as  purchaser  thereof, 
in  a  personal  action  for  their  value.  Appellant 
was  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and 
selling  grain  at  Tuscola,  and  in  August  and 
December,  Elien,  the  tenant  of  appellee,  sold 
to- appellant  oats  and  corn  in.  the  regular  course 
of  business,  amounting  to  $227.16,  which  was 
paid  for  at  the  time.  The  suit  was  brought  in 
October,  1887.  It  is  conceded  that  the  grain 
was  purchased  in  the  ordinary  way,  without 
notice  by  appellant  of  Ellen's  relation  to  ap- 
pellee, or  that  the  grain  was  raised  upon  rented 
premises,  nor  are  there  any  facts  and  circum- 
stances shown  which,  it  is  claimed,  would  put 
appellant  upon  inquiry,  or  which,  if  followed, 
would  lead  to  the  fact.  The  81st  section  of 
the  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  (Rev.  Stat.  chap. 
80)  is  as  follows:  "Every  landlord  shall  have 
a  lien  upon  the  crops  grown  or  growing  upon 
the  demised  premises  for  the  rent  thereof, 
whether  the  same  is  payable  wholly  or  in  part 
in  money,  or  specific  article  of  property  or 


products  of  the  premises,  or  labor,  and  also  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  term  of  the 
lease.  Such  lien  shall  continue  for  the  period 
of  six  months  after  the  expiration  of  the  term 
for  which  the  premises  were  demised."  Cases- 
involving  this  section  of  the  Statute,  in  various 
forms,  have  frequently  been  before  the  court, 
but  in  none  of  them  has  this  question  been  de- 
termined. In  Mile*  v.  James,  86  111.  899,  it 
was  held  that  the  lien  of  the  landlord  was  par- 
amount to  that  of  an  execution.  In  Thompson 
v.  Mead,  67  HI.  896,  and  Weteel  v.  Mayert,  91  111. 
497,  it  was  held  that  the  lien  of  the  landlord 
was  prior  to  that  execution  and  attachment 
Substantially  the  same  question  was  presented 
in  Preityman  v.  Uhland,  77  111.  206.  In  Watt 
v.  Seofield,  76  111.  261.  it  was  found  that  Watt, 
the  purchaser  from  the  tenant  of  Seofield,  had 
full  knowledge  of  the  landlord's  lien  for  rent, 
and  was  chargeable  with  notice  that  the  rent 
was  unpaid.  The  case,  however,  went  off  up- 
on the  ground  that  trover  would  not  lie:  and 
the  action  being  trover,  the  Judgment  below 
was  reversed.  In  Hunter  v.  Whitfield,  89  Dl. 
229,  the  court  expressly  found  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  land- 
lord's lien,  and  expressly  declined  to  determine 
the  question  as  to  whether  an  action  would  lie- 
against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  and 
without  notice.  In  If  rink  v.  Pratt,  26  Dl.  App. 
222,  the  question  was  simply  whether  trover 
would  lie  by  the  landlord  against  the  purchas- 
er of  the  crop.  It  therefore  follows  that  the- 
question  may  be  regarded  substantially  as  one 
of  first  impression  in  this  court. 

The  appellate  court  of  the  second  district, 
in  Howe  v.  Clark,  28  HI.  App.  145,  held  that 
no  action  would  lie  by  the  landlord  against  a 


Liens  of  this  nature  are  upon  the  chattels  In  bulk 
or  the  stock  in  mass  and  not  in  detail,  or  rather  the 
lien  is  displaced  where  the  goods  are  sold  in  the 
usual  course  of  trade  carried  on  by  the  tenant, 
provided  tbey  are  duly  delivered  and  do  not  re- 
main on  the  premises.  Grant  v.  WhitweU,  Carpen- 
ter v.  Gillespie  and  Doane  v.  Garretson,  supra. 

Purchasers  of  goods  and  chattels  take  them  at 
common  law  subject  to  the  liens  which  existed 
against  the  vendor,  and  the  same  rule  applies  in  a 
case  arising  under  the  Act  of  Congress  in  question, 
where  the  purchase  is  of  the  stock  in  mass,  which 
is  not  removed  from  the  premises,  or  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  lien,  and  not  in  the  usual  course  of 
trade.  Man  v.  Shiffner,  2  Bast,  523;  Godin  v.  Lon- 
don Assur.  Co.  1  Burr.  480;  Burton  v.  Smith,  88  U. 
8. 18  Pet.  483, 10  L.  ed.  248. 

Sales  of  the  stock  in  mass  which  is  not  removed, 
or  not  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  on  the 
premises  and  with  knowledge  of  the  lien,  are  sub- 
ject to  that  rule  under  this  provision,  and  the  land- 
lord may  have  his  remedy  for  the  same  "In  whose- 
soever hands  they  may  be  found."  Personal  chat- 
tels sold  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  on  the 
premises  without  knowledge  of  the  lien  are  not 
subject  to  the  lien,  or,  in  other  words,  the  Hen  in 
respect  to  such  sales  where  the  goods  are  removed 
from  the  premises  is  displaced  and  the  purchaser 
takes  a  perfect  title  to  the  property  discharged  of 
the  lien.  "Goods  sold  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
trade,11  says  theXJnited  States  8upreme  Court  (Webb 
v.  Sharp,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall.  15,  20  L.  ed.  478),  "un- 
doubtedly become  discharged  from  the  lien,  be- 
cause if  it  were  not  so  business  could  not  be 
safely  carried  on ;  but  the  court  held  in  the  same 
case  that  the  lien  created  by  that  Act  of  Con- 
gress commences  with  the  tenancy  and  contin- 
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ues  for  three  months  after  the  rent  is  due,  which 
cannot  be  true  for  any  practical  effect  if  it  be  ad- 
mitted that  the  sale  of  the  personal  property  in 
bulk  when  not  removed  from  the  premises  and  not 
In  the  usual  course  of  trade  prevents  the  landlord 
from  levying  on  the  chattels  in  whosesoever 
hands  they  may  be  found."  Unquestionably  the 
lien,  when  it  once  attaches,  continues  to  attach  to* 
the  chattels  into  whosesoever  hands  the  ohattela- 
may  come  during  the  time  allowed  for  instituting 
proceedings,  unless  the  lien  is  displaced  by  the  re- 
moval of  the  goods  or  by  the  sale  of  the  chattels  by 
the  tenant  in  the  ordinary  course  of  mercantile- 
transactions.  Support  to  that  view  is  found  in  the 
fact  that  the  Act  of  Congress,  in  providing  a  per- 
sonal remedy  by  action  against  the  purchaser  with 
notice  of  the  lien,  evidently  Intends  to  permit  the* 
landlord  to  reach  the  chattels  in  whosesoever 
hands  they  may  be  found,  if  the  chattels  were  not 
sold  in  the  usual  course  of  business.  Knox  v.  Hunt, 
18  Mo.  848. 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  this  Statute  to  impose- 
additional  burdens  upon  purchasers  of  personal 
property.  It  gives  the  power  to  the  landlord  to- 
prevent  a  sale  at  any  time  by  attaching  the  goods, 
and  thus  secure  his  rent.  But  when  a  bona  Ada- 
sale  of  the  chattels  has  been  consummated  the  lien 
of  the  landlord  is  at  an  end  as  to  the  chattels  sold. 
Webb  v.  Sharp,  80  U.  8. 18  Wall.  14, 20 1*  ed .  478. 

The  Statute  declares  positively  that  the  remedy 
shall  be  against  a  purchaser  of  such  chattels  with 
notice  of  the  lien,  and  gives  no  remedy  against  the 
purchaser  without  notice.  This  necessarily  leads- 
to  the  construction  that  a  bona  flde  sale,  without 
notice,  discharges  the  property  from  the  operation 
of  the  lien.  Webb  v.  Sharp,  tupnu  which  case  must- 
be  regarded  as  decisive  of  the  question. 
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bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  crop  from  tbe  ten- 
ant; while  in  the  Appellate  Court  of  the  Third 
District  in  the  present  case  it  was  held  that  the 
landlord  may  maintain  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received,  if  the  purchaser  has  con- 
verted  the  crops  into  money,  and,  if  not,  case 
may  be  maintained.  We  are  al*o  referred  to 
decisions  of  other  States,  arising  under  statutes 
more  or  less  variant,  presenting  a  contrariety 
of  construction  and  opinion.  Among  these 
are  Nesbitt  v.  BarUett,  14  Iowa,  485;  West- 
moreland v.  Wooten,  51  Miss.  825;  Seaife  v. 
Stovall,  67  Ala.  287;  Fowler  v.  Rapley,  82  U.  8. 
15  Wall.  828,  21  L.  ed.  85;  BeaU  v.  White,  94 
U.  8.  882,  24  L.  ed.  178;  Vraeer  v.  Jackson,  46 
Oa.  621;  Thornton  v.  Carver,  80  Ga.  887; 
Haifiey  v.  Haynes,  87  Mich.  585;  Smith  v. 
SheU  Lake  Lumber  Co.  68  Wis.  89,— which, 
with  more  or  less  pertinency,  sustain  the  view 
that  the,  lien  of  the  landlord  does  not  follow 
the  crops  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice.  On  the  other  hand,  the  cases 
mainly  relied  upon  are  Kennard  v.  Honey,  80 
Ind.  87;  Mathews  v.  Burke,  82  Tex.  419;  Davis 
v.  Wilson,  86  Tenn.  519;  Richardson  v.  Peter- 
sen, 58  Iowa,  724;  Holden  v.  Cox,  60  Iowa, 
449,  and  perhaps  others,— the  holding  in 
which,  more  or  less  directly,  is  that  tbe  lien  of 
the  landlord  is  paiamount  as  against  a  bona 
fide  purchaser. 

It  must  be  observed,  however,  that  in  many 
of  the  latter  cases  it  was  sought  to  enforce  the 
lien  as  against  the  property  in  the  hands  of  a 
purchaser,  and  not  to  charge  the  purchaser  for 
its  conversion.  Such  was  the  case  in  Mathews 
v.  Burke,  Richardson  v.  Petersen,  supra,  and 
others.  While  in  others,  as  in  Holden  v.  Cox, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  purchaser  purchased 
without  notice  of  the  landlord's  lien.  A  re- 
view of  these  authorities  will  be  unnecessary, 
but  an  examination  will  disclose  but  few  cases 
where  the  precise  question  at  issue  here  was 
involved.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  lien 
given  by  the  Statute  would  enable  the  landlord, 
by  the  issue  of  his  warrant,  to  follow  the 
properly,  and  to  seize  it  wherever  found,  as 
long  as  it  could  be  identified,  as  a  sheriff  or 
other  officer  having  an  execdtion  may  follow 
property  subject  to  the  lien  of  his  execution, 
and  the  pivotal  question  in  this  case  would  re- 
main undetermined.  It  seems  to  be  well  settled 
that  a  purchase*  from  a  judgment  debtor  of 
personal  property  subject  to  the  lien  of  an  exe- 
cution, if  made  for  value,  will  not  be  liable  in 
an  action  by  the  plaintiff  in  execution  for  the 
value  of  the  property.  It  is  said  in  Kerr, 
Fraud  and  Mistakes,  201:  "Though  there  be 
a  judgment  against  the  vendor,  and  the  pur- 
chaser has  notice  of  it,  that  fact  will  not,  of 
itself,  affect  the  validity  of  the  sale  of  personal 
property."  And  so  in  Powers  v.  Wheeler,  68 
111.  29,  where  it  was  sought  by  a  plaintiff  in 
execution  to  charge  the  purchaser  of  personal 
property  with  the  value  thereof,  it  was  alleged 
m  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  that,  at 
the  time  the  execution  came  into  the  hands  of 
the  officer,  the  defendant  therein  was  the  own- 
er thereof,  and  had  in  his  possession  certain 
property,  i.  e.,  800  hogs,  which  were  liable  to 
execution  and  subject  to  the  lien  thereof,  and 
that  the  defendant  purchased  the  same  after 
they  became  so  subject  to  said  lien,  etc.;  and 
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it  was  said  by  this  court  that  the  want  of  alle- 
gation of  the  knowledge  of  the  judgment  and 
execution,  and  of  a  fraudulent  purpose  on  the- 
part  of  the  defendant  to  defeat  the  execution 
on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  at  the  time  of 
purchasing  the  hogs,  clearly  rendered  this 
count  insufficient,  and  that  a  demurrer  thereto* 
was  properly  sustained. 

Without  iurther  citation  of  authority  to  sus- 
tain this  view,  it  is  manifest  from  the  author- 
ities that  the  principle  upon  which  a  purchaser 
for  value  may  be  charged  rests  solely  upon  the- 
ground  of  fraud.  It  was  said  by  Lord  Mans- 
field in  Cadoffan  v.  Rennet,  Oowp.  482,  quoted 
in  Powers  v.  Wheeler,  supra:  "If  a  man  knows, 
of  tbe  judgment  and  execution,  and,  with  a 
view  to  beat  it,  purchases  the  debtor's  goods, 
it  is  void,  because  the  purpose  is  iniquitous/* 
and  continuing  the  quotation  from  Kerr,  supra, 
it  is  said:  "But  if  the  purchaser,  knowing  of 
the  judgment,  purchases  with  the  view  and 
purpose  to  defeat  the  creditors'  execution,  it  ia 
iniquitous  and  fraudulent,  notwithstanding  he 
may  have  given  a  full  price,  for  it  is  assisting 
the  debtor  to  injure  the  creditor."  And  it  was 
held  in  the  Powers  Case  that  the  first  count  of 
the  declaration,  which  alleged  knowledge  of  the 
judgment  and  execution,  and  that  the  purchase 
was  made  with  tbe  purpose  of  aiding  the  de- 
fendant in  execution  in  defrauding  the  plaintiff 
in  the  collection  of  his  debt,  was  sufficient  to 
charge  the  defendant,  and  that  the  demurrer 
thereto  was  improperly  sustained.  Further 
illustration  of  the  distinction  we  are  seeking 
to  make  might  be  given,  but  not  without  un- 
duly extending  this  opinion.  Much  light,  it 
seems  to  us,  however,  may  be  cast  upon  this 
lien  by  a  consideration  of  the  relation  of  the 
landlord  to  the  property  in  respect  of  which 
tne  lien  attaches.     Thus  it  has  been  held,  in 

Watt  v.  Scofield  and  Frink  v.  Pratt,  supra, 
that  trover  will  not  lie  by  the  landlord  against 
one  who  has  converted  the  crop,  for  the  reason 
that  the  landlord  is  not,  by  virtue  of  his  lien, 
either  the  owner  or  entitled  to  possession  there- 
of. No  better  statement,  perhaps,  can  be 
found  in  our  Reports  than  that  made  in  the 
separate  opinion  of  Justices  McAllister  and 
Craig,  in  Watt  v.  Scofield.  It  is  there  said: 
"It  is  true,  the  plaintiff  had  a  lien  given  by 
the  Statute,  but  it  is  a  mere  lien.  The  land- 
lord had  not,  bv  virtue  of  the  lien  alone  and 
without  levy  of  a  distress  warrant,  a  right  of 
possession.  He  could  not  take  possession  of  the 
tenant's  crops  at  any  time  he  chose,  before  the 
rent  was  due, nor  could  be  after  it  was  due,  by 
virtue  of  the  lien  alone.  The  Statute  gives  no 
such  authority.  The  remedy  is  therefore  bv 
action  on  the  case  for  a  fraudulent  act,  intend- 
ed to  impair  the  landlord's  security,  when  the 
circumstances  warrant,  like  the  cases  of  a  lien 
bv  mortgage  or  execution," — citing  Powers  v. 

Wheeler,  supra.  It  is  true,  as  said  in  Thomp- 
son v.  Mead,  supra,  that  the  lien  of  the  land- 
lord does  not  depend  upon  a  levy  of  a  distress 
warrant;  but  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that 
until  such  levy  the  landlord  had  no  right  of 
possession  or  right  of  property  in  the  crop.  In 
many  of  the  cases,  as  in  the  two  already  cited, 
the  hen  is  likened  to  the  lien  of  an  execution, 
which  gives  to  the  officer  no  ri$ht  in  the  prop- 
erty itself,  nor  will  it  enable  him  to  maintain 
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replevin,  trover  or  trespass  prior  to  tbe  levy  of 
his  writ;  and  this  is  the  current  of  the  author- 
ity everywhere. 

It  should  be  observed  that  the  decision  in 
the  case  of  Holfrn  v.  Cox,  supra,  is  predicated 
upon  the  assumption  "that  whoever  consumes 
or  destroys  personal  property  upon  which 
another  has  a  lien  becomes  liable  to  the  lien- 
bolder  in  damages."  Which,  without  qualifi- 
cation, is,  as  we  have  seen,  unwarranted  in 
respect  of  many  liens.  We  are  unable  to  dis- 
tinguish the  lien  of  the  landlord,  under  this 
Statute,  from  that  of  any  other  "mere  lien" 
created  or  given  by  statute,  as  that  given  to 
execution  liens,  or  the  lien  given  by  the  Stat- 
ute of  Michigan  upon  logs  cut  to  tbe  persons 
employed  in  cutting  them,  as  shown  in  Haiftey 
v.  Hayne*,  87  Mich.  585,  and  by  the  like  Stat- 
ute in  Wisconsin,  construed  in  Smith  v.  tiheU 
Lake  Lumber  Co.,  68  Wis.  89*  and  like  cases. 

The  argument  ab  inconvenient*  is  pressed 
with  force,  not  only  in  argument,  but  in  sev- 
eral of  the  cases  touching  upon  the  character 
of  the  lien  given.  On  the  one  side,  it  is  urged 
that  the  Statute  was  intended  to  give  real  se- 
curity to  the  landlord,  and  that  the  effect  of 
so  construing  the  Statute,  as  that  the  landlord 
shall  not  have  the  right  of  action  against  a 
bonr  fide  purchaser,  will  render  the  lien  value- 
less; and  it  cannot, therefore,  be  presumed  that 
the  Legislature  intended  to  subordinate  the 
lien  to  the  right  of  an  innocent  purchaser.  The 
force  of  this  argument  is  much  weakened  by 
the  consideration :  fir§t%  that  the  landlord  may 
pursue  the  property  and  seize  it  under  his  dis- 
tress warrant,  notwithstanding  its  alienation; 
and,  second,  that  the  landlord  may,  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  diligence,  protect  himself 
against  tbe  threatened  loss.  By  an  Act  of  the 
Legislature  of  this  8tate,  in  force  July  1, 1877, 
which,  being  in  pari  materia  with  the  section 
already  quoted,  must  be  considered  therewith, 
provides  "that  if  any  tenant  shall,  without  the 
consent  of  his  landlord,  sell  and  remove,  or 
permit  to  be  removed,  or  be  about  to  sell  and 
remove,  or  to  permit  to  be  removed,  from  the 
demised  premises,  such  part  or  portion  of 
the  crops  raised  tbereon,  or  shall  endanger  the 
lien  of  the  landlord  upon  such  crops,  for  the 
rent  agreed  to  be  paid,  it  shall  or  may  be  law- 
ful for  tbe  landlord  to  institute  proceedings  by 
distress  before  the  rent  is  due/'  etc.  It  would 
seem  to  have  been  within  legislative  contem- 
plation that  the  tenant  had  the  right  to  sell  the 
crops,  reserving  enough  to  satisfy  his  land- 
lord's rent.  But.  be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  landlord  has  the  ready  means 
of  protecting  his  lien,  and  securing  himself 
against  loss  by  the  sale  and  removal  of  the 
crop,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence  and 
oversight.  It  must  be  admitted,  on  the  other 
hand,  that  tbe  purchaser  of  the  crop,  after  its 
severance,  and  at  a  distance  from  the  demised 
premises,  is  without  such  means  of  protection. 
It  is  a  familiar  principle  that  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers are  favorites  of  the  law,  and  tbe  policy 
has  ever  been  to  protect  them.  The  rule  in 
respect  of  the  construction  of  statutes  was 
stated  at  an  early  day  to  be,  "Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment are  to  be  so  constructed  as  that  no  man 
who  is  innocent  or  free  from  injury  or  wrong  be 
punished  or  endamaged."  1  Co.  Lilt.  31.  And 
the  rule  has  been  that  a  statute  will  not  be  so 
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construed  as  to  be  violative  of  this  fundamental 
principle,  unless  the  language  employed  ad- 
mitted of  no  other  reasonable  construction. 
But  this  8tatute  requires  no  construction.  It 
is  plain  and  unambiguous.  It  creates  a  lien 
upon  the  crops  grown  or  growing  for  tbe  rent 
of  the  demised  premises,  which  no  one  de- 
nies. The  only  question  is  as  to  the  effect 
which  shall  be  given  to  the  lien  thus  created. 
We  are  asked  to  extend  by  construction  the 
force  and  effect  of  this  lien  beyond  that  of  any 
other  mere  lien  known  to  the  law.  In  respect 
of  chattel  mortgages,  there  is  constructive 
notice  by  its  record.  The  lien  created  in  favor 
of  mechanics  and  materialmen  is  upon  im- 
movable property,  in  respect  of  which  the 
purchaser  can  readily  discern  any  recent  im- 
provements or  changes;  and  yet  the  lienor,  by 
express  statute,  to  protect  himself  against  sub- 
sequent purchasers  or  incumbrancers,  is  re- 
quired to  file  notice  of  his  lien  in  a  public 
office.  The  lien  of  an  execution  is  at  least 
based  on  the  fact  that  there  is  a  judgment  ren- 
dered, by  some  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, where  the  record  thereof  remains.  The 
Legislature  has  in  every  such  case  taken  pre- 
caution that  notice  should  be  given  for  tbe 
protection  of  bona  fide  purchasers;  but,  in  re- 
spect of  the  lien  created  in  favor  of  landlords, 
no  provision  is  made,  but  it  is  left  to  be  gov- 
erned by  tbe  same  rules  applicable  to  the  Dens 
of  executions  and  the  like  liens. 

As  we  have  seen,  actual  knowledge  that  tbe 
execution  is  a  lien  upon  property,  and  that  the 
purchaser  has  interfered  with  the  same,  with 
a  fraudulent  intent  and  purpose,  is  necessary 
to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  against  said 
purchaser  for  damages.  It  was  said  in  Grant 
v.  WAitweU,  9  Iowa,  158,  that  statutory  liens 
have  all  the  force  and  effect  of  common-law 
liens  accompanied  by  possession,  and  some 
other  of  the  cases  seem  to  have  followed  in 
holding  the  same  doctrine  upon  the  authority 
of  that  case.  It  is  apparent  from  what  has 
preceded  that,  whatever  may  be  tbe  rule  else- 
where, such  is  not  the  rule  in  this  State,  or  in 
respect  of  the  lien  being  considered.  A  lienor, 
at  common  law,  in  possession,  could  maintain 
a  trespass  against  a  wrong-doer,  or  trover 
against  one  who  should  convert  the  goods,  by 
virtue  of  his  special. property  therein.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  pursue  the  want  of  analogy 
further,  for  the  possession  of  the  lienor  would 
be  notice  to  the  world  of  his  rights,  whatever 
they  might  be.  Here  it  is  manifest,  there  be- 
ing no  actual  possession  by  tbe  landlord,  and 
no  record  of  which  the  public  are  required  to 
or  can  take  notice,  the  lien,  although  not  a 
secret  lien  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as 
used  in  judicial  writings,  and  which  is  created 
by  contract  or  act  of  the  parties,  is  neverthe- 
less secret,  in  the  sense  that  it  is  unknown  by 
any  public  record,  or  by  tbe  indicia  of  posses- 
sion, and  rests  in  the  breasts  of  the  landlord 
and  tenant.  An  examination  of  tbe  Iowa 
cases  relied  upon  will  show  that  an  exception 
was  created  to  the  lien,  and  it  was  made  sub- 
ject to  the  course  of  business  of  the  tenant,  "so 
as  not  to  interfere  with  sales  of  property  con- 
templated by  the  character  of  the  business 
prosecuted  by  the  tenant,  to  which  the  landlord 
is  presumed  to  have  assented  upon  the  leasing 
of  tbe  premises.     Thus,  a  retail  dealer  may 
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sell  goods  in  the  ordinary  course  of  'business,  I 
free  from  the  landlord's  lien,  and  the  tenant  of 
a  farm  may  sell  marketing,  produce  and  live 
stock,  which  are  usually  kept  for  sale  by  farm- 
ers. In  such  cases  the  landlord's  lien  does  not 
follow  the  property."  Richardson  v.  Petersen, 
supra.  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  that  court 
la  speaking  only  of  the  right  to  follow  the 
specific  property.  Can  it  be  said  that  where 
the  landlord  contracts  for  the  payment  of  his 
rent  the  1st  day  of  January  subsequent  to  the 
raising  of  the  crops,  and  demises  the  premises 
to  be  planted  in  a  crop  which  will  mature  and 
must  oe  marketed  months  prior  to  that  time, 
that  it  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  that  the  lien  should  attach  to  such  crops? 
It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  in 
many  parts  of  the  State,  in  the  vicinity  of  can- 
ning establishments,  crops  are  raised  in  large 
quantities,  which  must  be  harvested  and  dis- 
posed of  during  the  summer  months.  If  A 
rents  of  B  a  tract  of  land  to  be  put  into  toma- 
toes, sweet  com  and  the  like  products,  with  a 
contract  to  pay  rent  the  1st  of  January,  when 
the  crops  must  be  marketed  and  sold  not  later 
than  August,  and  the  rule  contended  for  is  to 
prevail,  A  must  consent  to  the  payment  of  his 
rent  months  in  advance  of  the  time  it  is  due 
under  the  contract,  or  lose  his  crops;  or,  if  the 
tenant  sells  such  crops  to  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser without  notice,  for  their  full  value,  al- 
though perishable,  the  purchaser  will  be  called 
upon  to  respond  to  the  landlord,  who,  with 
complete  power  to  protect  himself,  has  stood 
by  and  permitted  the  sale.  In  this  case  it  was 
admitted  that  the  tenant  was  insolvent  A 
portion  of  the  demised  premises  were  put  in 
oats,  which  must  have  been  harvested  in  July, 
and  ready  for  market  and  in  fact  sold  in  Au- 
gust The  expense  of  the  tenant's  living  and 
of  the  raising  of  the  crop  must  be  paid,  vet  he 
may  not  sell  a  bushel  of  these  oats,  although 
the  rent  was  not  due  until  January,  and 
though  ample  of  the  crop  was  then  retained  to 
more  than  satisfy  the  landlord's  lien,  without 
rendering  the  purchaser,  who  bought  in  good 
faith  ana  for  full  value,  liable  to  the  landlord 
for  the  amount  purchased.  To  extend  by  ju- 
dicial construction  the  effect  of  the  lien  cre- 
ated by  this  Statute,  to  this  extent  would  be 
unjpfti  and  inequitable.  It  follows  from  what 
has  been  said,  the  landlord  having  no  right  of 
property  in  the  crop  sold  to  appellant,  and,  as 
said  in  Watt  v.  Sccfield,  supra,  no  right  to  its 
possession,  no  action  could  be  maintained  by 
the  landlord,  except  an  action  on  th#  case  for 
fraudulent  acts  intended  to  impair  the  land- 
lord's security.  The  gist  of  the  right  of  re- 
covery in  this  action  is  the  wrongful  or  tor- 
tious act  of  the  defendant,  or  the  omission  of 
some  legal  duty,  in  con  sea  u  en  re  of  which  in- 
jury has  resulted  to  the  plaintiff.  Here  there 
was  no  fraudulent  act,  no  knowledge  of  the 
lien  of  the  landlord,  or  any  intention  to  deprive 
him  of  his  security,  or  to  do  any  wrongful  act ; 
but  defendant  was  a  purchaser  in  good  faith 
and  for  value  from  the  tenant,  who  is  not  only 
the  owner  of  the  property,  but  clothed  with 
the  indicia  of  ownership.  The  suggestions  by 
the  appellate  court  that  assumpsit  for  money 
had  and  received,  if  the  defendant  has  reduced 
the  property  to  money,  would  lie  against  him 
is  equally  untenable.  Ordinarily  this  action 
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will  lie  when  one  person  has  received  money 
which  in  good  conscience  belongs  to  another, 
and  where  there  is  color  or  pretense  of  a  con- 
tract relation  existing,  and  will  also  lie  in  some 
cases  where  the  money  has  been  received  or 
taken  tortiously.  There  is  here  no  contract 
relation,  express  or  implied,  and  no  tortious 
taking  or  receiving.  Moreover,  the  rule  as 
stated  by  Mr.  Chitty  is:  "In  order  to  maintain 
money  had  and  received,  either  the  money,  or 
the  goods  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims  the 
proceeds,  must  originally,  or  at  the  time  of  ac- 
tion brought,  have  belonged  to  the  plaintiff." 
1  Chlttv,  PI.  868.  And  such  has  been  the  hold- 
ing, ftere,  as  we  have  seen,  the  landlord  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  property,  or,  by  virtue  of 
his  lien  only,  entitled  to  its  possession.  Appel- 
lant was  an  innocent  purchaser,  without  any 
notice  of  right  or  lien  of  appellee  thereon;  and 
while,  as  we  have  seen,  the  appellee,  by  vir- 
tue of  his  lien,  may  follow  the  property  into 
the  possession  of  the  appellant,  and  distrain 
for  bis  rent,  he  cannot  maintain  a  personal 
action  for  damages. 

The  judgments  of  the  Appellate,  and  Circuit 
Courts  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  proceeding  not  inconsistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 

Craig,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  concur  with  the  majority  of  the 
court  in  the  decision  of  this  case.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  law  is  correctly  declared  by  the  Ap- 
pellate Court  in  82  SI.  App.  9a 


Warren  SPRINGER,  Appt., 

v. 

CITY  OF  CHICAGO. 

(....111.....) 

1.  An  offer  to  sell  property  at  a  oertaln 
price  may  be  proved  against  the  owner  as  an  ad- 
mission of  its  value  at  or  near  the  time  of  the 
offer. 

Noma— Evidence  is  admissible  to  show  an  offer  to 
sdlata  certain  time  and  xtrke. 

The  decision  as  to  the  oompetenoy  of  the  evldenoe 
introduced  as  formulated  In  the  oase  under  review 
was  upon  both  principle  and  authority  entirely 
competent.  The  decisions  cited  In  the  prevailing 
opinion  have  sustained  the  most  critical  scrutiny; 
but  it  should  be  borne  In  mind  that  declarations  by 
the  owner  of  real  estate  as  to  Its  value,  to  be  com- 
petent as  evldenoe,  should  be  so  recent  in  point  of 
time  as  to  be  presumptively  applicable  at  the  time 
of  the  taking*.  Central  Branch  U.  Fac  R.  Co.  v. 
Andrews,  37  Kan.  16$  Lewis,  Bm.  Dom.  1 480;  Mills, 
Bin.  Dom.  1 172. 

The  oase  of  Ottawa.  O.  0.  *  C.  G.  R.  Go.  v. 
Adolph,  41  Kan.  000.  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
of  Kansas  in  1889.  and  cited  in  the  principal  case  is 
of  direct  adjudication  in  the  point.  Commissioner 
Holt,  reading  for  reversal,  after  stating  that  the 
testimony  of  a  co-defendant  as  to  the  value  of  cer- 
tain premises  had  been  evidenced  by  an  offer  to  re- 
ceive a  oertaln  sum  in  lieu  of  damages  incident 
upon  the  construction  of  a  railway  over  his  land, 
says,  in  reference  to  this  offer:  It  was  in  the  nat- 
ure of  an  admission  of  a  party  to  the  action,  who, 
although  not  the  owner  of  the  land,  yet  as  the  hus- 
band of  the  owner,had  a  homestead  Interest  therein. 
89 
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8.  Tbm  whole  improvement  must  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  determining: 
whether  property  is  damaged  by  a  public  im- 
provement, suoh  as  the  ohange  of  grade  of  a 


8*  No  rtimigei  ea*  be  recovered  on  ao- 

oount  of  a  publio  Improvement  where  no  prop- 
erty la  actually  taken,  tf  its  fair  market  value  la 
ae  much  Immediately  after  as  before  the  impro  ve- 


4«  Courts)  have  power  to  permit  a  view 

by  the  Jury  of  premises,  the  damage  to  which  is 
the  subjeot  of  controversy  in  a  civil  action. 
5.  A  statute  making  it  obligatory  on  a 
court  to  permit  a  jury  in  eminent  domain  pro- 
ceedings to  view  the  premises  on  application  of 
either  party  does  not  preclude  the  common-law 
right  of  a  oourt  m  other  cases  to  permit  a  view 
in  Its  discretion. 

(January  22,  188L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged 
to  have  resulted  to  plaintiff's  property  by  rea- 
son of  a  change  by  defendant  in  the  grade  of 
a  street.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Knight  *  Brown  and  E.  H. 
Gary,  for  appellant: 

The  court  erred  in  permitting  the  jury  to  in- 
spect the  premises. 

Doud  v.  Guthrie,  18  LL  App.  656. 

The  court  improperly  permitted  the  option 
given  by  Mr.  Springer  to  Mr.  Hurlbut  to  be 


given  in  evidence.  The  evidence  clearly- 
shows  that  this  sale  was  a  forced  sale  and  that 
the  option  was  two  or  three  times  the  real  mar- 
ket value  of  the  property. 

Pierce,  Railroads,  2d  ed.  p.  226;  Mills.  Em. 
Dom.  par.  170;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §§  446,  447;. 
Fowler  v. Middlesex  (Jaunty  Comrt.Q  Allen,  02; 
Dickenson  v.  Fitchburg,  18  Gray,  546;  Dans  v. 
Charles  River  B.  Co.  11  Cusb.  506;  TyrreU 
v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  Ill  Mass.  546;  Chapin  v. 
Boeton  &  P.  R  Corp.  6  Cusb.  422;  Drury  v. 
Midland  R  Co.  127  Mass.  571;  Montdair  R 
Co.  v.  Benton,  86  N.  J.  L.  557;  Upton  v.  Sou  A 
Reading  Branch  RCo.S  Cush.  600;  Watson  w. 
Milwaukee  A  M.  R  Co.  57  Wis.  882;  Lehmick* 
v.  8t.  Paul  db8.RCo.19  Minn.  464;  Louisville, 
N.  0.  &  T.  R  Co.  v.  Ryan,  64  Miss.  899; 
Central  Pat.  R  Co.  v.  Pearson,  85  Cal.  247; 
8t.  Joseph  &  B.C.  R  Co.  v.  Ovr%  8  Kan.  419; 
Rote  v.  Taunton,  119  Mass.  100;  Kelliher  v. 
Miller,  97  Mass.  71;  Presbrey  v.  Old  Colony  4 
N.  R.  Co.  108  Mass.  1;  FaU  River  Print  Works- 
v.  Fall  River,  110  Mass.  428;  Cobb  v.  Boston, 
112  Mass.  181;  Springfield  v.  8$hm*ok,  68  Mo. 
894;  Brunswick  &  A.  R  Co.  v.  McLaren,  47 
Ga.  546. 

The  court  improperly  modified  instructions- 
asked  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  A  property 
owner  cannot  be  paid  in  benefits. 

Keithsburg  dA  RCo.v.  Henry,  79  HL  £90. 

No  benefits  should  be  offset  in  any  case  ex- 
cept special  and  peculiar  benefits  to  the  proper- 
ty itself,  and  in  the  nature  of  physical  benefits* 

St.  Louis,  J  dt  8.R.  Co.  v.  Kirby,  104  111. 
847;  Hyde  Park  v.  Washington  Ice  Co.  117  IlL 
288;  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Blake,  116  111.  163;. 


He  was  also  a  witness  in  the  case,  and  had  stated 
that  the  difference  in  value  by  reason  of  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  strip  was  more  than  $6,000. 
This  testimony  should  have  been  admitted  to  show 
that  his  opinion  of  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
trial  was  quite  different  from  what  it  was  shortly 
before  the  land  was  taken.  Leroy  &  W.  B.  Co.  v. 
Butts,  40  Kan.  150-.  Central  Branch  U.  Pao.  B.  Co.  v. 
Andrews,  supra;  Bast  Brandywine  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Banok,  7*  Pa,  464;  Mills,  Em.  Dom.  2d  ed.  6 172. 

Admissions  of  a  party  to  the  record. 

In  the  prlnoipal  ease  now  under  review  the  ad- 
missions affected  a  party  to  the  record,  and  were 
made  by  one  who  was  privy  in  law,  who  had  an  in- 
choate interest  in  the  realty  to  be  affected  by  the 
admission.  Under  such  circumstances  it  is  a  fa- 
miliar application  of  the  Law  of  Evidence  to  at- 
tach great  weight  to  suoh  evidence,  and  a  form- 
idable array  of  authority  sustains  the  admissibility 
of  snch  proof.  MoNight  v.  MoNight,  20  Wis.  446; 
Smith  v.  Maine.  26  Barb.  82;  Tilton  v.  Emery,  17  N. 
H.  686;  Emerson  v.  Thompson,  10  Mass.  429;  Spauld. 
ing  v.  Hallenbeck,  86  N.Y.  204;  Mueller  v.  Bebbam, 
•4  IlL  142.   See  Glbney  v.  Marchay,  34  N.  Y.  30L 

Another  rule  of  extended  application  allows  ad- 
mission to  affect  a  party  to  the  record,  if  made  by 
a  person  jointly  interested  with  said  party,  and 
there  are  no  indicia  of  fraud.  Bank  of  United  States 
v.  Lyman,  20  Yt.  668;  Dlokloson  v.  Clark,  6  W.  Va. 
280;  Barrick  v.  Austin,  21  Barb.  241;  Camp  v.  Dill, 
27  Ala.  658:  Tyler  v.  Ulmer,  12  Mass.  168;  Milton  v. 
Hunter,  18  Bush,  168;  Blgelow  v.  Fobs,  60  Me.  162. 

Generally  it  may  be  observed  the  declarations  of 
a  party  to  the  reoord  or  of  one  Identified  in  inter- 
est with  him,  are,  as  against  such  party,  admissible 
in  evidence.  If  they  proceed  from  a  stranger  and 
eannot  be  brought  home  to  the  party,  they  are  ad- 
missible, unless  upon  some  of  the  other  grounds 
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already  considered.  Haines,  Treatise,  12th  ed. 
1887,667. 

The  rule  of  law  with  respect  to  self-regarding 
evidence  is  that  when  in  the  self-serving  form  it  is- 
not  in  general  receivable;  but  that  in  the  self- 
harming  form  it  is,  with  few  exceptions,  receivable^ 
and  is  usually  considered  proof  of  a  very  satisfac- 
tory kind.    Gilbert,  Bv.  4th  ed.  lift. 

On  the  subject  of  admissions,  it  may  be  laid  down, 
as  a  first  principle  that  the  whole  of  the  statement 
containing  the  admission  is  to  be  received  together. 
This  is  neoessary  in  order  to  enable  the  oourt  audi 
jury  to  Judge  of  the  true  extent  of  the  admission 
which,  when  taken  entire,  will  often  have  a  differ- 
ent import  from  that  which  a  partial  account 
might  convey.  Thompson  v.  Austen,  2  Dowl.  &  IC 
868;  Trammell  v.  Bassett,  24  Ark.  480;  Barnes  v.  Al- 
len, 1  Abb.  App.  Dec.  Ill;  Searles  v.  Thompson,  18- 
Minn.  816;  People  v.  Murphy,  80  Oal.  62;  Barry  v. 
Davis.  88  Mich.  616, 

This  entire  subject  received  very  careful  con- 
sideration from  the  New  York  Oourt  of  Appeals  la- 
the case  of  Bouse  v.Whited,  26  N.Y.  170. 

Federal  courts  vindicate  the  decisions  of  the- 
state  tribunals  in  relation  to  this  topic  of  admis- 
sion, and  in  a  very  recent  case  it  has  been  decided 
by  the  supreme  bench  that  every  admission  of  a> 
party  given  in  evidence  Is  to  be  taken  as  an  entirety 
of  the  mot  which  makes  for  the  one  side  with  the 
qualifications  which  limit,  modify  or  destroy  its  ef- 
fect on  the  other  side.  Mutual  Benefit  L.  Ins.  Oo» 
V.  Newton,  80  U.  8. 22  WalL  82,  22  L.  ed.  798. 

Market  talus  defined* 
Market  value  means  the  fair  value  of  the  prop- 
erty as  between  one  who  wants  to  purchase  and 
one  who  wants  to  sell  an  article;  not  what  could  be 
obtained  for  It  under  peculiar  circumstances  nor 
its  speculative  value,  nor  a  value  obtained  in  the- 


1891. 


Springer  t.  Gitt  of  Chicago. 


•It 


Washburn  v.  Milwaukee  AL.W.R.  Co.  59  Wis. 
876;  see  also  Roberto  v.  Brown  County  Comrs. 
21  Kan.  247;  Ptoria,  P.  A  J.  JR.  Co.  v.  Black, 
58  HI.  84;  Carpenter  v.  Jennings,  77  111.  250; 
McReynolds  v.  Burlington  A  0.  R.  Co.  106  111. 
158;  Chesapeake  A  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Pat  ton,  6  W. 
Va.  147;  Central  Ohio  B.  Co.  v.  Holler,  7  Ohio 
*  81.  225;  Chicago,  M.  A81.P.R.  Co.  v.  Melville, 
66  111.  829;  H%U  y.  Mohawk  A  H.  R.  Co.  5  Den- 
io,  206;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §§  476-508. 

On  petition  for  re/tearing. 

The  Constitution  of  1870  provides:  "Pri 
vate  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged 
for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 

Art  2,  %  18. 

Under  the  Act  of  1845,  Rev.  Stat  1845,  chap. 
92,  p.  447,  the  court  held  that  the  Legislature 
never  contemplated  the  payment  of  damages 
to  the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land  when  the  addi- 
tional value  to  be  given  to  the  land  by  the  im- 
Srovement  was  fully  equal  to  the  injury  which 
would  occasion. 

Alton  A  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Carpenter.  14  111.  190. 

The  Legislature,  seeing  the  injustice  of  this 
law,  passed  the  Act  of  1852  (Laws  1852,  p.  146), 
since  which  the  policy  of  the  State  has  been 
that  common  or  general  benefits  shall  not  be 
offset  against  the  damages. 

Curry  v.  Mt.  8terHng,  15  111.  821;  Hayes  v. 
Ottawa,  O.  A  F.  R.  V.  R.  Co.  54  111.  878;  Peoria. 
P.  AJ.  R.  Co.  v.  Black.  58  111.88;  Toledo,  P.  A 
W.  R.Oo.  v.  Darst%  61  Dl.  281;  Peoria,  P.  A  J. 
R.  Go.  v.  Jjaurie,  68  111.  264. 

Under  the  Eminent  Domain  Law  of  1872,  the 


court  has  uniformly  announced  that  general 
benefits  could  not  be  set  off  against  the  dam- 
ages to  the  remaining  portion  of  the  property 
not  taken  by  the  proceeding  under  that  Act 

The  cases  permitting  the  jury  in  arriving  at 
their  verdict  to  ascertain  the  value  before  and 
after  the  construction  of  the  improvement  have 
no  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  where  the 
question  of  benefits  is  involved,  since  such 
question  was  not  involved  in  them. 

Elgin  v.  Eton,  88  Dl.  585;  Chicago  A  P.  A 
Co.  v.  Francis,  70  DL  288;  Chicago,  M.  ABt.  P. 
R.  Co.  v.  Hatt,  90 Dl.  42;  St.  Louis,V.AT.  H. 
R.  Co.  y.  Holler,  82  DL  209;  8t.  Louis,  V.  AH. 
H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cappst  67  Dl.  607,  614;  Eberhart 
v.  Chicago  A  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  70  Dl.  847:  Chicago 
A  R  R.Oo.  y.  Maher%  91  Dl.  812;  Chicago  A 
R.  L  R.  Co.  v.  Loeb,  5  West  Rep.  887.  118  DL 
208;  Chicago  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Stein,  75  Dl.  41, 
47;  Page  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  70  DL 
824. 

The  passage  of  the  Eminent  Domain  Law  of 
1872  is  an  expression  of  the  will  of  the  Leghv 
lature,  that  in  no  case  for  an  injury  to  proper- 
ty arising  from  the  taking  or  damaging  of  the 
same  for  public  improvement,  general  benefit* 
shall  not  be  set  off. 

Keithsburg  A  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry%  79  Dl.  291; 
Harwood  v.  Bloomington,  18  West.  Rep.  878, 
124  111.  48;  Carpenter  v.  Jennings,  77  111.  250; 
Bt.  Louis,  J.  A  8.  R.  Co.  y.  Kirby,  104  Dl.  847; 
Chicago,  P.  A  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Aldrieh,  184  HI 
9;  8chaUer  v.  Omaha,  28  Neb.  825;  Geneva  v. 
Peterson,  21  HI.  App.  456;  Oulbertson  A  B.  P. 
A  P.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  111  HI.  651. 

As  to  the  view  by  the  jury — 


necessity  of  another;  nor,  on  the  other  hand.  Is  It 
to  be  limited  to  that  price  which  the  property 
would  bring  when  forced  off  at  auotlon  under  the 
hammer.  It  Is  what  It  would  bring  at  a  fair  public 
sale  when  one  party  wanted  to  sell  and  the  other 
to  buy.  Pittsburgh,  V.  ft  C.  B.  Go.  v.  Vance,  115 
Pa.  825.  8ee  also  Little  Bock  Junction  B.  Co.  v. 
Woodruff,  49  Ark.  881;  Lawrence  v.  Boston,  119 
Mass.  126. 

In  estimating  the  value  of  property  taken  for 
public  use,  It  is  the  market  value  of  the  property 
which  Is  to  be  considered,  —  that  is  the  market 
value  as  defined  in  the  preceding  paragraph. 
Everett  v.  Union  Pac.  B.  Go.  69  Iowa,  248;  Central 
Branch  XT.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Andrews.  26  Kan.  702;  Burt 
v.  Wigglesworth,  117  Mass.  802;  Mississippi  Btver 
Bridge  Go.  v.  Bing,  66  Mo.  491;  Virginia  ft  T.  B.  Co. 
v.  Elliott,  6  Nev.  868;  8henango  ft  A.  B.  Co.  v. 
Braham,  73  Pa.  447;  Cummings  v.  Wiiliamsport,  84 
Pa.  472:  Woodfolk  v.  Nashville  ft  0.  B.  Go.  2  Swan, 
422;  Lewis,  Bm.  Dom.  1 478. 

Market  value  of  property  under  Judicial  inter- 
pretation is  construed  to  mean  its  value  for  any 
use  to  which  it  may  be  put;  and  if  its  natural  or 
acquired  advantages  of  situation,  surroundings,  or 
character  are  particularly  adapted  to  some  special 
use,  all  these  circumstances  are  deemed  to  give  in- 
trinsic value  to  it,  and  should  vbe  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  estimating  its  value.  Mississippi  ft 
Bum  River  Boom  Co.  v.  Patterson,  98  TJ.  8.  408, 25 
L.ed.206. 

An  express  line  of  adjudication  sustained  with 
substantial  unanimity  the  propositions  of  the  text, 
that  the  fair  market  value  is  to  control  the  ques- 
tion of  compensation,  and  that  value  must  be  es- 
timated from  the  knowledge  of  the  most  advan- 
tageous uses  to  which  the  property  might  be 
applied.  Brisbine  v.  St.  Paul  ft  8.  C.  B.  Go.  28  Minn. 
114;  Qoodin  v.  Cincinnati  ft  W.W.  Canal  Co.  18  Ohio 
12  L.  R>  A. 


St.  169;  Be  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  6  Hun^ 
149;  Shenango  ft  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Braham,  79  Pa.  447; 
Harrison  v.  Young,  9  Ga.'  869;  Young  v.  Harrison,, 
17  Ga.  80;  Boob  v.  Maysville  ft  ML  S.Turnp.  Co.  i 
Met  (Ky.)  117;  Henderson  ft  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Dickerson, 
17  B.  Mon.  178;  Trustees  of  College  Point  v.  Den- 
nett, 6  Tbomp.  ft  C.  217. 

The  views  we  have  expressed  as  to  the  justness 
of  considering  the  peculiar  fitness  of  the  lands  for 
particular  purposes  as  an  element  in  estimating; 
their  value  find  support  in  the  several  oases  cited 
by  counsel.  Thus,  in  Re  Furman  Street,  17  Wend. 
669,  where  a  lot  upon  which  the  owner  had  his  resi- 
dence was  injured  by  cutting  down  an  embank- 
ment in  opening  a  street  in  the  City  of  Brooklyn, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  said  that  neither 
the  purpose  to  which  the  property  was  applied,  nor 
the  intention  of  the  owner  in  relation  to  its  future 
enjoyment,  was  a  matter  of  much  importance  in 
determining  the  compensation  to  be  made  to  him; 
but  that  the  proper  inquiry  is,  "  What  Is  the  value 
of  the  property  for  the  most  advantageous  uses  to 
which  it  may  be  applied  V* 

In  Goodin  v.  Cincinnati  ft  W.  W.  Canal  Co.,  18 
Ohio  St.  169,  where  a  railroad  company  sought  to 
appropriate  the  bed  of  a  canal  tor  its  track,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  held  that  the  rule  of  val- 
uation was  what  the  Interest  of  the  canal  company 
was  worth,  not  for  canal  purposes  or  for  any  other 
particular  use,  but  generally  for  any  and  all  uses, 
for  which  it  might  be  suitable.  Young  v.  Harri- 
son, 17  Ga.  80. 

Viewing  premises  by  the  jury, 

In  case  of  trials  before  oommon-law  juries,  stat- 
utes usually  provide  for  a  view  of  the  premises, 
either  as  matter  of  right  or  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court.  If  the  Statute  is  silent  as  to  the  stage  of  the 
trial  at  which  toe  view  shall1  be  made,  it  rests  in 


m 


Illinois  Supreme  Court. 


Jan.. 


See  Thompson,  Trials,  p.  664;  26  Cent.  L. 
J.  486,  92  Am.  Dec.  842;  Smith  v.  State,  42 
Tex.  446. 

Messrs.  Jonas  Hutchinson,  Clarence 
8.  Darrow,  Byron  Boyden  and  H.  EL 
Martin,  for  appellee: 

An  offer  by  the  owner  of  property  to  sell  it 
aft  a  certain  price,  or  an  actual  sale  by  bim,  is 
competent  evidence  against  him  as  an  admis- 
sion in  determining  its  value  at  or  about  the 
time  of  the  offer  or  sale. 

Lewis.  Em.  Dom.  §§  489,  446;  Mills,  Em. 
Dom.  2d  ed.  §  172;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclqp. 
Law,  619,  620;  East  Brandyteine  db  W.  B.  Go. 
t.  Ranck,  78  Pa.  454;  Concord  R.  Oo.  v. 
Greely,  28  N.  H.  287;  Ottawa,  0.  0.  db  O. 
G.  B.  Oo.  ▼.  Adolph,  41  Ean.  600;  Springfield 
v.  Schmook,  68  Mo.  894;  Watson  r.  Milwaukee 
dbM.BOo.  57  Wis.  882;  Fogg  v.  Hill,  21  Me. 
629;  Leroy  db  W.  B.  Oo.  r.  Butts,  40  Kan.  159: 
Patch  v.  Boston,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  472,  146 
Mass.  62;  Central  B.  U.  P.  B  Go.  r.  An- 
drew, 87  Kan.  641;  Borer,  Railroads,  p.  879, 
note*;  Pierce,  Railroads,  225,  note. 9;  Wood, 
Railways,  p.  944.  and  note;  Tuckwood  v.  Han- 
thorn,  67  Wis.  826,  886, 887;  Power  y.  Savan- 
nah 8.  R.  Co.  56  Ga.  471. 

The  effect  of  the  whole  improvement  phould 
be  considered,  and  not  the  effect  of  the  ap- 
proach alone,  or  of  the  bridge  alone,  or  of  any 
other  portion  of  the  structure. 


Lehigh  Valley  0.  Oo.  v.  Chicago,  26  Fed. 
Rep.  415. 

In  suits  like  the  present  one,  it  is  proper  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  right  of  recovery  de- 
pends on  whether  the  abutter's  property  has 
been  depreciated  in  value  by  the  public  im- 
provement. 

Elgin  v.  Eaton,  88  HI.  585;  Chicago  db  P.  B. 
Go.  v.  Francis,  70  HI.  888;  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P. 
B.  Co.  v.  HaU,  90  DL  42;  St.  Louie,  V.  db  T. 
H.  B.  Co.  v.  Holler,  82  111.  208;  8t.  Louie,  V. 
db  T.  K  B  Co.  v.  Caipe,  68  III  607,  614; 
Eberhari  v.  Chicago  db  St.  P.  B.  Oo.  70  111.  347; 
Chicago  db  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Maher,  91  I1L  812; 
Chicago  db  E.  L  B  Co.  v.  Loeb.5  West.  Rep. 
887,  118  111.  208;  Chicago  dbP.B  Co.  v.  Stein, 
75  11L  41,  47;  Page  v.  Chicago,  M.  dbSt.  P.  fi. 
Oo.  70 HL  824;  Lehigh  Valley  0.  Oo.Y.  Chicago, 
26  Fed.  Rep.  415;  Atlanta  v.  Green.  67  Ga. 
886;  Moore  v.  Atlanta,  70  Ga.  611;  Atlanta  v. 
Word,  78  Ga.  276;  Montgomery  v.  Toionsend, 
80  Ala.  489;  Be  Brooklyn  Etev.  BOo.BN.  Y. 
Hupp.  78;  Illinois  Gent.  B.  Oo.  v.  Grabilt,  50 
I1L  241,  246;  Ottawa  G.  L.  O.  Oo.  v.  Graham, 
28  Dl.  78. 

The  court  bad  power  to  order  the  view. 
Evidence  as  to  the  value  of  property  before 
and  after  the  date  when  the  damages  are  to  be 
ascertained  is  admissible,  and  the  limits  of  time 
within  which  such  evidence  shall  be  confined 
rest  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court 


the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  viewers  may  be 
sent  at  any  time  before  the  instruction*  are  given. 
Galena,  8.  ft  &  B.  Oo.  v.  Haalan,  73 m.  404;  Kanka- 
kee ft  8.  B.  Oo.  v.  Straut,  100  HI.  066;  Lewis,  Bm. 
Dom.  I  42ft. 

Viewers  should  be  attended,  in  their  view,  by  an 
officer.    Patohln  v.  Brooklyn,  2  Wend.  877. 

A  jury  of  view  do  not  decide,  necessarily,  on  evi- 
dence furnished  by  the  parties,  but  may  And  on 
their  own  judgment.  Harper  v.  Lexington  ft  O. 
R.  Oo.  2  Dana,  227:  Mills,  Bm.  Dom.  1 264. 

As  previously  stated,  the  object  of  the  view  is  to 
enable  the  jury  better  to  understand  and  apply  the 
evldenoe  to  the  end  tbat  they  may  proceed  intelli- 
gently in  the  discharge  of  their  function.  Jeffer- 
sonville,  M.  ft  I.  B.  Oo.  v.  Bowen,  40In<L545;  Heady 
r.  Vevay  ft  Mt.  8.  Turnp.  Oo.  62  Ind.  117,  overruling 
Eransville,  I.  ft  C.  8.  L.  B.  Oo.  v.  Cochran,  10  Ind. 
660;  Close  v.  Samm,  27  Iowa,  608;  Harrison  v.  Iowa 
Midland  B.  Co.  86  Iowa,  828:  Washburn  v.  Mil- 
waukee ft  L.  W.  B.  Co.  60  Wis.  864. 

For  an  exhaustive  resumS  of  the  reason  applica- 
ble in  eases  of  this  nature,  see  Washburn  v.  Mil- 
waukee ft  L.  W.  B.  Co.  60  Wis.  864.  See  also  Close 
v.  Samm,  supra. 

The  right  to  send  the  jury  out  to  have  a  view,  al- 
though it  may  have  had  a  common-law  origin.  Is 
regarded  now  as  statutory,  and  it  is  not  now  the 
practice  to  grant  a  view,  except  pursuant  to  an  ex- 
press statute  or  by  oonsent.  Abbott,  Trial  Brief, 
p.  7*. 

It  is  declared  by  the  Act  of  Congress  of  June, 
1872  a?  Stat,  at  L.  107,6  6),  "that  the  practice, 
pleadings  and  forms  and  modes  of  proceeding,  in 
civil  causes,  other  than  equity  and  admiralty 
causes,  in  the  circuit  and  district  courts,  shall  con- 
form as  near  as  may  be  "  to  the  same  things  "  ex- 
isting at  the  time  in  the  courts  of  record  of  the 
State  within  whioh  suoh  circuit  and  district  courts 
are  held." 

A  logical  corollary  of  this  enactment  enforces 
the  conclusion  that  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  cases 
where  view  of  the  premises  is  desired  is  regulated 
12  L  R  A. 


exclusively  by  the  practice  methods  in  vogue  in  the 
various  state  jurisdictions. 

Legislation  in  the  code  States  on  the  subject. 

In  most  of  the  so-called  code  States,  legislative 
enactment  has  established  adequate  provision  for 
meeting  this  class  of  oases,  and  the  recital  is  to  be 
found  in  the  various  codes  whioh  are  designed  to 
regulate  the  subject.  Without  attempting  to  dis- 
criminate among  the  variety  of  efficient  enact- 
ments, section  610  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  may  be  deemed  typical  of  all  the  legis- 
lation upon  this  subject.  The  section  in  ques- 
tion employs  the  following  language:  M  When,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  is  proper  for  the  jury  to 
have  a  view  of  the  property  whioh  is  the  subject 
of  litigation,  or  of  the  place  in  whioh  any  material 
fact  occurred,  it  may  order  them  to  be  conducted, 
in  a  body,  under  the  charge  of  an  officer,  to  the 
place,  whioh  shall  be  shown  to  them  by  some  per- 
son appointed  by  the  court  for  that  purpose.  While 
the  jury  are  thus  absent,  no  person,  other  than  the 
person  so  appointed,  shall  Bpeak  to  them  on  any 
subject  connected  with  the  triaL 

Under  judicial  interpretation  this  section  does 
not  convert  the  jury  into  silent  witnesses,  as  they 
axe  required  to  decide  on  the  evidence,  not  upon 
their  view.  The  only  object  of  the  view  is  to  ena- 
ble them  to  understand  the  evidence,  Wright  v. 
Carpenter,  40  OaL  600. 

The  exercise  of  the  authority  to  direct  the  jury 
to  view  the  premises  rests  in  the  judgment  and 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  refusal  to  exercise 
it  will  not  constitute  reversible  error  where  it  is  not 
made  to  appear  that  the  decision  was  not  oorrect 
or  that  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  the  matter 
was  abused.  King  v.  Iowa  Midland  B.  Oo.  84  Iowa, 
468;  Clayton  v.  Chicago,  L  ft  D.  B.  Oo.  67  Iowa.  288. 

Both  of  the  cases  last  cited  were  expository  of 
section  8807  of  the  Iowa  Code,  which  regulates  the 
subject  for  tbat  jurisdiction.  The  New  York  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  gives  statutory  effect  to  similar 
regulations  to  section  1669. 
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Roberts  v.  Boston,  149  Mass.  847;  Shattuck  v. 
Stoneham  B.  B.  6  Allen,  115;  Whitman  v.  Bos- 
ton dbM.B.1  Allen,  818;  Northeastern  JN.  B. 
Oo.  v.  Frattier,  25  Neb.  42. 

It  being  clear  that  we  were  at  liberty  to  show 
by  oral  testimony  the  condition  of  the  property 
at  the  time  of  the  trial,  there  most  be  strong 
reasons  shown,  before  tills  court  will  hold  that 
the  trial  judge  could  not  permit  the  jury  to 
themselves  see  the  premises. 

See  1  Best,  Bv.  Morgan's  ed.  $  197;  Ben- 
tham,  Rationale  of  Jud.  Ev.  Book  V.  chap.  8, 
81;  1  Taylor,  Er.  8th  ed.  §  554;  1  Wharton, 
Ev.  8d  ed.  §  845. 

This  court  has  held,  in  a  personal  injury 
case,  that  it  is  discretionary  with  the  trial  court 
to  admit  in  evidence  the  torn  clothing  worn  by 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  accident 

Tudor  Iron  Works  v.  Weber,  129  111.  585. 
See  also  American  Exp.  Oo.  v.  SpeUman,  90 
SI.  455;  Jupits  v.  People,  84  111.  516;  Patter- 
son, Railway  Accident  Law,  §  867;  Barker  v. 
Ferry,  67  Iowa,  146;  Louisville,  N.  A.  db  0.  B. 
Co.  v.  Wood,  18  West.  Rep.  319,  118  Ind.  548, 
549;  Mulhado  v.  Brooklyn  City  B.  Co.  80  N. 
T.  870;  Hatfield  v.  8t.  Paul  3bD.ROo.8S 
Minn.  180;  People  v.  Gonzalez,  85  N.  Y.  49: 
Drake  v.  State,  75  Ga.  418;  Wynne  v.  State,  56 
Oa.  118;  La  Beau  v.  People,  84  K.  T.  228: 
People  v.  Buddensieck,  4  Cent.  Rep.  787,  108 
N.  Y.  487;  Philadelphia  v.  Rule,  98  Pa.  15; 
Sari  v.  Defer,  46  Hun,  9;  Ruloff*s  Case,  11 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  809,  810;  State  v.  Arnold,  18 
Ired.  L.  184:  Com.  v.  Brown,  121  Mass.  69, 
81;  State  v.  Wieners,  66  Mo.  18;  Gardiner  v. 
People,  6  Park.  Grim.  Rep.  155;  State  v.  Mor- 
decai,  68  N.  C.  207;  People  v.  Lamed,  7  N.  Y. 
452;  State  v.  Woodruff,  67  N.  C.  89;  Osborne 
▼.  Detroit,  82  Fed.  Rep.  86;  Com.  v.  Webster, 
Webster  Case,  Bemis'  ed.  80.  81,  204-210;  1 
Thompson,  Trials,  §§  850-872. 

A  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  at  the  trial, 
require  the  plaintiff  in  a  personal  injury  suit  to 
show  bis  injuries  in  the  presence  of  the  jury 
to  the  defendant's  witnesses,  so  that  they  may 
testify  as  to  their  extent,  etc. 

41  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  216-218;  Owens 
t.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  db  O.  B.  B.  Oo.  95  Mo. 
169;  White  v.  Milwaukee  City  B.  Oo.  61  Wis. 
586;  Atchison,  T.  db  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Thul,  29 
Kan.  466;  Hatfield  v.  8t.  Paul  6  D.  JR.  Oo.  88 
Minn.  180;  Sibley  ▼.  Smith,  46  Ark.  275. 

Reference  may  also  be  made  to  the  inherent 
power  of  courts  of  equity,  wholly  independent 
of  statute,  to  order  an  inspection  of  real  prop- 
erty for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  issues 
between  the  parties. 

Bennett  v.  Griffiths,**) L.  J.  Q.  B.  98,  101; 
Lonsdale  v.  Curwen,  8Bligh.  O.  8. 168;  Walker 
t.  Fletcher,  Id.  172;  Browne  v.  Moore,  Id.  178; 
East  India  Co.  v.  Kynaston,  Id.  158, 162, 168;  1 
Wbarton,  Ev.  8d  ed .  §  845;  Nutter  i.  Bicketts, 
6  Iowa,  92;  1  Hale,  P.  C.  685,  686. 

A  real  picture  or  photograph  of  the  prem- 
ises, appealing  to  the  sense  of  sight,  would 
clearly  be  competent  evidence,  in  the  judge's 
discretion. 

Coesens  v.  Biggins,  8  Keyes,  206;  German 
Theological  School  v.  Dubuque,  64  Iowa,  786. 
Bee  also  Blair  v.  Pelham,  118  Mass.  420;  Locker. 
Sioux  City  db  P.  B.  Co.  46  Iowa,  109;  Rockford 
v.  Bussed,  9  HI.  App.  229;  Richmond  v.  Atkin- 
son, 58  Mich.  418;  Uddertook  v.  Com.  76  Pa. 
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840;  Bulofs  Case,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  245,  309, 
810;  Alberti  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  db  W.  B.  Co. 
6  L.  R.  A.  765,  118  N.  Y.  77;  Oowley  v.  Peo- 
ple, 88  N.  Y.  465,  476;  Marion  v.  State,  20 
Neb.  288;  People  v.  Buddensieck,  4  Cent.  Rep. 
787,  108  N.  YT  487. 

No  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the  Emi- 
nent Domain  Act  that  the  Legislature  either 
supposed  that  the  discretionary  right  to  grant 
a  view  did  not  exist  before  the  Statute,  or  that, 
if  they  thought  it  did  so  exist,  they  intended 
by  the  Statute  to  take  it  away. 

See  Atchison,  T.  db  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Schneider, 
2  L.  R.  A.  432,  127  Dl.  144;  Galena  db  8.  W. 
R.  Oo.  v.  Haslam,  78  111.  494;  Kankakee  db  8. 
B.  Oo.  v.  Straut,  102  111.  666;  Kiernan  v.  Chi- 
cago, 8.  F.  db  C.  B.  Oo.  11  West  Rep.  682, 12ft 
HI.  188;  Chicago  db  1.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  90 
111.  816;  McReynolds  v.  Burlington  db  O.  B.  Co. 

106  HI.  152;  Peoria  db  F.  JR.  Oo.  v.  Barnum, 

107  HI.  160;  Mitchell  v.  Illinois  db  St.  L.  B.  db 
O.  B.  Oo.  85  Dl.  566;  Chicago  db  E.  R  Oo. 
v.  Jacobs,  110  Dl  414. 

Confusion  bas  been  introduced  into  this  sub- 
ject by  con  founding  the  view  by  jury  with  the 
technical  writ  of  view  at  common  law. 

At  common  law,  in  a  real  action,  the  tenant 
mi« ht  be  ignorant  as  to  what  the  land  was 
which  was  claimed  bv  the  demandant  In 
such  a  case  the  tenant  had  a  right  to  a  writ  of 
view,  so  that  be  might  see  the  land  and  learn 
what  was  demanded. 

Stearns,  Real  Actions,  2d  ed.  102;  Cowell, 
Interpreter,  title  View;  Blount,  Law  Diet, 
title  View;  1  Britton,  Nichols'  ed.  298-808: 
1  Reeves,  History  of  Eng.  Law,  Finlason's  ed. 
420-422;  Astmdl  v.  Astmal,  2  Lev.  117; 
Finch,  Discourse,  p.  866;  4  Marriott,  Law 
Diet  title  View;  Booth,  Real  Actions,  86  et 
seq.;  Roscoe,  Real  Actions,  247-257;  Brown, 
Law  Diet,  title  View. 

But,  in  real  actions,  where  the  tenant  actual- 
ly knew,  or  for  any  reason  was  held  bound  to 
know,  what  premises  were  claimed,  he  could 
not  have  a  view. 

Booth,  Real  Actions,  p.  87;  Roscoe,  Real 
Actions,  247;  Astmal  v.  Astmal,  supra. 

This  subject  of  writs  of  view  by  a  jury  at 
common  law  is  involved  in  the  greatest  con- 
fusion as  to  the  cases  in  which  it  was  allowed, 
but  it  is  certain  that  they  were  not  confined,  as 
was  the  tenant's  view,  to  real  actions. 

Stearns,  Real  Actions,  2d  ed.  102;  Kempster 
v.  Deacon,  1  L.  D.  Raym.  76;  Sir  James 
Burrows'  note,  1  Burr.  258-258  (1765);  1  Sellon,. 
Pr.  in  K.  B.  449,  450;  2  Tidd,  Pr.  8d  Am.  ed. 
795. 

Crsvig,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  to  the  property  of 
appellant  by  the  construction  of  Jackson  Street 
Bridge  and  viaduct,  and  the  approach  on  Ca- 
nal Street,  by  the  City  of  Chicago.  On  a  trial 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant, the  City  of  Chicago.  The  court  overruled 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict  On  appeal  to  the  appel- 
late court  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 

The  improvement  was  completed  by  the  City 
in  July  or  August,  1888.  During  the  month 
the  improvement  was  completed  Horace  A. 
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Hurlbut  commenced  negotiations  with  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the 
property  claimed  to  hare  been  damaged.  The 
negotiations  resulted  in  an  option  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  Hurlbut  for  the  property  for  a  cer- 
tain time  at  a  stipulated  price.  Hurlbut  did 
not,  however,  close  the  contract  within  the 
time  specified  in  the  offer,  and  plaintiff  ad- 
vanced the  price  of  the  property,  and  subse- 
quently, within  three  or  four  months,  sold  to 
Hurlbut  at  the  advanced  price.  On  the  trial 
the  court  permitted  the  defendant  to  prove  the 
price  placed  on  the  property  by  the  plaintiff 
id  his  offer  to  Hurlbut,  and  this  decision  is  re- 
lied upon  as  error.  In  order  to  determine 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  been  damaged  by  the 
construction  of  the  improvement,  it  was  proper 
to  show  the  value  of  the  property  before  and 
after  the  improvement  had  been  made.  Evi- 
dence of  what  the  property  was  worth  in  July 
and  August,  1888,  was  therefore  competent  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury.  This  is  not, 
however,  disputed  or  denied,  but  it  is  claimed 
that  the  offer  of  plaintiff  is  not  evidence  of  the 
value  of  the  property.  While  we  do  not  think 
the  offer  of  an  owner  of  property  to  sell  at  a 
certain  price  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
ihn  value  of  the  property,  yet  we  do  think  that 
an  offer  by  the  owner  to  sell  is  competent  evi- 
dence against  him  as  an  admission  in  fixing  the 
value  at  or  near  the  time  the  offer  was  made 
Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §§  489,  446;  Mills,  Em. 
Bom.  2d  ed.  §  172;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  619,  620;  East  Brandywine  db  W.  B.  Co. 
v.  Banck,  78  Pa.  464;  Concord  B.  Go.  v.  Qreely, 
1*8  N.  H.  287:  Ottawa,  0.  C.  db  0.  G.  B.  Co.  v. 
Adolph,  41  Kan.  600;  Springfield  v.  Schmook, 
•68  Mo.  894;  Watson  v.  Milwaukee  dbW.R  Co. 
*7  Wis.  882;  Fogg  v.  HOI,  21  Me.  529. 

In  Lewis  on  Eminent  Domain,  489,  the  au- 
thor says-  "In  regard  to  the  proof  of  admis- 
sion of  the  parties  the  same  general  rules  apply 
as  in  other  cases.  It  is  competent  to  prove  the 
declarations  of  the  owner  of  the  property  in 
question  as  to  its  value,  and  the  price  at  which 
he  has  offered  to  sell  it,  and  other  admissions 
which  are  pertinent  to  the  issue."  See  also 
§446. 

In  6  Am.  &  Encr.  Encyclop.  Law,  620,  the 
law  on  the  question  is  stated  as  follows:  "  The 
declarations  of  the  owner  as  to  the  value  of  his 
land,  and  his  offer  of  it  at  a  fixed  price,  may 
competently  be  introduced  in  evidence  against 
him,  and,  ft  the  landowner  dies  while  the  pro- 
ceedings are  pending,  his  declarations  and  ad- 
missions are  competent  evidence  against  his 
trustees." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin;  in  consid- 
ering the  question  in  Wateon  v.  Milwaukee  db 
M.  R  Co.,  57  Wis.  882,  said:  "This  evidence 
was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  land  was  in  fact  of  greater  value  after 
the  road  was  located  across  it  than  the  value 
placed  upon  it  by  the  appellant's  witnesses.  We 
think  the  evidence  was  competent,  not  only  as 
tending  to  prove  its  real  value  after  the  rail- 
road was  located  across  it,  but  as  an  admission 
on  the  part  of  the  appellants  of  such  value. 
Whitman  v.  Boston  db  M.  B.  Co.  7  Allen, 
813-818;  Shattuck  v.  Stoneham  B.  B.  6  Allen, 
117." 

In  East  Brandywine  db  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Banck, 
78  Pa.  454,  the  court  said :  "As  evidence  bear- 
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ing  on  the  value  of  this  property,  Ranck's  own 
declarations  were  certainly  competent,  when 
offered  by  the  company.  His  offer  of  it  at  a 
fixed  price,  and  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  it,  were 
facts  proper  to  go  the  jury  as  constituting  his 
estimate  of  its  value.  It  is  true  the  sale  of 
a  portion  of  the  property  does  not  fix  with  ' 
certainty  its  market  value  as  a  whole,  but  it 
is  an  element  fair  to  be  considered  by  the 

In  1  Rorer  on  Railroads,  879,  and  in  Pierce 
on  Railroads,  225,  the  doctrine  is  laid  down 
that  the  admissions  of  the  owner  are  competent 
evidence  on  the  question  of  value.  It  is,  how- 
ever, said  the  sale  to  Terkes  was  a  forced  sale; 
that  Springer,  knowing  that  Yerkes  was  bound 
to  have  the  property  for  a  particular  purpose, 
placed  a  larger  price  on  the  property  than  it 
was  really  worth.  Whether  Yerkes  was  so 
situated  that  he  was  compelled  to  purchase 
this  property,  and  on  that  account  might  pay 
more  for  it  than  it  was  really  worth,  was  a 
question  which  no  doubt  might  be  considered 
by  the  Jury  in  arriving  at  its  value;  but  at  the 
same  time  such  fact,  if  it  existed,  affords  no 
reason  why  the  jury  might  not  also  consider 
the  statements  and  declarations  of  the  plaintiff 
in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  in  ar- 
riving at  the  value  of  the  property.  The  op- 
tion placed  on  the  property  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
an  admission  of  the  value  of  the  property,  was 
competent  evidence  for  the  jury.  Whether  it 
proved  the  value  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine  after  a  due  consideration  of  all 
the  evidence  introduced  on  the  question. 

It  is  next  clsimed  that  tbe  court  erred  in 
modifying  plaintiff's  first  and  third  instructions. 
In  the  first  instruction  the  jury  were  directed 
that  if  they  find  from  the  evidence  the  defend- 
ant had  raised  the  grade  of  tbe  street  in  front 


of  plaintiff's  property,  and  thereby  damaged 
the  property,  they  will  find  defendant  guilty 
and  assess  damages  at  such  sum  as  they  believe 


rectly  from  changing  the  grade  in  front  of  said 
property,  taken  in  connection  with  the  whole 
improvement.  The  court  added  tbe  f 61  lowing : 
"  In  case  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
plaintiff's  property  was  damaged  by  said  im- 
provement taken  as  a  whole."  The  modifica- 
tion was  so  slight  that  it  did  not  materially 
chance  the  meaning  of  the  instruction,  but,  ft 
it  did,  tbe  modification  was  right,  and  could 
not  mislead  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
that  he  was  damaged  by  the  improvement,  and 
in  passing  upon  the  question  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  the  whole 
improvement.  A  part  of  the  improvement 
standing  alone  may  hare  resulted  In  damage 
to  plaintiff,  but,  when  the  entire  improvement 
is  taken  into  consideration,  a  benefit,  rather 
than  a  loss,  may  have  been  the  result;  hence 
the  necessity  of  tbe  attention  of  the  jury  being 
directed  to  the  whole  improvement.  What 
has  been  said  in  reference  to  the  first  modifica- 
tion will  apply  to  the  others. 

Complaint  is  also  made  of  appellee's  instruc- 
tions that  they  directed  the  jury  that  "if,  by  the 
improvement  as  a  whole,  the  property  is  bene- 
fited as  much  as  it  is  damaged  by  the' construc- 
tion of  the  approach  alone,  then  there  can  be 
no  recovery.  The  last  part  of  plaintiff's  fiist 
instruction,  prepared  by  him  and  given  to  the 
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jury  on  the  question  of  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, is  as  follows :  ' '  The  measure  of  damages 
40  the  property  will  be  the  difference,  as  shown 
by  the  evidence,  between  the  fair  cash  market 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  property  without  said 
improvement  add  change  of  grade  and  the  fair 
•cash  market  value  of  said  property  with  said 
improvement,  taken  as  a  whole,  ana  change  of 

frade  completed."  This  was  given  as  asked 
y  plaintiff,  except  the  words  "taken  as  a 
whole/'  were  added  by  the  court,  and  it  con- 
tains the  same  principle  introduced  in  defend- 
ant's instructions,  which  plaintiff  now  under- 
takes to  condemn.  A  party  cannot  complain 
of  an  instruction  given  in  behalf  of  his  adver- 
-sary  like  one  given  at  his  own  request.  But, 
aside  from  this,  we  perceive  no  objection  to  de- 
fendant's instructions.  Where  an  action  is 
brought  to  recover  damages,  where  no  part  of 
•the  plaintiff's  property  has  been  taken  but 
merely  damaged  by  a  public  improvement,  the 
Jaw  is  well  settled  that  a  recovery  cannot  be 
had  unless  the  property  claimed  to  be  damaged 
has  been  depreciated  in  value  by  the  construc- 
tion of  the  public  improvement.  In  other 
words,  if  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  is 
.as  much  immediately  after  the  construction  of 
the  improvement  as  it  was  before  the  improve- 
ment was  made,  no  damage  has  been  sustained 
and  no  recovery  can  be  had.  Elgin  v.  Eaton, 
U8  JXL  585;  Chicago  dt  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Francis,  70 
111.  288;  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  HaU, 
-90111.  42;  St.  Louis,  V.  db  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Hol- 
der, 82  111.  208;  St.  Louis,  V.  &T.KR.  Co.v. 
Gapps,  67  HI  807,  614;  Eberhart  v.  Chicago 
<fc  St.  P.  R.  Co.  70  HI.  347;  Chicago  &  A.  R. 
Co.  v.  Maker,  91  111.  812;  Chicago  <St  E.  I.  R. 
Co.  v.  Loeb,  118  HI.  208, 5  West.  Rep.  887; 
-Chicago  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Stein,  75  HL  41,  47; 
Page  v.  Chicago,  MdbSt.P.  R.  Co.  70  111.  824. 
After  the  jury  was  impaneled,  and  before 
the  trial  commenced,  the  court,  on  motion  of 
-defendant,  permitted  the  jury,  in  charge  of  an 
officer,  to  go  upon  and  view  the  premises  in 
-controversy,  and  this  ruling  is  relied  upon  as 
•error.  It  is  not  claimed  that  in  the  conduct  of 
the  men  there  was  any  misbehavior  on  the  part 
of  the  officer  in  charge,  or  on  behalf  of  any  of  the 
Jury,  or  on  behalf  of  either  representative  of 
the  respective  parties  who  accompanied  the 
jury.  The  naked  claim  is  a  want  of  power  on 
the  part  of  the  court  to  permit  the  view.  The 
viaduct  was  completed  in  August,  1888,  and 
the  trial  occurred,  and  the  view  was  had,  in 
December,  1889.  Evidence  of  the  condition 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was 
oompetent,  and  the  parties  had  the  right  to 
«how  the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  as  such  evidence  would  have  a  bear- 
ing on  the  value  of  the  property  before  and 
-after  the  alleged  damage.  The  rule  seems  to 
be  well  established  that  evidence  of  the  value 
of  the  property  before  and  after  the  time  when 
the  damages  are  alleged  to  have  been  sustained 
is  admissible,  and  the  time  within  which  such 
•evidence  shall  be  enforced  is  a  matter  in  the 
%  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court.  Roberts  v. 
Boston,  149  Mass.  847.  If  the  parties  had  the 
right  to  prove  by  oral  testimony  the  condition 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  trial  (and  upon 
this  point  we  think  there  can  be  no  doubt),  upon 
what  principle  can  it  be  said  the  court  could 
aot  allow  the  jury  in  person  to  view  the  prem- 
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ises  and  thus  ascertain  the  condition  thereof 
for  themselves?  The  premises  in  view  may  be 
regarded,  as  it  is  termed  in  the  books,  "real  evi- 
dence," and  oral  testimony  in  reference  totfte 
premises  could  not  be  as  satisfactory  in  ite  char- 
acter t  as  the  real  evidence.  .  In  1  Best,  JSv. 
Morgan's  ed.  §  197,  it  is  said:  "Real  evidence 
is  either  immediate  or  reported.  Immediate 
real  evidence  is  where  the  thing  which  is  the 
source  of  evidence  is  present  to  the  senses 
of  the  tribunal."  In  section  198  it  is  said: 
"Reported  real  evidence  is  where  the  thing 
which  is  the  source  of  the  evidence  is  not 
present  to  the  senses  of  the  tribunal,  but  the 
existence  of  it  is  conveyed  to  them  through  the 
medium  of  witnesses  or  documents.  This  sort 
of  proof  is,  from  its  very  nature,  less  satisfac- 
tory and  convincing  than  immediate  real  evi- 
dence." See  also  Taylor,  Ev.  8th  ed.  §  554;  1 
Wharton,  Ev.  8d  ed.  $  845. 

It  is  a  common  practice  in  the  trial  of 
causes  in  the  circuit  court  to  permit  parties 
to  produce  things  before  the  jury  for  their  in- 
spection, and  that  practice  has  been  approved. 
Thus,  in  Tudor  Iron  Works  v.  Weber,  129  III. 
585,  which  was  an  action  to  recover  for  a  per- 
sonal injury,  we  held  that  the  torn  clothing 
which  plaintiff  was  wearing  when  injured 
might  properly  be  shown  to  the  jury.  In 
~    -    m,  90  111.  455,— 


American  Exp.  Co.  v.  - 

an  action  against  a  carrier  for  the  loss  of  a  can 
of  yeast,— it  was  held  to  be  proper  to  allow 
plaintiff  to  put  in  evidence  a  can  similar  to  the 
one  in  which  the  yeast  was  shipped  for  the  ex- 
amination of  the  jury.  In  Jupitz  v.  People,  84 
111  516,  when  defendant  was  on  trial  for  re- 
ceiving stolen  brass  couplings,  a  brass  coupling 
similar  to  those  alleged  to  have  been  received 
was  allowed  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  In 
other  States  numerous  cases  may  oe  found 
where  the  same  rule  of  evidence  has  been 
adopted.  Thus  in  an  accident  case,  it  is  held 
to  be  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  exhibit  to  the  jury  his  injured 
limb  or  body.  Barker  v.  Perry,  67  Iowa,  146; 
Louisville  ft.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  118 
Ind.  548,  549,  12  West.  Rep.  808;  MuChado  v. 
Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  80  N.  Y.  870;  Eatfteldv. 
St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  88  Minn.  180.  The 
clothes  of  the  accused  were  held  admissible  in 
People  v.  Contois*,  85  N.  Y.  49,  and  Brake  ▼. 
State,  75  Ga.  418;  the  weapon  used  by  the  ac- 
cused, in  Wynne  v.  State,  56  Ga.  118;  surgical 
instruments  on  a  trial  under  an  indictment  tor  Q- 
lespl  operations  on  a  woman, — Com.  v.  Broton, 
101  Mass.  69;  the  stick  with  which  a  burglar 
struck  the  prosecutor  in  a  trial  on  charge  of 
burglary,— State  v.  Mordeeai,6&  N.C.  207;  tools 
used,  where  a  burglary  has  been  committed,— 
People  v.  Lamed.  7  N.  Y.  445.  In  State  y. 
Woodruff,  67  N.  C.  89,  it  wasjheld,  in  a  bastardy 
case,  that  the  mother  of  a  bastard  child  might 
hold  it  up  for  the  inspection  of  the  jury.  It 
was  also  held  in  Hatfield  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co., 
88  Minn.  180,  on  the  trial  of  an  accident  case, 
the  trial  court  had  the  power  to  require  the 
plaintiff  to  walk  across  the  court-room  in  the 
presence  of  the  jury,  in  order  that  the  jury 
might  see  how  he  had  been  affected  by  the 
injury.  It  is  there  said:  "As  the  object  of 
all  judicial  investigations  is,  if  possible,  to  do 
exact  justice,  and  obtain  the  truth  in  its  entire 
fullness,  we  have  no  doubt  of  the  power  of 


,616 


Illinois  Supreme  Coubt. 


May. 


court,  in  a  proper  case,  to  require  the  party  to 

Serform  a  physical  act  before  the  jury  that  will 
lustrate  or  demonstrate  the  extent  and  char- 
acter of  his  injuries.  This  is  in  accordance 
with  analogous  cases  in  other  branches  of  the 
law.  When  a  view  of  real  estate  will  aid  the 
jury  in  reaching  a  odnclusion,  it  is  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  permit  it.  When  an 
inspection  of  an  article  of  personal  property 
will  aid  them,  it  is  not  infrequent  to  cause  the 
article  to  be  brought  into  court  for  the  same 
purpose.  Line  v.  Taylor,  8  Fost.  &  F.  781; 
Lewie  v.  Hartley,  7  Oar.  &  P.  405.  The  prac- 
tice in  patent  and  in  certain  equity  cases,  of 
allowing  tests  to  be  applied  before  the  court,  is 
someuuat  analogous  in  principle.  So  is  the 
practice  of  divorce  courts,  of  ordering  an  ex- 
amination of  the  person  of  the  party  in  certain 
cases.  It  is  a  common  practice  to  allow  plain- 
tiffs, inactions  for  personal  injuries,  to  exhibit 
to  the  jury  their  wounds,  in  order  to  show  their 
extent,  or  to  enable  a  surgeon  to  demonstrate 
their  nature  and  character.  This  has  been  held 
proper.  Mulhado  y.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Oo.  80 
ft.  Y.  870.  If  for  these  purposes,  a  plaintiff 
may  exhibit  his  injuries,  there  would  seem  to  be 
no  reason  why,  under  proper  circumstances,  he 
may  not  be  required  to  do  the  same  thing  for  a 
like  purpose  upon  request  of  the  defendant/' 
See  also  1  Wharton,  Ev.  8d  ed.  §  845.  In  Gut- 
ter y .  Rickett$,  6  Iowa,  92,  where  there  was  a  con- 
troversy in  regard  to  two  horses,  and  the  trial 
court  allowed  the  lury  to  go  in  the  court-house 
yard  and  inspect  the  horses,  the  action  of  the 
court  was  sustained.  It  is  there  said:  "There 
is  no  objection,  in  principle,  to  a  jury  seeing  an 
object  which  is  the  subject  of  testimony.  By 
this  means  they  may  obtain  clearer  views,  and 
be  able  to  form  a  better  opinion."  See  also  1 
Hale,  P.  0. 685.  In  Chosen*  v.  Higgine,  8  Keyes, 
206,  in  an  action  of  trespass  guare  clausum,  the 
court  of  appeals  held  that  it  was  not  error  to 
permit  the  plaintiff  to  put  in  evidence  a  photo- 
graphic view  of  the  plain  tiff's  cellar  after  the 
trespass.  In  German  Theological  Sc/iooIy.  Du- 
buque, 64  Iowa,  786,  a  stereoscopic  view  of 
property  injured  by  water  was  held  admissible 
evidence. 

Other  cases  might  be  cited  where  the  same 
doctrine  is  laid  down,  but  we  have  referred  to 
enough  to  establish  the  rule  that  on  a  trial,  in 
a  proper  case,  thinss  may  be  exhibited  to  the 
lury.  And,  if  evidence  of  that  character  may 
be  brought  before  the  jury,  upon  the  same 
principle  we  perceive  no  good  reason  why  a 
lury  may  not,  under  proper  regulations  estab- 
lished by  the  court,  go  upon  ana  view  premises 
which  are  the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation. 
Had  the  plaintiff  procured  a  careful  survey  and 
plat  of  the  premises,  showing  the  location  with 
reference  to  streets  and  alleys,  showing  the  loca- 
tion of  all  buildings,  and  showing  the  improve- 
ment made  by  the  city,  such  a  paper  would 
have  been  competent  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 
Had  a  photograph  or  picture  of  the  prem- 
ises been  taken,  it  would  have  been  competent 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury.  If  a  plat  or  photo- 
graph of  the  premises  would  be  competent  evi- 
dence, why  not  allow  the  jury  to  look  at  the 
property  itself  instead  of  a  picture  of  the  same? 
There  may  be  cases  where  a  trial  court  should 
not  grant  a  view  of  the  premises,  where  it 
would  be  expensive,  or  cause  delay,  or  where 
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a  view  would  serve  no  useful  purpose.  Bui 
this  affords  no  reason  for  a  ruling  that  the 
power  to  order  a  view  does  not  exist  or  should 
not  be  exercised  in  anv  case.  If  the  appellant 
desired  to  control  the  effect  the  view  might  have 
on  the  jury  in  connection  with  the  other  evi- 
dence introduced,  that  might  have  been  done 
by  an  appropriate  instruction;  but,  as  no  in- 
struction was  asked  on  that  point,  he  is  in  no 
position  to  complain. 

In  what  cases  a  view  was  allowed  at  common 
law  is  a  subject  upon  which  the  authorities  we 
have  examined  are  not  vet  very  clear.  But  a 
view  by  jury,  as  we  understand  the  subject,  is 
sanctioned  by  the  common-law  practice.  In 
Stearns  on  Heal  Actions,  102,  the  author  says: 
"  In  the  ancient  practice  there  were  two  kinds 
of  view  on  real  actions:  (1)  view  by  the  party; 
(2)  view  by  the  jury."  The  author  further 
says:  "View  by  the  jury  was  allowed  in 
several  real  actions,  as  assize  of  novel  disseisin, 
waste,  and  assize  of  nuisance.  In  these  cases, 
therefore,  a  view  by  the  party,  being  rendered 
unnecessary,  was  not  permitted  by  the  law.  ft 
Hen.  VI.  27;  50  Edw.  IH.  11.  The  design  of 
this  proceeding  was  to  enable  tbe  jury  better  to* 
undersfand  the  matter  in  controversy  between 
the  parties.  It  was  not  confined  to  real  actions,, 
but  was  allowed  in  several  personal  actions  for 
an  injury  to  the  realty,  as  trespass  guare  clau- 
sumjregit,  trespass  on  the  case,  and  nuisance.'" 
In  Burrows'  note  in  1  Burr.  258,  the  practice 
in  regard  to  jury  views,  as  settled  upon  by  tile- 
king's  bench,  is  stated  by  the  reporter:  "Before 
4  and  5  Anne,  chap.  16,  §  8,  there  could  be  no- 
view  till  after  the  cause  had  been  brought  on 
to  trial.  If  the  court  saw  the  question  involved 
in  obscurity,  which  might  be  cleared  up  by  a 
view,  the  cause  was  put  off,  that  the  jurors- 
might  have  a  view  before  it  came  on  to  be  tried 
again.  The  rule  for  a  view  proceeded  upon  the- 
previous  opinion  of  the  court  or  judge,  at  the 
trial,  '  that  the  nature  of  the  question  made  a. 
view  not  only  proper,  but  necessary;'  for  the 
judges  at  the  assizes  were.not  to  give  way  to 
the  delay  and  expense  of  a  view,  unless  they 
saw  that  the  cause  could  not  be  understood 
without  them.  However,  it  often  happened  in 
fact  that  upon  the  desire  of  either  party  cause* 
were  put  off  for  want  of  a  view,  upon  specious 
allegations  from  the  nature  of  the  question  that 
'  a  view  was  proper/  without  going  into  the- 
proof,  so  as  to  be  able  to  judge  whether  the 
evidence  might  not  be  understood  without  it. 
This  circuity  occasioned  delay  and  expense;  to- 
prevent  which  4  and  5  Anne,  chap.  16,  §  8, 
empowered  the  courts  at  Westminster  to  grant 
a  view  in  the  first  instance  previous  to  the  trial. 
As  a  view  might  be  of  use,  and  in  this  shape 
was  attended  with  no  delay  and  with  but  little 
expense,  it  became  the  practice  to  grant  them 
of  course  upon  the  motion  of  either  party. "  In 
2Tidd,  Pr.  795,  in  speaking  on  the  subject,  the 
author  says:  "In  actions  of  waste,  trespass- 
guare  clausum,  and  other  actions  where  it  ap- 
pears to  the  court  in  vacation  to  be  proper  and. 
necessary  that  the  jurors  .  .  .  who  are  to  try 
the  issue  should  for  the  better  understanding  of 
tbe  evidence  have  a  view  of  the  .  .  .  lands  or 
place  in  question,  the  court  or  judge  will  grant 
a  rule  for  such  view,  pursuant  to  tbe  Statute  4 
Anne  and  6  Geo.  IV.  chap.  50,  §  28.  .  .  . 
Before  the  making  of  the  above  Statute,  there- 
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could  bay©  been  do  view  til]  after  tbe  cause  had 
been  brought  on  to  trial,  when,  if  the  court  saw 
tbe  question  involved  in  any  obscurity  which 
might  be  cleared  up  by  a  view,  the  cause  was 
put  off,  that  the  Jurors  might  have  a  view 
before  it  came  on  again."  See  also  Bellon,  Pr. 
449.  If  at  common  law,  independent  of  any 
English  statute,  the  court  had  the  power  to 
order  a  view  by  Jury,  as  we  think  it  plain  the 
court  had  such  power,  as  we  have  adopted  the 
common  law  in  this  State  our  courts  have  the 
same  power. 

It  is  argued  by  the  counsel,  because  the  Leg- 
islature has  provided  for  a  view  in  condemna- 
tion cases,  that  it  should  be  held  that  a  view 
was  unauthorised  in  all  other  cases.  We  do 
not  regard  this  position  well  taken.  The  Emi- 
nent Domain  Act  does  not  merely  permit  the 
court  in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  allow 
the  Jury  to  view  the  premises,  but  the  Statute 


absolutely  requires  the  court  to  do  so  on  the 
application  of  either  party.  The  Statute  is  im- 
perative. It  declares  said  Jury  shall,  at  the 
request  of  either  party,  go  upon  the  land.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  47,  §  9.  The  fact,  therefore,  that 
the  Statute  makes  it  obligatory  on  the  court  to 
permit  the  Jury  on  the  application  of  either 
party  to  view  the  premises  on  the  trial  of  a  case 
under  the  Eminent  Domain  Act,  has  no  bearing 
whatever  on  the  question  whether  the  court  has 
the  power  in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  to 
order  a  view.  Here  it  is  apparent  that  the  Jury 
could  obtain  a  much  better  understanding  of 
the  issue  presented  by  the  pleadings  by  a  view 
of  tbe  premises,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
legal  discretion,  we  think  the  court  did  not  err 
in  allowing  the  view. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  will  b$ 
affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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The  right  to  a  dock  between  low*  water 
mark  and  the  channel  of  Aenshnet 
Hirer  may  be  reserved,  under  Acts  1800,  chap. 
18,  authorising  owners  to  build  and  extend 
wharves  below  low-water  mark  In  said  river,  on 
the  conveyance  by  tbe  owner  of  the  adjaoeat 
land  to  low- water  mark  or  a  point  below  It. 

(May  19, 188L) 

BEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Bristol 
'  County  (Staples,  J.)  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  an  actiop  brought 
to  recover  damages  because  of  defendant's  al- 
leged trespass  upon  plaintiffs  wharf  and  dock 
property,  in  which  a  verdict  had  been  directed 
in  plaintiffs  favor.    Judgment  on  the  verdict. 


Plaintiff  built  and  maintained  a  wharf,  with 
an  adjoining  dock,  extending  into  the  Acush- 
net  River,  at  the  east  end  of  Orinnell  Street  in 
New  Bedford.  Defendant,  claiming  to  act 
under  a  license  derived  from  tbe  City  Manu- 
facturing Company,  on  May  1,  1889,  placed  in 
the  dock  wooden  floats  or  stagings,  one  of 
which  had  a  boat-house  erected  on  it,  and  all 
of  which  were  used  in  connection  with  de- 
fendant's business  of  letting  boats  for  hire. 
The  floats  and  boats  were  in  part  at  least  at- 
tached to  defendant's  wharf  and  moorings. 

Plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  dam* 
ages  for  this  alleged  trespass  on  his  property, 
and  defendant  put  in  evidence  a  deed  of  cer- 
tain property  from  plaintiff  to  Wilcox,  whose 
title  had  become  vested  in  the  City  Manufac- 
turing Company. 

Defendant  asked  a  ruling  that  upon  all  the 
evidence  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
and  also  one  that  by  a  proper  construction  of 
the  deeds  in  evidence  the  title  to  the  loeue  in 


Norn.— Right  of  riparian  owner*  to  dock  to  loto-uxit- 
ermarhm 

Tbe  Massachusetts  Ordinance  of  1647,  which  gave 
to  the  proprietor  of  the  upland  property  in  the 
shore  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  secured  to 
such  proprietor,  not  merely  an  easement,  bat  a 
property  In  the  land  In  fee,  with  power  to  reclaim 
it  by  building*  wharves  so  as  to  exclude  navigation, 
provided  he  did  not  cut  off  bis  neighbors'  access  to 
their  houses  or  lands.  Henry  v.  Newburyport,  6  L. 
B.  A.  179,  and  note*,  140  Mass.  688;  Poore,  Const.  An- 
cient Charter  of  New  England,  pt  1,  p.  OZL 

An  invasion  of  tbe  owner's  right  to  soil  between 
high  and  tow  water  mark,  and  bis  subsequent  dis- 
possession, is  trespass  to  real  estate  and  disseisin, 
tbe  same  as  though  it  were  upland.  Ladies  Sea- 
men's Friend  Boo.  v.  Halstead,  68  Oonn.  144;  Nichols 
v.  Lewis,  16  Conn.  187. 

The  riparian  proprietor  has  an  exclusive  right  to 
the  soil  between  high  and  low  water  mark  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  wharves  and  storehouses  there- 
on.   Bast  Haven  v.  Hemingway,  7  Conn.  180. 

Tbe  subsisting  right  to  construct  such  improve- 
ments as  wharves,  piers,  landings,  etc.,  is  not  in- 
compatible with  the  State's  licensing  the  soil  oov- 
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ered  by  water  for  uses  not  subversive  of  suoh  right* 
and  which  must  yield  to  the  riparian  owners'  para- 
mount right  of  making  improvements,  when  actu- 
ally exercised.  Hess  v.  Muir,  8  Cent.  Rep.  891, 66 
Md.688. 

A  riparian  proprietor  cannot  be  deprived  of  his 
paramount  right  to  Improve  and  occupy  the  land 
covered  by  water  to  the  line  of  navigability  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  nor  can  it  be  taken  from 
him  and  devoted  to  publlo  use  without  compensa- 
tion. Brisbine  v.  St.  Paul  ft  8.  C.  R.  Co.  28  Minn. 
114;  Oarli  v.  Stillwater,  8.  R.  ft  T.  Go.  28  Minn.  878; 
Union  Depot  S.  R.  ft  T.  Co.  v.  Brunswick,  81  Minn. 
297;  Bell  v.  Gough,  28  N.  J.  L.824;  Delaplainev. 
Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  42  Wis.  214;  Lyon  v.  Fish- 
monger's Co.  L.  R.  1  App.  Gas.  662. 

Until  the  State  has  claimed  Its  right  and  taken 
possession  of  them,  suoh  owner  may  assert  his  pri- 
vate right  to  suoh  structures  as  against  third  per- 
sons. The  mere  fact  that  suoh  structures  are  on 
state  land  does  not  make  them  free  to  the  public 
Wetmore  v.  Brooklyn  Gas  Light  Qo.  42  N.  Y.  884. 

Right  to  construct  piers,  wharves,  etc.  8ee  note 
to  Miller  v.  Mendenhall  (Minn.)  8  L.  R.  A.  9L 

The  right  subject  to  control  by  State.   Ibid, 


See  also  22  L.  R.  A.  73l>;  38  L.  R.    A.  GOU. 
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fuo  was  in  tbe  City  Manufacturing  Company. 
The  court  declined  to  give  these  rulings,  di- 
rected the  Jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  plaintiff 
and  to  assess  the  damages,  and  at  defendant's 
request  reported  the  case  for  the  determination 
of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 

Messrs.  Charles  W.  Clifford  and  Henry 
H.  Crapo  for  plaintiff. 
Mr.  E.  Ii.  Barney  for  defendant. 

Knowlton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  this  case  it  Is  unnecessary  to  consider  par- 
ticularly the  deeds  under  which  the  plaintiff 
derived  his  title.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  on 
April  20,  1888,  he  was  the  owner  of  tbe  locus 
described  in  the  declaration  so  far  as  there 
could  be  private  ownership  of  that  property, 
and  that  he  was  also  the  owner  of  the  land 
which  he  conveyed  on  that  day  to  Thomas  B. 
Wilcox,  which  was  subsequently  conveyed 
to  the  City  Manufacturing  Company,  under 
whose  license  the  defendant  justifies  the  alleged 
trespass.  The  question  presented  is  whether  by 
that  deed  the  plaintiff's  rights  in  the  property 
which  was  used  as  a  dock  passed  to  Wilcox,  and 
if  not,  whether  after  the  conveyance  of  the  ad- 
jacent land  to  low-water  mark,  or  to  a  point 
below  low- water  mark,  he  could  still  retain  a 
title  in  the  dock  between  that  land  and  the 
channel,  such  as  would  enable  him  to  maintain 
«  suit  for  a  trespass. 

His  title  to  the  property  used  as  a  dock  was 
-originally  acquired  under  Stat.  1806,  chap.  18, 
which  is  printed  in  the  margin  of  page  209  of 
volume  106  of  the  Massachusetts  Reports. 
Under  that  Statute  (he  owners  of  land  on 
Acushnet  River  in  the  neighborhood  where  his 
lot  is  situated  are  authorized  "to  erect,  con- 
tinue and  maintain  wharves  parallel  with  the 
line  of  their  several  lots  as  they  abut  upon  said 
river,  said  wharves  to  extend  to  the  channel  of 
said  river  if  the  owners  of  said  lots  think 
proper;1'  and  they  are  given  like  authority  to 
provide  docks  within  the  same  limits. 

In  Hamlin  v.  PairpoirU  Mfg.  Co.,  141  Mass. 
-51,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  148,  is  the  following  lan- 
guage in  reference  to  this  Act:  *  'This  (Statute) 
operated  as  t  legislative  grant  to  the  owners  of 
lots  of  an  interest  in  tbe  soil  between  their  lots 
and  the  channel  of  the  river.  Whether  it  gave 
them  an  absolute  fee  without  any  restrictions, 


or  whether  since  the  passage  of  Stat  1866. 
chap.  149,  they  are  subject  to  the  regulations 
of  the  harbor  commissioners,  and  to  what  ex 
tent,  it  is  not.  necessary  to  consider  in  this  case. 
The  Act  certainly  gave  them  a  possessory  title 
for  the  purpose  of  Inrfdtng  wharves,  qfefi^cient 
to  enable  them  to  maintain  trespass  if  their 
rights  are  invaded."  See  also,  to  the  same  ef- 
fect, Haskell  v.  New  Bedford,  108  Mass.  208. 
This  was  an  additional  right  of  property  out- 
side of  the  former  land  of  each  of  the  riparian 
proprietors,  created  by  the  Statute  in  favor  of 
those  who  then  owned  tbe  lots.  It  was  a  title 
to  tbe  adjacent  land,  and  to  the  water  over  it, 
subject  to  certain  rights  in  the  public.  There 
is  no  good  reason  why  a  large  lot  held  under 
such  a  title  cannot  be  carved  up  and  conveyed 
in  different  parcels,  as  flats  which  are  held 
under  a  title  of  a  similar  kind  and  originating 
in  a  similar  way  may  be  separated  from  the 
land  above  and  be  sold  in  different  parts. 
Storer  v.  freeman,  6  Mass.  485;  Mayhem  v. 
Norton,  17  Pick.  860:  Porter  v.  Sullivan,  7 
Gray,  441.  See  also,  for  adjudications  in  re- 
gard to  similar  titles,  OoodseU  v.  Lawson,  42 
Md.  848,  878;  Power  v.  TaeeweMs,  25  Gratt.  786; 
Norfolk  City  v.  Cooke,  27  Gratt.  480;  Clement  v. 
Burns,  48  N.  H.  609;  Fitzgerald?.  Faunee,  46 
N.  J.  L.  586,  596,  597. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  might,  if 
he  chose,  sell  the  land  above  high-water  mark, 
or  sell  that  and  a  part  of  the  land  covered  with 
water,  and  retain  his  wharf  and  his  dock,  or 
any  part  of  either  of  them. 

It  is  very  clear  that  he  did  not  intend  to  sell 
the  dock.  His  deed  to  Wilcox  described  tbe 
granted  premises  by  a  boundary  which  plainly 
excluded  the  dock.  Other  rights  and  privi- 
leges were  expressly  given  in  connection  with 
the  property  sold,  and  it  is  therefore  implied 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  give  any  in  the  dock, 
except  perhaps  the  right  to  pass  over  it  to  gain 
access  to  tbe  property  sold. 

The  plaintiff  having  a  right  to  retain  the 
dock  for  himself  when  he  sold  the  adjacent 
land,  and  having  intended  to  retain  it,  and 
having  used  apt  words  in  his  deed  to  express 
his  intention  as  the  owner  of  it,  the  de- 
fendant was  a  trespasser  in  the  use  which  be 
made  of  it,  and  the  instructions  of  the  court 
were  correct,  and  tbe  verdict  was  rightly  re- 
turned for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  on  the  verdict. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Edwin  E.  CLAPP,  Appt.f 

ITOWN8HIP  OF  PINEGROVE. 

(....Pa.—.) 

1.   Tbe  Statute  of  limitations  begins  to 
run,  at  the  date  of  payment,  against  the  right 


«>  recover  baok  money  paid  for  lands  at  a  tax 
sale,  which  is  void  because  resulting*  from  a 
double  assessment,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
concealment. 

2.  The  holder  of  a  tax  certificate,  who 
redeems  the  land  from  a  subsequent  tax  sale 
to  the  county,  which  is  void  because  of  a  double 
assessment,  all  taxes  due  having  been  paid  by  the 


Notb.— Taxation;  levy  of  assessment  by  mistake, 

remedies. 
A  sale  for  taxes  will  be  void,  If  made  for  a  tax 
legally  assessed,  but  which  In  some  lawful  manner 
has  been  discharged.   Gould  v.  Day,  94  U.  S.  405,  24 
Led.  282. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


I  If  the  tax  has  been  actually  paid,  tbe  lien  will 
thereby  be  absolutely  discharged,  and  all  authority 
to  proceed  further  against  the  property  will  be  at 
an  end.  Dougherty  v.  Dickey,  4  Watts  6  &  US; 
Hunter  v.  Cochran,  8  Pa.  105;  Montgomery  v. 
Meredith,  17  Pa.  42;  Ankeny  v.  Albright,  »  Pa. 


1890. 
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,  landowner,  may  recover  back  the  money  paid 
the  county  for  snob  redemption. 

(November  3, 180QL) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Venango 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  back  money  paid  the  county 
lor  land  sold  at  void  tax  sales.    Reverted. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion, 

Messrs.  C.  Heydriok  and  Carl  I*  Hey. 
drick,  for  appellant: 

A  purchaser  at  treasurer's  sale  upon  a 
double  assessment  is  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  township  taxes  paid  by  him  upon  such 
sale,  and  also  the  township  taxes  thereafter 
paid  by  him  in  redemption  of  the  land  from  a 
subsequent  sale  to  the  county  upon  a  like 
•double  assessment,  the  taxes  upon  the  land 
having  been  paid  by  the  owners  thereof  upon 
•other  and  proper  assessments. 

Bredin  y.  Cranberry  Two.  Road  Oomrs, 
37  Pa.  441;  Philadelphia  y.  Miller,  49  Pa.  440; 
Steiner  v.  Coxe,  4  Pa.  26;  Ooze  v.  Woleott,  27 
Pa.  168;  Diamond  Coal  Go.  v.  Fisher,  19  Pa. 
Wl;.  Thomas  y.  Brady,  10  Pa.  164:  Miles  v. 
JStetens,  8  Pa.  87;  Johnson's  App.  4  Cent.  Rep. 
$92, 114  Pa.  182;  Babcock  v.  Day,  104  Pa.  4; 
Moses  v.  Maeferlan,  2  Burr.  1005;  Lee  v.  Oib- 
*ons,1iBerg.  &R.  106;  Smetiiurstv.  WooUton, 
&  Watts  &  S.  109;  American  L.  Ins.  Oo.  v. 
McAden,  1  Cent  Rep.  879, 109  Pa.  899;  QoeU 
td  v.  Sage,  9  Cent.  Rep.  526,  117  Pa.  296; 
Miller  v.  Ord,  2  Binn.  882;  Mussi  v.  Lorain,  2 
Brown  (Pa.)  66;  Tybout  v.  Thompson,  Id. 
27;  Johnson  v.  Rutherford,  10  Pa.  455;  Mc- 
Donald y.  Todd,  \  Grant,  Cas.  17;  Oaines  v. 
Miller,  111  U.  8.  895,  28  L.  ed.  466;  Piekard 
v.  Bankes,  18  East,  20;  Johnson  v.  Rutherford, 
10  Pa.  455. 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  did  not  begin  to 
run  against  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  moneys  paid 
upon  his  supposed  purchase  in  1877  until  his  dis- 
covery of  the  true  state  of  the  facts. 

Parke  v.  Ghadwiek,  8  Watts  &  8.  96;  Rea- 
rictt  v.  Swinehart.  11  Pa.  240;  Morgan  v.  Tenet, 
88  Pa.  805;  Wickersham  v.  Lee,  Id.  416;  Hughes 
v.  Waynesburgh  Hat  Bank,  1  Cent  Rep.  849, 
110  Pa.  428. 

Messrs.  Lee*  CrisrarellA  Hastings,  for 
«ppellee: 

A  redemption  after  five  years  is  voluntary, 
and  not  only  voluntary,  but  it  cannot  be  done 
without  permission  first  sought  and  obtained 
for  that  purpose. 

Kunes  v.  MeCloskey,  7  Cent  Rep.  601, 115 
Pa.  466;  Jenks  v.  Wright,  61  Pa.  410;  8teitier 
V.  Ok,  4  Pa.  18. 

Such  was  the  redemption  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  1884.    It  was  not  a  purchase  of  land,  and 


the  Act  of  21st  of  April,  1856,  relative  to  treas- 
urers' sales,  has  no  application.  It  was  a  pay- 
ment of  taxes  only,  and  the  law  governing 
such  payments  must  control  it. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  ed.  1876,  p.  565;  2  Dillon, 
Mun.  Corp.  ed.  1881,  §  940;  Union  Ins.  Oo.  v. 
Allegheny.  101  Pa.  266;  Peebles  v.  Pittsburgh, 
Id.  804;  MeVriekart  v.  Pittsburgh,  88  Pa.  183; 
Taylor  v.  Board  of  Health.  81  Pa.  78. 

The  rule  that  a  voluntary  payment,  under 
claim  of  right,  precludes  recovery,  applies 
generally. 

Harvey  y.  Oirard  Nat.  Bank,  11  Cent.  Rep. 
675,  119  Pa.  212;  Ditman  v.  Raule,  184  Pa, 
480. 

Williams),  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Prior  to  the  Act  of  1856  the  rule  "caveat 
emptor'*  was  held  applicable  to  the  sale  of  lands 
for  taxes  in  the  same  manner  as  to  Judicial 
sales.  That  Act  provided  that  the  rule  should 
not  apply  to  tax  sales  in  certain  cases,  viz., 
when  the  land  sold  did  not  lie  in  the  county 
where  the  taxes  had  been  actually  paid,  and 
where  the  sale  bad  been  made  upon  a  double 
assessment.  Perhaps  the  Statute  was  unneces- 
sary. If  a  sheriff  who  held  no  writ  against 
the  owner  of  property,  or  a  writ  that  had  been 
already  satisfied  by  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
interest  and  costs  in  full,  should  nevertheless 
proceed  to  sell  the  property,  his  act  would  be 
unauthorized  and  illegal,  and,  if  no  other  ques- 
tion was  involved,  would  not  affect  the  title  of 
the  owner,  or  confer  any  right  on  the  pur- 
chaser. For  the  same  reason,  if  the  treasurer, 
who  is  authorized  to  collect  unpaid  taxes  by 
the  sale  of  the  land  against  which  they  are 
charged,  should  receive  full  payment  of  the 
taxes  and  costs,  the  lien  of  the  taxes  would  be 
discharged,  and  the  power  of  the  officer  to 
make  the  sale  devested.  Laird  v.  Hiester,  24 
Pa.  452;  Montgomery  v.  Meredith.  17  Pa.  42; 
Breisch  v.  Coxe,  81  Pa.  886. 

If,  notwithstanding  such  payment  and  its 
legal  consequences,  the  treasurer  should  pro- 
ceed to  sell,  the  rule  caveat  emptor  ought  not 
to  apply,  for  the  reason  that  the  treasurer,  be- 
ing without  the  power  to  sell,  can  make  no 
sale,  and  the  attempt  to  do  so  can  impose  no 
liability  and  confer  no  rights  on  anyone.  If 
the  authority  to  make  the  sale  exists,  the  rule 
applies,  and  the  regularity  of  the  preliminary 
proceedings,  the  extent  of  the  tract,  and  the 
value  of  the  land,  are  at  the  risk  of  the  pur- 
chaser. Whether  he  gets  his  money's  worth  or 
not  he  cannot  be  heard  to  complain.  If,  how- 
ever, there  is  no  such  tract  as  that  offered  for 
sale,  or  if  the  taxes  have  been  previously  paid 
the  officer  has  nothing  to  sell,  and  no  sale  can 


157;  Laird  v.  Hiester,  24  Pa.  452;  Jackson  y.  Morse, 
18  Johns.  441;  Den  v.  Terrell,  8  Hawks,  283;  Bow- 
land  v.  Doty,  1  Harr.  Oh.  (Mich.)  8;  Johnstone  v. 
Scott,  11  Mich.  282;  Bayner  v.  Lee,  20  Mich.  884; 
-Curry  v.  Hfnman,  11 DL  420;  Morrison  v.  Kelly,  22 
HI.  610;  Doe  v.Burford.  28  Miss.  104;  Brown  v.Day, 
T8  Pa,  120;  Davis  v.  Hare,  82  Ark.  888;  Walton  v. 
-Gray,  20  Iowa,  440,  Spraane  v.  Ooenen,  80  Wis.  200; 
Wallace  v.  Brown,  22  Ark.  118;  Bennett  v.  Hunter, 
78  U.  8. 0  Wall.  828, 19  L.  ed.  072;  Jones  v.  Dils.  18  W. 
Va.  759. 

If  a  deed  had  been  teued,  ft  should  be  annulled. 
Jones  v.  DUs,  supra. 
12  L.  H.   A. 


An  unauthorised  sale  passes  neither  ttUe  nor  color 
of  title.  MoKee  v.  Lambertson,  2  Watts  &  8.  114: 
Oranmer  v.  Hall,  4  Watts  6  8.  88;  Knox  v.  Cleve- 
land, 18  Wis.  245;  Ooonto  County  v.  Jerrard.  48  Wis. 
817;  Allen  v.  Morse,  72  Me.  508. 

8o  where  land  was  sold  for  taxes  after  they  had 
in  fact  been  paid  the  sale  is  invalid.  Sprague  v. 
Ooenen,  80  Wis.  200. 

Lien  of  purchaser  of  defective  tax  title.  See 
note  to  Wilson  v.  Butler  County  (Neb.)  4  L.  B.  A. 
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be  made.  The  conditions  on  which  the  law 
clothes  him  with  the  power  to  sell  do  not  exist. 
The  attempt  to  make  a  sale  nnder  such  cir- 
cumstances is  an  unauthorized  assumption  of 
power  which  does  not  exist,  and  one  who  has 
become  a  purchaser  at  such  a  sale  has  a  right 
to  have  his  money  returned  to  him.  This  was 
held  in  the  recent  case  of  Bredin  v.  Oranberry 
Twp.  Road  Comrs.,  87  Pa.  441,  which  was  an 
action  by  a  purchaser  at  such  a  sale  to  recover 
so  much  of  his  bid  as  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
township. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  case  now  before  us  be- 
came a  purchaser  at  the  tax  sales  in  1877  of  a 
tract  of  land  in  Pinegrove  Township,  Venango 
County,  assessed  as  290  acres  in  tract  No. 
2,682,  in  the  name  of  J.  B.  Carson  &  Co., 
owners.  In  1878,  the  same  tract  was  struck 
down  to  the  county.  They  held  it  until  1884. 
when  they  called  the  attention  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  fact  that  his  time  to  redeem  had  expired, 
and  offered  to  permit  him  to  redeem  the  tract. 
This  he  did.  He  afterwards  discovered  on  in- 
vestigation that  there  was  a  double  assessment 
of  this  tract,  and  that  the  taxes  upon  it  had 
been  regularly  paid  by  the  owners.  This  suit 
was  then  brought  to  recover  so  much  of  the 
whole  amount  paid  as  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
township.  As  to  that  part  of  the  claim  which 
is  for  money  paid  at  the  sale  of  1877,  the  de- 
fendant pleads  the  Statute  of  Limitations:  and 
to  that  part  of  it  which  is  for  money  paid  by 
way  of  redemption  in  1884,  it  relies  on  the  fact 
that  the  money  was  not  paid  under  duress,  but 
voluntarily,  and  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  thereby.  This  suit  was  not  brought 
until  1889.  There  is  no  evidence  showing  an 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  officers  to  defraud,  or 
to  conceal  the  real  facts  in  the  case,  such  as  is 
necessary  to  prevent  the  running  of  the  Statute 
from  the  date  of  the  payment.  The  Statute  of 
Limitations  is  therefore  well  pleaded  as  to  the 
money  paid  in  1877.  That  paid  in  1884  is  not 
affected  by  the  8tatute  and  we  are  to  inquire 
into  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  In  a 
certain  sense  the  money  was  voluntarily  paid, 
for  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  legal  form  of 
duress  at  the  time,  but  the  same  thing  may  be 
said  of  the  payment  of  his  bid  in  1877.  The 
taxes  were  not  assessed  against  him.  He  had 
no  interest  in  the  tract,  but  volunteered  to  bid 


upon  it,  became  the  purchaser,  and  paid  his 
bid.  Nevertheless,  it  is  conceded  that  but  for 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  he  could  recover  the 
amount  so  paid.  Whv?  Because  the  taxes  in 
this  tract  had  been  paid,  and  it  was  subject  to 
no  lien  or  burden  that  could  authorize  a  sale. 
The  second  or  double  assessment  was  unau- 
thorized. The  taxes  assessed  under  it  were  il- 
legal, and  their  nonpayment  gave  the  treasurer 
no  authority  to  make  the  sale.  The  purchaser 
who  paid  his  money  at  such  sale  got  nothing' 
for  it  The  whole  transaction  was  a  mistake, 
— was  illegal  and  void.  This  is  the  reason  on 
which  the  recovery  in  Bredin  v.  Oranberry 
Twp,  Road  Oomrn.  must  rest,  and  on  which 
this  plaintiff  could  have  recovered  the  amount 
of  his  bid  if  the  Statute  had  not  run.  But  the- 
state  of  things  existing  in  1877  continued  down 
to  1884.  The  assessment  being  unauthorized 
under  which  the  sale  to  the  county  was  made, 
that  sale  conferred  no  title.  There  was  noth- 
ing to  be  paid  to  the  county  by  way  of  re- 
demption, therefore,  and  the  accruing  taxes- 
under  the  same  illegal  assessment  were  not  a 
charge  on  the  land.  When  the  plaintiff  paid 
his  money  to  the  county  by  way  of  redemption 
and  settlement  of  accruing  taxes,  he  discharged 
no  obligation,  and  he  acquired  no  rights.  He 
simply  paid  over  so  much  more  money  under 
the  influence  of  the  unauthorized  and  illegal 
acts  of  the  taxing  officers.  Although  in  their 
hands,  it  was  still  his  money.  They  had  no 
claim  upon  it,  and  no  right  in  law  or  morals  to- 
withbold  it  from  him.  The  difficulty  with  the 
defense  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  complaining  of 
a  mere  irregularity,  or  a  neglect  of  some  statu- 
tory requirement  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
against  which  voluntary  payment  might  re- 
lieve, but  he  complains  that  the  taxes  on  this 
tract  were  paid  in  full  by  the  owners,  and  that 
thereby  the  demands  of  the  public,  and  the 
power  of  the  taxing  officers,  were  alike  ex- 
hausted. This  being  true,  the  double  assess- 
ment and  the  taxes  charged  under  it  were  il- 
legal and  void.  They  impose  no  liability  on 
the  land  or  its  owner,  and  confer  no  rights  on 
the  county  or  township.  They  had  no  right 
to  take,  and  they  have  no  right  to  hold,  the 
money  so  paid. 

The  judgment  it  therefore  reversed,  and  a. 
venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Re  Judicial  Settlement  of  the  Account  of  Hen- 
ry HUSS,  Ext.,  etc.,  of  Sebastian  Gehrig, 
Deceased. 


Henry  HUSS,  Exr.,  etc.,  tt  al.t  Retptt., 
v. 
COMMUNITY     HOCHHAU8EN,     Circuit 
Tauberbischofsheim,  Baden,  Germany. 

1.  A  foreign  law  proved  by  a  govern- 
mental publication  is  presumed  to  continue 


untQ  the  present  time  in  the  absenoe  of  proof  to- 
the  contrary. 
2.  A  bequest  of  personalty  to  a  "com- 
inanity  "  in  a  foreign  oountry  Is  valid  If  It  bat 
capacity  to  take  by  the  laws  of  that  oountry. 

(June  2, 189L) 

APPEAL  by  the  Community  Hochhausen 
from  a  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  Second  Department,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Surrogate  for  West- 
chester County  determining  that  appellant  was  • 


None.— Of  the  presumptions  of  continuance.       I  evidence  whloh  allows  a  thlnjr  onoe  proved  to  exist 
The  decision  as  outlined  In  the  principal  case   a  continued  existence  until  the  contrary  Is  shown*, 
proceeds  upon  that  familiar  principle  of  the  law  of  '  and  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Mackeo,  62  Barb.  146.  de- 
12L.R.A. 


See  also  48  L.  R.  A. 


1891. 


Be  Hubs. 
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not  entitled  to  a  legacy  given  to  it  by  the  will 
of  Sebastian  Gehrig,  deceased.    Beiersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Richard  M.  Bruno*  Nathaniel 
</•  Moak  and  Edwin  Countryman,  for 
appellant: 

The  witness  Ferrie  was  shown  to  be  entirely 
competent  to  testify  to  the  law  of  Baden  as  to 
the  right  of  appellant  to  take  the  legacy. 

Kenny  v.  Clarkson,  1  Johns.  886;  American 
L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  BasenaaU,  77  Pa.  507;  Hall 
v.  CosteUo,  48  N.  H.  176;  Pickard  v.  Bailey,  26 
N.  H.  152;  Vander  Donekt  v.  Thellusson,  8  C. 
B.  812. 

The  witness  was  vice  consul  of  the  German 
Empire,  had  studied  the  foreign  law,  had  been 
a  judge  in  his  own  country,  and  was  required, 
by  reason  of  his  official  position,  to  be  ac- 
quainted with  the  laws. 

Lacon  v.  Higgins,  8  Starkie,  179;  Goods  of 
Dost  Aly  Khaen,  L.  R.  6  Prob.  Div.  6;  Brvsh 
v.  Wilkin*,  4  Johns.  Cb.  520,  1  L.  ed.  021; 


Sussex  Peerage  Case,  11  Clark  A  F.  184;  McFad- 
den  v.  Mitchell,  61  Cal.  148;  Bean*  v.  Copley, 
10  N.  Y.  98;  Robertson  ▼.  Knapp,  85  N.  Y.  91; 
Moore  v,  Westertelt,  27  N.  Y.  241;  Barrows  v. 
Downs,  9  H.  L  448;  Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82 
K.  Y.  41. 

It  was  not  probable  that  the  law  of  a  corpor- 
ation, which  had  existed,  by  the  unwritten 
law  of  Germany,  confirmed  by  its  written  law, 
for  nine  hundred  years,  would  be  likely  to 
have  been  changed  as  to  powers  and  duties. 

People  v.  Calder,  80  Mich.  88. 

It  having  been  shown,  without  contradic- 
tion, what  the  written  law  of  Baden  was  in 
1882,  the  law  presumes  that  it  has  remained 
so,  until  legal  proof  of  a  change. 

Baynham  v.  Canton,  8  Pick.  298. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
it  will  be  presumed  that  a  foreign  law  is  un- 
written, and  parol  evidence  will  be  received  on 
that  assumption. 

Doug/terty  v.  Snyder,  15  Serg.  &  R.  84;  Lit- 


-ctoed  In  the  8upreme  Court  of  New  York  Is  an  adju- 
dication directly  in  point.  It  fully  sustains  the  views 
of  the  learned  judge  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Mullin,  writing  for  affirmance,  in  the  course 
of  a  singularly  ex  baustive  opinion,  says:  "Having 
been  once  a  part  of  the  British  empire,  we  take  ju- 
dicial notice  that  the  common  law  was  in  force 
within  her  dominions  at  the  time  of  our  separa- 
tion. And  we  presume,  also,  that  that  law  remains 
unchanged.  In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary." 

The  general  rule. 

It  is  a  very  general  presumption  that  things  once 
proved  to  have  existed  in  a  particular  state  shall 
be  understood  to  retain  that  state  or  condition, 
until  competent  evidenoe  establishes  the  contrary. 
UtUefleld  v.  Brooks,  60 Me.  475;  Wbilden  v.  Plant- 
ers ft  M.  Bank,  64  Ala.  1;  Blackburn  v.  State,  88 
Ohio  8t  146:  Barnes  v.  Barnes,  41  N.  H.  177;  Titlow 
t.  Titlow,  64  Pa.  216;  Ripley  v.  Baboock,  18  Wis.  426; 
O'Nefl  v.  New  York  &  8.  P.  Min.  Co.  8  Nev.  141; 
Mullen  v.  Pryor,  12  Mo.  807;  Sullivan  v.  Goldman, 
19  La.  Ann.  12;  Blxford  v.  Miller,  48  Vt.  819;  Wil- 
klns  v.  Earle,  44  N.  7. 172;  Leport  v.  Todd,  82  N.  J. 
L.  124;  Goldie  v.  McDonald,  78  HI.  606;  Jay  v.  Car- 
thage, 48  Me.  853;  Daniels  v.  Hamilton,  62  Ala.  105. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  Arayo  v.  CurrelL,  1  La.  641, 
and  Crozier  v.  Hodge,  8  La.  368,  is  that  if  the  court 
has  no  means  of  information  as  to  what  the  law  of 
another  country  or  State  la,  it  will  act  upon  its 
own  laws.  But  if  such  country  once  constituted 
part  of  the  same  kingdom  or  government  with 
that  where  the  court  sits,  and  they  were  governed 
by  the  same  laws,  the  court  will  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  the  laws  which  prevailed  in  both  before 
their  separation,  as  matter  of  public  history,  and 
presume  tbem  unohanged,  till  the  contrary  be 
shown.  The  court  rays:  "We  have  looked  into 
the  jurisprudence  on  this  subject,  and  do  not  dis- 
cover that  the  different  States  of  the  Union  require 
proof  that  the  common  law  prevails  in  each,  or 
that  it  has  ever  been  deemed  necessary  to  establish 
by  testimony  that  the  same  system  governs  In 
England.  It  Is  true  they  require  proof  of  British 
•tatutes  which  never  were  in  force  in  their  own 
State.'1  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.  76, 78;  Mon- 
roe v.  Douglass,  6  N.  Y.  447;  Cutler  v.  Wright,  22  N. 
T.472. 

Further  (UuetratUm*  of  the  rule. 

The  law  presumes  that  a  faot  continuous  in  its 
•character  still  continues  to  exist,  until  a  change  is 
ehowD.  as  that  a  life  still  continue*,  or  that  a  part- 
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nersblp  proved  to  exist  still  continues  a  Oow.  & 
Hill's  notes*  295);  and  so  a  state  of  war  proved  to 
exist  three  years  ago  is  presumed  in  law  to  be  still 
existing,  unless  the  oontiary  be  shown,  but  the  law 
indulges  no  presumption  at  the  present  time  that 
It  will  continue  three  longer.  Covert  v.  Gray, 44 
How.  Pr.  460. 

So  by  parity  of  reason,  when  personal  property 
has  been  shown  to  belong  to  a  person  prior  to  his 
death,  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  his  prop- 
erty at  his  death,  and  to  have  gone  to  his  execu- 
tors. Hanson  v.  Chiatovtob,  18  Nev.  896;  Flanders 
v.  Merritt,  8  Barb.  30L  But  see  Adams  v.  Clark,  8 
Jones,  L.  68. 

So,  proof  of  residence  in  a  place  raises  a  pre- 
sumption of  continued  residence  in  that  place. 
Kllburn  v.  Bennett.  8  Met  199;  Bixford  v.  Miller, 
49  Vt.  819;  Prather  v.  Palmer,  4  Ark.  466;  Nixon  v. 
Palmer,  10  Barb.  175. 

So,  if  insanity  is  proved  to  have  existed  once,  It 
is  presumed  to  continue.  State  v.  Wilner,  40  Wis. 
804;  Lilly  v.  Waggoner,  87  111.  896;  Crouse  v.  Hol- 
man,  19  Ind.  80;  Cook  v.  Cook,  68  Barb.  180. 

Relations  proved  to  exist  between  parties  are 
presumed  to  continue.  Eamea  v.  Barnes,  41  N.  H. 
177;  Caujolle  v.  Ferrie.  28  N.  Y.  90;  Smith  v.  Smith, 
4 Paige, 482, 8 L.ed. 602; Leport v.Todd, 82 N.J.  L. 
124;  Body  v.  Jewsen,  88  Wis.  400;  Cooper  v.  Ded- 
riok,  22  Barb.  616. 

Bo  of  life,  onoe  proved.  Duke  of  Cumberland  v. 
Graves,  9  Barb.  696. 

So,  ownership  of  personal  property  Is  presumed 
to  continue  till  a  sale  Is  shown.  Mere  change  of 
possession  does  not  suffice  to  control  the  presump- 
tion (Magee  v.  Scott,  9  Cush.  148);  so  a  custom  is 
presumed  to  continue  (Scales  v.  Key,  11  Ad.  6  EL 
819);  a  pauper  la  presumed  to  retain  his  settlement 
(Bex  v.  Tanner.  I  Bap.  804);  coverture  is  presumed 
to  continue  (Ersldne  v.  Davis,  25  HL  251);  a  judg- 
ment Is  presumed  to  remain  In  force  (Murphy  v. 
Orr,  82  HI.  489);  a  state  of  mind  to  oontfn  ue.  Black- 
burn v.  State,  28  Ohio  St.  140.  See  also  Farr  v. 
Payne,  40  Vt.  615;  Leport  v.  Todd,  82  N.  J.  L.  124; 
1  Greenl.  Bv.  1 41,  note, «  42, 47,  note. 

Possession  is  presumed  to  continue.  The  fact 
that  a  man  was  a  gambler  twenty  months  since 
justifies  the  presumption  that  he  continues  to  be 
one.  An  adulterous  Intercourse  is  presumed  to 
continue.  So  of  ownership  and  nonresidonoe. 
Walrod  v.  Ball,  9  Barb.  271;  Cooper  v.  Dedrick,  22 
Barb,  616:  Smith  v.  8mlth.  4  Paige,  482, 8  L.  ed.  602; 
McMahon  v.  Harrison,  6  N.  Y.  448;  Sleeper  v.  Van 
Middlesworth,  4  Denlo.  481;  Nixon  v.  Palmer,  19 
Barb.  175. 
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ingston  v.  Maryland  ins.  Co.  10  U.  8.  6  Cranch, 
274,  8  L.  ed.  222. 

The  statute  law  of  another  State  having  been 
proved,  it  must  be  presumed  to  exist,  until 
shown  by  good  evidence  to  have  been  repealed. 

Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  N.  Y.  57. 

Where  the  law  is  proved  to  have  been  once 
in  a  particular  way,  the  presumption  is  that  it 
continues  until  a  change  is  affirmatively  shown. 

Anonymous,  17  Abb.  Pr.  49:  Sleeper  v.  Van 
Middlesworth,  4  Denio,  481;  McManon  v.  Har- 
rison, 6  N.  Y.  448;  Wilkins  v.  EarU%  44  N.  Y. 
172,  and  cases  cited;  1  Oreenl.  Ev.  §  41;  People 
v.  Lambert,  5  Mich.  849;  Merrifieldv.  Bobbins, 
8  Gray,  160;  Woodstock  v.  Hooker,  6  Conn.  85; 
Hale  v.  New  Jersey  Steam  Nav.  Co.  15  Conn. 
589;  Emery  v.  Berry \  28  N.  H.  478. 

A  corporation  once  shown  to  exist  with  cer- 
tain powers  in  judgment  of  law  is  presumed  to 
continue  until  the  contrary  is  shown. 

2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  2d  ed.  §  775;  An*. 
&  A.  Corp.  §  757;  People  v.  Manhattan  Co.  9 
Wend.  851;  DarreU  v.  Hilligoss,  M.  M.  A  B. 
GratelBoed  Co,  90  Ind.  264;  Covert  v.  Gray, 
84  How.  Pr.  450;  State  v.  Patterson,  2  Ired.  L 
846;  Arayo  v.  Ourrellt  1  La.  528;  Stokes  v. 
MacJcen,  62  Barb.  148;  Woodstock  v.  Hooker,  6 
Conn.  85;  Harryman  v.  Roberts,  52  Md.  64; 
Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  N.  Y.  55. 

The  community,  although  unincorporated, 
could  take  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  it  if  em- 
powered so  to  do  by  the  law  of  its  domicil. 

Netoland  v.  AUy'Oen.  8  Meriv.  684;  Be  Fox, 
62  N.  Y.  581;  United  States  v.  Fox,  94  U.  8. 
815,  24  L.  ed.  192;  Be  Bullock's  Estate,  11  K. 
Y.  S.  R.  700;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  48 
N.  Y.  434. 

Mr.  Jacob  F.  Miller,  for  respondents: 

Corporations  must,  to  take  by  bequest,  not 
only  prove  their  incorporation,  bin  also  that 
the  gift  may  pass  to  them  under  their  charter. 

Be  McGraw,  2  L.  R.  A.  387,  111  N.  Y.  84; 
Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  48  N.  Y.  482, 
483;  Holland  v.  Aieock,  108  N.  Y.  884;  Owens 
v.  Mi/sionary  Sue.  of  M.  E.  Church,  14  N.  Y. 
880-885. 

Whether  the  community  was  or  was  not  in- 
corporated and  authorized  to  take,  was  depend- 
ent upon  foreign  law.  For  purposes  of  Judicial 
proceedings  foreign  laws  are  facts  which  must 
be  alleged  and  proved  as  any  other  facts.  The 
fact  to  be  proved  is '  'existing  law"  (§  942,  Code). 

Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  N.  Y.  57. 

The  surrogate  was  clearly  right  in  giving  no 
weight  to  the  statements  of  Mr.  Feme,  as  he 
could  not  testify,  except  from  hearsay,  what 
the  laws  of  Baden  authorized  the  Community 
Hochhausen  to  do  in  1886. 

Code,  §  942;  Toulandou  v.  Lachenmeyer,  6 
Abb.  Pr.  K  S.  215-220, 87  How.  Pr.  145;  Ken- 
ny v.  Clarkson,  1  Johns.  885.  See  also  Wil- 
liams v.  Williams,  8  N.  Y.  525;  Owens  v.  Mis- 
sionary Soc.  of  M.  E.  Church,  14  N.  Y.  880; 
Levy  v.  Levy,  33  N.  Y.  100;  Beekman  v.  Bonsor, 
23  N.  Y.  298;  Bose  v.  Boset  4  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
108;  Bascom  v.  Albertson,  84  N.  Y.  584;  Bur- 
rill  v.  Boardman,  48  N.  Y.  254;  Holland  v. 
Alcock,  11  Cent  Rep.  861,  108  N.  Y.  825. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  testator  gave  one  fourth  of  his  residuary 
estate  to  the  community  of  Hochhausen,  am  u- 
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nicipality  situated  in  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Ba- 
den, a  State  of  the  German  Empire;  and  the- 
question  raised  upon  the  settlement  of  the  ac- 
counts of  his  executor  was  whether  it  has  legal 
capacity  to  take  its  distributive  share  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  no  claim  being  made  upon  the 
realty.  The  surrogate  decreed  adversely'  to 
the  claim  of  the  legatee;  his  decree  reciting 
that  the  proofs  were  insufficient  to  allow  it  to- 
take  any  of  the  property,  or  to  be  a  legatee 
under  the  laws  of  this  State.  This  decree  ha* 
been  affirmed  by  the  general  term.  The  sur- 
rogate expressly  found  that  the  legatee  had 
been  a  municipal  body  for  the  past  nine  hun- 
dred years,  but  refused  to  find  that  by  the  un- 
written or  by  the  written  law  of  the  country- 
it  was  authorized  to  take  and  hold  bequests  of 
personal  property,  or  to  hold  personal  property 
as  a  corporation.  In  so  ruling  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  legatee's  legal  capacity,  I  think  the 
surrogate  has  erred.  By  a  competent  witness,  iz» 
the  person  of  the  German  vice-consul,  who,  be- 
fore enteringnpon  the  foreign  service  of  the  Ger- 
man Empire,  nad  filled  a  judicial  position  and 
was  acquainted  with  the  laws  of  the  different 
States  comprising  that  Empire,  it  was  proved 
that  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Baden  had  an  un- 
written and  a  written  law.  By  the  unwritten 
law  of  the  county  "communities,"  bv  which 
term  a  city  or  township  was  characterized,  had 
a  right  to  acquire  and  to  manage  properly,  and 
to  take  by  bequest.  A  copy  of  the  laws  and 
statutes  of  the  Grand  Duchy,  printed  by  gov- 
ernmental authority  in  the  official  printing 
office  in  1882,  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  from 
it  proof  was  given  that  ''every  community  has 
a  right  to  administer  its  affairs  as  a  community,, 
and  to  manage  property  independently  for  it- 
self," and  that  "all  movable  and  immovable 
property  of  communities  is  the  property  of 
the  citizens;"  as  "a  corporation,"  or  "as  a 
body,"  or  "as  a  whole"  (the  German  word  in 
the  Act  being  the  equivalent  of  these  terms). 
This  witness  gave  the  only  evidence  in  the 
case,  and  nothing  was  offered  in  contradiction 
of  it,  nor  any  other  proof  given  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  what  was  the  law  of  the  domicil  of  this 
legatee.  But  because  it  appears  that,  since 
this  publication  of  the  Grand  Ducal  Laws  and 
Statutes  in  1882,  a  Legislature  has  been  in  ex- 
istence, and  that  the  evidence  of  the  witness- 
that  these  Statutes  and  the  unwritten  law,  con- 
cerning which  he  had  testified,  remained  in 
force,  was  predicated  upon  the  fact  thni ,  by 
virtue  of  his  official  position,  he  would  have- 
been  made  acquainted  with  any  changes  by 
legislative  enactment,  it  was  thought  that  tbe 
proofs  were  insufficient.  The  surrogate  held 
that  it  must  be  shown  that  the  law  relied  upon 
to  establish  the  corporate  capacity  was  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  and  that  the 
evidence  here  was  merely  hearsay,  and  there- 
fore incompetent.  He  also  held,  upon  the  au- 
thority of  Hynes  v.  McDermott,  82  N.  Y.  41. 
that  there  was  no  presumption  of  the  continued 
existence  of  the  earlier  law.  That  case  is  not 
controlling  upon  the  question  here.  The  books 
offered  upon  the  trial  in  that  case,  as  contain- 
ing the  laws  of  France,  were  the  publication  of 
a  private  person.  They  were  not  proven  nor 
did  they  purport  to  have  been  published  by 
governmental  authority,  and  were  there  seen, 
for  the  first  time  by  the  witness.    Moreover, 
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one  of  the  volumes  was  edited  at  a  date  subse- 
quent to  the  transaction  to  which  they  were 
sought  to  be  made  applicable.  Nor  was  it 
considered  that  the  evidence  of  the  witness  as 
to  the  reception  of  these  private  works  in  the 
French  courts  amounted  to  proof  of  that  fact 
Upon  the  question  of  whether  the  presumption 
should  prevail  that  a  law  once  shown  to  nave 
exisled  continued  the  same  until  the  time  of  the 
event,  about  which  the  controversy  turned, 
the  court  refused  to  pass  definitely,  as  being 
unimportant  to  the  decision.  Chief  Judge 
Folger  intimated,  however,  pretty  strongly,  on 
the  authority  of  Baynham  v.  Canton,  8  Pick. 
298,  that  if  the  question  of  presumption  was  in 
the  case,  the  court  would  have  to  make  it  In 
Baynham  v.  Canton,  in  connection  with  proofs 
relating  to  a  marriage  in  Rhode  Island  in  1817, 
a  volume  of  the  laws  of  that  State,  published 
by  its  authority  in  1798,  was  offered;  but  it 
was  rejected  upon  the  mere  objection  or  denial 
interposed  by  counsel  that  the  law  so  evidenced 
was  not  the  law  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 
Judge  «Parker,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court,  in  reversal  of  the  Judgment, 
held  that,  "the  law  being  proved  to  have  ex- 
isted in  the  manner  above  stated,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  exist  until  proved  by  as  good  evidence 
to  have  been  repealed."  I  think  the  rule  in  the 
Massachusetts  case  should  be  adopted  by  us  as 
correct,  upon  principle.  The  rule  of  presump- 
tion, as  applied  to  the  continuance  of  a  law, 
may  well  rest  upon  the  same  basis  that  is 
found  for  similar  presumptions  in  many  hu- 
man affairs.  In  Greenleaf  on  Evidence  (vol. 
1,  §  41),  the  author  states  the  rule  that  "when 
the  existence  of  a  person,  a  personal  relation, 
or  a  state  of  things  is  once  established  by 
proof,  the  law  presumes  that  the  person,  rela- 
tion or  state  of  things  continues  to  exist  as  be- 
fore, until  the  contrary  is  shown,  or  until  a  dif- 
ferent presumption  is  raised  from  the  nature  of 
the  subject  in  question."  In  People  v.  Man- 
hattan Co..  9  Wend.  851,  is  an  illustration  of 
the  rule,  where  It  was  held  that,  a  corporation 
having  been  shown  to  have  been  legally  cre- 
ated, it  is  "in  judgment  of  law  supposed  to 
continue  to  exist  until  the  contrary  is  shown." 
If  in  such  instances  the  presumption  should 
obtain,  how  much  greater  the  reason  for  it  in 
the  case  of  a  public  law  in  a  foreign  state  or 
country.  In  addition  to  the  Massachusetts 
case  of  Baynham  v.  Canton,  there  is  to  be 
found  authority  for  the  rule  in  the  opinions  of 
the  courts  of  other  States.  In  People  v.  Colder, 
80  Mich.  85,  the  question  arose  as  to  the  law 
governing  marriage  in  the  State  of  New  York 
in  1869.  A  volume  of  New  York .  Statutes, 
printed  in  1852,  was  held  to  be  competent  proof 
of  whnt  the  law  was;  the  court  considering 
that,  as  no  proof  was  offered  to  indicate  any 
change  in  the  law,  the  jury  might  fairly  pre- 
sume that  it  continued  as  It  was.  In  Harry- 
man  v.  Robert*,  52  Md.  64,  a  volume  of  Ohio 
Revised  Statutes,  published  in  1860,  was  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  of  the  existing  law  of  that 
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State,  when  the  question  to  which  it  was  made 
applicable  arose  in  1879.  And  see  State  v. 
Patterson,  2  Ired.  L.  846. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  very  notion  of  a 
law,  as  furnishing  a  rule  of  government  or  of 
conduct,  suggests  permanence  as  a  characteris- 
tic, and  does  not  Involve  the  idea  of  change. 
I  am  led  to  the  opinion  that,  when  proof  of  a 
law  of  a  foreign  State  has  been  given  from  a 
publication  made  under  governmental  author- 
ity, the  rules  and  principles  of  evidence  entitle 
it  to  be  considered  as  the  existing  law  of  the 
land,  in  the  absence  of  some  equally  good  evi- 
dence that  it  has  been  changed  or  repealed. 

We  have,  then,  in  this  legatee  a  collective 
body  of  individuals,  which  has  existed  for  past 
hundreds  of  years  as  a  municipality,  under  the 
description  of  a  "community."  It  had  ac- 
quired, and  by  the  unwritten  or  common  law 
it  possessed  and  exercised,  certain  rights  of 
self-government  and  powers  to  acquire  and  to 
manage  property  for  itself.  By  enactment  of 
the  Grand  Ducal  government,  its  franchises 
and  powers  were  recognized  and  confirmed  to 
it.  The  public  statutes,  in  providing  that  all 
the  property  of  a  community  is  the  property 
of  its  citizens,  as  a  corporation  or  as  a  body,  in 
fact,  thereby  invested  the  existing  municipal 
body  aggregate  with  an  essential  attribute  of  a 
corporation.  This  legislation  would  seem  to 
have  amounted  to  an  incorporation  by  sover- 
eign recognition  and  grant  of  powers  and 
franchises.  But,  whether  chartered  or  incor- 
porated by  statute  or  not,  we  are  bound  to  con- 
sider the  community  as  an  artificial  legal  per- 
son. In  Germany,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  it  ia 
a  "judicial  person /'according  to  the  evidence  of 
the  witness  in  this  case,  as  under  the  Roman 
law,  in  the  classification  of  the  writer  Savigny, 
it  was  a  "juristical  person."  It  is  conceded 
by  the  law  such  powers  and  rights  as  to  five 
it  the  character  of  individuality  and  to  enable  it 
to  take,  hold  and  administer  upon  property. 
The  ability  to  take  the  testamentary  bequest 
depends  upon  the  law  of  the  legatee's  domicil. 
Our  laws  do  not  prohibit  the  bequest  or  the 
taking,  and  the  sole  question  to  be  considered 
relates  to  the  legatee's  capacity.  See  Chamber- 
lain v.  Chamberlain,  48  N.  Y"  424.  When  we 
fiud  that  by  the  customary  or  common  law  of 
the  place  of  its  domicil,  confirmed  by  a  public 
statute,  this  "Community"  was  entitled  to 
take,  hold  and  manage  property  in  the  right  of 
its  citizens,  as  a  whole,  or  as  an  aggregate 
body  incorporate,  we  need  proceed  no  further 
in  search  of  capacity  to  take  the  legacy. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  I  think  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  General  Term,  and  eo  much  of  the- 
surrogate's  decree  as  has  been  appealed  from, 
should  be  reversed,  and  that  it  should  be  de- 
creed that  this  appellant  is  entitled  to  take  its 
share  of  the  personalty  under  the  bequest  in 
the  will,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  here  and 
in  the  courts  below,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

All  concur 
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Be  Petition  of  Orville  8.  WILSON  for  a  Writ 
of  Habeas  Corpus. 

(....Mackey....) 

1.  A  peddlex  to  be  vvl  thin  a  legislative 
deaeilption  which  inoludes  those  who  sell 
and  deliver  small  wares  from  bouse  to  house 
need  not  be  personally  Interested  In  the  sales;  he 
may  work  on  a  salary. 

8,  Goods  Imported  front  another  State 
become  rabject  to  state  taxation  hi  the 
hands  of  the  importer  as  soon  as  the  original 
form  and  package  In  which  they  were  imported 
Is  broken;  henoe,  the  agent  of  a  nonresident 
manufacturer  who  sells  at  wholesale  merchan- 
dise In  small  packages  which  are  packed  in  boxes 
for  transportation,  under  the  agreement  that  he 
will  sell  the  contents  of  a  certain  percentage  of 
the  boxes  at  retail  from  house  to  house  as  an  ad- 
vertisement, and  credit  the  wholesale  purchaser 
with  the  proceeds,  may  be  compelled  to  procure 
a  peeler's  license  before  complying  with  his 
agreement,  and  It  is  immaterial  whether  the 
boxes  which  the  agent  Is  to  dispose  of  are  shipped 
directly  to  him  or  reach  him  indirectly  through 
the  wholesale  purchaser. 

8.  A  license  tax  on  peddlers  is  not  neces- 
sarily an  unconstitutional  regulation  of  oom- 

i  marcs. 

(BrodleUi  J.»  dueents.) 

(Deoember  1,1W0.) 

HABEAS  CORPUS  to  procure  petitioner's 
release  from  the  custody  of  the  Intendant 
of  the  Washington  Asylum  to  which  he  has 
been  committed  for  failure  to  pay  a  fine  im- 
posed upon  him  for  selling  merchandise  from 
house  to  house  without  a  license.  Petitioner 
remanded  to  custody. 


Mr. 
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The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Henry  Wise  Garaett,  with 
W.  V.  R.  Berry,  for  petitioner: 

The  salaried  agents  of  a  manufacturing  com- 

my  selling  from  door  to  door  are  not  peddlers. 
_  le  petitioner's  claim  is  that  even  under  the 
definition  in  the  ordinance  he  is  not  a  peddler. 
Nevertheless,  if  this  definition  goes  beyond  the 
recognized  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term 
the  Legislative  Assembly  exceeded  its  power 
in  so  doing. 

Maye  v.  Cincinnati,  1  Ohio  St.  268;  Daven- 
port v.  Rice,  75  Iowa,  74,  38  Am.  A  Eng. 
Corp.  Cas.  97;  Higginsr.  Sinker,  47  Tex.  408. 

The  original  meaning  of  the  word  "peddler" 
la  an  itinerant  trader,  traveling  about  from 
place  to  place  with  a  pack  on  nis  back  and 
dealing  in  small  commodities;  one  whose  whole 
stock  is  carried  about  upon  his  person. 

Wedgwood, Dictionary  of  Etymology;  Cham- 
bers, Cyclopedia,  Hawkers  and  BsddUrs. 

A  peddler,  now,  is  a  small  retail  trader  of 
cheap  articles  who  travels  from  house  to  house, 
without  any  fixed  business  domieil,  carrying 
his  entire  stock  of  merchandise  with  him, 
either  on  his  back  or  drawn  after  him.  The 
main  idea  is  that  he  is  itinerant,  ambulatory, 
without  any  fixed  place  of  business,  irrespon- 
sible. 

Randolph  v.  TeUoteetone  Kit,  88  Ala.  473; 
Com.  v.  Gardner,  7  L.  R.  A.  666, 188  Pa.  284; 
Morrill  v.  State,  88  Wis.  488;  Com.  v.  Morgan, 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  Dec.  81,  1888. 

Agents  of  permanent  and  localized  mer- 
chants are  distinguished  from  itinerant  ped- 
dlers; the  former  are  not  peddlers. 

Com.  v.  Jones,  7  Bush,  602. 

Salaried  agents  of  a  manufacturer,  selling 


Nora.— Interstate  commerce;  supreme  power  of 
Congrem  to  regulate. 

Tbe  transportation  of  property  from  one  State 
to  another  is  interstate  commerce.  Ex  parts 
Koehler,  80  Fed.  Rep.  867. 

The  negotiation  of  sales  of  goods  situated  in 
another  State,  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  them 
into  the  State  In  which  said  negotiation  is  made, 
is  interstate  commerce.  Simmons  Hardware  Co.  v. 
McGulre,  80  La.  Ann.  848. 

The  power  to  enact  laws  or  establish  regulations 
affecting  interstate  commerce  is  exclusive  in  Con- 
frere.  Ibid. 

It  is  given  by  the  Constitution  to  Congress,  in  the 
most  general  and  absolute  terms.  Stockton  v.  Bal- 
timore ft  N.  Y.  B.  Co.  1  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  411, 82  Fed. 
Bep.9. 

A  state  statute  which  conflicts  with  the  actual 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  Congress  over  commerce 
must  give  way  before  the  supremacy  of  the  national 
authority.  Smith  v.  Alabama,  124  U.  8.  466,  81  L. 
ed.  608:  Pembina  ConsoL  Sliver  Min.  Mill  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania,  126  U.  S.  181,  81 L.  ed.  660. 

In  matters  of  foreign  and  interstate  commerce 
there  are  no  8tates>  Stockton  v.  Baltimore  ft  N.  Y. 
B.  Co.  supra. 

Imports  in  original  packaoe  subject  to  state  poUee 
vowers. 

The  Act  of  Congress  known  as  the  Wilson  Bill, 
unking  intoxicating  liquors  imported  in  original 
packages  subject  to  tbe  laws  of  any  State  into 
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which  they  are  carried,  is  not  An  unconstitutional 
delegation  of  power,  as  it  simply  declares  when 
such  property  shall  become  subject  to  state  laws, 
and  does  not  give  any  power  to  the  states  to  legis- 
late upon  that  subject.  Re  Van  Yliet  (Ark.)  10  L. 
B.  A.  451, 48  Fed.  Bep.  761;  Be  Spickler  (Iowa)  10  L. 
B.  A.  440, 48  Fed.  Bep.  668;  State  v.  Winters  (Kan.) 
10L.B.A.616. 

State  legislation  cannot  interfere  with  sale  of 
imports  in  the  original  packages.  See  State  v. 
Chapman  (8.  Dak.)  10  L.  B.  A.  482;  Koho  v.  Mllcher 
(Iowa)  10  L.  B.  A.  488;  Re  Oooch,  10  L.  B.  A.  880.  44 
Fed.  Bep.  276. 

Tbe  state  power  of  taxation  does  not  arise  until 
the  original  package  Is  broken.  Thurlow  y.  Mas- 
sachusetts, 46  TJ.  8. 6  How.  574, 12  L.  ed.  288;  Passen- 
ger Cases,  48  U.  S.  7  How.  128, 18  L.  ed.  761:  Phila- 
delphia ft  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania.  82  U.  8.  15 
Wall.  286, 21  L.  ed.  16ft  Henderson  v.  Wiokham,  « 
U.  8. 274, 28  L.  ed.  660;  Murray  v.  Charleston,  96  IT. 
8.  446,24  L.  ed.  788;  Coe  v.  Brrol,  116  U.  8.  826,  28  L. 
ed.  718;  Nelson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Loraine,  22  Fed.  Bep. 
67;  Ex  parte  Thornton.  4  Hughes,  228, 12  Fed.  Bep. 
546;  United  States  v.  Bridleman,  7  Sawy.  250, 7  Fed. 
Rep.  901;  Clarke  v.  Clarke,  8  Woods,  41L  8ee  Wa- 
bash. St.  L.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  118  U.  8. 578, 80  L. 
ed.249. 

License  tax  on  peddlers,  valid  within  the  police 
power  of  the  State.  State  v.  Richards,  8  L.  R.  A. 
705,  &  W.  Va.  848;  Com.  v.  Gardner.  7  L.  B.  A.686, 
188  Pa.  284;  Wrought  Iron  Bange  Co.  v.  Johnson 
(Oa.)  8  L.  B.  A.  273,  and  notes,  8  Inters.  Com.  Bep. 
146. 


Ntt*  also  20  L.  R.  A.  430:  21   L.  R.    A.  730 :  48  L.  R.  A.  99. 
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the  goods  of  the  manufacturer  from  door  to 
door,  are  not  hawkers  or  peddlers. 

Davenport  v.  Bice,  75  Iowa,  74;  Chester  v. 
Lorkin,  Delaware  County  Rep.  May  6,  1889. 

The  Act  requiring  a  license  is  repugnant  to 
that  clause  of  the  Constitution  giving  Congress 
power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  and  is  therefore  void.  Interstate  com- 
merce cannot  be  taxed. 

Bobbins  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Diet.  120 
J.  8.  489,  30  L.  ed.  694;  Leloup  v.  Port  of 
Mobile,  127  U.  8.  640,  82  L.  ed.  811;  Asher  v. 
Texas,  128  TJ.  8.  129,  82  L.  ed.  868;  Stouten- 
burgh  v.  Bennick,  129  U.  8. 141,  32  L.  ed.  687; 
Com.  t.  Wilson,  Hustings  Ct.  Richmond,  Va. 
See  also  Chester  v.  Larktn,  supra. 

Mr.  George  C.  Huleton,  contra. 

Hagner,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  insisted  first,  upon  the  part  of  the  peti- 
tioner, that  he  is  not  amenable  to  the  penalty 
prescribed  by  the  Act  of  the  Legislative  Assem- 
bly of  this  District,  because  he-cannot  properly 
be  considered  a  peddler  within  the  correct 
meaning  of  the  term.  We  have  been  referred 
to  several  definitions,  as  given  in  dictionaries  of 
authority,  to  support  the  contention  that  the 
word  necessarily  signifies  an  itinerant  dealer  in 
a  variety  of  petty  wares  and  articles,  which  he 
buys  and  sells  again  to  make  a  profit  for  him- 
self. And  it  is  urged  that  as  Wilson  derived 
no  profit  by  way  of  percentage  or  otherwise 
from  thff  sale  of  the  individual  parcels  of 
soapine,  but  was  paid  only  by  a  salary  for  his 
labor,  he  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
But  we  think  the  fact  that  the  seller  was  paid 
in  this  form,  rather  than  by  a  special  profit  on 
each  individual  parcel  as  sold,  cannot  exempt 
him  from  the  category  of  a  peddler  if  he  is 
otherwise  within  the  intent  of  the  Act  If 
such  were  to  be  the  result,  a  merchant  might 
send  a  number  of  persons  through  a  city  or 
State,  disposing  of  goods  precisely  as  peddlers 
do  in  every  other  respect,  but  paying  them  by 
salary  or  wages  not  regulated  by  the  profits 
upon  the  particular  sales,  and  thus  escape  the 
operation  of  the  license  tax  charged  to  persons 
who  are  otherwise  no  more  peddlers  than  such 
agents  would  be.  In  the  language  of  the 
supreme  court  in  Brown  v.  Mary  tana,  25  TJ.  8. 
12  Wheat.  444,  6  L.  ed.  687:  "It  is  impossible 
to  conceal  from  ourselves  that  this  is  a  varying 
of  the  form  without  varying  the  substance. 
It  is  treating  a  prohibition  which  is  general  as  if 
ft  were  "confined  to  a  particular  mode  of  doing 
the  forbidden  thing."  Nor  does  the  fact  that 
the  petitioner  was  selling  the  goods  of  another, 
which  he  himself  had  never  purchased  for  sale, 
exempt  him  from  the  operation  of  the  Act. 
These  points  are  expressly  decided  in  the  case  of 
Com.  v.  Gardner,  188  Pa.  286,  7  L.  R.  A.  266, 
to  which  we  shall  hereafter  more  particularly 
refer.  In  the  Act  before  us,  the  Legislative 
Assembly  distinctly  described  the  class  of  per- 
sons they  intended  to  include  in  the  designation 
of  "peddlers;"  and  if  this  person  was  offering 
for  sale,  from  house  to  house,  the  parcels  of 
soapine  and  delivering  them  at  the  time  of 
sale,  he  came  within  that  description. 

We  have  no  doubt  the  Legislative  Assembly 
had  the  power  to  pass  such  License  Acts.  Its 
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general  power  to  do  so  has  been  effectively 
recognized  by  Congress  in  laws  amending  or 
modifying  them  from  time  to  time;  and  par- 
ticular parts  of  them  have  been  repeatedly 
sustained  by  our  courts.  Cooper's  Case,  Mc- 
Arth.  &  M.  250;  District  of  Columbia  v.  Oyster, 
4  Mackey,  285, 1  Cent.  Rep.  84;  District  of 
Columbia  v.  Waggaman,  4  Mackey,  828, 1  Cent 
Rep.  828.  In  another  case,  this  court  held  a 
particular  provision  of  the  License  Act  void. 
Be  Bennick,  5  Mackey,  490,  7  Cent.  Rep.  857. 
But  the  provision  then  under  consideration 
exacted  a  license  tax  from  commercial  agents, 
who  by  clause  8  of  sec.  24  of  chap.  69  of  the 
License  Act  of  August,  1871,  as  amended  by 
chap.  49  of  the  Act  of  1872,  were  taxed  as 
follows: 

"  Commercial  agents  shall  pay  two  hundred 
dollars  annually.  Every  person  whose  busi- 
ness it  is,  as  agent,  to  oner  for  sale  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise  by  samples,  catalogue  or 
otherwise,  shall  be  regarded  as  a  commercial 
agent."  Of  course  this  only  applied  to  persons 
who  "offer  for  sale,"  whether  the  offer  was 
made  "  by  samples  or  by  catalogues  or  other- 
wise," and  had  no  reference  to  those  who  sell 
and  deliver  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
Such  persons  are  known  as  drummers,  who 
solicit  orders  by  exhibiting  samples,  or  by  cat- 
alogue, or  in  any  other  way,  and  not  those 
who  actually  sell  and  deliver  the  goods  at  the 
time,  as  peddlers  do  and  as  Wilson  was  doing. 
The  general  power  of  the  Legislative  Assembly 
to  pass  such  Acts  was  also  recognized  by  the 
supreme  court  in  Welch  v.  Cook,  97  TJ.  8.  542, 
24  L.  ed.  1112.  Indeed,  it  seems  impossible  to 
question  it,  unless  we  are  prepared  to  deny  to 
the  District  the  ordinary  powers  of  a  munici- 
pality, absolutely  indispensable  in  a  city  cir- 
cumstanced like  this.  That  the  Legislative 
Assembly  may  in  some  other  instances  have 
exceeded:  its  just  authority,  in  passing  particu- 
lar enactments  under  the  general  power,  may 
perhaps  be;  but  we  are  speaking  of  its  general 
power  to  enact  Acts  requiring  traders  and  others 
to  take  out  licenses,  and  this  we  have  never 
heard  seriously  questioned. 

A  competent  legislative  authority  has  the 
right  to  place  in  a  recognized  category  of 
offenders,  and  to  punish,  persons  not  previously 
so  classed.  Thus  Congress  denounced  persons 
engaged  in  the  slave  trade  as  guilty  of  piracy, 
although  that  offense  had  never  before  been 
embraced  within  the  definition  of  piracy;  and 
slavetraders  thereafter  became  punishable  as 
pirates,  and  prosecutions  have  repeatedly  been 
had  under  that  law. 

Congress,  in  sec.  8244,  subsec.  11,  Rev.  Stat., 
625,  describes * '  peddlers  of  tobacco  "  as  follows: 
"Any  person  who  sells  or  offers  to  sell  manu- 
factured tobacco,  snuff  or  cigars,  traveling 
from  place  to  place,  in  the  town  or  in  the 
country,  shall  be  regarded  as  a  peddler  of 
tobacco."  If  this  Statute  had  simply  imposed 
a  license  tax  upon  the  occupation  of  a  "ped- 
dler in  tobacco,"  it  would  be  proper  to  have 
recourse  to  the  signification  of  the  word  at  the 
time  the  law  was  passed,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  person  charged  was  comprehended  within 
the  general  epithet.  But  when  the  Legislature 
saw  fit  to  declare  that  a  person  who  commits 
certain  enumerated  acts  shall  be  considered  a 
40 
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peddler  and  treated  as  such,  it  is  too  late  to 
resort  to  lexicographers  to  ascertain  whether 
tbe  Legislature  observed  the  dictionary  defini- 
tion of  tbe  occupation,  according  to  antecedent 
usage  or  strict  etymological  rules.  The  legis- 
lative definition  outweighs  the  dictum  of  the 
lexicographers. 

We  might  refer  to  numerous  cases  where  the 
courts  have  held  that  the  word  "  peddler"  in 
a  statute  comprehended  persons  whose  acts 
were  less  within  the  strict  limits  insisted  on  by 
the  petitioner's  counsel  than  they  are  as  used  in 
tbe  ordinance  before  us.  Thus,  in  State  v.  Wil- 
son, 2  Lea,  28,  vendors  of  lightning  rods  were 
held  to  be  included  in  an  Act  requiring  a 
peddler  of  merchandise  to  obtain  a  license. 
In  Chicago  v.  Bartee,  100  111.  61,  a  city  ordi- 
nance prohibited  persons  from  selling  milk 
from  wagons  without  license.  The  only  au- 
thority in  the  charter  of  the  city  relied  on  for 
the  enactment  of  the  ordinance  was  a  provision 
that  the  municipality  might  tax,  regulate,  sup- 
press and  prohibit  hawkers  and  peddlers.  But 
the  court  held  the  word  "peddler"  was  used 
in  the  charter  in  an  unrestricted  sense,  and 
authorized  the  city  to  exact  a  license  from  per- 
sons who  sold  milk;  and  that  it  made  no 
difference  that  the  accused  had  regular  cus- 
tomers whom  he  supplied  daily. 

In  Warren  v.  Oeer,  117  Pa.  207, 9  Cent.  Rep. 
807,  the  court  held  that  a  provision  in  tbe 
charter  authorizing  the  borough  to  require  a 
license  for  peddling  market  produce  ana  other 
articles  included  sales  of  books;  and  that  a 
book  canvasser  was  properly  convicted  under  a 
borough  ordinance  for  acting  without  a  ped- 
dler's license,  and  that  there  was  nothing  unrea- 
sonable in  this  requirement. 

Although  there  are  many  cases  where  the 
courts  have  held  a  general  expression  in  a 
statute  included  persons  further  removed  from 
the  usual  definition  of  such  expression  than  the 
petitioner  was  from  the  supposed  dictionary 
signification  of  the  word  "peddler,"  we  have 
found  no  case  where  the  courts  have  denied  to 
the  Legislature  the  right  to  give  its  own  state- 
ment of  the  features  that  should  thereafter 
constitute  an  offense  hitherto  unknown  to  its 
definition. 

We  must  regard  tbe  petitioner  as  a  peddler 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
tive Assembly;  and  that  he  is  punishable  as 
such  for  selling  without  a  license  unless  he  is 
exempt  upon  the  other  ground  of  defense  urged 
in  his  behalf. 

That  defense  is  that  the  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
tive Assembly  is  void  as  being  repugnant  to 
the  third  clause  of  the  8th  section  of  the  first 
article  of  tbe  Constitution,  which  declares  that 
"  Congress  shall  have  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations,  among  the  several 
States  and  with  Indian  tribes."  This  involves 
the  consideration  of  a  very  important  and  inter- 
esting question,  which  has  repeatedly  chal- 
lenged the  attention  of  the  supreme  court  In 
one  of  the  first  of  these  great  cases,  Brown  v. 
Maryland,  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  436,  6  L.  ed. 
684,  tbe  supreme  court  decided  that  a  state 
statute  requiring  an  importer  of  foreign  com- 
modities to  take  out.  a  state  license  was  repug- 
nant to  the  constitutional  provision  referred  to, 
as  well  as  to  another  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion; and  that  the  conviction  of  an  importer 
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for  having  sold  a  package  of  foreign  dry  goods 
without  such  license  was  illegal. 

In  defining  the  line  of  demarcation  between 
the  exclusive  power  of  the  government  to  tax 
foreign  goods  imported  into  a  State  and  the 
power  of  the  State  to  levy  such  tax,  after  they 
have  reached  the  State's  jurisdiction,  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  in  that  case  laid  down  a  rule 
which  is  thus  interpreted  by  the  supreme  court 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  Weiton  v.  Missouri 
91  U.  S.  281,  28  L.  ed.  849: 

"  There  is  a  difficulty,  it  is  true,  in  all  cases 
of  this  character,  in  drawing  the  line  precisely 
where  the  commercial  power  of  Congress  ends 
and  the  power  of  the  State  begins.  A  similar 
difficulty  was  felt  by  this  court  in  Brown  ▼. 
Maryland,  in  drawing  the  line  of  distinction 
between  the  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the 
States  to  lay  a  duty  upon  imports,  and  their 
acknowledged  power  to  tax  persons  and  prop- 
erty; but  the  court  observed  that  the  two, 
though  quite  distinguishable  when  they  do  not 
approach  each  other,  may  yet,  like  the  inter- 
vening colors  between  white  and  black,  ap- 
proach so  nearly  as  to  perplex  the  understand- 
ing, as  colors  perplex  the  vision  in  marking 
tbe  distinction  between  them;  but  that,  as  the 
distinction  exists  it  must  be  marked  as  the  cases 
arise;  and  the  court,  after  observing  that  it 
might  be  premature  to  state  any  rule  as  being 
universal  in  its  application,  held,  that  when  the 
importer  bad  so  acted  upon  the  thing  imported 
that  it  had  become  incorporated  and  mixed  up 
in  tbe  mass  of  property  in  the  country,  it  had 
lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an  import,  and 
became  subject  to  the  taxing  power  of  the 
State;  but  that  while  remaining  the  property 
of  the  importer  in  his  warehouses  in  the  origi- 
nal form  and  package  in  which  it  was  im- 
ported, the  tax  upon  it  was  plainly  a  duty  on 
imports  prohibited  by  tbe  Constitution." 

This  definition  has  been  adopted  substantial- 
ly, if  not  in  exact  words,  in  each  of  the  im- 
portant cases  on  the  subject  since  that  time. 
Bobbin*  y.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Diet.  120  U. 
S.  490,  80  L.  ed.  695;  Coreon  v.  Maryland,  120 
U.  S.  602,  80  L.  ed.  699;  Brown  v.  Houston. 
114  U.  S.  682,  29  L.  ed.  260;  Leloup  v.  Port 
of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  646,  82  L.  ed.  818;  Aeher 
v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  180,  82  L.  ed.  869;  Stouten- 
burgh  v.  Hennick,  129  U.  S.  142,  82  L.  ed.  688; 
Leisy  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  S.  100,  84  L.  ed.  128. 

Tbe  question  therefore  in  the  present  case  is 
whether  the  boxes  of  soapine  obtained  by  Wil- 
son as  part  of  what  is  said  to  have  been  pur- 
chased from  the  Washington  merchant,  and 
subsequently  sold  by  Wilson  from  door  to  door 
by  retail,  can  be  considered  as  continuing  tbe 
property  of  the  person  who  imported  them  in- 
to tbe  District  of  Columbia,  remaining  in  the 
original  form  and  package  in  which  they  were 
imported;  or  whether  the  person  who  so  im- 
ported them  into  the  District  "  had  so  acted 
upon  tbe  thing  imported  that  it  had  become 
incorporated  and  mixed  up  with  the  mass  of 
property  in  the  county  (District),  as  to  have 
lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an  import." 
If  the  facts  support  the  first  supposition,  tbe 
tax  was  illegal;  if  they  support  the  latter  "the 
goods  had  become  subject  to  the  taxing  power 
of  tbe  State  (District). ,r 

Upon  the  statement  presented  by  the  peti- 
tioner, to  which  the  counsel  for  the  District 
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have  assented  for  the  purposes  of  this  argu- 
ment, it  does  not  clearly  appear  whether  we 
are  to  understand  the  particular  boxes  so  sold 
as  having  been  imported  by  the  petitioner 
Wilson  or  by  the  Washington  merchant. 

The  statement  in  one  place  says  "the  box 
sold  at  retail  from  door  to  door  by  the  agent 
never  passes  into  the  hands  of  the  dealers,  but 
is  sent  to  the  agent  direct  from  the  manu- 
factory, and  is  sold  by  him  for  the  Kendall 
Manufacturing  Company,  and  the  proceeds 
paid  to  them.  This  would  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  petitioner  is  to  be  considered  as  the 
importer  of  those  boxes.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  statement  shows  that  the  practice  of  the 
petitioner,  as  agent  of  the  company,  is  "to  sell 
a  certain  number  of  boxes,  at  wholesale  prices, 
to  the  Washington  dealers— therefrom  tore- 
tain  one  box  from  each  wholesale  purchaser, 
paying  him  the  retail  prices  therefor  by  dis- 
count on  his  bill,  the  purchaser  being  charged 
with  six  boxes  and  credited  with  one  in  his 
bill,  and  then  to  sell  this  box  at  retail  from 
door  to  door  for  the  purpose  of  advertising  the 
article,  stimulating  its  sales  and  thereby  ob- 
taining customers  for  the  grocers  and  dealers." 
This  would  certainly  imply  that  the  dealer 
must  import  the  particular  box  in  his  original 
package  before  it  can  be  retained  from  the  six 
boxes  that  had  been  sold  to  him  and  charged 
on  his  bill  at  the  wholesale  prices  and  after- 
ward credited  to  him  at  the  retail  prices  and 
sold  on  the  streets  to  obtain  customers  for  the 
dealers. 

If  the  former  supposition  is  to  be  taken  as 
correct,  of  course  the  agent  must  receive  his 
assortment  of  individual  boxes  in  a  package 
together,  as  it  is  ridiculous  to  assume  he  would 
receive  each  box  separately,  as  a  specific  ship- 
ment to  him.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  sixth 
box  reaches  the  city  in  the  package  received 
by  the  merchant,  that  package  must  be  opened 
before  the  agent  can  obtain  the  sixth  box 
when  he  buys  it  at  retail  price  from  the  mer- 
chant. 

Hence,  in  either  case,  before  the  agent  can 
take  the  individual  box  on  the  street,  the 
package  in  which  it  was  imported  to  the  Dis- 
trict must  have  been  broken;  the  article  must 
have  "lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an  im- 
port," and  become  incorporated  and  mixed  up 
m  the  mass  of  property  in  the  District.  The 
singular,  circuitous  and  rather  mysterious  ar- 
rangement by  which  the  merchant  is  charged 
with  a  box  which  it  is  said  be  never  bought; 
is  allowed  a  retail  price  for  what  it  is  said  he 
never  sold ;  and  is  credited  with  the  retail  price 
of  what  never  belonged  to  him,  by  a  person 
who  never  sold  it  to  him,— cannot  change  the 
character  of  the  transaction.  Repeating  the 
words  of  the  chief  Justice  before  quoted  from 
Brown  v.  Maryland,  "  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
ceal from  ourselves  that  this  is  a  varying  of 
the  form,  without  a  varying  of  the  substance." 

The  supreme  court  has  contented  itself,  in 
the  different  cases  where  the  point  arose,  with 
deciding  whether,  under  the  facts  in  the  par- 
ticular case,  the  goods  upon  which  it  was 
sought  to  impose  a  tax  directly  or  by  the  ex- 
action of  a  license  had  at  the  time  been  incorpor- 
ated and  mixed  up  in  the  mass  of  the  property 
of  the  State,  and  become  subject  to  its  taxing 
power.  In  Brown  v.  Houston,  114  U.  S.  682, 
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29  L.  ed.  260,  it  was  held  that  coal  mined  in 
Pennsylvania  and  sent  in  flat  boats  to  New 
Orleans,  to  be  sold  in  open  market  there  on 
account  of  the  owners  in  Pennsylvania,  when 
it  had  reached  its  destination  and  come  to  its 
place  of  rest  for  final  disposition  or  use,  had 
become  a  commodity  in  the  market,  and  part 
of  the  general  mass  of  property  of  the  State, 
and  subject  to  taxation  under  its  general  laws; 
although  after  its  arrival  it  was  to  be  sold  from 
the  fiat  boat,  without  being  landed,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  being  taken  out  of  the  country  on 
a  vessel  bound  to  a  foreign  port  If  the  prop 
erty  described  in  that  case,  under  the  circum- 
stances, had  become  so  incorporated  with  the 
mass  of  the  property  in  the  State  as  to  be  the 
subject  of  state  taxation,  we  cannot  see  why 
the  individual  boxes  of  soapine  in  the  hands  of 
Wilson  were  not  in  the  same  predicament 

We  have  carefully  examined  all  the  decisions 
of  the  supreme  court  on  this  subject,  and  have 
found  nothing  in  either  of  of  them  to  interfere 
with  these  conclusions.  Bobbins  v.  Shelby 
County  Taxing  Diet.  120  U.  S.  490,  80  L.  ed. 
695;  Corson  v.  Maryland,  120  U.  S.  602,  80  L. 
ed.  699;  Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  180,  82  L. 
ed.  869;  Stoutenburgh  v.  Eenniek,  129  U.  S. 
141,  82  L.  ed.  687,— were  all  cases  where  the 
person  charged  was  selling  by  sample  goods 
not  yet  imported  into  the  State  or  district;  and 
the  courts  very  reasonably  declared  that  the 
goods  sought  to  be  taxed  by  means  of  a  li- 
cense could  no  more  be  subjected  to  a  tax  by 
such  a  sale  than  they  could  be  if  the  sale  had 
been  conducted  by  letter  through  the  post- 
office. 

In  Wellon  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  282,  28  L. 
ed.  850,  from  which  we  have  already  quoted 
Justice  Field's  statement  of  the  definition  in 
Brown  v.  Maryland,  the  court  held  that  a  state 
law  providing  that  "  whoever  shall  deal  in  the 
selling  of  patent  or  other  medicines,  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise,  except  books,  charts 
and  stationery,  which  are  not  the  growth,  pro- 
duce or  manufacture  of  the  State,  by  going 
from  place  to  place  to  sell  the  same,  is  declared 
to  be  a  peddler,"  and  exacting  a  license  tax 
from  such  dealers,  while  making  no  such  re- 
quirement where  such  person  sold  only  such 
commodities  as  were  produced  within  the 
State,  was  in  conflict  with  the  commercial 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  void  because  of 
this  discrimination  against  citizens  of  other 
States.  But  the  court  said  nothing  to  imply 
that  the  tax  would  have  been  illegal  if  the 
Statute  had  applied  (as  ours  does)  to  all  citi- 
zens alike.  Nor  does  it  intimate  that  the  ac- 
cused could  not  be  held  as  a  peddler,  though 
the  definition  given  in  the  Statute  is  as  open  to 
etymological  criticism  as  the  Act  of  the  District 
Legislature.  A  similar  decision  was  made  in 
Ward  v.  Maryland,  79  U.  S.  12  Wall.  418,  20 
L.  ed.  449. 

The  point  of  these  decisions  is  emphasized 
by  the  opinion  in  Howe  Mach.  Oo.  v.  Oage,  100 
U.  8.  676,  25  L.  ed.  754.  The  Howe  Machine 
Company,  which  manufactures  its  machines 
in  Connecticut,  had  an  agent  in  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  who  went  to  Lawrence  County  to  sell 
machines,  and  a  tax  was  there  demanded  of 
him  for  a  peddler's  license,  under  a  state  law 
which  required  all  peddlers  of  sewing  ma- 
chines to  pay  a  tax.    He  denied  the  validity  of 
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the  Act,  but  paid  the  tax  to  the  county  clerk, 
and  this  suit  was  brought  to  recover  back  the 
amount  so  paid.  The  case  was  discussed  by 
the  court  with  full  examination  of  authorities; 
and  the  opinion  concludes  as  follows:  "In  all 
cases  of  this  class,  to  which  the  one  before  us 
belongs,  it  is  a  test  question  whether  there  is 
any  discrimination  in  faror  of  the  Slate,  or  of 
the  citizens  of  the  State,  which  enacted  the  law. 
Wherever  there  is  such  discrimination,  it  is 
fatal.  In  the  case  before  us  the  Statute  in 
question,  as  construed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  State,  makes  no  such  discrimination.  It 
applies  alike  to  sewing  machines  manufactured 
in  the  State  and  out  of  it  The  exaction  is  not 
an  unusual  or  unreasonable  one.  The  State, 
putting  all  such  machines  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing with  respect  to  the  tax  complained  of,  had 
an  unquestionable  right  to  impose  the  burden/' 

No  suggestion  was  there  made  that  the  agent 
who  sold  the  sewing  machines  for  the  foreign 
manufacturer  was  not  a  peddler;  and  the  Su- 
preme Court  held  he  must  obtain  a  peddler's 
license. 

Shortly  afterwards  the  case  of  Webber  v. 
Virginia,  106  U.  S.  850,  26  L.  ed.  567,  was 
decided,  in  which  a  law  of  that  State  was  held 
invalid  because  of  the  discrimination  against 
nonresidents  which  appeared  in  Wdton  v.  Mis- 
•ouri,  01  U.  S.  281,  28  L.  ed.  849,  and  was  ab- 
sent in  Howe  Mach.  (Jo.  v.  Qage,  100  U.  S.  676, 
25  L.  ed.  754. 

The  petitioner's  counsel  referred  to  a  decis- 
ion said  to  have  been  rendered  in  the  Hustings 
Court  in  Richmond;  and  also  to  a  case  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Delaware  County, 
Pennsylvania,  in  which,  they  contended,  the 
law,  as  they  present  it,  was  settled  on  this  iden- 
tical subject. 

We  have  not  been  able  to  find  the  former  de- 
cision; but  we  have  examined  the  latter  case 
with  care.  Larkm  and  others  were  arrested  in 
the  City  of  Chester  for  selling  soapine  without 
a  license,  and  the  court  of  common  pleas  held 
the  ordinance  void,  and  inapplicable  on  two 
grounds  stated  in  the  opinion: 

1.  Because  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  char- 
ter of  Chester  gave  to  the  city  the  power  to 
pass  an  ordinance  to  license  peddling. 

But  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  we  have 
seen,  undoubtedly  possesses  that  power. 

2.  Because  the  sellers  of  the  soapine  were 
not  peddlers  within  the  meaning  of  the  city 
ordinance. 

But  that  ordinance  did  not  specially  describe 
the  form  of  sale  which  should  thereafter  consti- 
tute ''peddling."  The  Act  in  force  in  this  Dis- 
trict does  explicitly  contain  that  description. 

That  case  further  differs  from  the  case  before 
us,  because  no  such  facts  as  to  the  sale  of  the 
boxes  to  the  merchant,  and  the  repurchase  of 
them  by  the  agent,  seem  to  have  existed  there; 
whereas  those  important  circumstances  appear 
in  the  agreement  filed  in  the  present  case. 

These  differences  are  sufficient  to  discrimin- 
ate that  case  from  the  present;  but  at  the  best 
it  is  only  the  decision  of  an  inferior  court,  and 
we  think  it  erroneous. 

But  whatever  force  it  might  be  supposed  to 
have  is  destroyed  by  a  subsequent  decision  of 
the  court  of  appeals  of  the  State  in  March, 
1890,  in  Com.  v.  Gardner,  188 Pa.  285,  7L.  R. 
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A..  666,  in  which  all  the  points  raised  before  us 
are  in  turn  considered. 

The  defendants  were  indicted  for  hawking 
and  peddling  goods  within  the  County  of 
Schuylkill,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April,  1846. 

It  appears  from  the  special  verdict  found  by 
the  Jury,  and  from  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
that  the  defendants,  who  were  in  the  county 
temporarily  for  the  purpose  of  making  such 
sales,  sold:  from  door  to  door  within  said 
county  parcels  or  packages  of  soapine  or  wash- 
ing powder,  being  a  substitute  for  soap,  etc 
That  they  sold  the  goods  as  agents  of  a  manu- 
facturing company  whose  office,  works,  mem- 
bers and  officers  are  in  Providence,  Rhode  Is- 
land; that  the  goods  were  made  there  and  were 
sold  by  defendants  on  account  of  the  company; 
that  the  defendants  had  no  interest  in  the 
goods,  nor  in  their  proceeds,  but  were  paid  a 
salary  for  their  services  by  the  company.  The 
Statute  forbids  the  sale  of  foreign  or  domestic 
goods,  wares  or  merchandise  within  the  county 
by  any  person  as  a  hawker  or  peddler. 

The  county  court  entered  a  verdict  of  guilty 
upon  the  special  verdict;  and  an  appeal  from 
this  ruling  was  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
where  the  case  was  elaborately  argued  by  coun- 
sel and  discussed  by  the  court. 

The  court  decided  that  the  defendants  were 
"peddlers"  within  the  meaning  of  the  law; 
"that  it  was  of  no  consequence  if  they  did  not 
own  the  articles  sold,  but  acted  as  the  agents  of 
others;"  that  the  prohibition  in  the  law  against 
all  peddling  in  the  county  was  a  valid  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  State,  and  was  not 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  right  of  the 
citizen  secured  by  the  Constitution  of  the  State; 
that  the  sale  from  house  to  house  by  agents  of 
goods  manufactured  in  Rhode  Island  by  a 
company  whose  members  are  nonresidents  of 
Pennsylvania  is  not  interstate  commerce;  and 
that  the  law  forbidding  all  peddling  within 
the  county  does  not  invade  the  exclusive  right 
of  Congress  to  regulate  interstate  commerce. 

In  speaking  upon  the  last  point  the  court 
says:  "The  citizen  of  another  State  may  come 
into  Pennsylvania  when  he  will  and  where  he 
will  stay  as  long  as  he  chooses,  open  as  many 
places  for  the  sale  of  his  goods  as  he  may  see 
fit,  and  enjoy  the  same  measure  of  freedom  in 
regard  to  the  conduct  of  his  business  as  a 
native  citizen.  But  when  he  comes  within  the 
State  permanently  or  temporarily  he  is  under 
the  protection  of  its  laws  and  the  correlative 
duty  of  obedience  rests  on  him.  His  rights  are 
equal  to,  but  not  above,  those  of  the  citizen. 
He  has  no  more  right  to  sell  intoxicating 
drink  without  a  license  than  a  citizen;  no  bet- 
ter right  to  sell  cigarettes  to  children,  or  oleo- 
margarine to  customers,  in  violation  of  law, 
than  a  citizen.  He  has  no  better  right  to  take  a 
pack  on  his  back,  or  a  horse  and  cart,  and  en- 
gage in  peddling,  than  a  citizen.  To  hold  the 
contrary  would  be  subversive  of  law  and  or- 
der, ana  would  render  the  possession  of  the 
police  power  useless  to  the  State." 

The  facts  of  the  case  at  bar  are  less  favorable 
to  the  defendant  than  those  in  188  Pa.,  inas- 
much as  the  stratagem  of  the  alleged  sale  by 
the  agent  of  the  one  box  of  soapine  to  the  mer- 
chant and  its  alleged  repurchase  did  not  appear 
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in  that  case.  Bat  if  the  present  case  were  no 
worse  than  that,  the  decision  cited  would  be  a 
powerful  authority  in  support  of  the  view  we 
nave  taken. 

The  resident  merchants  here  are  obliged  to 
pay  taxes  upon  their  stock  in  trade  and  shops, 
besides  paying  a  license  tax.  It  is  hardly  fair 
that  persons  without  any  stake  in  the  commu- 
nity, and  who  contribute  nothing  in  any  other 
form  towards  the  expenses  of  the  government 
here,  should  be  permitted  to  carry  on  their 
traffic  without  payment  of  a  license  tax;  which 
in  the  language  of  the  court,  in  Howe  Mach,  Co. 
v.  Gage,  100  U.  8.  676,  26  L.  ed.  754,  is  "an 
exaction  not  unusual  or  unreasonable." 

The  Judgment  of  the  Police  Court  against  the 
treasurer  having  been  correct,  the  application 
for  a  habeas  corpus  is  overruled,  and  the  peti- 
tioner remanded  into  custody. 

Bradley,  /.,  dissenting: 

By  the  record  it  appears  that  the  relator  has 
been  fined  the  sum  of  $66  by  the  Police  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  that  in  default 
of  payment  he  has  been  committed  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  Intendant  of  the  Washington  Asy- 
lum, having  been  tried  and  convicted  upon  an 
information  charging  him  with  engaging  in  the 
business  of  a  peddler,  in  selling  from  house  to 
house  an  article  called  soapine,  without  first 
having  obtained  a  license  therefor.  By  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  it  appears  that  the 
relator  is  a  regular  salaried  agent  of  the  Ken- 
dall Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island, 
and  there  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  soap- 
ine, a  washing  powder  and  substitute  for  soap; 
That  the  soapine  sold  was  sent  to  the  relator  by 
his  employer,  direct,  in  a  box,  and  was  the 
property  of  the  manufacturer,  although  nomi- 
nally it  formed  part  of  a  number  of  boxes  sold 
to  some  resident  dealer  at  wholesale  rates,  and 
without  being  delivered  to  such  dealer  it  was 
repurchased  by  the  manufacturer  at  retail  price. 

The  effect  of  this  arrangement  was  to  give 
the  dealer  an  additional  discount  on  his  pur- 
chase to  the  extent  of  the  difference  between  the 
wholesale  and  retail  price  of  the  box  retained, 
and  the  sale  of  the  soapine  in  the  retained  boxes 
was  intended  to  advertise  the  article  and  stimu- 
late its  sale. 

This  box  was  opened  by  the  agent  of  the 
manufacturer,  and  its  contents,  in  small  pack- 
ages, sold  from  door  to  door  at  retail  price. 
The  manufacturer  thereby  made  no  profit  on 
the  sales.  The  relator  had  no  property  interest 
either  in  the  soapine  or  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales. 

The  relator  is  charged  with  the  violation  of 
an  Act  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  of  August  28.  1871,  amended 
June  20, 1872,  entitled  "An  Act  Imposing  a 
License  on  Trades,  Business  and  Professions 
Practiced  and  Carried  on  in  the  District  of 
Columbia/'  the  86th  section  of  which  reads  as 
follows:  "Peddlers  shall  pay  fifty  dollars  an- 
nually. Any  person  who  may  offer  for  sale 
from  bouse  to  house,  or  from  a  wagon,  dry 
goods,  fancy  goods,  notions,  toys  and  similar 
articles,  delivered  at  the  time  of  the  sale  shall 
be  known  as  a  peddler." 

In  behalf  of  the  relator  it  is  claimed: 

1.  That  he  is  not  a  peddler,  but  a  salaried 
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agent  of  a  manufacturing  company  and  there* 
fore  not  included  in  the  law. 

2.  That  if  the  Act  requires  of  a  nonresident 
manufacturer  a  license  fee  as  a  condition  to 
selling  and  delivering  its  manufactures  by  its 
agent,  it  is  void,  as  in  conflict  with  art  1,  §  8, 
cl.  8.  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

First  let  us  inquire  whether  the  relator  comes 
within  the  provisions  of  the  law  under  which 
he  was  charged  and  sentenced. 

It  needs  no  examination  of  definitions  by 
lexicographers  to  reach  the  conclusion  that  the 
relator  was  not  a  peddler  in  the  ordinary  signi- 
fication of  the  word.  By  Endicott,  J.t  in  a 
Massachusetts  case,  a  peddler  is  defined  as  "an 
itinerant  trader  who  goes  from  place  to  place 
and  from  house  to  house  carrying  for  sale  and 
exposing  the  goods,  wares  and  merchandise 
which  be  carries.  He  generally  deais  in  small 
cheap  articles  such  as  he  can  conveniently 
carry  in  a  cart  or  on  bis  person." 

In  Randolph  v.  Yellowstone  Kit,  88  Ala.  472, 
it  is  said:  "The  term  'peddler*  has  many  defini- 
tions, more  or  less  full.  ...  Its  popular 
definition  is  a  small  retail  dealer,  who,  carry* 
ing  his  merchandise  with  him,  travels  from 
house  to  house  or  from  place  to  place,  exposing 
his  goods  for  sale  and  selling  them." 

According  to  these  definitions  and  to  the 
popular  and  accepted  meaning  of  the  term  be 
is  a  dealer  or  trader  in  small  wares  who  has  no 
permanent  place  of  business,  but  who  carries 
his  wares  with  him  from  place  to  place  or  from 
house  to  house.  He  is  one  who  buys  to  sell 
again,  and  whose  gains  are  the  profits  realized 
on  small  sales.  A  manufacturer  who  sends  his 
agents  into  other  communities  than  that  of  his 
residence  to  vend  his  product  either  immedi- 
ately, or  by  sample,  is  not  a  trader  or  peddler, 
nor  is  the  agent  employed  by  him  in  such  busi- 
ness.   Com.  v.  Campbell,  88  Pa.  880. 

I  think  that  the  distinction  is  well  marked 
and  is  reasonable,  and  that  this  relator  cannot 
be  held  under  the  Act  referred  to,  unless  it  be 
by  the  force  and  stress  of  the  legislative  defini- 
tion which  accompanies  the  provision.  This 
definition  is,  "Any  person  who  may  offer  for 
sale  from  house  to  house,  or  from  a  wagon, 
dry  goods,  fancy  goods,  notions,  toys,  and 
similar  articles,  delivered  at  the  time  of  sale," 
shall  be  considered  a  peddler. 

The  language  used  is  broad  enough  to  cover 
the  case  of  any  person,  not  a  trader  or  a  dealer, 
who  may  offer  for  sale  from  house  to  house  a 
single  article.  But  its  sense  must  be  governed 
and  restricted  by  the  subject  to  which  it  relates 
and  by  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used.  It 
relates  to  peddlers,  those  who  are  popularly 
known  as  such,  and  the  definition  so  applied 
and  limited  is  relieved  of  the  indeflniteness 
which  otherwise  attaches  to  it.  It  was  intended 
to  apply  to  perambulating  dealers  who  carry 
about  with  them  a  limited  stock  of  small  arti- 
cles, "dry  goods,  notions,  fancy  goods,  toys 
and  similar  articles,"  for  sale. 

If  this  section  was  intended  to  apply  to  others 
not  peddlers  in  the  well-understood  popular 
signification  of  the  word,  wby  was  not  the 
limiting  term  omitted,  and  the  broad  descrip- 
tive definition  left  to  stand  alone  as  indicating 
the  class  intended  to  be  taxed? 

If  the  broad  and  comprehensive  meaning 
claimed  for  it  was  intended  by  the  Legislative 
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Assembly  (which  I  doubt),  then  I  hold  that  it 
was  not  m  its  power,  by  its  ordinance,  to  in- 
clude persons  as  peddlers  who  do  not  fall  with- 
in the  ordinary  meaning  of  that  term.  Maps  v. 
Cincinnati,  1  Ohio  St.  268. 

The  broad  meaning  attributed  to  the  provis- 
ion in  question  would  include  a  person  who 
"as  agent  for  nonresident  manufacturers  or 
wholesale  dealers,  offers  for  sale  merchandise," 
unless  he  restricted  his  offers  for  sale  to  one 
house.  But  this  class  was  distinctly  taxed  as 
commercial  agents,  under  the  Act  of  Aug.  28, 
1871,  and  required  to  pay  a  license  fee  of  $250. 
By  the  amendment  of  this  Act  of  June  20, 1872, 
commercial  agents  are  required  to  pay  $200 
annually,  and  they  are  defined  as  "every  per- 
son whose  business  it  is,  as  agent,  to  offer  for 
sale  goods,  wares  or  merchandise,  by  sample, 
catalogue  or  otherwise."    Acts  2d  Sess.  p.  00. 

Taking  the  original  section  it  is  apparent  that 
it  would  include  the  case  of  the  relator,  but 
might  not  include  one  who  offered  for  sale  by 
sample  or  catalogue.  The  amendment  specifi- 
cally included  agents  who  are  sellers  by  sample 
or  by  caialogue,  and  all  others  who  otherwise 
offer  for  sale.  Clearly  the  3d  section  of  the  Act 
was  intended  to  and  does  cover  cases  like  that 
of  the  relator,  as  "  commercial  agents."  The 
difference  between  the  tax  of  $50  required  of 
a  peddler,  and  $200 required  of  a  "commercial 
agent"  indicates  that  the  former  applies  to  the 
small  perambulating  trader,  while  the  latter 
applies  to  the  agents  of  manufacturers  and 
wholesale  dealers. 

The  conclusion  I  have  reached  is  that  the  re- 
lator is  not  a  peddler  within  the  purpose  or  in- 
tent of  the  Act  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  under  which  he  was 
prosecuted,  convicted  and  sentenced. 

Upon  the  other  point  made  by  the  relator, 
that  the  Act  is  void  as  an  attempt  to  regulate 
"commerce  among  the  States"  a  subject  which 
under  the  Constitution  is  committed  exclusive- 
ly to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  it  is 
contended  for  the  District  of  Columbia  that 
the  provision  of  the  law  in  question,  as  con- 
strued and  applied  to  the  case  of  the  relator,  is 
not  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  because  the 
importer  (the  Kendall  Mfg.  Co.)  had  so  acted 
upon  the  thing  imported,  that  it  had  become 
incorporated  and  mixed  up  in  the  mass  of 
property  in  the  District,  and  that  it  had  lost 
its  distinctive  character  of  an  import,  and  be- 
come subject  to  the  taxing  power  of  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

By  the  District  of  Columbia  it  is  claimed 
that  a  number  of  boxes  of  soapine  are  sold  and 
delivered  to  a  consignee  here,  and  that  one  of 
these  original  packages  is  purchased  from  the 
consignee  after  it  has  become  part  of  the  gen- 
eral property  of  the  District,  and  is  then 
broken  and  sold  by  the  agent.  But  the  agreed 
fact  is  that  the  box  which  is  broken  and  sold  by 
the  agent  from  door  to  door  never  passes  into 
the  hands  of  the  dealer,  but  is  sent  to  the  agent 
direct  from  the  manufacturer.  It  is  the  prop- 
erty of  the  nonresident  manufacturer  when  it 
enters  the  district,  and  it  continues  to  be  its 
property  in  the  hands  of  its  agent  until  it  is 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  retail  purchasers. 

By  the  majority  of  the  court  it  is  held  that 
the  original  package  or  box  broken  and  sold 
by  the  agent  became  a  part  of  the  general  mass 
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of  property,  lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an 
import  and  became  subject  to  taxation  the 
moment  the  original  package  in  the  hands  of 
the  agent  was  broken. 

In  this  I  am  not  able  to  concur,  and  I  ap- 
proach this  constitutional  feature  of  the  subject 
with  diffidence  and  hesitation. 

The  principle  embodied  in  the  proposition 
that  the  contents  of  the  box  of  soapine  became 
a  part  of  the  mass  of  the  property  in  this  Dis- 
trict when  the  original  package  was  broken  in 
the  hands  of  the  agent,  for  sale,  had  its  origin 
in  the  opinion  by  Marshall,  Oh.  J.9  in  the  case 
of  Brown  v.  Maryland,  25  U.  S.  12  Wheat 
442,  6  L.  ed.  686. 

In  that  case,  an  Act  of  Maryland  requiring 
importers  of  certain  foreign  commodities  to 
take  out  a  license  for  which  they  should  pay 
$50,  before  they  should  be  authorized  to  sell, 
was  declared  to  be  repugnant  to  that  provision 
of  the  Constitution  which  declares  that  "no 
State  shall  without  the  consent  of  Congress  lay 
any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports,"  etc.,  and 
also  to  the  provision  which  declares  that  "Con- 
gress shall  have  power  to  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several 
States  and  with  the  Indian  tribes. 

The  importer  had  sold  one  package  of  for- 
eign dry  goods  without  having  a  license. 

To  the  suggestion  that  the  imported  article 
must  at  some  time  be  subject  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  State,  and  that  such  power  must 
attach  when  it  came  into  the  State,  the  court 
says,  page  451:  "We  cannot  admit  that  this 
point  of  time  is  the  instant  that  the  articles 
enter  the  country.  It  is,  we  think,  obvious 
that  this  construction  would  defeat  the  prohi- 
bition. The  constitutional  prohibition  on  the 
States  to  lay  a  duty  on  imports — a  prohibition 
which  avast  majority  of  them  must  feel  an 
interest  in  preserving— may  certainly  come  in 
conflict  with  their  acknowledged  power  to  tax 
persons  and  property  within  their  territory. 
The  power  and  the  restriction  on  It,  though  quite 
distinguishable  when  they  do  not  approach 
each  other,  may  yet,  like  the  intervening  colors 
between  white  and  black,  approach  so  nearly  as 
to  perplex  the  understanding  as  colors  perplex 
the  vision  in  marking  the  distinction  between 
them.  Tet  the  distinction  exists,  and  must  be 
marked  as  the  cases  arise.  Till  they  do  arise  it 
might  be  premature  to  state  any  rule  as  being 
universal  in  its  application.  It  is  sufficient  for 
the  present  to  say,  generally,  that  when  the 
importer  has  so  acted  upon  the  thing  imported 
that  it  has  become  incorporated  and  mixed  up 
with  the  mass  of  property  in  the  country,  it 
has  perhaps  lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an 
import  and  has  become  subject  to  the  taxing 
power  of  the  State;  but  while  remaining  the 
property  of  the  importer  In  his  warehouse  in 
the  original  form  or  package  in  which  it  was 
imported,  a  tax  upon  it  "  is  too  plainly  a  duty 
on  imports  to  escape  the  prohibition  of  the 
Constitution." 

It  is  important  to  remark  that  the  court  is 
here  dealing  with  the  subject  of  the  exclusive 
power  of  Congress  to  impose  duties  upon  im- 
ports, and  not  with  the  subject  of  the  power 
to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  or 
among  the  States. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  license  tax 
imposed  in  the  case  at  bar  as  a  condition  to  his 
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exercising  the  right  to  sell  the  goods  brought 
into  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  the  nonresi- 
dent manufacturer,  is  a  tax  upon  the  goods 
themselves  in  his  hands.  "All  must  perceive 
that  a  tax  on  the  sale  of  an  article  imported 
only  for  sale  is  a  tax  on  the  article  itself." 
Brown  ▼.  Maryland,  supra, 

A  license  tax  imposed  upon  "  drummers," 
or  persons  who  offer  for  sale  by  sample,  so  far 
as  concerns  the  sale  of  or  offer  to  sell  goods 
not  yet  brought  into  the  State,  is  clearly  a  tax 
on  the  goods  themselves,  and  a  regulation  of 
in  terstate  commerce.  Bobbins  v.  Shelby  County 
Taxing  Dist.  120  U.  8.  489,  80  L.  ed.  694; 
Astier  y.  Texas,  128  U.  8.  129,  82  L.  ed.  868; 
Welton  v.  Missouri,  91 U.  8.  275,  28  L.  ed.  847. 

Is  the  tax  imposed  by  this  Act  upon  goods 
brought  into  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  sale 
by  a  nonresident  manufacturer,  as  a  condition 

Srecedent  to  his  right  to  sell,  a  regulation  of 
iterstate  commerce? 

In  Brown  v.  Maryland,  under  the  considera- 
tion of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  the 
chief  justice  says: 

"  The  conclusion  that  the  right  to  sell  te  con- 
nected with  the  law  permitting  importation  as 
an  inseparable  incident  is  inevitable.  .  .  . 
Any  penalty  inflicted  on  the  importer  for  sell- 
ing the  article  in  his  character  of  importer  must 
be  in  opposition  to  the  Act  of  Congress  which 
authorizes  importation.  Any  charge  on  the 
introduction  and  incorporation  of  the  articles 
into  and  with  the  mass  of  property  in  the 
country  must  be  hostile  to  the  power  given  to 
Congress  to  regulate  commerce,  since  an  essen- 
tial part  of  that  regulation  and  principal  object 
of  it  is  to  prescribe  the  regular  means  for  ac- 
complishing that  introduction  and  incorpora- 
tion." 

It  is  then  clearly  held  that  the  importer  has 
the  right  to  sell  the  import  in  its  original  pack- 
age, without  the  burden  of  any  additional  tax 
by  the  State,  by  way  of  license  or  otherwise, 
and  that  it  does  not  lose  its  exemptive  charac- 
ter so  long  as  it  remains  the  property  of  the 
importer,  in  his  warehouse,  in  the  oriirinal 
form  or  package  in  which  it  was  imported. 

When  does  the  imported  merchandise  become 
a  part  of  the  general  property  of  tie  State  so 
as  to  become  subject  to  its  general  taxing 
power? 

In  the  case  of  the  resident  importer  the  line 
of  distinction  is  drawn  at  the  point  of  sale  by 
the  importer,  or  at  the  point  when  the  im- 
ported package  is  broken  in  his  hands,  when  it 
has  lost  its  distinctive  character  as  an  import, 
and  the  imported  goods,  mingled  with  his  other 
goods,  become  a  part  of  the  mass  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  State.  But  this  rule  was  not  stated 
as  being  one  of  universal  application,  and  its 
application  to  the  case  of  goods  carried  from 
one  State  into  another  has  been  denied.  Wood- 
ruff?. Parfiam,  75  U.  S.  8  Wall.  128,  19  L. 
ed.  882;  Brown  v.  Houston,  114  U.  8.  622,  29 
L.  ed.  257. 

In  the  former  case  an  ordinance  of  the  City 
of  Mobile  imposing  a  tax  upon  sales  by  auction- 
eers was  sustained,  when  applied  to  sales  by 
them  of  goods,  the  product  of  other  States  than 
Alabama,  received  by  them  as  consignees  and 
agents  and  sold  in  the  original  and  unbroken 
packages. 

In  the  latter  case  coal  shipped  from  Pitts- 
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burgh  to  New  Orleans,  and  resting  there  to  the 
boats  and  original  condition,  packages  in  which 
it  was  shipped,  held  for  sale  for  the  agents,  was 
held  liable  to  the  assessment  of  a  tax  imposed 
generally  upon  property  within  the  State;  that 
the  coal  was  a  commodity  in  the  market  of  New 
Orleans,  and  that  it  had  become  a  part  of  the 
general  property  of  the  State. 

It  will  not  do,  then,  to  say  in  the  case  at  bar 
that  the  soapine  in  the  hands  of  the  relator  in 
the  broken  box,  or  package,  any  more  than  in 
the  unbroken  box,  has  become  a  part  of  the 
mass  of  the  general  property  of  the  District. 

In  Bobbins  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dist.  it 
is  held  as  within  the  power  of  the  State  among 
other  things,  "the  imposition  of  taxes  upon 
persons  residing  within  the  State  or  belonging 
to  its  population,  and  upon  avocations  pursued 
therein  not  directly  connected  with  foreign  or 
interstate  commerce  ...  the  imposition  of 
taxes  upon  all  property  within  the  State  mingled 
with  and  forming  part  of  the  great  mass  of 
property  therein.  But  in  making  such  inter- 
nal regulations  a  State  cannot  impose  taxes 
upon  persons  passing  through  the  State,  or 
coming  into  it  merely  for  a  temporary  purpose, 
especially  if  connected  with  interstate  or  for- 
eign commerce,  nor  can  it  impose  such  taxes 
upon  property  imported  into  the  State  from 
abroad,  or  from  another  State  and  not  yet  be- 
come a  part  of  the  common  mass  of  property 
therein." 

Is  it  reasonable  to  hold  that  a  nonresident 
manufacturer  coming  into  this  District  for  the 
mere  temporary  purpose  of  exercising  the  priv- 
ilege of  sale  of  his  goods  under  the  freedom 
of  Interstate  commerce,  is  only  protected  from 
local  taxation  so  long  as  his  goods  remain  in 
the  unbroken  package  in  which  he  has  im- 
ported them?  If  his  free  right  to  sell  is  lim- 
ited to  a  sale  in  unbroken  packages,  the  limi- 
tation amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  privilege 
because  all  exhibition  and  inspection  are  pro- 
hibited, inasmuch  as  the  opening  or  breaking 
of  the  package  for  any  purpose  subjects  the 
seller  to  the  requirement  of  the  license  tax. 

The  clause  of  the  Constitution  under  consid- 
eration includes  commerce  with  the  Indian 
tribes  as  under  the  regulation  of  Congress. 
Imagine  an  Indian  trader  from  one  of  the 
tribes  coming  into  a  State  with  a  bale  of  skins 
and  furs,  and  being  informed  that  under  a  mu- 
nicipal ordinance  similar  to  this  be  was  free 
to  sell  the  whole  mass,  unopened,  with  package 
unbroken,  but  if  he  opened  or  exposed  them 
his  goods  became  part  of  the  mass  of  goods 
in  the  State  and  he  was  subject  to  taxation.  It 
would  not  be  tolerated — it  would  be  too  plain 
a  violation  of  that  clause  of  the  Constitution. 
Is  it  not  absurd  to  hold  that  an  agent  may  sell 
without  license  by  sample— but  that  be  may 
not  sell  the  sample? 

It  must  be  that  in  this  case  the  nonresident 
manufacturer  bringing  bis  goods  into  the  Dis- 
trict for  the  temporary  purpose  of  sale,  and  re- 
taining them  in  his  actual  possession,  custody 
and  control,  such  goods  do  not  become  part  of 
the  mass  of  goods  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
until  be  parts  with  them  by  sale,  or  otherwise 
changes  their  status. 

It  is  beyond  dispute  that  it  is  the  free  right 
of  the  Kendall  Manufacturing  Company  to  im- 
port its  goods  into  the  District  of  Columbia, 
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because  It  is  a  right  of  interstate  commerce. 
(Stoutenburgh  v.  Bennick,  129  U.  B.  142,  82  L. 
ed.  688),  and  Congress  has  not  exercised  its 
constitutional  right  of  trammeling  it  with  any 
regulations. 

In  Brown  v.  Maryland,  the  court  says: 
•  'Commerce  is  intercourse.  One  of  its  most 
ordinary  ingredients  is  traffic  It  is  inconceiv- 
able that  the  power  to  authorize  this  traffic, 
when  given  in  the  most  comprehensive  terms 
with  the  intent  that  its  efficacy  should  be  com- 
plete should  cease  at  the  point  when  its  con- 
tinuance is  indispensable  to  its  value.  Sale  is 
the  object  of  importation,  and  is  an  essential 
ingredient  of  that  intercourse  of  which  impor- 
tation constitutes  a  part.  It  is  as  essential  an 
ingredient,  as  indispensable  to  the  existence  of 
the  entire  thing,  then,  as  the  importation  itself. 
It  must  be  considered  as  a  component  part  of 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce." 

Any  penalty  inflicted  on  the  importer  for 
selling  the  thing  in  bis  character  of  importer 
must  be  in  opposition  to  that  freedom  of  inter- 
state commerce  which  must  exist  until  Con- 
gress under  its  constitutional  power  imposes 
some  restrictions.  The  absence  of  sueh  regu- 
lation means  that  interstate  commerce  is  free. 

In  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  S.  124,  84  L.  ed. 
187,  the  court  says,  with  reference  to  beer  im- 
ported into  the  State  of  Iowa  from  the  State  of 
Illinois  and  held  for  sale  by  the  agent  of  the 
manufacturers  in  Iowa,  in  the  original  pack- 
ages in  which  it  was  imported,  that  notwith- 
standing a  prohibitory  statute,  "they  had  the 
right  to  import  this  beer  into  that  State,  and  in 
the  view  which  we  have  expressed  they  had 
tbe  right  to  sell  it,  by  which  act  alone  it  would 
become  mingled  in  the  common  mass  of  prop- 
erty within  the  State.  Up  to  that  point  of 
time  we  hold  that  in  the  absence  of  Congres- 
sional permission  to  do  so,  the  State  had  no 
power  to  interfere  by  seizure,  or  any  other 
action  in  prohibition  of  importation  and  sale  by 
the  foreign  or  nonresident  importer." 


The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
has  been  careful,  in  construing  tbe  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  restricting  the  powers  of 
the  States  in  their  general  right  of  taxation,  to 
limit  the  decision  to  the  actual  case  before  it, 
anxious  not  to  interfere  with  tbe  Jealously 
guarded  rights  of  the  States. 

It  has  been  held  to  be  regulations  of  inter- 
state commerce. 

A  statute  laying  a  tax  upon  nonresident 
drummers  offering  for  sale  or  selling  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise  by  sample  manufactured 
or  belonging  to  citizens  of  other  States.  Rob- 
bins  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dirt.  120  U.  S. 
489.80 L.  ed.  694. 

Also  a  statute  requiring  a  license  of  itinerant 
dealers  in  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  not 
the  growth  or  produce  or  manufacture  of  the 
State.  Welton  v.  Missouri,  91 U.  8.  275, 28  L. 
ed.  847. 

Also  an  Act  of  the  Legislative  Assembly, 
District  of  Columbia,  imposing  a  tax  upon 
"commercial  agents,"  defining  them  as  "every 
person  whose  business  it  is,  as  agent,  to  offer  ' 
for  Sale  goods,  wares  or  merchandise  by  sam- 
ple, catalogue  or  otherwise,"  as  applied  to  the 
case  of  an  agent  for  a  nonresident  firm,  selling 
by  sample.  Stoutenburgh  v.  Bennick,  129  U.  8. 
141,  82  L.  ed.  687. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  now  for  the  first 
time  presented  here.  It  has  not  been  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  any 
case  reported.  It  demands  a  new  departure, 
the  drawing  of  a  new  line  of  demarkation  back 
of  which  the  State  cannot  step  for  the  purpose 
of  taxation,  and  that  line  in  my  judgment  in 
this  case  is  the  line  of  sale  by  the  nonresident 
importer,  temporarily  in  the  District  for  that 
purpose,  of  the  goods  by  him  imported,  whether 
in  unbroken  or  broken  packages. 

The  case  of  Stoutenburgh  v.  Hennick  settles 
the  question  that  the  Act  in  question  is  not  a 
regulation  of  Congress. 

The  relator  should  be  discharged. 
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1*  The  soil  under  navigable  waters  up 

to  high-water  mark  Is,  in  the  State  of  Washing- 
ton, by  express  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  as 


well  as  by  the  common-law  rule,  the  property  of 
the  State. 
2.   Bii 


•   Riparian  rights  in  1 

settled  by  tbe  respective  St 


tbe  several  States  are 
States  for  themselves. 

3.  A  riparian  proprietor  on  the  shore 
of  the  sea  or  Its  arms  has  no  right  as  against 
the  State  or  its  grantees  to  extend  wharves  In 
front  of  his  land  below  high-water  mark. 

4.  Under  Const.*  art.  16,  providing  for 


Nora.— Navigable  water*  are  pubUe  highways. 
The  confusion  of  navigable  with  tide  waters, 
found  in  tbe  monuments  of  the  common  law,  long 
prevailed  in  this  country,  to  the  exclusion  of  ad- 
miralty jurisdiction  from  our  great  rivers  and  in- 
land seas;  but  the  doctrine  is  now  established,  that 
the  great  lakes  and  other  navigable  waters  of  the 
country  above  as  well  as  below  the  flow  of  the  tide 
are  navigable  waters  amenable  to  the  admiralty 
Jurisdiction.    Martin  v.  Waddell,  41  IT.  8.  16  Pet. 

867. 10  L.  ed.  097;  Pollard  v.  Hagan,  44 17.  8. 8  How. 

212. 11  L.  ed.  665:  Goodtltle  v.  Kibbe,  60  U.  8. 9  How. 
471, 18  L.  ed.  220;  The  Genesee  Chief  v.  Fttahugh,  58 
U.  S.  12  How.  443, 13  L.  ed.  1058.  See  note  to  Haines 
V.  Hall  (Or.)  3  L.  B.  A.  610. 

12  L.R.A. 

See  also  13  L.  R.  A.  590;  18  L.  R. 
20  L.  R.  A.  539;  30  L.  R.  A.  497;  38  L. 


Navigable  rivers  are  placed  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  the  sea  and  are  regarded  as  public  highways. 
People  v.  Canal  Appraisers,  88  N.  Y.  461.  See  not* 
to  Swanson  v.  Mississippi  &  B.  River  Boom  Co. 
(Minn.)  7  L.  B.  A.  678. 

The  "navigable  waters  of  the  United  States'*  are 
such  as  are  navigable  in  fact,  and  which,  by  them- 
selves or  their  connection  with  other  waters,  form 
a  continuous  channel  for  commerce  with  foreign 
countries  or  among  the  States.  Miller  v.  New 
York,  106  U.  8.  886,  896,27  L.  ed.  871,  975;  United 
States  v.  The  Montello,  78  U.  8.  U  WalL  411,  20  L. 
ed.  191, 87  U.S. 20  Wall.  480, 22  L.  ed.  SOL 

If  a  river  be  capable  in  its  natural  state  of  being* 
used  for  purposes  of  commerce,  no  matter  in  what 

A.  G(S8;  21   L.  R.  A.  62;  22  L.  R.  A.  736; 
R.  A.  600. 
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the  appointment  of  a  oommlwdon  to  es- 
tablish harbor  lines  and  the  leasing  of  the  right  to 
build  wharves,  no  right  to  build  them  beyond 
high-water  mark  oan  be  claimed  by  a  riparian 
proprietor,  even  if  he  would  have  suoh  right  at 
oommonlaw. 

6*  There  can  be  no  Tested  ri§rht  to  future 
accretions  to  land  which  oan  be  protected  by  in- 
junction. 

6*  Riparian  proprietors]  on  the  shore  of 
the  navigable  waters  of  the  State  have 
no  special  or  peculiar  rights  in  suoh  waters  as  an 
incident  to  their  estates. 

7*  The  building;  by  a  State  or  Its  grant- 
ees of  wharves  upon  the  shores  of  navigable 
waters  will  not  constitute  either  a  taking  or  dam- 
aging of  the  private  property  of  riparian  proprie- 
tors for  public  use. 

8.  One  havins;  valuable  improvements 
on  tide  lands  in  actual  use  for  com- 
merce* trade  and  business  prior  to  the  Act  of 
March  26, 1890,  has  a  right  as  against  the  riparian 
proprietor  who  has  never  erected  any  improve- 
ments on  the  shore  to  maintain  them  as  they  were 
on  the  passage  of  that  Act,  but  not  to  enlarge 
them,  prior  to  purchase  of  the  lands  from  the 
State. 

(Stiles,  J.,  dissents,) 

(March  1*,18U.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Pierce  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
defendants  from  erecting  and  maintaining 
structures  upon  the  shore  of  Puget  Sound  be- 
low high-water  mark  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
property.    Reversed. 
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The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Meter*.  Calkins  &  Shackleford,  for  ap 
pellants: 

The  owner  of  upland  abutting  on  an  arm  of 
the  sea  where  the  tide  rises  and  falls  has  no  ri- 
parian rights.  Such  land  in  England  belongs  to 
the  king,  in  America  to  the  State.  There  are 
no  riparian  rights  in  the  ocean. 

Pollard  v.  Hagan,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  212,  11 
L.  ed.  666;  Martin  v.  Waddell,  41  U.  S.  16 
Pet.  410,  10  L.  ed.  1012;  Boston  v.  Lecraw,  58 
IT.  8.  17  How.  426,  15  L.  ed.  118 ;  Hdboken  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Oo.  124  U.  S.  656,  81  L.  ed. 
548;  Stevens  v.  Paterson  &  N.  R.  Co.  84  N.  J. 
L.  582;  Martin  v.  (TBrien,  84  Miss.  21;  State 
v.  Jersey  City,  26  N.  J.  L.  525;  Galveston  v. 
Menard,  28  Tex.  898;  Parker  v.  Taylor,  7  Or. 
485;  DeForce  v.  Welch,  10  Or.  507;  Olney 
v.  Moore,  18  Or.  280;  American  D.  <£  Imp.  Oo. 
v.  Trustees  for  the  Bvpport  of  Pub.  Schools,  2to 
N.  J.  Eq.  400;  Taylor  v.  UnderhiU,  40  Cal. 
471;  Davidson  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  8  Cush.  105; 
Henry  v.  Newburyport,  5LRA.  170, 14J> 
Mass.  585;  Gould  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Oo.  6  N. 
Y.  548;  Lansing  v.  Smith,  8  Cow.  146, 4  Wend. 
1;  People  v.  Vanderbilt,  26  N.  Y.  287;  Towle y. 
Remsen,  70  N.  Y.  808:  Langdon  v.  New  York, 
08  N.  Y.  155;  New  fork  v.  Hart,  95  N.  Y. 
448,452. 

On  the  question  generally  whether  the  up- 
land owner  has  any  peculiar  interest  in  the 
shore,  see — 

Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  58;  Clancey  v.  Houd- 
lette,  89  Me.  451;  Wood  v.  Fowler,  26  Ran. 
682;  Tomlin  v.  Dubuque,  B.  &  M.  R.  Co.  82 
Iowa,  106;  McManus  v.  Carmichael,  8  Iowa, 


mode  the  commerce  may  be  conducted,  it  is  navi- 
gable in  fact,  and  becomes  to  Jaw  a  public  river  or 
highway,  although  its  navigation  may  be  encom- 
passed with  difficulties  by  reason  of  natural  barri- 
ers.  United  States  v.  The  Montello,  supra. 

If  a  river  is  navigable  only  between  different 
places  within  the  State,  then  it  is  not  a  navigable 
water  of  the  United  States,  but  only  a  navigable 
water  of  the  State.  Miller  v.  New  York,  100  U.  8. 
885, 91 L.  ed.  071;  United  States  v.  The  Montello, 
supra. 

The  statute  admitting  Oregon  into  the  Union  pro- 
vided that  "all  the  navigable  waters  of  said  State 
shall  be  common  highways.**  Hatch  v.  Wallamet 
Iron  Bridge  Oo.  7  Sawy.  127. 

Riparian  rights  of  owners  of  lands  bounding  on 
navigable  streams.  See  note  to  Parker  v.  West 
Coast  Packing  Go.  (Or.)  5  L.  B.  A.  61. 

Slate  sovereignty  aver  land  covered  by  navigable 
waters. 

After  the  Revolution  the  States  succeeded  to  all 
the  rights  of  the  king  and  Parliament  as  absolute 
owner  of  all  navigable  waters  and  the  soil  under 
them.  Martin  v.  WaddeD,  41  U.  &  16  Pet  867,10  L. 
e<L087;  Pollard  v.  Hagan,  44  U.  &  8  How.  213,  UL. 
ed.  665c  Weber  v.  State  Harbor  Oomrs.  85  U.  &  18 
Wall.  57, 21 L.  ed.  798;  McCready  v.  Virginia,  04  U 
8. 801, 24  L.  ed.  248;  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  b! 
Oo.  124 U.S.  656,81  L.  ed.  648;  Stevens  v.  Paterson 
*N.B.Co.34N.J.L.588L  ™*nwn 

As  to  sovereign  proprietorship  over  shores  and 
beds,  see  Goodtitle  v.  Kibbe,  50  U.  8.  0  How.  478, 18 
L.  ed.  223;  Hallett  v.  Beebe,  54  U.  a  18  How.  26, 14 
L.  ed.  86;  Smith  v.  Maryland,  50  U.  &  18  How.  74, 
ML.  ed.  270;  Gil  man  v.  Philadelphia,  70  U.  8. 8  Wall. 
726, 18  L.  ed.  00;  Mumford  v.  Wardwell,  78  U.  S.  6 

ZT^i8!.18  U  •*■  mi  "*•  <***  °°-  v-  I^vingston, 
W  U.  S.  28  WalL  68,28  L.ed.  68;  Newport*  a  Bridge 
13L.R.A. 


Oo.  v.  United  States,  106  U.  &  401,  26  L.  ed.  1150;  Be- 
canaba  St  Lake  M.  Transp.  Oo.  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  8. 
680.27L.ed.  44B;Husev.  Glover,  118  U.S.  646, 80 L. 
ed.  480;  8eabury  v.  Field,  McAlL  4;  Shlvely  v.  Welch* 
10  Sawy.  141. 

The  power  of  Congress  over  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  States  extends  only  to  the  regulation  of  com- 
merce. Pollard  v.  Hagnn,  supra;  Woodruff  v. 
North  Bloomfleld  Gravel  Mm.  Oo.  18  Fed.  Bep.  777; 
United  States  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  1  Woodb.  * 
M.410. 

Inland  seas  and  lakes. 

An  inland  sea  or  lake  belongs  to  the  State  In  which 
it  is  territorially  situated.  Wharton,  Commenta- 
ries, I  102;  Woolsey,  International  Law,  §  57;  Holt- 
zendorff,  Bncyclop.  1222. 

The  right  and  title  to  the  shores  of  the  Great  Lakes 
Is  in  the  several  States  and  not  in  the  United  States* 
Waukegan  Breakwater,  6  Ops.  Atty-Gen.  172. 

The  great  ponds. 

Great  ponds  are  held  for  the  common  use  of  all* 
and  littoral  ownen  have  no  private  property  in  the 
waters,  or  in  the  soil  under  them  below  the  natural 
low-water  mark.  Potter  v.  Howe,  2  New  Eng. 
Bep.  167, 141  Mass.  867. 

Under  the  Colony  Ordinanoe  of  1647,  which  is  still 
in  force,  with  some  changes,  in  Massachusetts,  the* 
State  owns  the  great  ponds  in  its  borders  as  public 
properly  held  in  trust  for  public  uses.  The  State- 
has  not  only  the  jus  privatum,  the  ownership  of  the 
soil,  but  also  the  jus  publicum,  and  may  appropriate 
the  waters,  or  authorise  a  city  or  town  to  do  so, 
without  compensation  to  the  littoral  owners  on  the- 
ponds  or  streams  flowing  from  them.  Wattuppa. 
Reservoir  Oo.v.  Fall  River,  1L.  R.  A.  486, 147  Mass. 
548. 

The  public  right  Includes  the  use  of  water  for 
domestic  and  other  purposes,  but  only  within  the 
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$6;  American  Dock  &  Imp.  Oo.  v.  Trustees  for 
the  Support  of  Pub.  Schools,  supra;  State  v. 
JtoaQfc  0.  ft.  22  8.  0.  60;  Land  d  Water  Oo. 
v.  Richardson,  70  Oal.  206,  209. 

Every  State  adopts  its  own  roles  and  makes 
its  own  laws  for  the  sale  and  disposition  of  tide 
and  shore  lands.  This  question  is  one  for  the 
State  exclusively  and  one  in  which  Congress 
and  the  United  States  courts  can  take  no  part. 

Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  IL  8.  824,  24  L.  ed. 
224. 

Messrs.  Dolittle,  Pritchard,  Stevens 
&  Groswenp,  for  appellee: 

The  owner  of  land  abutting  upon  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  an  arm  of  tie  sea,  by  virtue 
of  such  ownership  and  the  appurtenances  to 
his  land,  has  certain  natural  rights  called  ripa- 
rian or  littoral  rights,  consisting  of  the  free  and 
undisturbed  access  from  the  front  of  his  land 
to  such  navigable  waters  and  incidentally  the 
right  to  facilitate  such  access  by  the  erection 
of  wharves  and  piers,  also  the  right  to  the  nat- 
ural increase  upon  the  front  of  his  land  whether 
by  accretion  of  soil  thereto,  or  by  dereliction 
of  the  water  in  front  of  his  lands,  for  purposes 
of  loading  or  unloading,  embarking  or  disem- 
barking, and  landing  and  tying  up  boats  and 
vessels,  also  the  right  of  fishery,  the  right  of 
ferriage,  the  right  to  have  seaweed  and  other 
debris  from  the  ocean  deposited  there  and  many 
other  rights  of  a  similar  character. 

8ee  Davenport  <£  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Renieick, 
102  U.  8.  180,  26  L.  ed.  61;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
6th  ed.  p.  676,  note  1;  Backus  v.  Detroit,  49 
Mich.  110. 

These  riparian  rights  are  based; 


1.  Upon  the  general  principles  of  the  com 
mon  law  of  England. 

See  Buecleuch  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  L.  R.5H.L  418;  Lyons  v.  Fishmon- 
gers Co.  L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  662;  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  v.  McCarthy,  L.  R7H.L 
248. 

2.  Upon  the  American  common  law. 
Fates  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  8.  10  Wall.  497. 

19  L.  ed.  984.  See  St.  Paul  &  P.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Schurmeier.  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  272, 19  L.  ed.  74; 
Button  v.  Strong,  66  U.  8.  1  Black,  22, 17  L. 
ed.  29. 

One  of  the  most  valuable  rights  belonging 
to  the  riparian  owner  is  the  right  of  future 
accretion. 

St.  Olair  Oounty  v.  Lotingston,  90  U.  8.  23 
Wall.  46, 23  L.  ed.  69;  Weber  v.  Board  of  State 
Harbor  Comrs.  86  U.  S.  18  Wall.  67,  21  L.  ed. 
798;  Davenport  &  Jf.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Renwick, 
supra;  Bowman  v.  Wathen,  2  McLean,  376; 
Tuck  v.  Olds,  29  Fed.  Rep.  788;  Illinois  v.  Il- 
linois Cent.  B.  Co.  88  Fed.  Rep.  780;  Case  v. 
Loftvs,  5  L.  R.  A.  684,  89  Fed.  Rep.  780. 

A  shore  owner  upon  the  tide  waters,  or  upon 
a  navigable  stream,  possesses  rights  which,  of 
late,  are  conceded  to  be  property. 

Wilson  v.  Welch,  12  Or.  844,  868;  Barker  v. 
West  Coast  Packing  (fe.5LRA.61, 17  Or. 
510;  Shirley  v.  Bishop,  67  Oal.  548;  Clark  v. 
Peckham,  10  R.  I.  85.  14  Am.  Rep.  654;  Dda- 
plaine  v.  Chicago  &N.W.R.Oo.4£  Wis.  214; 
Boorman  v.  Sunnuchs,  Id.  248;  Diedrich  v. 
Northwestern  U.  R  Oo.  Id.  248;  Carli  v. 
Stillwater  Street  R.  A  T.  Co.  28  Minn.  878; 
Brisbine  v.  8t.  Paul  AS.  C.  B.  Oo.  28  Minn. 


natural  levels;  although  the  dam  had  been  main- 
tained for  more  than  twenty  yean.  Potter  v* 
Howe,  supra. 

Private  rights  in  great  ponds  oould  be  acquired 
by  prescription  during  the  interval  between  the 
passage  of  tbe  Acts  of  1886  and  of  1867,  which  latter 
Act  provided  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  should 
not  apply  uto  any  property,  right,  title  or  Interest 
of  the  Commonwealth  below  high- water  mark  or 
in  tbe  great  ponds.  Atty-Gen.  v.  Revere  Copper 
Co.  (Mass.)  9  L.  R.  A.  610. 

The  title  to  a  great  pond  which  had  been  granted 
to  a  town  previously  to  the  passage  of  Mass.  Code* 
1647,  but  which  had  not  at  that  time  passed  to  .a 
private  person,  oould  not  thereafter  be  transferred 
to  any  private  person.    Ibid. 

Territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  State. 

By  the  common  law  it  is  established  that  the  right 
of  property  in  all  the  soil  which  is  covered  by  tide 
water,  and  is  also  part  of  the  nation's  territory,  is 
prima  facie  in  the  crown.  Direct  U.  8.  Gable  Co. 
v  Anglo-American  Teleg.  Co.  L.  R.  2  App.  Gas.  894; 
Reg.  v.  Keyn,  L.  R.  2  Exoh.  Div.  63. 

The  seashore  is  thus  during  parts  of  eaoh  day 
within  the  limits  of  the  adjacent  oounty,  and  as  far 
as  ordinary  high-water  mark  it  is  the  property  of 
the  crown.  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  68;  Weston  v. 
Sampson,  8  Cush.  847;  Com.  v.  Roxbury,  9  Gray,  461; 
Providence  8.  E.  Co.  v.  Providence  8.  Co.  12  B.  I. 
848;  Pollard  v.  Hagan.  44  U.  8.  3  How.  212, 11 L.  ed. 
666;  Goodtltle  v.  Kibbe,  60  U.  8. 9  flow.  471, 13  L.  ed. 
220;  State  v.  Sargent,  46  Conn.  868;  Gough  v.  Bell, 
21  N.  J.  L.  166;  Stevens  v.  Paterson  ft  N.  B.  Co.  84 
N.  J.  L.  582;  Galveston  v.  Menard,  28  Tex.  849;  Tes- 
chemacker  v.  Thompson,  18  CaL  11;  People  v. 
Davidson,  30  Cal.  879;  2  Dane,  Abr.  694;  8  Kent,  Com. 
427,  cited  in  Gould,  Waters,  §  4. 

The  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  State  now  ex- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


tends  seaward  to  the  distance  of  three  geographical 
miles,  or  one  marine  league  from  the  shore.  Church 
v.  Hubbart,  6  U.  8.  2  Cranoh,  187, 2  L.  ed.  219;  The 
Ann,  1  GalL  68;  United  States  v.  New  Bedford 
Bridge,  1  Woodb.  ft  M.  448;  1  Kent,  Com.  28.  And  see 
Gould,  Waters,  citing  numerous  international  law 
authors. 

There  are  cases  where  It  Is  not  unlikely  that  the 
distances  on  the  sea  spoken  of  were  measured  as 
land  miles,  as  parts  of  land  miles,  instances  of  meas- 
urements upon  or  near  the  shore,  or  measurements 
In  rods  or  feet,  cases  resting  upon  peculiar  facts. 
Illustrations  of  these  are  found  in  tbe  following  ci- 
tations: Mahler  v.  Norwich  ft  N.  Y.  Transp.  Co.  86 
N.  Y.  862,  860;  People  v.  Richmond  County  Suprs. 
78N.Y.  898;  United  States  v.  Jackalow,66  U.S.1 
Black,  484,17  L.  ed.  226;  Dolner  v.  Monticello, 
Holmes,  7,  cited  In  Rockland,  Mt.  D.  ft  8.  8.  B.  Co. 
v.  Fessenden,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  842, 79  Me.  140. 

Tbe  limit  of  one  sea  league  from  shore  Is  provis- 
ionally adopted  as  that  of  the  territorial  sea  of  the 
United  States.  1  Wharton,  International  Law,  Dig. 
182.  See  6  Webster's  Works,  806;  Wharton,  Oonf  .  L. 
§866. 

Title  to  land  helots  high-water  line  is  in  the  State. 

A  person  acquiring  land  abutting  on  a  navi- 
gable stream  takes  title  only  to  the  high- water  line, 
and  that  line  Is  limited  by  the  outflow  of  the  me- 
dium high  tide  between  the  spring  and  neap  tides. 
All  below  that  line  belongs  to  the  State.  New  Jer- 
sey Zinc  ft  Iron  Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.Oo.  44  N. 
J.  Eq.  886. 

Title  to  land  under  water,  and  to  the  shore  below 
ordinary  high-water  mark.  In  navigable  rivers  and 
arms  of  the  sea,  was,  by  common  law,  vested  in  the 
sovereign.  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  8. 884  (24  L.ed* 
224);  Smith  v.  Maryland,  68  U.  a  18  How.  91,16  Led. 
268. 
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114;  Miller  v.  MendenhaU,  8  L.  R.  A.  89, 48 
Minn.  95;  Clement  v.  Burns,  43  N.  H.  609; 
Meyer*  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  966;  Myers  v. 
St.  Louis,  82  Mo.  867;  Tinieum  Fishing  Co.  v. 
Carter,  61  Pa.  21;  Pittsburg  v.  &»**,  1  Pa. 
814;  Bice  v.  Buddiman,  10  Mich.  125;  £av 
<7*ty  Go*  Light  Go.  v.  Industrial  Works,  28 
Mich.  182;  Pere  Marquette  Boom  Co.  v.  ^idanu, 
44  Mich.  404;  Watson  v.  itera,  26  Mich.  617; 
Lorman  v.  Benson >%  Mich.  18;  Lincoln  v. 
Dam,  58  Mich.  875;  Mather  v.  Chapman, 
40  Conn.  882,  16  Am.  Rep.  46;  &afe  v.  £ar- 
tfen*.  45  Conn.  858;  MbuUon  v.  Li'Ww,  87  Me. 
472;  ffeft*  y.  Baiky,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  841, 
55  Conn.  292;  Baltimore  &  0.  B.  Co.  v. 
Chase,  48  Md.  28,  25;  Garitee  v.  Baltimore,  53 
Md.  422;  New  York  v.  Hart,  95  N.  Y.  448; 
Bainbridge  v.  8herlock,  29  Ind.  864,  95  Am. 
Dec.  644;  Stockham  v.  Browning,  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
890;  New  Jersey  Zinc  <£  Iron  Co.  v.  Morris 
Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.  1  L.  R.  A.  133,  44  N.  J. 
Eq.  898;  Musser  v.  Eershey,  42  Iowa,  856; 
8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  5th  ed.  445;  Gould, 
Waters,  g§  128,  124,  and  notes,  148-154. 

Anders,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  this  case  this  court  is  called  upon  for 
the  first  time  to  determine  the  rights  of  lit- 
toral proprietors  of  lands  abutting  upon  the 
shore  of  an  arm  of  the  sea  in  which  the  tide 
ebbs  and  flows. 

And  while  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  look 
beyond  our  own  Constitution  and  laws  for 
authority  to  guide  us  to  a  conclusion,  still, 
owing  to  the  importance  of  the  questions 


both  to  individuals  and  the  public,  and  the 
magnitude  of  the  interests  involved,  we  have 
examined  the  numerous  authorities  cited  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  respective  parties 
in  the  elaborate  briefs  which  they  have  filed, 
in  order  that  we  might  familiarize  ourselves 
with  the  decisions  of  other  courts  upon  the 
subject  and  with  the  reasons  upon  which  their 
decisions  are  based. 

We  shall  not  attempt,  however,  to  review 
all  of  the  decisions  in  detail  for  that  would 
be  impracticable,  if  it  were  desirable,  but 
will  only  refer  to  a  few  of  the  cases  especially 
cited  by  counsel. 

In  this  State  the  common  law  is  our  rule 
of  decision  in  the  settlement  of  questions  re- 
quiring judicial  determination  when  not 
specially  provided  for  by  statute,  and  it  seems 
to  be  generally  conceded  that,  at  common  law. 
the  title  to  the  soil  under  water  was  vested 
in  the  crown.  The  ownership  of  the  soil  was 
regarded  as  a  jus  privatum,  and  could  be 
conveyed  to  individuals,  subject  only  to  the 
public  right  of  navigation  and  fishing,  which 
public  right  was  under  the  absolute  control 
of  Parliament.  In  this  country  we  have  the 
highest  authority  in  support  of  the  doctrine 
that  the  State  has  succeeded  to  all  the  rights 
of  both  king  and  Parliament,  and  hence  is 
the  absolute  owner  of  all  navigable  waters 
and  the  soil  under  them  within  its  territorial 
limits. 

This  question  was  thoroughly  discussed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  Martin  v.  WaddeU,  41  U.  S.  16  Pet. 
867, 10  L.ed.  997.  That  was  an  action  of  eject- 


A  deed,  by  an  Individual,  of  property  Including  a 
stream  in  which  tbe  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  the 
land  under  which  therefore  belongs  to  the  State, 
will  not  convey  the  bed  of  the  stream  beyond  high- 
water  mark.    Roberta  v.  Baumgarten,  U0  N.  Y.  880. 

Tbe  owner  of  land  abutting  on  a  navigable  stream 
takes  title  only  to  the  high-water  line,  and  that  is 
limited  by  the  outflow  of  the  minimum  high  tide 
between  the  spring  and  neap  tides.  New  Jersey  Z. 
ft 1.  Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  44  N .  J.  Eq .  898; 
Bt  Paul  ft  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Sohurmeier,  74  U.  8. 7  Wall. 
m.  10  L.  ed.  74. 

By  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  the  riparian  owners 
along  the  large  rivers  of  that  State  own  only  to  the 
bank,  and  have  no  exclusive  right  to  the  soil  or 
water  of  such  rivers  to  tbe  middle  thread  of  the 
water.  Bundle  v.  Delaware  ft  B.  a  Co.  66  U.  S. 
14  How.  80, 14  I*ed.  886. 

High-water  mark,  or  the  dividing  line  between 
the  proprietors  of  lands  bordering  on  a  navigable 
stream  and  the  State  is  the  point  beyond  whloh  the 
presence  and  action  of  water  are  so  common  and 
usual  and  so  long  continued  in  all  ordinary  years  as 
to  mark  upon  the  soil  a  character  distinct  from  that 
of  the  banks  in  respect  to  vegetation,  as  well  as  in 
respect  to  the  soU  itself.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  ft  a  B.  Co. 
y.  Ramsey,  8  L.  B.  A.  660, 68  Ark.  314. 

Hence  the  holder  under  a  United  States  patent  of 
land  bordering  on  such  river  cannot  m^Ti^iTi  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  the  removal  of  gravel 
from  the  river  bed  in  front  of  his  land  below  high- 
water  wurk.    Ibid. 

Kttabhahment  of  dock  and  harbor  Mam. 

A  body  of  water  need  not  be  landlocked  in  order 
to  be  a  "haven"  or  "harbor."  Huntington  v. 
Lowndes,  40  Fed.  Rep,  026. 

Huntington  Bay,  a  body  of  water  lying  between 
Lloyd's  Neck  and  Baton*  Neok,  on  the  north  side 
19L.R.  A. 


of  Long  Island,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  is  a 
"haven"  or  "harbor,"  within  tbe  meaning  of  the 
language  in  the  Colonial  Patents  of  1666, 1688  and 
1604.    Ibid. 

The  establishment  of  a  dock  or  harbor  line  in 
pursuance  of  legislative  authority  is  to  be  construed 
as  giving  to  the  owners  of  the  upland  the  privilege 
of  filling  in  and  building  out  to  such  line.  Miller 
v.  Mendenhall,  8  L.  B.  A.  88, 48  Minn.  06. 

The  Statute  giving  to  the  harbor  commissioners 
the  care  and  supervision  of  the  tide-waters  and  the 
flats,  confers  no  additional  rights  upon  adjacent  or 
conterminous  proprietors.  Henry  y.  Newbury- 
port,  6  L.  B.  A.  170, 140  Mass.  682. 

The  power  of  the  City  of  Astoria  over  the  subject 
of  the  erection  of  a  wharf  within  the  city  limits.  In 
front  of  the  shore  of  the  Columbia  River,  is  con- 
fined to  the  establishing  of  a  wharf  line.  MoCann 
v.  Oregon  B.  ft  Nav.  Oo.  18  Or.  466. 

The  deposit  of  refuse  matter  in  the  channel  of  the 
Hudson  River  opposite  Newburgh  is  within  waters 
tributary  to  New  York  Harbor,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  June  20, 1888,  prohib- 
iting Injurious  deposits  within  that  harbor  or  adja- 
cent and  tributary  waters.  United  States  v.  Tbe 
Sadie,  41  Fed.  Rep.  886. 

Harbor  commissioners;  supervision  of  tide- waters 
on  flats.  See  note  to  Henry  v.  Newburyport  (Mass.) 
5JLR.A.170. 

IAttoral  proprietor*;  extent  of  right  and  title. 

In  tbe  absence  of  evidence  to  tbe  contrary,  it  is 
presumed  that  tbe  owner  of  land  bordering  on  the 
seashore  holds  only  to  ordinary  high-water  mark, 
and  that  all  the  seashore  fronting  his  land  lying  be- 
tween nigh  and  low  water  mark  is  tbe  property  of 
the  State.  Long  Beach  land  ft  Water  Co.  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 70  Gal.  206. 

In  the  Massachusetts  Colonial  Ordinance  of  1647. 
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ment  for  land  under  the  waters  of  Raritan 
Bay,  in  New  Jersey,  over  which  the  tide  ebbed 
and  flowed.  The  land  in  controversy  was 
included  in  a  large  tract  which  was  granted 
by  the  King  of  Great  Britain  to  the  Duke  of 
York,  and  subsequently  became  vested  in  the 
proprietors  of  East  Jersey,  who  afterwards 
surrendered  to  the  crown  all  their  govern- 
mental powers,  but  retained  all  their  rights  of 
private  property.  One  of  the  parties  to  the  ac- 
tion as  the  grantee  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
under  a  law  of  the  State,  claimed  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  take  oysters  in  the  place  granted, 
and  the  other  claimed  the  same  right  by  virtue 
of  his  title  from  the  proprietors.  The  right 
of  the  crown  to  make  the  grant  to  the  Duke 
of  York,  which  not  only  included  the  tide 
land,  and  also  the  waters,  and  soil  under  the 
waters,  as  well  as  the  power  of  the  State  to 
convey  the  same,  were  questions  thus  brought 
directly  before  the  court  for  determination. 
And  it  was  held  that  the  king  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  nation  had  an  unquestionable 
right  to  make  the  grant  to  the  Duke  of  York 
with  all  the  prerogatives  and  powers  of  gov- 
ernment therein  contained.  In  discussing  the 
question  as  to  whether,  since  Magna  Charta, 
the  king  had  power  to  grant  land  covered  by 
navigable  waters  to  any  individual  so  as  to 

§ive  him  an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  within 
le  limit  of  the  grant,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Taney  said:  "Ana  we  the  more  willingly 
forbear  to  express  an  opinion  on  this  subject 
because  it  has  ceased  to  be  of  much  interest  in 
the  United  States.  For,  when  the  Revolution 
took  place,  the  people  of  each  State  became 


themselves  sovereign ;  and  in  that  character 
hold  the  absolute  right  to  all  their  navigable 
waters,  and  the  soils  under  them,  for  their 
own  common  use,  subject  only  to  the  rights 
since  surrendered  by  the  Constitution  to  the 
general  government.  A  grant  made  by  their 
authority  must  therefore  manifestly  be  tried 
and  determined  by  different  principles  from 
those  which  apply  to  the  grants  of  the  British 
crown. n 

The  natural  and  logical  conclusion  of  the 
court  was,  that  the  grant  by  the  State  con- 
ferred upon  its  grantee  the  exclusive  right  to 
take  oysters  within  the  territory  covered  by 
the  grant. 

The  question  of  the  ownership  of  lands 
under  tide-waters  was  again  raised  in  the 
same  court  in  the  case  of  Pollard  v.  Hagan\ 
44  U.  8.  8  How.  212,  11  L.  ed.  585,  which 
was  ejectment  for  a  lot  of  land  in  the  City 
of  Mobile,  in  Alabama,  which  lay  below 
high- water  mark,  and  which  had  been  granted 
to  plaintiff  by  Congress.  After  approving 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Martin  v.  WaddeU, 
Mr.  Justice  McEinley,  in  the  course  of  his 
opinion,  says: 

"Then  to  Alabama  belong  the  navigable 
waters  and  the  soil  under  them  in  controversy 
in  this  case,  subject  to  the  rights  surrendered 
by  the  Constitution  to  the  United  States ;  and 
no  compact  that  might  be  made  between  her 
and  the  United  States  could  diminish  or  en- 
large those  rights." 

The  court  further  says  that  "by  the  pre- 
ceding course  of  reasoning  we  have  arrived 
at  these  general  conclusions :    first,  the  shores 


which  deolareSfthat  in  ail  places  about  and  upon 
salt  water,  where  the  sea  ebbs  and  flows,  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  land  adjoining  shall  have  propriety 
"to  the  low-water  mark,"  the  words  "to  the  low- 
water  mark'1  mean  to  the  extreme  low-water  mark. 
Sewall  &  D.  Cordage  Co.  v.  Boston  Water-Power 
Co.  6  New  Bng.  Rep.  886, 147  Mass.  61;  Sparhawk  v. 
Bullard,  1  Met  96;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Boston  Wharf  Co. 
12  Gray,  668;  Wonson  v.  Wonson,  14  Allen,  71;  Atty- 
Gen.  v.  Woods,  106  Mass.  486.  See  note  to  Miller  v. 
Mendenhall  (Minn.)  8  L.  R.  A.  90. 

The  oommon-law  dootrine  prevailing  in  England 
has  been  adopted  in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  New 
England  States,  and  was  in  the  early  oases  in  New 
Y/ork  in  force  in  that  State  (see  Ex  parte  Jennings, 
6  Cow.  618);  but  it  was  modified  and  finally  overruled 
in  subsequent  cases,  and  the  better  dootrine  of  the 
civil  law  adopted.  See  People  v.  Canal  Appraisers, 
88  N.  Y.  461;  MoManus  v.  CarmlchaeL  8  Iowa,  L 

The  title  of  the  littoral  owners  bordering  on  the 
seashore,  and  appurtenant  rights  in  the  shore  and 
mud  flats  between  high  and  low  water  mark  are 
separable,  and  either  may  be  conveyed  separately. 
See  note  to  Miller  v.  Mendenhall  (Minn.)  8  L.  B.  A. 
88. 

Tide  lands;  ovmertMplof. 

An  owner  of  land  situated  in  the  vicinity  of  tide- 
water has  not  the  right  to  have  the  water  flow  over 
the  premises  of  others  ownlngflats  or  the  shore  be- 
tween high  and  low-water  marks  to  his  own  land. 
Henry  v.  Newburyport,  6  L.  R.  A.  179, 140  Mass.  688. 

Tide  lands  applies  to  those  lands  adjoining  main 
lands,  and  periodically  covered  and  unoovered  by 
the  rising  and  falling  tides.  Hobson  v.  Monteith, 
16  Or.  261. 

To  be  tidal  water  it  Is  not  necessary  that  water 
should  be  salt,  but  the  spot  must  be  one  where 
the  tide,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  flows  and 
reflows.    Reeoe  v.  Miller,  L.  SL  8  Q.  B.  Dlv.  680. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Qualified  property  in  water-front 

At  common  law  a  littoral  proprietor  and  a  ripa- 
rian owner  have  a  Qualified  property  in  the  water 
frontage  belonging  by  nature  to  their  land,  which 
Includes  the  right  of  access  over  an  extension  of 
their  waterfronts  to  navigable  water,  and  the  right 
to  construct  wharves,  piers,  or  landings  and  flsh 
houses,  although  the,  effect  of  doing  so  will  be  to 
shut  off  access  by  the  adjoining  owners  to  wharves 
on  that  side.    Bond  v.  Wool,  107  N.  C.  188. 

He  is  entitled  to  fill  in  and  make  Improvements 
in  shallow  waters  in  front  of  his  land  to  the  line  of 
navigability;  and  his  rights  therein  can  be  inter- 
fered with  only  by  the  State  for  public  purposes. 
Miller  v.  Mendenhall,  8  L.R.  A.  88,  and  note,  48  Minn. 
86. 

This  right  Is  subject  only  to  the  limitation  that  he 
shall  not  interfere  with  the  public  right  of  naviga- 
tion. Dutton  v.  Strong,  66  U.  8. 1  Black,  88, 17  L. 
ed.  28;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  497, 18 
L.ed.984;  Fulmer  v.  Williams,  1  L.  R.  A.  608, 128 
Pa.  191. 

No  one  but  the  riparian  proprietor  has  the  right 
to  Improve  and  occupy  such  premises  for  private 
purposes,  and  it  does  not  concern  others  how  or  to 
what  particular  purpose  the  reclaimed  premises 
may  be  devoted  so  long  as  there  Is  no  violation  of 
the  maxim  eicuteretuo  ut  aUcnumnonlcedae.  Han- 
ford  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Go.  7  L.  R.  A.  726, 48  Minn. 
104. 

The  right  of  the  riparian  owner  on  navigable 
streams  to  erect  wharves  and  piers  Is  appurtenant 
to  his  ownership,  subject,  however,  to  governmental 
control.  See  note  to  Parker  v.  West  Coast  Packing 
Co.  (Or.)6L.ELA.6L 

The  paramount  oommon  right  of  navigation  Is 
not  confined  to  the  ohannel  of  a  waterway  bat  ex- 
tends to  high-water  mark  in  tide-waters  and  tidal 
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of  navigable  waters  and  the  soils  under  them 
were  not  granted  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  but  were  reserved  to  the  States 
respectively ;  second,  the  new  States  have  the 
same  rights,  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction 
over  this  subject  as  the  original  States ;  third, 
the  right  of  the  United  States  to  public  lands 
and  the  power  of  Congress  to  make  all  need- 
ful rules  and  regulations  for  the  sale  and 
disposition  thereof,  conferred  no  power  to 
grant  to  the  plaintiffs  the  lands  in  controversy 
in  this  case." 

Again  in  the  case  of  Weber  v.  Board  of 
Harbor  Oomrs.,  86  U.  S.  18  Wall.  67,  21  L. 
ed.  798,  it  was  held  that  to  the  State  of  Call- 
fornia  upon  her  admission  into  the  Union 
passed  the  absolute  property  in  and  dominion 
over  all  soils  under  tide-water  within  her 
limits,  with  the  consequent  right  to  dispose 
of  the  title  to  any  part  thereof  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  State  might  deem  proper,  subject 
to  the  paramount  right  of  navigation  over 
the  waters  so  far  as  such  navigation  might 
be  required  by  the  necessities  of  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several 
States,  the  regulation  of  which  was  vested  in 
the  general  government.  (Opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  at  page  66,  801.) 

The  court  went  still  further  in  the  case  of 
UcOrtady  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  891,  24  L. 
ed.  248,  and  there  held  that  not  only  the 
soil  under  tide- waters,  in  the  State,  but  the 
waters  themselves  and  the  fish  in  the  waters, 
so  far  as  they  are  capable  of  ownership,  be- 
longed to  the  State,  and  that  the  Legislature 
had  the  constitutional  right  to  pass  a  law 


prohibiting  any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the 
state  from  fishing  in  such  waters.  And  in 
Wilson  v.  Black  Bird  Oreek  Marsh  Oo„  27  U. 
S.  2  Pet.  246,  7  L.  ed.  412,  the  court  sustained 
an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Delaware  au- 
thorizing the  damming  up  of  a  navigable 
stream  for  the  benefit  of  adjoining  lands. 
The  case  of  Hdboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. , 
124  U.  8.  666,  31 L.  ed.  648,  was  enaction  of 
ejectment  for  land  occupied  by  the  railroad 
company  along  the  margin  of  the  Hudson 
River.  "Plaintiff  claimed  by  dedication  of 
the  street  to  the  water  by  the  original  pro- 
prietor of  the  land,  as  evidenced  by  the 
6  Loss"  map.  Defendant  claimed  by  virtue 
of  a  grant  from  the  State.  Mr.  Justice 
Matthews,  speaking  for  the  court,  said  :  "  The 
nature  of  the  title  in  the  State  to  lands  under 
tide-water  was  thoroughly  considered  by  the 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  New  Jersey 
in  the  case  of  Stevens  v.  Paterson  A  N.  A. 
Oo.9  84  N.  J.  L.  682;  it  was  there  declared, 
p.  649,  '  that  all  navigable  waters  within  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  State,  and  the  soil 
under  such  waters,  belong  in  actual  pro- 
priety to  the  public ;  that  the  riparian  owner 
by  the  common  law  has  no  peculiar  rights 
in  this  public  domain  as  incidents  of  his 
estate,  and  that  the  privileges  he  possesses 
by  the  local  custom  or  by  force  of  the  Wharf 
Act,  to  acquire  such  rights,  can,  before 
possession  has  been  taken,  be  regulated  or 
revoked  at  the  will  of  the  Legislature.  The 
result  is,  that  there  is  no  legal  obstacle  to  a 
grant  by  the  Legislature  to  the  defendants  of 
that  part  of  the  property  of  the  public  which 


streams.   See  note  to  Wright  v.  Mulvaney  (Wis.) 
9L.R.A.8Q7. 

Tide  to  islands  in  rtoer;  law  of  accretion* 

The  title  to  land  acquired  by  accretion  is  a  title 
acquired  under  the  operation  of  the  law  of  the 
f^ate,  which  each  State  determines  for  Itself.  Bar- 
oey  y.  Keokuk,  94  U.  a  884.  24  L.  ed.  284;  St.  Look 
V.  Bute,  188  U.  a  SB*,  84  L.  ed.  9SL 

The  owner  in  fee  of  the  bed  of  a  river,  or  other 
submerged  land,  is  the  owner  of  any  bar  island  or 
dry  land  whioh  subsequently  may  be  formed  there- 
on. Mulry  v.  Norton,  1  Gent.  Rep.  748, 100  N.Y  484; 
St.  Louis  v.  But*,  supra.   • 

The  Arsenal  Island  was  "a  mere  moving  mass  oi 
aUuTlal  deposits."  To  such  a  movable  island,  trav. 
cling  for  more  than  a  mile  and  from  one  State  to 
another,  the  law  of  title  by  accretion  can  have  no 
application,  for  its  progress  is  not  Imperceptible 
In  a  legal  sense.   St  Louis  v.  Bute,  supra. 

The  right  of  accretion  to  an  island  in  a  river  can- 
not be  so  extended  lengthwise  of  the  river  as  to  ex- 
clude riparian  proprietors  above  or  below  such  is- 
land from  access  to  the  river,  as  such  riparian 
proprietors.  St.  Louis  v.  Ruts,  138  U.  &  12ft,  84  L. 
ed.941. 

The  owner  of  an  island  between  two  channels  of 
a  river,  which,  by  a  change  in  the  course  of  the 
channels,  has  gradually  pushed  up  stream  as  the 
result  of  natural  accretions,  is  entitled  to  the  accre- 
tions, under  Gal.  a  v.  Code,  §  1014,  which  is  merely 
declaratory  of  the  law  as  it  has  always  been.  Flu. 
more  v.  Jennings,  78  Gal.  684. 

The  Enabling  Act  of  April  18, 1818(8  Stat.  480,§  8), 
under  which  Illinois  was  organised  as  a  State  and 
admitted  into  the  Union,  made  "the  middle  of  the 
Mississippi  River"  the  western  boundary  of  the 
State.  The  Enabling  Act  of  March  8, 1880  (8  Stat. 
19L.R.A. 


545,  §  8),  under  whioh  Missouri  was  organized  as  a 
State  and  admitted  into  the  Union,  made  the  "mid- 
dle of  the  main  channel  of  the  Mississippi  River** 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Missouri,  so  far  as  its 
boundary  line  was  coterminous  with  the  western 
boundary  of  Illinois.  It  has  been  held  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Illinois  (Buttenuth  v.  St.  Louis 
Bridge  Co.  14  West.  Rep.  651,12810.686)  that  these 
two  Enabling  Acts  are  to  be  construed  as  in  pari 
materia,  and  that  the  oommon  boundary  line  be- 
tween Missouri  and  Illinois  is  the  '"middle  of  the 
main  channel  of  the  Mississippi  River."  The  "mid- 
dle of  the  main  channel  of  the  Mississippi"  has  been 
constantly  treated  as  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
State  of  Missouri.  Jones  v.  Soulard,  65  U.  &  84 
How.  41. 16  L.  ed.  604;  The  Schools  v.  Risley,  77  U. 
8. 10  Wall.  91, 19  Led.  850;  St.  Louis  v.  Ruta,  188  U. 
a886,34L.ed.90O. 

It  follows  that  an  island  in  the  Mississippi  River, 
m  its  oourse  between  Illinois  and  Missouri,  must 
lie  wholly  in  one  of  those  States  or  the  other,  be- 
cause the  main  channel  of  the  river  must  run  on 
one  side  or  the  other  of  such  island.  St.  Louis  v. 
Ruts,  supra 

The  right  of  accretion  to  an  island  in  the  river 
cannot  be  so  extended  lengthwise  of  the  river  as  to 
exclude  riparian  proprietors  above  or  below  such 
island  from  access  to  the  river,  as  such  riparian 
proprietors.  Mulry  v.  Norton,  1  Cent.  Rep.  748, 100 
N.  T.  484, 486, 487;  St.  Louis  v.  Ruts,  supra. 

If  an  island  in  a  non-navigable  stream  results 
from  accretion,  it  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  bank 
on  the  same  side  of  the  fUum  aqucs.  8  Washb.  Real 
Prop.  468, 458;  8  Sharswood,  Bl.  Com.  861,  note;  8 
Kent,  Com.  488;  Hargrave,  Law  Trials,  5;  Hale,  Do 
Jure  Maris,  14;  King  v.Tarborough,  8  Barn.  &  C.  91, 
107;  Exports  Jennings,  6  Cow.  587,  note;  Ingraham 
v.  Wilkinson,  4  Pick.  888;  Deerfleld  v.  Arms,  17 
Pick.  41;  Woodbury  v.  Short,  17  VtttT. 
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lies  in  front  of  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  which  is  below  high-water  mark.' 

*  It  was  therefore  held  in  that  case  that  it 
was  competent  for  the  legislative  power  of 
the  State  to  grant  to  a  stranger  lands  consti- 
tuting the  shore  of  a  navigable  river  under 
tide-water,  below  the  high-water  mark,  to 
be  occupied  and  used  with  structures  and 
improvements  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cut  off 
the  access  of  a  riparian  owner  from  his  land 
to  the  water,  and  without  making  compensa- 
tion to  him  for  such  loss.9  And  again:  "Our 
conclusion  therefore  is  that  the  grants  from 
the  State  of  New  Jersey,  under  which  the 
defendants  claim,  respectively,  are  a  com- 

?lete  bar  to  the  recovery  sought  against  them 
n  these  suits."  And  finally,  "Under  those 
grants  they  have  and  hold  the  rightful  and 
exclusive  possession  of  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy against  the  adverse  claims  of  the 
plaintiff  to  any  easement  or  right  of  way 
upon  and  over  them,  by  virtue  of  the  original 
dedication  of  the  streets  to  high-water  mark 
on  the  Loss  map. " 

The  foregoing  decisions  of  the  highest  judi- 
cial tribunal  of  the  United  States,  without 
other  or  further  authority,  would  seem  to 
settle,  beyond  controversy,  the  question  of 
title  to  the  tide  lands  of  this  State,  and  to 
leave  no  doubt  whatever  that  they  belong  to 
the  State  in  actual  propriety  and  that  the 
StAte  has  full  power  to  dispose  of  the  same, 
subject  to  no  restrictions,  save  those  imposed 


upon  the  Legislature  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  State  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  And  if  this  be  true,  it  necessarily 
follows  that  no  individual  can  have  any  legal 
right  whatever  to  claim  any  easement  in, 
or  to  impose  any  servitude  upon,  the  tide- 
waters within  the  limits  of  the  State,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  Legislature. 

But  in  order  that  there  might  be  no  doubt 
upon  this  vexed  question,  the  Constitution 
of  the  State  has  spoken  upon  the  subject. 
Section  1  of  article  17  of  that  instrument  de- 
clares that  "the  State  of  Washington  asserts 
its  ownership  to  the  beds  and  shores  of  all 
navigable  waters  in  the  State  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  line  of  ordinary  high  tide  in  the 
waters  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  up 
to  and  including  the  line  of  ordinary  high 
water  within  the  banks  of  all  navigable  rivers 
and  lakes;  provided  that  this  section  shall 
not  be  construed  so  as  to  debar  any  person 
from  asserting  his  claim  to  vested  rights  in 
the  courts  of  the  State. "  And,  so  jealous  were 
the  people  of  the  State  in  guarding  their 
rights  in  these  lands,  that  they  inserted  a  pro- 
viso in  the  Constitution  to  the  effect  that  no 
law  of  Washington  Territory  granting  shore 
or  tide  lands  to  any  person,  company  or  any 
municipal  or  private  corporation,  should  be 
deemed  valid.     Const,  art.  17,  §  2. 

Appellee  contends,  however,  that  whatever 
may  be  the  title  of  the  State  to  the  soil  under 
tide- water,  he,  by  virtue  of  his  contiguity  to 


Title  by  discovery*  in  United  States  government. 

Islands  discovered  by  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  become  the  property  of  the  United  States 
government.  United  States  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  72; 
Duncan  v.  Navassa  Phosphate  Oo.  187  U.  8. 647, 84 
Led.  827. 

The  Guano  Islands  Act  of  Congress  of  1806  makes 
the  Island  of  Navassa  part  of  the  United  8tates. 
Jones  v.  United  States,  187  U.  8. 202, 84  L.  ed.  88L 

The  whole  right  conferred  by  the  Guano  Islands 
Act  Aug.  18, 1856,  upon  the  discoverer  of  an  island 
and  his  assigns  is  a  license  to  occupy  the  island  for 
the  purpose  of  removing  the  guano.  This  right 
cannot  last  after  the  guano  is  removed*  Duncan 
v.  Navassa  Phosphate  Co.  euprcu 

Riparian  right*. 

Riparian  rights  are  settled  by  the  States  them- 
selves. St  Louis  v.  Myers,  118  U.  &  668,  28  L.  ed. 
1181;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  04  U.  8. 824,  24  L.  ed.  224; 
Wilson  v.  Blackbird  Creek  Marsh  Oo.  27  U.  &  2  Pet. 
245,  7  L.  ed.  412;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  68;  Dana  v. 
Jackson  Street  Wharf  Oo.  81  CaL  118;  Martin  v. 
O'Brien,  84  Miss.  21;  Oase  v.  Loftus,  6  L.  R.  A.  684* 
88  Fed.  Rep.  780. 

Among  rights  of  a  riparian  owner  are  aooess  to 
the  navigable  part  of  the  river  from  the  front  of 
his  land,  and  the  right  to  make  a  landing,  wharf  or 
pier  for  his  own  use  or  the  use  of  the  public.  Dut- 
ton  v.  Strong,  66  U.  8.  1  Black,  28, 17  L.  ed.  20;  St. 
Paul  ft  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Schurmeier,  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  272, 
10  L.  ed.  74;  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  8.  10  Wall. 
487,  604,  10  L.  ed.  984,  886;  St.  Louis  v.  Ruts,  188  U. 
&226,84L.ed.O40. 

A  current  is  not  essential  to  the  existence  of  ri- 
parian rights,  as  water  may  be  navigable  with  or 
without  a  current.  Turner  v.  Holland,  8  West.  Rep* 
801, 66  Mich.  468. 

Rights  of  owners  in  various  States. 
Arkansas. 

Owners  of  land  bordering  on  a  river  are  entitled 
to  compensation  for  damages  suffered  by  reason  of 
12  L.  R  A. 


their  riparian  rights  having  become  less  valuable 
on  account  of  railroad  tracks  and  other  improve- 
ments, but  oau  claim  nothing  on  account  of  the 
running  of  a  transfer  boat,  where  they  have  no 
ferry  license.  Organ  v.  Memphis  &  L.  R.  Oo.  51  Ark* 
285. 

OaUfomUL 
The  Sacramento  River  being  navigable  in  fact,  the 
title  of  the  riparian  owner  extends  no  further  than 
the  edge  of  the  stream.    Lux  v.  Haggin,600aL  256. 

Colorado. 

Though  the  charter  of  a  corporation  may  be  in* 
effectual  to  convey  an  exclusive  right,  or  any  other 
right,  to  the  waters  of  a  river  in  Colorado,  it  is  en- 
titled to  the  protection  of  its  rights  in  the  water  to 
the  extent  of  its  actual  appropriation.  Platte  Val- 
ley Oo.  v.  Northern  Colorado  Irrigation  Co.  12  Colo. 
525. 

Delaware. 

A  riparian  proprietor  or  owner  of  land  fronting 
upon  a  navigable  river  holds  to  the  low-water  mark. 
Harlan  &  H.  Oo.  v.  PasohaU,  6  Del.  Oh.  486. 

District  of  Columbia. 

The  United  States  became  the  ri  parian  proprietor, 
and  succeeded  to  all  the  riparian  rights  by  becom- 
ing the  owner  in  fee  simple  absolute  of  Water 
Street,  in  Washington,  a  strip  of  land  that  adjoined 
the  river,  and  owned  the  right  of  wharfage  appur- 
tenant to  it,  although  the  land  was  granted  for  a 
street.  Potomac  8.  B.  Co.  v.  Upper  Potomac  8.  B. 
Oo.  100  U.  8. 672, 27  L.  ed.  1070. 

Illinois. 

A  riparian  owner  on  a  navigable  stream  oannot 
maintain  a  suit  at  common  law  against  public 
agents  to  recover  consequential  damages  resulting 
from  obstructing  a  stream  in  pursuance  of  legisla- 
tive authority,  unless  that  authority  has  been  tran- 
scended, or  unless  there  was  a  wanton  Injury  In- 
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the  water,  has  certain  rights  in  the  shore  be- 
yond those  of  the  general  public,  and  which 
are  peculiar  to  himself,  among  which  are  a 
right  to  wharf  out  opposite  to  his  upland,  a 
right  of  ferriage,  a  right  of  unobstructed  ac- 
cess to  the  navigable  water  in  front  of  him, 
and  a  further  right  to  accretions  that  may 
hereafter  be  found,  and  that  all  of  these  rights 
are  property  and  are  "vested  rights.1*  And 
in  support  of  his  contention  the  learned  coun- 
sel for  appellee  have  cited  many  authorities, 
among  which  are  Dutton  v.  Strong,  66  U.  S. 
1  Black,  28,  17  L.  ed.  29;  St.  Paul  &  P.  JR. 
Co.  v.  Schurmeier,  74  U.  S.  7  Wall.  272,  19 
L.  ed.  74;  Totes  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  8.  10 
Wall.  497,  19  L.  ed.  984. 

But  before  proceeding  further  it  may  be 
proper  here  to  observe  that  riparian  rights 
In  the  several  States  are  settled  by  the  re- 
spective States  for  themselves.  See  St.  Louis 
v.  Myert,  118 U.  S.  666,  28 L.  ed.  1181  .Bar- 
ney v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  824,  24  L.  ed.  224; 
Wilton  v.  Black  Bird  Greek  Marsh  Co.  27  U. 
B.  2  Pet.  245,  7  L.  ed.  412. 

In  Button  v.  Strong,  supra,  cited  by  ap- 
pellee as  an  authority  in  favor  of  his  right 
to  wharf  out  against  his  premises,  the  facts 
before  the  court  were  as  follows:  The 
defendant  .in  the  court  below  had  constructed 
a  landing,  or  bridge  pier,  in  front  of  his  prem- 
ises extending  to  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
lake ;  plaintiff's  vessel  was  moored  to  this 
pier  in  a  storm,  and,  by  force  of  the  gale, 
was  about  to  pull  down  and  destroy  defend- 
ant's structure,  when  he,  after  requesting 
the  master  of  the  vessel  to  detach  the  same, 


but  who  refused  to  do  so,  cut  the  hawser, 
whereby  the  ship  was  set  adrift  and  sank. 
Plaintiff  sued  for  the  resulting  damage.  The 
court  held  that  tho  defendant  had  a  right  to 
erect  the  pier  where  it  was,  and  to  protect 
the  same  by  cutting  the  vessel's  fastenings, 
even  although  it  was  thereby  exposed  to  de- 
struction. Speaking  of  the  origin  of  riparian 
rights  in  this  country,  Mr.  Justice  Clifford 
said :  "  Our  ancestors  when  they  immigrated 
here  undoubtedly  brought  the  common  law 
with  them,  as  a  part  of  their  inheritance ;  but 
they  soon  found  it  indispensable,  in  order  to 
secure  these  conveniences,  to  sanction  the  ap- 
propriation of  the  soil,  between  high  and  low 
water,  to  the  accomplishment  of  these  objects. 
Different  States  adopted  different  regulations 
upon  the  subject;  and  in  some  the  right  of 
the  riparian  proprietor  rests  upon  immemorial 
usage.  No  reason  is  perceived  why  the  same 
general  principle  should  not  be  applicable  to 
the  lakes,  although  these  waters  are  not 
affected  by  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide. " 

We  have  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  that 
decision,  and  this  court  would  undoubtedly 
follow  it  in  a  similar  case. 

The  case  of  St.  Paul  &  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Schur- 
meier, supra,  involved  the  title  to  land  on 
the  Mississippi  River  at  St.  Paul.  Schur- 
meier's  premises  were  bounded  by  high- water 
mark  of  the  river,  but  the  land  in  front  had 
been  filled  in  and  built  upon  down  to  extreme 
low- water  mark ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  had 
a  right  as  riparian  proprietor  to  the  reclaimed 
land  as  against  the  railroad  company.  And 
at  page  289,  Mr.  Justice  Clifford  said :    "  Al- 


fllcted,  or  carelessness,  negligenoe  or  want  of  skill 
In  causing  the  obstruction.  Northern  Transp.  Co. 
of  O.  v.  Chicago,  99  (J.  8. 688, 26  L.  ed.  888. 

Iowa. 

In  Iowa  It  is  unlawful  for  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion to  oonstruot  or  operate  any  railroad  or  other 
obstruction  between  the  shore  and  the  river,  with- 
out compensation  to  the  shore-owners.  Davenport 
ft  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Benwiok,  1(8  U.  8. 180, 26  L.  ed.  5L 

Massachusetts. 

The  owner  of  lands  not  accessible  by  navigation 
from  the  sea  has  no  cause  of  complaint  because  of 
being  deprived,  by  the  erection  of  wharves  or  by 
the  filling  up  of  flats,  of  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the 
tide  to  his  premises,  or  the  right  thereby  to  drain 
over  the  lands  of  others.  Henry  v.  Newburyport, 
ft  L.  B.  A.  119, 149  Mass.  688. 

Michigan. 

Where  plaintiff  leased  a  water  lot  to  defendant 
only  to  furnish  a  water  front  upon  which  defendant 
could  store  its  boats  and  launch  and  land  the  same 
unobstructed,  his  subsequent  obstruction  of  de- 
fendant's access  is  an  eviction  and  defeats  his  right 
to  claim  rent  during  the  continuance  of  the  ob- 
struction. Pridgeon  v.  Excelsior  Boat  Club,  9  West. 
Bep.  911,  66  Mich.  886. 

Missouri. 

The  Act  of  Congress  providing  for  the  admission 
of  Missouri  into  the  Union  left  the  rights  of  ripa- 
rian owners  on  the  Mississippi  River  to  be  settled 
according  to  the  principles  of  state  law.  Bt.  Louis 
v.  Myers,  118  TJ.  &  666,  88  L.  ed.  118L 

New  Jersey, 
The  acquisition,  by  a  railroad  or  canal  company, 
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of  an  easement,  for  a  right  of  way,  over  the  land 
of  a  riparian  owner,  along  or  on  the  shore  of  his 
land,  does  not,  according  to  general  principles  of 
law,  deprive  such  owner  of  his  right  or  equity  to 
preserve  or  improve  the  connection  of  his  land  with 
the  adjacent  tidewater.  New  Jersey  Zinc  ft  Iron 
Co.  v.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  896. 

The  title  to  the  land  taken  remains  in  such  cases 
in  the  owner,  subject  only  to  such  servitude  as  the 
corporation  has  power  to  Impose;  and  their  power 
in  this  respect  is  limited,  as  a  general  rule,  to  such 
use  of  the  land  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  for 
a  right  of  way.  Taylor  v.  New  York  ft  Long 
Branch  B.  Co.  88  N.  J.  L.  28;  1  Bedf  .  Railroads,  270. 

Entry  upon  land  of  another  and  appropriating 
it  to  its  own  use  neither  constitutes  a  trespass  nor 
gives  the  owner  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  of 
ejectment  against  them.  Kough  v.  Darcey,  11  N. 
J.  L.  281;  Den  v.  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L. 
687;  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  McFarland,81  N.  J. 
Eq.  70S,  48  N.J.  L.  606. 

Pennstfvania. 

In  Pennsylvania  the  test  by  which  the  character 
of  a  stream  as  publio  or  private  Is  determined  is  its 
navigability  in  fact.  Fulmer  v.  Williams,  1  L.  R. 
A.  608, 122  Pa.  191. 

The  common-law  doctrine  was  never  recognized 
In  this  State.  Monongahela  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kirk,  46 
Pa.  112. 

As  between  themselves,  riparian  owners  on  a 
navigable  stream  are  owners  of  the  soil,  and  are 
bound  to  observe  the  obligations  that  grow  out  of 
their  ownership  and  their  proximity,  so  as  not  to 
Injure  just  rights.   Fulmer  v.  Williams,  supra. 

Riparian  rights  of  owners  on  natural  streams. 
See  note  to  Whitney  v.  Wheeler  Cotton  Mills  (Mass.) 
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though  such  riparian  proprietors  are  limited 
to  the  stream,  still  they  also  have  the  same 
right  to  construct  suitable  landings  and 
wharves,  for  the  convenience  of  commerce 
and  navigation,  as  is  accorded  riparian  pro- 
prietors bordering  on  navigable  waters 
affected  by  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide. " 

But  it  will  be  remembered  that  the  same 
learned  judge  said  in  Button  v.  Strong  that 
different  States  adopted  different  regulations 
upon  the  subject.  And  no  doubt  the  decis- 
ion of  the  case  was  in  no  way  in  conflict 
with  the  "regulations"  of  Minnesota. 

The  question  before  the  court  in  Totes  v. 
Milwaukee  was  as  to  the  validity  of  an  or- 
dinance of  the  City  of  Milwaukee  declaring 
a  wharf  belonging  to  Yates  a  nuisance. 
And  it  was  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller, 
in  speaking  generally  of  riparian  rights  on 
navigable  streams,  that  whether  the  title  of 
such  owner  extended  beyond  the  dry  land  or 
not,  he  has  the  right  of  access  to  the  navi- 
gable part  of  the  river,  and  to  make  a  land- 
ing, wharf  or  pier  for  his  own  use  or  that 
of  the  public,  subject  to  such  general  rules 
and  regulations  as  the  Legislature  may  see 
proper  to  impose  for  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  the  public,  whatever  they  may  be, 
and  that  it  is  a  valuable  right  and  property, 
and  a  right  of  which,  when  once  vested,  the 
owner  can  only  be  deprived  in  accordance 
with  established  law,  and,  if  necessary  that 
it  be  taken  for  the  public  good,  upon  due 
compensation. 

But  if  the  court  in  these  cases  really 
intended  to  say  that  the  same  rule  applied  to 
the  shore  of  the  sea,  or  the  arms  of  the  sea, 
and  that  a  riparian  proprietor  has  a  right, 
as  against  the  State,  to  erect  wharves  extend- 
ing below  high-water  mark,  we  cannot  see 
how  these  can  be  reconciled  with  other  decis- 
ions of  the  court,  especially  with  that  of 
Hobokeny.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  supra.  But 
it  would  seem,  however,  that  the  court  in  the 
later  case  of  Weber  v.  Board  of  Harbor  Oomrs. , 
supra,  did  make  a  distinction  between  tidal 
and  non- tidal  waters.  For,  in  that  case,  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  after  approving  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  says: 
u  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  controvert  the  propo- 
sition that  in  several  of  the  States,  by  gen- 
eral legislation  or  immemorial  usage,  the 
proprietor  whose  land  is  bounded  by  the 
shore  of  the  sea,  or  of  an  arm  of  the  sea, 
possesses  a  similar  right  to  erect  a  wharf  or 
pier  in  front  of  his  land,  extending  into  the 
waters  to  the  point  where  they  are  navigable. 
In  the  absence  of  such  legislation  or  usage, 
however,  the  common-law  rule  would  govern 
the  rights  of  the  proprietor,  at  least  in  those 
States  where  the  common  law  obtains.  By 
that  law  the  title  to  the  shore  of  the  sea  and 
of  the  arms  of  the  sea  and  under  tide- waters 
is,  in  England,  in  the  King,  in  this  country, 
in  the  State.  Any  erection  thereon  without 
license  is  therefore  deemed  an  encroachment 
upon  the  property  of  the  sovereign,  or,  as  it 
is  termed,  in  the  language  of  the  law,  a 
purpresture  which  he  may  remove  at  pleasure, 
whether  it  tend  to  obstruct  navigation  or 
otherwise. " 

We  think  the  above  is  a  correct  statement 
of  the  law  applicable  to  riparian  rights  on 
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tide-waters,  and  that  it  is  fully  supported 
by  the  authorities.  Gould,  Waters,  §  167, 
and  cases  cited ;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush.  58 ; 
Dana  v.  Jackson  Street  Wharf  Co.  81  Cal.  118 ; 
Martin  v.  O'Brien,  84  Miss.  21. 

And  in  this  connection  it  must  not  be  for- 
gotten that,  in  the  cases  of  Button  v.  Strong, 
St.  Paul  <£  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Schurmeier  and  Totes 
v.  Milwaukee,  as  well  as  that  of  Case  v. 
Loftus,  89  Fed.  Rep.  780,  5  L.  R.  A.  684,  also 
cited  by  counsel,  the  respective  riparian 
proprietors  had  already  erected  their  im- 
provements, presumably  with  the  license  of 
the  State,  and  therefore  had  vested  rights  of 
property  which  it  was  proper  to  recognize 
and  protect. 

This  seems  to  have  been  the  view  of  Mr. 
Gould,  for,  in  a  note  to  section  149  of  his 
work  on  Waters,  in  which  he  quotes  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court  tn  the  case  of  Totes  v. 
Milwaukee,  he  uses  this  language:  "In  this 
case  the  wharf  which  it  was  attempted  to 
condemn  as  a  nuisance  was  actually  built.  * 

In  Bavenswood  v.  Flemings,  22  W.  Ya.  52, 
46  Am.  Rep.  485,  which  is  a  well-considered 
case,  it  was  held,  under  a  law  of  that  State, 
that  a  riparian  proprietor  on  a  navigable 
river  had  no  right  to  build  a  wharf,  ferry  or 
bulk-head,  below  high-water  mark,  without 
the  consent  of  the  town  council,  and  that  he 
might  be  prevented  from  so  doing  by  in- 
junction. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Alger,  supra,  the  court,  in 
a  most  learned  and  elaborate  opinion  by  Chief 
Justice  Shaw,  sustained  an  indictment  against 
the  defendant  for  extending  s  wharf  beyond 
the  harbor  line  in  the  City  of  Boston,  on  bis 
own  land,  and  further,  that  the  Statute  es- 
tablishing harbor  lines,  and  taking  away  the 
right  of  proprietors  of  flats  in  the  harbor  be- 
yond the  lines,  to  build  wharves  thereon, 
even  when  they  would  be  no  injury  to  navi- 
gation, and  providing  for  no  compensation 
to  such  proprietor,  was  not  unconstitutional 
as  taking  private  property  for  public  uses 
without  compensation. 

We  think  the  authorities  abundantly  show 
that  a  riparian  proprietor  on  the  shore  of  the 
sea,  or  its  arms,  has  no  rights,  as  against  the 
State,  or  its  grantees,  to  extend  wharves  in 
front  of  his  land  below  high-water  mark. 
But  if  this  were  not  so,  we  would  still  be 
constrained  to  hold  that  appellee  has  no  such 
rights,  for  the  Constitution  of  the  State, 
which  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  ex- 
pressly declares  that  the  Legislature  shall 
provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  commission, 
whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  locate  and  establish 
harbor  lines  in  the  navigable  waters  of  all 
harbors  of  the  State,  whenever  such  navigable 
waters  lie  within  or  in  front  of  the  incorpo- 
rated limits  of  any  city,  or  within  one  mile 
thereof,  upon  either  side ;  and  further,  that 
the  Legislature  shall  provide  general  laws  for 
the  leasing  of  the  right  to  build  wharves, 
docks  and  other  structures,  upon  certain 
designated  areas,  or  the  Legislature  may  pro- 
vide by  general  laws  for  the  building  and 
maintaining,  upon  such  area,  wharves,  docks 
and  other  structures.     Const,  art.  15. 

Nor  can  the  right  to  wharf  out  be  claimed 
under  the  Act  of  the  Territorial  Legislature 
authorizing  bank  owners  to  build  wharves 
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in  front  of  their  premises.  That  Act  was 
but  a  license  at  most,  and,  until  availed  of, 
was  revocable;  and  the  Constitution  and 
subsequent  laws  have  abrogated  the  law. 

But  appellee  claims  that  he  has  a  vested 
right  to  future  accretions  to  his  land,  and 
cites,  as  authority  to  sustain  his  position, 
the  case  of  St.  Clair  v.  Lovingston,  90  U.  S. 
28  Wall.  46,  28  L.  ed.  59.  And  the  court  in 
that  case  does  say  that  the  riparian  right  of 
future  accretions  is  a  vested  right.  But  we 
are  unable  to  see  how  one  can  have  a  present 
vested  right  to  that  which  does  not  exist,  and 
which  may  never  have  an  existence.  It  seems 
to  us  that  the  more  reasonable  doctrine  is 
announced  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  UnderhiU, 
40  Cal.  471,  in  which  case  the  court  says: 
"The  plaintiff  as  a  riparian  owner  has  also 
a  right  to  accretions  to  his  land,  and  it  is 
said  the  claim  of  defendant  will  be  a  cloud 
upon  his  title  to  such  accretions,  but  as  yet 
there  is  no  such  property  and  there  may  never 
be.  He  cannot  ask  the  court  to  interfere  in 
advance  to  prevent  a  cloud  being  cast  upon 
his  title  to  that  which  may  never  have'  an 
existence.  " 

The  case  of  Davenport  &  N.  W,  R.  Co.  v. 
Renwiek,  102  U.  S.  180,  26  L.  ed.  61,  cited 
by  appellee,  was  an  action  for  damages  by  a 
riparian  proprietor  on  account  of  the  building 
of  a  railroad  along  the  Mississippi  River  in 
front  of  his  premises.  The  court  held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  recover,  but  placed  its 
decision  upon  a  Statute  of  Iowa  (1874)  pro- 
viding for  compensation  to  riparian  .owners 
in  such  cases.  Previous  to  this  Statute,  it 
was  held  in  the  case  of  McManus  v.  Gar- 
michael,  8  Iowa,  1,  after  an  exhaustive  review 
of  the  authorities,  that  the  title  of  riparian 
owner  extended  only  to  high-water  mark. 
And  in  the  case  of  Tomlin  v.  ffubuque,  B.  eft  M. 
R.  to.,  82  Iowa,  109,  the  court  held  that  "  the 
doctrine  deducible  from  adjudged  cases  is, 
that  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  the 
owner  of  land  along  the  shore  of  a  navigable 
river  is  entitled  to  no  right,  either  in  the 
shore  or  waters,  as  an  incident  of  his  owner- 
ship, except  the  contingent  ones  of  alluvion 
and  dereliction.  Hence  he  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  for  an  improvement  made  along  the 
banks  of  such  river,  by  authority  of  the 
8tate,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  deprive  him 
of  free  access  to  the  stream." 

The  same  question  was  before  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  New  York  in  the  case  of  Gould 
v.  Hudson  Biter  R  Co.,*  N.  Y.  622,  and  was 
decided  the  same  way.  In  that  case  the  court 
said :  "The  banks  of  the  Hudson  River  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark,  belong  to 
the  people,  and  the  riparian  proprietor  has 
no  better  right  to  the  use  of  it  than  any  other 
person.  If  he  build  on  it  or  erect  a  wharf 
there,  it  would  be  a  purpresture  which  the 
Legislature  might  direct  to  be  removed  or  to 
be  seized  for  the  use  of  the  public.  Dr  the 
Legislature  might  authorize  an  erection  in 
front  thereof  as  in  case  of  Smith's  wharf  on 
the  Thames." 

And  in  Steven*  v.  Paterson  A  N.  B.  Co.,  84 
N.  J.  L.  622,  it  was  held  that,  although  an 
owner  of  land  adjacent  to  navigable  water  is 
more  conveniently  situated  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  public  easements  than  others,  he  has, 
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bv  virtue  of  common  law,  no  more  or  greater 
rights  than  the  rest  of  the  community.  In 
Langdon  v.  New  York,  98  N.  Y.  165,  it  was 
said  that  the  Legislature  of  the  State,  where 
not  restrained  by  constitutional  inhibitions, 
could  authorize  a  boom  to  be  placed  across 
the  Hudson  River  for  private  use,  and  that 
the  right  of  the  State  to  grant  the  navigable 
waters  except  as  restrained  by  constitutional 
checks,  is  as  absolute  as  its  rights  to  grant 
the  dry  land  which  it  owns,  and  that  the 
State  holds  the  public  domain  as  absolute 
owner  and  not  as  a  trustee,  except  as  it  is  or- 
ganized and  possesses  all  its  powers  and 
property  for  the  public  benefit. 

Many  decisions  of  the  various  state  courts 
have  been  cited  by  appellee  as  sustaining  a 
contrary  doctrine  to  that  of  the  above  cases, 
but  we  find,  upon  examination,  that  they  are 
mostly  (especially  those  referring  to  riparian 
rights  in  tide- waters)  based  either  upon  stat- 
utes or  local  customs,  and  are  therefore  not 
precedents  binding  upon  us. 

Our  attention  is  also  called  to  the  English 
cases  of  Bueeleueh  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  418,  and  Lyon  v.  Fish- 
mongers  Co.,  17  (Moak)  Eng.  Rep.  51,  L.  R. 
1  App.  Cas.  662,  only  the  latter  of  which, 
however,  we  have  had  an  opportunity  to  ex- 
amine. And  in  that  case  the  principal  ques- 
tion involved  was  the  construction  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament  which  distinctly  recognized 
riparian  rights  in  the  owner,  and  which  pro- 
vided (g  179)  that  "none  of  the  powers  by 
this  Act  conferred,  or  anything  In  this  Act 
contained,  shall  extend  to  take  away,  alter 
or  abridge  any  right,  claim,  privilege  or 
franchise,  exemption  or  immunity,  to  which 
any  owner  or  occupier  of  any  lands  or  here- 
ditaments on  the  banks  of  the  river,  includ- 
ing the  banks  thereof,  or  of  any  aits  or  isl- 
ands in  the  river,  and  by  law  entitled,  nor 
to  take  away  or  abridge  any  legal  right  of 
ferry,  but  the  same  shall  remain  and  continue 
in  full  force  and  effect  as  if  this  Act  had 
never  been  made. " 

The  Statute  is  a  very  broad  and  comprehen- 
sive one.  And  as  it  was  not  questioned  but 
that  Lyons1  wharf  was  erected  and  used  where 
it  was  in  accordance  with  the  law,  the  owner 
was  therefore  entitled  to  the  "privilege"  of 
continuing  to  use  it,  as  against  the  Fish- 
mongers' Company,  as  if  the  Act  had  never 
been  passed. 

Indeed,  it  was  conceded  in  argument  that 
he  had  a  right  of  access  from  the  river  to 
the  front  of  his  wharf,  but  it  was  contended 
that  he  had  no  such  right  as  to  the  side  next 
Winckworth's  Hole,  which  was  merely  an 
inlet  from  the  river.  The  court  held  other- 
wise; and  its  conclusion  was  evidently  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
in  question,  although  at  variance  with  the 
earlier  common -law  doctrine  as  laid  down 
by  Lord  Mansfield  in  King  v.  Smith,  2  Pougl. 
441,  in  which  that  eminent  jurist  held  that 
the  king  might  authorize  the  erection  of  a 
structure  in  front  of  defendant's  premises, 
between  high  and  low  water  mark,  in  the 
River  Thames,  even  though  the  defendant 
was  thereby  cut  off  from  the  use  of  his  wharf. 

The  result  of  our  investigation  of  the 
authorities  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
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riparian  proprietors  on  the  saore  of  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  the  State  have  no  special  or 
peculiar  rights  therein  as  an  incident  to  their 
estate.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  deny 
the  power  of  the  State  to  deal  with  its  own 
property  as  it  may  deem  best  for  the  public 
good. 

If  the  State  cannot  exercise  its  constitu- 
tional right  to  erect  wharves  and  other  struc- 
tures upon  its  public  waters  in  aid  of  naviga- 
tion without  the  consent  of  adjoining  owners, 
it  is  obviously  deficient  in  the  powers  of 
self-development  which  every  government 
is  supposed  to  possess— a  proposition  to 
which  we  cannot  assent  See  Galveston  v. 
Menard,  28  Tex.  849. 

Nor  do  we  think  this  view  in  any  way  con- 
flicts with  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  we  believe  it  is  in  strict 
harmony  with  it,  when  all  its  parts  are  con- 
strued together.  We  cannot  think  that  the 
building  by  the  State  or  its  grantees  of 
wharves  upon  shores  of  navigable  waters 
would  constitute  either  a  taking  or  damaging 
of  private  property  for  public  use  in  contem- 
plation of  the  Constitution. 

The  next  auestion  to  be  considered  is,  By 
what  right,  if  any,  do  appellants  occupy  the 
shore  in  front  of  appellee's  premises?  And 
in  considering  this  question,  it  must  be  re- 
membered that  the  demurrer  in  this  case  ad- 
mits that  they  have  thereon  valuable  im- 
provements in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade 
and  business,  and  that  said  improvements 
were  on  said  lands  on  March  26,  1890,  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  Tide  Land  Act ; 
that  said  lands  are  within  one  mile  of  the 
corporate  limits  of  the  City  of  Tacoma;  that 
the  harbor  lines  have  not  been  fixed  opposite 
to  said  lands,  and  that  the  same  have  not  been 
disposed  of  by  the  State. 

Appellee  has  never  erected  any  improve- 
ments on  the  shore,  but  claims  that  the  ap- 
pellants are  trespassers  and  that,  as  against 
them,  he  is  entitled  to  relief  by  ini unction. 
On  the  other  hand,  appellants  claim  to  be 
rightfully  in  possession  of  the  disputed  lands 
by  authority  of  the  Act  of  the  Legislature 
above  mentioned. 

Section  11  of  this  Act  provides  that  Mthe 
owner  or  owners  of  any  lands  abutting,  or 
fronting  upon,  or  bounded  by,  the  shore  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  or  of  any  bay,  harbor, 
sound,  inlet,  lake  or  watercourse  shall  have 
the  right  for  sixty  (60)  days  following  the 
filing  of  the  final  appraisal  of  the  tide  lands 
to  purchase  all  or  any  part  of  the  tide  lands 
in  front  of  the  lands  so  owned :  provided, 
that  if  valuable  improvements  in  actual  use 
for  commerce,  trade  or  business  have  been 
made  upon  said  tide  lands  by  any  person,  as- 
sociation or  corporation,  the  owner  or  owners 
of  such  improvements  shall  have  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  purchase  the  land  so  improved 
for  the  period  aforesaid :  .  .  .  provided,  that 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as 
to  apply  to  any  improvements  made  after  the 
passage  of  this  Act." 

We  think,  by  a  fair  construction  of  this 
statute,  that  appellants  are  rightfully  in  pos- 
session of  the  disputed  premises,  and  have  a 
right  to  maintain  their  improvements  as  they 
were  on  March  26,  1899,  but  that  they  have 
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no  right  to  enlarge  their  erections,  prior  to 
such  time  as  they  may  be  authorized  to  pur- 
chase the  lands  from  the  State. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  ef 
the  court  below  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  the* 
opinion.    So  ordered. 

We  concur :  Hoyt,  Scott  and  Dunbsuv 
//. 

Stile*,/.,  dissenting: 

The  plaintiff  in  the  superior  court,  the  ap- 
pellee here,  alleged  ownership  to  lots  16,  16- 
and  17  in  blocks  1  and  2  in  Wallace's  Addi- 
tion to  the  City  of  Tacoma ;  that  his  lots  had 
a  water  frontage  on  Puget  Sound,  a  navi- 
gable arm  of  the  sea,  for  a  distance  of  more- 
than  150  feet ;  that  defendants  had,  about  May 
1,  1890,  taken  exclusive  possession  of  the 
shore  in  front  of  his  lots,  Including  all  the 
area  between  high  and  low  water  marks,  and 
had  placed  certain  obstructions  in  the  way 
of  his  access  to  the  water,  and  were  threaten- 
ing to  increase  the  obstructions,  and  refused 
him  any  access  to  the  water  from  his  land, 
or  to  permit  him  to  enjoy  any  of  his  riparian 
rights.  The  prayer  of  the  complaint  was- 
ter a  mandatory  injunction  to  secure  the  re- 
moval of  the  obstructions. 

The  answer  admitted  plaintiff's  ownership 
to  high- water  mark,  but  denied  his  right  of 
access  and  all  other  riparian  rights ;  admitted 
taking  possession  of  the  shore ;  claimed  im- 
provements in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade 
and  business  on  March  26,  1890,  and  prior 
thereto,  and  the  right  to  purchase  the  land 
improved  under  the  Act  of  that  date ;  and  al- 
leged the  distance  between  high  and  low 
water  marks  to  be  not  exceeding  260  feet, 
and  from  high  water  to  water  of  the  depth 
of  five  fathoms  to  be  400  feet. 

The  court  below  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
the  answer  and  the  opinion  of  this  court 
has  reversed  the  ruling. 

I  think  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sua 
tained,  first,  for  the  reason  that  the  allega- 
tions of  the  answer  intended  to  show  improve- 
ments March  26,  1890,  was  not  the  statement 
of  any  fact,  but  a  conclusion  of  law ;  and, 
secondly,  on  the  main  question,  because  the 
law  of  the  case  is  different  from  that  an- 
nounced by  the  court  in  its  decision. 

This  is  the  first  instance  in  the  recorded 
history  of  English  or  American  law  where 
private  persons,  for  private  ends,  have  been 
sustained  by  a  court  in  taking  and  main- 
taining permanent  possession  of  the  shore  of 
an  arm  of  the  sea,  or  of  any  navigable  water, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  bank 
from  passing  over  it  to  the  water ;  and  if  the 
Act  of  March  26,  1890,  has  the  effect  ascribed 
to  it,  it  is  the  first  Act  of  an  English  or 
American  Legislature,  not  excepting  those 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  which  has 
ever  done  so  much. 

The  public  right  in  navigable  waters  and 
to  the  soils  underlying  them  has  been  freely 
regulated  and  disposed  of  by  both  Parlia- 
ment and  the  Legislatures,  but  both  have 
held  sacred  the  rights  admitted  to  exist  in 
connection  with  the  lands  bordering  the 
waters,  whether  with  or  without  constitu- 
tional rules  against  taking  private  property 
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without  compensation.  These  rights  have 
been  regulated  in  divers  ways  proper  to  their 
locality,  according  to  the  complicated  neces- 
sities of  crowded  harbors  or  the  unfrequented 
shores  of  remote  waters ;  but  while  it  is  true 
that  a  few  courts  have  theoretically  denied, 
many  have  actually  upheld,  them,  and  no 
other  Legislature  has  ever  ignored  them. 

Even  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  New 
York,  in  1840,  which  gave  rise  to  the  case 
of  Gould  v.  HvAum  Biver  B.  Go.,  86  N.  Y. 
548,  made  the  most  ample  provision  for  draw- 
bridges so  as  to  continue  navigation  in  bays 
and  streams  cut  off  by  the  railroad,  and  tor 
the  extension  of  wharves  and  docks  across 
the  tracks  to  the  river  beyond ;  all  of  which 
was  in  obedience  to  the  settled  policy  of  the 
State  inaugurated  in  1786,  which  prohibited 
the  sale  of  any  shore  lands  to  other  than  ripa- 
rian owners.  Bumsey  v.  New  York  <£  N.E.B. 
Co.  114  N.Y.  428. 

Of  the  other  old  States,  every  one,  from  the 
Massachusetts  Colony  in  1641,  down  to  New 
Jersey  in  1848  and  1869,  has  similar  provis- 
ions to  those  of  New  York,  and  a  similar 
policy. 

Of  the  younger  States,  while  some  have  no 
provisions  by  statute  on  the  subject,  every  one 
which  has  a  statute  yields  to  the  shore  owner 
the  right  to  wharf,  and  in  the  great  majority 
of  the  others,  the  courts  have  held  such  a 
right  to  exist  whenever  the  question  has  been 
presented.  I  know  this  argument  proves 
nothing  in  the  face  of  the  claim  that  it  is  for 
every  State  to  settle  for  itself,  through  its 
Legislature,  what  its  policy  in  this  regard 
will  be.  I  adduce  it  merely  by  way  of  offer- 
ing  a  reason  why  this  court  should  be  slow 
to  conclude  that  the  effect  of  the  Act  of 
1890  was,  and  was  intended  to  be,  what  it 
has  now  been  decided  to  be. 

We  are  not  a  new  people.  As  an  organized 
community  we  date  from  1858.  True  the 
sovereignty  was  withheld  until  1889;  but 
upon  the  faith  of  a  policy  adopted  and  placed 
among  the  statutes  of  the  Territory  in  1854, 
lands  were  acquired  upon  the  shores  of  our 
navigable  waters,  and  improvements  made  at 
great  cost  by  private  persons ;  improvements 
which  had  a  large  share  in  making  it  possible 
for  Washington  to  become  a  State,  but  which 
the  principle  of  the  court's  decision  would 
render  it  possible  for  the  very  next  Legisla- 
ture to  sweep  out  of  existence  or  confiscate 
without  compensation. 

This  was  a  territorial  statute,  it  is  true ; 
but  the  Territory  was  competent  to  frame, 
and  did  frame,  policies  in  a  hundred  other 
particulars,  between  which  and  this  I  can  see 
no  distinction.  If  Massachusetts,  in  1841. 
when  a  mere  colony  of  Great  Britain,  could 
absolutely  grant  away  the  soil  beneath  the 
waters  so  as  to  bind  her  when  she  became  a 
State,  as  well  as  the  States  of  Maine  and  New 
Hampshire;  and  if  the  provincial  governor 
of  New  York  could,  in  1689,  grant  to  the 
City  of  New  York  the  fee  of  the  shore  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  marks,  whereon 
are  now  based  some  of  the  most  valuable 
titles  in  that  city  and  In  the  world,  it  would 
seem  to  be  no  great  violation  of  common 
sense  to  say  that  the  Territory  of  Washington 
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could  lawfully  legislate  to  the  extent  of  the 
Act  of  1854. 

And  who  has  ever  questioned  the  title  to 
shore  lands  under  the  Massachusetts  ordi- 
nance, or  under  the  Dongan  Charter  of  1689? 

But  it  is  said  that  the  Constitution,  or  the 
Act  of  1890,  or  both  together,  have  repealed 
the  Act  of  1854.    Let  us  see. 

In  the  schedule  of  the  Constitution,  art 
27  §  2,  in  obedience  to  the  last  clause  of  sec- 
tion 24  of  the  Enabling  Act,  it  was  provided 
that  all  laws  in  force  in  the  Territory,  not 
repugnant  to  the  Constitution,  should  remain 
in  force  until  they  expired  by  limitation  or 
were  repealed  by  the  Legislature;  and  then 
there  was  a  proviso :  "  That  this  section  shall 
not  be  so  construed  as  to  validate  any  Act  of 
the  Legislature  of  Washington  Territory 
granting  shore  or  tide  lands  to  any  person, 
company  or  any  municipal  or  private  corpora- 
tion. *  What  effect  does  that  proviso  have 
on  any  such  Act?  It  prevents  the  Constitu- 
tion from  "validating*  it.  If  the  Act  was  a 
valid  law,  it  continued  so;  if  it  was  invalid 
it  continued  the  same.  Everybody  knows 
that  the  proviso  was  a^ned  at  a  single  case 
where  the  Legislature  of  the  Territory  did 
once  attempt  to  grant  shore  lands  to  a  railroad 
company ;  and  it  was  merely  to  prevent  that 
Act  from  gathering  force  from  the  Constitu- 
tion so  as  to  render  that  valid  which  it  was 
suspected  had  become  or  had  always  been  in- 
valid, that  the  proviso  was  enacted.  The 
grant  was  belie vea  to  have  been  a  fraud,  and 
dead  in  law ;  and  the  proviso  was  to  prevent 
its  being  galvanized  into  life. 

But  the  Act  of  1854  (Code,  §  8271)  was 
not  a  grant  of  lands,  in  any  senp?  This 
court  has  said  it  was  "  but  a  license  at  most,  * 
and  while  I  do  not  agree  that  the  right  to 
wharf  out  was  dependent  upon  the  Act,  the 
court's  statement  is  good  law  to  the  effect 
that  it  was  not  a  grant  of  tide  or  shore  lands, 
and  therefore  was  not  covered  by  the  proviso 
in  question.  But  mark  the  difference  when 
the  Constitution  touches  shore  lands  covered 
by  patents  of  the  United  States,  taken  and 
paid  for  in  good  faith  by  settlers.  Article 
17  treats  of  tide  lands,  and  in  its  second  sec* 
tion  the  State  expressly  disclaims  all  title 
to  such  patented  lands  unless  the  United 
States  shall  set  aside  the  patents  as  fraudu- 
lent. Now,  under  the  case  of  Pollard  v. 
Hagan,  these  patents,  so  far  as  the  tide  lands 
were  concerned,  were  absolutely  void,  and 
the  lands  would  have  belonged  to  the  State, 
but  for  the  constitutional  waiver  made  by 
the  people  of  the  State,  in  their  high  sense 
of  fairness  and  justice. 

The  only  other  provision  on  the  subject  in 
the  Constitution  is  in  section  1  of  art.  17, 
where  the  State's  ownership  of  the  beds  and 
shores  of  all  the  navigable  waters  in  the 
State  to  ordinary  high-water  mark  is  asserted. 
But  it  did  not  reauire  any  such  assertion  to 
vest  those  lands  in  the  State ;  for  by  an  un- 
broken line  of  decision  from  far  back  of  Pol- 
lard v.  Hagan  the  courts  have  held  that  this 
ownership  is  in  the  State,  thrust  upon  it  as 
sovereign,  in  trust  for  its  own  people  and 
those  of  the  nation  for  purposes  of  commerce 
and  navigation  as  natural  highways.    It  is 
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idle  to  say  that  this  aisertfoii  in  the  Constitu 
tion  conferred  or  strengthened  the  actual  title 
of  the  State,  and  this  could  not,  therefore,  have 
been  its  purpose.  But  there  was  a  valid 
purpose  to  subserve  by  the  assertion,  and  that 
was  to  put  it  beyond  question  that  in  this 
State  the  sovereignty  assumed  was  to  high- 
water  mark,  ana  not  merely  to  low-water 
mark.  The  United  States,  in  all  its  grants 
has  conceded  that  the  fast  land  stops  at  nigh 
water  mark,  but  in  some  of  the  States,  as 
Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  Illinois  and 
Minnesota,  the  title  of  the  shore  owner  has 
been  conceded  to  extend  to  low  water  or  a 
certain  distance  below  high- water  mark. 
This  concession  was  by  legislation  in  some 
States,  and  by  the  decisions  of  courts  in 
others.     Meyers  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  266. 

I  hold  that  it  was  to  place  Washington  in 
the  rank  of  the  greater  number  of  States 
which  stop  the  title  of  the  shore  owner  at 
high  water  that  the  constitutional  assertion 
of  ownership  was  made,  and  for  no  other 
purpose,  since  no  other  purpose  could  be 
subserved  by  it. 

But  mark,  again,  the  care  with  which  this 
assertion  of  ownership  was  coupled  with  the 
proviso:  "That  this  section  shall  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  debar  any  person  from  as 
serting  his  claim  to  vested  rights  in  the 
courts  of  the  State." 

Under  the  view  the  court  takes  of  these 
constitutional  provisions,  what  vested  right 
could  there  be  to  which  the  proviso  would 
apply?  It  could  not  have  reference  to  any 
wharf  property  erected  under  the  Act  of  1854, 
since  the  court  says  that  Act  was  a  mere 
license ;  and  a  mere  license  is  revocable  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  licensor  and  creates  no 
vested  right.  Kinett  v.  McKeithan,  90  N.  0. 
106 ;  Johnson  v.  SkiUman,  29  Minn.  95 ;  St. 
Louis  Nat.  Stock  Yards  Co.  v.  Wiggins 
Ferry  Co.  112  111.  884;  Goto  v.  Fisher,  121 
Mass.  169. 

So  the  court  holds  that  the  right  to  future 
accretions  is  not  a  vested  right,  citing  Taylor 
v.  Uhderhill,  40  Cal.  471,  although  that  was 
merely  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  declare  a 
void  certificate  of  purchase  from  the  State  a 
cloud  upon  plaintiff's  right.  This  leaves 
nothing  whatever  for  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision to  act  upon,  and  the  language,  under 
the  court's  interpretation,  is  mere  sound 
without  any  substance  whatever. 

The  article  (15)  on  harbors  and  tide-waters 
is  nothing  more  than  a  limitation  upon  the 
Legislature,  prohibiting  it  forever  from  dis- 
posing of  the  sea  or  river  beds  beyond  certain 
lines  in  front  of  incorporated  towns.  Such 
lines  exist  in  all  important  harbors  and  are 
drawn  to  preserve  the  public  right  of  navi- 
gation. Usually  their  location  is  changed 
from  time  to  time  as  circumstances  require ; 
and  it  was  a  change  of  this  kind,  fully  au- 
thorized by  the  State,  that  produced  the  case 
of  Totes  v.  Milwaukee. 

The  court  seems  to  construe  section  2  of 
this  article  as  though  there  were  never  to  be 
any  wharves  here  except  "upon  certain  desig- 
nated areas,"  and  that  construction  is  quite 
harmonious  with  the  views  taken  of  the  con- 
stitutional scheme  as  a  whole ;  but,  if  any- 
thing else  were  necessary  to  convince  one  that  I 
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the  whole  construction  .is  wrong,  this  would 
supply  it.  Certainly  no  equally  absurd 
scheme  could  be  contrived  unless  someone 
were  to  propose  that  until  the  State  build  its 
wharves  all  ships  must  be  anchored  at  the 
harbor  line,— cargo  and  passengers  to  get 
ashore  as  best  they  can. 

Turning  now  to  the  Act  of  March  26,  1890, 
the  first  thing  that  attracts  attention,  as  hav- 
ing a  bearing  on  the  matter  under  discussion 
is  that  for  some  reason  the  law  gives  the  pre- 
emptive right  to  buy  tide  lands,  with  certain 
exceptions,  not  to  the  public  at  large,  but  to 
the  upland  owner,  and  therein,  I  maintain,  is 
foreshadowed  the  general  policy  of  the  State 
on  this  subject,  which  is  to  enlarge  the  right 
conceded  to  be  in  upland  owners  by  the 
Act  of  1854,  and  is  exactly  in  harmony  with 
the  legislation  of  every  other  State  in  the 
Union  which  has  lands  of  this  character  and 
laws  upon  the  subject.  I  say  this  is  the 
policy,  because  it  is  not  going  outside  of 
proper  bounds  to  further  say  that  of  all  the 
shores  of  navigable  waters  within  the  State 
of  Washington  not  one  ten-thousandth  part 
will  be  free  from  this  pre-emptive  right  of 
shore  owners,  or  their  grantees  under  section 
12  of  the  Act. 

This  section  12  has  some  striking  language 
in  it,  which,  to  my  mind,  further  shows  the 
policy.  Under  it,  when  an  abutting  owner 
has  attempted  to  convey  tide  lands  in  front 
of  his  uplands,  or  littoral  rights  therein,  his 
grantee  may  purchase  the  tide  lands  to  the 
extent  of  the  tract  or  rights  (littoral  rights) 
so  conveyed.  Now  what  are  the  "littoral 
rights"  which  the  upland  owner  could  so 
convey?  Are  they  what  the  Constitution 
speaks  of  as  "vested"  rights?  The  mere 
license  under  the  Act  of  1854  was  not  one  of 
them,  because  a  license  is  personal  to  the 
licensee  and  cannot  be  conveyed.  18  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encvclop.  Law,  545. 

What  'littoral"  right  could  an  upland 
owner  attempt  to  convey,  but  his  right  to 
wharf  out,  bv  way  of  severance?  I  confess 
inability  to  imagine  any  other ;  and  if  there 
is  no  other,  and  this  one  has  no  existence, 
then  the  Statute  has  nothing  to  act  upon. 

But  suppose  it  were  the  wharf  license  that 
was  meant ;  section  12  says  nothing  about  an 
executed  license  as  the  one  to  be  confirmed ; 
and  if  this  be  the  littoral  right  intended  then 
the  Legislature  did  not  look  upon  the  Act  of 
1854  as  repealed  by  the  Constitution.  Fur- 
thermore, it  is  hard  to  see  what  good  the 
State '8  deed  to  the  shore  owner's  grantee  will 
do  for  him,  whether  the  littoral  right  be 
natural  or  statutory,  if  the  harbor-line  area 
is  to  be  a  wall  between  him  and  deep  water. 
The  State  would  be  driving  a  hard  bargain, 
indeed,  with  any  such  plan  of  operation, 
and  is  not  to  be  suspected  of  such  a  scheme. 

But  the  most  important  thing  about  this 
section  12  is  the  legislative  admission  con- 
tained in  it,  that  the  "  land"  and  the  "  littoral 
right"  are  two  so  distinct  and  severable  things 
that  they  may  absolutely  belong  to  different 
persons  by  deeds  from  the  State.  This  is  ex- 
actly what  the  doctrine  of  riparian  access  and 
wharfage  is,  and  the  Justice  of  the  provision 
made  is  apparent. 

Lastly,  touching  the  proviso  of  the  11th 


189L 


ElSKNBAOH  T.  HATFIBLD. 


645 


section:  "That  if  rateable  improvements, 
in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade  or  business 
have  been  made  upon  said  tide  lands  by  any 
person,  association  or  corporation  the  owner 
or  owners  of  such  improvements  shall  have 
the  exclusive  right  to  purchase  theland  so  im- 
proved, provided  that  nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  be  so  construed  (as)  to  apply  to  any  im- 
provements made  after  the  passage  of  this 
Act."  Here,  again,  the  care  of  the  Legisla- 
ture to  preserve  the  right  of  the  upland 
owner  to  acquire  these  lands  is  manifested 
most  broadly,  for  subsequent  to  the  passage 
of  the  Act  no  enlargement  of  the  improve- 
ments can  be  made,  and  the  court  in  its  de- 
cision so  holds.  And  it  is  also  to  be  noted 
that  whereas  the  upland  owner  may  acquire 
all  of  the  tide  lands  in  front  of  his  upland 
the  improver  has  the  pre-emptive  right  to 
nothing  but  the  "  land  so  improved ;"  so  that 
in  this  case  the  appellants'  purchase  would 
be  limited  to  the  exterior  line  of  their  actual 
works  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  1890,  and 
the  appellee  could  acquire  all  in  front  of 
them  to  the  harbor  line. 

Now  it  was  settled  in  Weber  v.  Board  of 
Harbor  Ctomrt.  that  a  purchaser  of  tide  lands 
from  the  State  was  entitled  to  none  of  the 
rights  of  a  riparian  owner.  86  U.  8. 18  Wall. 
57,  31  L.  ed.  798. 

Upon  what  consideration,  then,  was  this 
pre-emptive  right  conferred  upon  "improv- 
ers?" The  Act  itself  furnishes  the  answer. 
By  section  12,  where  the  upland  owner  has, 
by  his  deed,  for  a  consideration,  conveyed 
his  rights  away,  his  grantee  will  be  pro- 
tected ;  yet  there  may  be  another  class,  who 
have  merit  equally  as  strong  as  the  grantee 
under  a  deed.  Where  the  owner  of  the  fee 
of  land  has  stood  by  for  years,  while  an  ad- 
verse claimant  under  color  of  title  has  made 
valuable  improvements,  the  improvements 
offset  the  damages  for  withholding  pro  tanto 
(Code,  §  541)  ;  and  if  the  inaction  of  the 
owner  continues  beyond  the  term  of  our  Stat- 
ute of  Limitations,  the  very  title  is  presumed 
to  have  passed  to  the  adverse  party.  An 
easement,  however,  of  the  nature  of  which 
the  upland  owners'  rights  both  by  nature 
and  by  statute  largely  partake,  is  much  more 
easily  lost.  It  is  lost  if  the  holder  of  the 
right  does,  or  permits  to  be  done,  any  Act  in- 
consistent with  the  future  enjoyment  of  the 
right.    6  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  147. 

Therefore  if  an  upland  owner  has,  in  any 
case,  remained  passive,-  while  another  has  in 
good  faith  placed  erections  in  the  waters  in 
front  of  him,  which  have  not  been  abandoned, 
but  are  in  customary  use,  the  equitable 
policy  of  section  12  requires  that  an  estoppel 
be  sustained  against  the  denial  of  the  upland 
owner  that  he  has  conveyed  to  his  permissive 
improver.  The  courts,  which  have  often  re- 
strained intrusions  of  this  kind,  when  ob- 
jected to  promptly,  would  have  supported 
such  an  estoppel ;  why,  then,  should  not  the 
Legislature  recognize  it? 

But  I  maintain  that  the  Statute  did  not 
and  could  not  deprive  the  upland  owner  of 
his  full  right  to  move  promptly  in  the  courts 
for  the  removal  of  any  obstruction  to  his  ac- 
cess to  the  water,  where  it  was  placed  there 
against  his  will,  and  under  threats  of  force 
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and  violence  as  the  fact  is  admitted  to  be  in 
this  case ;  and  that  whenever  such  a  state  of 
facts  exists  any  title  derived  from  the  State 
must  be  held  in  trust  for  the  upland  owner. 

Such  cases  are  precisely  within  the  prin- 
ciples of  Atherton  v.  Fowler,  96  U.  S.  518, 
24  L.  ed.  732,  and  numerous  other  cases 
where  force,  fraud  and  the  misconduct  of 
officers  have  transferred  lands  patented  by 
the  United  States  to  their  rightful  owners. 

Emphasis  is  laid  upon  the  construction  bv 
the  last  paragraph  of  the  section,  where  it 
is  provided  that  nothing  in  the  Act  shall  ap- 
ply to  improvements  made  after  the  date  of 
its  passage ;  showing  the  legislative  inten- 
tion to  discourage  all  scrambling  possessions 
or  claims  not  founded  upon  the  upland 
owner's  deed. 

Conceding,  however,  that  the  Act  was  in- 
tended to  apply  to  such  a  claim  as  the  one 
at  bar,  it  cannot  be  regarded  in  any  other 
light  than  as  showing  the  intention  to  make 
improvements  alone  the  basis  for  the  State's 
parting  with  its  legal  title,  leaving  the 
holders  of  adverse  equities  to  resort  to  the 
courts  for  their  enforcement.  United  State* 
v.  Sehurz,  102  U.  8.  878,  26  L.  ed.  167. 

And  here  the  importance  attached  to  a 
pleading  of  the  facts  in  the  answer  appears. 
None  of  the  material  averments  of  the  com- 
plaint were  denied ;  for  the  allegations  there- 
in of  the  plaintiff's  various  rights  were  not 
material.  If  by  nature  the  plaintiff  had  the 
rights  claimed,  it  was  not  necessary  to  plead 
them ;  and  the  Statute  gave  him  the  exclusive 
right  to  purchase.  The  answer  was  a  con- 
fession and  avoidance  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
in  bar.  But  the  rules  of  equity  pleading  re- 
quire that  a  plea  in  bar  shall  state  the  facts 
upon  which  the  avoidance  is  claimed,  so  that 
the  plaintiff  may  demur  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  facts  as  constituting  a  defense.  Good- 
rich v.  Pendleton,  8  Johns.  Ch.  885,  1  L.  ed. 
657 ;  McCloskey  v.  Barr,  88  Fed.  Rep.  165 : 
Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co.  80 
U.  S.  18  Wall.  175,  20  L.  ed.  659;  Farley  v. 
Kittson,  120  U.  S.  803,  80  L.  ed.  684. 

This  answer  alleged  that  valuable  improve- 
ments in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade  and 
business  had  been  made  upon  said  lands  long 
prior  to  the  26th  day  of  March,  1890,  and 
that  said  improvements  were  on  March  26, 
1890,  in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade  and 
business,  and  that  the  defendants  are  the 
owners  of  and  in  possession  of  such  im- 
provements. These  allegations  are  all  but 
legal  conclusions.  Poormariv.  Mills,  85  Cal. 
118:    McCloskey  v.  Barr,  supra. 

The  dscision  says  the  demurrer  admits  the 
truth  of  these  allegations.  But  a  demurrer 
admits  the  truth  of  such  facts  only  as  are 
well  pleaded,  and  not  of  mere  conclusions 
of  law. 

Of  what  could  these  improvements  consist 
that  would  bring  the  defendants  within  the 
statutes  ?  It  is  clear  that  there  were  no  docks, 
piers,  wharves  or  other  conveniences  of  ship- 
ping, because  it  is  declared,  in  the  sixth 
paragraph,  to  be  the  intention  of  the  defend- 
ants to  erect  and  maintain  such  structures  in 
the  future ;  this  court  says  they  may  not  en- 
large their  present  improvements ;  and  their 
right  to  wharf  out  is  precluded  by  the  de- 
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cisionin  Weber  y.  Board  cfRarbor  Gomr$.f  and 
by  the  fact  that  either  the  upland  owner  or 
someone  elae  may  buy  the  area  in  front  of 
them  to  the  harbor  line. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  Constitution*  or  the  Statute  which  is 
hostile  to  the  doctrine  of  riparian  access  and 
the  right  to  wharf ;  that  if  it  is  denied  tenta- 
tively by  section  1,  art.  17,  the  proviso  leaves 
it  to  the  courts  to  say  whether,  under  the  law, 
such  rights  exist ;  and  that  upon  the  pleadings 
the  judgment  should  have  been  sustained. 

The  court  has  found  that  upon  authority  a 
riparian  proprietor  on  the  shore  of  the  sea, 
or  its  arms,  has  no  rights  as  against  the  State 
or  its  grantees  to  continued  access  to  the 
water  to  extend  wharves  in  front  of  his  land 
below  high- water  mark.  In  the  language  of 
Mr.  Lewis,  in  his  work  on  Eminent  Dou.ain, 
p.  88,  it  has  done  so  M  by  a  narrow  and  tech- 
nical course  of  reasoning,  based  upon  the  fact 
that  the  title  to  the  soil  is  in  the  State  or 
public,"  and  has  not,  as  I  conceive,  accepted 
the  great  weight  of  authority  both  in  Eng- 
land and  America.  To  my  mind  in  reaching 
its  conclusion  it  has  completely  ignored  the 
prime  common  source  of  the  State's  title  and 
of  the  riparian  claim  to  access,  which  is  that 
the  navigable  waters  are  natural  public  high- 
ways. Yet,  as  compared  with  this  matter  of 
substance  all  questions  of  reclamation,  of 
accretion  and  selection,  of  fishery  and  sea- 
weed, pale  and  fade  into  insignificance.  It 
is  as  highways  that  the  sovereignties  of  the 
world,  and  particularly  our  own,  have  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  navigable  waters  differ- 
ing in  any  respect  from  their  Jurisdiction 
over  the  fast  land,  and  their  different  juris- 
diction is  of  precisely  the  same  character  as 
the  jurisdiction  over  highways  upon  the 
land. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
Congress  has  the  power  to  regulate  commerce 
between  the  States  and  with  foreign  waters ; 
but  while  under  this  power  it  has  never  yet 
undertaken  to  dictate  concerning  the  manner 
of  construction  of  any  land  highway  not 
undertaken  by  itself,  it  has  gone  upon  the 
water  highways,  both  tide  and  fresh,  and  as- 
sumed the  broadest  control,  deepening  chan- 
nels, changing  harbors,  building  dikes  and 
regulating  the  building  of  bridges,  in  all  of 
which  it  has  been  sustained  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  solely  because  the 
waters  are  natural  highways.  But  it  is  at  this 
point  that  the  opponents  of  the  riparian  right 
of  access  make  their  strong  stand,  and  where 
the  forces  of  the  parties  for  and  against  meet 
in  final  conflict ;  and  that  the  court  did  not  see 
fit  to  allude  to  this  phase  of  the  question  is 
greatly  to  be  regretted.  For  the  real  ques- 
tion involved  here  is  not  whether  the  owner 
of  upland  bordering  upon  the  sea  has  any 
adverse  claim  to  the  soil  under  the  water,  as 
against  the  State ;  but  whether,  being  upon 
his  own  fast  land,  he  can  step  therefrom  upon 
the  public  highway,  there  as  a  member  of  the 
public  to  enjoy  the  public  right  of  passage. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  appellants,  possessing 
themselves  of  the  exact  line  which  borders  the 
land  and  the  highway,  say  to  the  landowner: 
*  You  can  reach  the  water  by  yonder  stveet ; 
or,  if  you  will  wait  until  we  have  built  a 
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wharf  here  you  can  pass  over  It  at  the  same 
rate  of  toll  as  any  other  person.  In  the 
meantime  you  cannot  pass  at  all. "  The  ap- 
pellants, however,  in  order  to  sustain  their 
own  position,  are  forced  to  maintain  the  very 
doctrine  they  fight  against,  that  of  the  right 
of  access.  They  oppose  the  upland  owner's 
access,  but  having  planted  themselves  in  the 
highway,  they  propose  to  build  wharves  and 
maintain  access  themselves.  By  their  im- 
provements they  propose  to  turn  the  shallows 
into  land,  and  then  will  claim  that  access  to 
the  water  is  necessary  to  its  enjoyment.  But 
here  is  land  formed  by  nature,  that  since  time 
was  had  no  other  outlet  than  over  the  sea,  put 
there  by  nature  as  a  highway.  The  land 
passed  from  the  sovereign  owner  by  right  of 
discovery,  the  United  States,  by  solemn  pat* 
ent,  to  the  appellee,  who  is  now  told  that  the 
highway  he  relied  upon  is  forever  closed 
without  his  consent  and  without  any  com- 
pensation for  his  loss.  Has  he  been  dam- 
aged? Actually,  oh,  yesl  will  be  admitted 
by  his  bitterest  opponent ;  but  not  in  law, 
because  the  title  to  the  land  beneath  this 
water  is  in  the  State.  But  wherein  does  the 
nature  of  the  State's  title  to  soil  under  navi- 
gable waters  differ  from  that  of  its  title  to 
soil  of  a  land  highway?  No  writer  or  court 
that  I  have  been  able  to  consult  points  out 
the  distinction,  if  there  be  one,  except  the 
subjection  of  the  State's  title  in  the  sub- 
merged soil  to  the  constitutional  powers  of 
Congress.  If  the  purpose  to  be  subserved  br 
the  State's  holding  the  two  titles  is  identf- 
cal  then,  viz.,  the  perpetuation  of  highways, 
it  seems  extremely  difficult  to  argue  on  any 
secure  or  even  plausible  ground  that  the 
owner  of  land  abutting  on  the  sea  has  not 
the  same  right  of  access  to,  and  continuance 
of,  his  highway,  as  his  neighbor  who  abuts 
upon  a  land  highway. 

Certainly  it  is  not  necessary  to  argue  what 
the  rights  of  an  abutter  on  a  road  or  street 
are.  The  State,  or  its  hand-maidens,  the 
county,  township,  or  municipal  corporation, 
regulate  and  improve  the  way,  but  they  can- 
not destroy  it  or  injure  the  abutter's  direct 
access  to  ft  from  every  part  of  his  frontage, 
without  compensation. 

A  late  writer  on  this  subject  says :  "Once 
a  highway  always  a  highway, "  is  an  old 
maxim  of  the  common  law  to  which  we  have 
often  referred,  and  so  far  as  concerns  the 
rights  of  abutters,  or  others  occupying  a 
similar  position,  who  have  lawfully  ana  in 
good  faith  invested  or  obtained  property  in- 
terests in  the  just  expectation  of  the  con- 
tinued existence  of  the  highway,  the  maxim 
still  holds  good.  Not  even  the  Legislature 
can  take  away  such  rights  without  compen- 
sation. »    Elliott,  Beads  and  Streets,  p.  658. 

To  illustrate  this  by  more  explicit  author- 
ity: It  has  long  been  settled  that  running 
a  street  railroad  is  a  proper  public  use  of  a 
street,  when  it  is  built  so  as  not  to  interfere 
unnecessarily  with  the  public  right  to  travel 
over  it ;  and:  that  the  mere  erection  of  such 
a  structure  on  the  surface  of  the  street  does 
not  entitle  an  abutting  owner  to  compensa- 
tion, even  when  the  fee  of  the  street  is  in 
him.  But  in  some  large  cities  it  became 
necessary  to  have  elevated  railroads  to  carry 
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on  the  traffic.  These  were  authorized  by  the 
Legislature  of  New  York  with  no  provision 
for  compensating  abutters ;  and  in  a  very  re- 
cent  case,  where  an  elevated  railroad  had 
been  built  in  front  of  his  premises  on  Pearl 
Street  an  *  abutting  owner'  sued  the  railroad 
company  for  damages.  Abendroth  v.  New 
York  met.  PL  (Jo.  (N.  T.)  26K.  S.  Rep. 
496. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  in  its  decision  said : 
M  The  term  'abutting  owner'  will  be  used  in 
this  judgment  to  denote  a  person  having  land 
bounded  on  the  side  by  a  public  street,  and 
having  no  title  or  estate  In  its  bed  or  soil 
and  no  interests  or  private  rights  in  the  street 
except  such  as  are  incident  to  lots  so  sit- 
uated. .  .  .  There  is  no  finding  that  the 
Clntiff,  or  any  one  of  his  predecessors  ever 
any  title  to  or  estate  in  the  land  where- 
on this  street  is  maintained,  or  any  interest 
•except  that  of  an  abutting  owner."  The 
court  then  recalls  numerous  cases  where  abut- 
ting owners,  both  in  city  and  country,  in 
England  and  America,  had  been  allowed 
special  damages  for  obstructions  in  high- 
ways not  opposite  their  land  and  not  author- 
ized by  legislative  enactment,  as  well  as  sev- 
eral late  cases  in  that  State  where  the  same 
principle  had  been  upheld  where  the  obstruc- 
tion was  by  legislative  authority.  Speaking 
of  these  last  cases  it  says :  "The  judgments 
for  damages  which  have  been  recovered  and 
sustained  aganst  the  elevated  railroads  do  not, 
and  cannot,  rest  on  the  ground  that  the  roads 
are  public  nuisances,  for  they  were  construct- 
ed pursuant  to  statute ;  and  besides,  as  before 
stated,  a  public  nuisance  does  not  create  a  pri- 
vate cause  of  action  unless  a  private  right  ex- 
ists and  is  specially  injured  by  it.  The  only 
remaining  ground  upon  which  they  can  and 
do  stand  is  that,  by  the  common  law,  the  plain- 
tiffs had  private  rights  in  the  streets  before 
the  roads  were  built  or  authorized  to  be 
built.  .  .  .  The  Constitution  of  this 
State  provides :  "  Nor  shall  private  property 
be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compen- 
sation.0 It  is  settled  by  Story'*  Oase,  90  N. 
T.  122,  and  Lahr'e  Que,  104  N.  T.  268,  6 
Cent.  Rep.  871,  that  such  rights  as  this  plain- 
tiff has  In  Pearl  Street  are  private  property 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provision  quoted.  ...  It  follows  that 
the  authority  conferred  by  the  Legislature 
to  construct  the  road  is  not  a  defense  to  the 
action." 

As  will  be  seen,  from  the  decision,  so  far 
as  the  public  generally  was  concerned,  no 
matter  how  great  was  the  nuisance  in  the 
street,  it  could  remain,  because  the  Legisla- 
ture authorized  it. 

And  while  I  am  so  near  the  subject,  I  will 
here  refer  to  the  case  of  Hoboken  v.  Penneyl- 
tania  R  Co.,  124  U.  S.  656,  81  L.  ed.  548, 
relied  upon  by  the  court  to  sustain  its  decis- 
ion. For  the  student  of  that  case,  it  seems  to 
tne,  must  see  that  the  only  matter  there  in  issue, 
and  decided,  was  whether  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  as  the  superior  of  the  City  of  Hobo- 
ken,  could  wholly  destroy  the  public  right 
of  passage  over  fllled-up  lands  at  the  end  of 
a  street,  beyond  the  end  of  the  street  as  origi- 
nally dedicated.  No  private  citizen  was 
complaining,  and  the  court  says,  on  page 
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698 :  "The  right  insisted  upon  in  these  ac- 
tions by  the  Citv  of  Hoboken  is  the  public 
right,  and  not  the  right  of  individual  citi- 
zens claiming  by  virtue  of  conveyances  of 
lots  abutting  on  streets  made  by  Stevens  or 
his  successors  to  the  title.  The  public  right 
represented  by  the  plaintiff  is  subordinate  to 
the  State,  and  subject  to  its  control.  The 
State  may  release  the  obligation  to  the  pub- 
lic, may  discharge  the  land  of  the  burden  of 
the  easement,  ana  extinguish  the  public  right 
to  its  enjoyment.  Whatever  it  may  do  in 
that  behalf  conclusively  binds  the  local  au- 
thorities, when,  as  in  the  present  cases,  the 
rights  of  action  asserted  are  based  exclusively 
on  the  public  right. "  And  it  might  have 
added  that  the  Legislature  of  New  Jersey 
could  have  altogether  destroyed  the  corpora- 
tion of  Hoboken ;  but  it  could  not  touch  the 
right  of  a  single  lotowner,  corporation  or 
no  corporation,  to  pass  from  his  lot  to  the 
street,  and  thence  abroad. 

The  difficulty  which  the  court  finds  in 
harmonizing  Tate*  v.  Milwaukee.  77  TJ.  S.  10 
Wall.  497,  19  L.  ed.  984,  and  the  other 
leading  cases  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  with  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Oo. 
vanishes  entirely  when  the  right  of  the  State 
to  incumber  a  public  highway,  or  to  destroy 
it  altogether,  so  far  as  the  public  right  is 
concerned,  is  studied  in  connection  with  a 
case  like  that  of  Abendroth  and  the  other 
New  York  Elevated  Railroad  cases,  and  the 
same  principles  are  applied  to  both  as  should 
be  done. 

And  now,  the  right  to  wharf  is  derived  by 
strict  analogy  from  the  abutter's  right  in  con- 
nection with  a  land  highway.  For  no  one 
questions  the  right  of  an  abutter,  where  the 
improved  roadway  covers  but  a  narrow  strip 
in  the  middle  of  the  way,  to  build  for  him- 
self a  convenient  means  to  reach  the  traveled 
track,  over  the  intervening  land ;  and  so  on  the 
waterway,  the  navigable  part  of  the  water  is 
the  actual  way,  to  which  the  wharf  is  the  rea- 
sonable means  of  access.  And  as  the  right  of 
access  to  the  road  pertains  to  every  portion 
of  the  abutter's  front,  so  the  right  to  wharf 
belongs  to  all  of  the  riparian  owners'  fronts. 
I  know  it  is  said,  in  response  to  this,  that 
the  abutter  cannot  charge  a  toll  to  any  mem- 
ber of  the  public  who  goes  upon  his  side- 
way.  Granted.  But  there  is  no  question 
here  of  charging  wharfage,  which  must  be 
always  reasonable,  and  is  always  under  the 
public  control.  Parkersburgh  &  0.  R.  Tramp. 
Oo.  v.  Parkereburg,  107  TJ.  S.  699,  27  L.  ed. 
587. 

It  was  strongly  intimated  in  Yates  v.  Mil- 
waukee that  whenever  the  water-way  was 
made  navigable  up  to  the  line  of  the  upland 
owner's  land,  he  could  then  no  longer  main- 
tain his  right  to  project  his  wharf.  But 
except  in  very  contracted  waters,  the  cheaper 
and  more  practical  way  is  to  build  out  the 
wharves,  instead  of  deepening  the  water. 

The  deprivation  of  these  private  rights  by 
the  State  for  its  own  public  purposes  is  the 
taking  of  property,  whether  on  land  or  water, 
and  must  be  compensated. 

Why,  at  this  day,  are  these  rights  denied? 
I  think  this  is  the  reason.  Sometimes  it  hap- 
pens that  it  is  not  necessary,  for  purposes  of 
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navigation,  that  the  water-way  should  be  as 
wide  as  nature  has  made  it. 

Moreover,  the  waters  have  washed  down 
the  banks  and  made  shoals  and  flats,  which 
can  be  filled  up  and  made  fast  land,  valu- 
able for  building  and  even  fanning  purposes. 
The  self  interest  of  upland  owners  has  led 
them,  in  some  instances,  backed  by  their  law- 
ful riparian  rights,  to  claim  substantially 
the  whole  beneficial  use  of  the  entire  area 
from  the  high- water  mark  to  the  point  of 
navigability,  by  which  means,  and  the  non- 
assertion  of  the  State's  rights,  they  have  filled 
up  the  fiats,  excluded  the  water  and  made 
land  of  the  whole.  In  some  States,  as  Rhode 
Island  and  Minnesota,  this  has  been  conceded 
to  them  as  a  right,  and  the  public  has  received 
nothing  for  its  complaisance.  This  is  not 
Justice.  The  protest  against  such  a  monop- 
oly has,  as  is  often  the  case  in  such  matters, 
overflown  its  proper  bounds  and  gone  to  the 
extent  of  denying  all  riparian  rights.  But 
there  is  a  middle  course  which  is  the  right 
one,  in  my  judgment,  and  which  the  courts 
ought  to  pursue  as  lea  a  i  up  to.  the  law  of 
these  cases.  I  regret  that  the  decision  here 
adopted  follows  one  of  the  extremes  and  not 
the  middle  course. 

I  now  come  to  consider  the  cases  cited  by 
the  court  as  requiring  its  conclusion. 

Theoretically  that  is  not  land  which  is 
beneath  navigable  water;  from  the  high- 
water  mark  all  beyond  is  water.  Grants  of 
land  stop  at  the  margin,  no  matter  how  shal- 
low or  extensive  may  be  the  shoals  beyond. 
Yet,  although  we  do  not  endure  the  State  as 
an  ordinary  landlord,  we  say  that  the  title  to 
the  sea  ana  river  bottoms  is  in  it.  The  State 
holds  upland  upon  the  same  terms  and  with 
the  same  rights  as  a  private  citizen.  We 
enforce  this  rule  even  upon  the  federal 
government,  in  all  but  the  matter  of  taxation 
and  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 

There  was  a  time  when  it  was  thought 
that  the  land  beneath  navigable  waters  be- 
longed to  the  United  States ;  but  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Pollard  v.  Hagan  awarded  it  to  the 
several  States.  Yet,  in  that  great  case,  44 
U.  S.  8  How.  229,  11 L.  ed.  578,  the  court  said 
that  Alabama  held  these  submerged  lands  as 
a  part  of  her  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction, 
not  governed  by  the  common  law  of  England 
as  it  prevailed  in  the  Colonies  before  the  Rev- 
olution, but  as  modified  by  our  own  insti- 
tutions, and  that  "although  the  territorial 
limits  of  Alabama  have  extended  her  sov- 
ereign power  into  the  sea,  it  is  there,  as  on  the 
shore,  but  municipal  power  subject  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the  laws 
which  shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof. " 
And  it  is  worthy  of  note  thatthe  eminent  coun- 
sel who  successfully  presented  that  case  for  the 
defendant  said:  *A  right  to  the  shore  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark  is  a  sov- 
ereign right,  not  a  proprietary  one.  Rivers 
do  not  pass  by  grant,  but  are  an  attribute  of 
sovereignty.  The  right  passes  in  a  peculiar 
manner;  it  is  held  in  trust  for  every  in- 
dividual proprietor  in  a  State  or  the  United 
States,  and  requires  a  trustee  of  great  dignity. 
Rivers  must  be  kept  open ;  they  are  not  land 
which  may  be  sola.     Martin  v.   Wadddl." 

I  think  there  is  a  popular  idea  that  PtMard 
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▼.  Eaffan  in  some  way  involved  the  question 
of  riparian  rights.  On  the  contrary,  it  was 
a  contest  between  a  patentee  of  tide  fiats  from 
the  United  States,  who  was  not  an  upland 
owner,  and  a  squatter  on  the  tide  flats  who 
had  no  license  whatever  from  the  State  of 
Alabama. 

The  same  repute  is  true  of  Martin  v.  Wad- 
dell,  41  U.  S.  16  Pet.  867,  10  L.  ed.  907. 
But  the  case  was  this :  The  titles  to  nearly 
or  quite  all  the  land  in  New  Jersey  came 
from  the  grantees  of  the  Duke  of  York,  to 
whom  Charles  Second,  in  1664,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  annual  payment  of  forty  beaver 
skins,  gave  a  charter  bestowing  upon  his 
royal  brother  the  sovereignty  and  proprietor- 
ship of  all  the  lands,  bays,  waters,  rivers, 
soils,  fisheries,  etc.,  etc.,  within  a  vast  area. 
The  duke  immediately  parceled  out  his  do- 
main, under  grants  equally  generous  in  their 
terms  with  that  of  the  king  to  himself,  and 
under  one  of  these  the  proprietors  of  East 
Jersey  became  vested  with  all  his  rights  in 
the  lands  and  waters  about*  Raritan  Bay.  la 
1702  the  proprietors  surrendered  to  Queen 
Anne  the  sovereignty  only ;  and  by  the  Rev- 
olution New  Jersey  became  an  independent 
State.  The  royal  grants,  however,  were  re- 
spected, and  New  Jersey  had  no  public  lands. 
The  proprietors  continued  to  make  grants 
of  lands  to  colonists  and  in  a  few  instances 
attempted  to  convey  exclusive  rights  of  fish- 
ing to  individuals  in  certain  defined  areas  of 
Raritan  Bay.  In  1821,  one  Arnold,  the  pos- 
sessor of  such  a  fishery,  sued  one  Mundy  for 
trespass  in  entering  the  limits  of  his  fishery 
and  taking  away  oysters.  The  case  was  ap- 
pealed on  a  judgment  for  defendant,  and  is re- 
Sorted  in  Halsted,  1.  The  ground  of  the 
ecision  was  that  although  the  king  of  Eng- 
land could  by  his  royal  charter  grant  to  a  sub- 
ject an  indisputable  title  to  any  or  all  of  the 
last  land,  he  could  not  and  did  not  grant  one 
inch  of  the  soil  beneath  the  waters  to  the 
Duke  of  York,  because  it  belonged  to  the 
sovereignty  which  was  held  in  trust  for  the 
common  public,  and  was  returned  to  Queen 
Anne,  to  oe  devolved  in  turn  upon  the  State 
of  New  Jersey.  After  stating  some  of  the 
dispositions  which  the  State  might  make  of 
these  soils,  the  court  said :  "The  sovereign 
power  itself  therefore,  cannot,  consistently 
with  the  principles  of  the  laws  of  nature  and 
the  Constitution  of  a  well-ordered  society, 
make  a  direct  and  absolute  grant  of  the  waters 
of  the  State,  devesting  all  the  citizens  of 
their  common  right  (of  fishery).  It  would 
be  a  grievance  which  never  could  be  long 
borne  by  a  free  people. " 

In  1824  a  statute  of  New  Jersey  gave  to 
riparian  owners  the  right  to  drive  stakes  in 
the  waters  of  the  bay,  in  front  of  their  lands, 
to  which  to  fasten  nets,  they  not  interfering 
with  the  navigation  or  any  fishery.  Wad- 
dell  drove  stakes  accordingly,  within  the 
lines  of  a  several  fishery  theretofore  granted 
by  the  proprietors,  and  Martin,  the  grantee 
of  the  fishery,  brought  ejectment.  The  cause 
resulted  as  did  Arnold  v.  Mund%  6  N.  J.  L. 
1,  and  reached  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  1842,  where  it  was  affirmed. 
The  question  here  was,  as  in  all  cases  of 
ejectment,  upon  the  strength  of  plaintiffs' 
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title,  and  had  no  bearing  whatever  upon  any 
riparian  rights  of  the  defendant ;  nor  did  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  had  a  license  from  the 
State  cut  any  figure  in  the  decision,  and  the 
result  would  have  been  the  same  without  it. 
The  court  said :  u  From  the  opinion  expressed 
in  BlundeU  v.  OatteraU,  5  Barn.  &  Ad.  287, 
and  in  Somerset  v.  FogtoeU,  5  Barn.  &  0.  888, 
the  question  whether  since  Magna  Charts 
the  king  could  grant  to  a  subject  a  portion 
of  the  soil  covered  by  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  kingdom  so  as  to  give  him  an  immediate 
and  exclusive  right  of  fishery,  either  of  shell 
fish  or  floating  fish,  within  the  limits  of  his 
grant  must  be  regarded  as  settled  in  England 
against  the  right  of  the  king. " 

The  case  of  Wilton  v.  Blackbird  Greek 
Mar$h  Oo.t  27  U.  S.  2  Pet  245,  7  L.  ed.  412, 
decided  in  1829,  merely  held  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  congressional  legislation,  the  State  of 
Delaware  could  authorize  the  damming  of  an 
inconsiderable  sluggish  creek  for  the  purpose 
of  facilitating  the  owners  of  its  marshy  shores 
In  reclaiming  them ;  so  that  the  health  of  the 
community  could  be  bettered ;  and  that  a 
citizen  of  another  State  could  not  complain 
of  the  obstruction. 

McOreadu  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  891,  24 
L.  ed.  248  (1876),  decided  that  a  State  held 
the  tide- waters  and  the  fish  in  them  for  its  own 
people,  and  not  for  the  people  of  another 
State ;  and  that  a  statute  prohibiting  the  citi- 
zens of  any  other  State  from  taking  the  fish 
was,  "  in  effect,  nothing  more  than  the  regu- 
lation of  the  use,  by  the  people,  of  their  com- 
mon property, "  and  therefore  no  denial  of  the 
constitutional  right  that  the  citizens  of  each 
State  have  to  all  the  immunities  and  privi- 
leges of  citizens  of  the  several  States. 

Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  824,  24  L.  ed. 
224,  confirmed  the  claim  of  the  State  of  Iowa 
to  the  title  of  the  Mississippi  to  high-water 
mark ;  but  as  the  main  point  in  the  case  held 
that  one  who  has  dedicated  a  street  parallel 
to  navigable  water  cuts  himself  off  from 
riparian  ownership,  and  yields  to  the  public, 
in  this  instance  the  City  of  Keokuk,  the  right 
to  wharf  out  as  an  incident  of  the  public  use 
of  the  street.  Barney's  contention  was  that 
as  owner  of  the  land  to  the  middle  of  the 
river,  his  dedication  only  extended  to  the 
water's  edge,  and  that  the  filling  beyond  that 
line  was  a  trespass  on  his  land. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  its  decision  is  based  mainly  upon 
these  United  States  Supreme  Court  cases.  It 
is  worthy  of  remark  that  they  have  not  been 
so  interpreted  in  any  but  a  very  small  minor- 
ity of  the  States :  and  the  Supreme  Court  it- 
self has  never  in  a  single  instance  based  its 
ruling,  in  a  case  where  the  riparian  right  of 
wharfage  was  in  issue,  upon  any  state  stat- 
ute or  ascertained  custom  or  usage.  In  its 
most  clearly  cut  decision,  Totes  v.  Milwaukee, 
no  such  interpretation  was  allowed  to  inter- 
fere with  its  declaration  of  a  riparian  right 
of  wharfage  in  Yates,  although  he  was  con- 
tending not  only  against  the  City  of  Mil- 
waukee but  against  the  State  of  Wisconsin, 
which  had  chartered  the  city  to  regulate  the 
wharves  on  her  water  front  and  herself  to 
build  and  maintain  such  aids  to  navigation 
at  the  ends  of  the  streets. 
12L.R.A. 


In  Weber  v.  Board  of  Barber  Oomrs.,  85 
TJ.  8.  18  Wall.  57,  21  L.  ed.  798,  notwith- 
standing the  language  duoted  by  the  court 
in  its  opinion,  Judge  Field  distinctly  and 
broadly  announced  the  adherence  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  to  the  doctrine  of  Yates  v.  Mil- 
waukee, and  showed  that  Weber  was  not  a 
riparian  owner.  It  is  worth  remembering  at 
this  point  that  San  Francisco  was  the  succes- 
sor of  a  Mexican  pueblo,  and  that  the  munici- 
pal corporation  was  the  owner  of  all  the  land 
to  high-water  mark,  so  that  when  the  State 
of  California  fixed  the  harbor  line  and  sur- 
rendered the  tide  lands  within  it  to  the  city, 
it  was  making  the  surrender  to  a  riparian 
owner.    Hart  v.  Burnett,  15  Cal.  580. 

Inasmuch  as  the  cases  above  noted  are 
chiefly  relied  upon  to  overcome  the  force  of 
Button  v.  Strong,  Yates  v.  Milwaukee  and  St. 
Paul  A  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Schurmeier,  and  as  none 
of  them  involved  the  matter  here  in  issue, 
I  will  briefly  allude  to  these  three  cases, 
which  it  is  agreed  do  touch  the  point.  It 
is  urged  that  there  was  a  difference  between 
the  fresh- water  rules  and  the  salt-water  rules ; 
or  that  the  upland  owner  had  already  built 
his  wharf,  presumably  under  state  license ; 
or  that  there  was  some  unmentioned  statute 
on  which  the  court  was  relying,  et  cetera. 
But  if  any  such  elements  did  enter  into  the 
consideration  of  those  cases,  the  published 
decisions,  from  syllabus  to  signatures,  includ- 
ing briefs  of  counsel,  fail  to  note  the  fact. 
Their  declarations  are  broad  and  general,  and 
if  we  may  rely  on  anything  in  judicial  de- 
cisions, we  ought  to  be  able  to  do  so  here. 
Each  of  the  cases  was  quoted  in  the  succeed- 
ing ones,  and  all  have  been  cited  often  and 
again  by  the  supreme  court,  and  by  almost 
every  federal  and  state  court.  Yates  v.  Mil- 
waukee is  the  leader,  and  that  was  a  case  in 
which  the  state's  authority  was  indirectly, 
but  very  materially,  in  question.  So  in  St. 
Paul  db  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  8churmeierf  the  defend- 
ant had  the  State's  title  to  the  land  over 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  exercise  his 
right  of  access. 

Since  those  decisions,  there  is,  I  believe,  not 
a  single  case  in  the  federal  or  state  reports 
where  the  principles  therein  laid  down  are 
doubted  or  departed  from.  On  the  contrary, 
they  have  been  often  cited,  always  to  the  effect 
contended  for  here,  and  to  the  frequent  over- 
ruling of  contrary  holdings.  It  is  the  same 
with  the  law-writers  who  have  embraced  this 
subject  in  their  works,  with  a  single  excep- 
tion. I  mention  this,  not  as  arguing  that 
numbers  make  the  law,  but  to  show  that  the 
profession  has  not  understood  those  decisions 
to  have  been  pronounced  with  any  of  the  qual- 
ifications and  reservations  suggested ;  and  I 
conclude  with  the  proposition,  taken  from 
these  cases  and  never  denied  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  that  a  riparian 
owner  on  the  sea- shore  has  a  natural  right  of 
access  and  a  right  to  construct  a  landing, 
wharf  or  pier,  for  his  own  use  or  for  the  use  of 
the  public,  which  is  a  vested  right,  incident  or 
appurtenant  to  his  land,  under  the  common 
law  of  real  property  as  it  exists  in  the  United 
States,  without  any  reference  to  statutory  li- 
cense or  customary  usage.  In  support  or  this 
position  I  cite,  Angell,  Tide  Waters,  24,  224 
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€t  seq.;  Cooler,  Const.  Lim,  5th  ed.  p.  675. 
note  1;  Angell,  Watercourses,  7th  ed.  732 ;  8 
Waahb.  Real  Prop.tftb  ed.445 ;  Gould,  Waters, 
4$  148-154;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §§  77-S3; 
Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  106 ;  Waahb. 
Easem.  and  Serv.  4th  ed.  834 ;  Houck,  Rivers, 
§§  280,  281 ;  6  Am.  A  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law, 
£58 ;  28  Myers,  Fed.  Dec.  title  mparian  and 
Littoral  Proprietors;  8  Kent,  Com.  18th  ed. 
p.  418,  note. 

Mr.  Wood,  in  his  Law  of  Nuisances,  is,  I 
believe,  the  only  modern  text-book  writer 
who  maintains  the  opposite  ground.  But  this 
author  does  not  attempt  to  misconstrue  Totes 
t.  Milwaukee,  or  find  excuses  for  its  ruling. 
On  the  contrary  he  attacks  it  boldly,  charac- 
terizing the  language  of  it  as  u  mere  dictum, " 
and  declares  the  principle  established  by  it 
4 'as  wholly  unsustained  by  any  authority. n 
We  are  not  accustomed. to  thus  lightly  treat 
decisions  of  that  great 'court ;  but  the  attack 
thus  made  is  admirable  for  its  audacity. 
Lyon  v.  Fishmongers  Co.  is  also  explained 
away  by  this  court  as  never  before.  Mr. 
Wood  found  no  explanation.  He  quotes  at 
length  from  the  opinions  of  Lords  Cairnes, 
Chelmsford  and  Shelburne,  and  then  savs: 
u  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  consider- 
able conflict  upon  the  question  discussed  in 
the  note,  but  while  we  believe  that  the  doc- 
trines advanced  in  this  case  are  utterly  fal- 
lacious and  unsustained  in  principle,  as  they 
are  upon  authority,  it  will  not  be  profitable 
to  pursue  the  matter  further ;  but  as  it  is  the 
business  of  an  author  to  give  the  law  as  he 
finds  it,  I  have  felt  constrained  to  give  the 
leading  portions  of  the  opinions  of  the  Lords 
Justices  in  the  case,  that  the  question  may 
be  fairly  presented." 

I  take  it  that  the  author  "gives  the  law  as 
he  finds  it,"  when  he  quotes  the  opinion  of 
the  two  highest  courts  of  the  civilized  world, 
although  he  personally  does  not  agree  with 
the  correctness  of  their  decision. 

The  court  assumes  that  inasmuch  as  many 
of  the  States  have  long  had  statutes  regulat- 
ing the  riparian  owner's  exercise  of  his  right 
of  wharfage,  and  in  many  instances  enlarg- 
ing it,  therefore  his  right  rests  entirely  upon 
the  statute  of  his  State.  I  do  not  see  why 
it  should  be  so  regarded,  since  we  constantly 
find  what  has  always  been  the  law  enacted 
into  statutory  form ;  and  we  might  as  con- 
sistently say  that  the  State's  title  to  the  tide 
and  shore  lands  is  dependent  solely  upon 
article  17  of  the  Constitution.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  the  courts  of  the  States  alluded 
to  have  not  taken  any  such  position,  and  I 
shall  now  cite  some  cases  showing  this  to  be 
the  fact. 

One  of  the  oldest  of  these  statutes  is  that 
of  Maryland,  in  1745 ;  but  in  Baltimore  A  O. 
B.  Oo.  v.  Chase,  48  Md.  28,  the  court  said : 
u  These  riparian  rights  (of  accretion  and 
wharfage) ,  founded  on  the  common  law,  are 
property  and  are  valuable,  and  while  they 
must  be  enjoyed  in  due  subjection  to  the 
rights  of  the  public,  they  cannot  be  arbitra- 
rily or  capriciously  destroyed  or  impaired. 
They  are  rights  of  which,  once  vested,  the 
owner  can  only  be  deprived  in  accordance 
with  the  law  of  the  land,  and,  if  necessary 
that  they  be  taken  for  public  use,  upon  due 
12  L.  R.  A. 


compensation,  "—citing  Tata  v.  Milwaukee. 
In  New  York,  although  for  many  years  the 
courts  have  been  handicapped  by  Gould  v. 
Hudson  River  B.  Co.,  6  N.  Y.  548,  as  a  settled 
rule  of  property,  in  New  York  v.  Hart,  05 
N.  Y.  448,  the  court  said:  "But  it  shocks 
every  notion  of  justice  and  right  to  say  that 
the  riparian  owner  upon  a  navigable  water 
has  no  equities  by  reason  of  that  ownership. 
It  is  a  doctrine  which  is  repudiated  by  the 
entire  legislation  of  our  State.  Granting,  as 
has  been  held,  that  the  riparian  owner  has 
no  legal  or  equitable  right  enforceable  as  such 
against  the  public  right,  it  is  nevertheless 
true  that  out  of  his  situation  upon  the  banks, 
and  the  convenience  and  benefit  of  the  water 
front,  he  suffers  peculiar  damage  and  in- 
dividual injury  when  cut  off  by  public 
use.  .  .  .  And  whenever  and  wherever 
the  State  has  granted  to  the  City  of  New 
York  exterior  lands  under  water,  it  has  ac- 
companied the  grant  with  pre-emptive  rights 
to  the  adjacent  owners.  It  is  idle  to  say  that 
all  this  has  been  done  of  pure  grace,  and 
without  any  equity  in  the  abutters.  There 
was  reason  for  doing  it,  and  justice  in  the 
act.*  If  stronger  language  were  needed  to 
show  that  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals 
would  now  overturn  Gould  v.  Hudson  Biter 
B.  Oo.  if  it  could,  it  is  to  be  found  in 
Bumsey  v.  New  York  A  N.  B.  B.  Oo.  114  N. 
Y.  428,  125  N.  Y.  681. 

Rhode  Island  has  always  maintained  the 
doctrine  contended  for,  without  reference  to 
any  statute  [Providence  8.  E.  Oo.  v.  Provi- 
dence S.  Oo.  12  R.  I.  848;  (Mark  v.  Feckham, 
10  R.  I.  85]  ;  Connecticut,  in  like  manner. 
Simons  y.  French,  25  Conn.  845 ;  State  v.  Sar- 
gent, 45  Conn.  858. 

This  case  contains  an  eminently  fair  dis- 
cussion of  the  powers  of  the  State. 

In  New  Jersey  the  courts  maintained  the 
rule,  until  Stevens  v.  Paterson  A  N.  B.  Co., 
84  N.  J.  L.  582  [see  Kevport  &mJf.  P.  S.  B.  Oo. 
v.  Farmers  Transp.  Oo.  18  N.  J.  Eq.  516; 
Gouqh  v.  BeU,  22  N.  J.  L.  411 ;  Bell  v.  Gough, 
28  N.  J.  L.  624],  when  in  a  long  discussion 
not  in  any  wise  necessary  to  the  decision  of 
the  case  the  court  announced  that  riparian 
owners  had  no  rights  which  could  be  injured 
by  the  State,  but,  at  the  same  time,  sustained 
a  Judgment  for  injuries  of  precisely  the  char- 
acter discussed,  in  all  essential  parts.  The 
decision  on  the  main  point  for  which  the  case 
is  celebrated  was  based  on  the  English  case 
of  Bueeleueh  v.  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
L.  R.  5  Exch.  221,  which  was  reversed  after- 
wards in  the  House  of  Lords  [L.  R.  5  H.  L. 
4181,  and  still  further  overthrown  by  Lyon 
v.  Fishmongers  Oo.,  17  (Moak.)  Eng.  Rep.  51, 
on  the  very  point  relied  on.  The  Legislature 
of  New  jersey  immediately  amended  the 
wrong  done  by  this  decision,  by  its  Act  of 
1869. 

Tinicum  Fishing  Oo.  ▼.  Carter,  61  Pa.  21, 
says :  u  The  State  can  grant  authority  to  make 
such  erections  (of  structures  below  high 
water)  either  to  the  riparian  owner,  or  to 
others,  so  long  as  the  riparian  owner  is  not 
thereby  deprived  of  access  to  and  the  use  of 
the  river  as  a  public  highway,  which  is  im- 
plied, if  not  expressed,  in  the  mat  to  him 
of  land  bounded  on  the  stream. r 
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In  North  Carolina,  Bond  ▼.  Wool,  107  N. 
C.  189,  is  the  latest  of  several  cases  on  this 
subject,  and  there  the  court  said :  "  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  special  legislation  on  the  subject, 
a  littoral  proprietor  and  a  riparian  owner, 
as  is  universally  conceded,  have  a  qualified 
property  in  the  water  frontage,  belonging 
by  nature  to  their  land ;  the  chief  advantage 
growing  out  of  the  appurtenant  estate  in  the 
submerged  land  being  the  right  of  access 
over  an  extension  of  their  water  fronts  to 
navigable  water,  and  the  right  to  construct 
wharves,  piers  or  landings  subject  to  such 
general  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Legisla- 
ture, in  the  exercise  of  its  powers,  may  pre- 
scribe for  the  protection  of  the  public  rights 
in  rivers  or  navigable  water." 

It  will  be  said  that  the  phrase  "in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  special  legislation  on  the  sub- 
ject" means  unless  there  be  special  legisla- 
tion otherwise ;"  but  it  is  not  so.  The  sense 
is  "without  any  legislation  to  that  effect," 
and  the  decision  shows  it. 

Bond  v.  Wool  is  supported  by  decisions  in 
other  States,  old  and  new,  in  numerous  cases 
of  which  I  mention  one  or  more  in  each,  viz. : 
in  Michigan,— Bice  v.  Buddiman,  10  Mich. 
125 ;  Lincoln  v.  Davie,  68  Mich.  875 ;  in  In- 
diana,— Bainbridge  v.  Sherlock,  29  Ind.  864; 
in  Wisconsin,— -Leleplaine  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R  Co.  42  Wis.  214;  in  Minnesota,  —Brie- 
tone  v.  St.  Paul  db  8.  0.  R  Co.  28  Minn. 
114;  in  Missouri,— Meyere  v.  St.  Louie,  8  Mo. 
App.  266,  affirmed,  82  Mo.  867 ;  in  Illinois,— 
Chicago  db  St.  P.  R  Co.  ▼.  Stein,  75  111.  41 ; 
in  Kentucky, — Thurman  ▼.  Morrison,  14  B. 
Mon.  867 ;  in  Ohio,— Bickok  v.  Bine,  28  Ohio 
8t.  528;  in  Arkansas, — Organ  v.  Memphis  db 
L.  B.  Co.  51  Ark.  285,  and  cases  cited ;  in  Cali- 
fornia,— Shirley  v.  Bishop,  67  Oal.  548;  in 
Oregon,— Wilson  ▼.  Welch,  12  Or.  853;  Par- 
ker v.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.  17  Or.  510,  5L. 
R.  A.  61. 

Of  these  States,  at  least  Missouri,  Ken- 
tucky, Arkansas,  North  Carolina,  California 
and  Oregon  stop  the  upland  title  at  high- 
water  mark. 

Cases  to  the  same  undoubted  effect  in  the 
United  States  courts  are :   Bowman  v.  Wathen, 

2  McLean,  876 ;  Northwestern  Union  Packet  Co. 
v.Atlee,  2 Dill.  479, affirmed,  88 U.S.  21  Wall. 
389,  22  L.  ed.  619 ;  Illinois  v.  Illinois  Cent.  B. 
Co.  88  Fed.  Rep.  780 ;  HoUingsworth  v.  Parish 
<rf  Tensas,  17  Fed.  Rep.  118 ;  Bute  v.  St.  Louie, 

3  McCrary,  261 ;  Parkereburg  db  0.  B.  Transp. 
Co.  v.  Parkereburg,  107  U.  S.  699,  27  L.  ed. 
-587 ;  Potomac  S.  B.  Co.  ▼.  Upper  Potomac  S.  B. 
Co.  109  U.  S.  672,  27  L.  «£  1070. 

In  Van  Dolsen  ▼.  New  York,  17  Fed.  Rep. 
617,  decided  in  1888,  the  facts  were  precisely 
those  of  the  case  at  bar,  and  after  consider- 
ing all  of  the  cases,  both  English,  state  and 
federal,  the  court  holds  that  the  New  York  Ele- 
vated Bailroad  Oases  are  decisive  of  the  law 
In  that  State,  since  there  is  no  difference  be- 
tween the  principles  applying  to  the  land- 
way  and  the  water-way;  and  further,  that 
in  view  of  Tatee  ▼.  Milwaukee,  Lyon  v.  Fish- 
monger*  Co.  and  other  like  cases,  Gould  v. 
Hudson  Biver  R  Co.,  Stevens  v.  Patereon  db 
N.  B.  Co.,  Laming  ▼.  Smith,  4  Wend.  9, 
and  Purman  ▼.  New  York,  10  N.  Y.  565,  are 
no  longer  to  be  regarded  as  controlling. 
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There  the  leasee  of  the  riparian  owner  sought 
an  injunction  to  prevent  the  City  of  New 
York,  which  was  the  owner  of  the  land  be- 
tween high  and  low  water,  from  filling  up 
the  flat  and  obstructing  his  access  to  the  way, 
and  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  relief 
asked. 

This  court,  I  think,  misreads  the  case  of 
Lyon  v.  Fishmongers  Co.,  where  it  gives  im- 
portance to  the  term  "privilege"  as  though 
the  right  sustained  in  Lyon  were  a  conces- 
sion of  statute  or  usage  merely.  On  the 
contrary,  each  of  the  lords  who  delivered 
an  opinion  was  pronouncedly  clear  that  the 
right  was  by  nature.  Said  Lord  Shelburne : 
"The  rights  of  a  riparian  proprietor,  so  far 
as  they  relate  to  any  natural  stream,  exist 
jure  natures,  because  his  land  has,  by  nature, 
the  advantage  of  being  washed  by  the  stream ; 
and  if  the  facts  of  nature  constitute  the 
foundation  of  the  right,  I  am  unable  to  see 
why  the  law  should  not  recognize  and  follow 
the  course  of  nature  in  every  part  of  the  same 
stream.  .  .  .  Even  if  it  could  be  shown 
that  the  riparian  rights  of  the  proprietor  of 
land  on  the  bank  of  a  tidal  navigable  river 
are  not  similar  to  those  of  a  proprietor  above 
the  flow  of  the  tide,  I  should  be  of  the 
opinion  that  he  had  a  right  to  the  river  front- 
age belonging  by  nature  to  his  land,  although 
the  only  practical  advantage  of  it  might 
consist  in  the  access  thereby  afforded  him  to 
the  water,  the  right  of  navigation  common 
to  him  with  the  rest  of  the  public.  Such  a 
right  of  access  is  his  only,  and  is  his  by  virtue 
and  in  respect  of  his  riparian  property ;  it  is 
wholly  distinct  from  the  public  right  of 
navigation. n 

No  other  state  court  has  interpreted  this 
case,  and  the  opinions  of  the  judges  to  mean 
anything  but  what  they  say ;  and  a  very  high 
English  authority,  the  Encyclopedia  Britan- 
nica,  cites  the  case  in  the  concluding  words 
of  its  article  on  Biparian  Laws  in  this  way : 
"It  should  be  noticed  that  rights  of  the  pub- 
lic may  be  subject  to  private  rights.  Where 
the  river  is  navigable,  although  the  right 
of  navigation  is  common  to  the  subject  of 
the  realm,  it  may  be  connected  with  a  right 
to  exclusive  access  to  riparian  land,  the  in- 
vasion of  which  may  form  the  ground  for 
legal  proceedings  by  the  riparian  proprietor. " 

Says  Judge  Dillon  in  his  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, §  106:  "By  the  common  law  the 
riparian  owner  has  the  right  to  establish  a 
wharf  on  his  own  soil,  this  being  a  lawful 
use  of  the  land.  The  right  is  Judicially 
recognized  in  this  country,  and  riparian 
owners  on  ocean,  lake  or  navigable  rivers 
have,  in  virtue  of  their  proprietorship  and 
without  special  legislative  authority,  the 
right  to  erect  wharves,  quays,  piers  and  land- 
ing places  on  the  shore  if  these  conform  to 
the  regulations  of  the  State  for  the  protection 
of  the  public,  and  do  not  become  a  nuisance 
by  obstructing  the  paramount  right  of  navi- 
gation. This  right  has  been  exercised  by 
the  owners  of  the  adjacent  land  from  the 
first  settlement  of  the  country." 

The  idea  of  "  purpresture"  furnishes  forth 
a  great  difficulty  in  the  mind  of  the  court. 
There  is  a  short  and  comprehensive  history 
of  that  pretentious  institution  in  People  v. 
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Davidson,  80  Oal.  870,  from  which  it  appears 
to  be  not  much  more  than  an  ancient  prerog- 
ative ghost,  whose  original  substance  has  been 
completely  emasculated  by  the  later  law. 
Suffice  it  to  say,  that  whether  the  doctrine 
of  purpresture  as  applied  to  wharves  extended 
by  riparian  owners  has  any  force  in  this 
country  or  not,  it  never,  in  its  palmiest  days, 
had  the  effect  of  permitting  the  king  to  shut 
off  the  riparian  owner  of  land  from  access  to 
the  sea  by  an  obstruction  of  any  kind  placed 
in  the  highway,  which  is  the  real  ultimate 
point  in  issue  in  this  case. 

In  conclusion  I  recur  to  the  Act  of  1854, 
to  remark  that  if  that  Act  is  to  be  taken  as 
now  repealed,  and  if  riparian  owners  have 
not  the  natural  right  of  access  and  wharfage, 
then  there  is  not,  In  the  State  of  Washington, 
any  authority  under  which  the  slightest  con- 
venience can  be  erected  or  maintained  in  aid 
of  navigation,  excepting  in  front  of  incor- 
porated towns ;  and  all  the  accumulations  of 
labor  and  wealth  already  expended  by  private 
enterprise  in  building  up  a  commerce  second  to 
none  in  present  importance  and  future  prom- 
ise, are  laid  at  the  mercy  of  a  public  policy 
which  has  not  seen  its  equal  since  men  began 
to  "go  down  in  ships. w  For  what?  To 
maintain  an  idea  bf  "legal  title"  and  royal 


sovereignty,  which  has  been  repudiated  for 
generations,  and  which  now  at  this  day  says 
to  the  common  people  of  Washington :  ' '  The 
shores  of  your  great  inland  sea,  and  of  your 
hundred  rivers,  are  walled  in  by  the  State 
until  such  time  as  after  survey,  appraisement, 
contests,  slow  legislative  proceedings,  and 
what  not,  the  speculator  on  your  necessities 
shall  have  loaded  himself  with  tide -land 
patents,  and  fattened  with  your  fees  for  cross- 
log  his  "land."  The  simple  logger  may 
not  roll  the  hard- won  product  of  his  toil  down 
the  slope  of  his  land  and  into  the  water  be- 
cause some  shrewd  watcher  of  the  land  office 
has  bought  the  shore  while  his  back  was 
turned.  This  is  making  the  waters  a  public 
highway  with  a  vengeance.  But  the  il lustra- 
tion is  just,  because  it  refers  to  the  very  use 
made  every  day  of  our  shores  in  hundreds  of 
places  without  wharves,  docks  or  piers,  and 
where  there  is  no  question  of  purpresture,  but 
only  the  right  of  access  is  availed  of.  It  in- 
volves the  principle  of  the  case  in  homely, 
practical  form. 

Conceiving  that  no  such  conclusions  were 
necessarily  involved  in  the  Constitution  or 
the  Statute,  I  dissent  from  the  idea  that  any 
such  policy  was  intended  to  be  adopted,  even 
though  it  were  lawful  to  do  so. 
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:  (Egbert  JAMIESON,  Appt., 
v. 

INDIANA  NATURAL  GAS  &   OIL  CO. 
4t  al. 

«...  -Ind ) 

1*  Courts  take  judicial  notice!  of  the  fact 
that  natural  gas  is  a  dangerous  agency. 

8.  The  regulation  of  the  pressure  of 
natural  gam  transported  in  pipes  is  within  the 
police  power  of  the  Legislature  to  be  exercised 
according  to  its  discretion  in  the  absence  of  facts 
showing  oppression  or  usurpation  under  a  pre- 
text of  exercising  police  power,  at  least  so  far  as 
constitutional  provisions  protecting  vested  or 
oontraot  rights  are  concerned. 

8*  A  contract  is  invalidated  by  the  subse- 
quent enactment  of  polioe  regulations  which 
render  its  performance  illegal  as  to  one  of  the 
parties. 

4.  Judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  the 
relative  distances  from  a  certain  place  to  another 
part  of  the  same  State  and  to  neighboring  States. 

6.  State  regulation  of  the  pressure  of 
natural  jgmm  transported  in  pipes  within  the 
State  whion  operates  upon  all  alike  is  not  neces- 


sarily an  unlawful  regulation  of  Interstate 
meroe. 

«Xda,J.,dfasenta.) 

(June  SO,  18U.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Porter  County  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  enjoin 
the  performance  of  a  contract    Reverted. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Walter  D.  Holt  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Bell,  Morris,  Morris  Jk  Barrett 
and  Elam  ss  Winter  for  appellees. 

Elliott,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  complaint  of  the  appellant  states  these 
material  facts:  Tbe  Indiana  Natural  Gas  & 
Oil  Company  is  a  corporation  orgaoized  under 
the  laws  of  Indiana,  for  the  purpose  of  drilling 
wells,  procuring  natural  gas  and  suppl)  ing  it 
to  consumers.  Tbe  appellant  is  a  stockholder 
in  that  corporation.  The  Columbus  Construc- 
tion Company  is  also  a  corporation  and  is 
the  owner  of  natural-gas  wells  in  many  coun- 
ties of  this  State.    In  June,  1890,  the  Gas  Com- 


Nora— Natural  oas  an  article,  of  commerce. 

Natural  gas  Is  as  much  an  article  of  commerce  as 
any  other  product  of  the  earth.  State  v.  Indiana 
ft  O.  O.  G.  ft  Min.  Co.  6  L.  R.  A.  579, 120  Ind.  575. 

As  to  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  and  between  the  sev- 
eral States,  see  note  to  State  v.  Indiana  ft  O.  O.  G. 
ft  Min.  Go.  (Ind.)  SL.B.A.  579. 

A  statute  of  Indiana  providing  that  It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person,  natural  or  artificial,  to 
12L.R.A. 


conduct  natural  gas  out  of  the  State,  violates  tbe 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  against  the 
regulation  by  States  of  interstate  com  meroe.  8tate 
v.  Indiana  ft  O.  O.  G.  ft  Min.  Co.  supra. 

Transportation  of  natural  gas.  See  note  to  Salts* 
burg  Gas  Co.  v.  Saltsburg  (Pa.)  10  L.  H.  A.  188. 

Judicial  notice.  See  note  to  Olive  v.  Alabama  (Ala.) 
4L.R.A.  38. 

Courts  will  take  judicial  notice  that  electricity 
used  as  a  propelling  power  is  dangerous.  Taggart 
V.Newport  Street B.  Co. T L. B.  A. flOG,  10 B. 1. 60S. 
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pony  entered  iota  a  contract  with  the  Construc- 
tion Company,  wherein  it  was  provided  that 
the  latter  company  should  acquire  the  right  of 
way  through  Indiana  and  through  Illinois  to 
the  City  of  Chicago;  that  it  should  construct 
for  the  Gas  Company  on  the  right  of  way  se- 
cured a  line  of  pipe  for  the  transportation  of 
natural  gas,  and  should  furnish  all  necessary 
machinery  and  appliances  required  to  obtain 
and  convey  natural  gas  to  consumers.  In  con- 
sideration of  the  purchase  of  the  right  of  way 
and  the  furnishing  and  construction  of  pipe 
lines,  machinery  and  appliances,  the  Oas  Com- 
pany agreed  to  issue  and  deliver  to  the  Con- 
struction Company  capital  stock  to  the  value 
of  $1,500,000;  and  also  to  issue  to  the  Con- 
struction Company  $4,000,000  of  its  corpo- 
rate bonds,  and  to  secure  their  payment  by  a 
mortgage  upon  its  property  and  franchises. 
The  Construction  Company,  proceeding  under 
the  contract,  acquired  a  right  of  way  as  agreed, 
and  did  purchase  and  lay  down  a  fine  of  pipe 
for  a  distance  of  twenty  miles,  and  distributed 
pipe  along  the  right  of  way  for  a  distance  of 
forty  miles.  That  Company  has  purchased, 
and' has  in  readiness,  machinery  and  appliances 
to  be  connected  with  the  line  of  pipes;  and  it 
is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  perform  its  part 
of  the  contract  Natural  gas  can  only  be  trans- 
ported to  Chicago  by  pumping  and  under  pres- 
sure. It  will  be  impossible  to  transport  it  to 
that  point  at  a  pressure  which  does  not  ex- 
ceed 825  pounds  to  the  square  inch.  The  Gas 
Company  will  have  no  other  assets  or  prop- 
erty than  "its  plant  and  system,  and  no  means 
whatever  of  paying  either  the  principal  or  inter- 
est of  the  corporate  bonds,"  which  are  to  be  is- 
sued to  the  Construction  Company;  but  its  only 
means  of  paying  such  bonds  or  of  redeeming 
Its  capital  stock  will  be  such  as  are  derived 
from  "the  plant  and  system  and  the  revenues, 
tolls,  income  and  profits  to  be  earned  thereby 
in  the  transportation  and  sale  of  natural  gas  in 
the  City  of  Chicago;  and  the  sole  value  of  its 
stock  will  depend  upon  the  right  and  ability  of 
said  Company  to  engage  in  and  carry  on,  by 
means  of  its  natural-gas  plant  and  system,  the 
business  of  transporting  natural  gas  to  Chicago 
and  there  selling  the  same."  The  plant  and 
system  cannot  be  put  to  any  other  commercial- 
ly profitable  use  than  that  of  transporting 
natural  gas  to  Chicago,  and  can  only  be  used 
to  advantage  and  profit  by  the  use  as  aforesaid 
of  the  pumping  machines  and  other  artificial 
devices.  The  complaint  sets  forth  at  full 
length  the  Act  of  March  4, 1891;  and,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  averments  of  the  facts  already  out- 
lined, contains  these  allegations:  "The  Indi- 
ana Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company,  by  reason  of 
the  Statute  aforesaid,  is  prohibited  from  trans- 
porting said  gas  through  said  pipe  line  at  more 
than  the  natural  flow  and  pressure,  or  at  a  pres- 
sure in  excess  of  800  pounds  to  the  square  inch; 
or  from  using  any  artificial  device  to  increase 
or  maintain  the  natural  flow  of  the  gas.  The 
natural  gas  property  and  plant  constructed  to 
be  furnished  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid  will  be  of  no  value  for  the  purpose 
of  such  plant  and  of  little  or  no  value  for 
any  purpose  to  said  defendant;  and  the  stock 
and  bonds  of  the  defendant  will  be  wasted 
and  said  Company  deprived  of  all  the  means 
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of  effecting  the  objects  and  purpose  of  its  incor- 
poration and  be  rendered  entirely  insolvent." 

Plaintiff  further  avers  and  charges  that  the 
statute  aforesaid  has  made  it  unlawful  for  said 
defendant,  or  any  person  in  said  State  of  Indi- 
ana, to  transport  natural  gas  through  said  pipe 
line  at  a  pressure  exceeding  $800  pounds  per 
square  inch,  or  the  natural  flow  and  pressure 
of  such  gas,  or  to  use  in  such  transportation 
any  artificial  device  for  the  purpose,  or  which 
shall  have  the  effect  of  increasing  or  maintain- 
ingthe  natural  flow  and  pressure  of  such  gas. 

Wherefore  plaintiff  avers  that  it  has  become 
and  is  illegal  for  either  of  said  defendant  Com- 
panies to  further  proceed  with  the  execution  of 
said  contract,  and  that  the  defendant,  the  In- 
diana Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company  especially 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  further  proceed 
in  the  execution  of  said  contract,  the  perform- 
ance of  which  will  result  as  aforesaid,  in  a 
waste  and  destruction  of  almost  its  entire  cor- 
porate assets  and  make  it  entirely  impracti- 
cable for  it  to  carry  out  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  its  incorporation,  and  will  also  involve 
it  in  liability  for  the  payment  of  heavy  penal- 
ties for  the  violation  of  said  Statute. 

Plaintiff  avers  that  immediately  upon  the 
taking  effect  of  said  Statute,  he  demanded  of 
the  board  of  directors  of  said  the  Indiana  Nat- 
ural Gas  &  Oil  Company  that  they  and  the 
said  Company  should  at  once  desist  from  any 
further  proceedings  toward  executing  and  car- 
rying out  said  contract;  and  that  they  should 
abandon  the  said  enterprise  of  transporting 
natural  gas  by  the  use  of  artificial  pressure,  or 
pressure  in  excess  of  800  pounds  to  the  square 
inch,  or  other  than  the  natural  flow  and  pres- 
sure of  said  natural  gas;  and  that  they  should 
at  once  rescind  and  abandon  the  said  contract; 
but  that  said  board  of  directors  refused  to  do 
so.  and  declared  that,  notwithstanding  said 
Statute  and  regardless  of  the  right  of  this 
plaintiff,  they  would  proceed  to  perform  fully 
said  contract  as  to  all  the  obligations  of  the  said 
the  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company  there- 
under; and  would  not  abandon  the  said  enter- 
prise of  transporting  natural  gas  by  artificial 
pressure  in  excess  of  the  natural  flow  and  pres- 
sure and  in  excess  of  800  pounds  to  the  square 
inch;  and  that  upon  performance  of  said  Co- 
lumbus Construction  Company  of  its  part  of 
said  contract,  the  said  the  Indiana  Natural  Gas 
&  Oil  Company  would  issue  and  deliver  to 
said  Columbus  Construction  Company  its 
stock  and  bonds  in  all  respects  according  to  the 
terms  of  said  contract 

Plaintiff  further  avers  that  in  execution  of 
said  contract  companies  have  already  and 
since  the  taking  effect  of  said  Statute,  con- 
nected their  said  pipe  line  with  certain  gas 
wells  in  the  County  of  Howard,  in  the  State  of 
Indiana,  being  wells  which,  under  said  con- 
tract, are  to  be  acquired  and  used  by  the  said 
the  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company,  and 
by  means  of  a  certain  artificial  device  for 
pumping,  known  as  a  pump,  being  a  part  of 
the  machinery  to  be  acquired  and  used  by  said 
the  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company,  did 
unlawfully  transport  the  natural  gas  from  said 
wells,  through  the  said  line  of  pipe  in  said 
county,  at  an  artificial  pressure  in  excess  of 
800  pounds  to  the  square  inch,  and  in  excess  of 
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the  natural  pressure  and  flow  of  said  gas,  to  wit, 
at  a  pressure  of  430  pounds  to  the  square  inch; 
whereas,  the  natural  pressure  of  such  gas  was 
but  to  wit,  826  pounds  to  the  square  inch,  and 
ever  since  hare  continued  to  and  still  are  so 
engaged  in  violating  the  provisions  of  said 
Statute;  whereby  the  said  the  Indiana  Natural 
Gas  &  Oil  Company  has  already  incurred  lia- 
bility for  the  penalty  prescribed  by  said  Statute 
and  will  be  subjected  to  further  liability  for 
such  penalties  unless  the  said  defendant  com- 
panies be  enjoined  as  hereinafter  prayed; 
which  will  result  in  further  waste  of  the  cor- 
porate asset*  and  irreparable  loss  to  this  plain- 
tiff. 

And  plaintiff  further  avers  that  said  defend- 
ant, the  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Company, 
unless  enjoined  from  so  doing,  will  issue  to 
said  Columbus  Construction  Company  its 
bonds  and  stock  as  provided  by  said  contract 

The  trial  court  carried  back  the  demurrer 
addressed  to  an  answer  filed  by  the  appellees 
to  the  complaint,  and  gave  Judgment  because 
of  the  insufficiency  of  that  pleading.  The  rul- 
ing of  the  trial  court  in  carrying  back  and  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  the  appellant's  com- 
plaint is  properly  challenged  by  a  specification 
in  the  assignment  of  errors. 

We  decide  the  case  upon  the  ruling  adjudg- 
ing the  complaint  bad;  and  we  neither  give 
nor  intimate  an  opiuion  upon  any  other  ruling, 
nor  upon  any  other  questions  than  such  as  that 
ruling  legitimately  presents.  We  do  not  feel 
at  liberty  to  consider  any  other  questions  than 
those  designated,  and  upon  none  others  do  we 
give  judgment,  nor,  indeed,  can  we  decide  any 
other  questions  without  a  departure  from  set- 
tled principles  of  procedure. 

To  determine  what  questions  are  legitimately 
presented  to  us  it  is  necessary  to  give  a  con- 
struction to  the  complaint  which  the  trial  court 
condemned;  but  it  is  only  necessary  to  state 
in  a  very  general  way  what  we  adjudge  to  be 
the  nature  of  the  complaint  We  adjudge  that 
the  complaint  is  to  be  construed  as  charging 
that  the  contract  of  the  corporation  of  which  the 
appellant  is  a  member  with  the  Construction 
Company  is  incapable  of  performance  because 
it  requires  a  violation  of  the  Act  of  March  4, 
1891,  in  this:  that  it  provides  for  and  requires 
that  natural  gas  be  transported  in  pipes  at  a 
greater  pressure  than  the  natural  pressure,  or 
at  an  artificial  pressure  exceeding  800  pounds 
to  the  square  inch.  We  may  further  affirm  it 
to  be  our  judgment  upon  this  phase  of  the  case 
that  there  is  here  no  question  as  to  the  right  of 
a  stockholder  to  maintain  such  a  suit  as  this, 
for  no  such  question  is  presented  by  the  briefs 
or  arguments;  and  we  say,  still  further,  that 
the  essential  and  controlling  question  pre 
sen  ted  by  the  ruling  upon  the  complaint  is 
whether  a  contract  which  can  not  possibly  be 
performed  without  a  direct  violation  of  a 
statute  is  invalidated  by  the  enactment  The 
complaint  avers,  and  the  demurrer  admits, 
that  the  performance  of  the  contract  is  impos- 
sible without  violating  the  statutory  provision 
that  no  greater  pressure  than  800  pounds  to 
the  square  inch  shall  be  put  upon  pipes  used 
for  the  transportation  of  natural  gas.  We  are 
careful  to  state  the  questions  upon  which  we 
give  judgment,  and  to  declare  the  construction 
which  we  give  to  the  complaint  upon  which 
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those  questions  arise,  so  that  there  may  be  bo 
misconception  of  our  decision. 

It  is  obvious  from  what  we  have  said  thai 
the  central  question  here  presented  and  here  to- 
be  decided  u  this:  Is  the  provision  of  the  Act 
of  March  4, 1891,  prohibiting  the  use  of  more 
than  the  natural  pressure  or  an  artificial  pressure 
exceeding  800  pounds  to  the  square  inch,  inval- 
id because  it  violates  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  or  of  the  State  of  Indiana?  The 
validity  of  that  provision,  and  of  that  provision 
alone,  demands  our  judgment  If  the  Legis- 
lature of  Indiana  has  no  power  to  require  that 
the  pressure  put  upon  natural  gas  poured  into* 
pipes  shall  not  exceed  three  hundred  pounds 
where  artificial  pressure  is  employed,  the  con- 
tract between  the  two  corporations  is  legal  and 
the  complaint  is  bad;  if  it  has  such  power,  the 
complaint  is  good. 

The  question,  as  the  record  presents  it,  is 
one  of  power.  With  questions  of  policy  or  ex- 
pediency the  courts  have  no  concern.  License 
Tax  Oases,  72  U.  8.  5  WalL  402, 18  L.ed.497; 
Bedderieh  v.  State,  101  Ind.  664. 

If  a  subject  is  within  the  legislative  power, 
the  question  whether  that  power  is  wisely  or 
unwisely  exercised  is  not  a  judicial  one.  If 
the  power  exists,  then  the  Legislature  must  de- 
termine the  mode  of  its  exercise,  unless  the 
mode  is  prescribed  by  the  organic  law.  If,  to 
descend  from  a  wide  generalization  to  a  nar- 
row one,  a  subject  is  within  the  police  power 
of  the  State,  the  question  as  to  what  regula- 
tions are  proper  and  needful  is  one  for  legisla- 
tive consideration  and  decision.  It  is  a  cardi- 
nal principle  of  law  that  legislative  discretion 
cannot  be  controlled  by  judicial  decisions,  and 
is  not  subject  to  judicial  surveillance.  Legal 
Tend*  Oases,  79  U.  S.  12  Wall.  457-561. 20  L. 
ed.  287-815;  BtaU  v.  Baworth,  122  Ind.  462- 
467,  7  L.  R.  A.  240. 

It  must  be  true,  therefore,  that  if  the  Legis- 
lature of  Indiana  has  power  to  regulate  the 
pressure  that  shall  be  put  upon  natural  gas 
taken  from  wells  in  this  State  and  con- 
ducted into  pipes  laid  in  the  soil  of  the  State, 
it  has,  presumptively  at  least,  power  to  deter- 
mine what  limit  the  public  safety  requires  to 
be  placed  upon  the  pressure  employed.  The 
question  as  it  comes  to  us  is  not  a  broad  one, 
involving  the  authority  of  the  Legislature  ar- 
bitrarily to  enact  a  law  destructive  of  property 
by  commercial  rights  under  the  guise  of  exer- 
cising police  power;  for  here  there  is  regula- 
tion and  not  destruction.  If  artificial  pressure 
is  resorted  to  it  must,  as  the  Statute  declares, 
not  exceed  800  pounds  to  the  square  inch,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  justifying 
the  inference  that  this  Is  an  unreasonable 
regulation,  or  one  made  to  accomplish  an  un- 
lawful object.  There  are  no  facts  presented 
warranting  the  inference  that  such  a  pressure 
is  not  reasonable,  or  is  not  demanded  for  the 
public  safety. 

As  the  regulation  prescribed  by  the  Statute 
Is  not  one  which  appears  on  its  face  to  be  de- 
structive of  commercial  interests  or  property 
rights;  and,  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  com- 
plaint indicating  a  purpose  to  oppress  or  de- 
stroy, we  cannot,  nor  can  any  court  presume 
that  there  was  any  other  purpose  than  the  just 
one  of  regulating  the  use  of  essentially  danger- 
ous property  for  the  good  of  the  community. 
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As  there  is  power  to  regulate  the  use  of  prop- 
erty, the  measure  of  regulation  must,  to  a  very 
mat  extent,  be  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Legislature.  If  it  is  not  true  that  the  Legisla- 
ture may  not  put  some  limit  upon  the  pressure 
employed,  and  those  who  transport  natural  gas 
may,  at  their  pleasure,  employ  an  unlimited 
degree  of  pressure,  no  matter  to  what  extent 
persons  ana  property  are  endangered.  If  it  is 
not  true  that  the  Legislature  may,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion,  and  within  the  scope  of 
its  power,  determine  what  the  pressure  shall 
be,  then  no  organ  of  government  can  deter- 
mine it  If  it  be  conceded  that  there  is  no  leg- 
islative power  to  determine  the  question,  and 
that  it  mav  be  determined  as  particular  contro- 
versies arise,  then,  the  whole  matter  would  de- 
pend upon  the  decision  of  individual  judges  or 
particular  Juries,  and  we  should  have  acts 
criminal  in  some  localities  and  innocent  in 
others.  But  principle  and  authority  forbid 
that  the  legislative  judgment  should  be  disre- 
garded. As  the  question  is  presented  in  this 
case  it  is  power  or  no  power.  As  the  record 
stands,  there  is  no  middle  course,  for  we  may 
not  assume,  in  the  absence  of  facts,  that  there 
was  oppression  or  usurpation.  It  must  be 
true  that  the  provision  of  the  Act  of  1891  regu- 
lating the  pressure  is  within  the  power  of  the 
Legislature,  or  it  must  be  true  that  the  Legis- 
lature is  absolutely  destitute  of  power  over  the 
sublect 

The  pleading  upon  which  we  give  Judgment 
in  this  instance  does  not  require  us  to  decide 
how  far  the  Legislature  may  go  in  regulating 
the  use  of  property  not  intrinsically  dangerous. 
A  distinctive  and  conspicuous  feature  of  this 
case  is  that  the  property  upon  which  the  Stat- 
ute operates  is  dangerous,  and  is  of  an  extraor- 
dinary species  and  nature.  That  natural  gas 
is  a  dangerous  agency  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge;  and  hence  courts  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  that  fact  We  know,  as  the  Legislature 
knew,  and  as  everyone  knows,  that  natural 
gas  is  in  a  high  degree  inflammable  and  explo- 
sive. Surely  no  court  would  require  evidence 
to  inform  it  that  artificial  gas  will  ignite  and 
explode,  or  that  gunpowder  and  dynamite  are 
intrinsically  dangerous;  and  vet  with  quite  as 
much  propriety  might  it  be  claimed  that  with- 
out evidence  a  court  cannot  know  the  qualities 
of  any  of  the  things  named,  as  to  claim  that  a 
court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  the  quali- 
ties of  natural  gas.  But  we  need  not  at  this 
place  discuss  this  phase  of  the  subject  at  length, 
for  the  adjudged  cases  very  clearly  show  that 
the  courts  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  the  quali- 
ties of  such  things  as  artificial  gas,  kerosene, 
gunpowder,  dynamite  or  the  like.  Lanigan 
v.  New  York  Gas  Light  Co.  71  N.  Y.  29;  Wood 
y.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  421;  Com.  v. 
Pctkham,  2  Gray,  514;  Schlichtv.  State,  66Ind. 
178;  Frese  y.  State,  28  Fla.  267;  Stat*  v.  Hayes, 
78  Mo.  808;  Lohman  T.StaU,  81  Lad.  15. 

We  may,  however,  add  that  courts  take  Ju- 
dicial notice  that  natural  gas  is  so  far  a  neces- 
sity that  the  right  of  eminent  domain  maybe 
invoked  by  a  corporation  to  obtain  a  right  of 
way  for  its  pipes.  State  v.  Indiana  &  0.  0. 
G.  AMin.  Co,  120  Ind.  676,  6  L.  R  A.  579; 
Oilmen*  Gas  6  Min.  Co.  v.  Ehoood,  114  Ind. 
882, 14  West.  Bep.  92,  and  cases  cited. 

It  would  be  unreasonable  to  hold  that  the 
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courts  know  Judicially  that  natural  gas  is  a 
public  necessity  so  far  as  to  warrant  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  yet 
hold  that  they  do  not  know  that  it  is  inflam- 
mable and  explosive.  Knowing  the  one  thing, 
they  must  know  the  other.  We  hold  without 
hesitation  that  natural  gas  is  so  dangerous  that 
its  use  may  be  made  the  sublect  of  a  police  reg- 
ulation. Decision  after  decision  recognizes  the 
principle  we  have  stated,  and  upholds  law* 
regulating  the  use  of  property.  Powell  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 127  U.  S.  678,  82  L.  ed.  268;  Dent  v. 
West  Virginia,  129  U.  S.  114,  82  L.  ed.  628; 
Slaughter  House  Oases,  88  U.  S.  16  Wall.  86, 
21  L.  ed.  894;  Be  Sam  Kee.  81  Fed.  Bep.  680; 
Tick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  856,  80  L.  ed. 
220;  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  San  Francisco,  9  R. 
&  Corp.  Oas.  494;  State  v.  Wordin,  56  Conn. 
216,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  752;  Eastman  ▼.  State, 
109  Ind.  278,  7  West  Rep.  418,  and  authorities 
cited. 

We  conclude  our  discussion  of  this  point  by 
[noting  from  a  recent  opinion  of  the  Supreme* 
iourt  of  the  United  States:  "Some  occupa- 
tions," said  that  great  court,  "by  the  noise  made 
in  their  pursuit,  some  by  the  odors  they  engen- 
der, and  some  by  the  dangers  accompanying 
them,  require  regulation  as  to  the  locality  in 
which  they  shall  be  conducted.  Some  by  that 
dangerous  character  of  the  articles  used,  man- 
ufactured or  sold  require,  also,  special  qualifi- 
cations in  the  parties  permitted  to  use,  manu- 
facture or  sell  them.  All  this  is  but  matter  of 
common  knowledge."  Crowley  v.  Christensenp 
187  U.  8.  86,  84  L.  ed.  620. 

So  far  as  the  facts  placed  before  us  by  the 
confessed  allegations  of  the  complaint  will  en- 
able us  to  judge,  there  is  nothing  unreasonable 
in  so  regulating  the  pressure  as  to  keep  it  down 
to  800  pounds  to  the  square  inch.  If  the  facta 
were  such  as  to  enable  us  to  declare  as  matter 
of  law  that  such  a  regulation  was  oppressive, 
unreasonable  or  subversive  of  commercial 
rights,  we  should  perhaps  have  a  different  ques- 
tion to  determine.  But  in  the  pleading  upon 
which  we  pronounce  judgment,  there  are  no* 
facts  warranting  any  inference  leading  to  the 
overthrow  of  the  statutory  provision  here  in* 
volved  upon  any  such  ground.  When  a  case 
arises  wherein  it  legitimately  appears  that  under 
the  pretext  of  enacting  a  police  regulation  the 
Legislature  usurps  power,  invades  property  or 
commercial  rights,  then  the  courts  will  have  to> 
deal  with  questions  different  from  those  pre* 
sented  in  this  case. 

The  public  safety  and  welfare  is  the  highest 
consideration  in  all  legislation,  and  to  this  con- 
sideration private  rights  must  yield.  No  man 
has  a  right  to  so  use  a  dangerous  species  of 

Eroperty  as  to  put  the  safety  of  others  in  peril, 
.iberty  does  not  imply  the  right  of  one  man  U> 
so  use  property  as  to  endanger  the  property  of 
others,  nor  does  ownership  imply  any  such 
right.  This  is  rudimental.  It  must  therefore 
be  true  that  the  owner  of  property  of  such  a 
dangerous  nature  as  to  require  regulation  to> 
prevent  injury  to  others  can  have  no  right  para- 
mount to  the  police  power.  It  is  not  too  much 
to  say  that,  as  against  the  police  power,  there 
is  no  such  thing  as  a  vested  right.  If  the  po- 
sition of  appellee's  counsel  is  tenable,  then  after 
a  corporation  has  invested  moi.ey  in  natural 
gas  pipes,  machinery  and  appliances,  there  can 
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be  no  subsequent  legislation,  although  the  use 
of  the  pipes  bought  might  put  in  peril  towns, 
houses  and  even  human  life  along  the  entire 
line.  The  law  is  subject  to  no  such  reproach, 
as  a  rule,  like  that  for  which  appellees  contend 
would  bring  upon  it.  No  investment,  bow- 
ever  great,  can  so  vest  a  right  as  to  preclude 
the  just  exercise  of  a  great  governmental  power, 
such  as  that  under  which  regulations  for  the 
protection  of  the  health  and  safety  of  persons 
are  enacted.  This  principle  is  supported  by 
many  decisions.  In  Baton  Beer  Oo.  v.  Massa- 
chusetts, 97  U.  8.  82,  34  L.  ed.  091,  it  was 
said:  "If  the  public  safety  or  public  morals 
require  the  discontinuance  of  any  manufacture 
or  traffic,  the  hands  of  the  Legislature  cannot 
be  stayed  from  providing  for  its  discontinuance 
by  any  inconvenience  which  individuals  or 
corporations  may  suffer." 

An  emphatic  and  an  unanswerable  demon- 
stration of  the  principle  was  given  in  Muglerv. 
Kansas,  128  TJ.  S.  628,  81  L.  ed.  205,  given, 
too,  in  cases  where  many  thousands  of  dollars 
of  property  was  rendered  worthless.  The 
principle  has  found  expression  in  lottery  cases, 
in  cases  respecting  noxious  trades  and  in  cases 
respecting  the  use  «»f  dangerous  articles.  State 
v.  Woodward.  89  L*d.  110;  Stone  v.  Missis- 
sippi, 101  U.  8.  814  %L.  ed.  1079;  Richmond, 
F.  d  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Richmond,  96  U.  8.  521,  24 
L.  ed.  784;  New  Orleans  Gas  Light  Co.  v. 
Louisiana,  L.  A  R.  P.  db  Mfg.  Co.  115  U.  8. 
650-672,  29  L.  ed.  616-524;  Northwestern 
Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park,  97  TJ.  8.  659,  24 
L.  ed.  1036;  State  v.  Addington,  77  Mo.  110; 
Stickrod  v.  Com.  86  Ky.  285;  Welsh  v.  State, 
126  Ind.  71,  9  L.  R.  A.  664;  Day  v.  Wood- 
worth,  54  U.  8.  18  How.  868,  14  L.  ed.  181. 

A  familiar  application  of  the  principle  is  that 
made  in  the  great  number  of  cases  which  hold 
that  railway  companies  may  be  compelled  to 
fence  their  tracks.    The  decisions  everywhere 

Srove  that  the  police  power  may  sleep,  but  it 
oes  not  die.  The  question  when  the  dormant 
power  shall  be  aroused  is,  as  we  have  suggested, 
one  for  legislative  decision.  "Under  our  sys- 
tem," said  the  court  in  Muglerv.  Kansas,  "that 
power  is  lodged  with  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  government.  It  belongs  to  that  depart- 
ment to  exert  what  are  known  as  the  police 
powers  of  the  State,  and  to  determine  primarily 
what  measures  are  needful  or  appropriate  for 
the  protection  of  public  morals,  the  public 
health  or  the  public  safety." 

It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  regulating  the 
use  of  property  under  the  police  power  is  a 
taking  without  process  of  law.  This  seems  so 
clear  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  cite  authori- 
ties; but,  nevertheless,  we  cannot  forbear  quot- 
ing from  the  opinion  in  Mugler  v.  Kansas, 
svpra:  *  'A  prohibition  simply  upon  the  use  of 
property  for  purposes  that  are  declared  by 
valid  legislation  to  be  injurious  to  the  health, 
morals  or  safety  of  the  community  cannot  in 
any  just  sense  be  deemed  a  taking  or  appropri- 
ation of  property  for  the  public  benefit.  Such 
legislation  does  not  disturb  the  owner  in  the 
control  or  use  of  his  property  for  lawful  pur- 
poses, nor  restrict  his  right  to  dispose  of  it" 

In  the  case  at  our  bar,  there  is  no  taking  of 
property;  there  is  simply  a  regulation  of  its  use, 
leaving  the  ownership  untouched.  No  owner 
has  a  right  to  use  property  in  such  a  mode  as  to 
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endanger  the  public  safety,  and  hence,  no 
rights  of  ownership  are  impaired  in  a  statute 
which  protects  the  public  safety  by  a  reason- 
able regulation  of  the  use  of  dangerous  proper- 
ty. 

We  are  satisfied  that  no  provision  of  our 
State  Constitution  is  violated  by  the  Act  of 
1891,  and  that  it  is  not  antagonistic  to  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution, nor  to  any  provision  of  that  instrument 
protecting  vested  or  contract  rights. 

The  general  question  which  remains  is  that 
presented  by  the  contention  that  the  Act  of 
1891  violates  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution vesting  in  Congress  power  over  com- 
merce between  the  States. 

We  preface  our  discussion  of  the  principal 
question  stated  by  saying  that  we  are  here  con- 
cerned only  with  the  general  question  of  the 
power  to  regulate  the  pressure  upon  natural 
gas  in  pipes,  for,  according  to  the  averments 
of  the  complaint,  whether  natural  or  artificial 
pressure  be  employed,  the  contract  between  the 
two  corporations  named  cannot  be  made  effec- 
tive without  violating  the  Act  of  1891  by  using 
more  pressure  than  800  pounds  to  the  square 
inch.  If  there  is  power  to  regulate  the  pres- 
sure, then  the  corporation  of  which  the  appel- 
lant is  a  member  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
execute  the  contract  described,  since,  under  the 
confessed  allegations  of  the  complaint,  it  is  im- 
possible for  one  of  the  corporations  to  act  with- 
out violating  the  Statute.  Courts  are  always 
reluctant  to  strike  down  a  statute  or  to  decide 
constitutional  questions;  and  they  only  decide 
them  when  imperatively  necessary.  Even  then 
they  decide  only  such  as  are  absolutely  essen- 
tial to  a  disposition  of  the  case,  and  are  fully 
and  clearly  in  the  record.  Cooley,  Const.  Linx 
chap.  7. 

Whether  the  Act  of  1891  usurps  powers 
vested  in  Congress  is  to  be  determined  from 
the  language  employed  by  its  framers.  If  the 
language  expressly  or  by  necessary  and  un- 
avoidable implication  assumes  to  regulate  in- 
terstate commerce,  the  Act  is  a  nullity.  There 
is,  however,  no  express  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce,  nor  do  we  think  that  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  Statute,  when  construed  according 
to  settled  rules  of  law,  is  to  limit  or  restrain 
commerce.  If  it  were  necessary  to  sustain  the 
Statute,  and  necessary  to  a  decision  of  this 
case,  as  made  by  the  record,  to  construe  the 
Statute  as  simply  limiting  artificial  pressure  to 
800  pounds,  it  would  be  our  duty  to  so  con- 
strue it,  since  that  would  be  a  sounder  con- 
clusion, in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  Stat- 
ute, than  the  conclusion  that  the  Legislature 
intended  to  enact  a  statute  which  must  be 
deemed  a  nullity.  The  rule  is  that,  "before 
proceeding  to  annul  by  judicial  sentence  what 
has  been  enacted  by  the  lawmaking  power,  it 
Bhould  clearly  appear  that  the  Act  cannot  be 
supported  by  any  reasonable  intendment  or  al- 
lowable presumption."  People  v.  Orange 
County  Bupn.  17  N.  Y.  285-241. 

We  have  no  right  to  presume  that  the  Legis- 
lature usurped  power  or  disregarded  the  organic 
law.  No  precedent  will  justify  such  a  pre- 
sumption, nor  any  reason  sustain  it.  A  party 
who  asserts  that  the  Legislature  has  usurped 
power  or  has  violated  the  Constitution  must 
affirmatively  and  clearly  establish  his  position. 
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Nor  have  the  courts  the  right  to  so  construe  a 
statute  as  to  render  it  void  where  a  construc- 
tion that  is  reasonably  admissible  will  uphold 
it.    Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  218. 

This  is  elementary  law.  We  are  therefore 
not  dealing  with  a  case  where  there  is  nothing 
oaof e  than  a  question  as  to  the  meaning  and 
effect  of  a  statute.  We  are  to  resolve  doubts 
in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  Statute  without, 
as  an  able  court  has  said,  ''stopping  to  inquire 
what  construction  might  be  warranted  by  the 
natural  import  of  the  language  used."  Dow  v. 
<flfcyt*mf,  14N.  H.  16-18. 

It  is  our  plain  duty  to  uphold  the  Statute  if 
it  can  be  done  by  just  intendment  and  reason- 
able presumption,  and  the  questions  in  the 
record  do  not  require  us  to  do  more  than  de- 
cide upon  the  general  question  of  the  power  to 
regulate  the  conveyance  of  natural  gas  In  pipes. 

Nothing  iu  the  words  of  the  Statute  expresses 
or  indicates  a  purpose  to  usurp  a  federal 
power.  If  there  be  any  such  usurpation,  it  is 
because  of  the  effect  of  the  Statute  and  not  be- 
cause of  any  direct  attempts  to  regulate  inter- 
state commerce;  but  we  have  no  right  to  ascribe 
any  such  effect  to  the  Statute  if  any  other  fair 
and  reasonable  effects  can  be  given  it  We  are 
not  to  destroy  a  statute  when  it  can  be  fairly 
avoided. 

A  further  prefatory  suggestion  seems  ap- 
propriate, and  that  is  this:  The  Statute  makes 
no  discrimination;  it  operates  upon  all  alike. 
It  affects  the  citizens  of  Indiana  as  it  does 
others  and  not  differently.  We  know,  as  a 
matter  of  common  knowledge,  as  all  courts 
must  know,  that  there  are  parts  of  our  State 
farther  distant  from  the  gas  field*  than  are 
parts  of  the  States  by  which  outs  is  bounded. 
It  cannot,  therefore,  be  implied  that  the  Statute 
was  directed  against  the  citizens  of  other 
States. 

In  considering  the  principal  question,  two 
things  are  important,  (1)  locality,  and  (2)  the 
character  of  natural  gas.  Of  these  in  their 
order. 

The  pipes  for  the  transportation  of  the  gas 
must  be  laid  in  our  soil;  they  must  cross  our 
farms,  pass  through  our  towns,  and  cross  our 
highways.  There  are  many  persons,  many 
houses  and  much  property  along  the  line  with- 
in the  borders  of  our  State.  There  is  danger  to 
our  inhabitants,  and  to  their  property  from  the 
use  of  defective  or  insecure  pipes,  as  well  as 
from  an  improper  use  of  them.  If  a  volatile, 
inflammable  and  explosive  substance,  such  as 
natural  gas,  cannot  be  conveyed  in  .pipes  under 
an  unsafe  pressure  without  danger  to  those 
whom  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commonwealth  to 
protect,  then  regulation  is  not  unreasonable  or 
illegal  in  itself.  The  danger  is  to  our  citizens 
in  their  own  homes,  and  on  our  own  thorough- 
fares. It  cannot,  we  suppose,  be  successfully 
asserted  that  a  gas  company  could  use  pipes  of 
paper,  or  of  spider  webs  at  their  pleasure,  and 
yet,  if  there  is  no  power  in  the  State  to  regulate 
the  character  of  the  pipes  or  the  like,  this 
conclusion  must  result;  they  indeed  may  do 
what  they  please.  The  danger  to  be  avoided  is 
within  the  State.  The  protection  of  the  law 
ought,  upon  every  principle  of  justice,  to  be 
commensurate  with  the  danger.  The  legisla- 
tion is  local,  is  for  local  protection,  and  pre- 
sumptively at  law  for  no  other  purpose.    Gas 
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companies  acquire  the  right  to  lay  pipes  by 
virtue  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  resident 
in  the  State,  and,  surely,  if  they  take  the  bene- 
fit of  our  laws  and  use  our  lands  and  minerals, 
they  must  yield  obedience  to  such  laws  as  are 
framed  for  the  local  protection.  If  they  seize 
private  property  and  occupy  highways  under 
local  laws,  they  must  conform  to  those  laws  in 
using  privileges  vouchsafed  to  them.  The  right 
to  lay  pipes,  to  sink  wells,  and  to  do  similar 
things  is  local  in  every  particular.  It  is  from 
first  to  last  local;  it  is  so  in  the  acquisition  of 
the  original  right,  and  in  the  exercise  of  the 
right  acquired.  It  is  certainly  as  essentially 
and  characteristically  local  as  the  right  to  erect 
telegraph  poles,  conduct  laundries  or  operate 
elevators,  and  over  these  things  the  State  may 
legislate,  although  the  legislation  may  indirect- 
ly or  incidentally  affect  commerce.  It  seem* 
true  beyond  fair  controversy  that  the  State  by 
virtue  of  its  inherent  power  may  provide  that 
pipes  shall  be  laid  in  trenches,  or  shall  be  of 
sufficient  strength  to  be  safe;  otherwise  they 
might  be  laid  on  the  ground,  subject  to  the 
action  of  the  elements,  or  be  of  inadequate 
strength  and  thus  be  fruitful  of  danger  to  per- 
sons and  property.  It  also  seems  entirely  clear 
that  the  State  may  declare  that  gas  shall  not  be 
confined  in  insufficient  tanks  or  reservoirs,  as 
is  done  respecting  petroleum  in  States  where  it 
is  obtained.  If  it  be  true  that  such  regulations 
may  be  made,  it  must  also  be  true  that  pressure 
may  be  regulated  and  that  the  State  must,  to  a 
great  extent,  be  the  judge  of  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  regulations  required. 

The  local  character  of  such  a  substance  as 
natural  gas  is,  we  repeat,  marked  and  peculiar. 
It  is  a  natural  product  and  its  source  is  in  the 
soil  or  rocks  of  the  earth.  It  Is  as  strikingly 
local  as  coal,  or  petroleum,  and  yet  no  one  has 
ever  questioned  the  power  of  a  State  to  enact 
laws  governing  mining.  If  it  be  not  true  that 
the. mining  and  conveyance  of  natural  gas 
may  be  regulated  for  the  protection  of  persons 
and  property,  it  must  be  true  that  many  min- 
ing laws  are  void.  Coal  oil  is  subject  to  in- 
spection and  regulation,  and  so  must  be  natural 
gas;  for  it  is  more  dangerous  than  coal  oil.  It 
is  so  essentially  local  that  only  local  regula- 
tions can  be  effective  or  appropriate.  It  is 
found  in  very  few  localities,  and  the  character 
of  locality  is  impressed  upon  it  more  clearly 
and  strongly  than  upon  almost  any  other  nat- 
ural product  in  the  world. 

We  have  considered  (very  briefly,  however, 
because  time  presses)  the  question  of  the  power 
to  regulate  the  use  of  natural  gas  because  of 
the  local  character  of  the  product  upon  princi- 
ple, and  we  now  briefly  consider  the  question 
upon  authority.  The  decisions  clearly  recog- 
nize a  distinction  between  local  and  general 
matters.  Necessarily,  this  must  be  so,  or  else 
there  would  be  no  power  in  the  State  to  declare 
where  telegraph  poles  shall  be  placed,  or  at 
what  speed  railroad  trains  should  be  run 
through  populous  towns,  or  where  noxious 
trades  shall  be  conducted.  To  deny  the  power 
to  regulate  the  use  of  a  product  so  clearly  and 
exclusively  local  as  natural  gas  would  be  to 
annihilate  the  police  powers  of  the  State.  The 
principle  which  we  here  enforce  is  thus  stated 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Wertorn  Union  TeUg,  Co.  v.  FmdUton,  122  U. 
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8.  847,  80  L.  ed  1187:  "Undoubtedly  under 
the  reserved  powers  of  the  State,  which  are  des- 
ignated under  that  somewhat  ambiguous  term 
of  police  powers,  regulations  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  State  for  the  good  order,  peace  and 
protection  of  the  community.  The  subjects 
upon  which  the  State  may  act  are  almost  infi- 
nite, yet  in  its  regulations  with  respect  to  all 
of  them,  there  is  this  necessary  limitation,  that 
the  State  does  not  thereby  encroach  upon  the 
free  exercise  of  the  power  vested  in  Congress 
by  the  Constitution.  Within  that  limitation 
it  may  undoubtedly  make  all  necessary  pro- 
visions with  respect  to  buildings,  poles,  and 
wires  of  telegraph  companies  in  its  jurisdiction 
which  the  comfort  and  convenience  of  the 
community  may  require." 

If  regulations  may  be  made  concerning 
buildings  and  wires  used  by  telegraph  compa- 
nies, it  is  impossible  to  conceive  why  tbey 
may  not  be  made  concerning  pumps,  pipes  or 
the  like  of  natural  gas  companies.  There  is 
infinitely  more  reason  why  the  power  should 
exist  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other,  since 
natural  gas  is  a  local  product,  intrinsically 
dangerous,  and  can  only  be  conveyed  from 
place  to  place  in  a  peculiar  mode. 

There  is  another  phase  of  the  subject  upon 
which  the  element  of  locality  exerts  an  impor- 
tant influence.  The  local  and  peculiar  charac- 
ter of  natural  gas  makes  it  almost  impossible 
that  it  should  be  the  subject  of  a  general  na- 
tional regulation. 

The  principle  here  involved  is  affirmed  in 
the  strongest  case  that  the  appellees  have  ad- 
duced in  support  of  their  position.  In  that 
case,  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  186  U.  S.  109, 84  L.  ed. 
182,  Fuller,  Ch.  J.,  speaking  for  the  majority 
of  the  court,  said:  ' 'Where  the  subject  matter 
requires  a  uniform  system,  as  between  the 
States,  the  power  controlling  it  is  vested  ex- 
clusively in  Congress,  and  cannot  be  en- 
croach upon  by  the  States,  but  where,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  matter,  different  rules  may 
be  suitable  for  different  localities,  the  States 
may  exercise  powers,  which,  though  they  may 
be  said  to  partake  of  the  nature  of  the  power 
granted  to  the  general  government,  are  strictly 
not  such,  but  are  simply  local  powers,  which 
have  full  operation  until,  or  unless  circum- 
scribed by  the  action  of  Congress  in  effectua- 
tion of  the  general  power."  Cooley  v.  Wardens 
cf  Port  of  Philadelphia,  53  TJ.  S.  13  How.  899, 18 
L.  ed.  996.  But  the  principle  had  long  before 
been  stated  in  stronger  and  clearer  terms,  and  it 
has  been  often  asserted  and  enforced.  Munn  v. 
Illinois,  94  U.  S.  185,  24  L.  ed.  87;  Sherlock  v. 
Ailing,  98  U.  8.  99,  28  L.  ed.  819;  Mobile 
County  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  26  L.  ed. 
288;  Ouachita  v.  Aiken,  121  U.  8.  447,  80  L. 
ed.  977;  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  8.  Co.  v. 
Louisiana,  118  U.  S.  464,  80  L.  ed.  241. 

Upon  this  point  we  affirm  that  natural  gas 
Is  characteristically  and  peculiarly  a  local  prod- 
uct, that  its  production  is  confined  to  a  limit- 
ed territory,  that  because  of  its  local  characteris- 
tics and  peculiarities,  it  is  a  proper  subject  for 
state  legislation,  and  cannot,  so  far  as  regards 
local  protection,  be  made  the  subject  of  general 
legislation  by  Congress,  or,  at  all  events,  that 
it  does  "not  require  a  uniform  system  as  be- 
tween the  States,"  for  its  regulation. 

We  come  now  to  a  consideration  of  theques- 
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tion  of  the  inherent  dangerous  qualities  of 
natural  gas  as  affecting  the  power  of  the  State 
to  regulate  its  use.  We  have  already  declared 
that  it  is  a  dangerous  substance,  requiring 
regulation,  and  we  shall  only  add  to  what  we 
have  said  a  quotation  from  the  opinion  in  the 
case  of  btaU  v.  Hayes,  78  Mo.  807:  "It  was 
not  necessary,"  said  the  court,  "to  aver  that 
coal  oil  is  inflammable  or  to  prove  it.  Courts 
and  juries  will  take  cognizance  of  such  mat- 
ters as  are  of  common  knowledge  and  pertain 
to  the  experience  and  affairs  of  almost  every 
man's  daily  life.  Courts  do  not  require  proof 
that  fire  will  burn  or  powder  explode,  or  gas 
illuminate,  or  that  many  other  processes  in  nat- 
ure and  art  produce  certain  known  effects. 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  56;  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  8. 
87,  28  L.  ed.  200;  UdderzooVs  Case,  76  Pa.  840; 
Garth  v.  Caldwell,  72  Mo.  622;  Kagel  v.  Mis- 
souri  Pac  R  Co.  75  Mo.  665,  666." 

As  natural  gas  is  dangerous,  it  Is  a  proper 
subject  for  police  regulation,  and  the  affirma- 
tion of  this  proposition  is  a  sufficient  refuta- 
tion of  appellee's  argument  that  it  may  be  as- 
sumed that  the  Statute,  under  guise  of  the  po- 
lice power,  attempts  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce,  and  thus  usurp  a  federal  power. 
What  the  rule  would  be  if  natural  gas  were  an 
article  not  dangerous,  such  as  corn,  wheat  or 
the  like,  we  need  not  inquire,  since  the  record 
does  not  present  any  such  question. 

The  rule  that  courts  take  notice  of  geo- 
graphical, historical  or  natural  facts  extends 
far  and  is  an  unbending  one.  In  the  case  of 
Jones  v.  United  States,  187  U.  8.  202,  84  L.  ed. 
691,  the  supreme  court  fully  reviewed  the  au- 
thorities and  declared  that  averments  in  a 
pleading  would  be  disregarded  in  every  in- 
stance where  the  court  judicially  knew  that 
they  were  not  true.  We  cannot  quote  at  length 
from  the  opinion,  but  must  content  ourselves 
with  saying  that  it  asserts  in  the  strongest  pos- 
sible terms  that  what  is  judicially  known  to  be 
false  no  pleading  can  effectively  aver  to  be  true. 
The  practical  application  of  this  old  and  famil- 
iar doctrine  to  this  case  requires  us  to  assert 
that  the  courts  judicially  know  that  natural  gas 
is  a  local  product  that  cannot  be  handled,  stored 
or  transported  as  an  ordinary  commercial  com- 
modity without  imperiling  life  and  property. 

If  natural  gas  cannot  be  safely  transported 
to  a  State  distant  from  its  source  it  is  be- 
cause of  its  natural  qualities,  and  not  because 
of  legislation.  The  restriction  upon  transporta- 
tion, if  there  be  any,  Is  in  the  inherent  nature 
of  the  tbing  itself;*  none  is  put  upon  it  by  the 
Statute,  since  the  Statute  does  no  more  than 
regulate  its  conveyance  from  the  wells  to  points 
of  distribution  in  such  a  mode  as  to  protect 
lives  and  property.  This  it  does  and  nothing 
more.  If  the  distribution  within  the  State  can- 
not be  made  at  a  safe  pressure,  it  is  because  of 
the  character  of  the  local  natural  product,  not 
because  of  any  standard  of  pressure  fixed  by 
legislation,  fixing  the  standard  of  pressure  is 
not  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce;  pos- 
sibly, it  might  be  different  if  the  product  were 
not  a  local  one  and  intrinsically  dangerous;  but 
natural  gas  is  local  and  is  dangerous  in  its 
transportation  and  use.  It  is  the  inherent  ele- 
ment of  danger  that  makes  it  necessary  to 
handle,  store  and  transport  natural  gas  in  pe- 
culiar modes  and  under  reasonable  restrictions. 
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It  ig  true  that  natural  gat  may  be  an  article 
of  commerce,  but  it  it  not  an  ordinary  article 
of  commerce.  It  la  not  a  commercial  com- 
modity while  in  tbe  earth;  it  is  only  so  when  it 
ceases  to  become  real  estate  and  becomes  per- 
sonal property.  It  cannot  in  any  event  become 
an  ordinary  article  of  merchandise  in  which  no 
dangerous  elements  combine.  In  a  limited  and 
qualified  sense,  it  is  a  commercial  commodity, 
but  the  limitation  Is  not  put  upon  it  by  any 
statute;  that  is  done  by  nature.  It  is,  no  doubt, 
so  far  a  commercial  commodity  that  this  State 
cannot  prohibit  its  transportation  to  another 
State  by  direct  legislation.  State  v.  Indiana 
&0.  0.  G.  db  M.  Oo.  120Ino\675,  6L.R.A 
579. 

If  it  can  be  taken  from  the  well  and  trans- 
ported to  another  State  under  a  safe  pressure, 
the  State  cannot  prohibit  its  transportation: 
nor  can  the  State  establish  one  standard  of 
pressure  for  its  own  citizens  and  another  stand- 
ard for  the  citizens  of  other  States.  But  noth- 
ing of  the  kind  is  attempted,  directly  or  in- 
directly, for,  as  we  have  shown,  there  is  one 
standard  and  no  prohibition.  The  standard  is 
for  all.  If  it  is  such  as  will  allow  the  trans- 
portation of  natural  gas  to  other  States,  there 
iB  no  restriction  or  burden  upon  interstate  com- 
merce. If  there  is  a  prohibition  in  any  sense 
or  to  anv  extent  it  is  in  the  nature  of  the  com- 
modity itself;  but  there  is  no  prohibition. 

We  have  shown,  as  we  believe,  that  natural 
gas,  because  of  its  local  nature  and  intrinsic 
qualities,  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  gen- 
eral commerce  between  the  States;  and  have 
thus  established  the  conclusion  that  it  cannot, 
so  far  as  local  safety  is  concerned,  be  made  the 
subject  of  uniform  federal  legislation,  but  is  a 
legitimate  subject  for  reasonable  police  regula- 
tion. But  if  it  be  conceded  that  it  is  the  sub- 
ject of  general  commerce  between  the  States, 
it  may,  nevertheless,  be  the  subject  of  legisla- 
tion by  the  State  in  so  far  as  the  regulation  is 
local  In  every  case  in  which  there  is  an  au- 
thoritative decision  upon  the  question,  it  is  af- 
firmed that  the  States  may  make  police  regula- 
tions, although  articles  of  commerce  may  be 
affected  by  such  regulations.  Interstate  com- 
merce, it  is  true,  can  neither  be  burdened  nor 
restricted.  State  v.  Indiana  dt  0.  0.  G.  & 
Min.  Co.  supra. 

But  the  establishment  of  a  reasonable  police 
regulation  for  local  safety  is  neither  a  burden 
nor  a  restriction,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
law,  since,  if  there  be  lawful  exercise  of  a 
governmental  power,  there  can  be  no  wrong. 
Our  own  cases  recognize  the  power  to  enact 
reasonable  police  regulations  concerning  arti- 
cles of  commerce.    Ibid. 

But  our  decisions  are  of  comparatively  little 
importance  upon  this  question,  since  the  ques- 
tion is  one  to  be  determined  by  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  The 
most  familiar  instances  of  the  exercise  of  police 
power  over  commercial  commodities  are  those 
wherein  intoxicating  liquors  were  the  subject 
of  legislation,  and  it  has  been  uniformly  held 
that  such  commodities  are  subject  to  State  au- 
thority. Orowley  ▼.  Chrietensen  and  Mugler  v. 
Kansas,  supra,  and  authorities  cited. 

In  asserting  this  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the 
decision  in  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  186  U.  S.  100,  84 
L.  ed.  128,  but  that  decision  is  easily  discrimi- 
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nated  from  the  class  of  cases  to  which  we  have 
referred,  as  well  as  from  the  case  before  us. 
In  Leisy  v.  Hardin  the  state  legislation  was 
condemned  because  it  operated  directly  upon 
an  ordinary  and  world-wide  article  of  com- 
merce. We  do  not  assume  that  a  State  can 
legislate  for  the  regulation  of  interstate  com- 
merce,—that  power  is  undoubtedly  federal, 
— nor  do  we  assume  that  under  the  guise  of  ex- 
ercising the  police  power  there  may  be  a  regu- 
lation of  commerce  between  the  States;  but  we 
do  assume  that  it  is  settled  by  the  decisions 
that  state  legislation  is  not  invalid  simply  be- 
cause it  operates  upon,  or  affects,  commercial 
commodities  or  instrumentalities.  So  long  as 
there  is  nothing  more  than  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  and  no  regulation  of  commerce, 
there  is  nothing  more  than  the  exercise  of  a 
state  power.  In  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania,  41  TJ. 
S.  16  Pet  689, 10  L.  ed.  1060,  Judge  Story, 
speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "The  police 
power  belonging  to  the  States  in  virtue  or  their 
general  sovereignty,  extends  over  all  subjects 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  State,  and 
has  never  been  conceded  to  the  United  States." 

This  general  doctrine  is  affirmed  in  many 
cases,  and  it  is  conceded  in  the  majority  opin- 
ion in  Leisy  v.  Hardin.  We  know  that  the 
decision  in  that  case  affirms  that  where  the 
whole  subject  is  federal,  the  States  can  exercise 
no  power,  but  that  doctrine  we  neither  dispute 
nor  deny;  although  we  do  affirm  that  it  is  not 
applicable  to  such  a  case  as  this.  In  affirming 
that  state  police  regulations  may  rightfully 
operate  upon  articles  of  commerce,  we  do  not 
affirm  that  commerce  may  be  regulated.  If 
police  regulations  cannot  operate  upon  articles 
of  commerce,  then  there  are  few  kinds  of  per- 
sonal property  upon  which  they  can  operate. 
To  deny  that  state  legislation  can  operate 
upon  commodities  that  are  commercial  is  to 
practically  annihilate  it,  for  it  is  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  conceive  any  species  of  personal 
property  that  is  not  commercial.  But  it  Is  by 
no  means  only  property  such  as  intoxicating 
liquors  upon  which  the  police  power  of  a  State 
may  be  exercised.  In  the  case  of  United 
Staiee  v.  DeWitt,  76 U.  S.  9  Wall.  41,  19  L. 
ed.  698,  a  penalty  was  imposed  by  the  United 
States  statute  upon  any  person  who  should 
offer  for  sale  oil  manufactured  from  petroleum, 
unless  it  was  of  a  designated  specific  gravity, 
and  it  was  held  such  a  power  belonged  to  the 
police  power  of  the  State.  A  similar  question 
came  before  the  court  in  Patterson  v.  Kentucky, 
97  U.  S.  601, 24  L.  ed.  11 15, and  the  state  statute 
was  upheld.  The  opinion  in  that  case  so  fully 
and  ably  discusses  the  question  that  we  cannot 
forbear  quoting  from  it  at  some  length.  The 
learned  judge  by  whom  the  court  spoke  said: 

"'In  the  American  constitutional  system/ 
says  Mr.  Cooley,  'the  power  to  establish  the  or- 
dinary regulations  of  police  has  been  left  with 
the  individual  States,  and  cannot  be  assumed 
by  the  national  government.'  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  674.  While  it  iB  confessedly  difficult  to 
mark  the  precise  boundaries  of  that  power,  or 
to  indicate  bv  any  general  rule  the  exact  limi- 
tations which  the  States  must  observe  in  its  ex- 
ercise, the  existence  of  such  a  power  in  the 
States  has  been  uniformly  recognized  in  this 
court.  Gibbon*  v.  Ogdsn,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat. 
1,  6  L.  ed.  28;  License  Oaeee,  46  U.  S.  6  How. 
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604, 12  L.  ed,  250;  Gilmanv.  Philadelphia,  70 
U.  8.  8  Wall  718, 18  L.  ed.  06;  Henderson  v. 
New  York,  92  U.  8.  269,  28  L.  ed.  648;  Han- 
nibal &  St.  J.  R.  (Jo.  v.  Husen,  96  U.  S.  466, 
24  L.  ed.  627;  Boston  Beer  Oo.  v.  Massachu- 
setts, 97  U.  8.  26, 24  L.  ed.  989. 

"It  is  embraced  in  wbal  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  in  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  calls  that  'im- 
mense mass  of  legislation'  which  can  be  most 
advantageously  exercised  by  the  States,  and 
over  which  the  national  authorities  cannot  as- 
sume supervision  or  control.  'If  the  power 
only  extends  to  a  Just  legislation  of  rights,  with 
a  view  to  the  due  protection  and  eu  joy  men  t  of 
all,  and  does  not  deprive  anyone  of  that  which 
is  justly  and  properly  his  own,  it  is  obvious 
that  its  possession  by  the  State,  and  its  exercise 
for  the  regulation  of  the  property  and  actions 
of  its  citizens,  cannot  well  constitute  an  inva- 
sion of  national  jurisdiction  or  afford  a  basis 
for  an  appeal  to  the  protection  of  the  national 
authorities/    Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  574. 

"By  the  settled  doctrines  of  this  court  the 
police  power  extends,  at  least,  to  the  protection 
of  the  lives,  the  health  and  the  property  of  the 
community  against  the  injurious  exercise  by 
any  citizen  of  his  own  rights.  State  legislation, 
strictly  and  legitimately  for  police  purposes, 
does  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution, 
necessarily  intrench  upon  any  authority  which 
has  been  confided,  expressly  or  by  implication, 
to  the  national  government  The  Kentucky 
statute  under  examination  manifestly  belongs 
to  that  class  of  legislation.  It  is,  in  the  best 
sense,  a  mere  police  regulation,  deemed  essen- 
tial for  the  protection  of  the  lives  and  property 
of  citizens.  It  expresses  in  the  most  solemn 
form  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  State  that 
burning  fluids  which  ignite  or  permanently 
burn  at  less  than  a  prescribed  temperature  are 
unsafe  for  illuminating  purposes.  Whether 
the  policy  thus  pursued  by  the  State  is  wise  or 
unwise,  ft  is  not  the  province  of  a  national  au- 
thority to  determine.  That  belongs  to  each 
State,  under  its  own  sense  of  duty,  and  in  view 
of  the  provisions  of  its  own  Constitution.  Its 
action  in  those  respects  is  beyond  the  correc- 
tive power  of  this  court.  That  the  Statute  of 
1874  is  a  police  regulation  within  the  meaning 
of  the  authorities  is  clear  from  our  decision  in 
United  States  v.  DeWitt,  76  U.  S.  9  Wall  41, 
19  L.  ed.  598.  By  the  Internal  Revenue  Act 
of  March  2,  1867,  a  penalty  was  imposed  upon 
any  person  who  should  knowingly  sell  or  keep 
for  sale,  or  offer  for  sale,  such  mixture,  or  who 
should  sell  or  offer  for  sale  oil  made  from  petro- 
leum for  illuminating  purposes  inflammable  at 
less  temperature  or  fire  test  than  110  degrees 
Fah ren  heit.  We  held  that  to  be  simply  a  police 
regulation,  relating  exclusively  to  the  internal 
trade  of  the  States;  that,  although  emanating 
from  Congress,  it  could  have  by  its  own  force 
no  constitutional  operation  within  state  lim- 
its, and  was  without  effect,  except  where  the 
legislative  authority  of  Congress  excluded, 
territorially,  all  state  legislation,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, in  the  District  of  Columbia. * 

Other  decisions  assert  like  principles.  Web- 
ber v.  Virginia,  108  TJ.  8.  848,  26  L.  ed.  566; 
Turner  v.  Maryland,  107  TJ.  8.  88,  27  L.  ed. 
870;  Cooley  v.  Wardens  of  Fort  of  Philadelphia, 
68  TJ.  S.  12  How.  299,  18  L.  ed.  996;  OrandaU 
v.  Nevada,  78  TJ.  8.  6  Wall.  86  18  L.  ed.  746; 
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Knox  y.  Lee,  79  U.  8.  12  Wall.  571,  20  I*  fjd. 
818;  Butchers  Ben.  Asso.  of  New  Orleans  v. 
Orescent  City,  L.  S.  L.  dk  S.  U.  Oo.  77  U.  S.  10 
Wall.  278,  19  L.  ed.  915;  Coleman  v.  Tennessee, 
97  TJ.  8.  581.  24  L.  ed.  1127;  Pressor  v.  BU 
nois,  116  TJ.  8.  268,  29  L.  ed.  620:  Tennessee  v. 
Davis,  100  TJ.  8.  801,  25  L.  ed.  668. 

The  principle  we  have  stated  is  involved  in 
the  cases  where  regulations  were  made  respect- 
ing the  instrumentalities  of  commerce.  It  is 
involved  in  the  very  numerous  cases  already 
mentioned,  requiring  railroads  to  fence  their 
tracks.  It  is  involved  in  cases  requiring  trains 
to  stop  at  the  crossing  of  other  railroads,  and 
in  many  other  cases  of  like  character.  It  is 
strongly  and  broadly  asserted  in  the  cases 
which  hold  valid  state  statutes  requiring  train- 
men or  engineers  to  be  examined  as  to  their 
qualifications,  as  well  as  in  cases  concerning 

£iloU.  Smith  v.  Alabama,  124  U.  8.  466,  81 
..  ed.  508;  NashuUe,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Alabama,  128  TJ.  8.  96,  82  L.  ed.  852;  Sherlock 
T.  Ailing,  98  U.  8.  99,  28  L.  ed.  819;  Cooley 
v.  Wardens  of  Port  of  Philadelphia,  58  TJ.  8. 12 
How.  299,  18  L.  ed.  996;  Ex  parte  McNeil,  80 
TJ.  8.  18  Wall.  286,  20  L.  ed.  624;  The  Pana- 
ma, Deady,  27;  Ex  parte  Siebold,  100  TJ.  8. 885, 
25  L.  ed.  722;  Wilson  v.  McNamee,  102  U.  8. 
572,  26  L.  ed.  284;  State  v.  Penny,  19  8.  C.  218. 

In  the  first  of  the  cases  cited,  it  was  said: 
"The  width  of  the  gauge,  the  character  of  the 
grades,  the  mode  of  crossing  the  streams  by 
culverts  and  bridges,  the  kinds  of  cuts  and  tun- 
nels, the  mode  or  crossing  other  highways,  the 
placing  of  watchmen  and  signals  at  points  of 
special  danger,  the  rate  of  speed  at  stations 
and  through  villages,  towns  and  cities,  are  all 
matters  naturally  and  peculiarly  within  the 
provisions  of  the  law,  from  the  authority  of 
which  the  modern  highways  of  commerce  de- 
rive their  existence.  The  rules  prescribed  for 
their  construction  and  for  their  management 
and  operation,  designed  to  protect  persons  and 
property  otherwise  endangered  by  their  use 
are  strictly  within  the  limits  of  the  local  law. 
They  are  not,  pern,  regulations  of  commerce," 
etc 

The  provision  of  our  Statute  of  1891,  limit- 
ing the  pressure  upon  natural  gas  confined  in 
pipes,  is  certainly  as  essentially  a  police  regu- 
lation as  any  of  the  acts  enumerated  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
from  which  we  have  quoted.  It  is  equally  as 
clear  that  it  is  not  per  se  a  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce.  Pipes  are  local  vehicles  of 
conveying  the  dangerous  product,  and  pressure 
is  the  power  locally  employed. 

The  decisions  relied  upon  by  the  appellees 
do  not  oppose  the  conclusion  that  the  use  of 
such  an  article  as  natural  gas  may  be  regulated. 
In  our  own  case  of  State  v.  Indiana,  db  O.  O. 
Q.  db  Min.  Co.,  supra,  the  statute  was  in  terras 
a  regulation  of  commerce  between  the  States, 
and  moreover  was  an  absolute  inhibition  upon 
the  exportation  of  natural  gas.  so  that  the  de- 
cision there  made  is  not  in  point.  Of  Leisy  v. 
Hardin,  we  need  only  say,  in  addition  to  what 
has  been  already  said,  that  the  state  law  there 
overthrown  by  a  majority  of  the  court  was  a 
direct  prohibition  of  the  sale  of  a  general  arti- 
cle of  commerce  in  its  original  form,  not  ang- 
ulation of  its  use.  It  is  obvious  that  regulating 
the  use  of  a  dangerous  article  is  a  very  differ- 
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ent  thing  from  prohibiting  its  sale,  and  still 
wider  Is  the  difference  where,  as  here,  the  arti- 
cle Is  inherently  dangerous,  and  not  of  an  or- 
dinary commercial  character.  The  cases  of 
WeUon  t.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  375,  88  L.  ed. 
847;  Brown  v.  Houston,  114  U.  8.  622,  29  L. 
ed.  257;  Walling  y.  Michigan,  116  U.  8. 446, 29 
L.  ed.  691,— involved  the  power  of  a  State  to 
levy  a  tax  upon  interstate  commerce,  and  are 
not  of  controlling  force  upon  such  a  question 
as  that  before  us,  because  they  are  not  relevant 
to  the  point  in  dispute.  The  esse  of  Bowman 
y.  Chicago  AN.  W.  R.  Co.,  125  U.  8.  465,  81 
L.  ed.  700,  involved  the  validity  of  a  state  stat- 
ute absolutely  prohibiting  the  importation  of  a 
commercial  commodity,  and  it  is  without  in- 
fluence here,  for  here  we  have  no  such  ques- 
tion. Mobile  County  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  8.  691 , 
26  L.  ed.  288,  decides  that  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration may  be  authorized  to  issue  bonds  to  im- 
prove a  harbor,  but  decides  nothing  that  lends 
support  to  the  appellee's  assault  upon  the  Act 
of  1891 .  It  does,  however,  contain  statements 
that  give  strong  support  to  the  proposition  thai 
local  matters  may  be  regulated  by  state  laws, 
although  they  are  connected  with  interstate 
commerce. 

The  cases  of  Ohy  Lung  v.  Freeman,  92  U.  8. 
275,  28  L.  ed.  550,  and  Henderson  v.  New 
York,  92  U.  IS.  259, 28  L.  ed.  548,  relate  entirely 
to  the  power  of  a  State  to  regulate  immigra- 
tion and  pour  little  or  no  light  upon  the  ques- 
tion with  which  we  are  here  concerned.  In 
Hannibal  A  St.  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Husen,  95  U.  8.  465, 
24  L.  ed.  527,  it  was  held  that  a  State  could 
not  prohibit  the  importation  of  cattle,  but  here 
we  have  no  such  question,  for  here  there  Is  no 
prohibition;  there  is  merely  the  regulation  of  the 
mode  of  conveying  from  the  wells  a  local 
product,  of  an  intrinsically  dangerous  nature. 
The  case  of  Kimmish  v.  Ball,  129  U.  8.  217,  82 
L.  ed.  695.  modules  the  decision  in  Hannibal 
&  St.  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Husen,  or,  at  least,  explains 
it.  But  in  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Husen 
it  was  said:  "  Many  acts  of  a  State  may,  in- 
deed, affect  commerce  without  amounting  to  a 
regulation  of  it  In  the  constitutional  sense  of 
the  term." 

This  doctrine  is  directly  applicable  here,  for 
here  the  Statute  regulates  the  use  of  a  dangerous 
substance,  and  thus  incidentally  affects  com- 
merce; but  it  Is  not  a  regulation  of  commerce 
"  in  the  constitutional  sense  of  the  term."  A 
regulation  of  the  mode  of  using  property  is 
not  necessarily  prohibition  or  restriction,and 
the  Statute  before  us  is  no  more  than  such  a 
regulation.  The  opinions  in  the  cases  of  Min- 
nesota v.  Barber,  186  U.  8.  818,  84  L  ed.  455, 
and  Brimmer  v.  Rebman,  188  U.  8.  78,  84  L. 
ed.  86*3,  were  written  by  the  same  great  Judge, 
Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  who  wrote  the  opinions  in 
Patterson  v.  Kentucky  and  in  Smith  v.  Ala- 
bama, and  there  is  in  them  not  the  slightest 
intimation  of  a  departure  from  the  doctrines 
of  former  cases;  on  the  contrary,  those  doc- 
trines are  adhered  to,  and  the  Meat  Inspection 
Laws  were  condemned  because  they  discrimi- 
nated against  the  citizens  of  other  States.  In 
the  latter  case  it  is  said:  "  The  case  in  princi- 
ple is  not  distinguishable  from  Minnesota  v. 
Barber,  where  an  inspection  statute  of  Minne- 
sota, relating  to  fresh  beef,  mutton,  lamb  and 
pork  was  held  to  be  a  regulation  of  interstate 
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commerce  and  void,  because  by  its  necessary 
operation  it  excluded  from  the  markets  of  that 
State,  practically,  all  such  meats— in  whatever 
form,  and  although  entirely  sound  and  fit  for 
human  food— from  animals  slaughtered  in 
other  States." 

The  difference  between  the  meat  inspection 
cases  and  the  present  is  essential  and  clear. 
Here,  there  is  no  discrimination;  here,  there  is 
nothing  more  than  the  regulation  of  a  natural, 
local  and  intrinsically  dangerous  product, 
while  in  the  inspection  cases  there  was  dis- 
crimination, indeed,  absolute  prohibition,  and 
the  article  was  not  dangerous,  nor  of  a  local 
or  unusual  character. 

In  Minnesota  v.  Barber  the  court  shows  very 
clearly  the  difference  between  that  case  and 
the  case  of  Patterson  v.  Kentucky  (which  is 
cited  with  approval),  and  in  doing  this  proves 
that  the  principle  asserted  in  Patterson  v.  Ken- 
tucky rules  here,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  Min- 
nesota v.  Barber  is  not  relevant  to  such  a  ques- 
tion as  the  one  presented  by  the  ruling  upon 
the  complaint  before  us. 

The  trial  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint,  for  in  thus  ruling  it 
adjudged  that  the  provision  of  the  Act  of  1891. 
regulating  the  pressure  that  may  be  placed 
upon  natural  gas  confined  in  pipes, was  void. 
That  was  the  question  before  It  upon  the  com- 
plaint, and  it  is  the  question  before  us.  The 
effect  of  this  ruling  was  to  adjudge  that  the 
appellant's  complaint  did  not  state  a  cause  of 
action,  for  the  reason  that  the  statutory  provis- 
ion referred  to  was,  upon  the  case  stated  by  the 
pleading,  unconstitutional.  Beyond  that  case 
the  trial  court  could  not  Justly  go,  nor  can 
we. 

For  the  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to 
the  complaint  the  judgment  u  reversed. 

McBride,  J.: 

The  Legislature  may  undoubtedly  provide 
for  the  regulation  of  the  mode  of  procur- 
ing, using  and  transporting  natural  gas.  In 
so  far  as  the  Act  of  March  4,  1891,  at- 
tempts to  do  this,  it  is  a  legitimate  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  State,  and  not 
an  interference  with  the  power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  interstate  commerce.  Section  1  of 
the  Act,  however,  contains  a  provision  which, 
literally  construed,  forbids  the  transportation 
of  natural  gas  through  pipes,  otherwise  than  by 
the  natural  pressure  of  the  gas  flowing  from  the 
wells,  and  section  2  contains  a  provision  which, 
similarly  construed,  declares  it  to  be  unlawful 
to  use  any  device  or  artificial  process  or  appli- 
ance to  maintain  the  natural  flow  of  natural 
gas.  These  provisions  are  not  in  the  nature  of 
regulations,  but  are  prohibitory  in  their  charac- 
ter. There  are,  however,  independent  provis- 
ions, which  may  be  eliminated  from  the  Statute 
without  materially  impairing  its  sufficiency,  if 
its  purpose  is  simply  to  regulate  the  produc- 
tion, transportation  and  use  of  natural  gas. 
As  I  understand  the  principal  opinion,  it  holda 
that  notwithstanding  these  provisions  of  the 
Statute,  artificial  pressure  may  be  applied, 
provided  it  does  not  exceed  800  pounds  to  the 
square  inch.  Whether  this  conclusion  is 
reached  by  construction  or  by  eliminating  the 
objectionable  features  of  the  Statute  is  not  ma* 
terial.    I  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached. 
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Old*  «/.,  dissenting: 

I  cannot  concur  in  the  main  opinion  in  this 
case.  There  are  many  propositions  stated  in  the 
main  opinion,  and  ably  discussed  and  supported 
by  copious  quotations  and  citations  of  authori- 
ties; with  some  of  which  I  agree,  but  do  not  re- 
paid them  as  decisive  of  the  questions  involved 
in  this  case.  As  it  seems  to  me,  ihe  question  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  complaint  depends  upon 
the  validity  and  construction  of  the  Act  of  the 
Legislature  of  Indiana  passed  by  the  General 
Assembly  March  4,  1891,  which  is  as  follows: 

"An  Act  to  Regulate  the  Mode  of  Procuring, 
Transporting  and  Using  Natural  Gas,  and  De- 
claring an  Emergency. 

"  Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  that  any 
person  or  persons,  firm,  company  or  corpora- 
tion engaged  in  drilling  for,  piping,  transport- 
ing, using  or  selling  natural  gas,  may  trans- 
port or  conduct  the  same  through  sound 
wrought  or  cast  iron  casings  and  pipes,  tested 
to  at  least  four  hundred  pounds  to  the  square 
inch,  provided  such  gas  shall  not  be  trans- 
ported through  pipes  at  a  pressure  exceeding 
three  hundred  pounds  per  square  inch,  nor 
otherwise  than  by  the  natural  pressure  of  the 
gas  flowing  from  the  wells. 

"  Sec.  2.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  unlaw- 
ful for  any  person  or  persons,  Arm,  company 
or  corporation  to  use  any  device  for  pumping, 
or  any  other  artificial  process  or  appliance  for 
the  purpose,  or  that  shall  have  the  effect  of  in- 
creasing the  natural  flow  of  natural  gas  from 
any  weu,  or  of  increasing  or  maintaining  the 
flow  of  natural  gas  through  the  pipes  used  for 
conveying  and  transporting  the  same. 

14  Sec.  8.  Any  person  or  persons,  firm,  com- 
pany or  corporation  violating  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars  nor  more 
than  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  may  be  enjoined 
from  conveying  and  transporting  natural  gas 
through  pipes  otherwise  than  as  in  this  Act 
provided:  provided,  that  nothing  in  this  section 
shall  operate  to  prevent  the  use  of  nitro- glyc- 
erine or  other  explosives  for  shooting  any  well 
or  wells  from  which  the  gas  is  procured. 

"  Sec.  4.  It  is  hereby  declared  that  an  emer- 
gency exists  for  the  immediate  taking  effect  of 
this  Act,  and  the  same  shall  take  effect  from 
and  after  its  passage." 

In  my  opinion,  the  decision  is  erroneous.  The 
law  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  been  framed 
with  an  intention,  or  with  an  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  General  Assembly,  to  exercise  the  legiti- 
mate police  power  vested  in  the  State.  It  does 
not  attempt  to  regulate  the  transportation  of 
natural  gas;  but  its  sole  purpose  is  to  prohibit 
the  transportation,  sale  and  use  of  gas  beyond 
the  distance  which  the  natural  pressure  from 
the  well  will  transport  it  Strictly  construed, 
according  to  the  letter,  it  does  not  permit  its 
transportation  through  pipes  at  the  natural 
well  pressure,  if  such  pressure  exceeds  800 
pounds  to  the  sguare  inch,  nor  does  it  permit 
any  artificial  method  or  device  to  increase  the 
natural  well  pressure  to  that  standard,  if  the 
well  pressure  should  be  below  the  amount  of 
pressure  designated.  The  statute  upon  its  face 
admits  that  the  transportation  of  gas  at  a  pres- 
sure of  800  pounds  to  the  square  inch  through 
sound  wrought  or  cast-iron  casings  and  pipes 
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tested  to  at  least  400  pounds  to  the  square  inch  is 
safe;  yet  it  prohibits  the  increase  of  the  pressure 
of  a  well  of  lees  pressure  than  that  degree,  and 
prohibits  any  transportation  by  artificial 
methods,  even  to  this  extent,  though  admitting 
it  is  safe  to  do  so. 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  Indiana  &  O.  O.  G. 
&  Miri.  Co.,  120  Ind.  575,  6  L.  R.  A.  579,  this 
court  said:  "In  order  to  give  any  force  to  this 
contention,  it  is  necessary  to  determine  at  the 
outset  whether  natural  gas  can  be  considered 
an  article  of  commerce.  With  this  preliminary 
question  we  have  but  little  difficulty.  Natural 
gas  is  as  much  an  article  of  commerce  as  iron 
ore,  coal,  petroleum  or  any  other  of  the  like 
products  of  the  earth.  It  is  a  commodity 
which  may  be  transported,  and  it  is  an  article 
which  may  be  bought  and  sold  in  the  market 
of  the  country."  In  support  of  this  proposi- 
tion, the  following  authorities  were  cited: 
Citiuns  Gas  &  M.  Oo.  v.  Eltoood,  114  Ind.  882, 
14  West.  Rep.  92;  Oarother's  App.  118  Pa,  468, 
11  Cent.  Rep.  48;  Columbia  Conduit  Co.  v.  Com. 
00  Pa.  807;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co,  v.  Vol- 
canic O.  &  C.  Oo.  5  W.  Va.  882;  The  Daniel 
Ball,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  557, 19  L.  ed.  999;  Kidd 
v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1,  32  L.  ed.  846. 

This  court  further  said:  "The  gas  in  the 
earth  may  not  be  a  commercial  commodity; 
but,  when  brought  to  the  surface  and  placed 
in  pipes  for  transportation,  it  must  assume  that 
character  as  completely  as  coal  on  the  cars  or 
petroleum  in  the  tanks." 

The  doctrine  contained  in  the  quotations 
which  I  have  made  from  State  v.  Indiana  & 
0.  0.  G.  db  Min.  Co.,  supra,  is  well  supported 
bv  authority,  and  with  it  I  most  fully  concur. 
That  gas  and  petroleum  are  to  some  extent  in- 
flammable, explosive  and  dangerous  I  am  free 
to  admit;  and  that  courts  take  judicial  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact.  But  coal  is  in  common  use 
for  fuel,  petroleum  in  common  use  for  lighting 
purposes,  and  to  some  extent  for  fuel;  natural 
gas  in  the  communities  where  it  is  mined  and 
has  been  carried  through  pipes,  is  in  common 
use  as  fuel  and  for  heating  purposes, and  to  some 
extent  for  lighting  purposes;  and  but  few  or 
any  more  accidents  or  deaths  occur  from  its 
use  than  do  from  the  use  of  coal  or  petroleum. 
We  read  of  accidents  and  deaths  occurring  in 
various  ways  from  the  use  of  coal  and  petro- 
leum, as  well  as  natural  gas.  As  well  might 
the  Legislature  of  the  various  States  within  the 
borders  of  which  there  are  oil  fields  pass  a  law 
prohibiting  the  pumping  of  the  oil  from  wells 
and  the  transportation  ofthe  same  to  any  greater 
distance  than  its  natural  flow  from  the  wells 
will  carry  it,  while  admitting  that  it  can  be 
safely  transported  in  casks  and  tanks,  as  to  say 
that  the  Legislatures,  while  admitting  that 
natural  gas  may  be  transported  with  safety  in 
pipes  at  a  pressure  to  the  extent  of  three 
fourths  of  the  tested  pressure  of  the  pipes, 
prohibit  its  transportation  by  artificial  methods 
or  devices  in  the  same  safe  manner  by  a  pres- 
sure not  exceeding  three  fourths  the  tested  pres- 
sure of  the  pipes  through  which  His  transported ; 
either  of  which  propositions  seem  to  me  to  be 
a  prohibition,  an  interference  with  commerce, 
against  the  rights  of  citizens  in  the  free  dispo 
sition  of  their  property  and  unfounded  in  law. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  this  case,  to  deny  that 
the  Legislature  has  a  right  to  exercise  police 
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power  oyer  the  transportation  of  natural  gas. 
Admitting. that  It  has,  and  can, exercise  it  to 
a  reasonable  extent,  so  as  to  prevent  its  trans- 
portation in  a  careless,  reckless  and  unsafe 
manner,  unnecessarily  endangering  its  citizens, 
I  do  affirm  that  the  Legislature  can  only 
exercise  this  power  to  a  reasonable  extent,  so  as 
to  secure  its  transportation  in  a  safe  manner, 
as  not  to  unnecessarily  endanger  the  citizens  of 
the  State;  and  that  it  cannot,  under  the  color 
of  exercising  a  police  power,  absolutely  pro- 
hibit its  transportation  and  sale  in  a  safe  man- 
ner to  suitable  markets;  and  the  latter  is  what 
is  attempted  to  be  done  by  this  statute.  The 
statute,  conceding  that  natural  gas  can  be  trans- 
ported in  the  manner  stated,  prohibits  its  trans- 
portation beyond  the  distance  it  will  naturally 
now  from  the  wells,  which  as  admitted  in 
argument  is  not  to  exceed  sixty  or  seventy 
mites  at  farthest.  As  said  in  the  case  of  State 
v.  Indiana  &  0.  0.  G.  &  Min.  Co.,  supra, 
natural  gas  is  an  article  of  commerce,  and  the 
owner  of  it  may  sell  it  for  use  within  the  dis- 
tance which  it  may  be  transported  by  the 
natural  flow  of  the  well,  or  beyond  such  dis- 
tance; and  it  may  be  transported  in  a  proper 
and  safe  manner  beyond  that  distance  by 
artificial  methods,  and  this  cannot  be  prohib- 
ited by  legislative  enactment 

In  the  case  of  Be  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  99-110, 
after  citing  and  quoting  from  numerous  au- 
thorities in  speaking  of  the  police  power  of  the 
State,  the  court  says:  "These  citations  are 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  police  power  is  not 
without  limitation,  and  that  in  its  exercise  the 
Legislature  must  respect  the  great  fundamental 
rights  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution.  If  this 
were  otherwise,  the  power  of  the  Legislature 
would  be  practically  without  limitation.  In 
the  assumed  exercise  of  the  police  power  in 
the  interest  of  the  health,  the  welfare  or  the 
aafety  of  the  public,  every  right  of  the  citizen 
might  be  invaded  and  every  constitutional 
barrier  swept  away. 

Generally,  it  is  for  the  Legislature  to  deter- 
mine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to 
protect  the  public  health  and  secure  the  public 
comfort  and  safety;  and  while  its  measures  are 
calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropri- 
ate to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion  is  not  subject  to  review  by  the  courts. 
But  they  must  have  some  relation  to  these  ends; 
under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations,  per- 
sonal rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  ar- 
bitrarily invaded  and  the  determination  of  the 
Legislature  is  not  final  or  conclusive.  If  it 
passes  an  Act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health 
and  thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  prop- 
erty of  a  citizen  or  interferes  with  his  personal 
liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to  scrutinize  the 
act  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to,  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate  to  promote  the 
public  health.  It  matters  not  that  the  Legisla- 
ture may,  in  the  title  of  the  Act  or  in  its  body, 
declare  that  it  is  intended  for  the  improvement 
of  public  health.  Such  a  declaration  does  not 
conclude  the  courts,  and  thev  must  yet  deter- 
mine the  fact  declared  and  enforce  the  supreme 
law." 

In  the  case  of  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  128  TJ.  8. 
628,  81  L.  ed.  205,  the  eminent  jurist,  Justice 
Harlan,  speaking  for  the  highest  court  of  the 
world,  said :  "If,  therefore,  a  statute  purport- 
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ing  to  have  been  enacted  to  protect  the  public 
health,  the  public  morals  or  the  public  safety, 
bae  no  real  or  substantial  relation  to  those  ob- 
jects, oris  a  palpable  invasion  of  rights  secured 
by  the  fundamental  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
courts  to  so  adjudge  and  thereby  give  effect  to 
the  Constitution."  See  Minnesota  v.  Barber, 
186  U.  S.  820,  84  L.  ed.  468. 

It  will  not  be  controverted  that  the  owner  of 
land  is  not  the  owner  of  gas  mined  upon  his 
own  land ;  that  it  is  his  property.  The  right  of 
private  property  includes  the  right  to  dispose 
of  all  one's  legal  acquisitions  without  illegal  re- 
straint or  diminution.  These  principles  are 
almost  as  old  as  the  law  itself.  The  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  provides  that  "no 
State  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  nor  shall  any  State  deprive 
any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law." 

The  Constitution  of  Indiana,  in  the  Bill  of 
Rigbt8,declares  that  "all  men  are  endowed  with 
certain  inalienable  rights;  that  among  these  are 
life,  liberty  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness."  It 
is  also  declared  that  "no  man's  property  shall 
be  taken  by  law  without  just  compensation." 

See  the  following  authorities  as  bearing  upon 
the  questions  involved  in  the  case:  Hennesey  v. 
St.  Paul,  87  Fed.  Rep.  566;  Cole  v.  Kegler,  64 
Iowa,  59:  Harvey  v.  Dewoody,  18  Ark.  252-26 1 ; 
State  v.  Mott,  61  Md.  297;  Manhattan  Mfg.  <b 
F.  Co.  v.  Van  Kewren,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  251;  Glenn 
v.  Baltimore,  6  Gill  &  J.  424;  Bills  v.  Belknap, 
86  Iowa,  588;  Boerett  v.  Council  Bluffs,  46 
Iowa,  66;  Quinton  v.  Burton,  61  Iowa,  471; 
Everett  v.  Marquette,  58  Mich.  450;  Ames  v. 
Port  Huron  Log.  D.  &  B.  Oo.  11  Mich.  189; 
Sedgwick,  Stat  and  Const.  L.  p.  584;  New  Al- 
bany dt  8.  B.  Go.  v.  Peterson,  14  Ind.  112;  Acton 
v.  BlundeU,  12  Mees.  &  W.  824;  Greencastle  v. 
Hazelett,  28  Ind.  186;  Haldeman  v.  Bruckhart, 
45  Pa.  514;  Wheatley  v.  Baught  25  Pa.  528; 
Taylor  v.  Fickas,  64  Ind.  172;  Angell,  Water- 
courses, $§  94^185;  State  v.  Woodruff  S.  dt  P. 
Coach  Co.  114  Ind.  155,  18  West.  Rep.  811; 
Hannibal  <b  St.  J.  B.  Co.  v.  Husen,  95  U.  6. 
465,  24  L.  ed.  527;  Mobile  County  v.  KimbaU, 
102  U.  8.  691,  26  L.  ed.  288;  Walling  v.  Mich- 
igan, 116  U.  S.  446,  29  L.  ed.  691;  I^isy  v. 
Hardin,  185  U.  8. 100, 84  L.  ed.  128;  Minnesota 
v.  Barber,  186  U.  S.  818,  84  L.  ed.  455;  Brim- 
mer v.  Bebman,  188  U.  S.  78,  84  L.  ed.  862. 

It  is  clearly  apparent  that  the  Ststute  in 
question  had  for  its  purpose  the  prohibition  of 
the  transportation  of  natural  gas,  and  confining 
its  use  and  sale  to  a  limited  territory,  curtailing 
its  use,  diminishing  its  value,  abridging  the 
rights  of  the  owners  and  other  persons  who 
might  wish  to  buy  and  transport  it  to  markets 
beyond  the  distance  which  the  natural  well 
pressure  will  carry  it,  absolutely  forbidding  its 
use  and  sale  beyond  a  small  territory,  wherein 
it  can  be  distributed  by  the  natural  well  pres- 
sure; and  if  subject  to  be  safely  transported  into 
other  States,  it  necessarily  interferes  with  inter- 
state commerce. 

I  have  hurriedly  and  briefly  stated  some  of 
the  objections  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
law.  So  good  can  be  accomplished  by  ex- 
tending this  opinion  and  discussing  each  ques- 
tion involved  separately  and  supporting  the 
positions  by  authority.    I  believe  the  law  to  be 
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unconstitutional  and  Told  for  several  reasons; 
and  the  law  being  void,  the  complaint  was  bad 
and  the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained. 

To  uphold  the  law  at  all,  it  is  necessary  to 
strike  out  all  the  Legislature  has  said  in  such 
emphatic  terms  that  no  artificial  methods  can 
be  used  in  transporting  natural  gas,  or  even  in 
keeping  up  its  pressure;  and  interpolate  in  lieu 
thereof  an  allegation  that  artificial  methods 
may  be  used  to  the  extent  of  800  pounds  to  the 
square  inch  in  pipes  tested  to  the  strength  of  400 
pounds  to  the  square  inch.  In  view  of  the  ab- 
solute and  positive  prohibition  against  the  use 
of  any  artificial  methods  expressed  in  the  Stat- 
ute, it  seems  to  me  no  such  intention  can  be 
attributed  to  the  Legislature,  or  such  a  con- 
struction given  to  the  law. 


Michael  A.  DOWNING  etal.,  Appt$„ 
v. 
INDIANA  STATE  BOARD  OF  AGRICUL- 
TURE. 

C.Ind.....) 

A  state  boavrd  of  svsjprieultue  created  a  body 
corporate  with  perpetual  succession  Including;  as 
ex  officio  members  the  president  of  each  county 
agricultural  society,  and  which  is  in  a  sense  an 
educational  Institution  required  to  hold  an  annual 
meeting*  and  receive  reports  from  county  societies 
and  make  an  annual  report  to  the  Legislature,  its 
funds  having  been  received  for  the  most  part 
from  other  sources  than  the  State,  is  a  private 
and  not  a  public  corporation,  although  no  shares 
of  stock  are  issued. 

(Junel9,lfl8U 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marion  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  quiet 
title  to  certain  real  estate,  and  to  have  an  Act 
of  the  Legislature  abolishing  plaintiff  and 
transferring  its  assets  to  a  State  Agricultural 
Board  thereby  created  declared  to  be  null  and 
yoid.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  C  Harris)  for  appellants. 

Mewrs.  McDonald,  Butler  &  Snow  for 
appellee. 

Olds,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  appellee, 

the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture,  a 

corporation  created   under  an   Act   entitled; 

11  An  Act  for  the  Encouragement  of  Agricul- 
ture, Approved  February  14,  1851,"  against 
the  appellants  claiming  to  act  as  individ- 
uals and  as  a  state  agricultural  and  indus- 
trial board,  created  by  an  Act  of  the  Legis- 
lature of  1891,  entitled:  "An  Act  Abolishing 
the  State  Board  of  Agriculture  and  Trans- 
ferring all  its  Assets,  Liabilities  and  Credits  to 
a  State  Agricultural  Board;  Providing  for  the 
Creation  of  the  State  Agricultural  and  Indus- 
trial Board/'  etc.,  which  became  a  law  by  lapse 
of  time  without  the  governor's  signature, 
March  4,  1891,  to  quiet  the  title  to  certain  real 
estate  described  in  the  complaint  and  known 
as  the  state  fair  grounds,  to  declare  null  and 
void  appellant's  claims  of  ownership  and  en- 
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joining  them  from  setting  up  any  interest  in  or 
ownership  of  said  real  estate;  and  to  have  said 
Act  of  the  Legislature  of  1891  declared  uncon- 
stitutional and  void;  also  asking  the  same  re- 
lief as  to  the  personal  property,  and  asking  that 
appellee  be  declared  the  owner  of  appropria 
tions  made  by  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  ap- 
proved February  28,  1889,  appropriating  for 
the  use  of  the  appellee  $10,000  annually  for  five 
years;  two  of  which  annual  appropriations 
have  been  paid  to  the  appellee.  On  the  trial 
of  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  final  Judgment 
and  decree  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  appellee 
quieting  title  of  the  appellee  in  the  real  estate; 
that  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  1891  was  un- 
constitutional and  void;  that  appellee  is  the 
owner  of  the  personal  property  and  that  the 
appellee  is  the  owner  of  the  unpaid  appropria- 
tion and  entitled  to  receive  the  payment  of  the 
same;  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  appellants, 
either  as  individuals  or  as  a  state  board  under 
the  Act  of  1881,  from  claiming  or  asserting  any 
title  or  ownership  of  the  real  estate,  personal 
property  or  said  apppropriation,  or  demanding 
or  receiving  possession  of  either  or  any  part  or 
the  same. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  set  out  or  make 
any  further  statement  of  the  pleadings  or 
issues  in  the  case,  or  the  manner  in  which  the 
question  for  decision  is  presented,  as  it  is  con- 
ceded that  the  sole  question  presented  for  the 
decision  of  this  court  is  whether  or  not  the  ap- 
pellee, the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture, 
is  a  private  corporation.  If  it  is  a  private  cor- 
poration, then  the  Legislature  exceeded  its 
powers  by  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1891,  and 
such  Act  is  unconstitutional  and  void  and  the 
Judgment  must  be  affirmed.  But  if  such  Board 
is  a  public  corporation,  a  state  institution,  be- 
longing to  the  State  and  subject  to  legislative 
control,  then  said  Act  of  the  Legislature  is 
valid  and  the  Judgment  must  be  reversed. 
The  question  must  be  determined  by  the  con- 
struction to  be  placed  on  the  Act  of  the  Legis- 
lature approved  February  14,  1861,  by  which 
the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture  was 
incorporated.  So  much  of  the  Act  as  is  mate- 
rial for  the  decision  of  this  case  reads  as 
follows: 

"  An  Act  for  the  Encouragement  of  Agri- 
culture, approved  February  14,  1851." 

"  Sec.  4.  That  Joseph  A.  Wright  of  Marion 
County,  Alexander  C.  Stevenson  of  Putnam 
County,  Jeremiah  McBride  of  Martin,  Roland 
Willard  of  Kosciusko,  Jacob  R.  Harris  of 
Switzerland,  Henry  L.  Ellsworth  of  Tippeca- 
noe, John  Ratlin!  of  Morgan,  Joseph  Orr  of 
LaPorte,  David  P.  Holloway  of  Wayne,  John 
P.  Kelley  of  Warrick,  William  McLean  of 
Lawrence,  Samuel  Emerson  of  Knox.  John 
McMahon  of  Washington,  Thomas  W.  Sweney 
of  Allen,  George  Brown  of  Shelby  and  George 
Hussey  of  Vigo,  be  and  they  are  hereby 
created  a  body  corporate,  with  perpetual  suc- 
cession in  the  manner  hereafter  described,  un- 
der the  name  and  style  of  the  Indiana  State 
Board  of  Agriculture. 

"  Sec.  5.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  Board, 
or  any  five  of  them,  to  meet  in  the  City  of 
Indianapolis  at  such  time  as  the  governor  shall 
appoint,  and  to  organize  by  appointing  a  presi- 
dent, secretary  and  treasurer,  and  such  other 
officers  as  they  may  deem  necessary;  also,  de- 
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serve,  so  that  the  term  of  service  of  one  half  of 
the  members  shall  expire  annually,  on  the  day 
of  the  annual  meeting  in  January;  and  the 
president  shall  have  power  to  call  meetings  of 
the  Board  whenever  he  may  deem  it  expedient 

"  8ec  6.  There  shall  be  held  in  the  City  of 
Indianapolis  on  the  Hist  Thursday  after  the 
first  Monday  in  January,  an  annual  meeting  of 
the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture,  to 
getber  with  the  president  of  each  county  agri- 
cultural society,  or  other  delegate  therefrom 
duly  authorized;  who  shall,  for  the  time  being, 
be  ex  officio  members  of  the  State  Board  of  Ag 
ricultiire  for  the  purpose  of  deliberation  and 
consultation  as  to  the  wants,  prospects  and 
conditions  of  the  agricultural  interests 
throughout  the  State;  and  at  such  annual 
meeting  the  several  reports  from  the  county  so- 
cieties shall  be  delivered  to  the  presidentof  the 
Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture;  and  the 
said  president  and  delegates  shall,  at  this  meet- 
ing, elect  suitable  persons  to  fill  all  vacancies  in 
the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture. 

"Sec.  7.  And  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said 
Board  to  make  an  annual  report  to  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State,  embracing  the  proceed- 
ings  of  the  Board  for  the  first  year,  and  an  ab- 
stract of  the  proceedings  of  the  several  county 
agricultural  societies,  as  well  as  a  general  view 
oi  the  condition  of  agriculture  throughout  the 
State,  accompanied  by  such  recommendations 
as  they  may  deem  interesting  and  useful. 

"Sec.  8.  That  the  sum  of  $1,000  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  appropriated  from  the  treasury 
for  the  use  of  the  Board,  and  an  account  of  the 
expenditures  of  the  Board  shall  be  included  in 
the  annual  report  of  the  Board  of  the  General 
Assembly. 

"Sec.  0.  That  the  Indiana  State  Board  of 
Agriculture  shall  have  the  power  to  hold  state 
fairs  at  such  times  and  places  as  they  may  deem 
proper  and  expedient  and  have  the  entire  con- 
trol of  the  same,  fixing  the  amounts  of  the 
various  premiums  offered,  embracing  every  ar- 
ticle of  science  and  art,  or  such  portions  of  them 
as  they  may  deem  expedient  and  proper,  cal- 
culated to  advance  the  interest  of  the  people  of 
the  State.  They  may  employ  assistants,  recei  ve 
contributions,  donations,  etc.,  and  unite  with  a 
county  or  district  society  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fraying the  expenses  of  said  state  fairs." 

The  foregoing  Act  was  passed  under  the 
Constitution  of  1816,  which  contained  the  fol- 
lowing provision: 

"Sec.  1.  Knowledge  and  learning,  generally 
diffused  through  a  community,  being  essential 
to  the  preservation  of  a  free  government,  .  .  . 
the  General  Assembly  shall,  from  time  to  time, 
pass  such  laws  as  shall  be  calculated  to  encour- 
age intellectual,  scientific  and  agricultural  im- 
provements, by  allowing  rewards  and  immuni- 
ties for  the  promotion  and  improvement  of  arts, 
sciences,  commerce,  manufactures  and  natural 
history;  and  to  countenance  and  encourage  the 
principles  of  humanity,  honesty,  industry  and 
morality."    Art.  9,  §  1. 

The  Constitution  of  1816  contained  no  pro- 
vision against  creating  private  corporations  by 
special  Acts.  In  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, at  section  18,  it  is  said:  "The  public 
benefit  is  deemed  a  sufficient  consideration  of 
a  grant  of  corporate  privileges;  and  hence, 


when  a  grant  of  such  privileges  is  made  (being 
in  the  nature  of  an  executed  contract)  it  cannot, 
in  case  of  a  private  corporation,  which  involves 
private  rights,  be  revoked.  The  object  in  cre- 
ating a  corporation  is,  in  fact,  to  gain  the  union, 
contribution  and  assistance  of  several  persons 
for  the  successful  promotion  of  some  design  of 

Stneral  utility;  though  the  corporation  may  at 
e  same  time  be  established  for  the  advantage 
of  those  who  are  members  of  it.  The  principle 
is  and  has  been  so  laid  down  by  Domat  that  the 
design  of  a  corporation  is  to  provide  for  some 
good  that  is  useful  to  the  public  With  respect 
to  Acts  of  Incorporation,  says  one  of  the  Judges 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia,  "they 
ought  never  to  be  passed  but  in  consideration, 
of  services  to  be  rendered  to  the  public." 

In  Section  14  the  following  statement  is  made: 
"  The  Bank  of  the  United  States,  for  example, 
if  the  stock  belonged  exclusively  to  the  govern- 
ment, would  be"  a  public  corporation;  but 
inasmuch  as  there  are  others  and  private 
owners  of  the  stock,  it  is  a  private  corporation.** 

In  section  81  it  is  said:  "  Private  corpora- 
tions are  indisputably  the  creations  of  public 
policy;  and,  in  the  popular  meaning  of  the 
term,  may  be  called  public;  but  yet,  if  the 
whole  interest  does  not  belong  to  the  govern- 
ment (as  if  the  corporation  is  created  for  the 
administration  of  civil  or  municipal  power)  the 
corporation  is  private." 

In  section  82  it  is  said:  "Nordoesit  make  any 
difference  that  the  State  has  an  interest  as  one 
of  the  corporators;  for  it  does  not  by  such  par- 
ticipation identify  itself  with  the  corporation. 
Says  Marshall,  Oh.  J.%  in  U.  8.  v.  Planter* 
Bank,  22  U.  S.  9  Wheat.  907,  6  L.  ed.  244,  '  the 
Planters'  Bank  of  Georgia  is  not  the  State  of 
Georgia,  although  the  State  holds  an  interest  in 
it.'"  In  section  84  it  is  said:  "A  hospital 
founded  by  private  benefaction,  it  has  been 
held,  is  not  thereby  constituted  a  public  corpo- 
ration, controllable  by  the  government;  nof 
does  it  make  any  difference  that  the  funds  have 
been  generally  derived  from  the  bounty  of  the 
government  itself."    See  §£  89,  40. 

In  1  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  4th 
ed.  §  22,  it  is  said:  "Public  and  municipal  cor- 
porations distinguished.  Corporations  intended 
to  assist  in  the  conduct  of  local  civil  govern- 
ment are  sometimes  styled  political,  sometimes 
public,  sometimes  civil  and  sometimes  munici- 
pal; and  certain  kinds  of  them,  with  very  re- 
stricted powers,  quasi  corporations.  All  these  by- 
way of  distinction  from  private  corporations. 

Sea  52:  "A  fundamental  division  of  cor- 
porations heretofore  adverted  to  is  into  public 
and  private.  The  importance  of  this  distinc- 
tion cannot  be  too  much  emphasized;  since 
upon  it  are  based  the  legal  principles  which  so 
broadly  distinguish  the  two  classes  of  corpora- 
tions. With  private  corporations  the  present 
work  has  no  other  concern  than  to  point  out  by 
way  of  illustration  wherein  they  differ  from 
those  which  are  public.  Both  classes  are  alike 
created  by  Legislature,  and  in  the  same  way, 
by  special  charter  or  under  general  Corporation 
Acta." 

In  section  68  it  Is  said:  "Private  corpora- 
tions are  created  for  private  as  distinguished 
from  purely  public  purposes;  and  they  are  not, 
in  contemplation  of  law,  public,  because  it  may 
have  been  supposed  by  the  Legislature  that 
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their  establishment  would  promote,  either  di- 
rectly or  consequentially,  the  public  interest. 
They  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  a  charter 
or  incorporating  statute;  but  when  assented  to 
Che  legislative  grant  is  irrevocable,  and  it  can- 
not, without  the  consent  of  the  corporation,  be 
impaired  or  destroyed  by  any  subsequent  Act 
of  legislation,  unless  the  right  to  do  so  was  re- 
served at  the  time."  Waterman,  on  the  Law 
of  Corporations,  asserts  the  same  doctrine. 
Slu,  1«,  17. 

In  the  case  of  Dartmouth  College  v.  Wood- 
uord,  17  U.  8.  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  629,  it  is 
held  that  public  corporations  are  such  only  as 
are  founded  by  the  government  for  public  pur- 
poses where  the  whole  interests  belong  to  the 
government.  In  this  case  it  is  held  that  no  au- 
thority exists  in  a  government  to  regulate,  con- 
trol or  change  a  corporation  created  by  it;  ex- 
cept when  the  corporation  is,  in  the  strict  sense, 
a  public  one,  and  its  franchises  the  exclusive 
property  of  the  government  itself.  In  such  a 
case,  the  officers  of  the  corporation  would  be 
^nblic  officers.  The  corporation  in  this  case 
was  created  by  a  charter  in  which  the  trustees 
were  mentioned  by  the  name  of  the  "  Trustees 
of  Dartmouth  College,"  granting  to  them  and 
their  successors  the  usual  corporate  privileges 
and  powers,  and  authorizing  the  trustees  who 
are  to  govern  the  college  to  nil  up  all  vacancies 
which  may  be  created  in  their  own  body,  and 
it  was  held  to  be  a  private  corporation. 

In  the  case  of  Yincennes  University  v.  Indi- 
ana, 55  U.  8. 14  How.  268, 14  L.  ed.  416,  it  was 
held  that  the  Acts  of  1806  and  1807,  establishing 
Yincennes  University  and  incorporating  the 
same  by  the  name  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of 
the  Yincennes  University,  made  it  a  private 
corporation  over  which  the  State  could  not  ex- 
ercise control.  See  Union  Pac.  R.  Oo.  v. 
United  States  and  Cent.  Pac.  R.  Oo.  v.  GaUa- 
tin,  90  U.  S.  700,  718,  25  L.  ed.  496,  504. 

The  State  University  was  established  by  an 
Act  which  made  provision  for  a  board  of  trus- 
tees and  enacted  that  they  and  their  successors 
shall  be  a  body  politic,  with  the  style  of  the 
Trustees  of  the  Indiana  University,  in  that 
name  to  sue  and  be  sued.  etc.  In  the  case  of 
State  v.  Carr,  111  Ind.  885,  9  West.  Rep.  818, 
the  court  quoted  from  the  case  of  Regent* 
of  the  University  of  Maryland  v.  Williams,  9 
Gill  &  J.  865-368,  with  approval  the  following 
language:  "A  corporation  may  be  private, 
and  yet  the  act  or  charter  contain  provision 
of  a  purely  public  character,  introduced  solely 
for  the  public  good.  .  .  .  A  public  corporation 
is  one  that  is  created  for  political  purposes,  with 
political  powers,  to  be  exercised  for  purposes 
connected  with  the  public  good  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  civil  government;  an  instru- 
ment of  the  government,  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  Legislature  and  its  members,  officers  of 
the  government,  for  the  administration  and  dis- 
charge of  public  duties;  as  in  the  cases  of 
cities,  towns,"  etc.  The  court  further  says  that 
"the  university  was  established  under  the 
•direct  authority  of  the  State,  through  a  special 
Act  of  the  Legislature;  or  that  the  charter  con- 
tains provisions  of  a  purely  public  character; 
nor  vet  that  the  institution  was  merely  estab- 
lished, and  is  and  should  be  perpetually  main- 
tained, at  the  public  expense,  for  the  public 
«ood,  does  not  make  it  a  public  corporation,  or 
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constitute  its  endowment  fund  a  public  fund.** 
It  is  further  said:  ''The  legal  status  of  the 
State  University,  being  that  of  a  technically 
private  or  at  most  a  quasi  public  corporation, 
the  university  fund  of  which  it  is  the  sole 
beneficiary  is  therefore  not  a  public  fund  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law." 

These  legal  rules  laid  down  by  the  authorities 
from  which  we  have  quoted  and  stated  the 
law  as  declared,  are  supported  and  adhered  to 
by  innumerable  decisions  of  courts  of  the 
highest  standing,  from  which  we  might  quote 
and  extend  this  opinion  to  an  unreasonable  and 
unwarranted  length;  but  we  deem  it  unneces- 
sary to  do  so.  Under  the  rules  stated,  it  is 
clear  that  the  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agricul- 
ture is  a  private  corporation;  and  it  matters  not 
to  what  extent  the  State  has  voluntarily  aided 
it  by  contributions  and  appropriations.  The 
corporation  now  owns  a  large  amount  of  prop- 
erty. The  main  funds  it  has  bandied  and  used 
have  been  received  from  private  citizens,  rail- 
road companies,  the  City  of  Indianapolis  and 
funds  received  from  state  fairs  held  by  the 
Board.  The  members  of  the  Board  have  not 
been  chosen  by  the  State;  they  are  not  state 
officers.  It  has  not  been  a  state  institution. 
It  is  true,  there  are  no  shares  of  stock  issued 
and  held  by  the  trustees  or  private  individuals; 
neither  are  shares  of  stock  issued  by  colleges 
and  universities  or  charitable  institutions  which 
are  private  corporations,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  make  it  a  private  corporation  that  shares  of 
stock  be  issued.  The  act  creating  it  made  it  a 
body  corporate,  with  perpetual  succession  in 
the  manner  prescribed.  It  is,  in  a  sense,  an 
educational  institution.  It  seeks  to  bring  to- 
gether people  engaged  in  agricultural  pursuits, 
as  well  as  those  engaged:  in  manufacturing 
farm  machinery  and  other  articles  adapted  to 
use  in  the  cultivation  of  the  soil  and  harvest- 
ing of  crops  and  other  articles  used  by  the 
public,  as  well  as  those  engaged  in  raising 
stock,  and  to  exhibit  to  those  in  attendance  the 
crops  resulting  from  the  various  methods  of 
farming  and  the  various  machinery  manufac- 
tured for  the  use  of  those  engaged  in  agricul- 
tural pursuits,  as  well  as  the  various  brands  of 
stock;  and  give  to  the  people  of  the  State,  and 
particularly  those  engaged  in agriculturalpur- 
suits,  an  opportunity  of  discussing  various 
methods  of  farming  and  farm  Implements  used 
and  the  different  brands  of  stock  raised,  and 
to  educate  the  people  in  this  way  in  the  pursuits 
of  agriculture,  and  to  educate  and  improve  the 
condition  of  the  agriculturist,  that  they  may 
have  a  knowledge  of  the  best  methods  of  farm- 
ing, best  machinery  to  use  and  the  best  brands 
of  stock.  An  agricultural  society  is  defined  in 
the  Century  Dictionary  as  "a  society  for  pro- 
moting agricultural  Interests,  such  as  the  fan- 
Erovement  of  land,  of  implements,  of  the 
rands  of  cattle,  etc'5  A  new  English  diction- 
ary defines  an  agriculturist  as  "a  student  of 
the  science  of  agriculture." 

The  trustees  so  elected  have  no  financial  in- 
terest in  the  property  of  the  corporation;  that 
is  to  say,  they  are  not  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  in  such  a  sense  as  that 
they  can  sell  it  and  appropriate  the  proceeds 
to  their  own  use,  any  more  than  could  the 
trustees  of  the  State  University  sell  and  con- 
vert the  proceeds  of  the  property  to  their  own 


1891. 


jIqAbthub  y.  Gordon. 


067 


use.  They  are  simply  trustees  to  manage  and 
control  it  The  institution,  the  corporation, 
exists  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  the  State, 
and  the  law  would  not  allow  its  purpose  to  fail 
by  a  failure  of  those  charged  with  the  duty  of 
electing  the  successors;  but  neither  the  State 
by  its  General  Assembly  nor  the  trustees  of  the 
corporation  have  any  right  to  appropriate  the 

Sroperty  of  the  corporation  to  the  use  of  the 
tate  or  the  individual  members  of  the  Board. 
The  General  Assembly  of  the  State  has  recog- 
nized this  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agriculture 
as  a  private  corporation.  By  an  Act  of  the 
Legislature  in  1877,  the  State  loaned  to  the 
corporation  $25,000,  and  took  a  mortgage  up- 
on its  property.  Again,  in  1881,  by  an  Act  of 
the  Legislature,  such  lien  for  $25,000  was 
postponed  and  made  a  subsequent  lien  to  a  lien 
of  a  third  party  on  the  lands  of  said  corporation. 
See,  in  addition  to  the  authorities  above  cited,  1 
Morawetz,FriT.Oorp.2d  ed.  §§  1,8,4;  New  Glou- 


cester School  Fund  TrusteeiY.  Bradbury,  11  Me. 
124;  Alien  v.  McKean,  1  Sumn.  297;  State  v. 
Vineennes  University,  5  Ind.  78;  Baltimore  & 
P.  B.  Co.  v.  Fifth  Bap.  Church,  108  U.  S.  880. 27 
L.  ed.  744;  Yarmouth  v.  North  Yarmouth, ,84  Me. 
417;  People  v.  Morris,  18  Wend.  881;  State 
Board  of  Agriculture  v.  Citizens  St.  B.  Oo.  47 
Ind.  407. 

The  Act  of  1891  attempts  to  take  from  the 
appellee  all  the  property  acquired  by  it.  It 
both  impairs  the  contract  or  charter  of  1851, 
by  which  it  made  the  appellee  a  private  cor- 
poration, and  it  seeks  to  take  its  property  from 
ft  without  due  process  of  law. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  ap- 
pellee is  a  private  corporation,  it  leads  to  an  af- 
firmance of  the  judgment. 

Judgment  aprmed,  with  costs. 

McBride,  </.,  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of 
this( 
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George   Mc ARTHUR,    Committee,   etc.,  of 
Ebenezer  Larmouth,  Bespt., 
v. 
Henry  GORDON  et  al.t  Appts 

(....N.Y.....) 

1.  A  declaration  of  trust  made  In  con- 
sideration of  a  conveyance  of  land,  al- 
though at  a  later  date,  is  valid  and  Irrevo- 
cable, and  cannot  be  limited  or  affected  by  sub- 
sequent acts  or  contracts  of  the  trustee  with  a 
stranger  to  the  parties  named  in  the  Instrument 

8.  The  support  of  an  incompetent  per- 
son who  has  always  lived  on  a  certain 
farm  to  which  a  vendee  of  the  farm  binds  him- 
self by  a  declaration  of  trust  to  apply  the  net 
rents  of  the  f  anil  or  the  interest  on  the  purchase 
price  if  it  should  be  sold,  and  which  is  made  a  first 
Uen  on  the  farm  in  case  of  a  sale  thereof,  is  not 


limited  to  support  on  the  farm  where  there  to 
nothing  in  the  declaration  to  show  that  Intent. 

8.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  trustee  to  exercise 
a  supervision  over  the  care  and  com- 
fort of  an  incompetent  person  for  whose 
support  in  consideration  of  the  conveyance  of  a 
farm  he  has  made  a  declaration  of  trust  to  ap- 
propriate the  net  rents  of  the  farm  or  the  inter- 
est on  its  prioe  1  sold;  and  he  should  apply  the 
proceeds  so  far  as  necessary  to  that  purpose 
wherever  within  reasonable  limits  snoh  person 
may  be  oared  for  and  supported. 

4.  The  liability  of  a  trustee  who  in  con- 
sideration of  a  deed  has  charged  property  with  a 
trust  for  the  support  of  an  incompetent  person 
cannot  be  avoided  by  transferring  the  property 
charged  with  such  support,  but  he  is  liable  for 
such  part  of  the  expense  thereof  if  not  furnished 
by  his  grantee  as  cannot  be  recovered  from  the 
land  itself  or  from  the  second  grantee. 
(Earl,  J.,  dissents.) 


Nora.— Creation  or  declaration  of  trust. 
Any  agreement  or  contract  in  writing,  whereby 
a  person  agrees  that  a  particular  parcel  of  land 
shall  be  dealv  with  in  a  particular  manner  for  the 
benefit  of  another,  raises  a  trust  in  favor  of  such 
other  person.  Conway  v.  Kinsworthy,  21  Ark.  9; 
Price  v.  Beeves,  88  CaL  497;  Rabun  v.  Rabun,  16  La. 
Ann.  471;  Baylies  v.  Payson,  5  Allen,  488;  Pingree 
v.  Coffin,  12  Gray,  288;  Oiddlngs  v.  Palmer,  107  Mass. 
270;  Homer  v.  Homer,  107  Mass.  82:  Prioe  v.  Mtnot, 
107  Mass.  61;  Paul  v.  Fulton,  26  Miss.  168;  Wadding- 
ham  v.  Loker,  44  Mo.  182;  Currle  v.  White,  46  N.  Y. 
822;  Beed  v.  Lukens,  44  Pa.  200:  Grossman's  App.  42 
Pa.  147;  Bees  v.  Livingston,  41  Pa.  118;  Pownal  v. 
Taylor,  10  Leigh,  188:  Seymour  v.  Freer,  76  TJ.  8.  8 
Wall.  202, 19  L.  ed.  80S;  Legard  v.  Hodges,  1  Yes.  Jr. 
478. 

The  trust  may  be  manifested  or  proved  by  any 
writing  in  which  the  fiduciary  relation  between  the 
parties  and  its  terms  can  be  clearly  read.  Bragg 
v.  Paulk,  42  Me.  602;  Portland  Second  Unitarian 
8oc.  v.  Woodbury.  14  Me.  281;  Maccubbln  v.  Crom- 
well, 7  0111  ft  J.  167;  Orleans  v.  Chatham,  2  Pick.  28; 
Gomez  v.  Tradesman's  Bank,  4  Sandf.106;  Baybold 
v.  Baybold,  20  Pa.  808;  Steere  v.  Steere,  6  Johns.  Ch. 
2, 1  L.ed.987;  Cuyler  v.  Bradt,  20aL  Oas.  826;  Gra- 
ham v.  Lambert,  6  Humph.  806:  Barron  v.  Barron, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


24  Vt  875;  Fisher  v.  Fields,  10  Johns.  486;  Book  v. 
Swazey,  86  Me.  41;  Chamberlain  v.  Thompson,  10 
Conn.  248. 

The  Statute  of  Frauds  Is  satisfied  if  it  is  manifest- 
ed by  any  subsequent  acknowledgment,  as  by  an 
express  declaration  (Willard  v.  Willard,  66  Pa.  U9; 
Ambrose  v.  Ambrose,  1  P.  Wins.  821;  Nutton  v. 
Crow,  10  Mod.  288);  or  memorandum  to  that  effect 
(Fisher  v.  Fields,  supra;  TJrann  v.  Coatee,  109  Mass. 
681;  Bellamy  v.  Burrow,  Oas.  U  Talb.  97);  or  by  a  let- 
ter under  his  hand.  Kingsbury  v.  Burnslde,  68  111. 
810;  Steere  v.  Steere,  supra;  Johnson  v.  Deloney,86 
Tex.  42;  Buokner  v.  Kingsbury,  68  IU.  810;  Mon- 
tague v.  Hayes,  10  Gray,  609;  Phelps  v.  Seely,  22 
Gratt.  678;  Forster  v.  Hale,  8  Ves.  Jr.  006:  Bentley 
v.Maokay,  16  Bear.  12;  Chllders  v.  Cbilders,  1  DeG. 
ft  J.  482;  Gardner  v.  Howe,  2  81m.  ft  Stu.  846; 
Crooke  v.  Brookelng,  2  Yarn.  108. 

If  there  Is  any  competent  evidenoe  that  the  hold- 
er of  the  legal  title  is  only  a  trustee.  It  will  open  the 
door  for  the  admission  of  parol  evidenoe  to  ex- 
plain the  position  of  the  parties.  Provost  v.  Grata, 
1  Pet  a  a  886;  Cone  v.  Leggett,  26  Barb.  889:  Hol- 
Ungshead  v.  Allen,  17  Pa.  275;  Hutohins  v.  Lee,  1 
Atk.  447;  Cripps  v.  Jee,  4  Bro.  Ch.  472;  Morton  v. 
Tewart,  2  Youngeft  0.67,  cited  In  1  Perry,  Tr.  1 88, 
See  note  to  Dreisbach  v.  Serfass  (Pa.)  8  L.  B.  A.  886. 


See  also  30  L.  R.  A.  214. 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Third  Department,  modifying  and  affirming  a 
Judgment  of  the  Washington  County  Special 
Term  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  compliance  with  the  terms  of  a  dec- 
laration of  trust  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
defendant  Gordon  for  the  support  of  Lar- 
mouth.    Modified  and  affirmed. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Westfavll  &  Whitcomb,  for  ap- 
pellants: 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  agreement  claimed 
to  have  been  made  between  Miss  McDoual  and 
Gordon,  as  the  consideration  of  the  deed  from 
her  to  him,  was  in  writing.  And  such  agree- 
ment, if  clearly  and  conclusively  proved  to 
have  been  made  by  parol,  would  be  void  and 
not  enforceable  by  action  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Wheeler  v.  Reynolds,  66  N.  Y.  227;  Cook  v. 
Barr,  44  N.  Y.  156;  Hutchins  v.  Hutchins,  98 
N.  Y.  57;  Bob  v.  Barker,  82  N.  Y.  482;  Levy 
Y.  Brush,  45  N.  Y.  589;  Sturt&vant  v.  Sturte- 
vant,  20  N.  Y.  89;  Wilson  v.  Been,  74  N.  Y. 
681;  Eighmie  v.  Taylor,  98  N.  Y.  288. 

The  paper  executed  by  Gordon  and  recorded 
April,  1876,  neither  creates,  declares,  establishes 
nor  proves  the  trust  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff 
to  maintain  this  action. 

Cook  v.  Barr,  supra;  Hubbard  v.  Sharp.  Nov. 
1887;  1  Hilliard,  Real  Prop.  4th  ed.  425;  1 
Green!  Cruise,  Real  Prop.  856;  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
8268. 

If  the  instrument  in  question  is  sufficient  in 
form  and  substance  to  constitute  a  declaration 
of  trust,  it  never  became  operative,  because  it 
never  had  an  inception,  and  especially  because 
the  beneficiary,  at  all  times  until  at  or  just 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  repu- 
diated it  and  sought  to  cancel  and  destroy  it. 

Young  v.  Young,  80  N.  Y.  422;  Be  Crate- 
ford,  118  N.  Y.  560;  Jackson  v.  Phipps,  12 
Johns.  418;  Jackson  v.  Bodle,  20  Johns.  184; 
Blsey  v.  Metealf,  1  Denio,  828;  Gifford  v.  Cor- 
rigan,  7  Cent.  Rep.  277,  105  N.  Y.  227;  Pool 
v.  Pool,  1  Hill,  580;  Jenk,  v.  Robertson,  58 
N.  Y.  621;  Bisley  v.  SnMh,  64  N.  Y.  576; 
WJieat  v.  Rice,  97  N.  Y.  296;  Fonda  v.  Sage, 
48  N.  Y.  183;  Homer  v.  Guardian  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  67  N.  Y.  478;  Winch  v.  Mutual  Benefit  Ice 
Co.  86  N.  Y.  618;  Cornell  v.  Cornell,  96  N.  Y. 
108;  Averill  v.  Patterson,  10  N.  Y.  500. 

Until  refusal  to  support  at  the  place  desig- 
nated, there  is  no  right  of  action. 

Bennett  v.  Akin,  88  Hun,  251;  Pool  v.  Pool, 
1  Hill,  580. 

The  transactions  between  Gordon  and  Davis 
furnish  no  cause  of  action  against  Davis  In 
favor  of  Larmouth. 

The  recording  by  Gordon  of  the  paper  claimed 
by  plaintiff  to  be  a  "declaration  of  trust"  did 
not  operate  as  notice  to  Davis,  a  subsequent 
purchaser,  and  there  is  no  proof  that  he  had 
actual  notice  thereof. 


♦A  decision  was  reached  in  this  ease  and  an  opin- 
ion handed  down  reversing  the  Judgment  of  the 
lower  court,  on  January  27, 1891.  A  rehearing*  was 
subsequently  granted,  after  which  the  opinion 
given  herewith  was  handed  down,  which  supersedes 
the  former  one  and  renders  the  printing;  of  it  un- 
necessary. [Rep.] 
13  L.  R.  A. 


Boyd  v.  Schlesinger,  59  N.  Y.  809;  DiOaye  \. 
Whitehall  Com.  Bank,  51  N.  Y.  858;  GiUig  v. 
Maass,  28  N.  Y.  192;  Judeon  v.  Dana,  79  N. 
Y.  874:  Bank  for  Savings  v.  Frank,  18  Jones 
AS.  464. 

Larmouth  was  a  stranger  so  far  as  the  agree- 
ments between  Gordon  and  Davis  were  con- 
cerned. And  "  a  mere  stranger  cannot  inter- 
vene and  claim  by  action  the  benefit  of  a  con- 
tract between  other  parties." 

Vrooman  v.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  284;  Wheat  v. 
Rice,  supra;  NieoU  v.  New  York  6  B.  B.  Co. 
12  N.  Y.  121;  Craig  v.  Wells,  11  N.  Y.  821; 
Totole  v.  Bemsen,  70  N.  Y.  812;  Post  v.  Bern- 
heimer,  81  Hun,  252;  Duryee  v.  New  York,  96 
N.  Y.  496. 

On  re-argument. 

The  instrument  executed  by  the  defendant 
Gordon,  considered  as  a  declaration  of  trust, 
does  not  entitle  Larmouth  to  "support"  else- 
where than  on  the  premises  referred  to  in  the 
instrument,  so  long  as  it  is  not  refused  him 
there. 

Parker  v.  Parker,  126  Mass.  488;  Oram  v. 
Oram,  68  N.  H.  81;  Pool  v.  Pool,  1  Hill,  5 SO; 
McKiUip  v.  McKiUip,  8  Barb.  556;  Currier  v. 
Currier,  2N.E  75;  Pratt  v.  Pratt,  42  Mich. 
174;  Zimmer  v.  8etile,  19  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 
245;  Boone  v.  Tipton,  15  Ind.  270;  Green  v. 
Green,  82  Ind.  276. 

The  bond  being  purely  voluntary,  the  obligor 
should  be  treated  more  as  a  surety  than  as  a 
principal  debtor;  and  therefore  the  obliga- 
tions which  he  assumed  should  be  strictly  con- 
strued, and  should  not  be  extended  by  construc- 
tion. 

Birckhead  v.  Brown,  5  Hill,  640;  MeCluskey 
v.  CromweU,  11  N.  Y.  598;  People  v.  Pennock, 
60  N.  Y.  426;  People  v.  Chalmers,  60  N.  Y.  168; 
BisseU  v.  Saxton,  66  N.  Y.  60;  Ward  v.  Stahl, 
81  N.  Y.  406;  Thomson  v.  MacGregor,  81  N. 
Y.  596;  National  Mechanics  Bkg.  Asso.  v. 
Conkling,  90  N.  Y.  116. 

There  could  be  no  default  except  upon  proper 
demand,  by  the  proper  person,  in  proper  man- 
ner and  in  proper  time. 

28  Cent.  L.  J.  816-824,  and  cases  cited;  Mo 
Kittip  v.  McKiUip,  supra. 

Plaintiff's  and  Larmouth's  non-acceptance 
and  repudiation  constitute  a  waiver  and  a  per- 
feet  defense. 

Pool  v.  Pool,  McKiUip  v.  McKiUip  and  Boone 
v.  Tipton,  supra;  Jenks  v.  Robertson,  58  N.  Y. 
621;  Bisley  v.  Smith,  64  N.  Y.  576;  CorneU  v. 
Cornell,  96  N.  Y.  108;  Wheat  v.  Bice,  97  N.  Y. 
296.  and  cases  cited  on  page  802;  Homer  v. 
Guardian  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  67  N.  Y.  481; 
Winch  v  Mutual  Ben.  lee  Co.  86  N.  Y.  619. 

Mr.  MaUthew  Hale,  with  Mr.  Job  G. 
Sherman*  for  respondent: 

The  court  was  right  in  holding  that  the 
instrument  executed  and  placed  upon  record 
by  the  defendant  Gordon  was  a  valid  and  bind- 
ing declaration  of  trust,  relating  back  to  the 
date  of  the  deed  from  Ellis  McDoual  to  him. 

1  Perry,  Tr.  §82;  Fisher  v.  Fields,  10  Johns. 
495;  Urannv.  Coates,  109  Mass.  581;  Montague 
v.  Hayes,  10  Gray,  609;  Wright  v.  Douglass,  7 
N.  Y.  564;  Adams  v.  Adams,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall. 
185,  22  L.  ed.  504;  Van  Cott  v.  Prentice,  6 
Cent.  Rep.  864.  104  N.  Y.  45;  Hatch  v.  Stew- 
art.  42  Hun,  164;  Westlakev.  Wheat,  4SUun,  11. 
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The  recording  of  the  declaration  of  trust  was 
constructive  notice  thereof  to  all  subsequent 
purchasers  or  incumbrancers.  It  is  a  "  con- 
veyance"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute. 

1  Rev.  Stat.  762,  §  88,  759,  8§  16, 17;  Bacon 
v.  Van  Sehoonhoven,  19  Hun,  158,  affirmed.  87 
N.  Y.  446;  Qrandin  v.  Esmandes,  29  Hun, 
899. 

The  facts  found  by  the  trial  court,  and 
approved  by  the  general  term,  show  that  an 
equitable  lien  exists  in  favor  of  Ebenezer  Lar- 
mouth. 

1  Jones,  Liens,  §§  28,  80;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 
§  1281;  Hanselt  v.  Harrison,  1W  XL  8.  401,26 
L.  ed.  1075;  Gregory  v.  Morris,  96  U.  8.  619, 
24  L.  ed.  740;  Mornington  v.  Keane,  2  DeG.  & 
J.  292;  Pinch  v.  Anthony,  8  Allen,  586;  Sey- 
mour v.  Ganandaigua  &  N.  F.  B.  Go.  25  Barb. 
284:  Pries  v.  Palmer,  28  Hun,  504;  Fowler  v. 
Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  28  Hun,  195;  Chase  v.  Peek, 
21  N.  Y.  681;  Payne  v.  Wilson,  74  N.  Y.  848; 
Perry  v.  Board  of  Missions  of  Albany  P.  B. 
Church,  8  Cent.  Rep.  62,  102  N.  Y.  99;  Smith 
v.  Smith,  51  Hun,  164. 

On  re-argument. 

The  obligation  of  defendants  under  the  instru- 
ment executed  by  the  defendant  Gordon  April 
19,  1876,  was  not  limited  to  the  support  of 
Larmouth  upon  the  farm  in  question. 

28  Gent.  L.  J.  816. 

The  office  of  trustee  cannot  be  delegated.  If 
a  trustee  confides  his  duties  or  the  trust  fund 
to  the  care  of  a  stranger,  he  will  be  personally 
responsible. 

1  Perry,  Tr.  §  402:  Adams  v.  Clifton,  1  Ruas. 
297;  Hardtoiek  v.  Mynd,  1  Anstr.  109. 

A  transfer  of  a  trust  fund  by  a  trustee  to 
another  is  of  itself  a  breach  of  trust,  and  ren- 
ders the  assigning  trustee  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  his  assignee. 

Hulme  v.  Hulme,  2  Myl.  &  K.  682;  Flanders 
▼.  Lamphear,  9  N.  H.  201. 

The  refusal  of  defendant  Gordon  to  do  any- 
thing for  Larmouth,  accompanied  by  his  state- 
ment "  that  he  had  got  all  through  with  it/' 
excused  plaintiff  from  making  any  further 
demand. 

Bobinson  v.  Frank,  9  Cent.  Rep.  846, 107  N. 
Y.  655;  Ohio  &  M.  B.  Co.  v.  McCarthy,  96  TJ. 
8.  258,  24  L.  ed.  698. 

The  trust  being  perfectly  created,  nothing  is 
required  of  the  court  but  to  give  effect  to  the 
trust  as  an  executed  trust;  and  it  will  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  although  without  consideration, 
to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  there  had  been  a  valuable  consideration  for 
the  creation  of  the  trust. 

1  Perry,  Tr.  §  96;  1  Lew  Id,  Tr.  67;  Stone  t. 
Hackett,  12  Gray,  227. 

Where  a  sum  of  money,  or  the  entire  income 
of  any  property,  is  appropriated  for  the  main- 
tenance and  support  of  another,  the  beneficiary 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  sum  of  money 
or  income  so  appropriated,  without  reference 
to  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  so  appropri- 
ated. 

Webb  v.  KeUy,  9  Sim.  472;  Lewes  v.  Lewes, 
16  Sim.  266;  Noel  v.  Jones,  Id.  809;  Young- 
husband  v.  Qisborne,  1  Coll.  400;  Bayne  v. 
Orowther,  20  Beav.  400;  Attwood  v.  Alford,  L. 
R.  2  Eq.  479;  Be  Sanderson's  Trust,  8  Kay  & 
J.  497/ 
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Roger,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  (he  opinion  of  the 

court: 

This  action  fa  brought  on  behalf  of  Eben- 
ezer  Larmouth,  a  lunatic,  against  the  defend- 
ant Gordon  and  his  grantee,  upon  a  declara- 
tion of  trust  executed  by  Gordon  for  the  benefit 
of  said  Larmouth,  to  enforce  the  trust,  and 
recover  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  trust  prop* 
erty  claimed  to  have  been  misappropriated  by 
the  defendants.  The  complaint,  proceeded  up- 
on the  theory  that  the  defendants  had  neglected 
to  execute  the  duties  of  the  trust,  and  had  ap- 
propriated to  their  own  use  the  income  of  the 
trust  property,  instead  of  applying  it  to  the 
maintenance  and  support  of  its  beneficiary,  as 
provided  by  the  trust.  This  case  has  been  the 
occasion  of  some  difference  of  opinion  in  the 
court  as  to  the  proper  construction  to  be  given 
to  the  declaration  of  trust,  and  now  comes  be- 
fore us  upon  a  re-argument  This  disagree- 
ment has  arisen  as  much,  I  think,  from  the 
divergent  views  taken  of  the  facts  by  the  vari- 
ous members  of  the  court  as  from  any  differ- 
ence between  us  as  to  the  rules  of  law  appli- 
cable to  them.  A  more  elaborate  statement  of 
the  leading  facts,  as  they  appear  from  the  find- 
ings of  the  trial  court,  as  well  as  from  the  un- 
disputed evidence,  will  tend  more,  I  think,  to 
dissipate  misconception  and  harmonize  our 
views  than  any  other  mode  of  treating  the 
case.  Stated  in  their  chronological  order,  they 
are  as  follows: 

In  the  year  1876  one  Ellis  McDoual,  an  un- 
married woman  of  the  age  of  ninety  years, 
owned  and  resided  upon  a  farm  of  about  45 
acres  in  the  Town  of  Jackson,  Washington 
County,  having  no  other  property  of  any  ma- 
terial value.  Her  only  son,  then  of  the  age  of 
about  sixty-six  years,  a  harmless  lunatic,resided 
with  her,  and  bad  so  lived  with  her  on  the 
farm  for  many  years.  The  farm  was  worth 
about  $8,000,  and  its  annual  rental  value,  ex- 
clusive of  taxes,  was  about  $175.  In  the  year 
1878  Miss  McDoual  executed  a  will  by  which 
she  devised  all  her  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, in  trust  to  her  executors  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  apply  them  to 
the  use  of  her  sdn,  Ebenezer  Larmouth,  dur- 
ing his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  her  pas- 
tor and  friend,  the  Rev.  Henry  Gordon.  On 
October  16,  1874,  Miss  McDoual  executed  and 
delivered  to  Gordon  a  warranty  deed  of  such 
premises  for  the  consideration,  expressed  in  the 
deed,  "of  one  dollar  and  other  valuable  con- 
sideration to  her  duly  paid,"  which  deed  was 
duly  recorded  October  22, 1874,  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  Washington  County.  Miss  McDoual 
died  March  8,  1876,  having  lived  upon  and  re- 
tained possession  of  the  farm  until  that  time, 
and  leaving  her  son  in  possession  thereof.  On 
April  19,  1876,  Gordon  executed  an  instrument 
in  writing,  which  he  caused  to  be  recorded  in 
the  clerk's  office  of  Washington  County,  read- 
ing as  follows:  "Enow  all  men  by  these  pres- 
ents, that  because  of  certain  real  estate  duly 
conveyed  to  me  by  Ellis  McDoual,  late  of  the 
Town  of  Jackson,  Washington  County,  New 
York,  I,  HenryGordon,  of  Coila,  Washington 
County,  New  York,  do,  of  my  own  free  will 
and  accord,  hereby  consider  myself,  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators,  bolden  and  firmly 
bound  to  appropriate  or  cause  to  be  appro- 
priated, for  the  comfortable  support  of  Ed 
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«er  Larmouth  during  his  life,  all  the  rents,  after 
deducting  necessary  expenses,  of  said  real  es- 
tate, or,  if  said  real  estate  should  be  sold,  the 
proper  maintenance  in  board  and  clothing 
should  be  first  lien  upon  said  real  estate  during 
the  life  of  said  Ebenezer  Larmouth.  The  sub- 
scriber to  this  bond  distinctly  asserts  that  its 
obligations  on  him  are  limited  to  the  rents  of 
said  real  estate,  or  to  the  interest  on  the  pur- 
chase money,  should  said  real  estate  be  sold. 
8igned  with  my  hand  and  seal  this  10th  day  of 
April,  1876.  Henry  Gordon,  [l.  b.]  "  Miss 
McDoual  never  owned  or  conveyed  to  Henry 
Gordon  any  other  real  estate  than  this  farm. 
Gordon  preached  Miss  McDoual's  funeral  ser- 
mon, immediately  after  her  death,  and,  refer- 
ring to  her  son,  stated  "  that  ample  means  have 
been  provided  for  his  support  and  welfare," 
and  concluded  by  saying  'The  friends  may  rest 
assured  that  her  wishes  will  be  faithfully  car- 
ried out."  The  first  year  after  Miss  Doual's 
death  the  executor  of  her  will  took  possession 
of  the  farm,  and  rented  it  to  one  Green  for 
$150  a  year.  During  this  time  Larmouth  oc- 
cupied the  house  on  the  farm  alone,  and  was 
boarded  by  Green,  who  was  allowed  20s.  a 
week  therefor,  to  be  applied  upon  the  rent  of 
the  land.  No  special  complaint  is  made  by  the 
plaintiff  but  that  the  income  of  the  farm  was 
for  this  year  substantially  applied  to  the  sup- 
port of  Larmouth.  In  January,  1877,  Henry 
Gordon  executed  and  delivered  to  one  Robert 
Davis  a  warranty  deed  of  the  farm  for  the  con- 
sideration of  $400,  which  was  secured  by  a 
mortgage  upon  the  farm;  and  upon  the  con- 
dition also  that  Davis  "would  provide  and 
furnish  Ebenezer  Larmouth, "during  his  natural 
life,  "suitable  clothing,  food,  lodging  and 
necessary  medical  attendance  and  medicine," 
which  Davis  thereby  covenanted  to  provide. 
It  was  further  provided  by  this  deed  that  "the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  said  Lar- 
mouth, as  aforesaid,  shall  constitute  and  re- 
main an  indefeasible  lien  upon  the  premises 
hereby  conveyed,  during  the  natural  life  of 
said  Larmouth."  Immediately  after  this  con- 
veyance the  defendant  Davis  leased  about  an 
acre  and  a  quarter  of  the  land,  with  the  build- 
ings on  the  premises,  to  one  Plunkitt,  in  con- 
sideration that  Plunkitt  should  board  Lar- 
mouth, and  do  his  washing  and  mending,  "if 
the  said  Larmouth  would  consent  to  stay  on  the 
farm  with  Plunkitt,  and,  in  case  he  did  not,  that 
Plunkitt  should  pay  $40  a  year  for  the  privileges 
enjoyed  by  hira."  Davis  occupied  and  culti- 
vated the  remainder  of  the  premises,  and  re- 
ceived payment  of  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  by 
Plunkitt,  Larmouth  having  refused  to  live  in 
Plunkitt's  family.  Plunkitt  was  assisted  in 
taking  possession  of  the  house  by  Davis,  his 
servants,  and  the  executor  of  Miss  McDoual's 
will,  and  met  with  some  opposition  from  Lar- 
mouth, who  forbade  them  from  coming  upon 
the  premises,  and  claimed  to  own  the  farm  and 
the  property  in  the  house,  and  asserted  that  they 
were  attempting  to  rob  him  of  his  patrimony. 
Larmouth's  bed  and  furniture  were  then  forci- 
bly taken  from  the  room  which  he  was  accus- 
tomed to  occupy,  and  packed  away  in  another 
part  of  the  house,  and  he  refused  to  remain  and 
live  with  Plunkitt.  It  appears  that  Larmouth 
was  a  Presbyterian,  of  Scottish  descent,  and 
Plunkitt  an  Irish  Catholic,  with  a  familv  eou- 
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sisting of  a  wife  and  three  children;  and  Lar- 
mouth being  asked  to  stav  with  Plunkitt,  said 
he  didn't  want  to  live  with  an  Irishman.  He 
had  been  subjected  to  a  personal  assault  at  the 
bands  of  a  servant  of  Davis  on  the  premises 
previously.  Larmouth  then  left  the  house 
with  McArthur,  and  has  ever  since  continued 
to  make  it  his  home  at  McArtbur's,  and  has 
lived  with  and  been  practically  supported  by 
him.  He  has  during  all  this  time,  up  to 
the  trial,  been  irrational,  poor,  needy  and 
dependent,  and  frequently  sick  and  practically 
unable  to  support  or  take  care  of  himself. 
He  has  never  received  any  attention  or  sup- 
port from  either  Gordon  or  Davis,  and  all  ap- 
plcations  to  them  for  aid  have  been  uniformly 
neglected  or  evaded.  Applications  have  been 
frequently  made  to  them  for  assistance,  and 
the  payment  of  bills  for  medical  attendance 
and  other  necessaries,  but  they  were  met  by 
Gordon,  after  he  sold  to  Davis,  with  the  dec- 
laration "that  he  had  sot  through  with  it,** 
and  by  Davis  with  a  refusal  to  pay  for  any- 
thing  he  did  not  himself  order.  Plunkitt  re- 
mained in  possession  of  the  property  rented  by 
him  for  two  years,  after  which  Davis  moved 
into  the  house  and  occupied  it,  with  the  farm, 
and  has  continued  to  do  so,  and  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  to  the  time  of  the 
trial.  Davis  has  never  paid  anything  for  the 
property,  except  the  sum  of  $24  annually  to 
Gordon  as  interest  upon  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage, which  sum  Gordon  has  appropriated 
to  his  own  use. 

Theie  are  certain  propositions  involved  in 
this  controversy  concerning  which  there  is 
no  difference  of  opinion  in  the  court,  and 
among  them  are  the  following:  first,  that 
the  declaration  of  April  19,  1870,  constituted 
a  valid  and  enforceable  trust,  and  imposed 
upon  its  creator  the  obligations  and  duties  of 
a  trustee,  to  be  discharged  in  accordance  with 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  language  used 
therein  by  him;  teeond,  that,  in  giving  a  con- 
struction to  such  instrument,  regard  may  be 
had  to  the  situation  of  the  parties,  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  as  well  as  the 
language  of  the  instrument,  for  the  purpose 
of  arriving  at  the  intent  of  the  author  in  mak- 
ing it,  where  that  intent  is  not  clearly  ex- 
pressed; third,  that  this  trust  was  irrevocable, 
and  cannot  be  limited  or  affected  by  any  sub- 
sequent acts  or  contracts  of  the  trustee  with' a 
stranger  to  the  parties  named  in  the  instru- 
ment; fourth,  that,  so  far  as  any  interest  in 
the  real  estate  is  concerned,  the  rights  ami  lia- 
bilities of  Gordon  and  Davis,  after  the  pur- 
chase by  Davis,  were  co-extensive,  Davis  hav- 
ing purchased,  not  only  with  constructive  as 
well  as  actual  notice  of  the  liabilities  imposed 
upon  the  land  by  the  terms  of  the  trust,  but 
also  under  a  positive  condition  that  he  should 
hold  the  title  subject  to  the  obligation  of  dis- 
charging the  duties  imposed  by  its  provisions 
upon  the  trustee;  fifth,  that  Gordon  did  not, 
by  contracting  with  a  third  party  to  discharge 
his  obligations  to  Larmouth,  relieve  himself 
from  the  duty  of  seeing  that  such  obligations 
were  performed;  sixth,  that  it  is  quite  imma- 
terial, so  far  as  the  liabilities  of  Gordon  and 
Davis  to  the  beneficiary  of  the  trust  are  con- 
cerned, what  the  nature  of  the  subsequent  con- 
tract between  Gordon  and  Davis  was,  and 
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whether  the  same  should   be   reformed  or 
not. 

Assuming  the  correctness  of  these  proposi- 
tions, there  are  left  for  consideration  the  fol- 
lowing questions :  flint,  whether  the  provis- 
ions in  the  declaration  of  trust,  relating  to 
Larmouth's  support  and  maintenance,  are 
limited  to  support  to  be  furnished  on  the  prem- 
ises therein  referred  to,  or  constitute  a  general 
obligation  to  appropriate  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  trust  property  to  his  support  wherever 
it  might  be  needed:  eeeond,  whether  an  active 
duty  on  the  part  of  Gordon  was  incurred,  by 
the  obligations  of  the  trust,  to  exercise  care  and 
supervision  over  the  person  and  wants  of  the 
beneficiary,  and  to  provide  for  tbem  to  the  ex- 
tent of  touch  rents  and  profits  wherever  such 
care  and  supervision  might  be  necessary  and 
reasonable:  third,  what  is  the  measure  of  the 
liability  incurred  by  Gordon,  and  how  tax  has 
he  made  himself  responsible  by  his  neglect  to 
appropriate  the  income  of  the  trust  property  to 
the  support  of  Larmouth. 

It  seems  to  be  well  established  by  the  au- 
thorities that,  under  a  general  obligation  to 
maintain  and  support  another,  where  no  place 
is  specified,  the  beneficiary  may,  as  a  general 
rule,  live  wherever  he  chooses,  provided  his 
choice  does  not  involve  needless  expenses. 
Wilder  y.  WhiUemore,  15  Mass.  262;  BtiUwell 
v.  Pease,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  74;  Proctor  v.  Proctor, 
141  Mass.  165,  2  New  Eog.  Rep.  888;  donkey 
v.  Eterett,  11  Gray,  95;  Pettee  v.  Case,  2  Allen, 
546;  BoweU  v.  Jewett,  69  Me.  298.  This  rule 
Is,  undoubtedly,  subject  to  exceptions  in  cases 
where  there  is  great  inadequacy  of  considera- 
tion, or  family  arrangements  are  made  involv- 
ing the  support  of  some  of  its  members  by 
others  who  have  been  accustomed  to  live  to- 
gether, or  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
the  language  of  the  instrument  indicate  an  in- 
tention that  support  shall  be  furnished  in  a 
particular  manner,  at  a  particular  place,  or 
by  particular  persons.  In  such  cases  the  courts 
have  sometimes  construed  similar  contracts 
as  meaning  tbat  support  could  be  required 
only  at  the  place  or  by  the  persons  indicated, 
even  though  that  was  not  made  an  express 
requirement  of  the  agreement.  Such  were 
the  cases  of  McKillip  v.  McKiUip,  8  Barb. 
552;  Pool  v.  Pool,  1  Hill,  580,  and  others  of 
like  character.  We  have,  however,  been  un- 
able to  find,  among  the  numerous  cases  re- 
ferred to,  any  which  are  at  all  applicable  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  particular  case. 
Whether  we  regard  the  language  of  the  in- 
strument, or  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  parties,  we  find  nothing  which  consti- 
tutes this  case  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule.  The  trust  deed  unconditionally  devotes 
the  net  rents  of  the  trust  property  to  the  sup- 
port of  the  beneficiary,  so  far  as  they  are  nec- 
essary for  that  purpose,  without  reference  to 
his  place  of  abode,  and  implies  that  the  trus- 
tee shall  collect  and  appropriate  them,  from 
time  to  time,  as  they  are  needed  by  the  bene- 
ficiary. There  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  parties  indicating  an  intention  to  limit 
the  requirements  of  the  beneficiary  to  a  living 
upon  the  trust  property.  The  creator  of  the 
trust  evidently  had  no  intention  of  making 
Larmouth  a  member  of  his  family.  He  was, 
apparently,  an  aged  clergyman,  living  at  a 
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distance  from  his  benefactress,  and  was  un- 
adapted,  by  occupation,  character  and  pursuit* 
from  receiving  an  uninviting  and  irrational 
person  into  his  family,  or  of  exercising  per- 
sonal supervision  over  the  life,  manners  and 
occupation  of  such  a  person.  He  was  in  no 
wise  related  to  his  benefactress  or  her  sod, 
and  had  no  apparent  intention  of  changing 
his  mode  of  life,  or  engaging  in  the  unac- 
customed business  of  farming  at  a  distance 
from  the  field  of  his  accustomed  labors.  He 
certainly  manifested  no  intention  of  permit- 
ting any  member  of  Larmouth's  family  to  live 
on  the  premises,  and  he  had  not  then  deter- 
mined to  farm  out  his  support  to  strangers 
who  were  offensive  or  otherwise  to  his  relig- 
ious and  social  feelings.  No  one  was  then 
living  on  the  farm,  and  none,  therefore,  who 
could  receive  and  take  care  of  Larmouth  at 
tbat  place,  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  trustee 
had  not  then  any  person  or  family  in  view 
who  could  have  had  any  interest  in  support- 
ing him  on  the  farm.  The  beneficiary,  while 
not  violent  or  dangerous,  was  unmanageable 
and  insensible  to  the  dictates  of  reason  or  pro- 
priety, and  could  be  managed  or  controlled 
only  by  persuasion  or  force.  It  was  at  all 
times  conjectural  whether  he  would  be  satis- 
fied with  any  provision,  whether  reasonable 
or  not,  which  should  be  made  for  him,  and 
in  case  he  was  not,  it  was  obvious  that  other 
menus  would  have  to  be  adopted  by  the  au- 
thor of  the  trust  in  order  to  make  its  object 
and  purpose  effective.  When  the  trust  was  de- 
clared, it  is  apparent  that  Gordon  had  no 
settled  plan  as  to  the  disposition  he  intended 
to  make  of  the  property,  or  the  mode  in  which 
the  duties  of  the  trust  were  to  be  discharged. 
By  the  deed  of  trust  he  devoted  all  the 
rents  of  the  farm,  unconditionally,  to  the  sup- 
port of  Larmouth,  so  far  as  they  should  be 
necessary,  and,  in  case  be  sold  the  farm,  he 
provided  that  the  interest  on  the  purchase 
price  should  be  the  limit  of  his  liability 
under  the  trust  deed.  These  amounts  were 
capable  of  definite  ascertainment,  and  were 
not  subject  to  the  uncertainty  which  would 
attend  an  obligation  to  support  and  maintain 
alone.  It  must  then  have  appeared  to  Gordon 
a  matter  of  comparative  indifference  whether 
these  rents  or  interest  should  be  expended 
upon  the  farm,  or  were  paid  to  those  who 
would  apply  them  to  the  support  of  Larmouth. 
Indeed,  the  language  of  the  trust  furnishes 
irrefutable  evidence  that  Gordon  contemplated 
the  sale  of  the  property,  and  the  application  of 
the  interest  money  derived  from  the  purchase 
price  to  the  support  of  Larmouth,  wherever  he 
might  be;  and  it  furnishes  no  answer  to  this 
view  that  the  obligations  of  the  trust  were  made 
a  Hen  upon  the  farm.  It  was  not  till  a  year 
later  that  Gordon  concluded  to  realize  his  in- 
terest in  the  farm,  and  be  then  considered  it 
worth  about  one  seventh  of  the  value  of  the 
property,  leaving  at  least  six  sevenths  to  ac- 
complish the  purposes  of  the  trust.  The  the- 
ory that,  under  the  terms  of  the  trust  deed, 
Larmouth  would  be  obligated  to  take  his  sup- 
port upon  the  trust  property,  seems  to  have 
been  an  afterthought,  as  it  was  neither  ex- 
pressed in  the  trust  deed,  claimed  on  the  trial, 
presented  by  finding  or  exception,  nor  raised  in 
the  points  of  defendant's  counsel  in  this  court, 
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until  the  re-argument  of  the  case,  *  *j«  main 
drift  of  the  defendant's  contention,  heretofore, 
has  been  that,  under  the  terms  of  the  deed 
from  Gordon  to  Davis,  if  reformed  as  Davis 
desired  it  should  be,  he  could  not  be  held  lia- 
ble to  furnish  support,  except  upon  the  prop- 
erty purchased.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  trust  deed  constituted  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  farm,  or  the  interest  upon  its 
purchase  price,  a  trust  fund  for  the  support  of 
Larmouth;  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
trustee  thereunder  to  exercise  a  supervision 
over  his  care  and  comfort,  and  apply  such  pro- 
ceeds to  his  use,  so  far  as  they  were  necessary, 
wherever  he  might,  within  reasonable  limits, 
be  cared  for  and  su pported.  These  duties  were 
assumed  for  an  ample  consideration  by  Davis 
upon  his  purchase,  and,  as  between  Gordon 
and  Davis,  he  became  primarily  liable  to  dis- 
charge them.  It  is  obvious,  from  the  undis- 
puted evidence  in  the  case,  that  both  Davis 
and  Gordon  have  been  grossly  derelict  and 
blamable  in  the  performance  of  their  duties. 
The  series  of  proceedings  by  which  substi- 
tuted performances  of  the  duties  of  the  trust 
were  attempted  to  be  made,  which  culminated 
in  the  obligation  of  Plunkitt  to  devote  $40  a 
year  to  that  purpose,  illustrate  the  indifferent 
and  improvident  manner  in  which  this  trust  has 
been  neglected  by  the  trustee.  No  considera- 
tion whatever  seems  to  have  been  given  to  the 
wishes  of  Larmouth,  or  regard  manifested  for 
his  welfare,  health  or  comfort,  but  an  uncon- 
scientious struggle  was  entered  upon  by  the 
substituted  agencies  to  find  the  minimum  sum 
to  which  the  obligations  of  the  trust  might  be 
reduced.  Gordon  thought  the  rents  and  prof- 
its of  about  six  sevenths  of  the  farm  were  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose,  but  Davis  was  of  the 
opinion  that  less  than  a  quarter  of  the  amount 
was  necessary,  and  Plunkitt  undertook  to  make 
a  profit  even  at  that  price.  Larmouth  was 
thus  turned  over  to  strangers,  whose  only  in- 
terest in  him  was  to  see  how  cheaply  he  could 
be  made  to  live,  or  if  his  living  could  not  be 
made  so  disagreeable  that  he  would  abandon 
all  claims  to  support  from  the  defendant.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  even  if  the  obligations 
of  the  trust  had  required  Larmouth  to  take  his 
support  upon  the  farm,  no  adequate  or  suffi- 
cient provision  was  then  made  tor  him;  and 
much  more  was  this  the  case  if  he  had  the 
right  to  live  elsewhere,  as  no  provision  what- 
ever was  made  for  such  a  contingency. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  du- 
ties of  the  trust  have  been  wholly  neglected  by 
those  charged  with  their  performance,  it  fol- 
lows that  they  are  liable  in  this  action  for  such 
damages  as  have  been  incurred  by  Larmouth 
on  account  of  their  default,  to  the  extent  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land,  or  the  sum 
which,  with  reasonable  care  and  prudence  in 
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its  management,  it  would  have  yielded  from 
the  lime  the  trustee  took  possession,  in  March, 
1887.  Such  damages  could  not,  however, 
have  been  extended  beyond  the  sum  which  was 
required  for  the  reasonable  and  comfortable 
support  of  the  beneficiary;  but,  to  this  extent, 
they  were  applicable,  even  if  it  required  the 
whole  of  such  rents  and  profits.  The  evidence 
on  the  subject  of  the  amount  required  for  the 
support  of  Larmouth  is  somewhat  indefinite, 
and  the  trial  court  made  do  finding  on  the  sub- 
ject. There  is  evidence  furnished  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  principal  parties  to  the  action 
which  shows  a  practical  agreement  as  to  the 
sum  which  ought  to  be  paid  for  the  purposes 
of  the  trust  Davis  expressly  swears  that  he 
was  willing  and  offered  to  pay  the  sum  of 
$100  annually  to  the  relatives  of  Larmouth 
and  the  plaintiff,  although  denying  that  such 
offer  had  been  made,  leaves  his  evidence  open 
to  the  inference  that  if  he  had  understood  the 
offer  to  have  been  made  he  would  certainly 
have  accepted  it.  William  Larmon,  a  relative 
and  representative  of  Larmouth,  testifies  that 
he  had  a  conversation  with  Davis  in  which  he 
asked  him  to  pay  a  hundred  dollars  a  year  for 
Larmouth's  support,  but  Davis  refused  to  do 
so.  We  think  there  was  a  substantial  agree- 
ment between  the  interested  parties  that  $100 
a  year  was  deemed  a  satisfactory  sum  to  pay 
towards  Larmouth's  maintenance.  In  view  of 
the  desire  of  the  parties,  manifested  on  the  ar- 
gument, that  a  final  judgment  should  be  made 
Fn  the  case,  we  have  concluded  to  give  effect  to 
the  apparent  concurrence  of  the  parties  on  the 
trial  as  to  the  amount  which  should  be  paid 
for  the  annual  support  of  Larmouth.  It  is  cer- 
tainly desirable  that  a  controversy  which  has 
extended  over  a  long  period  of  time  should  be 
ended,  and  some  relief  should  be  afforded  to 
the  helpless  and  indigent  beneficiary  before 
his  death,  which,  in  die  ordinary  course  ol 
nature,  must  soon  occur,  if  this  can  be  consist- 
ently done.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  the  judgment  should  be  modified  so  as  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  $100  a  year,  with 
interest  on  such  annual  payments,  with  costs 
of  the  action  to  plaintiff  in  all  the  courts,  the 
payments  to  commence  with  March  6,  1878; 
that  these  sums,  having,  by  the  trust,  been 
made  a  lien  upon  the  land,  should  be  primarily 
charged  upon  it,  and,  in  case  there  should  be  a 
deficiency  on  the  sale  thereof  to  meet  the 
charges,  such  deficiency  should  be  adjudged 
to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  Robert  Davis,  and 
in  case  of  his  inability  to  pay  it,  then  upon  the 
defendant  Gordon. 

The  judgment  i$  therefore  affirmed  a»  modified, 
with  costs  in  all  the  courts. 

All  concur,  except  Eavrl,  J.$  dissenting!  and 
Gray,  J.t  not  voting. 
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UNITED  8TATE8. 
(....Fed.  Bep.....) 

1.  Damage  to  rice  fields  by  the  con- 
struction of  a-  dam  in  harbor  Improvement* 
thus  raising  the  low-water  level  in  a  navigable 
river  and  destroying  the  drainage  of  the  fields 
and  increasing  their  liability  to  overflow  in  time 
of  freshets,  does  not  constitute  a  taking  of  the 
property  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution- 
al provision  for  compensation.  The  rights  of 
riparian  owners  are  subordinate  to  the  power  of 
the  government  to  control  and  improve  naviga- 
tion. 

8.  A  claim  asjalnst  the  United  States 
for  consequential  damages  to  rioe  fields 
by  the  construction  of  a  dam  in  making  harbor 
improvements  is  one  sounding  In  tort,  and  is  not 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court. 

(July  17.1891.) 

ACTION  to  recover  compensation  for  inju- 
ries to  plaintiffs'  land  by  reason  of  the  con- 
struction of  a  dam  by  defendant  in  a  navigable 
river  in  making  harbor  improvements.    On  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint.     Case  dismissed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Tried  before  Pardee  and  Speer,  JJ. 
Mr.  Marion  Erwin,  U.  8.  Atty.,  for  de- 
fendant, in  support  of  the  demurrer: 


This  action  sounds  in  tort 

In  general  only  the  injuries  to  the  land 
through  which  the  works  are  constructed  are 
included  in  the  assessment  of  damages. 

Gould,  Waters,  §252. 

An  action  to  redress  these  alleged  injuries,  if 
the  suit  were  between  individuals,  would  neces- 
sarily be  in  form  ex  delicto. 

8  HL  Com.  pp.  218,  220-222;  1  Addison, 
Torts,  §  4;  4  Am.  &  Ene.  Encyclop.  Law,  p. 
978,  citing  Wilson  v.  Myers,  4  Hawks,  78;  1 
Chitty,PL  pp.  127, 140,142;  Leathern.  Blessing, 
106  U.  S.  626,  26  L.  ed.  1102. 

The  tort  cannot  be  waived  and  the  defend- 
ant sued  upon  the  implied  agreement  to  pay 
the  value  of  the  property  converted  to  his  own 
use. 

Mayy.  Le  Claire,1!*  U.  S.  11  Wall.  285, 20 
L.  ed.  58.    See  also  Jones  v.  Hoar,  5  Pick.  285. 

The  acts  complained  of  here  are  not  a  "tak- 
ing "of  private  property  for  public  use  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  provision 
guaranteeinflrcompensation  in  such  case. 

NortJiern  Transp.  Co.  of  Ohio  v.  Chicago,  00 
U.  S.  640, 25  L.  ed.  887;  4  Wait,  Act  and  Def. 
727,  citing  Benuick  ▼.  Morris,  7  Hill,  575;  Sal- 
tonstaU  v.  Banker,  8  Gray,  195;  Com.  ▼.  Erie  A 
N.  E.  B.Co.  27 Pa.  889;  Rexv.  Pease, 4  Bum.  & 
Ad.  80;  People  v.  Law,  85  Barb.  494;  People  v. 
New  York  Gas  Co.  64  Barb.  55;  Denver  <fc  8.  B. 
Co.  v.  Denver  City  R  Co.  2  Colo.  678;  Atty- 
Qen.  y.  New  York  &  L.  B.  B.  Co.  24  N.  J.  Eq. 
49;  DarmUe,  H.  db  W.  B  Oo.  v.  Com.  78  Pa. 


Nora.— Bights  c 


1  navigation  and  commerce  para- 
mount. 


The  rights  of  navigation  and  commerce  are  al- 
ways paramount  to  those  of  publio  fisheries.  Stook- 
ton  v.  Baltimore  ft  N.  T.  B.  Oo.  1  Inters.  Com.  Bep. 
41L  See  note  to  Wright  v.  Mulvaney  (Wis.)  9  L.  B. 
A.  807. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce 
comprehends  the  control,  for  that  purpose,  and  to 
the  extent  necessary*  of  all  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States  which  are  aooessible  from  any 
other  State  than  those  in  wbioh  they  lie  (Oilman 
v.  Philadelphia,  70  U.  S.  8  WalL  718, 18  L.  ed.  96),  or 
which  may  be  in  any  manner  connected  with  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations,  or  among  the  several 
States,  or  with  the  Indian  tribes.  Gibbons  v. 
Ogden.28U.8.9Wheatl,6L.ed.28.  SeeOardwell 
v.  American  Blver  Bridge  Oo.  113  tJ.  8. 208, 28  L.  ed. 
960;  Morgan  Steamship  Oo.  v.  Louisiana  Board  of 
Health,  118  U.  a  465, 80  L.  ed.  2421 

But  navigation  upon  a  sound,  as  Currituck 
Sound,  entirely  within  a  State,  is  inland  naviga- 
tion, and  where  it  is  not  connected  with  other 
waters  leading  to  the  sea  It  is  not  navigable  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States.  Woodbouse  v.  Cain, 
96 N.  CHS. 

The  laws  of  a  State  granting  to  certain  persons 
the  exclusive  right  of  navigation,  by  means  of  fire 
and  steam,  on  all  the  waters  of  the  State,  are  re- 
pugnant to  the  commercial  clause  of  the  United 
States  Constitution.    Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  supra. 

The  publio  have  a  right  of  way  for  the  purposes 
of  navigation,  which  lnoludes  all  that  is  reasonably 
necessary  for  that  purpose.  Pursell  v.  Stover,  110 
Pa.  48. 

This  right  exists  between  high  and  low  water 
mark  on  a  navigable  stream,  and  includes  the  rights 
to  tie  a  float  of  logs  to  a  tree  standing  between 
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these  points  and  to  drive  along  the  water's  edge 
below  low- water  mark.   Ibid, 

So  Congress  may  authorize  the  construction  of  a 
bridge  across  navigable  waters  for  the  purpose  of 
interstate  commerce,  even  against  the  protest  of  a 
State.  Pennsylvania  B.  Oo.  v.  Baltimore  ft  N.  Y.  B. 
Co.  87  Fed.  Hep.  129. 

State  sovereignty  over  inland  navigable  rivers, 

State  sovereignty  over  navigable  rivers  exclu- 
sively within  their  borders  has  never  been  surren- 
dered to  the  general  government.  See  note  to 
Swanson  v.  Mississippi  ft  Bum  Blver  Boom  Co. 
(Minn.)7L.B.A.674. 

When  the  Revolution  took  place,  the  people  of 
each  State  became  themselves  sovereign,  and  in 
that  character  held  the  absolute  right  to  all  their 
navigable  waters  and  the  soil  under  them,  for  their 
own  oommon  use,  subject  only  to  the  rights  since 
surrendered  by  the  Constitution  to  the  general 
government  Martin  v.  Waddell,  41  U.  &  16  Pet 
867, 10  L.  ed.  997;  Austin  v.  Rutland  B.  Oo.  17  Fed. 
Bep.  470;  United  States  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  1 
Woodb.  ft  M.  410. 

Stats  sovereignty  over  domestic  commerce. 
Purely  internal  commerce  and  navigation  of  a 
8tate   are  exclusively   under   state  regulations. 
Moore  v.  American  Transp.  Co.  66  U.  8. 24  How.  1, 
16L.ed.674. 

Commerce  upon  lakes  lying  within  the  State,  such 
as  the  Cayuga  or  Seneca,  is  not  within  the  regula- 
tion of  Congress.  Ibid.;  Walker  v.  Western  Transp. 
Oo.  70  U.S.  8  WalL  162, 16  L.ed.  174;  The  War  Eagle, 
6  Bias.  866;  The  Mamie,  6  Fed.  Bep.  82L 

The  Alabama  Act  of  1867,  to  provide  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  river,  bay  and  harbor  of  Mobile, 
is  not  invalid,  as  conflicting  with  the  commercial 
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29;  Gould,  Waters,  §§  348,  248a,  249;  Ang.  | 
Tide  Waters,  p.  92  et  teg.;  Fitchburg  B.  Co.  v. 
Boston  &  M.  B.  8  Cusb.  88;  Cooley,  Const 
Lim.  p.  642;  Davidson  v.   Boston  dt  M.  B. 

8  Cusb.  106;  Conway  v.  Taylor,  66  U.  8.  1 
Black,  608,  17  L.  ed.  191;  Mills  v.  St.  Clair 
County,  49  U.  S.  8  How.  669,  13  L.  ed.  1201; 
Gould,  Waters,  citing  Mississippi  Biter  Bridge 
Co.  t.  Lcnergan,  91  SI.  608;  Newport  AG. 
Bridge  Oo.T.United  States,  106  U.  S.  470,26  L. 
ed.  1148. 

Navigation  on  navigable  waters  Is  a  great 
pnblie  right,  and  all  grants  of  property  in  the 
soil  bordering  thereon,  so  far  as  they  carry 
with  them  riparian  rights,  are  given  with  the 
implied  condition  that  the  latter  shall  be  sub- 
ordinated at  anytime  to  the  necessities  of  navi- 
gation at  the  will  of  the  government. 

Gould,  Waters,  §  149,  citing  Lyon  v.  Fish- 
mongers Oo.L.TLl  App.  Cas.  662;  Swing  v. 
Ootouhoun,  L.  R  2  App.  Cas.  889. 

Even  as  to  the  overflow  of  their  land  during 
freshets,  to  which  they  say  we  have  caused 
them  to  be  more  subject,  plaintiffs  do  not  stand 
in  the  position  of  the  owners  of  land  above 
mean  high-water  level.  Their  lands  are  all 
reclamations  from  the  bed  of  the  river. 

When  the  sea  or  a  bay  is  named  as  a  boun- 
dary line,  ordinary  high-water  mark  is  always 
intended  where  the  common  lawprevails. 

United  States  v.  Pacheeo,  69  U.  S.  2  Wall. 
687.  17 L.  ed.  866;  Martin  v.  WaddeU,  41  U.S. 
16  Pet.  411,  10  L.  ed.  1018;  Barney*.  Keokuk, 
94  U.  S.  824,  24  L.  ed.  224;  Com.  v.  Boxbury, 

9  Gray.  491. 

The  jus  publicum,  the  right  of  the  govern- 


ment over  sea  shores  and  tide-waters,  extend* 
to  high-water  mark. 

Com.  v.  Bodbury,  supra. 

Messrs.  Lavwton  &  Cunningham,  for 
plaintiff,  contra: 

Property  signifies  the  right  or  interest  which, 
one  has  in  land  or  chattels. 

Morrison  v.  Semple,  6  Binn.  94;  Jackson  v. 
Eousel,  17  Johns.  281. 

The  word  "property*'  includes  "rights  in 
tide-waters  and  running  streams.99 

Lewis.  Em.  Dom.  §64;  Old  Colony  B.  Corp. 
v.  Plymouth,  14  Gray,  166. 

Every  proprietor  past  whose  land  a  stream  of 
water  flows  has  a  right  that  it  shall  continue  to* 
flow  to  and  from  his  premises  in  the  quantity, 
quality  and  manner  in  which  it  is  accustomed 
to  flow  by  nature. 

Ang.  Watercourses,  §g  90-96;  Gould,  Wa- 
ters, §  204;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  61. 

It  is  a  violation  of  his  rights  to  increase  the> 
quantity  of  waters  flowing  past  his  lands  by 
artificial  means  not  connected  with  the  reason- 
able use  of  the  lands  above. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  lsted.  8  866. 

A  right  to  have  the  water  of  a  stream  flow- 
off  from  one's  premises  Is  property. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  67,  citing  Trenton  Wa- 
ter Power  Co.  v.  Raff,  86  N.  J.  L.  886. 

Plaintiffs'  property  has  been  taken. 

Baltimore  v.  Appold,  42  Md.  442;  Qardr 
ner  v.  Newburgh,  7  Am.  Dec  682,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  164,  1  L.  ed.  88;  Druley  v.  Adam,  102 
LI.  177 ;  PumpeUyr.  Green  Bay  d  M.  C. 
Co.  80  U.  S.  18  Wall.  166,  20  L.  ed.  667; 
Cooper  v.  Williams,  4  Ohio,  268,  22  Am.  Dec 


power  of  Congress,  nor  because  the  expenses  of 
the  work  are  Imposed  on  a  single  county.  Mobile 
County  t.  Kimball,  102  U.  8.  SSI,  26  L.  ed.  288;  Washer 
t.  Bullitt  County,  110  TJ.  8. 564, 28  L.ed.  261;  Hagar 
v.  Reclamation  Diet.  No.  106,  111  U.  8.  TO6. 28  L.  ed. 
671. 

Reasonable  compensation  for  the  use  of  artificial 
facilities  for  the  Improvement  of  navigation  Is  not 
an  impost  upon  such  navigation  or  an  interference 
with  its  freedom,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordi- 
nance of  1787.  Huse  v.  Glover,  110  U.  8.  648, 80  L. 
ed.  487.  See  Cannon  v.  New  Orleans,  87  U.  8.  20 
Wall.  677,  28  L.  ed.  417;  Cincinnati,  P.  B.  8.  &  P. 
Packet  Go.  v.  Oattettebnrg,  106  U.  8. 660, 26  L.  ed.  1100. 

The  authority  of  Illinois  over  the  rivers  of  the 
Btate  is  not  affected  by  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  pro- 
viding that  navigable  waters  leading  into  the  Mis- 
sissippi and  St.  Lawrence  should  become  highways 
and  forever  free.    Huse  v.  Glover,  supra. 

Admission  of  new  States. 

The  first  clause  of  section  8  of  art  4  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution,  in  relation  to  the  admission  of 
new  States  into  the  Union,  refers  to  States  to  be 
formed  out  of  territory  to  be  acquired  as  well  as 
that  already  ceded.  Dred  Scott  v.  Sandford,  60 
U.  8. 10  How.  612, 16  L.  ed.786. 

Congress  is  vested  with  the  sole  power  of  admit- 
ting new  States  into  the  Union.  Brittle  v.  People, 
2  Neb.  106. 

On  the  admission  of  a  new  State  it  at  once  be- 
comes entitled  to  and  possessed  of  all  the  rights  of 
dominion  and  sovereignty  which  belonged  to  the 
original  States.  Pollard  v.  Hagan.  44  U.  S.  3  How. 
212, 11  L.  ed.  666;  Permoll  v.  First  Municipality  of 
New  Orleans,  44  U.  a  8  How.  680, 11  L.  ed.  780;  Bs- 
canaba  &  L.  M.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  8. 078, 
17  L.  ed.  442:  Oardwell  v.  American  River  Bridge 
Go.  118  U.  a  206, 28  Led.  060;  Huse  v.  Glover,  110  U. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


6. 648, 80  L.  ed.  487;  Hamilton  v.  Vkskiburg,  S.  *  P» 
R.  Co,  110  U.  8. 280, 80  L.  ed.  808, 

When  a  new  State  was  admitted  Into  the  Union* 
from  the  Northwest  Territory  the  Ordinance  of 
1787  ceased  to  have  any  operative  force  in  limiting* 
its  powers  of  legislation  as  compared  with  those* 
possessed  by  the  original  States.  On  the  admission 
of  such  new  State  it  at  once  became  entitled  to  and 
possessed  all  the  rights  of  dominion  and  sovereign- 
ty which  belonged  to  them.  Willamette  Iron 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch.  126  U.  8. 0, 81  L.  ed.  682,  citing- 
Pollard  v.  Hagan,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  280, 11  L.  ed.  OT*. 
Permoll  v.  First  Municipality  of  New  Orleans* 
Bsoanaba  ft  L.  M.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  CardweD 
v.  American  River  Bridge  Co.  and  Huse  v.  Glover* 
supra. 

The  clause  in  the  Admission  Act  of  a  new  Stater 
prohibiting  physical  obstructions  and  impedimenta 
in  navigable  waters  without  the  consent  of  Con- 
gress prohibits  only  the  imposition  of  duties  for 
the  use  of  the  navigation,  and  any  discrimination 
denying  to  citizens  of  other  States  the  equal  right 
to  such  use  In  no  way  affects  the  right  of  the* 
States  to  authorize  the  erection  of  bridges,  dams* 
etc.,  in  and  upon  the  navigable  waters  wholly  with* 
in  their  limits.  Pound  v.  Torek.  06  U.  8. 460, 24  lu 
ed.  626;  Oardwell  v.  American  River  Bridge  Ow 
Hamilton  v.  Ytoksburg,  8.  A  P.  R.  Co.  and  Huse  v. 
Glover,  supra;  Sands  v.  Manistee  River  Imp.  Co.  12S> 
U.S.  288, 31  Led.  140. 

Coordinate  powen  of  general  and  state  governments. 

Every  nation  acquiring  territory  by  treaty  or 
otherwise  must  hold  subject  to  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  Its  own  government,  and  not  according  to 
the  government  ceding  it.  Pollard  v.  Hagan,  44  U. 
a  8  How.  212, 11 L.  ed.  665. 

The  powers  of  the  general  government  and  of 
the  State,  although  both  exist  and  are  exercised 
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748;  Sstabrook  y.  Peterborough  db  S.  B.  Co.  12 
Cosh.  224;  Delaware  SB.  Canal  Co.  v.  Lee,  22 
K.  J.  L.  248;  BsansnUe  S  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Dick, 
9  Ind.  488;  Arnold  v.  Hudson  Biter  B.  Co.  65 
K.  Y.  661;  Story  v.  jfew  Tin*  25fee.  B.  Oo.  90 
K.  Y.  122,  7  Am.  AEng.  R.  R.  Cm.  596;  ifctf 
i?t  wr  Bridge  Co.  v.  CtarksviUe,  1  Sneed,  176, 
60  Am.  Dec.  148;  -Br  jxirfa  Jennings  6  Cow. 
618,  16  Am.  Dec  449;  Ater\  v.  Ar,  1  Abb. 
U.  S.  246;  United  Stat*  v.  tfrarf  Fa«»  if 
Co.  112  TJ.  8.  645,  28  L.  ed.  846;  Great  Ft 
'"  Co.y.  Atty-Gen.  124  U.  8.  681,  81 1*.  ed. 
Bee  also  Crocker  v.  New  York,  15  Fed. 
Rep.  406. 

When  tbe  United  States,  by  such  formal 
proceedings  as  are  necessary  to  bind  it,  takes 
for  public  use,  as  for  an  arsenal,  custom-house 
or  other  purposes,  land  to  which  it  asserts  no 
claim  or  title,  but  admits  the  ownership  to  be 
private  or  individual,  there  arises  an  implied 
obligation  to  pay  the  owner  its  just  value. 

Langford  v.  United  States,  101  U.  8.  841,  25 
L.  ed.  1010;  United  States  v.  Great  Falls  Mfg. 
Co.  112  U.  8.  645,  28  L.  fed.  846;  Great  Falls 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Atty-Gen.  supra:  Johnson  v.  United 
Statu,  4  Ct  CL  248. 

Speer,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tbe  plaintiffs  filed  their  petition  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  March  8, 
1887  (24  Stat  at  L.  p.  505),  to  recover  from  the 
United  States  compensation  for  injury  to  the 
value  of  their  lands  caused  by  the  erection  of 
works  by  tbe  government  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  navigation  of  tbe  Savannah  River. 


The  petition  avers  that  the  plaintiffs  owned 
rice  plantations  on  Hutchinson's  Island  in  the 
Savannah  River  and  on  the  mainland  opposite. 
These  lands  have  been  prepared  at  large  ex- 
pense for  the  purpose  of  rice  cultivation,  and 
have  their  chief  value  because  of  that  fact.  It 
is  essential  to  the  cultivation  of  rice  on  such 
plantations  that  there  shall  be  a  system  of  ca- 
nals both  for  flooding  and  draining  the  rice 
fields.  The  lands  in  question  were  drained 
into  the  front  river,  that  is  the  river  proper, 
prior  to  tbe  acts  on  the  part  of  the  government 
complained  of.  The  bottoms  of  the  plaintiffs' 
ditches  and  the  sills  of  the  trunks  and  flood- 
gates were  above  low-water  mark,  and  their 
system  of  drainage  was  complete,  and  it  is 
complained  that  the  erection  by  the  government 
of  what  is  called  the  cross-tides  dam,  running 
from  the  upper  end  of  Hutchinson's  Island  to 
the  lower  end  of  Argyle  Island,  cuts  off  all  the 
flow  of  water  from  the  stream  connecting  front 
and  back  rivers,  has  raised  both  the  high  and 
low  water  levels  in  front  river,  and  has  not 
only  destroyed  the  facilities  for  draining  these 
lands  into  front  river,  but  has  rendered  it  neces- 
sary to  raise  the  levees  around  the  rice  fields 
to  prevent  flooding  the  fields  at  high  water. 
This  it  is  alleged  has  unfitted  the  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  rice  culture,  and  makes  it  necessary 
that  new  drainage  into  back  river  must  be  pro- 
vided where  the  water  levels  are  suitable.  The 
expense  of  doing  this  will  amount  to  $10,000, 
and  plaintiffs  insist  that  they  are  thus  dam- 
aged to  that  extent.  This  cross-tides  dam  was 
erected  by  the  United  States  as  a  part  of  a  sys- 
tem of  harbor  improvements  with  the  full 


within  the  same  territorial  limits,  are  yet  separate 
and  distinct  sovereignties.  Ableman  v.  Booth,  63 
XL  S.  21  How.  606.  16  L.  ed.  168,  cited  in  Biggs  v. 
Johnson  County  Supra.  78  TJ.  8. 6  WalL  196, 18  L.  ed. 
776;  United  States v.Tarble,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall.  406, 20 
L.  ed.  669;  Claflin  v.  Houseman,  96  TJ.  S.  137, 28  L. 
ed.  888;  OoveU  v.  Heyman,  111  TJ.  8. 182, 28  L.  ed.  806. 

The  power  of  Congress  over  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  extends  to  all  rightful  subjects  and 
methods  of  legislation  not  denied  to  it  by  the  Con- 
stitution, and  consistent  with  the  spirit  and  genius 
of  the  same  and  the  purpose  for  which  such  terri- 
tory may  have  been  acquired.  Nelson  v.  United 
States,  80  Fed.  Bep.  U2L 

The  power  of  a  State  over  bridges  across  its  nav- 
igable streams  is  plenary,  until  Congress  acts  on  the 
subject  Escanaba  A  L.  M.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
107  U.  8. 678, 27  L.  ed.  442;  Oilman  v.  Philadelphia,  70 
U.  8. 8  Wall.  718, 18  L.  ed.  96,  cited  in  Parkersburg  & 
O.  B.  Transp.  Co.  v.  ParkerBburg,  107  U.  8. 706, 27  L. 
ed.  689;  Miller  v.  New  York  City,  109  U.  8.  806, 27  L. 
ed.976;  Wabash, St.  L.* P. B.  Oo.  v.  Illinois,  118 U. 
8. 688, 80  L.  ed.  268 ;  Hamilton  v.  YlokBburg,  8.  & 
P.  B.  Oo.  119 U.  & 284,80  L. ed.  896;  Holyoke  Water 
Power  Co.  v.  Connecticut  Kiver  Co.  22  Blatohf .  144. 

A  8tate  may  authorise  tbe  erection  of  a  dam 
across  a  navigable  stream.  Until  action  has  been 
taken  by  Congress,  such  Act  to  not  repugnant  to 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce.  Pound  v.  Turok, 
96  U.S. 469, 24L.ed. 626.  dting  Wilson  v.  Blackbird 
Creek  Marsh  Oo.  27  U.  8.  2  Pet.  246, 7  L.  ed.  412; 
Crandall  v.  Nevada,  78  U.  8. 6  WalL  86, 18  L.  ed.  746; 
Willamette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch,  126  U.  8. 1, 81 
L.  ed.  688;  Cardwell  v.  American  Biver  Bridge  Co. 
118  U.S.  206, 28  L.ed.  988. 

When  a  city  is  made  a  port  of  entry.  Congress 
does  not  thereby  assume  to  detract  from  the  sover- 
eign rights  before  exeroised  by  each  8tate  over  its 
own  public  rivers.  Including  the  power  to  make 
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bridges  over  them.  (Decision  of  circuit  oourt 
affirmed  on  equal  division.)  Mllnor  v.  New  Jersey 
B.  *  Transp.  Oo.  (U.S.)  16  L.  ed.  799. 

A  power  of  government  which  actually  exists  to 
not  lost  by  nonuser.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Oo.  v. 
Cut»CG.B.*Q.B.Oo.v.Iowa"),94U.  a  166,  24 
L.ed.94. 

Right  of  eminent  domain. 

"All  the  property  in  a  State  to  derived  from  or 
proteoted  by  its  government,  and  hence  it  is  held 
subject  to  its  wants  in  taxation,  and  to  certain  im- 
portant publio  uses  both  in  war  and  in  peace."  Vat- 
telLawof  Nations,  •  244:2  Kent.Oom.270;  1  BL 
Com.  189. 

Some  ground  this  public  right  on  sovereignty  (2 
Kent,  Com.  889:  Grotius,  bk.  h  chap.  1,  86),  some  on 
necessity,  and  for  useful  purposes  (Grotius,  bk.  8. 
chap.  14,  •  7;  Puflendorf,  Law  of  Nations,  bk.  8, 
chap.  6,  •  7;  Bynkershoek.  Law  of  War,  bk.  2,  chap. 
16.  And  see  note  to  Gardner  v.  Newburgh,  2  Johns. 
Oh.  168, 1 L.  ed.  888;  West  Biver  Bridge  Co.  v.  Dlx, 
47  U.  8. 6  How.  639, 12  L.  ed.  848);  some  on  implied 
oontract    Bogert  v.  United  States,  2  Ct  CL  164. 

To  render  the  exercise  of  the  legislative  power  to 
take  or  Injure  private  property  valid,  a  fair  com- 
pensation must  in  all  cases  be  previously  made. 
See  note  to  Barre  B.  Co.  v.  Montpeller  &  White 
Biver  B.  Co.  ( Vt.)  4  L.  B.  A.  786. 

Private  property,  however,  to  not  •*  damaged  for 
publio  purposes  "  by  a  public  improvement  within 
a  constitutional  provision  requiring  compensation 
for  such  damages  where  no  invasion  is  made  of 
any  right  or  use  of  such  property;  in  such  case  it 
is  damnum  absque  injuria.  8ee  note  to  Peel  v.  At- 
lanta (Ga.)  8  L.  B.  A.  787. 

Power  of  general  government  in  exercise  of  the 
right. 
The  right  of  eminent  domain  over  the  shores 
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knowledge  of  the  feet  that  the  drainage  of 

Slaintiffs   land  would  be  thus  impaired  and 
estroyed.    The  case  of  the  plaintiffs  depends 
upon  the  following  propositions: 

1.  The  action  of  the  government  officials  in 
erecting  the  cross-tides  dam  amounts  to  a  taking 
of  their  property  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation. 

2.  The  right  of  drainage  into  the  river  is  ap- 
purtenant to  the  land,  and  haa  been  taken  In 
the  same  manner. 

8.  The  government  by  taking  this  property 
entered  into  an  implied  contract  for  the  compen- 
sation of  complainants. 

4.  Their  right  to  this  compensation  is  a  claim 
arising  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States;  and— 

5.  Also  under  an  Act  of  Congress,  to  wit, 
the  Act  authorizing  harbor  improvements. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  petition  upon 
the  grounds  (1)  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  set 
forth  a  cause  of  action  against  the  government; 
(2)  in  so  far  as  it  is  set  forth  it  is  an  action  as  de- 
licto, and  of  actions  sounding  in  tort  against 
the  government  the  court  has  no  Jurisdiction. 

There  are  other  grounds,  but  the  decision 
must  depend,  in  our  opinion,  upon  the  grounds 
stated. 

The  material  clause  of  the  Act  of  Congress 
under  which  it  is  sought  to  maintain  this  suit 
confers  jurisdiction  on  the  court  of  claims  to 
try: 

1.  All  claims  against  the  United  States 
founded  upon  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  or  any  law  of  of  Congress  except  for 
pensions,  or  upon  any  regulation  of  an  execu- 
tive department, or  upon  any  contract,expressed 
or  implied,  with  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  or  for  damages,  liquidated  or  unliqui- 
dated in  cases  not  sounding  in  tort,  in  respect 
of  which  claims  the  party  would  be  entitled  to 
redress  against  the  United  States  either  in  a 
court  of  law,  equity  or  admiralty  if  the  United 


States  were  suable;  provided,  however,  that 
nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  aa 
giving  to  either  of  the  courts  herein  mentioned 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  claims  grow- 
ing out  of  the  late  civil  war  and  commonly 
known  as  war-claims,  or  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine other  claims  which  have  heretofore 
been  rejected  or  reported  adversely  by  any 
court,  department  or  commission  authorized 
to  hear  and  determine  the  same. 

2.  That  the  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  shall  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
the  court  of  claims  as  to  all  matters  named  in  the 
preceding  section  where  the  amount  of  claims 
does  not  exceed  $1,000,  and  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  shall  have  such  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  in  all  cases  where  the  amount 
of  such  claim  exceeds  $1,000,  and  does  not 
exceed  $10,000.  All  causes  brought  and  tried 
under  the  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  tried  by 
the  court  without  a  jury.  42  Stat  at  L.  p. 
605. 

It  appears  from  these  provisions  of  the  Stat- 
utes that  the  government  has,  with  somewhat 
unusual  magnanimity,  opened  the  portals  of 
ita  courts  to  a  very  large  class  of  litigants 
having  claims  against  it.  It  is  equally  obser- 
vable that  certain  marked  and  distinct  limita- 
tions upon  this  enlargement  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  were  defined.  It  will  be  obvious 
also  that  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  this  legisla- 
tion to  create  new  causes  of  action,  but  merely 
to  provide  a  convenient  form  for  the  adjudica- 
tion of  certain  specified  controversies. 

The  first  and  the  more  important  inquiry 
presented  by  the  demurrer  is  this:  The  juris- 
diction being  granted,  do  the  facts  set  out  in 
their  entirety  constitute  a  cause  of  action  be- 
tween plaintiffs  and  the  government? 

The  entire  declaration,  with  the  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, must  be  considered  in  order  to  deter- 
mine this  question,— otherwise  a  very  partial 
and  indeed  imperfect  view  of  the  claim  might 


and  the  soil  under  navigable  waters  for  all  mu- 
nicipal purposes  belongs,  exclusively  to  the  States 
within  their  respective  territorial  jurisdiction,  and 
they  only  have  the  constitutional  power  to  exer- 
cise it;  but  this  power  can  never  be  so  used  as  to 
affect  the  exercise  of  any  national  right  of  emi- 
nent domain  or  Jurisdiction  with  which  the  United 
States  has  been  Invested  by  Congress,  as  over 
the  navigable  waters.  Pollard  v.  Hagan,44  TJ.  8. 
8  How.  215,  11  L.  ed.  666;  Good  Title  v.  Kibbe. 
50  U.  a  9  Ho w.  478, 18  L.  ed.  228;  Doe  v.  Beebe,  54  TJ. 
a  18  How.  26,14  L.  ed.  86;  Smith  v.  Maryland,  60 
TJ.  8. 18  How.  74,  15  L.  ed.  271;  Oilman  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 70  TJ.  a  8  Wall.  726, 18  L.  ed.  99;  Mumford  v. 
Wardwell,  78  U.  8. 6  Wall.  486, 18  L.  ed.  761;  Weber 
v.  State  Harbor  Comrs.  85  TJ.  8. 18  WalL  66, 21  L. 
ed.  802;  St.  Glair  County  v.  Lovlngston,  90  TJ.  8. 23 
Wall.  68, 28  L.  ed.  68;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  TJ.  8.837, 
24  L.  ed.  228:  MoCready  v.  Virginia,  94  TJ.  8. 894, 24 
L.  ed.  248;  Newport  *  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States, 
105  U.  8. 491, 26  L.  ed.  1150;  Bsoanaba  *  L.  M.  Transp. 
Go.  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  S.  689,  27  L.  ed.  446;  Huse  v. 
Glover,  119  U.  8.  546,  80  L.  ed.  489;  Woodruff  v. 
North  Bloomfield  Gravel  Min.  Go.  18  Ped.  Bep.  786; 
Seabury  v.  Field,  McAll.  4;  Mining  Debris  Case,  9 
Sawy.  499;  Shlvely  v.  Welch,  10  Sawy.  14L 

State  sovereignty;  police  powers. 

There  must  be  a  direct  statute  of  the  United 
States  in  order  to  bring  within  the  scope  of  Its 
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laws,  as  administered  by  the  conns  of  law  and 
equity,  obstructions  and  nuisances  in  navigable 
streams  within  the  State,  such  obstructions  being 
offenses  against  the  States.  For  illustrations,  see 
Wilson  v.  Blackbird  Creek  Marsh  Go.  27  U.  &  2  Pet. 
245. 7L.  ed.  41$  Pollard  v.  Hagan,44  U.  8. 3  How. 
229, 11 L.  ed.  578;  Milnor  v.  New  Jersey  B.  *  Transp. 
Go.  (U.  8.)  16  L.  ed.  799;  Oilman  v.  Philadelphia,  70 
U.  8. 8  Wall.  724, 18  L.  ed.  99;  Pound  v.  Turok,  95  U. 
a  469, 24  L.  ed.  525;  Bsoanaba  *  L.  M.  Transp.  Co. 
v.  Chicago,  107  U.  8. 678, 27  L.  ed.  442;  Oardwell  v. 
American  River  Bridge  Go.  118  U.  a  205, 28  L.  ed. 
959;  Hamilton  v.  Yioksburg,  a  *  P.  R.  Go.  119  U.  a 

280. 80  L.  ed.  898;  Huse  v.  Glover,  119  U.  8. 548, 80  L. 
ed.  487;  Sands  v.  Manistee  River  Imp.  Go.  123  U.  a 

288. 81  L.  ed.  149;  Parkersburg  *  O.  Transp.  Go.  v. 
Parkersburg,  107  U.  a  691, 27  L.  ed.  58k 

Congress  is  not  deemed  to  have  assumed  police 
power  over  a  navigable  river  in  consequence  of 
expenditures  in  improving  its  navigation.  Wil- 
lamette Iron  Bridge  Go.  v.  Hatch,  125  U.  a  1,  at  L. 
ed.  629, 7  Sawy.  127, 9  Sawy.  648. 

A  state  statute  authorizing  a  dam  which  stops 
the  navigation  of  a  navigable  creek  up  which  the 
tide  flows  for  some  distance,  for  the  purpose  of 
exoluding  the  water  from  a  marsh,  to  enhance  the 
value  of  property  adjoining,  and  to  improve  the 
health  of  the  inhabitants,  is  not  unconstitutional  In 
the  absence  of  any  Act  of  Congress  upon  the  sub- 
ject Wilson  v.  Black  Bird  Creek  Marsh  Go.  27  U.  a 
2Pet.246.7L.ed.41* 
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be  formed.  The  question  is  of  .importance  in 
contemplation  of  the  extensive  and  generous 
appropriations  annually  made  by  the  national 
Legislature  for  the  improvement  of  navigation, 
and  thus  for  the  general  advancement  and 
development  of  the  interests  of  the  entire 
country,  and  when  we  consider  also  the  great 
volume  of  litigation  which  may  depend  upon 
the  decision  of  cognate  questions.  It  is  insisted 
by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  action  of  the  govern- 
ment constitutes  a  taking  of  their  property 
without  just  compensation,  in  violation  of  the 
5th  Amendment  of  the  Constitution,  which 
provides:  ' '  Nor  shall  private  property  be  taken 
forpublic  use  without  Just  compensation." 

What  is  a  taking  of  private  property  for 
public  use,  in  the  meaning  of  this  provision  of 
the  Constitution? 

In  the  case  of  Northern  Transp.  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, 99  U.  S.  640,  25  L.  ed.  837/  decision  by 
Mr.  Justice  Strong,  for  the  court,  a  statement 
of  the  law  fundamental  to  this  inquiry  will  be 
found.  In  that  case  the  action  was  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiffs  in  consequence  of  the 
action  of  the  city  authorities,  in  constructing 
a  tunnel  or  passageway  under  La  Salle  Street, 
and  under  Chicago  River  where  it  crosses  that 
street.  The  plaintiffs  were  the  lessees  of  a  lot, 
bounded  on  the  east  by  the  street  and  on  the 
south  by  the  river,  and  the  injury  of  which 
they  complained  was  that  bv  the  operations  of 
the  city  they  were  deprived  of  access  to  their 
premises,  both  on  the  side  of  the  river  and  of 
the  street,  during  the  prosecution  of  the  work. 
It  is  true,  in  that  case  it  was  not  claimed  that 
the  obstruction  was  a  permanent  one,  and  it 
appeared,  as  in  the  case  now  before  the  court, 
that  there  were  no  averments  that  the  works 
were  unnecessary.  They  were  indeed  indis- 
pensable for  the  construction  of  the  tunnel. 
Also,  as  in  this  case,  it  was  argued  that  the 
erection  of  the  coffer  dam  was  not  only  a 
public  nuisance,  but  caused  special  damage  to 


the  plaintiff  for  which  the  right  of  action  was 
maintainable.  The  argument  was  met  by  the 
following  observations  by  the  court:  "  That 
cannot  be  a  nuisance,  such  as  to  give  a  com- 
mon-law right  of  action,  which  the  law  au- 
thorizes. A  Legislature  may,  and  often  does, 
authorize  and  even  direct  acts  to  be  done  which 
are  harmful  to  individuals,  and  which  without 
its  authority  would  be  nuisances;  but  in  such 
a  case,  if  the  Statute  be  such  as  the  Legisla- 
ture has  power  to  pass,  the  acts  are  lawful,  and 
are  not  nuisances,  unless  the  power  has  been 
exceeded.  In  such  grants  of  power,  a  right  to 
compensation  for  consequential  injuries  caused 
by  the  authorized  erections  may  be  given  to 
those  who  suffer;  but  then  the  right  is  a  creature 
of  the  Statute.  It  has  no  existence  without  it." 
It  was  there  insisted  that,  though  the  city  had 
the  legal  right  to  construct  the  tunnel,  and  to 
do  what  was  necessary  for  its  construction, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  in  doing  the  work 
there  should  be  no  unnecessary  interference 
with  private  property,  yet  it  was  liable  to 
make  compensation  for  the  consequential  dam- 
age to  persons  specially  injured.  To  this  prop- 
osition the  court  withheld  its  assent 

The  learned  justice  adds  "  that  acts  done  in 
the  proper  exercise  of  governmental  powers, 
and  not  directly  encroaching  upon  private 
property,  though  their  consequences  may  im- 
pair its  use,  are  universally  held  not  to  be  a 
taking  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision.  They  do  not  entitle  the  owner 
of  such  property  to  compensation  from  the 
State  or  its  agents,  or  give  him  any  right  of 
action.  This  is  supported  by  an  immense 
weight  of  authority.  "  The  extremest  quali- 
fication of  the  doctrine,"  continues  Justice 
Strong,  "  is  to  be  found,  perhaps,  in  Pumpelly 
v.  Green  Bay  &  M.  0.  Co.,  80  D.  S.  18  Wall. 
166,  20  L.  ed.  567,  and  in  Eaton  v.  Boston,  C. 
&  M.  B.  Co.,  61  N.  H.  604.  In  those  cases  it 
was  held  that  permanent  flooding  of  private 
property  may  be  regarded  as  a  taking.    In 


Title  to  sod  under  navigable  water*. 

The  State  holds  the  title  to  the  soil  in  navigable 
waters  to  low-water  mark  in  trust  for  the  people, 
and  chiefly  for  the  protection  of  the  right  of 
navigation.  See  note  to  Miller  v.  Mendenhall 
(Minn.)  8  L.  EL  A.  89;  8t.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  &  B.  Go.  v. 
Ramsey,  8  L.  R.  A.  669,  68  Ark.  814. 

Under  the  Riparian  Laws  of  New  Jersey,  the 
lands  below  high-water  mark  constituting'  the 
shores  and  submerged  lands  of  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  State  were  the  property  of  the  State 
as  sovereign.  Hoboken  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  124 
U.S.  05ft,  81  Led.  548. 

So  the  title  to  lands  covered  by  riven  which  are 
navigable  In  fact  is  in  the  State,  whether  the  tide 
ebbs  and  flows  In  them  or  not.  St.  Louis,  LM.& 
8.  R.  Co.  v.  Ramsey,  supra;  Fulmer  v.  Williams,  1 
L.  R.  A.  603, 122  Pa.  ML 

The  beds  of  navigable  rivers  between  the  lines  of 
ordinary  low  water  on  their  opposite  sides  belong 
to  the  State,  to  be  held  and  controlled  by  and  for 
the  public.  Fulmer  v.  Williams,  supra;  Pursell  v. 
Stover,  110  Pa.  48;  Hobson  v.  Monteith,  15  Or.  261. 

The  public  easement  of  acoess  to  navigable  wa- 
ters is  distinct  in  Its  essential  qualities  from  the 
title  of  the  State  in  lands  under  tide-waters.  The 
former  inheres  in  the  State  in  its  sovereign  capacity, 
the  latter  is  striotly  proprietary;  and  a  grant  or  the 
proprietary  title  will  not  release  or  extinguish  the 
10  L.  R.  A. 

See  also  29  L.  R.  A.  539. 


sovereign  right  not  necessarily  included  within 
the  scope  of  the  grant.  State  v.  Haight,  88  N.  J.  L. 
471. 

All  navigable  waters  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  State' and  the  soil  under  them  belong  in  ac- 
tual propriety  to  the  publio;  the  riparian  owner  by 
the  common  law  has  no  peculiar  rights  therein  as 
Incidents  of  the  estate  and  the  privileges  he  pos- 
sesses by  the  local  custom,  or  by  force  of  the 
Wharf  Act.  to  acquire  such  rights,  can,  before  pos- 
session has  been  taken,  be  regulated  or  revoked  at 
the  will  of  the  Legislature.  Stevens  v.  Paterson, 
AN.  R.  Co.  84  N.J.  L.  688. 

In  Yates  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  &  10  Wall.  487,19  L. 
ed.  964,  the  court  held  that  the  owner  of  land 
bounded  by  a  navigable  river  has  certain  riparian 
rights,  such  as  free  acoess,  the  right  to  make  a 
landing,  wharf  or  pier  for  his  own  use  or  for  the 
use  of  the  public.  Harlan  &  H.  Co.  v.  Paschall,  5 
Del  Ch.  466. 

At  the  time  of  the  platting  of  Astoria,  in  1847,  the 
title  of  the  land  lying  between  high  and  low  water 
mark  upon  the  Columbia  River  was  in  the  State;  it 
could  not  be  conveyed  by  a  riparian  owner.  Hob- 
son  v.  Monteith,  15  Or.  2SL 

Riparian  rights  of  owners  bounding  on  navigable 
streams,  rule  in  various  States.  See  note  to  Parker 
v.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.  (Or.)  5  L.  R.  A.  61;  Fulmer 
v.Williams  (Pa.)  1 L.  R.  A.  608;  Hanf  ord  v.  St.  Paul  * 
D.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  7  L.  R.  A.72& 
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these  cases  there  was  a  physical  invasion  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  private  owners  and  a  practical 
ouster  of  his  possession." 

In  the  case  of  Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay  &  M. 
0.  Co.,  supra,  to  which  the  reference  above 

auoted  is  made,  the  plaintiffs'  demand  for 
amages  was  based  upon  the  following  aver- 
ments: 

The  defendants  had  erected  a  dam  across 
Fox  River,  the  northern  outlet  of  Lake  Win- 
nebago,  by  which  the  waters  of  the  lake  were 
raised  so  high  as  to  forcibly  and  with  violence 
overflow  the  plaintiff's  land,  from  the  time  of 
the  completion  of  the  dam  in  1861  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  the  water  coming  in 
with  such  violence  as  to  tear  up  his  trees  and 
grass  by  the  roots  and  wash  them,  with  his  hav 
by  tons,  away,  to  choke  up  his  drains  and  fill 
up  his  ditches,  to  saturate  some  of  his  lands 
with  water,  and  to  dirty  and  injure  other  parts 
by  bringing  and  leaving  on  them  deposits  of 
sand,  and  otherwise  greatly  injuring  them. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  the  waters  of 
Lake  Winnebago  were  raised  so  high  as  to 
forcibly  and  with  violence  overflow  all  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  time  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  dam  in  1861  until  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  in  1867.  It  was  insisted  by 
the  defendants  that  they  had  erected  a  dam  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  Congress,  and  that 
the  lands  in  question  had  not  been  taken  or 
appropriated.  Upon  this  contention,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Miller,  In  rendering  the  decision  on  appeal, 
announced:  "  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Statutes  did  not  authorize  the  erection  of  a 
dam  which  would  raise  the  water  of  the  lake 
above  the  ordinary  level/'  thus  indicating,  as 
will  presently  appear,  a  controlling  distinction 
from  the  facts  before  the  court  here. 

With  reference  to  the  contention  of  the  de- 
fendants that  there  was  no  taking  of  the 
plaintiff's  land  within  the  meaniog  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision,  and  that  the  damage  was 
a  consequential  result  of  such  use  of  a  navi- 
gable stream  as  the  government  had  a  right  to 
make  for  the  improvement  of  its  navigation, 
Justice  Miller  further  observes:  "  It  would  be 
a  very  curious  and  unsatisfactory  result  if  in 
construing  a  provision  of  constitutional  law, 
always  understood  to  have  been  adopted  for 
protection  and  security  to  the  rights  of  the  indi- 
vidual as  against  the  government,  and  which  has 
received  the  commendation  of  jurists,  states- 
men and  commentators,  as  placing  the  just 
principle  of  common  law  on  that  subject  be- 
yond the  power  of  ordinary  legislation  to  change 
or  control  them,  it  shall  be  held  that  if  the 
government  refrain  from  the  absolute  conver- 
sion of  real  property  to  the  uses  of  the  public, 
it  can  destroy  its  value  entirely;  can  inflict 
irreparable  and  permanent  iD  jury  to  any  extent; 
can,  in  effect,  subject  it  to  total  destruction 
without  making  any  compensation,  because,  in 
the  narrowest  sense  of  that  word,  it  is  not 
taken  for  the  public  use.  Such  a  construction 
would  pervert  the  constitutional  provision  into 
a  restriction  upon  the  rights  of  the  citizen  as 
those  rights  stood  at  the  common  law,  instead 
of  the  government,  and  make  it  an  authority 
for  the  invasion  of  private  rights  under  the 

Eretext  of  public  good,  which  had  no  warrant 
i  the  laws  or  practices  of  our  ancestors." 
To   this   cogent   statement,    however,  the 
13L.R.A. 


learned  justice  adds:  ' '  We  are  not  unaware  of 
the  numerous  cases  in  the  state  courts  in  which 
the  doctrine  has  been  successfully  invoked,  that 
for  a  consequential  injury  to  the  property  of 
the  individual  arising  from  the  prosecution  of 
improvements  of  roads,  streets,  rivers  and  other 
highways  for  the  public  good  there  is  no  re- 
dress; and  we  do  not  deny  that  the  principle  is 
a  sound  one  in  its  proper  application  to  many 
injuries  to  property  so  originating.  And  when 
in  the  exercise  of  our  duties  here  we  shall  be 
called  upon  to  construe  other  State  Constitu- 
tions, we  shall  not  be  unmindful  of  the  weight 
due  to  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  those 
States.  But  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  de- 
cisions referred  to  have  gone  to  the  utmost  limit 
of  sound  judicial  construction  in  favor  of  this 
principle,  and  in  some  cases  beyond  it,  and  that 
it  remains  true  that  where  real  estate  is  actually 
invaded  by  superinduced  additions  of  water, 
earth,  sand  and  other  materials,  or  by  having 
any  artificial  structure  placed  on  it  so  as  to  ef- 
fectually destroy  it  or  impair  its  usefulness,  it 
is  a  taking  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  that  this  proposition  is  not  in  conflict 
with  the  weight  of  judicial  authority  in  this 
country,  and  certainly  not  with  sound  prin- 
ciples. Beyond  this  we  do  not  go,  and  this  case 
calls  us  to  go  no  further."  it  seems  evident, 
therefore,  that  an  ''actual"  invasion  of  prop- 
erty is  essential  for  the  full  application  of  the 
doctrine  thus  announced. 

The  case  just  quoted  declared,  as  we  have 
seen,  in  Northern  Tramp.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
supra,  to  be  a  somewhat  extreme  statement 
against  the  public  of  what  constitutes  a  taking 
of  property  for  the  public  use  is  really  distin- 
guishable from  that  before  the  court.  In  the 
one  case  the  construction  of  the  dam  so  as  to 
raise  the  waters  of  the  lake  was  not  authorized. 
In  the  other  the  cross-tides  dam,  as  it  stands, 
about  which  the  complaint  is  made,  is  part  of 
an  authorized  system  of  river  and  harbor  im- 
provements, and  this  has  been  expressly  so  de- 
cided by  the  supreme  court  itself  in  the  case  of 
South  Carolina  v.  Georgia,  98  TJ.  S.  4,  28  L. 
ed.  783,  a  case  having  in  question  the  legality 
of *this  identical  structure.  The  obstruction 
then,  unlike  that  in  the  case  of  Pumpetty 
against  the  Qreen  Bay  &  M.  C.  Company,  is 
fully  authorized.  It  will  be  further  observed 
that  in  the  first  case  there  was  a  continuous 
and  virtually  permanent  submersion  of  the  land 
by  the  waters  of  the  lake,  and  its  practical  de- 
struction for  all  the  valuable  purposes  for 
which  it  might  otherwise  have  been  utilized. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  simply  complained 
that  the  drainage  of  the  rice  land  is  impaired 
by  raising  the  low-water  level  of  the  Savannah 
River  two  or  three  feet,  thus  making  the 
bottoms  of  the  plaintiffs'  ditches  and  canals  and 
sills  and  flood-gates  from  one  to  two  feet  below 
the  low- water  level,  and  by  increasing  the  lia- 
bility of  said  rice  lands  to  overflow,  the  fre- 
quently occurring  freshets  in  the  Savannah 
River  rendering  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  raise  banks  surrounding  the  rice  fields. 

Aside  from  the  doubt  which  exists  as  to  the 
right,  as  against  the  public,  of  the  plaintiff  to 
divert  the  waters  of  this  navigable  stream  to  the 
injury  of  navigation  or  to  use  them  for  any- 
other  purpose  save  that  of  navigation,  which 
will  be  presently  considered,  it  Is  evident  that 


189L 


IIxlia  t.  Uhttkd  Statu. 


67t 


the  injury  complained  of  is  by  no  means  so  di- 
rect and  absolute  as  in  the  case  of  PumpeUy  v. 
Green  Bay  M.  C.  Co.,  supra.  It  is  moreover 
true  that  whatever  may  be  the  franchise  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  lands,  submerged  by  the  flow  of 
the  tide,  this-  franchise  was  subordinate  to  the 
power  of  Congress  to  provide  for  the  necessities 
if  navigation  by  means  of  which  the  interstate 
*nd  foreign  commerce  of  the  country  is  carried 
on.  Wood,  Nuisances,  §  615.  The  paramount 
Authority  of  Congress  to  control  the  entire  sub- 
ject of  the  improvement  of  navigation  upon 
waters  of  the  United  States  is  affirmed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  not  only 
in  the  case  of  8ouih  Carolina  v.  Georgia,  supra, 
out  also  in  the  case  of  the  Newport  Jh  C.  Bridge 
Co.  v.  United  States,  105  U.  8.  470,  26  L.  ed. 
1148,  and  a  multitude  of  other  cases. 

"There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  general  doc- 
trine on  this  subject  It  is  within  the  power 
of  the  Legislature  to  change  or  obstruct  the 
oourse  of  public  waters  as  the  public  conveni- 
ence may  require  it.  Those  upon  whom  au- 
thority is  conferred  for  this  purpose  are  not  li- 
able for  the  consequential  injuries  resulting 
from  their  acts,  but  could  not  trespass  upon  or 
•cut  a  channel  through  private  lands  without 
making  compensation  for  the  land  so  taken." 
Gould,  Waters,  gg  248,  248a,  249;  Ang.  Tide- 
Waters,  p.  92  et  seq. 

It  is  long  settled  that  the  right  of  the  riparian 
proprietor  is  to  be  considered  as  a  valuable 
property  right,  although  in  the  language  of  Mr. 
Justice  Miller,  in  Tatet  v.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  S. 
10  Wall.  504, 19  L.  ed.  986:  " It  must  be  en- 
joyed in  due  subjection  to  the  rights  of  the 
public."  Rights  of  this  character  are  access  to 
the  navigable  part  of  the  river  from  the  front 
of  his  lot,  the  right  to  make  a  landing,  wharf 
or  pier  for  his  own  use,  or  for  the  use  of  the 
public,  subject  to  such  general  use  or  regulation 
as  the  Legislature  may  see  proper  to  impose  for 
the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the  public,  what- 
ever those  rights  may  be. 

In  the  case  of  Miller  y.  MendsnAaU,  48  Minn. 
*5,  8  L.  R  A.  89,  it  is  held  that  the  riparian 
proprietor  is  entitled  to  fill  in  and  make  im- 
provements in  shallow  water  in  front  of  his 
land  to  the  line  of  navigability,  and  this  right 
though  subject  to  state  regulations  can  only  be 
interfered  with  by  the  State  for  public  pur- 
poses. See  also  Ladies  Seamen9  $  Friend  Soe. 
v.  Halstead,  88  Conn.  144;  Boston  v.  LeOrato, 
68  U.  S.  17  How.  426, 16  L.  ed.  118:  Gregory  v. 
Forbes,  96  N.  C.  77;  People  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
B.  Co.  1X7  N.  T.  160;  Steers  v.  Brooklyn,  101 
N.  T.  51, 1  Cent  Rep.  798;  St.  Paid  A  Pae.  B. 
Co.  v.  Schurmeier,  74  TJ.  S.  7  Wall.  272, 19  L. 
ed.  74;  Parker  v.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.  5  L. 
B.  A.  61,  17  Or.  510;  Tuck  v.  Olds,  29  Ped. 
Rep.  788. 

There  cannot  be  any  doubt,  however,  that  all 
of  these  rights  are  subject  to  the  paramount 
right  of  the  public  to  use  the  river  for  naviga- 
tion; nevertheless,  if  the  structures  described  in 
many  of  the  cases  above  cited  are  absolutely 
destroyed  or  injured  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public,  the  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to 
•  compensation.  It  being  true,  however,  in  this 
case  that  whatever  rights  the  plaintiffs  may 
possess  are  subordinate  to  the  paramount  public 
tight  to  improve  the  navigation  of  the  river,  and 
that  the  structure  of  the  defendant  is  not  on  the 
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land  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  follows  that  the  plain- 
tiffs' demand  must  depend  upon  the  alteration 
in  the  flow  between  high  and  low  water  mark, 
of  the  navigable  stream  itself.  A  franchise  so 
depending  has  been  held  to  be  not  private 
property,  but  an  incorporeal  hereditament. 
Parker  v.  West  Coast  Packing  Co.  supra. 

But  whether  the  franchise  or  usufruct  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  flow  of  the  stream  between  high 
and  low  water  mark,  for  injury  to  which  the 
suit  is  brought  be  strictly  an  incorporeal  here- 
ditament or  otherwise,  it  would  appear  difficult 
upon  reason  or  authority  to  justify  the  action 
they  have  brought.  It  would  seem  to  be 
otherwise  if  the  stream  were  not  navigable,  but 
upon  navigable  waters  any  franchise  depending 
upon  the  use  of  the  stream  itself  seems  to  be 
common  to  all  and  to  relate  to  the  purposes  of 
navigation  and  to  facilities  therefor. 

The  recent  case  of  Fuhner  v.  Williams,  122 
Pa.  191, 1  L.  R.  A.  608,  is  an  instructive  de- 
cision upon  this  topic.  In  that  case  the  plain- 
tiff owned  a  factory  on  the  west  bank  of  the 
Lehigh  River,  and  had  constructed  a  dam  to  an 
island  about  eighty  feet  from  that  bank,  the 
effect  of  which  was  to  raise  the  water  about 
one  foot  above  its  ordinary  level,  thus  supply- 
ing the  water-power  for  his  mill.  The  defend- 
ant, Fulmer,  owned  land  adjoining,  and  next 
above,  the  land  of  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence 
showed  that  he  deliberately  and  maliciously 
filled  up  the  channel  below  low-water  mark  for 
the  express  purpose  of  depreciating  the  value 
of  the  plaintiff's  property  and  of  destroying 
his  water-power.  The  Lehigh  River  is  a  nav- 
igable stream  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  grant 
from  the  State  to  use  the  water  for  any  pur- 
pose. The  defendant  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  title  to  the  water-power,  as  riparian  owner 
or  otherwise.  The  court  below  instructed  the 
jury,  however,  that  between  low  and  high 
water  marks  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  and,  subordinate  to  the  right  to  navigate 
the  stream  by  the  public,  he  had  a  right  to  use 
the  water  and  could  recover  for  the  destruction 
of  his  water-power  so  far  as  it  occurred  with 
relation  to  the  water  flowing  above  the  low- 
water  mark. 

Upon  this  subject,  the  supreme  court,  Wil- 
liams, J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  held  that  "the 
grant  of  land  bounded  upon  a  stream  not  nav- 
igable extends,  usque  ad  Mum  medium  aqua; 
but  a  grant  of  land  bounded  upon  a  navigable 
river  extends  to  ordinary  low-water  mark  only. 
Between  this  line  and  high  water  mark  the  land 
of  the  grantee  is  by  the  nature  and  necessities 
of  the  situation  subject  to  a  servitude  in  fav- 
or of  the  public.  .  .  .  The  grantee  takes  sub- 
ject to  the  rights  of  the  public  in  and  upon  the 
highway,  and,  as  between  him  and  the  public, 
he  may  use  his  lands  below  the  line  of  high 
water  for  such  purposes  only  as  do  not  inter- 
fere with  the  free  now  and  navigation  of  the 
water  that  flows  over  it" 

"What  rights,"  the  learned  justice  continues, 
"has  a  riparian  owner  in  the  water  of  a  navi- 
gable river  flowing  between  high  and  low 
water  marks?  The  water  of  a  stream  is  not 
the  subject  of  ownership  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  that  word.  .  .  .  The  right  to  the  use  of 
the  water  follows  the  ownership  of  the  bed  in 
which  it  flows.  The  Commonwealth  is  there- 
fore the  owner  of  the  rivers  and  holds  them 
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for  the  use  of  its  citizens.  They  are  public 
property,  natural  highways,  open  to  all  who 
may  have  occasion  to  use  them.  When  the  vol- 
ume of  the  stream  swells  in  time  of  high  water, 
its  surface  remains  the  surface  of  the  highway, 
and  the  riparian  owner  must  do  nothing  that 
shall  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  highway  or 
any  part  of  it  by  the  public  up  to  the  line  of 
high  water.  .  .  .  The  owner  of  the  shore, 
naving  no  ownership  in  the  water,  has,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  Commonwealth,  no 
greater  rights  in  it  than  any  other  citizen.  He 
has  no  right  to  erect  a  dam  to  turn  the  water 
to  his  mill  without  a  grant  from  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  right  so  to  do;  and  if  he  erects 
such  a  dam  without  a  grant,  he  is  a  trespasser 
and  acquires  no  title  to  the  water-power  re- 
sulting therefrom.  He  stands  in  the  same 
position  as  an  intruder  upon  a  public  road, 
without  right  and  liable  to  removal  at  any 
moment  He  has  an  indisputable  right  as  a 
citizen  to  the  use  of  the  river  as  a  public  high- 
way, but  as  a  riparian  owner  he  has  no  right 
to  obstruct  its  flow,  or  to  divert  its  waters,  ex- 
cept for  domestic  purposes,  and  within  certain 
limits  for  purposes  of  irrigation.  If  he  does 
erect  a  dam  and  turn  the  water  to  his  mill,  he 
ordinarily  infringes  the  public  right  only. 
.  .  .  Applying  these  principles  to  the  case 
now  before  us,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  recover  for  what  did  not  belong  to 
him.  He  had  no  title  to  the  water  whether 
above  or  below  low-water  mark,  and  he  could 
have  no  legal  right  to  the  power  resulting  from 
the  erection  of  his  dam.  Its  destruction  was 
therefore  damnum  absque  injuria" 

This  case  seems  altogether  applicable  to  the 
use  of  the  waters  of  the  Savannah  River  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  flooding  his  rice 
fields.  The  Savannah  has  been  repeatedly 
held  to  be  a  navigable  river.  See  the  recent 
case  of  Lawton  v.  Comer,  7L.R.  A.  65,  40 
Fed.  Rep.  480,  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  decision  rendered  May  25, 
1891. 

If  the  malicious  and  deliberate  diversion  of 
the  water  by  the  defendant  in  the  case  of  Ful- 
mer  v.  Williams,  supra,  so  as  to  destroy  the 
water-power  of  the  plaintiff's  mill,  is  damnum 
absque  injuria,  much  more  is  this  true  of  the 
diversion  of  the  waters  of  the  Savannah  from 
the  rice  canals  and  ditches  of  the  plaintiff  by 
the  officers  of  the  government  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  navigation  of  the  stream,  and  for 
the  most  importaut  uses  of  the  public. 

In  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Newburyport,  140 
Mass.  582,  5  L.  R.  A.  179,  it  was  held  that  the 
owner  of  lands  not  accessible  to  navigation 
from  the  sea  has  no  cause  of  complaint  because 
of  being  deprived  by  the  erection  of  walls,  or 
by  the  filling  up  of  flats,  of  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide  to  his  premises,  or  the  right  thereof 
1o  drain  from  the  lands  of  others;  and  further, 
that  such  an  owner  can  only  maintain  an 
action  for  damages  by  reason  of  nuisance  when 
some  right  of  his  own  has  been  invaded. 

In  the  case  of  Fitehburg  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  dt 
M.R.,  8Cuah.  88,  it  was  held,  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  rendering  the  opinion,  that  if  the  piers 
of  a  bridge  which  is  authorized  by  the  Legis- 
lature change  tidal  currents,  a  littoral  proprie- 
tor is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  expense  of  a 
structure  necessary  to  protect  his  land  It  is 
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incident  to  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to 
regulate  a  navigable  stream  so  as  best  to  pro- 
mote the  public  convenience. 

These  cases  are  valuable  because  in  Massachu- 
setts, as  in  Georgia,  the  low-water  line  is  the 
boundary  of  littoral  proprietors  on  tidewaters. 

In  the  case  of  JJavidson  v.  Boston  dk  M. 
R.%  8  Cush.  105,  certain  riparian  proprietors 
were  using  for  their  mills  and  for  navigation 
in  connection  therewith,  certain  flats  from 
which  the  tide  wholly  ebbs,  lying  between  up- 
land territory  and  navigable  water.  The  plain- 
tiff had  erected  a  mill,  the  motive  power  of 
which  was  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  The 
defendant,  a  railroad  company,  which  the  Leg- 
islature had  required  by  the  provisions  of  iU 
charter  to  pay  for  private  property  taken  by  it, 
built  a  solid  embankment  across  the  flats, 
thereby  entirely  shutting  off  the  flow  of  the 
tide  and  thus  destroying  the  value  of  the  plain- 
tiff's milL  It  was  held  by  the  court  upon  suit 
brought  to  recover  the  value  of  the  water  right 
taken,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  as  against 
the  public  to  have  those  flats  kept  open. 

The  plaintiffs  here  rely  upon  the  Act  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  Georgia  of  1790,  Code 
2882.  It  is  as  follows:  "All  persons  owning 
or  who  may  hereafter  own  lands  on  any  wa- 
tercourses in  this  State,  are  authorized  and 
empowered  to  ditch  and  embank  their  lands  so 
as  to  protect  the  same  from  freshets  and  over- 
flows in  said  watercourses;  provided,  always, 
that  the  said  ditching  and  embanking  dees 
not  divert  said  watercourse  from  its  ordinary 
channel;  but  nothing  shall  be  so  construed  as 
to  prevent  the  owners  of  land  from  diverting 
unnavigable  watercourses  through  their  own 
lands." 

Aside  from  the  fact  that  this  would  seem  to 
deny  to  the  plaintiffs  the  right  to  divert  the  wa- 
ter of  a  navigable  stream  through  their  lands, 
the  Act  was  passed  after  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  by  the  State 
of  Georgia,  and  is  of  course  subordinate  to  that 
provision  relating  to  the  control  of  commerce, 
and  as  a  consequence  of  the  navigable  waters 
by  Congress.  And  there  are  many  authori- 
ties to  the  effect  that  this  control  is  paramount, 
even  where  the  State  has  undertaken  to  make 
enactments  upon  the  subject  of  navigation  it- 
self. 

Gould,  Waters,  g§  27,  149,  citing  Lyon  r. 
Fishmongers  Go.  L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  602;  Swing 
v.  Colqunoun,  L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  889;  South 
Carolina  v.  Georgia,  98  U.  S.  4,  28  L.  ed.  782; 
Pensacola  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
98  TJ.  S.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708;  CardteeUy.  American 
River  Bridge  Co.  118  U.  S.  205, 28  L.  ed.  959; 
Newport  A  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States,  105 
U.  8.  670,  26  L.  ed.  1148;  Mobile  County  v. 
Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  26  L.  ed.  288;  Com, 
v.  Rozbury,  9  Gray,  491. 

Very  great  importance  is  attached  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  United 
States  v.  Great  Falls  Mfg.  Co.,  112  U.  S.  647, 
28  L.  ed.  847.  There,  however,  was  an  actual 
appropriation  of  the  plaintiff's  lands,  and  the 
water-power  they  were  bought  to  control. 
There  was  an  actual  conversion  of  private 
property  to  public  use.  Besides,  the  appro- 
priation was  not  for  the  purpose  of  the  im- 
provement  of  a   navigable   stream,  and  the 
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property  of  the  plaintiffs  in  that  case,  unlike 
that  involved  in  the  question  before  this  court, 
was  in  no  way  subservient  to  the  government 
for  the  public  use  for  which  it  was  taken.  It 
was  a  distinct  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and  not,  as  in  the  case  nere,  the  prop- 
er exercise  of  the  legitimate  and  ordinary  func- 
tions of  the  government  from  which  a  conse- 
quential damage  to  the  plaintiffs  may  have  re- 
sulted. Moreover,  Congress  had  distinctly 
recognized  the  right  of  the  Great  Falls  Manu- 
facturing Company  to  compensation,  and  had 
submitted  the  liability  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  conversion  of  the  property,  to  arbitration, 
the  results  of  which  merely  were  affirmed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

Upon  a  careful  consideration  of  all  that  has 
been  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of 
their  claim,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  all  the 
right  they  have  in  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the- tide 
of  the  Savannah  River  is  subordinate  to  the 
control  of  the  government  over  that  navigable 
stream  for  its  free  navigation  by  the  public. 

We  are  further  of  the  opinion  that  the  free 
navigation  of  that  stream  comprehends  neces- 
sarily all  of  those  improvements  which  the 
government  is  at  liberty  to  make,  to  facilitate 
and  enlarge  the  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce carried  upon  its  waters,  and,  the  sover- 
eign authority  of  the  nation  having  determined 
that  the  waters  of  the  river  shall  be  confined 
for  the  purpose  of  scouring  and  deepening  the 
channel,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  legal  claim 
against  the  government  for  the  diversion  of 
those  waters  from  their  rice  fields,  or  for  an 
increase  in  the  flow  of  the  tide  which  will  fill 
the  canals  and  ditches  they  have  constructed  on 
tbe  level  between  low  and  high  water  mark,  a 
level  which  is  subservient  to  the  government 
for  the  purposes  of  navigation. 

It  must  be  observed,  with  relation  to  the 
claim  of  damage  caused  by  the  overflow  of  the 
plaintiffs'  lands  during  the  freshets,  that  they 
do  not  stand  in  the  attitude  of  landowners 
above  mean  or  high-water  level.  Their  lands 
are  reclamations,  as  appearsffrom  the  declara- 
tion, which  would  be  covered  not  only  by  or- 
dinary high  water,  but  by  the  ordinary  flow  of 
the  tide.  The  government,  as  we  have  seen, 
has  found  it  necessarv  to  change  this  flow  for 
the  purposes  of  navfgation,  and  the  reclama- 
tions of  the  plaintiffs  are  subservient  to  that 
necessity.  Oom.  v.  Roxbvry,  9  Gray,  491-495; 
United  ttoUee  v.  Pacheco,  69  U.  S.  8  Wall.  687, 
17  L.  ed.  865;  Martin  v.  WaddeU,  41  U.  S.  16 
Pet  411, 10  L.  ed.  1018;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94 
U.  S.  824,  24  L.  ed.  224;  Gould,  Waters,  §  27. 

If  it  had  been  possible,  however,  to  have 
reached  a  different  conclusion  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiffs,  we  are  clearly  of  tbe  opinion 
that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  the  plaintiffs'  demand,  because  it 
makes  a  case  sounding  in  tort,  and  therefore  is 
specially  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  extending  tbe  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
of  claims  to  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of 
the  United  States.  If  it  were  an  action  pend- 
ing between  individuals,  it  would  be  necessa- 
rily ex  delicto.  It  is  a  nuisance  to  stop  or  di- 
vert waters  that  used  to  run  to  another  s  mead- 
ow or  mill.  8  fil.  Com.  218.  Running  out  a 
dam  into  the  waterway  of  a  navigable  river, 
giving  new  direction  to  the  current,  causing 
12  L.  R.  A. 
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his  neighbor's  land  to  be  washed  away,  is  a 
tort.  1  Addison,  Torts,  §  4.  The  overflow  of 
lands  by  a  mill-pond  is  a  tort.  4  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  p.  978,  citing  Wilson  v.  My- 
ere,  4  Hawks,  78.  See  also  1  Chitty,  PL  pp. 
140-142. 

Tort  includes  wrong  suffered  in  consequence 
of  the  negligence  or  malfeasance  of  others, 
where  the  remedy  at  common  law  is  by  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case.  Leathers  v.  Bleuing,  105  U. 
S.  626-630,  26  L.  ed.  1192,  1194. 

Plaintiffs  insist  that  the  dam  erected  to  im- 

{>rove  the  navigation  of  the  river  has  raised  the 
evel  of  mean  low  tide,  and  the  latter  result  has 
destroyed  their  usufruct  in  the  waters  of  the 
river  for  the  purposes  of  rice  culture  on  their 
lands  on  Hutchinson's  Island  and  on  the  main 
land.  They  are  not  suing  for  the  conversion 
of  the  land,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  the  govern- 
ment has  converted  to  its  own  use  the  water- 
rights  connected  with  the  lands,  but  they  are 
suing  for  consequential  injuries  to  their  water- 
rights,  resulting  indirectly  from  the  act  of  the 
government,  which  act  was  performed  for  a 
lawful  purpose  and  not  performed  on  the  land 
with  which  the  usufruct  was  connected. 

It  is  true  that  if  the  property  be  tortiously 
taken  or  converted,  tbe  tortfeasor  may  be  sued 
in  trespass  or  trover,  or  the  injured  parry  may 
waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit,  in  the 
latter  case  the  same  result  follows  as  if  there 
had  been  an  implied  contract,  as  insisted  by 
the  plaintiffs  here.  May  v.  LeClaire,  78  U.  8. 
11  Wall.  285,  201*.  ed.  58. 

This,  however,  is  applicable  where  there  has 
been  an  actual  conversion  of  the  property,  and 
not  an  indirect  injury  to  it  resulting  from  acts 
which  tbe  alleged  tort-feasor  bad  the  legal  right 
to  perform.  Any  demand  of  the  plaintiff 
therefore  must  be  based  upon  the  tortious  con- 
duct of  the  defendant's  agents;  but  to  consti- 
tute a  tort,  two  things  must  occur,  actual  or 
legal  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  wrongful 
act  committed  by  the  defendant. 

The  court  being  of  the  opinion  that  neither 
of  these  essentials  exist  in  the  case  at  bar,  we 
feel  constrained  on  both  the  questions  herein 
considered  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiffs'  declaration  and  order  the  eaee  die 
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1.  A  circuit  court  of  the  United  States) 
bsta  no  Jurisdiction,  In  an  action  at  law  upon 


Nora.— Suite  by  aeetgnce  of  choeee  in  action. 

The  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  over  oases  where  an 
assignee  is  plaintiff  unless  tbe  court  would  have 
had  Jurisdiction  had  the  action  been  brought  by 
the  assignor.  Newgaas  v.  New  Orleans,  88  Fed. 
Rep.  198. 

Qut  where  the  transfer  of  choses  In  action  may 
be  made  by  delivery,  aod  the  obligation  is  made  to 
bearer  and  by  a  corporation,  the  court  has  juris- 
diction, although  had  the  suit  been  brought  b>  A 
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a  note,  to  enforce  a  specific  lien  upon  property 
conveyed  to  secure  it,  according  to  a  remedy  and 
practice  given  by  state  law,  without  foreclosure 
proceedings:  at  least  It  bas  none  in  favor  of  an 
assignee  of  the  note  without  indorsement  or  guar- 
anty, who  bas  taken  no  conveyance  of  the  prop- 
erty from  the  maker  of  the  note. 

2.  A  motion  to  vmcate  what  purports  to 
be  a  judgment,  but  which  Is  a  nullity  because 
of  lack  of  jurisdiction,  may  be  granted  even  after 
the  term  In  which  the  entry  was  made. 

8.  Asjttpulationinanotetliattheemtlre 
amount  shall  be  due  after  thirty  days1  de- 
fault in  payment  of  Interest  creates  a  condition 
precedent  to  an  action  brought  before  the  date 
named  for  the  maturity  of  the  principal,  and 
prevents  a  trial  without  a  jury,  as  provided  by 
Ga.  Const.,  8  4, 1  7,  Code  6145.  In  case  of  "uncon- 
ditional contracts,"  where  an  issuable  defense  is 
not  filed  under  oath  or  Information* 

anly  16, 188L) 

MOTION  by  defendant  to  vacate  a  judg- 
ment which  had  been  entered  against  him 
in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  payment  of  a 
promissory  note,  and  also  to  vacate  the  execu- 
tion issued  thereon  and  the  sale  made  there- 
under. Granted, 
The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Mr,  Frank  H.  Miller,  for  defendant,  m 
support  of  the  motion: 

A.  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  mar  be 
made  after  the  term  within  the  period  ox  the 
Statute  of  Limitations. 

Ariope  v.  Barker,  74  Oa.  462. 

Article  6,  §  4,  par.  7,  of  the  Constitution  of 
1877,  Code  1882,  %  5145,  is:  The  court  shall 
render  Judgment  without  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
in  all  civil  cases  founded  on  unconditional  con- 
tracts in  writing  where  an  issuable  defense  is 
not  filed  on  oath  or  affirmation.  Under  this  as 
the  notes  sued  on  were  conditional,  the  judg- 
ment is  void  and  should  be  opened  as  prayed 
for. 

Judgments  by  default  are  opened  in  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  like  in  state  courts. 

Brown  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B,  R.  Co.  0 
Fed.  Rep.  188;  Foster,  Fed.  Proa  §§  350-879; 
Morrison  v.  Bernards  Turn.  85  Fed.  Rep.  400; 
Broneon  v.  Bohullen,  104  U.  S.  410,  26  L.  ed. 
797;  Philliper.  Negley,  117  U.  S.  665,  29  L.  ed. 
1018. 

An  unconditional  contract  on  which  the 
court  may  render  a  judgment  is  one  that  does 
not  contain  a  condition,  and  where  suit  was 
brought  on  three  promissory  notes,  one  of 
which  appeared  not  to  be  due,  the  allega- 
tion that  they  were  due  was  by  virtue  of  cov- 


f  ormer  bolder  the  court  would  have  had  no  juris- 
diction.  Ibid, 

This  rule  Is  applied  to  an  action  by  an  assignee  on 
a  county  warrant  payable  to  bearer.  Rollins  v. 
Chaffee  County,  84  Fed.  Rep.  9L 

An  assignee  of  ooiroty  warrants  payable  to  a 
third  person  or  his  order,  and  not  Indorsed  by  him 
In  blank  or  to  the  order  of  the  assignee,  cannot  sue 
thereon  In  the  circuit  court  unless  suoh  third  per- 
son could  have  done  so.  King  Iron  Bridge  &  Mfg. 
€o.  v.  Otoe  County,  ISO  U.  B.  286. 80  L.  ed.  088. 

The  Judiciary  Act  of  March  8, 1887,  was  intended 
to  prohibit  suits  in  the  federal  court  by  assignees 
of  ohoaes  in  action  unless  the  original  assignor  was 
entitled  to  maintain  the  suit,  in  all  oases  except 
suits  on  foreign  bills  of  exchange,  and  except  suits 
on  promissory  notes  made  payable  to  bearer  and 
executed  by  a  corporation.  Wilson  v.  Knox  Coun- 
ty, 48  Fed.  Rep.  481;  Hudson  v.  Bishop,  88  Fed.  Rep. 
480. 

Where  the  record  does  not  show  of  what  State 
the  assignor  is  a  corporation  the  prohibition  of  the 
statute  applies.  Brock  v.  Northwestern  Fuel  Go. 
180U.8.841,83L.ed.fl06. 

The  assignee  of  a  contract  cannot  sue  for  its 
enforcement  in  the  circuit  court  if  the  assignor 
could  not  have  done  so.  Shoecraft  v.  Bloxham,  124 
U.  8. 780. 81 L.  ed.  674. 

So  of  the  assignee  of  a  written  contract  of  lease. 
Republic  Iron  Min.  Co.  v.  Jones,  S  L.  R.  A.  746, 87 
Fed.  Rep.  72L 

So  of  the  assignee  of  a  contract  of  reinsurance. 
Laird  v.  Indemnity  Mut.  M.  Assur.  Co.  44  Fed.  Rep. 
712. 

So  of  the  assignee  of  a  guardian's  bond.  Hudson 
v.  Bishop,  supra. 

So  the  restriction  applies  to  the  assignee  of  a 
mortgage  given  as  security  for  a  promissory  note- 
Sheldon  v.  Sill, 49 U.  8.8  How. 441,1*  L.  ed.  1147. 
But  see  Act  of  March  8, 1876,  ohap.  187. 

Although  the  maker  and  payee  of  a  negotiable 
note  secured  by  a  mortgage  are  citizens  of  the 
same  State,  an  indorsee  of  the  note  living  in  another 
State  may,  since  the  Act  of  1876,  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage in  the  United  States  circuit  court  Tredway 
v.  Sanger,  107  U.  S.  828,  27  L.  ed.  688;  Mersman  v. 
Werges,  US  U.  8. 188, 28  L.  ed.  641. 
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So  It  applies  to  the  assignee  of  a  claim  for  dam- 
ages for  refusal  to  pay  for  goods  purchased  under 
an  oral  oon  tract.  Simons  v.  Ypsilantl  Paper  Co.  81 
Fed.  Rep.  198. 

Under  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat,  1888,  a  suit  to  enforce  per- 
formance of  a  contract  is  one  to  recover  the  con- 
tents of  a  chose  in  action.  Shoecraft  v.  Bloxham, 
124  U.S.  780, 81  L.ed.  674. 

The  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  has  no 
Jurisdiction  of  a  suit  founded  on  contract  in  favor 
of  an  assignee,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  could  have  brought  suit  on  the 
contract  if  no  assignment  had  been  made.  Brook 
v.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co.  180  U.  8. 841, 88  L.  ed.  906; 
Shoecraft  v.  Bloxham,  supra* 

An  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  mortgage 
bond  Is  not  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 
court  when  brought  by  an  assignee  thereof,  in  a 
case  in  which  the  assignor  could  not  have  sued. 
Blaoklook  v.  8mall,  127  U.  &  98, 88  L.  ed.  70. 

JkMtignM  of  judgment. 

Where  the  assignor  of  a  judgment  could  not 
have  sued  In  the  original  proceedings  In  this  court, 
his  assignees  cannot  do  so  under  the  Act  of  1888. 
Mississippi  Mills  v.  Conn ,  88  Fed.  Rep.  866. 

Under  the  Act  of  1876,  before  Its  amendment  in 
1887,  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  founded  on  a  con- 
tract could  not  sue  on  the  judgment  in  a  federal 
circuit  court,  on  the  ground  of  diverse  oitisenship 
of  the  parties,  unless  It  appeared  affirmatively  in 
the  record  that  both  the  plaintiff  and  his  assignor 
were  not  citizens  of  the  same  State  with  the  defend- 
ant Metoalf  v.  Watertown,  12B  U.  B.  586, 88  L.  ed. 
648. 

lb  what  restriction  does  not  extend. 

The  United  States  circuit  oourt  has  Jurisdiction 
of  an  action  for  damages  for  wrongfully  entering 
on  lands  and  carrying  away  the  timber  thereon, 
brought  by  an  assignee  of  the  olaim  against  a  citi- 
zen of  another  State,  although  the  assignor  could 
not  himself  have  sued  in  that  court.  Ambler  v. 
Eppinger,  187  U.  8. 480, 84  L.  ed.  766. 

The  exception  in  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  a 
suit  on  a  chose  in  action  to  recover  a  specific  chat- 
tel, or  for  damages  for  Its  wrongful  oaptfton  or 
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enants  in  a  bond  for  titles  set  out  and  annexed, 
and  it  was  not  an  unconditional  contract. 

Dyev.  Garrett,  78  Ga.  471;  Banner  v.  Sayne, 
78  Ga.  467.  See  Mostly  v.  Walker,  84  Ga.  274; 
Craig  v.  Herring,  80  Ga.  709. 

The  judgment  being  void,  no  sale  thereunder 
will  pass  any  title. 

Hobby  v.  Bunch,  88  Ga.  1. 

The  Legislature  cannot  give  Jurisdiction  to 
courts  other  than  is  named  in  the  Constitution. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  Taylor,  8  L.  R.  A. 
189,  84  Ga.  408. 

The  deed  was  from  an  improper  party,  the 
debt  having  been  transferred. 

Neal  v.  Murphey,  60  Ga.  888;  McGregor  v. 
Matthis,  82  Ga.  417;  Palmer  v.  Simpson,  69  Ga. 
793;  Hunt  v.  Harbor,  80  Ga.  746;  Oarkart  v. 
Reviere,  78  Ga.  178;  Ware  v.  Jackson,  19  Ga. 
457;  Ralston  v.  Field,  82  Ga.  467;  Scrqggins  v. 
Hoadley,  56  Ga.  165;  Fort  Valley  Planter's 
Bank  v.  Prater,  64  Ga.  609. 

The  court  upon  whose  Judgment  an  execu- 
tion issues  has  full  power  to  set  aside  a  sale 
thereunder  when  the  ends  of  justice  require  it, 
and  to  order  a  resale. 

Johnson  v.  Dooly,  72  Ga.  297;  Parker  v. 
Glenn,  72  Ga.  644;  Wallace  v.  Atlanta  Med. 
College  Trustees,  52  Ga.  164. 

Mr.  William  E.  Simmons*  for  complain- 
ant, contra: 


After  a  circuit  court  has  adjourned  without 
day,  it  cannot  set  aside  one  of  its  own  judg- 
ments upon  motion,  even  for  the  want  of  a  ju- 
risdiction over  the  cause;  the  judgment  is 
binding  until  reversed  on  error. 

Bank  of  United  States  v.  Moss,  47  U.  S.  6 
How.  81,  12  L.  ed.  881;  dibbald  y.  United 
States,  87  U.  S.  12  Pet.  492,  9  L.  ed.  1169; 
Cameron  v.  AT  Roberts,  16  U.  8.  8  Wheat.  591, 
4  Ij.  ed.  467;  Knox  County  v.  Harshman,  188 
U.  S.  152,  88  L.  ed.  586;  Foster,  Fed.  Proc. 
§879. 

The  property  of  the  defendant  has  been  sold 
under  the  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment 
sought  to  be  set  aside  by  the  defendant  m  this 
proceeding,  and  sales  made  under  process 
issued  on  irregular  or  erroneous  judgments  are 
not  affected  by  the  subsequent  reversal  of  such 
judgment. 

Bank  of  United  States  v.  Washington  Bank, 
81  U.  8.  6  Pet.  8,  8  L.  ed.  299;  Borer,  JudL 
Sales,  §S  547,  565. 

A  judgment  cannot  be  set  aside  on  account 
of  grounds  which  could  have  been  taken  before 
it  was  rendered,  and  which  the  defendant  neg- 
ligently omitted  to  take. 

Barksdale  v.  Greene,  29  Ga.  418. 

Unless  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  judgment 
that  it  is  void,  or  that  the  pleadings  are  so  de- 
fective that  no  legal  judgment  could  have  been 


detention.  Ibid\;  Deshler  v.  Dodge,  57  IT.  8.  (522,  14 
Led.  1064. 

It  does  not  apply  to  mere  naked  rights  founded 
on  some  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of  duty  to  which 
the  law  attaches  damages.  Boshnell  v.  Kennedy, 
76 U.S. 8*7, 19  L.ed. 786. 

The  sale  of  an  equitable  interest  in  land  is  not  a 
mere  assignment  of  a  right  of  action  relating  there- 
to ;  and  in  asult  in  a  national  oourt  it  is  not  material 
what  is  the  oltlsenship  of  his  vendor,  under  whom 
he  claims.    Gest  v.  Paokwood,  80  Fed.  Rep.  586. 

An  order  drawn  on  a  city  and  accepted  Is  not  an 
assignment  of  the  contractor's  claim,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Aot  of  August  13, 1888,  providing 
that  an  assignee  cannot  bring  suit  in  the  circuit 
oourt  unless  the  assignor  might  have  done  so  had 
no  assignment  been  made.  Ripley  v.  Superior,  41 
Fed.  Rep.  118. 

The  restriction  does  not  extend  to  suits  removed 
to  such  oourt  from  a  state  court.  Delaware  County 
v.  Diebold  8af  e  *  Look  Oo.  188  U.  8. 478, 88  L.  ed.  674. 

Holders  of  negotiable  instrument*. 

In  the  Aot  of  18%7  the  clause  "or  of  any  subse- 
quent holder  of  such  instrument  be  payable  to 
bearer,  and  be  not  made  by  any  corporation,"  the 
word  '"of,"  preceding  the  words  "such  instrument," 
should  be  held  to  be  "if."  Newgass  v.  New  Orleans, 
88  Fed.  Rep.  106.  The  Act  of  August  18, 1888,  cor- 
rects the  error  mentioned. 

The  test  of  the  negotiability  of  a  note,  in  order  to 
determine  the  right  of  an  assignee  to  sue  thereon  in 
the  circuit  oourt  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
Aot  of  Congress  of  1875,  is  its  negotiability  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  the  law-merchant,  and  is 
not  affected  by  state  statutes.  Windsor  Sav.  Bank 
▼.  MoMahon,  8  L.  R.  A.  183, 88  Fed.  Rep.  888. 

The  provision  relating  to  suits  by  an  assignee 
under  the  Aot  of  1888  does  not  forbid  the  federal 
oourt  to  take  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  the  holder  of 
em  order,  a  resident  of  a  foreign  State,  against  the 
drawee,  a  resident  of  the  State  of  the  drawer,  the 
citizenship  in  such  ease  being  diverse.  Superior  v. 
Ripley,  128  U.  &  08, 84  L.  ed.  814. 

But  one  who  buys  a  promissory  note  payable  to 
12L.R.A. 


order,  and  afterwards  fills  the  blank  with  his  own 
name  as  payee,  is  an  assignee  within  the  Aot  of  1878, 
as  amended,  and  is  not  entitled  to  sue,  the  original 
holder  and  the  maker  both  being  citizens  of  the 
State  in  which  suit  is  brought.  Steel  v.  Rathbun, 
42  Fed.  Rep.  880. 

Where  the  maker  and  payee  of  a  note  are  both 
citizens  of  the  same  State,  it  may  be  proved  in  a 
suit  by  the  indorsee  that  the  Indorsee  was  in  fact 
the  real  payee,  and  that  there  never  had  been  any 
assignment  of  the  note.  Goldsmith  v.  Holmes,  1 L. 
R.  A.  816, 86  Fed.  Rep.  484. 

Drain  orders  drawn  by  a  county  drain  commis- 
sioner upon  a  county  treasurer,  and  which  are  re- 
quired to  be  paid  by  a  tax  assessed  and  collected 
from  the  owners  of  property  benefited  thereby,  are 
so  far  negotiable  that  suit  brought  upon  them  by 
the  holder  is  not  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of  i 
federal  oourt.  Aylesworth  v.  Gratiot  County,  4sl 
Fed.  Rep.  85a 

Motive  for  assignment  toiB  not  affect  right  to  sue. 

The  motive  with  whioh  a  person  purchases  prop- 
erty or  a  claim  has  nothing  to  do  with  his  right  to 
maintain  an  action  thereon  in  the  national  courts. 
Neal  v.  Foster,  18  Sawy.  286;  Vermont  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Oo.  60  Iowa,  207. 

When  the  owners  of  a  mortgage  sold  it  to  a  citi- 
zen of  another  State  for  the  express  purpose  of 
giving  jurisdiction  if  the  purchaser  took  it  in  good 
faith  without  knowledge  of  such  purpose,  the 
mortgage  passed  the  legal  title.  Smith  v.  Kerno- 
ohen(48  U.S. 7  flow.  108, 12  L. ed. 666;  Banlgan  v. 
Worcester,  80  Fed.  Rep.  802. 

The  transfer  of  interest  by  one  party  to  a  suit  in 
a  federal  court,  to  a  citizen  of  the  same  State  with 
the  other  party,  will  not  oust  jurisdiction  of  the 
oourt.   Jarboe  v.  Tempter,  88  Fed.  Rep.  218. 

Even  where  a  statute  of  a  State  provided  that  in 
the  case  of  fraudulent  assignment  a  oourt  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction  is  authorized  to  deolare  the  as- 
signment void,  although  the  assignee  is  not  shown 
to  have  notice  of  the  fraud,  the  equity  oourts  of  the 
United  States  having  jurisdiction  can  enforce 
rights  under  suoh  statute.  Bernhelm  v.  Bu-nbaum, 
80  Fed.  Rep.  886. 
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rendered, a  judgment  cannot  be  set  aside  on 
motion. 

Dugan  t.  MeOlann,  60  Ga.  858. 

The  contract  was  an  unconditional  one,  with 
conditional  incidents. 

Oraig  v.  Herring,  80  Ga.  709. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  court  to  render 
judgments  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury, 
in  all  cases  where  the  court  can,  from  examin- 
ing the  paper  sued  on,  and  without  the  aid  of 
any  aliunde  proof,  see  that  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover. 

Bannery.  8aynet  78  Ga.  467:  Dye  v.  OarretL 
78  Ga.  471. 

All  the  pleas  could  have  been  filed  by  the 
defendant  before  the  judgment,  and  cannot  be 
allowed,  even  under  the  practice  in  the  courts 
of  this  State,  after  judgment. 

Barktdale  v.  Greene,  supra. 

Speer9  «/.,  delivered  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

The  American  Freehold  Land  &  Mort- 
gage Company  of  London,  Limited,  brought 
suit  in  this  court  against  J.  Pinckney  Thomas, 
a  citizen  of  this  district,  for  the  sum  of 
$5,816.66  on  a  certain  promissory  note  which 
reads  as  follows : 

"$5,000.00. 

"Waynesboro,  Ga.,  January  18,  1888. 

uOn  the  first  day  of  December,  1887,  I 
promise  to  pay  J.  K.  O.  Sherwood,  or  order, 
at  the  office  of  the  Corbin  Banking  Company, 
New  York  City,  $5,000.00  with  interest  from 
this  date  at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent  per 
annum,  payable  annually  as  per  five  notes 
herewith  attached.    Value  received.     .     .     . 

u  Should  any  of  said  interest  not  be  paid 
when  due,  it  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate 
of  eight  per  cent  per  annum  from  maturity 
as  stipulated  in  said  interest-notes,  and  upon 
failure  to  pay  any  of  said  interest  within 
thirty  days  after  due,  said  principal  sum 
may,  at  the  option  of  the  holder  of  this  note, 
be  declared  due,  without  notice,  and  may 
thereupon  be  collected  at  once,  time  being 
of  the  essence  of  this  contract;  and' in  case 
this  note  is  collected  by  suit  I  agree  to  pay 
all  costs  of  collection  including  ten  per  cent 
of  the  principal  and  interest  as  attorneys' 
fees. 

(Signed)    J.  Pinckney  Thomas.  8977. 
No.  32220. 

Indorsed, 

Without  recourse. 

J.  K.  O.  Sherwood. 

Copies  of  the  interest  notes  are  attached. 
On  the  9th  day  of  April,  1888,  the  following 
judgment  by  default  was  taken : 

u  There  being  no  defense  filed  on  oath  in 
this  case,  judgment  is  rendered  by  the  court 
for  the  plaintiff  vs.  the  defendant  for 
$5,000.00  as  principal,  $990.47  as  interest  to 
this  date,  $599.04  attorneys'  fees  and  $11.85 
for  cost  of  suit  to  b.e  taxed  by  the  clerk,  this 
9th  day  of  April,  1888." 

(Signed)    Emory  Speer,  Judge. 

After  said  judgment  was  rendered  by  the 
court,  without  having  submitted  the  case, 
or  any  evidence  therein,  to  a  Jury,  Mr.  Fred 
Lockhart,  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  entered  a 
12  L.  R.  A. 


judgment,  signing  the  same  as  attorney,  for 
the  principal,  interest  and  attorneys'  fees, 
to  be  levied  upon  the  land,  tenements  and 
hereditaments  of  the  defendant,  and  espe- 
cially upon  1150  acres,  more  or  less,  in  Burke 
County,  Georgia.  Then  followed  a  descrip- 
tion, the  boundaries  being  given,  of  the  land. 
Execution  was  issued  in  accordance  with 
the  judgment  last  above  mentioned.  The 
marshal  was  commanded  to  levy  generally 
upon  the  lands,  etc.,  of  the  defendant,  ana 
especially  upon  the  1150  acres  described  in 
the  judgment,  entered  by  the  plaintiffs'  at- 
torney. On  the  fourth  day  of  December, 
1888,  this  property  was  sola  by  the  marshal 
in  the  usual  manner  of  marshal's  sales,  and 
was  bought  in  by  William  G.  Wheeler  for 
the  sum  of  $481.86,  and  the  marshal's  deed 
made  in  pursuance  of  said  sale.  On  the  6th 
of  August,  1890,  Turner  C.  Thomas,  the  ad- 
ministrator of  J.  Pinckney  Thomas,  made  a 
motion  in  writing  giving  notice  thereof  to 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  original  suit  to  vacate 
the  award  and  judgment,  the  execution  is- 
sued thereon  and  the  sale  made  in  pursuance 
thereof,  and  also  asked  for  leave  to  file  the 
pleas  described  in  the  motion.  The  grounds 
of  the  motion  which  it  is  important  to  con- 
sider for  the  purposes  of  this  decision  are  as 
follows : 

1.  That  the  defendant,  J.  Pinckney 
Thomas,  died  prior  to  the  final  adjournment 
of  the  term  of  court  at  which  the  judgment 
by  the  court  was  entered,  and  that  no  repre- 
sentative was  appointed  for  the  estate  until 
the  5th  day  of  April,  1890. 

2.  That  the  award  granted  April  9,  1888, 
was  granted  without  jurisdiction  because 
suit  was  brought  upon  a  conditional  contract, 
and  the  verdict  of  a  jury  was  required  before 
judgment  could  be  lawfully  entered. 

8.  Because  the  judgment  entered  on  the 
award  does  not  conform  to  the  pleadings  in 
the  case,  nor  to  the  award  of  the  court. 

4.  Motion  is  made  to  set  aside  the  execu- 
tion because  it  did  not  conform  to  the  award 
of  the  court,  and  was  issued  to  enforce  a 
special  lien  only. 

5.  To  vacate  the  sale  because  Wheeler,  the 
purchaser,  was  an  officer  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
acted  for  and  in  its  behalf,  and  that  the  sale 
under  the  circumstances,  as  disclosed  by  the 
record  and  the  deed  pursuant  to  the  sale, 
made  by  the  marshal  to'  said  Wheeler, 
amounted  to  "chilling"  the  bid  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  fifa. 

Plaintiff  made  application  to  be  permitted 
to  file  pleas  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  to  the  effect  that  the  note  so  Bued  on  was 
actually  given  for  a  loan  of  $4,000  though 
nominally  for  $5,000,  $1,000  being  retained 
by  the  payee  at  the  time  of  giving  the  note 
and  making  the  loan,  and  was  therefore 
usurious. 

There  were  other  grounds  upon  which  it 
was  sought  to  vacate  the  judgment,  execution, 
levy  ana  sale,  which  appear  in  the  record. 
The  American  Freehold  Mortgage  Company 
of  London,  Limited,  transferee  of  the  contract, 
and  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit,  object 
to  the  motion  above  set  forth  upon  the  fol- 
lowing material  grounds,  and  others  which 
appear  in  the  record : 
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1.  Because  after  a  circuit  court  has  ad- 
journed without  day  it  cannot  set  aside  any 
of  its  own  judgments  on  motion,  such  judg- 
ments being  binding  until  reversed  for  error. 

2.  The  grounds  of  the  motion  ought  to 
have  been  urged  before  judgment,  and  the 
movant  being  in  laches  cannot  be  heard  now. 

8  Because  it  appears  from  the  pleadings 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  and  it  is  too 
late  now  to  deny  it. 

4.  Because  sale  under  an  execution  cannot 
be  set  aside  after  the  consummation  and  dis- 
tribution of  the  proceeds  thereof. 

5.  Because  the  pleas  ought  to  have  been 
filed  before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Georgia, 
§4,  par.  7,  Code  5145,  provides:  M A  court 
shall  render  judgment  without  the  verdict 
of  a  jury  in  all  civil  cases  founded  on  un- 
conditional contracts  in  writing  where  an 
issuable  defense  is  not  filed  under  oath  or  affir- 
mation. "  The  plaintiffs'  attorney  taking  the 
judgment  in  this  case  followed  the  practice 
of  the  state  courts  and  took  his  judgment  in 
conformity  with  the  rule  of  the  superior 
courts  of  the  State,  number  89,  a  rule  adopted 
in  consonance  with  the  clause  of  said  Con- 
stitution quoted  above. 

Two  important  questions  depending  upon 
this  action  have  been  evoked  by  the  motion. 

Does  the  jurisdiction  in  this  court,  to  give 
the  judgment  affirmatively,  appear  in  the 
record? 

Is  the  judgment  void  in  view  of  the  law 
of  the  State,  because  It  was  rendered,  not 
upon  an  unconditional,  but  upon  a  condition- 
al, contract  in  writing,  as  insisted  by  the 
movant. 

The  cause  was  pending  at  law,  and  it  is 
insisted  by  the  movant  that  the  judgment 
granted  was  tantamount  to  the  foreclosure 
and  enforcement  of  an  equitable  lien  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage,  to  do  which  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  law  court  of  the 
United  States,  but  is  the  exercise  of  a  power 
belonging  to  a  court  of  equity.  The  lien 
in  question  is  created  by  sections  1969  and 
1970  of  the  Code  of  Georgia,  which  provide 
as  follows:  "Whenever  any  person  in  this 
State  conveys  any  real  property  by  deed  to 
secure  any  debt  to  any  person  loaning  or  ad- 
vancing said  vendor  any  money,  or  to  secure 
any  other  debt,  and  shall  take  a  bond  for 
titles  back  to  said  vendor  upon  the  payment 
of  such  debt  or  debts,  or  shall  in  like  manner 
convey  any  personal  property  by  bill  of  sale 
and  take  an  obligation  binding  the  person 
to  whom  said  property  was  conveyed  to  re- 
convey  said  property  upon  the  payment  of 
said  debt  or  debts,  such  conveyance  of  real 
or  personal  property  shall  pass  title  of  said 
property  to  the  vendee :  provided  that  the 
consent  of  the  wife  has  been  first  obtained, 
till  the  debt  or  debts  which  said  conveyance 
was  made  to  secure  shall  be  fully  paid  and 
shall  be  held  by  the  courts  of  this  State  to 
be  an  absolute  conveyance  with  the  right  re- 
served by  the  vendor  to  have  said  property 
reconveyed  to  him  upon  the  payment  of  the 
debt  or  debts  intended  to  be  secured  agree- 
ably to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  not  a 
mortgage. 

Section  1970 :  "  When  any  judgment  shall 
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be  rendered  in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  State 
upon  a  note  or  other  evidence  of  debt,  which 
such  conveyance  of  realty  was  made  and  in- 
tended to  secure,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful 
for  the  vendee  to  make  and  file,  and  have 
recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  superior 
court  of  the  county  wherein  the  land  lies,  a 

§ood  and  sufficient  deed  of  conveyance  to  the 
efendant  for  said  land;  and  if  the  said 
obligor  be  dead,  then  his  executor  or  admin- 
istrator may,  in  like  manner,  make  and  file 
such  deed  without  obtaining  an  order  of  the 
court  for  that  purpose,  whereupon  the  same 
may  be  levied  on  and  sold  under  said  judg- 
ment as  in  other  cases:  Provided  that  the 
said  judgment  shall  take  lien  upon  the  land 
prior  to  any  other  judgment  or  incumbrance 
against  the  defendant.* 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  machinery 
provided  by  these  statutes  belongs  to  the  state 
courts,  where  there  are  no  distinctions  be- 
tween the  practice  and  procedure  at  law  and 
in  equity.  And  It  is  urged  by  the  movant 
that  the  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  suit  at  common  law,  to  have  de- 
fined and  enforced  the  lien  provided  by  the 
sections  of  the  Code  above  quoted,  presents  a 
matter  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  law.  That 
proposition  was  held  to  be  true  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  New  England  Mortg.  Secur.  Co. 
▼.  Gay,  88  Fed.  Rep.  886,  and  after  a  more 
careful  consideration  of  the  authorities  in 
the  recent  case,  decided  at  this  term  of  Alex- 
ander v.  Mortgage  Co,  of  Scotland,  Limited, 
not  reported.  The  judgments  of  a  court  of 
law  usually  take  rank  and  effect  in  accord- 
ance with  the  date  when  they  were  rendered 
or  granted.  The  judgments  provided  for  by 
the  special  statutes  above  quoted  take  effect 
from  the  date  of  the  contract  between  the 
parties.  The  contract,  moreover,  is  in  itself 
the  creation  of  an  equitable  lien,  where  cer- 
tain rights  are  reserved  to  the  debtor,  and 
certain  privileges  given  to  the  creditor. 

In  the  case  of  Fenn  v.  Holme,  62  U.  S.  21 
How.  484-487,  16  L.  ed.  199,  200,  will  be 
found  a  condensed  statement  of  the  leading 
cases  in  the  earlier  volumes  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  Reports  upon  this  doc- 
trine. They  all  sustain  the  following  an* 
nouncement  made  in  that  case  for  the  court, 
by  Mr.  Justice  Daniel :  u  By  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  and  by  the  Acts  of 
Congress  organizing  the  federal  courts,  and 
defining  and  investing  the  jurisdiction  of 
these  tribunals,  the  distinction  between  com- 
mon-law and  equity  jurisdiction  has  been 
explicitly  declared  and  carefully  defined  and 
established.  Thus,  in  section  2,  article  8, 
of  the  Constitution,  it  is  declared  that  'the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall 
extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising 
under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  etc.' 

"In  the  Act  of  Congress  'to  establish  the 
judicial  courts  of  the  United  States, '  this 
distribution  of  law  and  equity  powers  is 
frequently  referred  to ;  and  by  the  16th  section 
of  that  Act,  as  if  to  place  the  distinction 
between  these  powers  beyond  misapprehen- 
sion, it  is  provided  'that  suits  inequity  shall 
not  be  maintained  in  either  of  the  courts  of 
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the  United  States  in  any  case  where  plain, 
adequate  and  complete  remedy  may  be  had 
at  law, '  at  the  same  time  affirming  and  sep- 
arating the  two  classes  or  sources  of  Judicial 
authority.  In  every  instance  in  which  this 
court  has  expounded  the  phrases,  'proceed- 
ings at  the  common  law/  and  'proceedings 
in  equity, '  with  reference  to  the  exercise  of 
judicial  powers  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  they  will  be  found  to  have  interpreted 
the  former  as  signifying  the  application  of 
the  definitions  and  principles  And  rules  of 
the  common  law  to  rights  and  obligations 
essentially  legal ;  and  the  latter  as  meaning 
the  administration  with  reference  to  equi- 
table, as  contradistinguished  from  legal  rights 
of  the  equity  law  as  defined  and  enforced  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England."  Bee 
also  Basey  v.  QaUagher,  87  U.  S.  20  Wall. 
680,  22  L.  ed.  458;  Bacon  v.  Howard,  61  U. 
S.  20  How.  22,  15  L.  ed.  811;  Bennett  v. 
Buttencorth,  62  U.  S.  11  How.  675,  18  L.  ed. 
862. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  as  in  the  case  now 
under  consideration,  there  was  nothing  in 
the  proceeding  which  resembled  a  bill  or 
answer  in  equity,  according  to  the  rules 
prescribed  by  this  court,  nor  any  evidence 
stated  upon  which  a  decree  in  equity  could 
be  revised  in  an  appellate  court. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration  there 
was  no  averment  or  prayer  which  authorized 
the  court  to  give  anything  save  an  ordinary 
judgment  at  common  law, -and,  as  held  in 
the  case  of  Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  supra,  the 
error  is  patent  upon  the  record  and  is  open 
to  correction  without  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  or  exception  taken  at  the  trial. 

To  the  argument  that  this  court  may  adopt 
the  remedy  granted  by  the  statute  of  the 
State  of  Georgia,  and  enforce  it,  as  do  the 
courts  of  that  State  at  common  law,  a  suffi- 
cient reply  is  found  in  the  language  used  by 
Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  the  case  of  Van  Norden 
v.  Morton,  99  U.S.  880,  25  L.  ed.  454:  tfWe 
think  the  rule  is  settled  in  this  court  that 
whenever  a  new  right  is  granted  by  statute, 
or  a  new  remedy  for  violation  of  an  old  right, 
or  whenever  such  rights  and  remedies  are 
dependent  on  state  statutes,  or  Acts  of  Con- 
gress, the  jurisdiction  of  such  cases,  as  be- 
tween the  law  side  and  the  equity  side  of 
the  federal  courts,  must  be  determined  by 
the  essential  character  of  the  case,  and  unless 
it  comes  within  some  of  the  recognized  heads 
of  equitable  jurisdiction,  it  must  be  held  to 
belong  to  the  other, ' ' — citing  the  cases  of 
Thompson  v.  Central  Ohio  B.  Co.,  78  U.  S.  6 
Wall.  184,  18  L.  ed.  765;  Robinson  v.  Camp- 
bell,  16  U.  S.  8  Wheat.  212,  4  L.  ed.  872; 
Basey  v.  Gallagher,  87  U.  S.  20  Wall.  680, 
22  L.  ed.  458 ;  Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  supra, 
and  Jones  v.  McMasters,  61  U.  S.  20  How.  8, 
15  L.  ed.  805. 

It  is  suggested  that  by  the  law  of  Georgia 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  a  mortgage  may 
be  sold  under  a  judgment  had  upon  the  note 
which  the  mortgage  is  given  to  secure,  with- 
out proceeding  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
and  that  this  would  as  effectually  conclude 
the  movant  here  as  if  the  mortgage  itself  had 
been  properly  foreclosed.  It  does  not  appear 
that  this  can  be  justified  in  a  court  of  the 
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United  States  in  view  of  the  important  prin- 
ciple discussed  and  settled  by  the  authorities 
last  above  quoted. 

The  case  of  WiUard  v.  Wood,  185  U.  8. 
809-814,  84  L.  ed.  210*214,  is  instructive  in 
this  connection.  That  was  an  action  brought 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia by  a  mortgagee  against  the  represen- 
tatives of  one  who  had  bought  the  mortgaged 
lands  M  subject  to  the  mortgage"  and  who  had 
assumed  to  pay,  satisfy,  ana  discharge  the 
mortgage  debt.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
the  defendant  upon  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  and  error  was  assigned  upon  that 
judgment.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  Mr.  Justice  Gray  rendering  the  opin- 
ion, after  reciting  the  fact  that  the  contract 
in  question  was  made  in  New  York,  where 
the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  maintain  a  suit 
either  in  equity  or  at  law,  against  the  grantee 
of  the  mortgagor  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  held  that  the  rorm  of  the 
plaintiff's  remedy  M  whether  it  must  be  in 
covenant  or  in  assumpsit,  at  law  or  in  equity, 
is  governed  by  the  lex  fori,  the  law  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  where  the  action  was 
brought.  Dixon  v.  Ramsay,  7  U.  S.  8  Cranch, 
819,  324,  2  L.  ed.  458,  454 ;  United  States  Bank 
v.  DonnaUy,  88  U.  S.  8  Pet.  561,  8  L.  ed. 
974;  Wilcox  v.  Bunt,  88  U.  8.  18  Pet.  878, 

10  L.  ed.  209;  Leroy  v.  Beard\  49  U.  8.  8 
How.  451,  12  L.  ed.  1151 ;  Priichard  v.  Nor- 
ton, 106  U.  8.  124,  180,  188,  27  L.  ed.  104, 
106,  107."  "In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,"  continues  the  learned 
justice,  "  as  in  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States,  the  jurisdiction  in  equity  is  distinct 
from  the  jurisdiction  at  law,  and  equitable 
relief  cannot  be  granted  in  an  action  at 
law, "-citing  Fenn  v.  Holme,  62  U.  8.  21 
How.  481,  16  L.  ed.  198.  ttA  statement  of 
facts  agreed  by  the  parties,  or,  technically 
speaking,  a  case  stated,  in  an  action  at  law, 
doubtless  waives  all  questions  of  pleading, 
or  of  form  of  action,  which  might  have  been 
cured  by  amendment;  but  it  cannot  enable 
a  court  of  law  to  assume  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  court  of  equity,  "—citing  Boudder  v.  Worster, 

11  Cush.  573 ;  McBae  v.  Locke,  114  Mass.  96; 
West  Boxbury  v.  Minot,  114  Mass.  546. 

The  case  at  bar,  while  not  identical  with, 
is  strongly  analogous  to,  'WiUard  v.  Wood, 
supra.  The  suit  was  brought  by  a  trans- 
feree of  the  note,  and  of  the  security  for  it, 
a  deed  or  mortgage  which  the  proceedings 
was  intended  to  enforce.  There  was  no 
privity  whatever  between  the  original  maker 
of  the  note  and  the  transferee.  The  trans- 
feree was  not  under  legal  obligation  to  recon- 
vey  the  land  to  the  maker  of  the  note  upon 
payment  of  the  debt.  In  fact,  the  transferee 
had  no  title  or  deed  to  the  land  made  by  the 
maker  of  the  note,  to  secure  the  debt,  and  J. 
E.  O.  Sherwood's  only  conveyance  of  the 
note  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  was  an 
ordinary  transfer  without  recourse  on  him. 
When  J.  K.  O.  Sherwood,  without  indorse- 
ment or  guarantee  from  himself,  transferred 
the  note  given  by  J.  Pinckney  Thomas,  it 
is  presumed  that  ft  was  transferred  for  value, 
ana  that  his  rights  as  against  the  maker  were 
satisfied,  and  it  being  presumable,  in  the 
absence  of  indorsement  or  guarantee,  that  his 
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interest  in  the  note  was  paid  off  and  dis- 
charged, Thomas  would  seem  entitled  to  a 
reconveyance  of  the  land  from  him,  and  the 
transferee  of  the  note — who  is  the  plaintiff 
here— to  the  lien  of  an  ordinary  judgment 
merely.  Neal  v.  Murphey,  60  Ga.  888 ;  Tomp- 
kins v.  Williams,  19  Oa,  669;  McGregor  v. 
Matthis,  82  Oa.  417. 

In  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Simpson,  69  Gft. 
792,  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  specific  lien, 
on  certain  specified  property,  in  an  action  at 
law,  was  held  to  be  equitable  in  its  charac- 
ter, and  that  the  mode  of  procedure  should 
be  as  in  equity.  In  the  same  case,  p.  798, 
the  supreme  court  of  the  State  uses  this  lan- 
guage: "It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
Simpson  is  not  the  vendor,  and  could  not 
pursue  the  statutory  remedy  under  Code, 
8664,  because  he  could  not  make  the  deed. 
True,  if  the  vendor  to  him  made  the  deed, 
or  would  make  it,  he  might  pursue  that 
remedy.  Scrogains  v.  Hoadley,  06  Ga.  166. 
But  is  he  bound  to  go  to  him?  Can  he  not 
go  at  once  into  equity?  He  did  so  and  thus 
subjected  all  the  lana." 

In  the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Harbor,  80  Ga.  748, 
the  supreme  court  of  the  State  held  that  when 
the  vendor  of  land  transferred  the  purchase- 
money  notes  without  indorsement  or  guaran- 
tee of  payment  thereof,  the  money  due  from 
the  purchaser  of  the  land  to  the  vendor  was 
paid,  and  the  purchaser  of  the  notes  is  put 
in  the  attitude  of  an  ordinary  creditor  and 
has  no  specific  lien  upon  the  land,  such  as 
is  created  by  the  state  statute  upon  the  sub- 
ject 

The  conclusion  which  the  court  reaches, 
•Iter  considering  these  authorities,  is,  that 
the  plaintiff  having  accepted  the  notes  sued 
on  without  the  conveyance  from  the  maker 
of  the  land  given  to  secure  the  amount  due 
thereon,  and  without  indorsement  or  guaran- 
ty, is  merely  an  ordinary  creditor  of  the 
maker  of  the  note,  and  is  not  entitled,  in  a 
court  of  law,  to  enforce  the  special  lien 
under  which  the  land  was  sold.  Scroggins 
v.  Hoadley,  66  Ga.  166.  See  also  Planters 
Bank  of  Fort  VdUey  v.  Prater,  64  Ga.  609. 

It  is  true  that  Sherwood,  the  payee  of  the 
note,  made  a  deed  to  the  American  Freehold 
Land  Mortgage  Company,  and  gave  warranty 
of  title  to  the  land  conveyed  to  secure  the 
debt,  against  all  persons  claiming  under  him- 
self, but  against,  no  one  else,  a  quitclaim 
deed.  This  deed  contained  also  this  addi- 
tional clause:  "This  conveyance  is  made 
subject  to  the  rights  of  J.  Pinckney  Thomas, 
of  the  County  of  Burke,  State  of  Georgia, 
to  have  said  property  reconveyed  to  him,  his 
heirs,  etc.,  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
set  out  in  my  bond  to  him, n  etc.  It  is  also 
true  that  the  Mortgage  Company  attempted 
to  file  a  deed  of  reconveyance  of  the  land  in 
question  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Superior 
Court,  of  Burke  County.  This,  however,  is 
assailed  by  the  movant  as  invalid,  and  the 
question  still  remains,  Can  the  court  at  com- 
mon law  without  equitable  powers  adjust  the 
equities  which  may  arise?  Certainly  the 
Mortgage  Company  is  not  legally  bound  to 
comply  with  the  obligation  of  Sherwood's 
bona  for  title  to  reconvey  on  payment;  but 
it  is  equitably. 
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To  enforce,  then,  a  contract  of  this  charac- 
ter, and  at  the  same  time  so  to  mold  a  ver- 
dict or  a  decree  as  to  protect  the  rights  of 
the  contracting  parties,  is  clearly  within  the 
domain  of  equity,  and  not  within  the  totally 
separate  and  distinct  jurisdiction  of  a  United 
States  court  of  law. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  the  judgment  creates, 
a  specific  liep  upon  the  property  described 
in  it  other  than  the  ordinary  judgment  at 
law,  it  is  a  judgment  upon  a  matter  of  which 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

The  defendants  insist,  however,  that  the 
term  having  ended  we  have  no  control  over 
this  judgment. 

The  numerous  authorities  cited  by  the  at- 
torney for  the  defendant,  to  wit:  United 
States  Bank  v.  Moss,  47  U.  S.  6  How.  81,  lfc 
L.  ed.  881  ;Stbbaldv.  United  States,  87  U.  8.  1& 
Pet  492,  9  L.  ed.  1169 ;  Cameron  v.  M>  Rob- 
erts, 16  U.  S.  8  Wheat.  591,  4  L.  ed.  467; 
United  State*  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Washington, 
81  U.  S.  6  Pet.  8,  8  L.  ed.  999,— wherein  it 
is  held  that  after  a  circuit  court  has  adjourned 
without  day,  it  cannot  set  aside  one  of  it» 
own  judgments  upon  motion,  even  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  over  the  cause, — were  all  de- 
cided upon  cases  where  the  court  itself  did 
not  exceed  its  jurisdiction.  It  is  true,  how- 
ever, that  even  where  the  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  parties  and  subject  matter,  if  it 
makes  a  judgment  or  decree  which  is  not 
within  the  power  granted  to  it  by  the  law  of 
its  organization,  its  decree  or  judgment  is. 
void. 

In  the  case  of  United  8tates  y.  Walker,  lOfr 
U.  S.  268,  27  L.  ed.  927,  decision  by  Mr. 
Justice  Woods  for  the  court,  will  be  found  s> 
condensed  statement- of  the  authorities  upon* 
this  proposition.  The  decree  under  review 
in  that  case  was  made  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Statute- 
in  question  gave  the  court  power  on  removal 
of  an  executor  or  administrator  to  order  the- 
assets  of  the  decedent  which  might  remain, 
unadministered  to  be  delivered  to  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non.  The  court,  however, 
had  made  an  order  directing  the  delivery  of 
the  proceeds  arising  from  administered  assets, 
of  tne  estate  to  the  administrator  de  bonis* 
non.  This  order  was  attacked  as  void  because* 
not  within  the  power  granted  the  court  by 
the  Statute  under  which  it  was  acting.  "  It 
appears  from  the  pleadings  in  the  case, "  said 
the  learned  justice,  "that  the  money  ordered 
to  be  paid  was  the  proceeds  of  a  debt  due- 
the  decedent  which  his  administratrix  hnd 
collected.  It  was  not,  therefore,  as  we  have- 
seen,  assets  or  estate  of  the  decedent.  It  waft 
the  property  of  the  removed  administrator. 
The  court  was  therefore  without  power  to  di- 
rect the  payment  of  the  money  to  the  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non.  Although  a  court  may 
have  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  and  the* 
subject  matter,  yet  if  it  makes  a  decree  which 
is  not  within  the  powers  granted  to  it  by 
the  law  of  its  organization,  its  decree  is  void. 
The  limitation  was  well  expressed  by  Mr, 
Justice  Swayne,  in  Nash  v.  Williams,  87  U. 
S.  20  Wall.  226,  22  L.  ed.  264,  when  he- 
said:  'The  jurisdiction  having  attacked  in 
this  case  everything  done  within  the  power 
of  that  jurisdiction,  when  collaterally  ques- 
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tioned,  is  held  conclusive  of  the  rights  of 
the  parties,  unless  impeached  ior  fraud.' 
The  case  of  Bigelow  v.  Forrest,  76  U.  8.  9 
Wall.  889,  19  L.  ed.  696,  is  in  point.  It 
was  an  action  of  ejectment.  Bigelow,  who 
was  defendant  in  the  court  below,  relied  for 
title  on  a  sale  made  under  a  decree  of  the 
United  States  district  court  rendered  in  a 

Sroceeding  for  the  confiscation  of  the  prem- 
ies sued  for  under  the  Act  of  July  17,  1862. 
Referring  to  this  decree  Mr.  Justice  Strong, 
•peaking  for  the  court,  said:  'Doubtless  a 
decree  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  decree  cannot  be  collaterally  impeached, 
but  under  the  Act  of  Congress  the  district 
court  had  no  power  to  order  a  sale  which 
should  confer  on  the  purchaser  rights  out- 
lasting the  life  of  French  Forrest.  And  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  that  so  much  of 
the  decree  of  the  district  court  as  was  in  ex- 
cess of  its  power  was  void. ' 

"In  Ex  parte  Lange,  86  U.  S.  18  Wall.  168, 
SI  L.  ed.  872,  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  after  stating  that 
the  circuit  court  had  exceeded  its  authority 
in  pronouncing  sentence  upon  Lange,  and 
that  its  judgment  was  therefore  void,  said : 
4  It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say  that  the  court 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  prisoner 
and  of  the  offense  under  the  statute.  It  by 
no  means  follows  that  these  two  facts  make 
valid,  however  erroneous  it  may  be,  any 
judgment  the  court  may  render  in  such 
case. ' 

"In  the  case  of  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  98 
U.  S.  274,  28  L.  ed.  914,  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
after  a  review  of  the  cases  bearing  upon  this 
subject,  announces  their  result  as  follows: 
'The  doctrine  invoked  by  counsel,  that  when 
a  court  has  once  acquired  jurisdiction  it  has 
a  right  to  decide  every  question  which  arises 
in  the  case,  and  its  judgment,  however  erro- 
neous, cannot  be  collaterally  assailed,  is  un- 
doubtedly correct  as  a  general  proposition, 
but  is  subject  to  many  qualifications  in  its 
application.  It  is  only  correct  when  the 
court  proceeds,  after  acquiring  Jurisdiction 
of  the  cause  according  to  established  modes 
governing  the  class  to  which  the  case  belongs, 
and  does  not  transcend  in  the  extent  or  char- 
acter of  its  judgment  the  law  which  is  ap- 
plicable to  it.' " 

On  page  282,  L.  ed.  917,  the  learned  jus- 
tice adds:  u Though  the  court  may  possess 
jurisdiction  of  a  cause,  of  the  subject  matter 
and  of  the  parties,  it  is  still  limited  in  its 
modes  of  procedure,  and  in  the  extent  and 
character  of  its  1  udgments.  It  must  act  j  udi  - 
ciallv  in  all  things  and  cannot  then  tran- 
scend the  power  conferred  by  the  law.  If, 
for  instance,  the  action  be  upon  a  money  de- 
mand, the  court,  notwithstanding  its  com- 
plete jurisdiction  over  the  subject  and 
parties,  has  no  power  to  pass  judgment  of  im- 
prisonment in  the  penitentiary  upon  the  de- 
fendant. If  the  action  be  for  a  libel  or  per- 
sonal tort,  the  court  cannot  order  in  the  case 
a  specific  performance  of  a  contract.  If  the 
action  be  for  the  possession  of  real  property, 
the  court  is  powerless  to  admit  in  the  case 
the  probate  of  a  will.  Instances  of  this  kind 
show  that  the  general  doctrine  stated  by 
counsel  is  subject  to  many  qualifications. 
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The  judgments  mentioned  given  in  the  case 
supposed  would  not  be  merely  erroneous ; 
they  would  be  absolutely  void ;  because  the 
court  rendering  them  would  transcend  the 
limits  of  its  authority  in  those  cases. n 

The  learned  justice  continues :  M  A  depar- 
ture from  established  modes  of  procedure 
will  often  render  the  judgment  void ;  thus 
the  sentence  of  a  person  charged  with  felony, 
upon  conviction  by  the  court  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury,  would  be  invalid  for 
any  purpose.  The  decree  of  a  court  of  equity 
upon  oral  allegations  without  written  plead- 
ings would  be  an  idle  act,  of  no  force  be- 
yond that  of  an  advisory  proceeding  of  the 
chancellor.  And  the  reason  is  that  the  courts 
are  not  authorized  to  exert  their  power  in  that 
way." 

H  the  judgments  of  a  court  in  the  cases 
above  cited  are  void  when  attacked  collater- 
ally, a  fortiori  will  they  be  void,  as  affect- 
ing the  parties  to  the  cause  in  which  they 
were  rendered,  and  upon  a  motion  to  vacate 
them,  it  follows,  we  think  conclusively,  that 
the  court  having  been  advised  that  what  pur- 
ports to  be  its  judgments  is  a  nullity,  will 
remove  the  ineffectual  entry  from  the  record 
of  its  proceedings. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  at  law,  attempting  to  define  and  en- 
force the  statutory  lien  of  the  creditor  in 
Georgia  to  the  realty  conveyed  to  secure  his 
debt,  is  deemed  to  be  a  proceeding  in  equity, 
and  not  appropriate  to  the  modes  of  proced- 
ure at  law.  The  case  of  MeUen  v.  Moline 
Malleable  Iron  Works,  181 U.  S.  867,  88  L.  ed. 
188,  would  seem  at  first  glance  opposed  to 
this  view.  It  was  there  held,  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
that  "an  adjudication  that  a  particular  case 
is  of  equitable  jurisdiction  is  not  void,  even 
if  erroneous,  and  cannot  be  disturbed  by  a 
collateral  attack. "  There,  however,  was  an 
adjudication  that  the  court  had  equitable 
powers.  If  it  had  them  not,  it  yet  had  the 
right  to  decide  that  question.  That  decision 
was  valid  and  operative  until  set  aside  for 
error.  There  was,  in  other  words,  a  regular 
adjudication  of  the  court  that  it  had  juris- 
diction. That  is  very  different  from  a  case 
like  that  before  the  court  here,  where  no  such 

Suestion  was  presented  or  decided,  and  where 
le  court,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiffs'  attor- 
ney, proceeded  to  exercise  powers  which  were 
expressly  withheld  from  it  in  the  laws  by 
which  it  was  organized. 

We  may  next  inquire  whether  the  judgment 
rendered  by  the  court  in  this  case  is  void  by 
the  law  of  Georgia.  This  provides,  Code, 
3694 :  "The  judgment  of  a  court  having  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject  mat- 
ter, or  void  for  anv  other  cause,  is  a  mere 
nullity,  and  may  be  so  held  in  any  court 
when  it  becomes  material  to  the  interest  of  the 
parties  to  consider  it."  And  further.  Code, 
8828 :  "  A  judgment  that  is  void  may  be  at- 
tacked in  any  court  and  by  any  body.  In  all 
other  cases  judgments  cannot  be  impeached 
collaterally  but  must  be  set  aside  by  the 
court  rendering  them. "  See  also  66  Gal  601, 
decision  by  Judge  Warner,  where  it  is  held : 
"When  a  court  transcends  the  limits  pre- 
scribed for  it  by  law,  and  assumes  to  act 
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when  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  its  adjudica- 
tions will  be  utterly  void  either  as  estoppel 
or  otherwise."    Herman,  Estoppel,  45 

It  is  true  that  in  this  case  the  court  gave 
the  judgment  without  the  intervention  of  a 
Jury.  Because  of  the  7th  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
Acts  of  Congress  embraced  in  §§  648  and  640 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  this  would  be  mani- 
festly a  nullity,  unless  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  Georgia  will  authorize  it  In  this 
connection  it  will  be  instructive  to  consider 
Barney  v.  Schneider,  76  U.  S.  0  Wall.  251, 
252,  10  L.  ed.  640,  650;  Flanders  v.  Tweed, 
'76  U.  S.  0  Wall.  425,  10  L.  ed.  678;  Baylis 
v.  Traveler*  Ins.  (Jo.  of  Hartford,  118  U.  S. 
820,  28 L.  ed.  000;  Kearney*.  Gate,  70  U.  S. 
12  Wall.  281,  20  L.  ed.  806. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  defendant  in 
the  original  suit  did  not  waive  his  right  to 
have  the  facts  tried  by  a  jury.  In  the  case  of 
Barney  v.  Schmeider,  supra,  Mr.  Justice  Mil- 
ler observed :  "It  is  insisted  with  much  in- 
genuity that  in  this  case  there  was  no  dis- 
puted fact  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  and  that, 
the  only  issue  in  the  case  being  one  of  law, 
It  was  proper  for  the  court  to  dispose  of  it. 
If  this  were  so,  the  instruction  of  the  court 
might  be  sustained,  provided  the  undisputed 
facts  necessary  to  sustain  the  verdict  had 
been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

In  Hodges  v.  Boston,  106  U.  S.  408,  27  L. 
ed.  160,  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  rendering 
the  decision  of  the  court,  observed :  "It  was 
the  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  is- 
sues of  fact,  and  the  right  of  the  defendant 
to  have  this  done  was  secured  by  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.  They  might 
have  waived  that  right,  but  it  could  not  be 
taken  away  by  the  court.  Upon  the  trial,  if 
all  the  facts  essential  to  a  recovery  were  un- 
disputed, or  if  they  so  conclusively  estab- 
lished the  cause  of  action  as  to  have  author- 
ized the  withdrawal  of  the  case  altogether 
from  the  jury,  by  a  peremptory  instruction 
to  find  for  the  plaintiffs,  it  would  still  have 
been  necessary  that  the  jury  make  its  verdict, 
albeit  in  conformity  with  the  order  of  the 
court.  The  court  could  not,  consistently  with 
the  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury,  sub- 
mit a  part  of  the  facts  to  the  jury,  and,  itself, 
determine  the  remainder  without  a  waiver 
by  the  defendants  of  a  verdict  by  the  jury. " 
The  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  is  guarded  with  great  jeal- 
ousy by  these  courts,  and  while  it  is  true 
that  the  7th  Amendment  of  the  Constitution 
preservative  of  this  right  does  not  relate  to 
state  action,  or  state  courts,  it  is  at  least 
patent  that  if  the  award  in  this  case  made 
by  the  court  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury  is  not^sustained  by  the  law  of  the  State, 
it  is  not  sustainable  at  all. 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Georgia, 
§  4,  par.  7,  Code,  5145,  as  we  have  seen, 
provides  as  follows :  u  The  court  shall  render 
judgment  without  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in 
all  civil  cases  founded  on  unconditional  con- 
tracts in  writing  where  an  issuable  defense 
is  not  filed  under  oath  or  affirmation. "  It  is 
interesting  to  consider  whether  this  section 
is  under  any  circumstances  operative  in  the 
courts  of  law  of  the  United  States.  Assum- 
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ing,  however,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
that  it  does  authorize  a  United  States  judge 
to  render  judgment  under  circumstances 
where  the  judge  of  a  state  court  might  do  so, 
certainly  it  would  not  do  so  otherwise. 

Is  the  contract  upon  which  the  suit  is 
brought  and  judgment  obtained  in  this  case 
an  to unconditional  contract?"  It  contains 
among  others  this  stipulation :  "  Should  any 
of  said  interest  not  be  paid  when  due,  it  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent  per 
annum  from  maturity,  as  stipulated  in  said 
interest  notes,  and  upon  failure  to  pay  any 
of  said  interest  within  thirty  days  after  due, 
said  principal  sum  may,  at  the  option  of  the 
holder  of  this  note,  be  declared  due  without 
notice,  and  may,  thereupon,  be  collected  at 
once."  Now,  it  is  quite  evident  that  while 
the  coupon  interest  notes  in  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff  were  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  interest  had  not  been  paid,  yet,  before 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  entire 
sum  of  the  debt  declared  to  be  due,  he  must 
show  by  proof  that  the  borrower  failed  to 
pay  the  interest  installment  within  u  thirty 
days"  after  it  was  due.  This  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  de- 
clare the  entire  sum  due  at  once,  an  option 
of  which  he  availed  himself  in  bringing  the 
suit.  It  was  moreover  necessary  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  to  establish  by  proof  the 
fact  that  the  interest  was  not  paid  within 
thirty  days  after  it  was  due.  It  will  be  per- 
ceived from  an  examination  of  the  record 
that  the  principal  sum  was  not  due  until  the 
first  day  of  December,  1887,  and  judgment 
for  the  whole  amount  was  taken  the  16th  of 
July,  1887,  and  at  the  time  the  suit  was 
brought  the  only  indebtedness  past  due 
amounted  to  $816.66,  a  sum  less  than  the 
minimum  jurisdictional  amount  of  the  court. 
The  proof  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  in- 
terest had  not  been  paid  within  thirty  days, 
a  fact  upon  which  such  an  important  condi- 
tion depended,  should,  by  the  laws  of 
Georgia,  properly  have  been  submitted  to  a 
jury,  even  though,  in  the  language  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  State,  there  was  no  issuable 
defense  filed  under  oath  or  affirmation.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Georgia,  in  Dye  v.  Garrett, 
78  Ga.  471,  had  -his  question  before  it  upon 
these  facts :  Suit  was  brought  on  three  prom- 
issory notes  in  January,  1886.  The  notes  were 
of  equal  date,  one  due  the  first  of  January, 
1886,  the  second  due  the  first  of  January,  1887, 
and  the  third  due  the  first  of  January,  1888.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  notes  were  all  due  at  the 
time  the  suit  was  brought,  by  virtue  of 
covenants  in  a  certain  bond  for  titles  which 
was  annexed  to  the  declaration,  and  which 
provided  that  if  the  first  note  was  not  paid 
at  maturity,  then  the  other  two  notes  should 
become  due.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  case,  the 
court,  without  a  jury,  rendered  judgment 
without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  and  at 
the  record  shows  against  his  consent,  upon 
all  the  notes.  The  defendant  thereupon 
moved  to  arrest  judgment  upon  the  ground 
that  the  court  had  no  power  under  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  generally 
upon  the  facts  and  pleading  to  render  judg- 
ment without  the  intervention  of  a  jury. 
The  supreme  court  held  this  to  be  a  oondi- 
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tional  contract  In  writing.  Justice  Blan- 
ford,  for  the  court,  said :  Notes  falling  due 
on  the  first  of  January,  1887,  and  the  first  of 
January,  1888,  are  to  become  due  in  the  event 
and  upon  the  condition  that  the  first  note  is 
not  paid,  and  there  is  a  fact  to  be  tried  which 
does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
papers;  this  fact,  whether  or  not  the  first 
note  has  been  paid,  the  judge  could  not  try. 
Considering  the  facts  and  papers  together,  it 
was  a  condition  that  the  last  two  notes  should 
fall  due  upon  the  first  note's  not  being  paid. 
The  fact  whether  that  first  note  was  paid  or 
not  was  entirely  outside  of  the  writing.  So 
we  think  this  is  not  an  unconditional  contract 
in  writing,  and  the  judge  could  not  render 
judgment  upon  these  notes  without  a  verdict 
of  a  jury  unless  by  consent  of  the  defendant, 
and  no  such  consent  appears  in  this  record. 
The  learned  justice  adds :  u  An  unconditional 
contract  is  a  contract  that  has  no  condition 
in  it.  It  is  manifest  from  the  Constitution 
of  the  State  that  it  is  such  a  contract  as  the 
court,  by  looking  at  the  paper  itself,  may 
determine  that  judgment  should  be  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case.  This  contract 
is  not  such  a  contract  as  that;  the  court 
would  necessarily  have  to  look  outside  of 
the  paper  to  determine  whether  that  first 
note  was  paid  or  not ;  and  that  question  he 
could  not  determine  under  this  writing,  tak- 
ing the  bond  and  notes  together.  So  we 
think  the  court  erred  in  not  arresting  this 
judgment.  * 


In  the  light  afforded  by  this  authority, 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  stipulation 
in  the  note  now  before  the  court,  that  the- 
entire  amount  shall  be  due  whenever  it  ap- 
pears that  the  interest  for  one  year  his  not 
been  paid  in  thirty  days  after  due,  is  equally 
a  condition,  and  the  proof  with  reference  to* 
it  should  have  been  submitted  to  a  jury,  and 
the  court  had  no  power  under  the  Georgia 
law  to  render  judgment  without  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury.  See  also  Sanner  v.  Saync, 
78  Ga.  467 ;  Mosely  v.  Walker,  84  Ga.  374. 

Subsequently  to  the  argument  of  this  mo- 
tion the  attention  of  the  court  was  called  to 
the  fact  that  the  original  declaration  did  not 
aver  that  Sherwood,  the  payee  of  the  note, 
was  a  citizen  of  New  York,  the  language 
used  being  merely  "of  New  York;,Y  nor 
that  the  transferee  was  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion ;  and  the  case  of  Parker  v  Ormsby,  141 
U.  8.  81,  86  L.  ed.  654,  was  cited  to  show 
that  under  such  defective  averments,  it  was 
error  to  have  rendered  the  judgment  whether 
or  not  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  raised. 
The  court  was  also  advised  that  opposing 
counsel  had  been  referred  to  this  citation,  but 
the  case  is  decided  upon  the  grounds  compre- 
hended in  the  argument  had  at  the  hearing. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  is,  that  an  order 
be  taken,  vacating  the  award  made  by  the  court, 
and  the  judgment  signed  by  the  attorney  and  the 
execution  issued  thereon,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant have  leave  to  file  all  proper  pleas  by  the 
first  day  of  the  next  term. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Eatherine  8ALENTINE,  Sespt., 
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An  option  of  the  insurer  to  refund  pre- 
muims  paid  with  interest  or  pay  the  amount 


of  the  policy  on  the  life  of  one  who  died  by  his 
own  hand  while  insane,  according  to  the  equities 
of  the  ease,  is  not  waived  by  failure  to  make  it 
within  the  sixty  days  allowed  after  proofs  of  toss 
for  payment  if  it  is  made  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

<May5,188L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Milwaukee  County 


Nora.— Option;  contract;  election  in  case  of  alterna- 
tive promise* 

When  a  party  is  allowed  to  pay  or  make  satisfac- 
tion in  two  ways  he  may  elect  the  way  in  which  he 
shall  pay.  Blkins  v.  Parkhurst,  17  Vt  106;  Layton 
v.  Pearce,  1  Dough  15;  Brookman*8  Trusts,  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  182;  Helens  v.  Hooper,  6  Rxoh.  853;  Reed  v. 
Kllburn  Co.  Op.  Soc  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  264. 

So  where  goods  are  sold  on  credit  of  six  or  nine 
months,  the  duration  of  the  credit  is  at  the  election 
of  the  purchaser.  Price  v.  Nixon,  6  Taunt.  888; 
Helps  v.  Winterbottom,  2  Barn.  &  Ad.  486.  See 
Archibald  v.  Argall,  58 III.  807;  Middlesex  v.Thomas, 
20  N.  J.  Bq.  80;  Burk halter  v.  Pennsylvania  Sec- 
ond Nat  Bank,  42  N«  Y.638,  cited  in  2  Wharton, 
Cont,§620. 

As  a  general  rule, "  in  case  an  election  be  given 
of  two  several  thing*,  always  he  that  is  the  first 
agent,  and  who  ought  to  do  the  first  act,  shall  have 
the  election.  Co.  Litt.  145  a;  South  Eastern  R.  Co. 
V.  The  Queen,  17  Q.  B.  485. 

When  from  the  whole  agreement  it  appears  that 
the  promisee  is  to  have  bis  choice  between  the  al- 
ternati  vee,  then  the  election  is  with  him.  Fordley's 
Case,  1  Leon.  68;  Chippendale  v.  Thurston,  4  Car. 
12  U  R.  A. 


*P.«e;Robertsv.Beatty,2Penr.*W.68;  Leake* 
Oont  2d  ed.  677;  Mallam  v.  Arden,  10  Bing.  200. 

As  a  general  rule,  in  case  of  election  between  al- 
ternative acts,  when  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  injustice  will  be  done  unless  notice  of 
the  election  be  previously  given,  such  notice  should 
be  given.  Plowman  v.  Riddle,  7  Ala.  775;  Aldrich 
v.  Albee,  1  Me.  120;  Watson  v.  Walker,  28  N.  H. 
471;  dough  v.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  500;  Topping  v. 
Root,  5  Cow.  404;  Vyse  v.  Wakefield,  6  Mees.  *W. 
442;  RippingaU  v.  Lloyd,  5  Barn.  *  Ad.  742;  Leake, 
ConU  2d  ed.  678. 

An  election  is  limited  by  its  own  terms  as  to  time 
(Plowman  v.  Riddle,  supra;  Shearer  v.  Jewett,  14 
Pick.  282;  Hey  wood  v.  Hey  wood,  42  Me.  229;  Choice 
v.  Moseley,  1  BatL  L.  186;  Church  v.  Feterow,  t 
Penr.  &  W.  801),  and  place.  Stewart  v.  Donnelly,  4 
Yerg.  177:  Cox  v.  United  States,  81  U.  S.  6  Pet.  172, 
8  L.  ed.  860;  Duncan  v.  United  States,  82  U.  8. 7  Pet. 
485,8L.e<L780. 

Where  one  of  the  periods  has  elapsed  the  other 
thereupon  becomes  obligatory.  Choice  v.  Moseley, 
supra.  See  Roberts  v.  Reatty,  2  Penr.  &  W.  68; 
Nesbltt  v.  Pearson,  88  Ala.  698;  Townsend  v.  Wells, 
8  Day,  827;  MoNitt  v.  Clark,  7  Johns.  40*  Stevens 
v.Webb,  7  Car.  ft  P.  60. 
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in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  life 
insurance  policy.    Reverted. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Winkler,  Flanders,  Smith,  Bot- 
tom &  Vila*  for  appellant 

Messrs.  E.  P.  Smith  and  Rogers  & 
Mann*  for  respondent: 

I.  Payment  of  some  kind  was  to  be  made 
on  or  before  the  expiration  of  sixty  days  from 
the  28th  day  of  January,  1884,  and  if  'the  de- 
fendant desired  to  refund  the  premiums  and 
avoid  the  payment  of  the  amount  insured,  it 
should  have  given  notice  of  such  decision  on 
or  before  the  expiration  of  that  day,  as  the  de- 
termination to  exercise  its  option  was  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  Company  and  not  that 
of  the  plaintiff.  Where  one  party  has  knowl- 
edge of  a  material  fact  not  known  to  the  other 
party,  he  is  bound  to  give  notice. 

Tasker  v.  Bartlett,  5  Gush.  864;  Quarles  v. 
George,  28  Pick.  400;  1  Parsons,  Cont.  6th  ed. 
589,  note  D:  Benjamin,  Sales,  §577,  p.  562; 
2  Wharton,  Cont.  619;  Vyse  v.  WakefMfi  Mees. 
&  W.  442;  Smith  v.  Sanborn,  11  Johns.  59; 
Choice  v.  Moseley,  1  Bail.  L.  186;  Supple  v. 
Iowa  State  Ins.  Co.  53  Iowa,  29. 

Where  the  promise  has  been  in  the  alter- 
native either  to  pay  the  specified  sum,  or,  in 
lieu  thereof,  to  deliver  certain  chattels  at  a  par- 
ticular time,  the  promisor  may  pay  the  money 
or  deliver  the  chattels  at  his  option,  provided  he 
make  election  of  the  payment  or  delivery  be- 
fore the  day  for  performance  has  passed. 
Stewart  v.  Donnelly,  4  Yerg.  177;  Oilman  v. 
Moore,  14  Vt  457;  Plowman  v.  Riddle,  7  Ala. 
778. 

But  if  the  day  is  permitted  to  pass  without 
any  election  by  the  promisor,  the  right  of 
election  has  gone,  and  the  promisee  has  the 
absolute  right  to  the  money,  and  may  maintain 
an  action  for  its  recovery. 

Trowbridge  v.  Holeomb,  4  Ohio  St.  83;  Bey- 
woody.  Heywood, 42  Me.  229; Millerv.  McClain, 
10  Yere.  245. 

II.  If,  however,  there  was  no  such  express 
limitation  of  sixty  days,  still  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  Company,  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
receiving  the  proofs  on  the  28th  of  January, 
1884,  to  nave  elected  if  they  would  simply  re- 
turn the  premiums,  and  so  electing,  to  have 
notified  the  plaintiff  of  such  election,  and  of- 
fered to  return  the  premiums  within  such  rea- 
sonable time. 

1  Addison,  Cont.  §  820,  p.  466;  Davis  v. 
Burrell,  10  C.  B.  821;  1  Addison,  Cont.  Ap- 
pleton's  ed.  p.  468;  Nunez  v.  Daniel,  86  U.  8. 
19  WalL  560,  22  L.  ed.  161;  Shearer  v.  Jewelt, 
14  Pick.  282;  Chitty,  Cont.  7th  Am.  ed.  750; 
Fitzpatrick  v.  Woodruff,  96  N.  Y.  565;  2  Whar- 
ton, Cont.  644-677;  Fordley's  Case,  1  Leon. 
68;  Chippendale  v.  Thurston,  4  Car.  &  P.  97; 
Roberts  v.  Beatty,  2  Penr.  &  W.  68;  Twin- 
Lick  Oil  Co.  v.  Marbury,  91  U.  S.  587,  23  L. 
ed.  328,  and  cases  collated. 

If  the  party  entitled  to  choice  neglects  to 
elect  by  fulfilling,  the  right  of  choice  passes 
thereupon  to  the  other  party,  who  may  sue 
for  the  breach  of  the  alternative  he  prefers. 

Bishop,  Cont.  §  1485;  Rippingall  v.  Lloyd, 
5  Barn.  &  Ad.  742;  Watson  v.  Walker,  28  N. 
H.  471-492;  Clough  v.  Hoffman,  5  Wend.  500; 
Topping,  v  Root,  5  Cow.  404. 
12L.R.  A. 


When  the  facts  are  clear  the  question  of 
reasonable  time  is  always  exclusively  for  the 
court 

Toland  v.  Sprague,  87  U.  8. 12  Pet.  802, 9  L. 
ed.  1094;  Wood  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  27 
Wis.  541;  Boothby  v.  Scales,  Id.  626;  Carter  v. 
Carter,  14  Pick.  424;  2  Chitty,  Cont.  7th  Am. 
ed.  750,  and  10th  ed.  1061,  note. 

The  same  results  follow  the  neglect  to  give 
notice  within  a  reasonable  time  as  the  neglect 
to  give  notice  when  a  day  certain  is  fixed  for 
the  election. 

Irish  v.  Dean,  89  Wis.  562;  Voechtingv 
Grau,  55  Wis.  817. 

in.  The  original  proofs  promply  furnished, 
none  other  being  required,  are  evidence  prima 
facie  that  the  claim  exists  in  favor  of  the  in- 
sured, and  that  claim,  until  due  election,  must 
be  good  for  the  whole  amount  insured; 

Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Francisco,  84  U.  S. 
17  Wall.  672,  21  L.  ed.  699. 

Orton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  is  to  recover  the  insurance  on  two 
life  insurance  policies  given  by  the  appellant 
Company  to  Katherine  Salentine,  the  respond- 
ent, and  wife  of  Peter  Salentine,  on  his  life, 
— the  first  one  dated  the  19th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1881,  and  numbered  105,844;  and  the  other 
one  dated  the  20th  day  of  September.  1888,  and 
numbered  115,218;  the  first  of  (2,000,  and  the 
other  of  (8,000.  The  first  of  the  above  poli- 
cies had  the  following  conditions:  "That  in 
case  he  should  die  by  his  own  hand,  etc.,  this 
policy  Bhall  be  void,  null,  and  of  no  effect,  ex- 
cept that  in  case  he  shall  die  by  bis  own  hand 
while  insane  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  com- 
pany on  this  policy  shall  be  the  amount  of  the 
premiums  actually  paid  thereon,  with  interest." 

Peter  Salentine,  whose  life  was  insured,  died 
by  his  own  hand  on  the  6th  day  of  January, 
1884,  and  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  Com- 
pany on  the  28th  day  of  the  same  month. 
About  this  policy  there  is  no  contest,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  and  obtained  judg- 
ment for  the  premiums  paid  thereon  and  in- 
terest. The  second  policy  had  the  following 
conditions:  "If  he  [the  insured]  shall  die  by 
biB  own  hand,  this  policy  shall  be  void.  If, 
however,  it  shall  be  shown  that  the  insured  at 
the  time  of  taking  his  life  was  insane,  the  Com- 
pany will  pay  the  sum  insured,  or  refund  the 
premiums  actually  received, with  interest  there- 
on, according  to  its  judgment  of  the  equities  of 
the  case.  This  option  is  distinctly  reserved  by 
the  Company,  and  is  made  a  part  of  this  con- 
tract." The  Company  stipulated  in  the  policy 
to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  sum  insured 
at  tbeir  office  at  the  City  of  Newark,  to  the 
said  assured  sixty  days  after  due  notice  and 
satisfactory  proof  of  the  death  of  the  assured. 
The  court  found  that  the  first  notice  given  to 
the  plaintiff  of  the  election  of  the  Company  to 
pay  only  by  refunding  the  premiums  was  on 
the  5th  day  of  May,  1884.  The  sixty  days 
after  notice  and  proofs  of  death  expired  on  the 
28th  day  of  March,  1884.  The  only  proof  of 
the  death  of  Peter  Salentine  by  his  own  hand, 
while  insane,  was  a  certified  copy  of  the  cor 
oner's  inquest,  without  any  of  the  evidence 
taken  therein.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  ever  made  an  election  to  take  the  in- 
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surance  Instead  of  the  premiums  and  interest 
thereon,  until  after  the  notice  of  the  Company 
that  it  elected  to  pay  only  by  refunding  the  pre- 
miums which  had  been  received  by  her.  The 
court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  insurance,  on  the  ground  that  the 
Company  failed  to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of 
its  election  to  pay  only  the  premiums  within 
the  sixty  days  after  receiving  the  notice  and 
proofs  of  death.  On  this  appeal  this  is  the 
only  question,  the  learned  counsel  of  the  ap- 
pellant contending  that  the  Company  made  its 
election  in  proper  time  to  limit  the  plaintiff  to 
a  recovery  only  of  the  premiums  and  interest 
thereon.  The  language  of  this  condition  is  pe- 
culiar. The  election  to  "pay  the  sum  insured 
or  refund  the  premiums"  is  to  be  made  by  the 
Company  *  'according  to  its  judgment  of  the 
equities  of  the  case."  The  learned  Judge  of  the 
superior  court  seems  to  have  limited  the  equi- 
ties of  the  case  to  the  amount  of  premiums  paid. 
But  there  may  be  equities  in  such  a  case,  aris- 
ing from  the  circumstances  of  the  death  of  the 
person  whose  life  is  insured— such  as  his  sit- 
uation in  life,  and  the  causes  of  his  unfortunate 
mental  condition— which  might  naturally  appeal 
to  sympathy  and  humane  feelings,  and  arising 
also  from  the  circumstances  in  which  the  wife 
and  family  had  been  left  by  this  terrible  ca- 
lamity. To  give  to  the  beneficiary  of  this  in- 
surance what  in  pure  Justice  and  fairness  she 
ought  to  have  under  the  circumstances  is  a  cor- 
rect definition  of  equity.  It  depends  upon  the 
consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
I  speakof  this  because  it  is  claimed  that  all  the 
Company  needed  to  be  informed  of  to  form  a 
judgment  of  the  equities  of  the  case  was  the 
death  of  the  insured  by  his  own  hand  while  in- 
sane, and  the  amount  of  the  premiums  paid,  and 
that,  therefore,  but  a  short  time  was  necessary 
for  the  Company  to  make  and  give  notice  of 
such  election.  The  learned  superior  court  held 
that  the  time  in  which  notice  of  the  election 
should  be  given  was  the  sixty  days  after  the  no- 
tice and  proofs  of  death.  The  sixty  days  men- 
tioned in  the  policy  has  not  the  remotest  ref- 
erence to  the  time  in  which  such  an  election 
should  be  made.  If  such  notice  ought;to  be  gov- 
erned by  any  rule,  it  should  be  reasonable  under 
the  circumstances.  "In  the  absence  of  any 
statutory  or  contract  pro  vision,  the  time  in 
which  the  right  of  election  must  be  exercised  is 
not  limited,  except  there  must  not  be  such  un- 
reasonable delay  as  to  injure  rights  acquired  by 
others."  MeOracken  v.  Finley,  Sneed,  195; 
Cooper  v.  Cooper,  77  Va.  108;  TibbiU  v.  Tib- 
tots,  19  Ves.  Jr.  656, 

The  election  provided  for  in  this  policy  is 
•different  from  any  that  is  considered  in  the 
•cases  cited  in  the  brief  of  the  learned  counsel 
of  the  respondent,  or  any  that  is  usually  found 
In  reported  cases,  in  one  respect,  and  that  is 
that  the  person  to  be  notified  of  the  election 
cannot  be  injured  by  delay  if  notice  of  the  elec- 
tion is  given  at  any  time  before  suit,  nor,  indeed, 
if  given  after  that,  in  time  for  judgment,  ex- 
cept, perhaps,  in  disappointing  an  expectation. 
The  plaintiff  could  acquire  no  rights  which 
might  be  injured  by  the  delay.  In  most  of  the 
cases  the  parties  are  reversed,  and  the  obligee  and 
not  the  obligor,  and  the  promisee  and  not  the 
promisor,  is  to  make  the  election  which  affects 
the  rights  of  the  other  party  Tt  would  seem 
12  L.  R.  A. 


that  the  other  party  ought  to  be  in  such  con- 
dition that  his  rights  would  be  injured  by  the 
delay  to  complain  of  it.  The  plaintiff,  by  the 
policy  itself,  was  entitled  to  nothing,  as  the 
policy  was  void.  By  tke  condition,  however, 
she  is  entitled  to  the  insurance  or  the  premiums 
and  interest  thereon,  one  or  the  other,  at  the 
option  or  choice  of  the  company.  She  cannot 
know  which  she  is  to  receive  until  such  elec- 
tion by  the  Company  is  made,  and  that  is  all 
the  possible  consequence  of  the  delay.  So  es- 
sential is  it  that  the  other  party  must  have 
rights  to  be  affected  by  the  election  that  it  has 
been  often  held  "that  an  election  may  be  re- 
yoked  where  the  rights  of  others  are  not  affect- 
ed by  it."  Evans'  App.  51  Conn.  485;  Dabney 
y.  Bailey,  42  Ga.  521;  801  v.  dill,  81  Kan. 
248;  Adsit  y.  Adsit,  2  Johns.  Ch.  448,  1  L. 
ed.  446;  Elbert  y.  CTNeil,  102  Pa.  802;  Dillon 
y.  Parker,  1  Swanst  859. 

But  notwithstanding  this  election  differs 
from  those  most  common,  by  the  absence  of 
any  rights  to  be  injured  by  the  delay  to  make 
it,  yet  it  is  in  the  form  of  one  kind  of  election 
mentioned  in  the  books;  and  we  cannot  say 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  made,  and  notice  there- 
of given  within  a  reasonable  time.  "Election 
presupposes  a  plurality  of  gifts  or  rights,  with 
an  intention,  express  or  implied,  of  the  party 
who  has  the  right  to  control  one  or  both,  that 
one  should  be  a  substitute  for  the  other."  1 
Swanst.  894,  and  note;  8  Wood.  Lect  491. 
This  is  more  like  a  case  of  plurality  of  gifts 
than  of  rights,  so  far  as  any  consequences  of 
delay  are  concerned.  "Ad  election  by  the 
obligor  or  promisor  is  not  common,  and  it  is 
usually  and  oftenest  used  as  a  legal  term,  as  the 
choice  of  one  of  two  things,  to  each  one  of 
which  the  party  choosing  has  equal  right,  but 
both  of  which  he  cannot  have.*  2  fiouvier, 
Law  Diet.  520,  Election  in  note.  In  such  a 
case  the  rights  of  the  other  party  would  be 
likely  to  suffer  by  delay.  The  party  to  receive 
would  usually  suffer  only  the  displeasure  of 
long  waiting,  or  of  disappointment  up  to  the 
time  it  becomes  necessary  to  demand  that  the 
election  be  made,  or  to  bring  suit  to  enforce  it. 
In  the  view  taken  above  of  the  full  import  of 
what  is  meant  by  the  "equities  of  the  case," 
the  Company  had  the  right  to  postpone  its 
election  until  it  could  obtain  information  of  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  above  mentioned 
necessary  to  a  sound  judgment  of  the  election 
it  ought  to  make.  "An  election  will  not  be 
compelled,  until  the  party  has  had  time  and 
opportunity  to  become  fully  informed  of  the 
facts  affecting  its  choice."  Macknetv.  Mack' 
net,  29  N.  J.  Bq.  54;  Kreieefe  App  69  Pa.  194; 
Hallv.  Halt,  2  McCord.Eq.  269;  United  States 
y.  Duncan,  4  McLean,  99;  6  Am.  &  £ng 
Encyclop.  Law,  254;  Dabney  v.  Bailey,  supra; 
Beat*  v.  Garrett,  84  Ala.  558. 

Can  the  court  say  that  a  few  days  over  three 
months  was  an  unreasonable  time  for  the  Com- 
pany to  become  fully  informed  of  all  the  facts 
bearing  on  the  question  of  what  would  be  most 
equitable  for  the  Company  to  do  in  making  the 
election?  It  seems  to  me  not.  The  plaintiff 
had  not  suffered  anything  in  her  rights,  and 
had  not  been  pecuniarily  injured  in  the  least, 
and  had  not  changed  her  condition  in  any  re- 
spect by  reason  of  the  delay.  It  may  be  that 
the  following  principle  would  obtain  and  be  ap- 
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pllcable  to  snch  an  election:  "On  the  failure 
of  a  person  who  has  the  right  to  make  an 
election  in  proper  time  the  right  of  election 
passes  over  to  the  opposite  party."  Co.  Litt 
145a;  Bacon,  Abr.  and  Yin.  Abr.  title  Election; 
Ocerbach  v.  Meermance,  Hopk.  Oh.  887, 2  L.  ed. 
442.  The  plaintiff  did  not  take  advantage  of 
this  principle,  and  elect  to  have  the  insurance, 
before  she  received  notice  of  the  election  made 
by  the  Company;  nor  did  she  predicate  this 
action  for  the  insurance  on  the  ground  of 
the  unreasonable  delay  of  the  Company  to 
make  the  election.  She  has  never  complained 
of  the  delay,  either  by  notice  or  pleadmg,  or 


until  on  the  trial  of  the  action.  The  Judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  insurance  on  the 
sole  ground  of  this  short  delay,  which  had  not 
injured  the  plaintiff  in  the  least,  was  quite  too 
strict  a  construction  of  this  kind  of  an  election. 
There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  ground 
for  holding  that  the  delay  was  unreasonable. 

Thejudgmen  t  of  the  Superior  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  direction  to 
render  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  only  the 
amount  of  the  premiums  paid  upon  both  poli- 
cies and  interest  thereon. 

Cole,  Ch.  J.,  took  no  park 


VERMONT  SUPREME  COURT. 


J.  W.  HOBART 

e. 
Sumner  YOUNG. 

( — Vt.....) 

1.  Cro—  tvsaniln  ntion  of  a  irltnnmn  afiont 
coming  on  at  psvaa»  need  not  be  permitted  In 
the  absence  of  an  offer  to  connect  the  party  who 
produces  htm  with  the  pass  If  he  had  one. 

8.  Testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  their 
offers  for  horses  need  not  be  admitted  to 
show  the  soundness  of  the  hones,  where  they 
have  already  testified  fully  that  the  horses  were 
sound. 

8*  ▲  verbal  warranty  of  horses  on  a 
day  when  the  price  was  fixed,  bat  prior 


to  the  actual  purchase,  when  a  written  mil  of 
sale  was  made,  may  be  binding  on  the  seller. 
4*  An  express  warranty  of  soundness 
is  made  by  a  bill  of  sale  of  horses,  which 
desoribes  them  as  "sound  and  kind,**  especially 
where  the  buyer  had  not  the  peculiar  means 
which  the  seller  possessed  of  knowing  the  facta. 

(March  8, 189L) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  County  Court  for  Franklin  County, 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to 
iecover  damages  for  deceit  and  false  warranty 
in  the  sale  of  a  horse,  which  resulted  in  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintiff.  Overruled. 
Plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  show  that  de» 


Koxn.— Object  of  cross-examination. 
The  object  of  cross-examination  Js  to  break  the 
force  or  destroy  the  effect  of  the  testimony  given 
by  the  witness  upon  his  direct  examination,  or  to 
lay  the  foundation  for  testimony  of  other  wit- 
nesses whiofc  shall  have  that  effect.  When  a  wit- 
ness has  been  examined  in  chief,  the  other  party 
has  the  right  to  cross-examine  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  and  exhibiting  the  situation  of  the 
witness  with  respect  to  the  parties  and  to  the  sub- 
ject of  the  litigations  his  interest,  his  motive,  his 
Inclinations,  his  prejudices,  his  means  of  obtaining 
a  correct  and  certain  knowledge  of  the  facts  to 
which  he  has  borne  testimony,  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  used  those  means,  his  powers  of  dis- 
cernment, memory  and  description.  Butler  v. 
Flanders,  12  Jones  ft  8.  SSL 

Range  of  eroat-exomfnotfon. 
t"  The  legitimate  cross-examination  of  a  witness,  as 
to  the  issue  involved  in  the  action,  is  limited  to 
those  matters  as  to  which  the  witness  was  interro- 
gated upon  his  direct  examination.  In  strict  prac- 
tice a  party  cannot  introduce  his  case  to  the  jury 
by  cross-examining  the  witness  of  his  adversary. 
A  party  has  no  legal  right  to  cross-examine  a  wit- 
ness except  as  to  facts  and  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  matters  stated  on  the  direct  ex- 
amination. Bell  v.  Prewitt,  68  DL  80S.  See  Har- 
rison y.  Rowan,  8  Wash.  0.  a  680;  Bllmaker  v. 
Buckley,  16  Berg.  ft  R.  77:  Castor  v.  Bavlngton.  * 
Watts  ft  8.  S05;  Floyd  v.  Bovard,  6  Watts  ft  S.  76; 
Buckley  v.  Buckley,  1*  Nev.  488;  Cramer  v.  Cul- 
linane,  8  Mo  Arth.  187. 

Restrictions  upon  the  riahU 

A  party  has  no  right  to  cross-examine  any  wit- 
ness except  as  to  facts  and  circumstances  connected 
12L.R.  A. 


with  the  matters  stated  in  his  direct  examination. 
If  he  wishes  to  examine  him  on  other  matters,  he 
must  do  so  by  making  the  witness  his  own,  and 
calling  him  as  such,  in  the  subsequent  progress  of 
the  cause.  A  party  cannot,  by  his  own  omissions 
to  take  an  objection  to  the  admission  of  improper 
evidence,  brought  on  cross-examination,  found  a 
right  to  introduce  testimony  in  chief  to  rebut  it  or 
explain  It.  Philadelphia  ft  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Btimpson* 
88  U.S.  14  Pet.  448, 10  L.ed.  685. 

Cross-examination  discretionary  with  the  judge. 

The  cross-examination  of  a  witness  is  of  necessity 
largely  under  the  control  and  within  the  discretion 
of  the  primary  court;  and  appellate  courts  are  re- 
luctant to  review  and  reverse  their  action,  in  limit- 
ing or  enlarging  its  area,  when  the  purpose  is  to 
show  the  bias,  or  motive,  or  to  impeaoh  the  wit- 
ness. Much  must  depend  on  the  conduct  and 
attitude  of  the  witness  during  the  examination; 
and  much  may  depend  on  the  oourse  of  tbe  cross- 
examining  counsel.  Strauss  v.  Meertief,  64  Ala. 
209, 88  Am.  Bep.  8. 

The  scope  of  eross-examtnaUon  on  the  ease. 

Whether  the  right  of  cross-examination  covers 
the  whole  case,  or  is  restricted  to  matters  touohed 
upon  in  the  direct  examination,  is  a  point  upon 
which  the  authorities  are  in  hopeless  conflict.  The 
weight  of  American  authority  is  in  favor  of  re- 
stricting the  right,  making  it  simply  co-extensive 
with  the  examination  in  chief.  Philadelphia  ft  T. 
R.  Co.  v.  Stimpson,  80  XJ.  8.  14  Pet.  448, 10  L.  ed.  536; 
Houghton  v.  Jones,  68  U.  8. 1  Wall.  70S,  17  L.  ed. 
606:  Donnelly  v.  State,  96  N.  J.  L.  468;  Johnson  v. 
Wiley,  74Ind.  288;  Buokley  v.  Buckley,  14  Nev.  362; 
Fulton  v.  Central  Bank  of  Pittsburgh,  00  Pa.  112; 
Bell  v.  Chambers, 88  Ala.  660;  Chicago  ft  R.  LB.  Go. 


See  also  15  L.  R.  A.  209;  28  L.  R.   A.  53;  33  L.  R.  A.  557. 
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fen  dan  t  owned  a  pair  of  black  horses;  that 
about  June  1,  plaintiff  examined  and  rode  after 
the  hones  and  thought  one  of  them  favored 
one  of  his  fore  feet  a  little;  that  thereupon  de- 
fendant said  the  horse  was  all  right  and  he 
would  warrant  him;  that  plaintiff  did  not  hoy 
the  horses  that  dav  but  agreed  upon  a  price 
at  which  he  could  have  them;  that  on  June  5, 
he  sent  for  them,  when  defendant  gave  him 
the  following  bill  of  sale: 

Alburgh,  June  6, 1888. 
J.  W.  Hobart. 

Bo't  of  Sumner  Young,  Esq.,  one  pair  of 
black  (Pilot)  geldings  sound  and  kind,  $487.50. 
To  be  delivered  on  the  cars  at  the  depot  with 
good  halters,  duties  paid  and  certificates  of 
the  same  attached  hereto. 

Rec'd  payment, 
S.  Young. 

That  soon  after  plaintiff  received  the  horses, 
one  of  them  showed  lameness,  which  proved  to 
be  caused  by  ringbone;  that  plaintiff  notified 
defendant  to  take  the  horses  back  or  get  a  mate 
to  the  off  one,  which  defendant  declined  to  do 
claiming  that  he  was  under  no  obligations  to 
do  so. 

Defendant  denied  making  any  warranty. 

One  Sowers  was  an  important  witness  for 
plaintiff  at  the  trial.  On  cross-examination  he 
testified  that  be  came  to  court  from  Boston  at 
plaintiff's  request,  but  did  not  suppose  he 
would  pay  his  expenses.  He  was  then  asked: 
"  Did  you  come  on  a  pass  ?  This  question 
was  objected  to  and  excluded  and  defendant 
excepted. 


Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Wilson  &  Hall,  for  defendant: 

The  bill  of  sale  does  not  constitute  a  war- 
ranty. The  language  "sound  and  kind  "is 
simply  descriptive  as  "black"  "Pilot"  and 
"  gelding  "  in  said  bill  of  sale. 

Barrett  v.  Hall,  1  Aik.  269;  Wason  v.  Bowe, 
16  Yt  625;  Richardton  v.  Qrandy,  49  Vt  22. 

A  simple  affirmation  made  in  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty as  to  soundness  or  the  like  is  not  a  war- 
ranty unless  it  was  so  intended  and  understood 
by  both  parties. 

Bond  v.  Clark,  86  Yt.  677;  Foster  t.  Caldwell, 
18  Yt  177;  Pennock  v.  Btyglss,  64  Yt  226. 

Where  representations  are/made  several  days 
before  the  sale  they  cannot  in  law  form  the 
basis  of  recovery  on  the  ground  of  warranty 
or  deceit  unless  it  appears  that  the  buyer  was 
induced  to  take  the  property  relying  upon 
such  representations  and  the  seller  so  under- 
stood it;  and  whereas,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
contract  of  sale  is  in  writing,  what  was  said 
and  done  days  previous  to  the  date  of  the 
bill  of  sale  cannot  be  considered  in  determining 
how  the  expression  in  said  bill  of  sale,  "sound 
and  kind,"  was  understood,  and  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  have  so  instructed  the 

BsedY. 
pra. 
Mr.  Albert  P.  Cross  for  plaintiff. 

Rowell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

As  to  the  exclusion  of  the  question  put  to 
Sowers  on  cross-examination  about  his  coming 


Wood,  9  Yt.  286;  Bond  v.  Clark,  su- 


v.  Coal  &  L  Co.86  Dl.  60:  Thornton  v.  Hook,  88  Cal. 
228;  Wllhelml  v.  Leonard,  18  Iowa,  830;  Sumner  v. 
Blair,  9  Kan.  621;  Oongar  v.  Galena  &  C.  U.  E.  Co. 
17  Wis.  477.  See  also,  to  substantially  the  same 
effect  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Steinburg,  17 
Mich.  90;  Toole  v.  Niohol,  48  Ala.  406;  Drohn  v. 
Brewer,  77 I1L  S80;  Brown  v.  State,  28  Ga.  199. 

Many  American  courts,  however,  maintain  the 
English  rule,  that  direct  evamination,  even  for 
formal  proof,  opens  up  the  whole  case  to  cross-ex- 
amination. Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490;  Fulton 
Bank  v.  Stafford,  2  Wend.  488:  Llualey  v.  Lovely,  26 
Vt.  123;  Fralick  v.  Presley,  29  Ala.  457;  Com.  v. 
Morgan,  107  Mass.  199;  Mask  v.  State,  82  Bliss.  406; 
State  v.  Sayers,  68  Mo.  686;  Haynes  v.  Ledyard,  88 
Mich.  819. 

Questions  on  the  case  must  be  relevant  to  the  is- 
sue. But  the  same  stringency  is,  as  a  rule,  not  re- 
quired as  In  a  direct  examination.  Mayhew  v. 
Thayer,  8  Gray,  172. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  party  who  has  opened  his 
case  to  the  jury  will  not  be  entitled  to  establish 
such  case  by  cross-examination,  but  must  recall  the 
witness.  Harrison  v.  Rowan.  8  Wash.  C  O.  680; 
Bilmaker  v.  Buckley,  16  Serg.  &  R.  72.  But  see 
Burke  v.  Miller,  7  Cush.  647;  Com.  v.  Hudson,  11 
Gray,  64.  See  Best  Bv.  9  644,  in  connection  with  a 
valuable  marginal  note  by  Mr.  Chamberlain  in  the 
edition  of  1880. 

Oral  warranty. 

If  the  article  is  sold  by  a  formal  written  contract 
or  a  regular  bill  of  sale,  and  that  is  silent  on  the 
subject  of  warranty,  no  oral  warranty  made  at 
the  same  time,  or  previously  even,  can  be  shown, 
since  the  writing  is  supposed  to  embody  the 
whole  contract.  For  the  same  reason  no  addi- 
tional oral  warranty  can  be  engrafted  on  or  added 
to,  one  that  is  written.  Lamb  v.  Crafts,  12  Met.  368; 
13  L.  R.  A. 


Pender  v.  Fobes,  1  Dev.  &  B.  L.  260;  Beed  v.  Wood, 
9  V 1 286;  Wood  v.  Ashe,  1  Strobh.  L.  407;  Boardman 
v.  Spooner,  18  Allen,  868;  Dean  v.  Mason,  4  Oonn. 
482;  Frost  v.  Blanohard,  97  Mass.  166;  Mumf  ord  v. 
McPherson,  1  Johns.  414;  Merriam  v.  Field,  24  Wis. 
640;  Van  Ostrand  v.  Beed,  1  Wend.  424;  Randall  v. 
Rhodes,  1  Curt.  C.  C  90;  Galpln  v.  Atwater,  29  Conn. 
98;  Whltmore  v.  South  Boston  Iron  Co.  2  Allen,  68; 
Shepherd  v.  Gilroy,  46  Iowa,  196;  Jones  v.  Alley,  17 
Minn.  290;  Thompson  v.  Libby,  84  Minn.  874,  note; 
Benjamin,  Sales,  Bennett's  note*  p.  609. 

interpretation  ofwarrantUSm 
It  is  frequently  said  that  the  interpretation  or 
construction  of  a  written  warranty  is  for  the  court 
and  of  an  oral  one  for  the  jury;  but  it  is  conceived 
that  this  means  only  that  it  is  for  the  jury  to  find 
what  words  were  in  fact  used  by  the  parties,  and 
under  wbat  ciroumstanoes  and  intent  and  that  be- 
ing established,  the  construction,  or  "effect  of  it" 
is  as  much  for  the  court  in  an  oral  warranty  as  in 
a  written  one,  the  only  difference  being  that  in  the 
one  there  is  no  uncertainty  about  the  language 
used,  while  in  the  other  there  may  be.  Short  v. 
Woodward,  18  Gray,  86. 

Of  written  and  oral  warranties. 
While  the  warranty  is  collateral  to  the  sale,  It 
must  still  be  regarded  as  an  essential  ingredient  to 
the  contract;  and  where  the  writing  is  the  written 
repository  of  the  mutual  intent  the  warranty  is 
supposed  to  be  incorporated  with  it.  Whltmore  v. 
South  Boston  Iron  Co.  2  Allen,  68;  Thompson  v. 
Libby,  84  Minn.  874;  Wood  v.  Aahe,  1  Strobh.  L.  407: 
Dean  v.  Mason,  4  Oonn.  482;  Mullain  v.  Thomas,  48 
Conn.  262;  Lamb  v.  Crafts,  12  Met  868;  Frost  v. 
Blanohard,  97  Mass.  166;  Bandall  v.  Rhodes,  1  Curt. 
C.  C.  90;  Boardman  v.  Spooner,  16  Allen,  868;  Mer- 
riam v.  Field,  24  Wia,  640;  Beed  v.Wood,  9  Yt.  286s 
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on  a  pass,  It  is  enough  to  say  that  no  offer  was 
made  to  connect  the  plaintiff  with  furnishing 
him  a  pass,  if  he  came  on  one.  Without  this 
the  plaintiff  could  not  be  affected  by  the  fact 
that  the  witness  came  on  a  pass.  The  reasons 
urged  to  show  error  in  not  allowing  defend- 
ant's witnesses  Clark,  Darby  and  Fairfield  to 
testify  their  offers  for  the  horses  come  pretty 
much  to  the  same  point, — relevancy  to  show 
soundness.  All  these  witnesses  had  carefully 
examined  the  horses  as  to  soundness,  and  Clark 
testified  that  they  were  sound,  and  defendant's 
counsel  say  that  the  others  did,  and  we  think 
that  is  fairly  inferable  from  the  exceptions. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  had  the  full  benefit 
of  their  testimony  on  that  subject;  and  the 
attempt  to  prove  their  offers  was  but  seeking 
to  have  them  give  supposed  emphasis  to  their 
testimony  by  stating,  in  effect,  that  they  felt 
certain  enough  that  the  horses  were  sound  to 
make  the  offers  for  them  without  requiring  a 
warranty.  It  was,  at  best,  an  indirect  way  of 
trying  to  get  at  what  had  already  been  gotten 
at  directly:  and  certainly  the  offers,  standing 
alone,  would  not  have  tended  to  show  sound- 
cess,  for  the  witnesses  might  have  considered 
the  horses  unsound  and  yet  have  thought  them 
worth  what  they  offered  for  them,  and  so  have 
been  willing  to  buy  them  without  a  warranty. 
It  is  claimed  that  in  charging  on  the  aspect  of 
warranty  the  court  assumed  that  the  horse  was 
unsound  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  did  not  give 
the  jury  to  understand  that  it  must  find  un- 
soundness then  in  order  to  warrant  recovery  on 
that  ground.  It  is  true  that  the  court  said 
nothing  in  that  part  of  its  charge  about  finding 


unsoundness;  but  in  charging  on  the  aspect  of 
deceit  the  court  expressly  told  the  Jury  that 
the  burden  of  proving  deceit  was  on  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  before  they  could  find  for  him  on 
that  ground  they  must  be  convinced  by  a  fair 
balance  of  evidence  that  the  horse  was  unsound 
at  the  time;  and  in  this  connection  the  court 
charged  that  the  same  rule  of  evidence  applied 
to  the  other  branch  of  the  case.  We  think  it 
clear  that  the  jury  was  not  left  to  suppose  that 
there  could  be  a  recovery  on  the  warranty  with- 
out finding  a  breach.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
court  correctly  charged  the  law  of  warranty, 
but  claimed  that  it  did  not  apply  it  to  either 
branch  of  the  case,  for  that  it  did  not  tell  the 
jury  that  in  order  to  make  the  defendant's  rep- 
resentations binding  upon  him  he  must  have 
made  them  with  the  view  of  having  the  plain- 
tiff receive  them  as  true,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
must  have  made  the  purchase  relying  upon 
them.  As  to  the  aspect  of  warranty,  certainly 
this  claim  has  no  foundation,  for  in  connection 
with  the  proposition  of  law  conceded  to  con- 
tain all  the  elements  of  a  warranty  the  court 
expressly  told  the  jury  that  they  must  make 
that  rule  their  guide  in  applying  the  evidence, 
and  determine  whether  what  they  found  was 
said  and  done  amounted  to  what  the  law  calls 
a  warranty.  And  again,  in  restating  the  ques- 
tions at  the  close  of  the  charge,  the  jury  were 
told,  among  other  things,  that  they  were 
called  upon  to  determine  whether  there  was  a 
warranty  under  the  law  laid  down  to  them, 
defining  what  a  warranty  is  in  law.  All  this 
was  quite  sufficient.  As  to  the  aspect  of  de- 
ceit, the  jury  were  told  that  they  must  deter- 


Van  Ostrand  v.  Reed,  1  Wend .  424;  Galpin  v.  At- 
water,  29  Conn.  96;  Pender  v.  Fobes,  1  Dev.  &  B.  L. 

m 

Exceptions  wider  the  general  rul*. 

The  above  paragraph  states  the  prevailing  rule, 
but  it  is  the  exception  under  it  that  applies  with 
peculiar  force  to  the  case  at  bar.  If  the  writing  is 
merely  an  Informal  memorandum,  and  ie  not  re- 
garded by  either  party  as  evidencing  the  ultimate 
intent,  then  the  sale  rests  in  parol,  and  Its  terms, 
condition  and  character  may  be  proved  by  either 
oral  or  written  evidence.  It  follows,  as  a  co- 
rollary, that  in  such  a  case  written  evidence  Is 
not  the  only  medium  of  proof  as  to  the  warranty, 
even  where  the  other  terms  are  embodied  in  the 
form  of  a  memorandum.  Cassldy  v.  Betroden,  6 
Jones  &  S.  821;  Sutton  v.  Crosby,  64  Barb.  80;  Boor- 
man  v.  Jenkins,  12  Wend.  666;  Filkins  v.  Whyland, 
U  N.  Y.  888;  Hildreth  v.  O'Brien,  10  Allen,  104; 
Stacy  v.  Kemp,  97  Mass.  168;  Wallace  v.  Rogers,  2 
N.  H.  606;  Gordon  v.  Waterous.  86  XJ,  C.  Q.  B.  821; 
Atwater  v.  Clancy,  107  Haas.  866:  Koop  v.  Handy, 
41  Barb.  464;  Hazard  v.  Lorlng,  10  Cush.  237;  Fletch- 
er v.  Wlllard,  14  Pick.  464;  Schenck  v.  Saunders,  18 
Gray,  87;  Perrine  v.  Cooley,  89  N.  J.  L.  449;  MoMul- 
4en  v.  Williams,  5  Ont.  App.  518. 

It  follows  a  fortiori  that  parol  evidence  of  a  war- 
ranty is  competent,  even  in  the  presence  of  a  writ- 
ten receipt  for  the  purchase  price.  Filkins  v. Why- 
land.  24  N.  Y.  888. 

The  propositions  of  the  text  are  further  sustained 
toy  the  following  authorities:  Sharp  v.  Badebaugh, 
TO  Ind.  647;  Brown  v.  Owen,  94  Ind.  81;  Bradford  v. 
Manly,  18  Mass.  189;  Davenport  v.  Mason,  16  Mass. 
€6;  Irwin  v.Thompson,  27  Kan.  648;  Barker  v.  Brad- 
ley. 42  N.  Y.  816;  Foot  v.  Bentley.  44  N.  Y.  166; 
Crocker  v.  Higglns,  7  Conn.  842;  Rlsley  v.  Phenii 
Bank,  88  N.  Y.  818;  Kemp  v.  Byne,  64  Ga.  627;  Brad- 
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anew  v.  Combs,  102  HI.  428;  Hutching  v.  Hebbard, 
84  N.  Y.  24;  Lash  v.  Parlln,  78  Mo.  891:  Green  v.  Ran- 
dall, 61  Yt.  67;  Lebndorf  v.  Schields,  18  Mo.  App.  486; 
Amonett  v.  Montague.  68  Mo.  201;  Brown  v.  Owen, 
94  Ind.  81;  Tomlinson  v.  Briles,  101  Ind.  688;  Smith 
v.  O'Donnell,  8  Lea,  468;  Shepard  v.  Haas,  14  Kan. 
448;  Kinney  v.  Whiton,  44  Conn.  262:  Brewster  v. 
Countryman,  12  Wend.  446;  Fisher  v.  Abeel,  66  Barb. 
881;  Richards  v.  Fuller,  87  Mich.  161;  Tlsdale  v.  Har- 
ris. 20  Pick.  9;  Brlgg  v.  Hilton,  1  Cent.  Rep.  807. 99 
N.  Y.  617;  Pike  v.  Fay,  101  Mass.  186. 

It  may  be  said  that  representations  made  in  con- 
nection with  an  executory  contract  of  sale,  which, 
in  case  the  contract  was  executed,  would  consti- 
tute an  express  warranty  greater  than  the  law 
would  imply,  become,  upon  the  execution  of  the 
contract  and  delivery  of  the  goods,  an  express 
warranty,  which  survives  the  acceptance  of  the 
goods.  Foot  v.  Bentley,  supra;  Day  v.  Pool,  62 
N.  Y.  416;  Parks  v.  Morris  Ax  *  Tool  Co.  64  N. 
Y.  686;  Bounce  v.  Dow,  64  N.  Y.  416, 

An  English  ease  in  point* 

An  early  English  case  the  force  of  which  has 
never  b^en  questioned  is  almost  a  direct  affirma- 
tion of  the  principle  established  by  the  decision  of 
the  learned  judge  in  the  case  under  review.  The 
ease  Is  reported  in  1  El.  &  FJ.  and  establishes  a 
proposition  which  has  received  universal  assent,  to 
the  effect  that  a  warranty  of  soundness  on  the  sale 
of  a  horse  Is  broken  if  there  is  a  malformation  that 
has  existed  from  the  birth  of  the  hone,  and  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  renders  the  horse'  less  fit  for 
reasonable  use.    Holliday  v.  Morgan,  1  EL  &  El.  L 

Where  a  horse  has  a  malformation  which  existed 
from  its  birth,  and  It  renders  the  horse  less  fit  for 
reasonable  use,  as  where  there  was  an  extraordl- 
ary  convexity  of  the  cornea  of  the  horse's  eye, 
whioh  produced  a  short-sigh  tednessjn  consequence 
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mine  from  the  evidence  whether  the  hone  had 
a  ringbone,  and  whether  defendant  knew  it; 
whether  defendant  practiced  a  deceit  upon  the 
plaintiff  in  palming  the  horses  off  onto  him 
with  that  defect  on  one  of  them;  whether  there 
was  any  such  deceit  practiced  in  the  sale  of 
the  horses  as  the  evidence  tended  to  show,  and 
as  must  be  shown  in  order  to  make  the  defend- 
ant liable  on  that  ground.  We  think  this  was 
sufficient  to  give  the  jury  to  understand  that 
tbey  must  find  both  that  the  defendant  intend- 
ed to  mislead  plaintiff  by  his  representations, 
and  that  plaintiff  was  in  fact  misled  by  them, 
before  they  could  make  the  defendant  liable 
on  this  branch  of  the  case.  The  language  of 
the  court  imports  an  intentional  deceit  and 
palming  off.  To  "palm  off"  means  to  impose 
by  fraud;  to  put  off  by  unfair  means.  The 
language  also  imports  that  plaintiff  must  have 
beem  deceived  and  cheated  by  the  misrepre- 
sentations, which  he  could  not  have  been  had 
he  not  relied  upon  them.  It  was  not  error  to 
submit  to  the  Jury  to  find  whether  there  was  a 
verbal  warranty  on  the  2d  of  June,  the  last 
time  plaintiff  saw  the  horses  before  the  pur- 
chase. Although  he  did  not  buy  them  that 
day,  the  price  was  then  agreed  upon  at  which 
he  could  have  them.  The  testimony  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  admitted  without  objection, 
presented  two  aspects  as  to  warranty,  namely, 


that  of  a  verbal  warranty  on  June  8,  and  that 
of  a  written  warranty  on  June  5.  The  defend- 
ant denied  both,  and  said  that  the  bill  of  sale 
did  not  contain  a  warranty,  and  that  if  it  did 
he  was  not  bound  by  it  because  of  the  circum- 
stances in  which  he  signed  the  bilL  No  objec- 
tion was  made  to  the  admission  of  the  parol 
evidence  as  varying  the  written  contract  In 
this  posture  of  the  case  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  submit  both  aspects  of  that  question; 
for  it  is  not  necessary  that  representations,  in 
order  to  constitute  a  warranty,  should  be  simul- 
taneous with  the  conclusion  of  the  bargain, 
but  only  that  they  should  be  made  during  the 
course  of  the  negotiations  that  lead  to  the  bar- 
gain, and  should  then  enter  into  the  bargain 
as  a  "part  of  it.  Wihnot  v.  Surd,  11  Wend. 
585;v2  Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  ed.  §  029. 

An  important  question  is  whether  the  words 
"sound  and  kind,  contained  in  the  bill  of  sale, 
constitute  an  express  warranty  as  matter  of 
law.  The  law  of  warranty  has  undergone 
much  chance  since  Ohandelor  v.  Lopus,  Cro. 
Jac.  4,  decided  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
1808.  It  was  there  held  that  an  affirmation 
that  the  thing  sold  was  a  bezoar  stone  was  no 
warranty;  for,  it  was  said,  everyone,  in  selling 
his  wares  will  affirm  that  tbey  are  good,  or 
that  the  horse  he  sells  is  sound;  yet,  if  he  does 
not  warrant  them  to  be  so,  it  is  no  cause  of 


of  which  be  had  a  habit  of  shying;  this  was  held  to  be ' 
such  unsoundness  as  to  constitute  a  breach  of  a 
general  warranty  of  soundness.    Ibid. 

Such  a  defect  as  that  in  the  eye  of  a  horse,  is  not 
one  of  those  patent  defects  which  a  purchaser  is 
bound  to  notice  when  the  horse  is  sold  to  him  with 
an  express  warranty  of  soundness.    Ibid. 

The  court  said:  "The  animal  had  a  defect  of  vis- 
ion, which  diminished  its  usefulness  at  the  time  of 
the  sale.  That  is  unsoundness  within  the  ordinary 
definition.  The  defendant  says  that  it  was  not  so 
because  the  defect  was  oongenltaL  But  I  dissent 
from  the  proposition  that  congenital  defects  can- 
not constitute  unsoundness.  The  unsoundness 
may  be  either  congenital  or  supervening  after  birth 
and  before  the  sale." 

The  American  authorities  reviewed. 

The  most  common  case  of  dispute  over  the 
scope  and  meaning  of  warranties,  is  the  warranty 
against  unsoundness  in  »mmni«.  At  one  time  it 
w«s  supposed  that  a  warranty  as  to  soundness  was 
not  broken  by  a  temporary  and  curable  ailment;  and 
even  now  this  la  held  to  be  no  breach  of  the  war- 
ranty if  the  temporary  ailment  does  not  interfere 
with  his  present  usefulness.  But  it  has  been  held 
that  any  ailment,  whether  temporary  or  perma- 
nent, would  be  a  breach  of  the  warranty  of  sound- 
ness, If  there  has  been  any  alteration  of  structure, 
or  the  prevalence  of  the  disease  in  any  way  inter- 
feres with  the  present  or  future  usefulness  of  the 
animals.  On  the  other  hand,  temporary  lameness 
has  been  held  to  be  no  breach  of  the  warranty,  and 
so,  likewise,  a  simple  cold,  which  could  be  con- 
trolled by  ordinary  remedies.  But  whatever  vari- 
ance there  may  be  on  this  question,  it  seems  to  be 
settled  that  the  fact  that  the  disease  is  ourable  does 
not  take  it  outside  of  the  warranty  of  soundness. 
An  incipient  disease  is  as  much  a  breach  of  the 
warranty  as  when  It  is  fully  developed.  This  has 
been  held  to  be  the  case  with  glanders  and  rheuma- 
tism. "Cribbing"  is  an  unsoundness.  Roberts  v. 
Jenkins,  21  N.  H.  119;  Kennerv.  Harding.  86 111.204; 
Coates  v.  Stephens,  2  Mood,  ft  JEL  157;  Schurtz  v. 
Kleinmeyer,  86  Iowa,  802;  HolUday  v.  Morgan,  1 
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El.  &  EL  1;  Klddell  v.  Burnard,  9  Mees.  ft  W.  666; 
Knoregay  v.  White,  10  Ala.  285;  Brown  v.  Bigelow, 
10  Allen,  242;  Springstead  v.  Lawson,  28  How.  Pr. 
802;  Thompson  v.  Bertrand,  28  Ark.  781;  Alexander 
v.  Dutton,  58  N.  H.  282;  Bolden  v.  Brogden,  2  Mood. 
ft  Bob.  118;  Finley  v.  Quirk,  9  Minn.  194;  Woodbury 
v.  Bobbins.  10  Cush.  520;  Crouch  ▼.  Culbreath,  U 
Rich.  L.  9;  Fondren  y.  Durfee,  89  Miss.  888;  Hook 
v.  Stovall,  21  Ga.  69;  Stephens  v.  Chappell,  SStrobh. 
L.  80;  Dean  v.  Morey,  88  Iowa,  130;  Washburn  v. 
Cuddihy,  8  Gray,  480;  Walker  v.  Hoismgton,  43  Vt. 
606.  See  Tiedeman,  Sales,  0  194,  where  this  entire 
subject  receives  exhaustive  and  discriminating 
treatment. 

Among  the  defects  which  have  been  held  to  con- 
stitute unsoundness  under  the  general  warranty  in 
horse  sales,  the  text-books  enumerate  these:  or- 
ganic defects,  such  as  that  a  horse  had  been  nerved, 
bone  spavin  of  the  hook,  and  ossification  of  the 
cartilages.   Benjamin,  Sales,  bk.  4,  pt.  2,  chap.  1, 

1  1;  Oliphant,  Horses,  2S4-2S9.  And  see  Groyle  v. 
Moses,  90  Pa.  250,  as  to  implied  warranty  on  fraudu- 
lent concealment. 

Crib-biting  has  been  declared  to  come  in  only  un- 
der a  warranty  against  vices  (Soholefleld  v.  Bobb, 

2  Mood,  ft  Bob.  210);  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
pronounced  unsoundness  where  shown  to  affect 
the  genera]  health  and  condition  of  the  hone. 
Washburn  v.  Cuddihy,  8  Gray,  480.  See  also  Dean 
v.  Morey,  88  Iowa,  120;  Walker  v.  Hoisington,  48 
Vt.608. 

A  warranty  of  soundness  does  not  strictly  cover 
mere  badness  of  shape,  the  animal  being  sound 
when  sold,  not  even,  as  it  would  seem,  though 
the  misshape  tends  to  produce  unsoundness.  See 
Brown  v.  Elklngton,  8  Mess,  ft  W.  182;  Benjamin, 
Sales,  bk.  4,  pt.  2,  chap.  191. 

But  if  the  seeds  of  disease  be  shown  to  have  been 
in  the  animal  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  which  after* 
wards  develope  with  full  disability,  there  is  un- 
soundness within  the  general  meaning  of  the  war- 
ranty. Woodbury  v.  Bobbins,  10  Cush.  590;  Klddell 
v.  Burnard,  9  Mees.  ft  W.  668.  See  note  to  Schouler* 
Pen.  Prop..  1 841,  where  the  subject  receives  ex- 
tended treatment. 
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action.  Bat  latterly  courts  have  manifested  a 
strong  disposition  to  construe  liberally  in  favor 
of  the  purchaser  what  the  seller  affirms  about 
the  kind  and  quality  of  his  goods,  and  have 
been  disposed  to  treat  such  affirmations  as 
-warranties  when  the  language  will  bear  that 
construction,  and  it  is  fairly  inferable  that  the 
purchaser  so  understood  it  Stone  v.  Denny, 
4  Met.  155;  Hawkins  v.  Pemberton,  51  N.  T. 
198.  And  now  any  affirmation  as  to  the  kind 
or  quality  of  the  thing  sold,  not  uttered  as 
matter  of  communication,  opinion  or  belief, 
made  by  the  seller  pending  the  treaty  of  sale, 
for  the  purpose  of  assuring  the  purchaser  of 
the  truth  of  the  affirmation  and  of  inducing 
him  to  make  the  purchase,  if  so  received  and 
relied  upon  by  the  purchaser,  is  deemed  to  be 
an  express  warranty.  And  in  cases  of  oral 
contracts  it  is  the  province  of  the  Jury  to  de- 
cide, in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  attending 
the  transaction,  whether  such  a  warranty  ex- 
ists or  not.  Foster  v.  Caldwell,  18  Vt.  176; 
Bond  v.  Clark,  85  Vt.  577;  Shippen  v.  Bowen, 
122  U.  8.  575,  80  L.  ed.  1172.  But  when  the 
contract  is  in  writing,  it  is  for  the  court  to  con- 
strue it,  and  to  decide  whether  it  contains  a 
warranty  or  not  {Wason  v.  Bowe,  16  Vt.  525); 
and  by  the  great  weight  of  recent  authority 
positive  statements  in  instruments  evidencing 
contracts  of  sale,  descriptive  of  the  kind,  or 
assertive  of  the  quality  and  condition  of  the 
thing  sold,  are  treated  as  a  part  of  the  contract 
and  regarded  as  warranties  if  the  language  is 
reasonably  susceptible  of  that  construction, 
and  it  is  fairly  inferable  that  the  purchaser  un- 
derstood and  relied  upon  it  as  such.  Thus,  in 
Easting*  v.  Lowering,  2  Pick.  214,  the  sale  note 
described  the  article  as  "prime  quality  winter 
sperm  ofl. "  The  plaintiff  declared  in  assumpsit 
on  a  warranty,  and  had  judgment  In  Men- 
thaw  v.  Robins,  9  Met.  88,  the  bill  of  particu- 
lars affirmed  the  article  to  be  indigo.  The 
court  said  that  that  imported  an  express  war- 
ranty if  it  was  so  intended,  and  that  it  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  so  intended,  as  there  was 
no  evidence  to  the  contrary.  In  Brown  v. 
Bigelow,  10  Allen,  242,  a  case  exactly  in  point, 
these  very  words,  "sound  and  kind  were  held 
to  constitute  a  general  warranty  of  soundness. 
In  Qould  v.  Stein,  149  Mass.  570.  5  L.  R.  A. 
218,  a  bought  and  sold  note  described  the  arti- 
cle as  "Ceara  scrap  rubber  as  per  sample,  of 
second  quality."  The  court  said  that  it  did 
not  admit  of  doubt  that  the  note  was  intended 
to  express  the  terms  of  the  sale,  and  that  the 
contract  of  the  parties  was  to  be  found  in  what 
was  thus  written,  read  in  the  light  of  the  at- 
tendant circumstances.  Held  a  warranty  that 
the  rubber  was  of  second  quality,  and  that  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  made  such  examination 
of  it  as  he  pleased  did  not  necessarily  do  away 
with  the  warranty.  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  2  Har. 
&  G.  495,  is  a  leading  case  on  this  subject. 
There  the  bill  of  particulars  contained  a  state- 
ment that  the  article  was  "winter-pressed  sperm 
oil,"  and  the  question  was  whether  those  words 
were  per  se  a  warranty;  and  it  was  held  that 
they  were,  for  it  was  said  they  could  not  be  re- 
garded as  mere  matter  of  opinion  or  belief,  but 
as  the  assertion  of  a  material  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant assumed  to  know  and  to  warrant  the 
existence  of.  In  Eearly  v.  Duncan,  1  Head, 
897,  the  words,  "said  negroes,  sound  in  body 
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and  mind,"  contained  In  a  receipt  for  the  price 
paid  for  them,  were  held  clearly  to  constitute 
a  warranty  of  soundness.  The  words,  "being 
of  sound  mind  and  limb,  and  free  from  all  dis- 
ease/' in  a  bill  of  sale  of  slaves,  were  held  a 
warranty  in  Oramer  v.  Bradshaw,  10  Johns. 
484.  This  case  is  criticised  by  Bennett,  J.,  in 
Foster  v.  Caldwell,  18  Vt.  181,  who  would  treat 
the  words  as  a  mere  representation,  descriptive 
of  the  property  sold.  But  that  case  seems  to 
have  stood  the  test  in  New  York,  while  8eficas 
v.  Woods,  2  Cat  48,  and  Swett  v.  Colgate,  20 
Johns.  208,  to  which  he  refers,  and  which  held 
that  no  warranty  arises  from  a  description  of 
the  kind  of  property  sold,  have  been  expressly 
overruled  by  Hawkins  v.  Pemberton,  51  N.  x . 
198,  as  not  properly  applying  the  doctrine  that 
they  correctly  announce,  wherein  a  contrary 
application  is  made,  and  wherein  it  is  held  that 
there  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  a 
representation  as  to  quality  and  condition  and 
a  representation  as  to  kind  and  character.  And 
in  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.,  7th  Am.  ed.  841,  it  is 
said  that  such  a  distinction  is  too  refined  to  be 

Sracticable.  In  Yates  v.  Pym,  6  Taunt.  446,  a 
escription  of  bacon  in  a  sale  note  as  "prime 
singed"  was  held  to  be  a  warranty  that  it  was 
prime  singed.  So  in  Bridget.  Watn,  1  Starkie, 
504,  the  goods  sold  were  described  in  the  in- 
voice as  "scarlet  cuttings."  Held  a  warranty 
that  they  answered  the  known  mercantile  de- 
scription of  scarlet  cuttings.  The  advertise- 
ment of  the  sale  of  a  ship  described  her  as  a 
copper-fastened  vessel,"  whereas  she  was  only 
partially  copper-fastened,  and  not  what  was 
called  in  the  trade  a  "copper-fastened  vessel." 
Held,  a  warranty  that  she  was  copper-fastened. 
Shepherd  v.  Kain,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  240.  A  sold 
note  described  turnip  seed  as  "Skirving'a 
Swedes."  Coleridge,  J.,  said  that  there  was 
no  doubt  that  the  statement  was  made  by  the 
defendant  a  part  of  the  contract  and  it  was 
held  to  be  a  warranty  that  the  seed  was  Skirv- 
ing's.  Allan  v.  Lake,  18  Q.  B.  560.  In  Weth- 
er\U  v.  Neilson,  20  Pa.  448,  the  bill  of  sale  de- 
scribed the  soda  ash  as  being  of  a  certain 
strength,  whereas  it  was  of  a  less  strength  and 
unmerchantable.  Held,  no  warranty.  It  is 
said  in  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.,  7th  Am.  ed.  848, 
that  this  case  stands  almost,  if  not  quite,  alone, 
and  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  general 
course  of  decisions  in  this  country  and  in  Eng- 
land. In  Barrett  v.  Hall,  1  Aik.  269,  the  note 
was  payable  in  "good  cooking  stoves."  The 
court  said  that  no  definite  quality  could  be  in- 
tended from  the  term  "good/  and  that  it 
imported  nothing  but  opinion,  and  was  no 
warranty,  and  referred  to  Chandelor  v.  Lopus, 
Cro.  Jac.  4,  for  authority,  which  is  no  longer 
authority.  But  we  do  not  say  that  the  court 
was  wrong  in  that  case,  for  "good"  is  a  very 
common  term  of  praise  in  trade,  and  as  used 
in  the  note,  ascribed  no  particular  quality  to 
the  stoves,  and  might  well  be  regarded,  in  ibat 
case,  as  mere  matter  of  opinion  or  commenda- 
tion, and  as  so  understood  by  the  parlies.  In 
Wason  v.  Bowe,  16  Vt.  525,  the  bill  of  sale  said 
the  horse  was  "considered  sound."  Held,  no 
warranty,  and  with  good  reason,  for  "consid- 
ered" was  no  assertion  of  a  fact,  but  a  mere 
expression  of  opinion.  •  The  more  recent  cases 
in  this  State  recognize  the  general  rule  that 
positive  statements  of  fact  by  the  seller  in  re- 


696 


PlBNWBYLVANIA  SUFREKB  COUBT. 


Mat. 


spect  of  the  kind  or  the  quality  of  the  thing 
sold  that  constitute  a  part  of  the  contract  or 
form  its  basis,  and  that  are  fairly  susceptible 
of  such  a  construction,  are  to  be  regarded  as 
warranties.  Thus,  in  BeaU  v.  Olmstead,  24  V t 
lU,  one  of  the  reasons  given  why  the  defend- 
ant's statements  ought  to  be  regarded  as  war- 
ranties is  that  they  were  made  positively,  and 
•concerning  matters  as  to  which  he  was  sup- 
posed and  professed  to  have  knowledge. 
Therefore,  it  is  said,  he  ought  to  expect  to  be 
bound  by  them.  Bee  also  Drew  v.  Edmunds, 
«0  Vt.  m,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  856;  Enger  ▼. 
Dawley,  62  Vt.  164. 

It  is  sufficiently  certain,  as  matter  of  con- 
struction, that  the  words,  "sound  and  kind/' 


found  in  the  bill  of  sale  before  us,  were  in- 
tended by  the  parties  to  be  a  part  of  the  contract 
of  sale,  and  as  such  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  construe  them  as  an  expression  of  mere  opin- 
ion when  they  positively  ascribe  to  the  horses 
a  condition  and  a  quality  that  the  defendant 
assumed  to  know  they  possessed,  and  that  he 
had  peculiar  means  of  knowing,  whether  they 
possessed  or  not,  while  the  plaintiff  had  no 
such  means.  We  think  the  words,  reading 
the  instrument  in  the  light  of  the  attendant 
circumstances,  clearly  constitute  an  express 
warranty  of  soundness,  and  that  the  chief  Judge 
was  right  in  so  holding. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


D.  G.  6PAULDING,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Phoebe 
Baker,  Deceased, 

PENNSYLVANIA  CO.,  Operating  the  Erie 
&  Pittsburgh  Railroad,  Appt. 

(....Pa.....) 

The  price  for  whioh  a  volunteer  would 
endure  the  suffering  caused  by  a  personal 


injury  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  standard  in  de- 
termining the  amount  of  damages  In  an  action 
for  such  injury,  if  it  was  not  wantonly  inflicted, 
and  an  instruction  whioh  suggests  the  idea  of 
such  a  price  In  connection  with  the  difficulty  of 
fixing  the  amount  is  misleading. 

(May  36,1801.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of   Common   Pleas  for  Erie 


Note.— Measure  ofldamagee  for  personal  Injuries* 
pain  and  suffering. 

Damages  for  a  personal  injury  include  compen- 
sation for  pain  and  suffering,  but  to  the  extent  of 
compensation  only  aooordlng  to  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  jury.  Lindvall  v.  Woods,  44  Fed.  Eep. 
865. 

Money  is  an  inadequate  recompense  for  pain,  but 
the  law  aids  the  sufferer  to  obtain  it  in  such  meas- 
ure as  a  jury,  considering  all  the  oiroumstanoes, 
will  allow.  Chicago  v.  Langlass.  66  Til.  861;  Scott  v. 
Hamilton,  71  111.  86;  Pierce  v.  Millay,  44  HI.  189;  Lu- 
cas v.  Fllnn,  85  Iowa,  0;  Tefft  v.  Wilcox,  6  Kan.  46; 
Slater  v.  Sherman,  6  Bush,  206;  Verrill  v.  Minot,  81 
Me.  299;  Elliott  v.  Van  Buren,  88  Mich.  49;  Welch  v. 
Ware,  82  Mich.  77;  Johnson  v.  Wells,  6  Nev.  226; 
Ransom  v.  New  fork  ft  E.  R.  Co.  15  N.  Y.  416; 
Swarthout  v.  New  Jersey  S.  B.  Co.  48  Barb.  222; 
Oliver  v.  North  Pac.  Transp.  Co.  8  Or.  84;  Mc- 
Laughlin v.  Corry,  77  Pa.  109;  Pennsylvania  B.  Co. 
v.  Allen,  63  Pa.  276;  Beardsley  v.  Swann,  4  McLean, 
333. 

Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  In  addition  to  what 
a  jury  might  award  him  for  his  suffering  and  phys- 
ical injuries,  only  his  pecuniary  loss.  Drinkwater 
v.  Dinsmore,  80  N.  Y.  892;  Ransom  v.  New  York  ft 
E.  R.  Co.  16  N.  Y.  416;  Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  R. 
■Co.  58  N.  Y.  28. 

A  woman  who  was  indecently  assaulted  is  en- 
titled to  be  fairly  compensated  for  all  injuries,  tem- 
porary or  permanent,  directly  caused  to  her  per- 
son, including  compensation  for  pain  and  suffer- 
ing, mental  and  physical,  whioh  has  been  or  may 
thereafter  be  caused  by  such  wrong:  Campbell  v. 
Pullman  Palace-Car  Co.  42  Fed.  Rep.  484. 

Direct  OAdproscimate  consequences  of a  wrongful  acL 
When  idckJuesB  is  the  direct  or  proximate  conse- 
quence of  a  wrongful  act,  the  pain  and  suffering 
are  also  elements  of  the  injury  for  whioh  compen- 
sation may  be  recovered.  Indianapolis,  B.  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  v.  Blrney,  71  111.  891;  Oluo  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Dick- 
•erson,  59  Ind.  817;  Pittsburg  ft  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Andrews, 
39  Md.  389;  Fillebrown  v.  Hoar.  124  Mass.  680;  Mea- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


gher  v.  Drisooll,  99  Mass.  281;  Whalen  v.  St.  Louis,  K. 
C.ftN.R.Co.SOMo.828;  Klein  v.  Jewett,  26  N.  J. 
Eq.  474;  Johnson  v.  Weils,  6  Nev.  224:  Ward  v.  Van- 
derhilt,  4  Abb.  App.  Deo.  621;  Ransom  v.  New  York 
ft  E.  R.  Co.  15  N.  Y.  416;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Brooks,  57  Pa.  839. 

Not  only  bodily  pain,  bat,  connected  with  bodily 
injury,mental  suffering,— anxiety,  suspense,  fright, 
sense  of  wrong  from  insult  or  indignity,— may  be 
treated  when  the  facts  justify  it  as  an  element  of 
the  injury  for  whioh  damages  should  be  allowed. 
Fan-child  v.  California  Stage  Co.  18  OaL  889;  Seger 
v.  Barkhamsted,  22  Conn.  290;  Masters  v.  Warren, 
27  Conn.  298;  Lawrenoe  v.  Housatonio  R.  Co.  29 
Conn.  890;  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Go.  v.  ttagg,  48  DL  865; 
Taber  v.  Hutson,  5  Ind.  822;  Muldowney  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  Co.  86  Towa,  462;  McKinley  v.  Chicago  ft 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  44  Iowa,  814;  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Blocher,  27  Md.  277;  Canning  v.  Williamson,  1  Cush. 
461;  Quigley  v.  Central  Pac.  fi.  Co.  11  Nev.  850; 
Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  63  N.Y.  25;  Smith  v. 
Pittsburg  ft  Ft.  W.  R.  Co.  28  Ohio  St.  10:  Pennsyl- 
vania ft  O.  Canal  Co.  v.  Graham,  68  Pa.  290;  Nones 
v.  Northouse,  46  Vt.  687;  Ripon  v.  Bittel,  80  Wis. 
614;  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Barron,  72  U.  &  5  Wall. 
90, 18  L.  ed.  50L 

Mental  suffering  as  an  clement  of  damages. 

Mental  suffering  alone  will  not  support  an  action; 
it  is  only  when  some  act  is  done  which  will  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  that  Injury  to  the  feelings 
can  be  considered.  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stables,  62  111.  818. 

The  gist  of  the  action  for  Injuries  to  the  person  Is 
Injury  to  the  person,  and  prospective  damages  are 
considered  the  immediate  and  natural  conse- 
quences. Cook  v.  Missouri  PacR.  Co.  1  West  Rep. 
451, 19  Mo.  App.  829. 

The  jury  should  consider  the  mental  anguish,  as 
well  as  the  bodily  pain,  suffered  by  the  plaintiff 
(Cook  v.  Missouri  Pan.  R.  Co.  supra;  Davidson  v. 
Southern  Pac  B.  Co.  44  Fed.  Sep.  476)  including 
anxiety,  suspense  and  fright.  Sherwood  v.  Chioa- 
sro  ft  W.  M.  R.  Oo.  82  Mich.  876. 
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County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  from  defendant's  negli- 
gence.   Reversed. 

.  ttfra.  Phoebe  Baker  was  injured  while  a  pas- 
senger on  defendant's  road  in  consequence  of 
an  accident  by  which  the  car  in  which  she  was 
riding  was  thrown  into  the  ditch.  Her  hus- 
band and  herself  brought  this  action  to  recov- 
er damages  for  such  injury,  pending  which 
she  died  and  her  administrator  was  substituted 
as  plaintiff  in  the  aclion. 

The  case  further  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  Rom  Thompson  for  appellant. 

Mr.  S.  A.  Davenport  for  appellee: 


Williams,  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  first,  second  and  third  assignments  of 
error  are  hardly  Just  to  the  learned  judge  of 
the  court  below.  They  rest  on  detached  sen- 
tences taken  from  the  charge  which  need  to 
be  read  in  their  proper  connection,  and  which 
when  so  read  are  unobjectionable. 

The  fourth  assignment  is  directed  to  what  is 
evidently  an  inaccurate  expression  which  may 
seem  to  lay  down  the  doctrine  that  remote  as 
well  as  proximate  causes  are  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  action;  but  the  context  shows  that  this 
was  not  the  meaning  of  the  judge  and  that  the 
jury  could  not  have  been  misled  by  the  use  of 


the  word  "remote"  in  the  paragraph  complained 
of.  What  was  said  was  this:  "The  doctor 
tells  you  that  the  immediate  cause  of  death  was 
the  wasting  away  or  loss  of  strength,  but  that  the 
loss  of  strength  was  caused  by  the  injury."  He 
then  added,  "so  that  the  injury  would  be  the 
remote  cause  of  her  last  sickness,"  for  the  pain 
experienced,  in  which  he  had  already  said  "she 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  providing  your 
verdict  was  in  her  favor."  But  upon  the  tes- 
timony of  the  doctor  it  is  clear  that  the  injury 
was  not  the  remote  but  the  proximate  cause  of 
her  last  sickness,  for  be  says  that  the  loss  of 
strength  and  wasting  away  of  which  she  died 
"were  caused  by  the  injury. "  There  was  there- 
fore no  disregard  of  the  maxim  causa  proxima 
non  remota  spectator,  recognized  and  applied  in 
Pennsylvania  B.  Go.  v.  Hope,  80  Pa.  878;  Le- 
high Valley  R.  Co.  y.  McKeon,  90  Pa.  122,  and 
several  other  cases.  It  was  simply  a  mistake 
to  use  the  word  "remote"  in  describing  the  re- 
lation between  the  injury  and  the  sickness 
which  the  doctor  described  as  the  result  of  the 
injury. 

The  fifth  assignment  is  of  a  more  serious 
character. 

The  learned  judge  while  speaking  of  the 
measure  of  damages  told  the  jury  that  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  rested  mainly  on 
the  inconvenience  and  pain  suffered  by  her  in 
consequence  of  the  injury  she  received;  and  to 


Mental  injury  and  anguish,  Intensified  and  ag- 
gravated by  the  physical  condition  of  a  person, 
may  be  regarded  in  estimating  the  damages  for  a 
wrongful  injury,  although  the  party  guilty  of  the 
wrong  did  not  know  of  such  physical  condition. 
Fell  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Oo.  44  Fed.  Hep.  248. 

The  jury  may  consider  the  case  with  all  its  facts 
aud  circumstances,  and  may  take  into  account,  not 
only  physical  pain,  but  also  such  mental  suffering 
as  tbey  are  satisfied  must  have  been  the  natural  re- 
sult of  the  Injury  inflicted.  South  ft  North  Ala.  R. 
Go.  v.  MoLendon,  68  Ala.  966;  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  v.  Stables,  62  ILL  818;  Wright  v.  Compton,  63 
Ind.  387;  Nossaman  v.  Rlckert,  18  Ind.  860;  Elkhart 
v.  Bitter,  66  Ind.  136;  Ferguson  v.  Davis  Co.  67  Iowa, 
601;  Mason  v.  Ellsworth,  83  Me.  271;  Prentiss  v.  Shaw, 
66  Me.  427;  Wadsworth  v.  Treat,  48  Me.  163;  Goddard 
v.  Grand  T.  R.  Co.  67  Me.  200;  Wyman  v.  Leavitt, 
71  Me.  229;  8mith  v.  Holcomb,  90  Mass.  662;  Porter 
v.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  66;  McMillan  v. 
Union  Press  Briok  Works,  6  Mo.  App.  434;  West  v. 
Forrest,  22  Mo.  844;  Glbliny.  Mclntyre,  2  Utah,  884; 
Fenelon  v.  Butts,  68  Wis.  344;  Craker  v.  Chicago  ft 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  86  Wis.  667;  Hanson  v.  Fowle,  1  Sawy. 
689;  Blake  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  18  Q.  R  110. 

Damages  recoverable  for  mental  anguish.  See 
note  to  Chicago  v.  McLean  (HI.)  8  L.  R.  A.  785. 

Damages  held  not  excessive. 

Three  thousand  dollars  is  not  an  excessive  al- 
lowance as  a  moiety  of  the  damages  recoverable 
by  a  comparatively  young  man  having  a  family  to 
support,  who  endured  much  pain  and  suffering  for 
months,  and  whose  earning  capacity,  which  was 
about  $1,000  per  year,  was  diminished  very  greatly 
by  the  loss  of  a  leg.  Anderson  v.  The  Ashebrooke, 
44  Fed.  Rep.  124. 

A  verdict  for  $6,000  is  not  excessive  where  plain- 
tiff was  rendered  unconscious  by  his  fall,  and  had  a 
rib  broken,  and,  although  his  physical  sufferings 
were  not  great,  yet  by  a  rupture  of  some  membrane 
of  the  chest  emphysema  was  produced,  rendering 
respiration  difficult  and  distressing,  and  the  disease 
Incurable.  Texas  ft  P.  B.  Go.  v.  Brown,  78  Tex.  897. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Six  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  damages  are 
not  excessive  for  Injury  to  a  sound  man  about 
thirty-two  yeara  of  age,  who  suffered  much  pain 
and  was  permanently  incapacitated  for  heavy 
work  by  a  rupture,  while  one  leg  was  made  smaller 
than  the  other,  with  some  stiffness  in  the  ankle 
Joint    The  Mlneola,  44  Fed.  Bep.  143. 

A  verdict  for  $7,000  damages  for  injuries  render- 
ing a  four-year-old  boy  a  cripple  for  life,  and  caus- 
ing intense  suffering  for  many  months,  is  not  ex- 
cessive.  Ft.  Worth  St.  R.  Oo.  v.  Witten,  74  Tex.  208. 

Damages  grossly  inadequate. 
A  verdict  of  $1,000  damages  for  injuries  resulting 
in  the  total  disability  of  a  woman  twenty  years  of 
age,  with  continuous  and  severe  suffering,  who 
was  previously  healthy  and  earned  $4  per  week, 
and  who  had,  during  three  years  after  the  injuries, 
expended  more  than  $8,000  in  seeking  to  be  relieved 
from  the  consequences  of  such  injuries,  is  grossly 
inadequate.    Smith  v.  Dittman,  84  N.  Y.  8.  R.  806. 

Considerations  too  remote  and  sentimental. 

The  mental  pain  and  suffering  of  a  mother  on  ac- 
count of  the  death  of  her  son,  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence or  wrongful  act  of  another,  is  too  remote 
and  sentimental  to  be  a  proper  element  of  damages. 
Webb  v.  Denver  ft  R.  G.  W.  R.  Co.  (Utah;  July  28, 
1880. 

Damages  for  the  death  of  plaintiff's  child,  in  an 
action  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  Feb.  17, 1886, 
are  merely  for  the  loss  of  the  child's  services  by 
death,  and  possibly  for  funeral  expenses,  and  can- 
not include  damages  for  mental  suffering  and  an- 
guish. Bunyeav.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  (D.  C.)  18 
Wash.  L.  Rep.  418. 

In  an  action  by  the  personal  representative  of 
one  whose  death  was  caused  by  the  wrongful  act 
or  neglect  of  another,  the  mother  of  deceased  is 
entitled  to  damages  not  only  for  her  pecuniary  loss 
but  for  the  loss  of  his  comfort,  society,  support 
and  protection,  but  not  for  sorrow,  grief  or  mental 
suffering  occasioned  by  his  death.  Munro  v.  Pa- 
cific Coast  Dredging  ft  R.  Oo.  84  Gal.&lA. 
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guide  them  In  deciding  what  compensation  to 
make  for  suffering  he  used  this  language:  "It 
is  of  course  difficult  to  give  a  money  value  to 
pain  and  suffering.  No  person  would  volun- 
tarily endure  such  pain  and  suffering  as  it  is 
proven  Mrs.  Baker  endured,  for  any  amount  of 
money.  But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Jury  if  they 
find  for  the  plaintiff  to  fix  some  sum  which 
would  be  a  compensation  for  this  pain  and  suf- 
fering." 

The  effect  of  this  was  to  suggest  the  price  in 
money  sufficient  to  induce  a  person  to  undergo 
voluntarily  the  pain  and  suffering,  for  which  a 
recovery  was  sought  in  the  action,  as  a  meas- 
ure of  ihe  compensation  due  the  plaintiff  for 
having  been  subjected  to  it. 

The  learned  judge  first  spoke  of  the  difficul- 
ty in  the  way  of  fixing  a  money  value  upon 
suffering.  He  followed  this  by  the  statement 
that  no  amount  of  money  would  be  regarded 
as  sufflcent  to  induce  a  person  to  undergo  the 
pain  complained  of  in  this  case,  which  sug- 
gested a  possible  standard  of  value  that  might 
be  applied.  He  then  finished  the  presentation 
of  the  subject  by  telling  the  jury  that  if  they 
found  for  the  plaintiff  it  was  their  duty  "to  fix 
some  sum  which  would  be  a  compensation 
for  this  pain  and  suffering."  The  idea  of  a 
price  as  the  measure  of  the  plaintiffs. compen- 
sation is  not  applicable  to  this  class  of  cases. 
In  actions  upon  contracts  it  often  happens  that 
the  price  of  the  article  or  of  the  services  sued 
for  is  a  proper  measure  of  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
ages for  the  failure  to  deliver  the  article  or  to 
render  the  services.  So  in  actions  founded  on 
tort  the  cost  of  repairing  or  replacing  the  prop- 
erty injured  or  destroyed  may  show  to  what 
sum  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.    Such  a  standard 


cannot  be  applied  in  actions  for  a  personal  in- 
jury, not  wantonly  inflicted,  which  results  in 
severe  pain.  There  is  no  market  in  which  the 
price  of  a  voluntary  subjection  of  oneself  to  pain 
and  suffering  can  be  fixed.  There  is  no  mark- 
et standard  of  value  to  be  applied,  and  to  sug- 
gest the  idea  of  price  to  be  paid  to  a  volunteer 
as  an  approximation  to  the  money  value  of  suf- 
fering is  to  give  loose  rein  to  sympathy  and 
caprice.  The  true  rule  is  that  in  addition  to 
loss  of  time  and  expenses  actually  incurred  by 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  injury,  the  jury 
may  consider  also  the  nature  of  the  injury,  the 
pain  and  inconvenience  resulting  from  it,  and 
make  such  allowance  therefor  as  in  view  of  all 
the  attending  circumstances  may  seem  to  be 
lust  and  reasonable.  The  age,  the  health,  hab- 
ile and  pursuits  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  determining  what  is  a 
reasonable  allowance  for  inconvenience  and  suf- 
fering in  any  given  case.  The  absence  of  a 
cruel  or  wanton  purpose  in  the  defendant  must 
not  be  overlooked.    From  the  whole  case  the 

Suestion  is  what  is  a  reasonable  allowance  for 
ie  suffering  necessarily  endured.  This  ques- 
tion is  for  the  jury  subject  nevertheless  to  the 
supervisory  control  of  the  court  whose  duty  it 
is  to  set  aside  a  verdict  that  is  unreasonable  and 
excessive. 

In  all  other  respects  this  case  seems  to  have 
been  well  tried,  and  we  greatly  regret  the  neces- 
sity for  send ing  it  back.  There  seems,  howe  ver , 
no  escape  from  the  conclusion  that  the  fifth 
assignment  presents  substantial  error  which 
requires  correction. 

The  judgment  ie  reverted  and  a  venire  facias 
de  novo  awarded. 
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The  validity  of  the  title  avcqulred  by  a 
purchaser  of  personal  property  trom 
one  who  obtained  it  under  a  conditional  sale  re- 


serving; title  in  the  vendor,  made  In  another  State 
where  the  sale  was  valid  and  from  which  the 
property  was  removed  before  the  prtoe  was  paid, 
must  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  State 
where  the  second  sale  is  made,  at  least  if  that  is 
the  domlcll  of  the  parties  and  the  sfttis  of  the 
property;  and  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
conditional  vendor  has  complied  with  the  re- 
quirements made  necessary  by  the  law  of  the 
State  where  his  contract  was  made  to  keen  his 


Nora.— Conditional  Mies. 

Where  a  delivery  on  a  sale  for  cash  is  made  be- 
fore payment,  either  conditionally  or  upon  a  trust, 
the  vendor  may  reclaim  the  property  as  against  the 
vendee,  or  any  transferee  of  his  who  has  not  made 
advances  of  money  on  the  faith  thereof  as  bona 
fide  purchaser.  Dows  v.  Dennlstoun,  28  Barb.  808; 
Fleeman  ▼.  McKean,  25  Barb.  479. 

Upon  a  sale  of  goods  for  oash  to  be  paid  on  de- 
livery, the  title  does  not  pass  to  or  vest  in  the  pur- 
chaser for  actual  delivery  without  payment,  unless 
the  condition  is  waived.  Smith  v.  Lynes,  5  N.  Y. 
41,  reversing  8  Sandf.  206;  Strong  v.  Taylor,  2  Hill, 
825;  Fleeman  v.  McKean,  26  Barb.  474. 

A  delivery  of  property  on  condition  that  title 
shall  not  pass  unless  the  prloe  is  paid  at  a  set  time, 
and  that,  if  it  is  not,  the  seller  may  resume  posses- 
sion, does  not  transfer  the  titla  Herring  v.  Hop- 
pock,  16  N.  Y.  400,  affirming  8  TJuer,  20, 12  N.  Y.  Le- 
gal Obs.  167;  Herring  v.  Wlllard,  2  Sandf.  418;  Plser 
v.  Stearns,  1  Hilt.  86. 
13  L  R.A. 


When  condition  it  not  waived. 

Mere  delivery  of  the  goods  sold  for  oash  is  not 
necessarily  a  waiver  of  the  condition.  The  seller 
has  a  right  to  explain  the  delivery  by  evidenoe. 
Fleeman  v.  McKean,  26  Barb.  474. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  a  qualified  or  conditional 
delivery  that  the  qualification  or  condition  intend- 
ed to  be  annexed  to  the  delivery  should  at  the  time 
be  declared  by  the  vendor  in  express  terms.  Smith 
v.  Lynes,  6  N.  Y.  41;  Buck  v.  Grimshaw,  1  Ed  w.  Ch. 
140, 6  L.  ed.  80;  Keeler  v.  Field,  1  Paige,  812, 2  L.  ed. 
660;  Haggerty  v.  Buane,  1  Paige,  821,  2  L.  ed.  664; 
Van  Neste  v.  Oonover,  8  Barb.  600;  Leven  v.  Smith, 
1  Denio,  571;  Hays  v.  Currle,  8  Sandf.  Oh.  686. 7  L. 
ed.  066;  Root  v.  French,  18  Wend.  670:  Barnard  v. 
Campbell,  66  N.  Y.  466, 68  N.  Y.  78;  Basset*  v.  Spof- 
ford,46H.Y.887. 

Condition*  when  enforced. 
Conditions  as  to  title  follow  a  delivery  to  a  pur- 
chaser, and  will  be  enforced,  even  against  a  bona 


See  also  18  L.  R.  A.  187;  27  L.  R.   A.  558. 
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title  good  against  bona  fide  purchaser!  from  hit 
vendee  la  therefore  Immaterial. 

OUyfUOL) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  a  piano.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meiers.  Jackson  E.  Long  and  Morris 
Loveman  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Cabanias  &  Weakley*  for  appel- 
lee: 

Even  though  the  contract  of  conditional  sale 
in  this  case  may  have  been  void  in  the  State  of 
Georgia,  as  against  third  persons,  because  not 
recorded,  when  brought  into  this  State  it  came 
under  the  operation  of  our  laws,  and,  being 
still  good  as  between  the  parties,  was  also  good 
and  valid  in  this  State  as  against  third  persons, 
there  being  no  requirement  that  such  contracts 
should  be  recorded. 

Marvin  Safe  Co.  v.  Norton,  5  Cent.  Rep.  841, 
48  N.  J.  L.  410;  Le  Prince  v.  Guillemot,  1  Rich. 
Eq.  187;  Sumner  v.  Woods,  67  Ala.  189;  Fair- 
banks t.  Eureka  Oo.  07  Ala.  109;  Castle  man  v. 
Jeffries,  60  Ala.  880;  Green  v.  State,  66  Ala.  40; 
Donovan  v.  Pitclier,  68  Ala.  411. 


Clopton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

By  the  written  contract  introduced  in  evi- 
dence Freyer  &  Co.  agreed  to  sell  the  piano  in 
controversy  to  Paul  Franklin  for  $800,  payable 
in  installments,  stipulating  that  the  title  and 
ownership  should  remain  in  them  until  the 
entire  purchase  money  is  paid,  and  reserving 
the  right,  in  case  of  default  in  the  payment  of 
any  part  thereof,  and  the  failure  of  Franklin 
to  return  the  property  on  demand,  to  take  pos- 
session by  legal  process.  Such  contract  being, 
according  to  our  later  decisions,  a  conditional 
sale,  the  title  does  not  pass  until  the  contract 
price  is  paid,  notwithstanding  delivery  of  pos- 
session; and  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  prop- 
erty from  the  vendee,  acquiring  only  his  con- 
ditional title,  is  not  protected  against  a  recov- 
ery by  the  original  vendor,  unless  he  has  con- 
ferred on  his  vendee  indicia  of  ownership  other 
than  mere  possession,  or  has  waived  or  forfeited 
his  right  in  the  property.  Sumner  v.  Woods, 
67  Ala.  189;  Fairbanks  v.  Eureka  Oo.  Id.  109. 

The  contract  between  Freyer  &  Co.  and 
Franklin  was  made  October  29,  1885,  in  the 
State  of  Georgia,  where  the  vendors  and  the 
vendee  then  resided,  and  where  the  property 
was  situated.  Franklin  having  retained  pos- 
session in  that  State  for  about  two  and  a  half 


tide  purchaser  parting  with  value.  Dows  v.  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Milwaukee,  91  U.  S.  618, 28  L.  ed.  214; 
Farmers  ft  M.  Hat.  Bank  of  Buffalo  v.  Hazeltlne, 
78N.Y.104. 

To  constitute  one  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  within 
the  rule  for  the  protection  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
against  a  prior  equity,  the  conveyance  must  be  ex- 
ecuted and  the  purchase  money  actually  paid  be- 
fore notice.  Dows  v.  Dennistoun,  28  Barb.  893; 
2  Sugd.  Vend.  8th  Am.  ed.  by  J.  C.  Perkins,  822. 
528  (752.  768);  Heatley  v.  Fluster,  2  Johns.  Ch.  109, 
1  Lb  ed.830;  Jewettv.  Palmer,  7  Johns.  Oh.  66, 68, 2 
L.  ed.  222, 224;  Clark  v.Mauran,  8  Paige,  878, 8  L.  ed. 
198. 

If  it  can  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of  the  parties 
and  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  transac- 
tion that  it  was  the  Intent  that  delivery  and  pay- 
ment should  be  concurrent  acts,  the  title  wHl  be 
deemed  to  have  remained  In  the  vendor  until  the 
condition  of  payment  is  oomplled  with.  Benja- 
min, Sales,  Am.  ed.  0  380,  and  notes;  Leven  v.  Smith, 
I  Denlo,  671;  Hammett  v.  Unneman,  48  N.  Y.  899; 
8mith  t.  Lynes,  5  N.  Y.  41;  Parker  v.  Baxter,  88  N. 
Y.  686;  Russell  v.  Minor.  22  Wend.  609. 

The  question  of  intent  is  one  of  fact,  not  of  law. 
It  is  for  the  Jury,  not  for  the  court,  to  pass  upon. 
Hallv.  Stevens,  40  Hun,  878;  Hammett  v.  Linne- 
man,  supra. 

It  is  abundantly  settled  that  a  conditional  sale, 
with  a  lien  for  the  purchase  price  reserved,  al- 
though the  contract  is  contained  in  papers  calling 
the  transaction  a  consignment,  is  worthless  as  to 
the  creditors  of  the  purchaser  although  good  as  be- 
tween the  parties.   Peek  v.  Helm,  127  Pa.  000. 

— r  The  code  provisions. 

TMi  subject  is  regulated  by  code  provisions  hi 
several  of  the  States.  Thus  under  Ga.  Code,  4  1956, 
the  written  oontraot  of  a  conditional  sale  muse  be 
recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  where 
the  vendee  resides;  and  the  record  in  some  other 
•county  will  not  suffice.  Cohen  v.  Candler,  79  Ga. 
427. 

The  North  Carolina  Code,  •  1276,  !provides  that 
conditional  sales  of  personal  property  in  which  the 
-title  is  retained  by  the  bargainor  shall  be  reduced 
J8L.R.A. 


to  writing  and  registered,  luce  chattel  mortgages. 
Harrell  v.  Godwin,  102  N.  C.  880. 

So  by  a  parity  of  reasoning  an  agreement  by 
which  the  title  of  the  thing  sold  Is  to  remain  in  the 
vendor  until  a  promissory  note  representing  the 
purchase  price,  payable  by  Installments,  shall  have 
been  fully  met,  is  valid  and  effective;  and  on  fail- 
ure of  suoh  payments  the  vendor  may  recover  pos- 
session of  the  property.  Goldle  v.  Bascony ,  4  Mon- 
treal L.  Bep.  818. 

An  actual  delivery  of  personal  property  into  the 
possession  of  a  vendee  under  an  agreement  to  pay 
cash  is  a  conditional  sale,  and  is  not  absolute,  un- 
less payment  is  waived.  Lang  v.  Rlckmera,  70  Tex. 
106. 

No  particular  form  required. 

No  particular  words  or  forms  of  expression  are 
really  necessary  for  the  creation  of  a  conditional 
sale.  Any  words  which  indicate  an  intention  to 
annex  a  condition  to  the  sale  will  be  sufficient. 
Such  phrases,  however,  as  "on  condition,"  ''pro- 
vided," "If  it  shall  so  happen,**  etc.,  are  found  in 
constant  use,  in  the  making  of  conditional  sales, 
and,  if  employed,  will  usually  remove  any  doubt 
as  to  the  sale  or  transfer  being  conditional.  But 
whether  these  expressions  are  used  or  not,  if  the 
Intention  of  the  parties  to  make  the  sale  dependent 
upon  the  happening  of  some  event  or  the  perform- 
ance of  some  collateral  obligation  can  be  ascer- 
tained from  the  expressions  of  the  parties,  It  will 
be  a  conditional  sale,  it  matters  not  what  may  be 
the  language  used.  See  Goldsborough  v.  Orr,  21 U. 
S.  8  Wheat.  217, 6  L.  ed.  600;  Gill  v.  Welter,  62  Md.  8; 
Fane  v.  Hood,  18  Pick.  281;  Tipton  v.  Feitner,  20  N. 
Y.  428;  Isaacs  v.  New  York  Plaster  Works,  87  N.  Y. 
124. 

In  the  case  of  dispositions  of  personal  property 
by  will,  it  is  more  difficult,  than  in  sales,  to  deter- 
mine whether  they  are  conditional,  because  the 
language  used  by  testator  is  ordinarily  looser  and 
more  Inexact.   Tiedemaa,  Sales,  9  201. 

When  vendee's  Utle  vests. 

Where  the  vendor  waives  his  right  to  receive 
payment  before  the  delivery  of  the  article  sold. 
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years,  removed  to  this  State,  bringing  the  piano 
with  him,  and  about  a  year  thereafter  sold  it 
to  defendant,  who  paid  a  valuable  considera- 
tion without  notice  of  Freyer  &  Go's  title  or 
right.  The  bill  of  exceptions  recites:  "  The 
defendant  further  introduced  in  evidence  cer- 
tain sections  of  the  Code  of  Georgia  to  the 
effect  that,  in  conditional  sales  of  personal 
property  in  that  State,  reserving  title  in  vendor 
until  property  was  paid  for,  the  reservation  of 
title  is  invalid  as  against  third  parties,  unless 
the  contract  of  sale  is  in  writing  and  acknowl- 
edged, and  duly  recorded  within  thirty  days 
from  its  execution;  but  that  the  same  is  valid 
as  between  the  parties,  whether  in  writing  or 
not,  and  whether  recorded  or  not." 

Defendant  insists  that,  the  contract  of  sale 
having  been  made  and  executed  in  Georgia, 
his  title  is  determined  by  the  laws  of  that  State, 
and  that  the  reservation  of  title,  the  contract 
not  having  been  recorded,  is  invalid  as  to  him. 
The  bill  of  exceptions  making  no  special  refer- 
ence to  nor  identifying  the  particular  sections 
of  the  Code  by  number  or  otherwise,  we  must 
take  and  consider  the  legal  effect  of  the  Stat- 
utes as  set  out  in  the  record.  The  general 
rule  is  that,  when  the  State  where  a  contract 
is  made  is  also  the  place  of  performance,  and 
the  situs  of  the  property,  the  laws  of  that  State 
become  a  part  of  the  contract;  and  the  suffi- 


ciency of  its  execution,  its  validity,  interpreta- 
tion and  legal  effect,  and  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  will  be  governed  by 
the  laws  of  that  State  wherever  its  enforce- 
ment may  be  sought.  The  rule  is  founded  in 
comity,  extended  by  express  or  tacit  assent, 
and  the  force  to  be  given  to  the  laws  of  one 
State  in  another  depends  "  upon  its  own  proper 
jurisprudence  and  polity." 

When  the  legslation  of  a  State  where  the 
suit  is  brought  is  positive,  its  own  tribunals 
must  conform  thereto.  Also  "where  the  na- 
tion's customary,  unwritten,  or  common  law 
speaks  directly  on  any  subject,  it  is  equally  to 
be  obeyed,  being  of  equal  obligation  with  the 
positive  Code.  When  both  are  silent,  then 
only  can  the  question  properly  arise  as  to  which 
law  shall  govern."  8  Am.  &Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  503  et  $eg.  The  application  of  this  prin- 
ciple is  essential  to  prevent  injustice  and  the 
introduction  of  insecurity,  uncertainty  and 
confusion  in  the  transaction  of  business. 

The  direct  question  involved  in  this  case 
came  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey 
in  Marvin  Safe  Oo.  v.  Norton,  48  N.  J.  L.  410. 
5  Cent  Rep.  841.  The  contract  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  was  made  and  performed  in 
Pennsylvania.  The  property  was  im  med  iately 
transported  to  New  Jersey,  and  afterwards 
sold  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.    The  reservation 


and  gives  immediate  possession  to  the  vendee,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  title  is  to  remain  in  him 
until  the  full  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  upon 
a  stipulated  day,  such  payment  constitutes  a  condi- 
tion precedent;  and  the  right  of  property  is  not 
vested  in  the  purchaser  until  due  performance  of 
this  condition.  The  Kimball,  TO  U.  8. 8  Wall.  4ft,  18 
L.  ed.  54;  Glenn  v.  Smith,  2  Gill  &  J.  498;  Sheehy  v. 
Mandeville,  10  U.  8. 6  Cranoh,  864, 8  L.  ed.  219:  Dow- 
ney v.  Hicks*  56  U.  8. 14  How.  249, 14  L.  ed.  407;  Ly- 
man v.  Bank  of  United  States,  53  U.  S.  12  How.  248, 
18  L.  ed.  972;  Tobey  v.  Barber,  5  Johns.  71;  2  Par- 
sons, Notes  and  Bills,  168,  and  note*,  and  authori- 
ties there  cited;  Story,  Prom.  Notes,  7th  ed.  I  104, 
and  notes,  and  oases  cited. 


DomicUiarylcMOOvernB. 

The  law  of  the  domloil  of  the  owner  of  personal 
property,  as  a  general  rule,  determines  the  validity 
of  every  transfer  made  of  it  by  him.  By  that  law 
an  owner  of  property  may  not  be  devested  of  it 
without  his  consent,  or  by  due  process  of  law. 
Though  a  transfer  of  personal  property,  valid  by 
the  law  of  the  domicll,  is  valid  everywhere  as  a 
general  principle,  there  is  to  be  excepted  that  ter- 
ritory in  which  It  is  situated  and  where  a  different 
law  has  been  set  up,  when  it  is  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  justice  that  the  actual  situs  of  the  thing 
be  examined.  (Green  v.  Van  Buskirk,  74  U.  S.  7 
Wall.  189, 19  L.  ed.  109.)  Yet  the  statutes  of  another 
State  have  no  extraterritorial  force,  vroprio  vigor* 
though  often  permitted  by  comity  to  operate  for 
the  promotion  of  justice,  where  neither  the  State 
nor  its  citizens  will  suflfer  any  inconvenience  from 
the  application  of  them.  The  exercise  of  comity  in 
admitting  or  restraining  the  ap  plication  of  the  laws 
of  another  country  must  rest  in  sound  judicial  dis- 
cretion, dictated  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
Blanchard  v.  Bussell,  18  Mass.  6. 

The  policy  of  this  country  has  been,  and  to,  to 
protect  the  right  of  ownership,  and  to  leave  the 
buyer  to  take  care  that  he  gets  a  good  title.  "No- 
tions of  property  are  slight,  when  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chase of  stolen  goods  gives  a  good  title  against  the 
12  L.  R.  A. 


original  owner."  Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  1 
Johns.  470.  We  are  not  required  to  show  comity 
to  that  extent;  especially  as  it  is  to  our  citizens 
alone  that  we  are  administering  justice. 

There  are  judgments  to  the  end  that  the  law  of 
the  sftt»  of  the  movable  property  will  determine 
who  is  entitled  to  it,  and  the  matter  of  comity  is 
not  taken  into  account.  A  notable  case  in  point  is 
that  of  Gammell  v.  Sewell,  in  the  exchequer  cham- 
ber (5  Hurlst.  ft.  N.  728).  But  there  the  property 
had  not  been  in  England  until  after  the  sale  in 
Norway,  and  had  never  been  in  the  possession  of 
the  English  owners. 

It  is  doubtful  if  after  a  title  to  property  has  been 
acquired  by  the  law  of  the  domlcil  of  the  vendor, 
and.  of  the  situs  of  the  thing,  and  of  the  forum  in 
which  the  parties  stand,  in  a  contest  between  citi- 
zens of  the  State  of  that  forum,  it  has  ever  been 
adjudged  that  such  title  has  been  devested  by  the 
surreptitious  removal  of  the  thing  into  another 
State  and  a  sale  of  it  there  under  different  laws. 
There  are,  however,  decisions  that  it  has  not.  See 
Taylor  v.  Boardman,  26  Vt  581;  Martin  v.  HOI,  12 
Barb.  681;  French  v.  Hall,  9K.E  137;  Langworthy 
v.  little,  12  Oush.  109. 

The  plain  and  elementary  principle  that  every 
State  has  exclusive  Jurisdiction  over  its  own  reme- 
dial laws,  and  may  make  such  provision  as  it  deems 
suitable  for  the  collection  of  debts  by  attachment, 
or  otherwise,  within  its  own  territory*  and  before 
its  own  tribunals,  is  admitted  by  MuUett,  JU  in  De 
Witt  v.  Burnett,  8  Barb.  97;  Stedman  v.  Patchin,  84 
Barb.  218. 

The  views  stated  in  the  text  have  received  abun- 
dant vindication,  in  a  case  recently  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  (Harkness  v. 
Bussell,  118  U.  S.  688,  80  L.  ed.  286.)  In  a  singularly 
exhaustive  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  the  pres- 
ent situation  is  admirably  portrayed,  and  many  of 
the  leading  oases  implicated  with  the  topic  are 
cited. 

Possession  as  evidence  of  tttto. 

The  rule  is  not  universal  that  possession  is  the 
only  evidence  of  title  to  personal  property.   Forbes) 
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of  title  in  a  conditional  sale  is;  by  the  law  of 
Pennsylvania,  invalid,  as  against  creditors, 
and  bona  fide  purchasers.  The  law  of  New 
Jersey  is  the  same  as  in  this  State.  In  a  suit 
by  the  original  vendor  to  recover  the  property, 
the  purchaser  from  the  conditional  vendee  set 
up  in  defense  the  law  of  Pennsylvania.  It  was 
held  that,  his  contract  of  purchase  having 
been  made  in  New  Jersey,  its  legal  effect,  and 
the  purchaser's  rights  under  it,  were  determina- 
ble by  the  law  of  that  State,  by  which  law  he 
acquired  only  such  title  as  his  immediate  ven- 
dor had  when  the  property  was  brought  into 
it,  and  became  subject  to  its  laws.  Depue,  J., 
in  an  able  opinion,  says;  "If  the  right  of  a 
purchaser,  under  a  purchase  in  this  State,  to 
avoid  the  reserved  title  m  the  original  vendor 
on  such  grounds,  be  conceded,  the  same  right 
must  be  extended  to  creditors  buying  under  a 
judgment  and  execution  in  this  State;  for,  by 
the  law  of  Pennsylvania,  creditors  and  bona 
fide  purchasers  are  put  upon  the  same  footing. 
Neither  on  principle  nor  on  considerations  of 
convenience  or  public  policy  can  such  a  right 
be  conceded.  Under  such  a  condition  of  the 
law  confusion  and  uncertainty  would  be  in- 
troduced, and  the  transmission  of  the  title  to 
movable  property,  the  situs  of  which  is  in  this 


State,  would  depend,  not  upon  our  laws,  but 
upon  the  laws  and  public  policy  of  sister 
States  or  foreign  countries."  Our  own  de- 
cisions, so  far  as  they  go,  are  in  accord  with 
this  doctrine. 

In  Marsh  v.  Elstoorth,  87  Ala.  85,  it  was  held 
that  the  lien  created  by  a  statute  of  Missis- 
sippi could  not  be  enforced  in  this  State- 
against  a  purchaser,  who  here  acquired  the- 
property  in  good  faith  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, on  the  principle  that  liens  on  persona) 
property  given  by  a  statute  in  one  State  have- 
no  priority  of  liens  subsequently  acquired  in 
another  State,  to  which  the  property  is  carried. 
The  same  principle  was  asserted  in  Donald  v. 
Hewitt,  88  Ala.  684,  and  McCoy  v.  Odom,  20 
Ala.  602.  As  a  general  proposition,  when  a 
contract  is  valid  and  binding  by  the  lex  loci 
contractus,  it  is  valid  and  binding  everywhere. 
The  Statute  of  Georgia  affirms  the  validity  of 
the  reservation  of  title  as  between  the  parties 
whether  or  not  the  contract  is  recorded:.  By 
the  law  of  that  State,  the  title  was  in  the 
original  vendors  when  Franklin  brought  the 
property  into  this  State,  of  which  they  could 
not  be  devested  except  by  their  voluntary  act, 
or  due  process  of  law.  We  have  found  no 
case,  and  presume  none  can  be  found,  where 


v.  Marsh,  15  Conn.  807;  Hart  v.  Carpenter,  24  Conn. 
481;  Tomllnson  v.  Roberts,  25  Conn.  478;  Lewis  v. 
McOabe,  48  Conn.  156. 

The  validity  of  conditional  sales,  and  the  princi- 
ple that  the  owner  may  make  what  contracts  he 
pleases  In  regard  to  his  property,  without  endan- 
gering his  title  to  it,  are  sustained  In  the  following 
oases:  Hughes  v.  Kelly,  40  Conn.  158;  Brown  r. 
Fitch,  48  Conn.  518;  Hlne  v.  Roberts,  48  Conn.  270; 
Loomte  v.  Bragg,  50  Conn.  288;  Appleton  v.  Norwalk 
Library  Corp.  8  New  Bng.  Rep.  644,  58  Conn.  8; 
Cooley  v.  Gulan,  2  Hew  Bng.  Rep.  836, 64  Conn.  88. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  an  agreement  for  a  con- 
ditional sale  is  good  and  valid,  as  well  against  third 
persons  as  against  the  parties  to  the  transaction; 
and  the  further  rule  that  a  bailee  of  personal  prop- 
erty cannot  convey  the  title,  or  subject  it  to  exe- 
cution for  his  own  debts,  until  the  condition  on 
which  the  agreement  of  sale  was  made  has  been 
performed,  is  well  established.  Harkness  v.  Rus- 
sell, U8  TJ.  8. 068, 80 1*  ed.  285;  New  Haven  Wire  Co. 
Cases,  5 1*  R.  A.  800, 67  Conn.  86*. 

"General  rule  Hi  this  country." 

In  nearly  all  of  the  United  States  conditional  sales 
—that  is,  sales  of  personal  property  on  credit,  with 
delivery  of  possession  to  the  purchaser,  and  astip- 
ulation that  the  title  shall  remain  in  the  vendor, 
until  the  contract  price  is  paid— have  been  held 
valid,  not  only  against  the  Immediate  purchaser, 
but  also  against  his  creditors  and  bona  fide  purchas- 
ers from  him.  unless  the  vendor  has  conferred  upon 
his  vendee  indicia  of  title  beyond  mere  possession, 
or  has  forfeited  his  right  in  the  property  by  con- 
duct which  the  law  regards  as  fraudulent.  The 
cases  are  cited  in  Cole  v.  Berry.  42  N.  J.  L.  806;  Mid- 
land R.  Co.  v.  Hitchoook,  87  N.  J.  Rq.  560, 558;  1  Ben- 
jamin, 8ales,  Corbin*  ed.  H  437-400;  Twyne*s  Case, 
8  Coke,  80, 1  Smith,  Lead.  Oas.  8th  ed.  88-00;  Lewis 
v.  McOabe,  50  Conn.  141,  21  Am.  L.  Beg.  N.8.  £84, 
note*  15  Am.  L.  Rev.  880. 

An  important  distinction  stated. 

The  doctrine  of  the  oonrts  of  Pennsylvania  is 
founded  upon  the  doctrine  of  Twyne's  Case,  8  Coke, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


80. 1 6mlth.  Lead.  Oas.  8th  ed.  88,  and  Edwards  v. 
Harben,  2  T.  R.  587,  that  the  possession  of  chattels 
under  a  contract  of  sale  without  the  title  is  an  in- 
delible badge  of  fraud,— a  doctrine  repudiated 
quite  generally  by  the  courts  of  this  country. 
Runyon  v.  Groshon,  12  N.  J.  Bq.  88;  Broadway  Bank 
v.  McElrath,  18  N.J.  Rq.  24;  Miller  v.  Panooast,2» 
N.J.L.25. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Pennsylvania  courts  is  dis- 
proved by  the  American  editors  of  Smith's  Lead- 
ing Oases  in  the  note  to  Twyne's  Case,  8  Coke,  80, 1 
Smith  Lead.  Oas.  8th  ed.  88, 84;  and  by  Mr.  Landreth 
in  his  note  to  Lewis  v.  McOabe,  48  Conn.  141, 21  Am. 
L.  Reg.  N.'.S.  224;  but,  nevertheless,  the  supreme 
court  of  that  State,  In  a  late  case  on  the  subject- 
Forrest  v.  Nelson,  106  Pa.  481,  decided  February  16, 
1885,— has  adhered  to  the  doctrine.  It  must  there- 
fore be  regarded  as  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  that, 
upon  a  sale  of  personal  property  with  delivery  of 
possession  to  the  purchaser,  an  agreement  that  title 
should  not  pass  until  the  contract  price  should  be 
paid  is  valid  as  between  the  original  parties,  but 
that  creditors  of  the  purchaser,  or  a  purchaser 
from  him  bona  fide  by  a  levy  under  execution  or  a 
bona  fide  purchase,  will  acquire  a  better  title  than 
the  original  purchaser  had,— a  title  superior  to  that 
reserved  by  his  vendor. 

The  validity,  construction  and  legal  effect  of  a 
oontract  may  depend,  either  upon  the  law  of  the 
place  where  It  is  made,  or  of  the  place  where  it  Is 
to  be  performed,  or,  if  it  relates  to  movable  prop- 
erty, upon  the  law  of  the  situs  of  the  property,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances;  but  where  the  place 
where  the  oontract  is  made  is  also  the  place  of  per- 
formance and  of  the  situs  of  the  property,  the  law 
of  that  place  enters  into  and  becomes  part  of  the 
contract,  and  determines  the  rights  of  the  parties 
to  It  Frazier  v.  Fredericks,  24  N.  J.  L.  162;  Dacosta 
v.  Davis,  24  N.  J.  L.  819:  Bulkley  v.  Hanold.  60  U.  S. 
10  How.  890,  15  L.  ed.  883;  Scudder  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank  of  Chicago,  91 U.  8.  406, 28  L.  ed.  845:  Pritoh- 
ard  v.  Norton,  106  U.  S.  124, 27  L.  ed.  104;  Morgan  v. 
New  Orleans,  M.  &  T.  R.  Co.  2  Woods,  244;  Simpson 
v.  Fogo,  9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  408;  Wharton,  Conf.  L.  tt  841, 
845,401.408,418;  Parr  v.  Brady.  87  N.  J.  L.  201;  Mar* 
vin  Safe  Co.  v.  Norton,  5  Cent  Rep.  841, 48  N.  J.  I* 
410. 


704 


Alabama  Supreme  Coubt. 


Hat 


the  reservation  of  title  being  valid  by  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  parties  resided  and  the 
property  was  situated,  It  was  decided  that  the 
owner  was  devested  of  his  title  by  the  removal 
of  the  property  without  his  knowledge,  and  its 
sale  in  another  State.  Edgerly  v.  Bush,  81  N. 
Y.  199.  When  Franklin  removed  into  this 
State,  bringing  the  piano  with  him,  the  prop- 
erty itself,  its  disposition  and  the  transfer  of 
title  became  subject  to  its  laws.  By  the  laws 
of  this  State  the  place  of  the  domicil  of  the 
parties,  and  the  situs  of  the  property,  the  legal 
effect  of  a  sale,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties 
thereunder,  must  be  determined.  By  this  law, 
Franklin  could  not  transfer  any  other  or  higher 
title  than  that  he  acquired  under  his  contract 
with  Freyer  &  Co.,— a  conditional  tide.  The 
rule  that  the  validity,  interpretation  and  legal 
effect  of  a  contract  are  governed  by  the  lex 
loci  contractus  applies  only  to  the  determina- 
tion of  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract.  The  Statute  of  Georgia  does 
not  affix  a  certain  construction  and  legal  effect 
to  the  contract,  or  impair  the  validity  of  any 
stipulation  or  condition  as  between  the  parties. 
It  did  not  enter  into  the  contract  as  an  element, 
and  did  not  affect  the  rights  and  obligations 
of  the  parties  in  its  inception. 

In  Harrison  v.  8terryt  9  U.  8.  5  Cranch,  289, 
8  L.  ed.  104,  it  is  said:  "But  the  right  of 
priority  forms  no  part  of  the  contract  itself. 
It  is  extrinsic,  and  Is  rather  a  personal  privi- 
lege dependent  upon  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  property  lies,  and  where  the  court 
sits,  which  is  to  decide  the  cause."  Under  the 
Statute,  the  reservation  of  title,  if  the  contract 
is  in  writing,  is  valid  against  third  persons 
during  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  recording, 
and  is  only  rendered  invalid  by  a  failure  to 
12L.R.A. 


record  it  within  the  specified  time.  Record- 
ing, .which  is  to  be  done  subsequent  to  the 
contract,  is  required  to  make  the  reservation  of 
title  complete  against  third  parties.  The  omis- 
sion to  record  operates  in  tne  nature  of  a  for- 
feiture of  the  reservation  of  title  as  to  credi- 
tors and  purchasers.  The  question  is  not  one 
of  validity  and  construction,  but  of  notice  by 
registration  and  priority  of  right.  The  failure 
to  record  does  not  devest  the  original  vendor  of 
the  title,  but  debars  its  assertion  against  third 
parties,  conferring  on  them,  if  creditors,  alien, 
and  if  purchasers,  a  right,  prior  and  superior  to 
the  vendor's  reservation  of  title.  The  Statute  is 
founded  on  the  local  policv  of  Georgia,  differ- 
ent from  the  policy  of  this  State.  Defendant 
claims  no  right  or  property  vested  under  the 
laws  of  Georgia,  or  any  right  other  than  that 
acquired  under  the  laws  of  Alabama.  To 
maintain  the  right  of  defendant  to  hold  the 
property  against  the  claim  of  die  original  ven- 
dors would  be  to  make  the  disposition  and 
transfer  of  property  here  situated  dependent 
upon  the  statute  of  a  sister  State,  which  con- 
travenes the  laws  and  policy  of  this  State, — a 
statute  which  may  be  regarded  as  remedial  in 
its  nature.  When  the  validity  and  construc- 
tion of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  their 
rights  and  obligations,  was  determined  by  the 
Statute  of  Georgia,  that  Statute  had  no  further 
force.  All  questions  pertaining  to  the  nature 
and  extent  or  the  remedy  are  governed  by  the 
lex  fori.  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Ala.  248;  Lewis  v. 
Bush,  80  Minn .  244.  Franklin  not  having  had 
possession  of  the  property  in  this  State  for 
three  years  before  defendant  purchased,  sec- 
tion 1817  of  the  Code  has  no  application.  Mo- 
(Joy  v.  Odom,  supra. 
Affirmed* 
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John  A.  BOWLER,  Appt., 

v. 
Jemr  EISENHOOD,   BetpL 

< &Dik. ) 

•1.  The  term  "cainraM,"  as  used  In  section 
1489,  Gomp.  Laws,  which  provides  that  "any  can- 
didate or  penon  claiming  the  right  to  hold  an 
office  oontested.  or  any  elector  of  the  proper 
oounty  desiring  to  contest  the  validity  of  an 
election  or  the  right  of  any  penon  declared  duly 
elected  to  an  offloe  in  said  oounty,  shall  give 
notice  thereof  within  twenty  days  after  the  can- 
vass of  the  votes  for  such  election,"  oonstrued  to 
include  the  decision  of  a  tie  vote  by  the  clerk  or 
auditor,  as  provided  by  section  2ft,  ohap.  84,  laws 
1800. 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
had  an  equal  and  the  highest  number 
of  votes  for  the  office  of  sheriff,  and  the  oounty 
auditor  publicly  decided  by  lot  that  the  defend- 
ant should  be  •* declared  duly  elected'*  sheriff, 
and  made  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  so  "de- 
clared duly  elected  "  a  certificate  of  his  election,— 
field,  that  the  time  within  which  a  notice  of  con- 
test by  plaintiff  oould  be  served  commenced  to 
run  from  the  time  such  defendant  was  "  declared 
duly  elected,"  and  that  a  motion  served  within 
twenty  days  after  suoh  declaration  was  served  in 
time. 

8.  Held,  further,  that  an  order  of  the 
circuit  court  setting*  aside  such  notice 
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of  contest,  served  within  twenty  days  after  de- 
fendant was  declared  duly  elected  sheriff,  should 
be  reversed. 

(KeQom,  J.,  dissents.) 
(February  17, 180L) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Brown  County  setting 
aside  his  notice  of  intention  to  contest  defend* 
antf  8  alleged  election  to  the  office  of  sheriff  of 
that  county.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mean.  Crofoot  &  Stevens,  for  appellant: 

The  duties  of  canvassing  boards  have  been 
so  frequently  stated  by  the  courts  to  include  * 
determination  of  who  is  elected,  that  these 
words  may  almost  be  said,  by  common  accept- 
ance, to  embrace  that  meaning. 

People  t.  Van  Cleve,  1  Mich.  866. 

Messrs.  Taubman  &  Potter  and  P.  E* 
Campbell,  for  appellee: 

The  statute  providing  for  the  contest  of  elec- 
tions was  designed  to  afford  a  new  and  sum- 
mary remedy. 

Saunders  v.  Eaynes,  13  CaL  146. 

In  summary  proceedings  the  law  must  be 
strictly  construed. 

Dofsey  v.  Barry,  24  Cal.  468;  Sedgw.  But. 
and  Const  Law,  819;  Ford  ▼.  Wright,  18 
Minn.  618. 

Service  of  the  notice  of  contest  within  twenty 
days  after  the  canvass  is  essential  to  the  juris- 


Nora,— Election  contest ;  notice  to  contestee. 

In  Arkansas  the  notice  of  contest  performs  the 
double  office  of  writ  and  declaration.  Swepston  v. 
Barton,  80  Ark.  649;  Vance  v.  Gaylor,  26  Ark.  88. 

The  notice  of  contest  Is  the  foundation  of  the 
suit,  and  performs  the  double  offloe  of  a  summons 
and  oomplalut,  and  should  contain  the  title  of  the 
cause,  specifying-  the  name  of  the  court  and  the 
parties  to  the  contest.  Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17 
Or.  664. 

All  that  the  statute  contemplates  Is  fair  notice  of 
the  subject  matter  of  the  contest  within  the  tune 
prescribed.   Bailey  v.  Bstabrook,  1  Bart.  808. 

The  oounty  auditor  Is  required  to  give  notice  in 
writing;  to  the  olerk  of  the  circuit  court  to  issue  a 
notice  to  the  oounty  commissioners  to  meet  for  the 
trial  of  the  contest,  and  to  notify  oontestee  to 
appear  at  the  trial.  The  auditor  Is  competent  to 
administer  contestant's  oath.  Wheat  v.  BagBdale, 
27  Ind.  101;  Garrett  v.  Higgins,  27  Ind.  162;  Ourry  ▼. 
Miller,  42  Ind.  820. 

Oontested  elections:  notice  to  oontestee.  See 
Paine,  Elections,  M  820-836.  See  note  to  Jones  v. 
Glldewell  (Ark.)  7  L.  B.  A.  83L 

Verification  by  affidavit* 

Where  the  statute  requires  the  notice  to  be  veri- 
fied, if  it  be  verified  by  another  than  the  contest- 
ant, the  proceedings  will  be  dismissed.  Holton  v. 
Brown,  46  Ind.  122.  See  Curry  v.  Miller,  42  Ind.  820; 
Albee  v.  May,  8  Blackf .  810. 

An  affidavit  that  the  statement  is  true,  except  as 
to  matters  therein  set  forth  on  information  and 
belief,  and  that  as  to  those  matters  the  affiant 
believes  it  to  be  true,  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
tbe  statute.  Kirk  v.  Rhoads,  46  CaL  806;  Ourry  v. 
Raker,  81  Ind.  161. 

A  demurrer  for  want  of  sufficient  facts  to  ground 
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a  contest  presents  no  question  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  affidavit.   Ourry  v.  Miller,  42  Ind.  880. 

Statement  in  notice. 

TJndera  statute  authorizing  any  elector  to  contest 
an  election,  he  shall  within  forty  days  file  a  state- 
ment with  the  oounty  olerk,  specifying  that  he  Is  a 
qualified  elector,  and  the  notice  Is  sufficient  which 
alleges  that  he  Is  at  the  time  of  filing  it  suoh  an 
elector,  without  alleging;  that  he  was  suoh  at  the 
time  of  the  election.   Minor  v.  Kidder,  48  CaL  280. 

A  notice  containing;  the  averment  that  the  board 
of  oounty  canvassers  rejected  and  refused  to  count 
the  votes  cast  in  certain  townships,  without  show- 
ing that  this  action  affected  the  result,  was  held  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute.  Steele  v. 
Martin,  6  Kan.  480. 

Where  illegal  votes  were  alleged  to  have  been 
oast  at  eight  precincts,  which  oould  not  have  been 
less  than  eight,  and  the  deduction  of  these  from 
oontestee's  majority  of  three  votes  would  show 
contestant  entitled  to  the  offloe,  the  alleged  grounds 
of  contest  were  well  stated.  Nichols  v.  Bagsdale, 
28Ind.l8L 

A  ground  of  contest  not  specified  in  the  notice 
cannot  be  set  up  on  the  trial.  Gauze  v.  Hodges, 
Smith,  SOL 

A  notice  of  an  election  contest "  stating  the  cause 
of  suoh  contest  briefly,"  within  the  meaning  of  tbe 
Oregon  Statute,  Is  a  notice  stating  briefly  the  facts 
or  combination  of  facts  which  give  rise  to  the  right 
of  oontest;  and  this  necessarily  implies  that  suoh 
facts  shall  be  stated  so  plainly  as  to  advise  the 
defendant  of  the  M  cause  "  for  which  his  election  Is 
oontested.  Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Or.  664.  See 
Buokland  v.  Golt,  28  Kan.  827. 

A  notice  based  on  the  ground  that  voters  were 
improperly  influenced  must  give  their  names.   Ap- 


45 


See  also  33  L.  R.  A.  703. 
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diction  of  the  court  The  statutory  require- 
ment as  to  time  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  limitation. 
Ingenon  v.  Marlon,  14  Ohio  St.  668;  Borer 
y.  Kolars,  28  Minn.  446;  6  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  p.  411;  Bdherick  y.  Magnet, 
9  Minn.  282;  Vigil  v.  Pradt  (N.  M.)  Jan.  1689; 
McCrary,  Elections,  8  802. 

Corson,  P.  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

At  tbe  general  election  held  in  Brown  Coun- 
ty on  November  4, 1880,  three  persons  were 
voted  for  for  tbe  office  of  sheriff  of  that  county, 
two  of  whom  were  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
herein.  On  November  10  following  the  elec- 
tion, a  board  of  canvassers  for  that  county 
was  convened  at  tbe  county  seat  of  said  county, 
and  it  proceeded  "  to  open  tbe  returns  from 
the  various  precincts  in  said  county,  and  make 
abstracts  of  the  votes, "  as  provided  by  law, 
and  on  November  14  adjourned.  This  can- 
vass disclosed  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  had  the  highest  and  an  equal  num- 
ber of  votes  for  the  office  of  sheriff.  Subse- 
quently, on  November  22.  tbe  auditor  of  said 
county,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
26,  chap.  84,  Laws  1890,  proceeded  "publicly 
to  decide  by  lot  wbich  of  tbe  persons  so 
haying  an  equal  and  the  highest  number  of 
votes  should  "  be  declared  duly  elected/'  and 
he  having  by  such  method  decided  that  the  de- 
fendant should  be  declared  duly  elected,  issued 
to  bim  a  certificate  of  his  election  as  provided 
in  said  Act.  On  the  12th  day  of  December  fol- 
lowing said  election,  the  plaintiff  served  upon 
said  defendant  a  notice  in  writing  that  he  in- 


tended to  contest  his  (defendant's)  election  ns» 
such  sheriff,  as  provided  in  section  1489,  Comp. 
Laws.  On  December  16  the  Judge  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  made  an  order  requiring  said  plain- 
tiff to  show  cause  why  said  notice  of  contest 
should  not  be  set  aside,  not  having  been  served 
within  twenty  davs  after  the  canvass;  and  on> 
December  19  said  order  to  show  cause  was 
heard,  and  the  court  thereupon  made  an  order 
setting  aside  said  notice  of  contest;  to  the  mak- 
ing of  which  order  said  plaintiff  excepted,  and 
from  it  appeals  to  this  court. 

The  question  presented  for  our  decision  is: 
Did  the  twenty  days  allowed  plaintiff  to  serve 
his  notice  of  contest  commence  to  run  upon* 
tbe  adjournment  of  the  board  of  canvassers  on 
November  14,  or  at  the  time  the  tie  was  decided 
by  lot  on  November  22,  and  the  defendant  de- 
clared elected?  The  determination  of  this, 
question  involves  the  construction  of  the  term 
"  canvass,"  as  used  in  section  1489,  Comp. 
Laws.  This  section,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
question  in  controversy,  is  as  follows:  "  Any 
candidate  or  person  claiming  the  right  to  hold 
an  office  contested,  or  any  elector  of  the  proper 
county  desiring  to  contest  the  validity  of  an> 
election  or  the  right  of  any  person  declared 
duly  elected  to  any  office  in  said  county,  shall 
give  notice  thereof  in  writing  to  the  person 
whose  election  fes  intends  to  contest,  within 
twenty  davs  after  the  canvass  of  the  votes  of 
such  election,  wbich  notice  shall  be  served  in. 
the  same  manner  as  a  summons  in  a  civil  ac- 
tion." If  the  term  "  canvass,"  as  used  in  this* 
section,  is  limited  and  confined  to  the  acta  of 
the  county  board  of  canvassers,  as  constituted 


plegate  v.  Began,  74  Mo.  258.   See  Griffin  v.  Hall,  88 
Ala,  140;  Stat.  Ark.  Gen.  Elect  Laws  1875, 1 18. 
What  need  not  be  stated. 

The  complaint  or  notice  of  contest  must  show 
that  contestant  received  more  yotes  than  the  other 
candidate,  but  it  need  not  show  the  number  of 
votes  cast  for  each,  this  being  a  matter  of  evidence. 
People  v.  Kyder,  IS  Barb.  870. 

Where  blank  ballots  have  been  counted  for  con- 
tested the  notice  need  not  set  forth  the  names  of 
voters  who  cast  them,  though  the  statute  requires 
"  the  names  of  ail  persons  objected  to,"  such  ob- 
jection being  to  the  officers  oounting  blanks  as 
votes.    Moffatt  y.  Montgomery,  08  Ho.  162. 

It  Is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  contestants  pos- 
sessed the  requisite  qualifications  for  the  office. 
People  v.  Byder,  16  Barb.  870. 

Where  the  law  permits  a  contest  by  appeal  to  the 
district  court  from  determination  of  the  board  of 
canvassers,  the  notice  need  not  state  that  the  appeal 
is  taken.   Newton  v.  Newell,  86  Minn.  6». 

The  reasons  on  which  the  oharge  of  Illegality  Is 
based,  and  the  names  of  the  voters,  need  not  be 
given.  Weaver  v.  Given,  1  Brewst  140;  Batturs  v. 
Megary,  Id.  162;  Gibbons  v.  Sheppard,  2  Brewst.  1; 
Thompson  v.  Ewlng,  1  Brewst.  67;  Wheat  v.  Rags- 
dale,  27  Ind.  191;  Mann  v.  Oassidy,  1  Brewst  11. 

The  notioe  of  an  election  contest,  under  Mo.  Bev. 
Stat.,  1 6628,  stating  that  certain  ballots  were  illegal 
because  of  writing  thereon  not  allowed  by  statute, 
need  not  set  out  the  names  of  the  persons  who  oast 
them.   Gumm  v.  Hubbard,  87  Mo.  811. 

Atflcienoy  of  notice. 
Under  a  statute  requiring  service  of  notioe  on 
oontestee,  a  notioe  Is  sufficient  If  supported  by 
proofs  wbloh  will  warrant  a  recount  of  the  ballots 
by  the  district  court,  O'Gorman  v.  Biohter,  81 
Minn.  26. 
12L.R.A. 


Where  the  points  specified  in  the  notioe  are  suffi- 
cient to  apprise  oontestee  of  the  general  nature  ot 
the  objections  made,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  meet 
them,  the  notioe  Is  sufficient  Howard  y.  Shields* 
16  Ohio  St  184. 

As  the  object  of  a  notioe  of  contest  of  an  election. 
Is  to  inform  the  other  party  of  the  substanoe  of  the 
facts  relied  upon  to  defeat  his  claim,  oertatnty  to- 
required,  but  not  technical  precision  of  averment, 
and  when  the  words  used  therein,  taken  In  then> 
ordinary  sense,  fairly  serve  this  purpose,  it  is  suffi- 
cient  Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Or.  664, 

Time  to  etrve  and/Ue  notioe  of  contest* 

The  statement  of  tbe  grounds  of  contest  must  be 
filed  within  the  time  limited,  to  give  jurisdiction  ot 
the  case.    Farlow  v.  Hougham,  87  Ind.  640. 

The  requirement  that  notice  shall  be  given  within, 
a  designated  time  after  the  official  count  is  manda- 
tory. Bowen  v.  Hlxon,  46  Mo.  841;  Oastello  v.  St 
Louis  Circuit  Ot  28  Mo.  278;  Wilson  v.  Lucas,  4fr 
Mo.  280. 

The  notioe  of  contest  must  be  served  and  flled> 
within  thirty  days.  Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Or* 
664. 

The  opposite  party  should  have  three  days'  notlo* 
of  the  illegal  votes  which  the  party  serving  ex- 
pected to  prove.   Mlsch  v.  Mayhew,  61  OaL  614. 

The  time  of  the  three  days*  notioe  as  to  lllega> 
votes,  to  be  given  before  the  trial,  must  be  com- 
puted by  including  the  first  and  excluding  the  last 
day.    Stinson  v  Sweeney,  1?  Nev.  808. 

Where  the  statute  required  the  determination  ot 
the  result  of  the  election  to  be  made  within  ten 
days  after  a  certain  date,  but  fixed  no  time  for 
giving  a  certificate.  It  was  held  that  contestant  had 
thirty  days  from  the  last  of  the  ten  days  to  serve 
notice  of  contest    Follet  v.  Delano,  2  Bart  118. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  contestant  shall* 
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under  section  1,  chap.  84,  Laws  1800,  then,  as 
that  board  completed  Its  labors  and  adjourned 
on  November  14,  the  notice  was  not  served 
within  time,  and  the  order  of  the  court  was 
right;  but  if,  as  is  contended  by  appellant,  the 
term  "  canvass "  embraces  and  includes  the 
further  proceedings  taken  by  the  auditor  on 
November  22,  provided  for  in  section  26  of  said 
last-mentioned  Act,  then  the  notice  was  served 
in  time,  and  the  order  of  the  court  below 
should  be  reversed.  Section  26,  referred  to,  is 
as  follows:  "If  the  requisite  number  of 
county  officers  shall  not  be  elected  by  reason 
of  two  or  more  persons  having  an  equal  and 
the  highest  number  of  votes  for  one  and  the 
same  office,  the  county  clerk,  whose  duty  it  is 
to  compare  the  poDs,  shall  give  notice  to  the 
several  persons  so  having  the  highest  and 
equal  number  of  votes  to  attend  at  the  office 
of  the  county  clerk  or  auditor,  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed by  said  county  clerk  or  auditor,  who 
shall  then  and  there  proceed  publicly  to  decide 
by  lot  which  of  the  persons  so  having  an  equal 
number  of  votes  shall  be  declared  duly  elected, 
and  the  said  county  clerk  shall  make  and  de- 
liver to  the  person  thus  declared  duly  elected 
a  certificate  of  his  election,  as  hereinbefore 
provided/'  The  term  "  canvass,"  as  used  in 
statutes  relating  to  elections,  has  not,  so  far  as 
our  researches  have  extended,  received  any 
strictly  legal  definition,  and,  as  generally  un- 
derstood, its  meaning  is  not  very  definite  or  cer- 
tain. Webster  defines  the  term  as  a  verb,  "to 
examine  thoroughly;  to  search  or  scrutinize;" 
and  as  a  noun,  "a  close  inspection  to  know 
the  state  of;  as  to  canvass  a  vote."    Mr.  Bou- 


vier,  in  his  Law  Dictionary  (vol.  1,  p.  288),  de- 
fines "  canvass  "  as  "the  act  of  examining  the 
returns  of  votes  for  public  officers.  .  .  .  The 
determination  of  the  board  of  canvassers  of  the 
persons  elected  to  an  office  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence only  of  their  election."  And  under  the 
head  of  "  Canvassing  Board,"  in  6  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encvclop.  Law,  p.  810,  it  is  stated:  "In  nearly 
all  the  States  the  boards  of  canvassing  officers 
are  held  to  be  ministerial  officers,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  receive  returns  from  the  various  pre- 
cincts or  counties,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  de- 
clare the  results  as  shown  by  the  face  of  the 
returns."  The  term  "  canvass,"  as  used  in  our 
statutes,  seems  to  have  a  broader  and  more 
comprehensive  meaning  than  is  given  in  either 
of  the  definitions  above  quoted,  and  is  made 
apparently  to  include  Jl  the  proceedings  for 
determining  the  result  of  an  election  from  the 
closing  of  the  polls  to  the  formal  declaration 
of  who  are  elected.  Section  1464,  Gomp. 
Laws,  provides  that  "  as  soon  as  the  poll  of  the 
election  shall  be  finally  closed  the  judges  shall 
immediately  proceed  to  canvass  the  vote  riven 
at  such  election."  Section  1,  chap.  84,  Laws 
1890  (being  §  1471,  Corap.  Laws,  with  a  few 
slight  chances),  does  not  contain  the  term 
"  canvass,"  out  provides  that  the  board,  com- 
posed of  certain  county  officers  therein  speci- 
fied, "  shall  proceed  to  open  the  returns  from 
the  various  precincts  in  said  county  and  make 
abstracts  of  the  votes;  .  .  .  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  county  clerk,  or  the  county  audi- 
tor, as  the  case  may  be,  to  make  out  a  certificate 
of  election  to  each  of  the  persons  having  the 
highest  number  of  votes,  ...  for  county  or 


within  thirty  days  after  the  person  is  declared 
elected,  file  notice  of  the  contest,  suoh  notice  may 
be  filed  at  any  time  before  midnight  of  the  last  day, 
regardless  of  the  statutory  office  hours.  Zimmer- 
man v.  Cowan,  107 I1L  63L 

Where  oontestee  answers  without  objecting  to 
the  time  of  service,  it  is  held  a  waiver  of  the 
objection.   Todd  v.  Jayne,  1  Bart.  666. 

Where  no  provision  was  made  in  the  statute  for 
appointment  of  a  time  for  appointment  of  the 
board  of  examiners,  or  for  the  successful  candi- 
date to  appear,  or  for  other  statutory  require- 
ments, the  Act  is  too  defective  to  be  carried  Into 
execution  unless  by  common  consent.  Andrews  v. 
Carney,  74  Mich.  278. 

A  failure  to  specify  the  time  of  the  election  ie 
fatal  to  a  declaration  or  notice  of  contest.  People 
v.  Ryder,  16  Barb.  870. 

Where  the  statute  requires  the  contest  to  be 
determined  at  the  first  term  of  the  court,  and  notice 
is  given  but  no  court  is  held,  the  day  specified  in 
the  notice  is  material,  and  proceeding  begun  on 
the  first  day  of  the  succeeding  term  cannot  be  sus- 
tained.   Adoook  v.  Leoompt,  66  Ho.  4a 

Remedy  by  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  quo  war- 
ranto. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  for  con- 
testing an  election,  an  information  in  the  nature  of 
a  quo  warranto  Is  the  proper  remedy.  Paine,  Elec- 
tions, I  866,  citing  People  v.  Scannell,  7  CaL  482; 
People  v.  Matteson,  17  HI.  167;  Gass  v.  State,  84  Ind. 
426;  People  v.  Stevens,  6  Hill,  616. 

Where  the  statute  creates  a  special  tribunal,  and 
prescribes  special  proceedings  for  the  trial  of  con- 
tested election  oases,  courts  will  not  take  jurisdic- 
tion by  quo  warranto,  even  in  cases  of  fraud  on  the 
part  of  election  officers  or  candidates.  State  v. 
Marlow,  16  Ohio  St.  114;  State  v.  Taylor,  Id.  187; 
12  L.  R  A. 


Com.  v.Baxter,  86  Pa.  268;  Com.  v.  Leech,  44  Pa.  882; 
State  v.  Wadkins,  1  Bloh.  L.  42. 

Under  constitutional  provision*. 

Under  a  constitutional  provision  granting  to  the 
supreme  court  power  to  issue  writs  suoh  court  has 
original  jurisdiction  of  the  writ  of  quo  warranto  in 
contested  election  cases.  Howard  v.  McDiarmid, 
26  Ark.  100;  State  v.  McDiarmid,  Id.  480;  Fitch  v. 
MoDiarmid,  Id.  488;  Price  v.  Page,  26  Ark.  627. 

Under  a  similar  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
Alabama  under  which  the  Legislature  had  estab- 
lished a  new  judicial  circuit  providing  that  the 
judge  should  not  be  required  to  alternate  with 
judges  of  other  circuits  except  when  he  thought  It 
necessary,  it  was  held  that  the  supreme  court  could 
entertain  an  information  In  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  to  try  the  eligibility  of  an  Individual 
elected  to  that  circuit  State  v.  Williams,  1  Ala. 
842;  Simonton's  Case,  9  Port.  (Ala.)  888.  See  Echols 
v.  State,  66  Ala.  18L 

In  Wisconsin  it  Is  held  that  the  constitutional 
power  to  issue  writs  cannot  be  taken  away  by  legis- 
lation; but  that  courts  may  adopt  new  proceedings 
adapted  to  the  same  end.  State  v.  Messmore,  14 
Wis.  116;  State  v.  Foote,  11  Wis.  14;  State  v.  West 
Wisconsin  B.  Co.  84  Wis.  197;  Atty-Oen.  v.  Barstow, 
4  Wis.  667;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Blossom,  1  Wis.  317. 

Rule  in  various  Slates. 

In  Alabama  the  remedy  by  procedure  in  the 
nature  of  quo  warranto  is  available  only  In  case  of 
original  ineligibility  or  of  an  illegal  election.  State 
v.  Gardner,  48  Ala.  284. 

Courts  of  common  law  are  not  deprived  by  legis- 
lation prescribing  statutory  remedies  whereby  the 
same  redress  may  be  obtained,  unless  it  is  dearly 
intended  to  take  it  away.  Moulton  v.  Bald,  64  Ala. 
820. 
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precinct  officer*."  While,  as  before  stated,  the 
term  "  canvass  "  It  not  used  in  this  section,  it 
dearly  appears  by  section  2  that  such  county 
board  is  a  canvassing  board,  as  that  section 
provides  that  each  of  the  aforesaid  abstracts 
(mentioned  in  section  1)  of  the  votes  made  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  duly  signed  and  certified  by 
the  said  canvassers  under  the  seal  of  the  said 
county  clerk.  It  will  be  farther  noticed  by  an 
examination  of  section  1  that  no  provision  is 
made,  in  direct  terms,  that  said  canvassing 
board  shall  decide,  determine  or  declare  any 
person  elected.  Section  8  (relating  to  mem- 
bers of  Congress)  provides  that  "the  person 
having  the  highest  number  of  votes  shall  be 
considered  duly  elected/'  and  also  provides 
that  when  there  is  a  tie  the  secretary  of  state, 
in  presence  of  the  governor,  etc,  shall  decide 
by  lot  which  of  said  persons  shall  be  elected. 
T*ne  proceedings  for  the  canvass  of  the  vote  for 
state  officers  under  section  8  is  more  full  and 
explicit.  The  section  is  as  follows:  "  They 
shall  make  an  abstract  stating  the  number  of 
ballots  cast  for  such  office,  the  names  of  all 
persons  voted  for,  for  what  office  they  re- 
spectively received  the  votes,  and  the  number 
of  votes  each  received,  in  words  at  length,  and 
stating  whom  they  declared  to  be  elected  to 
each  office,  which  abstracts  shall  be  signed  by 
the  canvassers  in  their  official  capacity  and 
as  state  canvassers,  and  have  the  seal  of  the 


state  affixed."  Construing  these  various  sec- 
tions together  as  constituting  our  election 
system,  it  seems  to  us  quite  clear  that  the  Leg- 
islature, in  using  the  term  "  canvass,"  in  sec- 
tion 1489,  intended  to  include  and  embrace  aU 
the  various  acts  of  the  canvassing  board  or  of- 
ficers necessary  to  fully  decide  or  determine 
who  of  the  persons  voted  for  should  be  deemed 
or  declared  elected;  and  that  such  canvass  can- 
not be  said  to  have  been  made  until  that  result 
is  reached,  or  the  fact— as  in  case  of  a  tie  of 
candidates  for  the  Legislature— that  no  decision 
can  be  made  except  by  another  election  by  the 
people.  In  other  words,  that  the  expression 
"make  out  a  certificate  of  election  to  each 
of  the  persons  having  the  highest  number 
of  votes," etc.,  in  section  1,  "shall  be  con- 
sidered duly  elected  or  shall  be  elected "  in 
section  8,  "stating  whom  they  declare  to  be 
elected  to  each  office"  in  section  8,  and  "which 
of  the  persons  so  having  an  equal  number  of 
votes  shall  be  declared  elected  *  in  section  86, 
were  intended  by  the  Legislature  to  mean  sub- 
stantially the  same,  namely,  the  ascertaining 
who  of  the  persons  voted  for  are  deemed,  con- 
sidered or  declared  elected  as  shown  by  the 
final  result  of  the  canvass. 

Can  it  be  claimed  that,  in  the  case  of  two 
candidates  for  Congress  having  an  equal  num- 
ber of  votes,  the  vote  is  canvassed  when  tbat 
fact  is  ascertained,  and  that  the  subsequent 


In  Arkansas  the  original  writ  Is  BttQ  maintained, 
but  Is  not  granted  on  the  relation  of  a  private  cit- 
izen,  flamsey  v.  Carhart,  27  Ark.  12. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  California  has  no  original 
Jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  try  title  to  an  office. 
People  v.  Harvey,  62  CaL  608. 

Statutory  proceedings  for  election  contests  are 
not  exclusive  of  quo  warranto  proceedings,  unless 
the  legislative  Intent  to  that  effect  is  clearly  ex- 
pressed. People  v.  Londoner,  6  L.  B.  A.  444, 18  Colo. 
803. 

Provisions  substantially  similar  have  been  held  to 
create  a  cumulative  remedy  merely,  and  not  to  in- 
hibit proceedings  by  quo  warranto.  BeeDarrowv. 
People,  8  Colo.  417;  State  v.  Camden,  47  N.  J.  L.  64; 
State  v.  Kempf ,  60  Wis.  470:  People  v.  Hall,  80  N.  T. 
117;  Hardin  v.  Colquitt,  68  Ga.  688;  State  v.  Shay,  101 
Ind.  86;  State  v.  Adams,  66  Ind.  803;  Com.  v.  Allen, 
70  Pa.  466. 

As  to  election  contests  purely,  the  statutory  rem- 
edy directed  by  the  Constitution  is  exclusive. 
People  v.  Londoner,  6  L.  R.  A.  444, 18  Colo.  803. 

The  plea  of  respondent  in  quo  warranto  involving 
the  right  to  office  under  an  election  must  set  up 
facta  showing  that  he  was  elected.  State  v.  Ander- 
son (Fla.)  June  6, 1890.  See  State  v.  Saxon,  26  Fla. 
842. 

In  Indiana,  the  adoption  of  a  statutory  proceed- 
ing for  the  trial  of  contested  election  cases  will  not 
exclude  the  remedy  by  quo  warranto  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  express  or  Implied  provision  to  that 
effect.  Barkwell  v.  State,  4  Ind.  179;  Huddleston  v. 
Pearson,  6  Iud.  887;  Reynolds  v.  State,  61  Ind.  888; 
State  v.  Adams,  66  Ind.  808;  State  v.  Gallagher,  81 
Ind.  668;  State  v.  Shay,  101  Ind.  86;  HoGee  v.  State, 
1  West  Rep.  467, 108  Ind.  444. 

In  Kansas  the  writ  of  quo  warranto,  and  the  pro- 
ceeding by  information  in  the  nature  of  quo  war- 
ranto, have  been  abolished,  and  the  remedies  which 
were  obtainable  at  common  law  In  those  forms  are 
had  by  olvil  action.  Ames  v.  Kansas,  111  U.  a  449, 
88  L.  ed.  488;  Foster  v.  Kansas,  118  U.  S.  806, 88  L.  ed. 
696. 

But  as  the  statute  making  provision  to  contest 
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the  election  of  one  declared  elected  to  a  county 
office  Is  inadequate  to  authorise  a  removal  from 
office,  quo  warranto  will  lie  at  the  suit  of  one  who 
claims  to  have  received  the  greatest  number  of 
votes  for  a  county  offloe,  not  only  to  try  the  title  to 
the  office,  but  to  remove  the  defendant  therefrom 
aswelL   Tarbox  v.  Sughrue,  86  Kan.  225. 

In  Massachusetts  In  the  absence  of  statutory  reg- 
ulation the  remedy  by  quo  warranto  exists.  Com. 
v.  Allen,  188  Mass.  806. 

In  Mississippi  It  will  be  allowed  only  in  cases  In 
which  It  would  be  granted  at  common  law.  Lind- 
sey  v.  Atty-Gen.  88  Miss.  609. 

An  unsuccessful  candidate  cannot  maintain  a 
proceeding  by  quo  warranto;  although  the  State 
may  Institute  a  proceeding  to  oust  a  usurper. 
Harrison  v.  Greaves,  69  Miss.  468. 

A  quo  warranto  proceeding  Is  not  an  election 
contest  In  the  sense  In  which  those  terms  are  used 
in  the  Constitution.  It  adjudges  the  right  to  the 
offloe  to  no  one,  but  simply  adjudges  an  ouster. 
State  v.  Francis.  8  West.  Rep.  296, 88  Mo.  667. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska  has  original  Ju- 
risdiction In  an  action  In  the  nature  of  quo  war* 
ranto  to  determine  conflicting  claims  to  a  publio 
office.   State  v.  Frailer,  28  Neb.  488. 

A  prima  fade  case  must  be  made  to  show  that 
where  there  is  fraudulent  voting  at  an  election  It  Is 
at  least  probable  that  sufficient  false  votes  were 
cast  to  ohange  the  result,  before  an  information  In 
the  nature  of  quo  warranto  will  be  allowed  to  test 
the  title  of  an  incumbent  to  office.  State  v.  firug- 
gemann  (N.  J.)  Nov.  19,  1890. 

In  North  Carolina,  an  action  In  the  nature  of  quo 
warranto  must  be  brought  In  the  name  or  the 
people;  It  cannot  be  brought  by  an  individual  in 
his  own  name.  Saunders  v.  Getting,  81  N.  C.  896. 
See  Davis  v.  Moss,  81 N.  C.808. 

In  Ohio.  If  the  prosecuting  attorney  refuses  to 
proceed  the  court  may  substitute  another  prose- 
outor.   State  v.  Moffltt,  6  Ohio,  868. 

An  action  In  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  does  not 
lie  in  the  name  of  the  State  to  determine  the  title 
to  office.   State  v.  Bowen,  8  8. 0. 400. 
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proceedings  by  IdeDtically  the  same  persons  in 
ascertaining  which  of  the  two  is  elected  or 
"  shall  be  elected  "  is  not  a  part  of  the  canvass? 
This  case,  perhaps,  presents  the  question  a 
little  stronger  than  the  one  before  us,  for  the 
reason  that  there  the  same  board  continues, 
while  in  this  case  only  a  part  of  the  old  board 
continues,  although  the  important  member  of 
the  board— the  one  who  organizes  It — continues. 

Returning  to  the  consideration  of  section 
1489.  Comp.  Laws,  it  will  be  observed  that  an 
elector  can  only  con  test  the  right  of  any  person 
"declared  duly  elected."  If  the  restricted 
construction  of  the  term  "  canvass "  insisted 
upon  by  the  respondent  is  given  that  section, 
an  elector  could  not  contest  the  election  of  any 
county  officer  except  in  case  of  a  tie  vote,  as 
the  law  makes  no  provision  for  declaring  any 
officer  elected  by  the  county  canvassing  board. 
But  we  apprehend  no  one  would  insist  upon 
such  a  construction,  yet  there  is  no  doubt  such 
elector  could  not  serve  any  valid  notice  of 
contest  in  the  case  of  a  tie  until  the  person 
whose  right  to  the  office  he  sought  to  contest 
had  been  "declared  duly  elected  '"under  section 
26,  for  such  are  the  terms  imposed.  Can  it  be, 
then,  that  while  an  elector  who  seeks  to  contest 
in  a  case  of  a  tie  vote  must  wait  until  the  tie 
vote  is  decided,  and  the  person  "  declared  duly 
elected/'  before  he  can  give  a  valid  notice,  a 
person  claiming  the  office  himself,  who  desires 
to  contest,  may  serve  his  notice  before  his 
competitor  is  declared  elected,  or  it  is  in  any 
manner  determined  whether  he  or  his  oppo- 
nent is  entitled  to  the  office?  We  cannot  think 
the  Legislature  intended  to  adopt  a  different 
rule  in  the  same  section  as  to  the  event  when 
the  time  for  serving  the  notice  should  com- 
mence to  run  in  the  case  of  an  elector  and 
that  of  a  person  claiming  the  office, — that  the 
time  in  one  case  should  commence  to  run  from 
the  adjournment  of  the  canvassing  board,  and 
in  the  other  from  the  time  it  is  decided  and 
declared  by  the  auditor  who  is  elected.  Such 
a  construction  would  seem  to  us  to  be  clearly 
contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  Legislature, 
and  should  only  be  adopted  when  the  language 
will  admit  of  no  other  construction,  which  we 
think  is  not  the  case  here. 

Again,  it  will  be  noticed  that  section  1489 
provides  that  the  notice  of  contest  shall  be 
given  "  in  writing  to  the  person  whose  election 
he  intends  to  contest."  What  is  the  meaning 
of  the  term  "  election/'  as  used  in  this  section? 
Do  the  law-makers  refer  to  the  candidacy  of  a 
person  for  an  office, — one  who  simply  claims 
that  he  has  received  the  highest  number  of 
legal  votes  for  the  office?  or  do  they  mean  the 
person  who  has  been  in  some  manner  decided 
or  declared  to  be  elected?  We  think  the  Leg- 
islature intended  by  that  term  the  person  ac- 
tually determined  to  have  been  elected.  This 
view  seems  to  be  confirmed  by  the  definition 
of  the  term  "  election  "  by  law-writers.  Bou- 
vier,  in  his  Law  Dictionary  (vol.  1,  p.  519), 
defines  "election.-"  "Choice;  selection;  the  se- 
lection of  one  man  from  amongst  more,  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  in  a  State,  corporation  or 
society."  Mr.  Anderson,  in  his  Dictionary  of 
Law  (p.  894),  defines  the  term:  "  A  choosing 
or  selecting;  also  the  condition  of  bavin?  been 
chosen  or  selected;  choice  or  selection  * '  And 
this  term,  as  generally  used,  is  understood  to 
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mean  one  who  has  by  some  legally  constituted 
board  been  declared  elected  to  an  office.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  the  expression  "  the  per- 
son whose  election  he  intends  to  contest "  is  a 
person  who  has  been  decided  or  declared  to  be 
elected  by  a  board  or  officer  authorized  to  de- 
termine the  result  of  the  election,— one  no 
longer  simply  a  candidate  voted  for  or  subject 
to  be  declared  elected,  but  one  so  declared  or 
decided  to  be  elected,  and  who  has  received, 
or  is  found  entitled  to  receive,  a  certificate  of 
his  election.  It  is  earnestly  contended  by  re- 
spondent that  notwithstanding  when  the  board 
of  canvassers,  as  originally  constituted,  ad- 
journed on  November  14,  it  had  not  been  de- 
termined whether  the  plaintiff  or  defendant 
should  be  declared  to  be  elected,  and  the 
plaintiff  did  not  then  know  whether  or  not  he 
would  desire  to  contest  the  election,  as  he 
might  by  the  subsequent  proceedings  be  the 
person  "  declared  duly  elected  "  yet  it  was  his 
duty,  in  order  to  protect  his  rights,  to  Initiate 
contest  proceedings  by  serving  his  notice  of 
contest  within  twenty  days  from  the  adjourn- 
ment of  such  board,  although  the  auditor 
might  not  have  finally  decided  the  election 
ana  declared  the  result  until  more  than  twenty 
days  after  the  board  had  adjourned.  We  can- 
not accede  to  this  proposition.  The  time 
within  which  the  auditor  must  proceed  to  de- 
cide who  shall  be  declared  elected  is  not  fixed 
or  limited  by  law;  and  hence  it  is  within  his 
power  to  delay  proceedings,  if  the  con- 
struction of  the  law  contended  for  by  respon- 
dent is  the  true  one,  so  as  to  compel  a  party 
awaiting  his  decision  to  commence  contest  pro- 
ceedings, and  thus  present  the  anomaly  of  a 
party  instituting  and  prosecuting  a  suit  against 
an  opposing  candidate  before  it  is  determined 
whether  he  or  his  opponent  is  elected,  or 
whether  or  not  it  will  be  necessary  for  him  to 
initiate  such  a  contest,  and  when  the  final  pro- 
ceedings of  the  auditor  may  result  in  declaring 
him  elected.  Will  the  law  require  of  one  so 
situated  that  he  serve  a  notice  of  contest  when 
such  contest  may  never  become  necessary,  and 
when  he  is  unable  to  determine  whether  or  not 
he  desires  to  make  such  a  contest,  or  whether 
he  or  his  competitor  will  be  declared  elected? 
It  seems  to  us  no  such  useless  proceeding  was 
intended  by  our  Legislature.  As  before  stated , 
an  elector  is  authorized  to  serve  a  notice  of 
contest  within  twenty  days  after  the  canvass; 
but  he  cannot  serve  it  until  the  person  whose 
election  be  desires  to  contest  is  "  declared  duly 
elected."  A  board  adjourns,  and,  in  case  of  a 
tie  vote,  the  auditor,  on  the  twenty-first  day 
thereafter,  decides  and  declares  who  is  duly 
elected.  While  it  is  undetermined  who  is  duly 
elected  the  elector  can  serve  no  notice  of  con- 
test. Says  the  respondent  to  such  elector,  *  'The 
canvass  was  made  more  than  twenty  days  ago, 
hence  your  time  for  serving  a  notice  has  ex- 
pired. What  becomes  of  the  right  of  contest 
of  the  elector?  Is  a  construction  of  the  Statute 
that  might  result  in  thus  depriving  the  elector 
of  his  right  to  contest  permissible  except  in  a 
case  where  the  Statute  is  so  clear  as  to  only  ad- 
mit of  such  construction?  Bat  in  this  case  the 
Statute  is  clear  that  an  elector  has  twenty  days 
after  the  result  is  declared  by  the  auditor,  and 
thus  the  canvass  continues,  as  to  him,  until  one 
of  the  persons  who  has  the  highest  and  equal 
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number  of  votes  is  "  declared  duly  elected." 
If,  then,  the  canvass  continues  as  to  him  until 
the  result  is  declared,  must  it  not  receive  the 
same  construction  as  to  a  candidate  who  claims 
the  office?  Will  it  be  seriously  claimed  that  the 
term  "canvass/'  as  applied  to  an  elector,  means 
one  thing,  but  as  applied  to  a  candidate  claim- 
ins;  the  office  it  means  an  entirely  different 
thing?  That  in  the  one  case  the  canvass  is 
made  and  concluded  only  when  the  result  of  the 
election  is  ascertained  by  the  auditor  and  the 
person  "declared  duly  elected/'  and  in  the 
other  case  when  the  canvassing  board  adjourns? 
We  think  no  such  intention  can  be  imputed  to 
the  law-makers.  It  is  more  reasonable,  we 
think,  to  say  that  the  Legislature  intended  that 
no  person  having  the  right  to  contest  should  be 
required  to  serve  a  notice  of  contest  until  it 
shall  be  determined  that  his  competitor  had 
been  elected,  and  so  declared.  Then  his  right 
to  contest  commences.  Then  he  can  properly 
proceed  to  institute  his  proceedings,  and  take 
the  necessary  steps  to  vindicate  his  rights. 

The  views  here  expressed  lead  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  should 
U  reverted,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Bennett,  /.,  concurs. 

Kellam,  /.,  dissenting: 

I  am  unable  to  concur  with  the  majority  of 
the  court  in  the  determination  of  this  case.  Re- 
ferring to  section  1489,  Gomp.  Laws,  as  quoted 
in  the  opinion  of  the  presiding  Judge,  our  dis- 
agreement is  principally  as  to  the  proper  inter- 
pretation and  effect  of  the  expression  "the  can- 
vass of  the  votes  for  such  election,"  for  it  is 
within  twenty  days  from  that  event  that  notice 
of  contest  must  be  given.  I  am  quite  satisfied 
to  accept  as  a  starting  point  the  definition  of 
the  word  "canvass"  as  found  by  the  presiding 
Judge  in  Webster's  dictionary,  to  wit,  "  close 
inspection  to  know  the  state  of; "  and,  so  sub- 
stituting the  definition  for  the  word  itself,  the 
expression,  with  its  immediately  preceding  con- 
text, will  be,  "within  twenty  days  after  the 
close  inspection  to  know  the  state  of  the  votes 
for  such  election; "  and  this,  I  think,  is  pre- 
cisely the  thought  the  Legislature  meant  to  and 
did  express  in  said  section.  The  canvass  has 
exclusive  reference  to  something  which  has  al- 
ready occurred,  to  wit,  the  votes  cast  at  such 
election :  and  its  office  and  object  are  to  ascer- 
tain and  "know  the  state  of  such  votes.  It  is 
provided  by  section  1464,  Comp.  Laws,  that 
immediately  upon  the  close  of  the  poll  on  elec- 
tion day  the  judges  shall  "proceed  to  canvass 
the  vote," — that  is,  ascertain  the  state  of, — for 
to  do  this  they  shall  (§  1467)  count  and  ascer- 
tain the  number  of  votes  cast,  and  the  clerks 
shall  set  down  in  their  poll-books  the  name  of 
every  person  voted  for,  written  at  full  length, 
the  office  for  which  such  person  received  such 
votes,  and  the  number  he  did  receive/'  The 
same  sectionprovides  a  form  for  this  statement 
or  return.  When  completed  and  certified  to 
by  the  judges,  one  of  such  poll-books  is  to  be 
inclosed  and  sealed,  and  delivered  to  the  county 
clerk  of  the  county  in  which  such  election  was 
held.  On  or  before  the  tenth  day  thereafter, 
the  returns  being  all  received  by  such  clerk  or 
auditor  (§  1,  chap.  84,  Laws  1890),  occurs  the 
canvass  for  the  county.  The  county  board  of 
canvassers  shall  consist  of  the  clerk  or  auditor, 
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if  not  a  candidate,  but,  if  so,  "he  shall  take 
no  part  in  the  canvass,"  and  two  other  quali- 
fied county  officers,  selected  as  provided  in  said 
section  1.  These  officers,  called  in  section  18 
of  said  chapter  84  the  "  board  of  canvassers 
for  the  county,"  shall  "proceed  to  open  the 
returns  from  the  various  voting  precincts  in 
said  county,  and  make  abstracts  of  the  votes 
in  the  following  manner:  The  abstracts  of 
the  votes  cast  for  governor  [and  other  state 
officers  naming  them]  shall  be  on  one  sheet; 
.  .  .  the  abstracts  of  the  votes  for  the  members 
of  the  Legislature  and  of  county  and  precinct 
officers  shall  be  on  one  sheet."  Section  2 
of  said  chapter  then  provides  that  "each  of 
the  aforesaid  abstracts  of  the  votes  made  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  duly  signed  and  certified  by 
the  said  canvassers,  under  the  seal  of  the  said 
county  clerk  or  auditor,  and  shall  be  deposited 
in  the  office  of  said  clerk  or  auditor."  This  is 
all  the  Statute  directs  or  authorizes  the  board 
to  do;  and,  having  done  this,  the  board  and 
the  canvassers  have  completed  their  work,  and 
exhausted  their  powers  as  canvassers.  The 
object  of  the  canvass  was  to  ascertain  and 
show  the  state  of  the  vote.  This  has  been 
done,  the  result  of  the  vote  fully  and  particu- 
larly exhibited,  certified  to,  signed,  sealed  and 
deposited  in  the  clerk's  office;  and  the  board  is 
thenceforth  functus  officio.  It  then  becomes 
the  duty  of  the  county  clerk  or  the  county  au- 
ditor, as  the  case  may  be,  "  to  make  out  a  cer- 
tificate of  election  to  each  of  the  persons  having 
the  highest  number  of  votes  for  members  of  the 
Legislature,  .  .  .  and  for  county  and  precinct 
officers,  respectively,  and  to  deliver  saia  certifi- 
cate to  the  person  entitled  to  it,"  etc.  But  my 
brothers  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  canvass  is 
not  complete  until  the  canvassers  have  declared 
somebody  elected  to  the  various  offices  to  be 
filled,  which,  in  my  judgment,  can  only  mean 
that  the  canvass  is  not  complete  until  the  can- 
vassers have  done  something  which  the  Statute 
has  not  authorized  them  to  do,  and  which  they 
have  no  legal  power  to  do.  The  canvassers  in 
this  case,  if  the  Statute  is  allowed  to  define 
their  duties,  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
declaring  which  candidates  are  duly  elected; 
and  any  declaration  they  might  make  in  this 
respect  would  be  assumptive  and  gratuitous. 
They  are  to  make  and  certify  a  statement 
showing  the  condition  of  the  vote,  and  the  law 
itself  does  the  rest  by  declaring  that  the  person 
having  the  highest  number  of  votes  is  elected. 
But  suppose  the  law  did  in  defining  the  duties 
of  the  canvassers— as  it  does  in  some  instances 
—provide  that  they  should  declare  which  can- 
didates were  respectively  elected;  what  would 
its  plain  intent  and  meaning  be?  Simply  that 
they  should  declare  which  candidates,  upon  the 
canvass  they  had  so  made,  had  received  the 
highest  number  of  votes,  and  so  were  duly 
elected.  It  certainly  could  not  mean  that  they 
should  declare  somebody  elected  in  case  of  a 
tie,  for  in  such  case  the  law  says  there  is  no 
election.  If  a  decision  and  declaration  by  the 
canvassers  that  some  candidate  was  duly 
elected  were  an  essential  and  indispensable  part 
of  the  canvass,  then,  in  case  of  a  tie,  requiring 
a  new  election,  there  never  would  be  a  com- 
pleted canvass  of  the  votes  cast  at  the  first  elec- 
tion, for  no  candidate  could  be  declared  elected 
except  as  the  result  of  the  second  election;  or 
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fwrhaps  ft  would  more  logically  follow  that  the 
first  canvass  was  still  open  and  incomplete  until 
it  included  the  second  election,  so  that  the 
board  of  canvassers  might  be  able  to  declare 
who  was  duly  elected.  This  latter  conclusion 
teems  palpably  unreasonable,  but  why  does  it 
not  legitimately  and  necessarily  follow  the  the- 
ory of  the  majority  opinion  ?  The  determina- 
tion by  lot  is  but  a  substitute  for  a  new  election. 
The  proceeding  is  Just  as  separate  from  and  in- 
dependent of  the  first  election  as  anew  election 
would  be.  Or  suppose  the  law  had  provided 
that  in  case  of  non-election  in  consequence  of 
-a  tie  the  old  incumbent  should  hold  over,  then 
there  never  would  be  a  completed  canvass,  for 
nobody  could  ever  be  "declared  duly  elected." 
Suppose,  upon  complaint  that  the  canvassing 
board  in  this  case  when  properly  organized  had 
refused  to  make  the  canvass,  mandamus  were 
issued  to  compel  such  action,  what  would  the 
writ  command  them  to  do?  Unquestionably 
•imply  to  examine  and  tabulate  the  returns  as 
provided  in  said  section,  and  certify  to  and  file 
the  abstract  and  a  return  that  they  had  done 
this,  would,  in  my  judgment,  be  accepted  by 
eny  court,  as  a  full  and  complete  answer  to  the 
writ  Or  suppose,  in  this  very  case,  the  ab- 
stract showing  a  tie  vote  between  appellant  and 
respondent,  the  clerk  had  neglected  or  declined 
to  decide  the  tie  by  lot,  as  required  by  law;  to 
whom  would  the  mandamus  be  issued,  and 
who  would  be  commanded  to  perform  this 
duty, — the  board  of  canvassers  or  the  clerk  as 
an  individual  and  independent  officer?  I  think 
there  could  be  but  one  answer  to  this  question. 
That  the  term  "canvass"  was  not  intended 
to  and  does  not  include  the  decision  by  lot  is 
made  more  clearly  manifest  by  section  1471, 
Oomp.  Laws,  changed  in  phraseology,  but  not 
in  meaning,  by  section  2  of  said  chapter  84, 
Laws  1890,  which  provides  that  "immediately 
after  canvassing  the  returns  and  making  the 
abstracts  of  votes  as  provided  in  this  section  the 
•clerk  shall,"  etc.  Now,  the  decision  by  lot  is 
not  provided  for  in  this  section,  but  subse- 
quently, and  still  the  canvassing  is  to  be  done 
«s  provided  in  that  section,  and  all  the  require- 
ments of  that  section  are  fully  met  long  prior 
to  the  decision  by  lot  In  my  judgment,  the 
•canvass  thus  provided  for  is  nothing  more  or 
less  than  an  "official  count/'  and  the  same 
proceeding  is  distinctly  so  called  in  the  statutes 
of  some  of  the  States;  and  it  was  this  official 
count  or  canvass,  completed,  verified,  signed 
and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk,  showing  the 
state  of  the  vote,  and  that  no  sheriff  was  elected 
because  two  had  received  an  equal  and  the 
highest  number  of  votes,  that  made  it  necessary 
to  adopt  some  other  and  further  proceeding  to 
fill  such  office;  in  this  case,  by  statute,  a  deter- 
mination by  lot;  in  others,  by  statute,  a  new 
•election.  This  determination  by  lot  was  just 
as  separate  and  distinct  from  the  election  as  a 
new  election  would  be.  It  does  not  assume  to 
-determine  who  was  elected,  for  it  is  based  by 
the  Statute  itself  upon  the  fact  that  neither  was 
-elected.  It  is  simply  a  plan  for  deciding  who, 
under  the  circumstances,  shall  be  "  declared 
-elected,"— who  shall  be  deemed  or  taken  to  be 
•elected, — precisely  as  though,  under  the  same 
circumstances,  the  law  had  required  the  gov* 
•ernor  to  designate  which  of  the  two  should  be 
con MH ered  elected .  The  board  of  canvassers  is 
19L.R.A. 


an  absolute  stranger  to  the  proceeding.  In  fact, 
when  this  drawing  takes  place,  there  is  no 
board.  It  has  disbanded,  and  is  defunct  That 
the  drawing  is  done  by  the  clerk  has,  in  my 
judgment,  no  important  bearing  upon  the 
question.  He  may  or  may  not  have  been  one 
of  the  board  of  canvassers,  and  certainly  in  no 
case  could  he  be  the  board  Itself.  The  con- 
struction of  this  Statute  must  be  the  same  if 
this  decision  by  lot  were  to  be  made  by  some 
party  who  could  not  under  any  circumstances 
be  a  member  of  the  board.  I  think  mv 
brothers  feel  themselves  rather  forced  into  their 
position  by  what  appears  to  them  the  threaten- 
ing inconsistency  of  reouiring  a  candidate  to 
give  notice  of  contest  before  he  knows  that 
a  contest  in  his  interest  will  be  necessary. 
He  might  win  in  "the  decision  by  lot,"  and 
then  a  contest  would  be  unnecessary.  This 
argument,  it  seems  to  me,  can  only  follow  a 
narrow  and  selfish  view  of  the  scope  and  spirit 
of  the  Contest  Law.  Offices  are  not  created 
for  the  benefit  of  parties  who  may  be  tempo- 
rarily entitled  to  hold  them,  nor  are  elections 
provided  for  and  held  in  the  exclusive  interest 
of  candidates.  If,  in  this  contest,  appellant  is 
only  representing  his  own  individual  interest 
— his  personal  right  to  the  emoluments  of  the 
office— I  think  it  might  well  be  argued  that 
he  is  now  estopped  from  asserting  that  he  had 
received  a  plurality  vote,  because  he  had  de- 
liberately elected  to  take  his  chances  with  his 
competitor  in  a  decision  by  lot,  well  knowing 
that  such  decision  could  only  be  resorted  to  if 
he  had  not  received  such  vote.  I  would  find 
the  troublesome  inconsistency  not  where  my 
brothers  find  it,  in  the  law  itself,  but  in  allow- 
ing a  candidate  to  participate  in  a  drawing  by 
lot  on  the  sole  ground  of  a  tie  vote,  and  then, 
having  lost,  to  assert  there  was  no  tie,  but  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  office  by  virtue  of  hav- 
ing received  more  votes  than  his  competitor. 
In  People  v.  RoberUon,  27  Mich.  118,  the  court 
declined  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  upon 
such  facts,  but  plainly  intimated  that  it  was 
because  the  action  was  brought  by  the  attor- 
ney-general for  the  people  that  the  conduct  of 
the  candidate  ought  not  to  estop  the  people, 
or  preclude  inquiry  by  them  into  the  manner 
in  which  their  Election  Laws  had  been  ad- 
ministered or  their  elections  conducted.  In 
my  judgment,  such  practice  can  only  be  toler- 
ated on  the  theory  that  the  Election  Contest 
Law  has  a  broader  purpose  and  function  than 
simply  to  secure  the  personal  rights,  and  pro- 
tect the  selfish  interests,  of  the  candidates 
themselves.  The  general  public,  more  than 
any  individual  candidate  or  otherwise,  has  a 
paramount  interest  in  the  honesty  and  clean- 
ness of  election  proceedings;  and,  in  contesting 
the  apparent  result  of  an  election  on  the  ground 
that  the  will  of  the  people  has  been  thwarted 
by  fraudulent  votes  which  ought  not  to  have 
been  counted,  other  interests  are  involved,  and 
ought  to  be  considered,  besides  those  of  the 
candidate  himself;  and  while  he,  as  such  con- 
testing candidate,  is  perhaps  in  position  to 
subordinate  public  interests  to  his  own  by  de- 
clining to  expose  the  frauds  by  which  the  law 
and  the  general  body  of  electors  have  been 
cheated  and  wronged  until  he  has  unsuccess- 
fully experimented  with  an  easier  and  cheaper 
method    based  solely  upon  and  provided  by 
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the  law  for  the  solution  of  an  honest  tie.  I  do 
not  think  the  law  should  he  ingeniously 
strained  or  expanded  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
him  a  personal  advantage  as  a  reward  for  so 
doing. 

But  let  us  examine  section  1489  more 
closely.  It  plainly  provides  for  two  classes  of 
contestants:  (1)  "any  candidate  or  person 
claiming  the  right  to  hold  an  office  contested;" 
(2)  "  any  elector  of  the  proper  county  desiring 
to  contest  the  validity  of  an  election,  or  the 
right  of  any  person  declared  duly  elected  to 
any  office  in  said  county."  To  determine  the 
relation  of  the  contestant  to  these  contest  pro- 
ceedings it  is  necessary,  first  of  all,  to  ascer- 
tain to  which  of  these  classes  he  belongs.  Up- 
on this  question  he  leaves  the  court  in  no  doubt. 
His  notice  declares  that  he  was  a  candidate, 
and  that  he  claims  the  office  for  himself  on  the 
ground  that  he  received  the  highest  number  of 
legal  votes  cast;  and  he  brings  this  contest  on 
his  own  motion,  and  in  his  own  name  as  plain- 
tiff. Section  1491  provides  that  "  such  contest 
cannot  be  brought  by  an  elector  without  the 
notice  is  signed  by  the  district  attorney  of  the 
proper  county;  or,  upon  his  refusal  to  so  sign 
said  notice  of  contest,  the  contest  may  be  al- 
lowed by  the  court  or  judge  thereof."  The 
notice  is  not  signed  by  the  district  attorney, 
nor  is  the  contest  brought  on  leave  of  court  or 
judge.  It  is  apparent  thai  the  contestant  be- 
longs to  the  first  class,  to  wit,  "a  candidate 
or  person  claiming  the  right  to  hold  an  office 
contested."  Dropping  out.  then,  the  words 
which  only  provide  for  ana  apply  to  the  sec- 
ond class  of  contestants,  to  which  appellant 
confessedly  does  not  belong,  the  section  reads 
thus:  "  Any  candidate  or  person  claiming  the 
right  to  hold  an  office  contested  .  .  .  shall  give 
notice  in  writing  to  the  person  whose  election 
he  intends  to  contest  within  twenty  days  after 
the  canvass  of  the  votes  for  such  election," — 
that  is,  the  votes  cast  at  such  election.  In  this 
case,  what  does  the  appellant  assert  as  the 
ground  of  bis  contest  ?  That  he  was  duly 
elected  sheriff,  and  claims  the  office  by  virtue 
of  having  received  the  highest  number  of  votes,  | 


but  that  the  canvassing  board,  by  throwing 
out  the  returns  from  one  or  more  voting  pre 
cincts,  has  made  it  appear  that  he  was  noi 
elected.  When  and  how  did  they  so  make  it 
appear  ?  By  their  "canvass  of  the  votes  for 
such  election."  Then,  when  must  he  serve  hi* 
notice  of  contest  ?  Within  twenty  days  after 
such  canvass;  that  is,  the  canvass  which  shows 
he  was  not  elected,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
as  be  alleges,  it  ought  to  show  he  was  elected. 
This  is  his  grievance.  It  occurred  then,  and 
then  commences  to  run  the  twenty  days  within 
which  he  may  institute  a  contest  for  its  cor- 
rection. Finally,  I  think  the  majority  opinion 
is  fairly  criticisable  In  this  respect:  The  ex- 
pression "canvass  of  the  votes'5  in  connection 
with  election  proceedings  is  not  an  unusual 
one,  and  as  such  has  a  popular  and  generally 
accepted  meaning,  and  was  probably  so  used 
by  the  Legislature.  I  think  the  opinion  in- 
vents for  and  attaches  to  it  a  new  and  unusual 
meaning,  and  that,  too,  for  the  purpose  or 
making  the  law  cover  and  control  a  case  not 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  lawmakers, 
and  perhaps  not  within  the  purview  of  the 
law  itself.  The  opinion  says  that  an  elector 
cannot  serve  his  notice  of  contest  until  a  per- 
son is  "declared  elected"  and  that  could  not  be 
done  in  this  case  until  the  tie  was  decided,  and 
consequently  the  elector  must  have  twenty 
days  from  that  event  in  which  to  serve  his  no- 
tice. But  is  the  proceeding  then  and  thus 
initiated  a  contest  against  "  the  person  whose 
election  he  intends  to  contest  f  In  the  light 
of  the  authorities,  it  can  hardly  be  claimed 
that  respondent  received  his  certificate  or  is 
now  holding  the  office  because  he  was  elected 
thereto,  or  by  election,  for  the  Statute  only 
authorizes  the  "decision  by  lot"  in  case  he 
"shall  not  be  elected."  I  think  he  holds  the 
office,  not  by  virtue  of  an  election,  nor  because 
he  was  elected,  but  by  virtue  of  a  subsequent 
and  independent  proceeding,  made  necessary 
by  the  fact  that  neither  he  nor  his  competitor 
was  elected.  As  a  result  of  these  views,  I 
think  the  order  of  the  circuit  court  was  right, 
and  should  be  affirmed. 
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Calvin  BLAEB 

David  SAWYER. 

(....Me.....) 

1.  Am  application  of  a  payment  by  a 
creditor  to  a  debt  already  barred  by  statute 
will  not  remove  the  bar  as  to  the  balance  of  the 
debt 


8.  An  application  of  a  payment  to  a 
debt  not  already  barred  will  interrupt 
the  running  of  the  statute  and  extend  the  time 
as  to  the  balance. 

(December  15, 1880.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  instructions 
given  to  the  jury  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  for  Somerset  County  (Libbey,  J.)  at 
the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 


Nora.— Application  of  payment  by  the  creditor. 

If  some  of  the  debts  are  secured,  but  others  are 
not,  and  the  debtor  makes  a  general  payment, 
without  directing;  any  special  appropriation  of  the 
money,  the  creditor  may  apply  the  money  to  those 
debts  which  are  not  secured,  and  still  retain  his 
rights  as  to  the  secured  debts.  Hutchinson  v.  Bell, 
1  Taunt  668;  Clark  v.  Burdett,  2  Hall,  197;  Langdon 
v.  Bowen.46Vt.SllB. 
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And  If  some  of  the  items  would  be  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  limitations,  the  oredltor  may  apply  a 
general  payment  to  them,  and  sue  upon  those  not 
barred  by  the  Statute.  Williams  v.  Griffith,  5 
Mees.&  W.  800;  Mills  v.  Fowkes,  6  Bing.N.  G  466. 
See  7  Walt.  Act.  and  Def.  p.  416. 

Rule  of  the  United  State*  Supreme  Court, 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Statea  In  a 
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amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  promissory 
note,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
defendant.    Sustained. 

The  note  was  for  $188.72,  dated  December 
8,  1879,  and  was  payable  on  demand.  On  its 
back-  it  bore  the  indorsement  "January  26, 
1881.  RecM  $12.80  in  work."  The  writ  in 
this  case  was  dated  January  18, 1887. 

The  principal  defense  was  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

On  January  26,  1881,  Sawyer  was  owing 
the  holder  of  the  note  a  store  account  and  the 
amount  due  on  the  note.  On  that  day  he 
presented  such  holder  bills  for  work  done  to 
the  amount  of  $12.80,  with  no  direction  as  to 
which  debt  the  amount  of  the  bills  should  be 
applied  to.  The  holder  of  the  note  thereupon 
indorsed  the  amount  of  the  bills  as  a  credit  on 
the  note. 

The  further  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  J.  O.  Bradbury,  for  plaintiff: 

The  payment  is  an  acknowledgment  that  the 
note  was  an  existing  one,  and  operated  to  de- 
stroy the  operations  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions and  negatives  a  presumption  of  payment 
for  mere  lapse  of  time. 

Bates  v.  Blake,  80  Me.  164. 

A  debtor  owing  several  debts  to  the  same 
creditor  has  a  right  to  apply  his  payment  at 
the  time  of  making  it  to  which  debt  he  pleases. 
If  be  makes  a  general  payment  without  appro- 
priating it,  the  creditor  may  apply  it  as  be 
pleases. 

Starretl  v.  Barber,  20  Me.  461;  Hilton  v. 
Burley,  2  N.  H.  198;  Buck  v.  Spoford,  40  Me. 
828. 

If  one  of  two  demands  is  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  and  the  other 


is  not,  this  circumstance  does  not  prevent?  the 
ascription  of  a  general  payment  to  the  former 
demand  when  the  debtor  has  not  appropriated 
it  at  the  time. 

Ramsay  v.  Warner,  97  Mass.  18.  See  also 
Pond  v.  Williams,  1  Gray,  685. 

Messrs.  Merrill  &  Coffin,  for  defendant: 

Part  payment  in  order  to  take  the  balance 
of  the  claim  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
must  be  made  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
warrant  the  inference  that  the  debtor  thereby 
recognized  the  debt  and  signified  his  willing- 
ness to  pay  it. 

Pickett  v.  King,  84  Batb.  198;  Jewett  v. 
Petit,  4  Mich.  508. 

When  the  circumstances  do  not  show  that 
the  debtor  intended  to  recognize  the  debt,  and 
especially  where  they  show  that  he  did  not  so 
intend,  part  payment  will  not  interrupt  the 
running  of  the  Statute. 

Bangs  v.  Hall,  2  Pick.  868;  Hale  v.  Morse, 
49  Conn.  481. 

Payment,  in  order  to  take  the  claim  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must  be  made  by 
the  defendant  or  with  his  privity.  A  payment 
neither  intended  nor  assented  to  by  him  will 
not  have  that  effect. 

Elliott  v.  Mills,  10  Ind.  868;  Bosooe  v.  Hale, 
7  Gray,  274;  Stoddard  v.  Doane,  7  Gray,  881; 
Brown  v.  Latham,  58  N.  H.  80,  42  Am.  Hep. 
568;  Barper  v.  Fairley,  58  N.  Y.  442. 

Where  the  creditor  holds  two  clear  and  un- 
disputed debts,  neither  one  is  taken  out  of  the 
Statute  by  evidence  of  a  part  payment  not 
specifically  appropriated  by  the  debtor. 

Burn  v.  Boulton,  2  G.  B.  476,  cited  in  notes 
to  Clarke  v.  DutcJier,  9  Cow.  679. 

The  application  of  such  a  general  payment 
by  the  creditor  to  a  particular  debt  does  not 


s  3ries  of  well-considered  decisions  has  reached  con- 
oluslons  quite  in  harmony  with  the  current  of 
English  adjudication,  and  upon  both  principle  and 
authority  it  Js  held  that  the  debtor  or  the  party 
paying  money,  may,  should  he  so  elect,  direct  its 
appropriation;  but  if  he  falls  to  give  suoh  direction, 
this  right  of  appropriation  devolves  upon  the  cred- 
itor. Should  he  fail  to  apply  the  fund  in  liquida- 
tion of  some  particular  debt,  the  law  will  make  the 
application  aooording  to  the  equities  of  the  case. 
It  should  be  added  that  after  a  litigation  has  arisen 
neither  party  is  at  liberty  to  apply  the  pay- 
ment, but  the  court  will,  in  the  furtherance  of 
justice,  order  the  amount  credited  upon  that  debt 
for  wbioh  the  security  is  the!  most  precarious. 
United  States  v.  January,  11  U.  B.  7  Cranoh,  572, 8 
L.  ed.  443:  Alexandria  v.  Patten,  8  TJ.  a  4  Crauoh, 
817,  2  L.  ed.688;  Jones  v.  United  States,  48  U.  8. 7 
How.  681, 12  L.  ed.  870;  United  States  v.  Irving,  42 
U.S.1  How.  260, 11  L.ed.  120:  Backhouse  v.  Patten, 
SOU.  a  5  Pet.l60,8L.ed.82;  Tayloev. Sandlford, 
20  U.S.  7  Wheat  18, 5  L.  ed.  884;  Field  v.  Holland,  10 
U.  S.  6  Crancn,  S,  8  L.  ed.  186;  National  Bank  of  New 
York  v.  Mechanics  Nat.  Bank  of  Trenton,  94  U.  8. 
487,24L.ed.l76. 

The  creditor  does  not  lose  his  right  of  election, 
although  not  Immediately  exercised;  but  after 
making  it  he  Is  bound  by  tt.  Alexandria  v.  Pat- 
ten, supra. 

Neither  debtor  nor  creditor  has  aright  to  make 
an  appropriation  after  a  controversy  has  arisen. 
United  States  v.  Klrkpatriok,  22  U.  &  9  Wheat. 
720, 6  L.  ed.  190;  Backhouse  v.  Patton,  supra. 

Application  of  payments  must  be  just  and  equitable. 
No  general  and  uniform  rule,  applicable  to  all 
13L.R.A. 


oases,  can  be  deduced  from  the  decisions.  But  the 
better  opinion  would  seem  to  be  that  the  applica- 
tion of  indefinite  payments  need  not  be  exclusive- 
ly in  accordance  with  the  interests  of  either  party, 
but  may  be  suoh  as  is  just  and  equitable  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Stone  v.  Seymour, 
15  Wend.  29.  See  Baker  v.  Staokpole,  9  Oow.  420; 
Trusoott  v.  King,  6N.  Y.  147;  Allen  v.  Culver,  8 
Denlo,  284;  Emery  ▼.  Tlohout,  18  Vt  15;  Bobinson  v. 
Doolittle,  12  Vt.  246;  Harker  v.  Conrad,  12  Serg.  ft 
B.  801;  Gwinn  v.  Whltaker,  1  Har.  ft  J.  754;  Chester 
v.  Wheelwright,  15  Conn.  662;  Field  v.  Holland,  10 
U.  8.  6  Oranch,  8, 8  L/.ed.  186;  Baine  v.  Williams,  10 
Smedee  ft  M.  118;  Gass  v.  Stinson,  8  Sumn.  96;  Dent 
v.  State  Bank,  12  Ala.  275;  Taylor  v.  Coleman,  20 
Tax.  772. 

Under  such  circumstances  it  has  been  held  that 
the  debtor  may  make  application  to  a  debt  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  within  the  Statute 
of  Frauds.  Ramsey  v.  Warner,  97  Mass.  8;  Jackson 
v.  Burke,  1  DAI,  811;  Haynes  v.  Nice,  100  Mass.  827; 
Ayer  v.  Hawkins,  19  Vt.  26. 

But  a  debtor  would  not  have  the  right  to  apply 
general  payments  to  any  debt  or  item  of  account 
which  is  illegal,  or  contrary  to  law,  as  a  claim  for 
usurious  interest,  or  for  articles  sold  oontrary  to 
law.  Bumsey  v.  Warner,  Jackson  v.  Burke, 
Haynes  v.  Nloe  and  Ayer  v.  Hawkins,  supra. 

But  if  the  payment  has  been  made  on  account  of 
an  illegal  sale,  as  for  instance  of  spirituous  liquors 
sold  without  a  license,  the  purchaser  cannot  after- 
wards rescind  the  payment,  and  Insist  upon  the 
application  to  other  debts.  Caldwell  v.  Went- 
worth,14N.H.48L  See  8  Held,  Lawyer's  Brief s,  p. 
12L 
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interrupt  the  running  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions thereon. 

Boyston  y.  May,  71  Ala.  898;  Armiitead  v. 
Brooke,  lQAxk.  621. 

The  doctrine  for  a  time  prevailed  that  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  was  a  discreditable  de- 
fense, and  should  be  upheld  by  courts  only 
when  it  was  impossible  to  find  a  pretext  for 
avoiding  its  effect. 

Wherever  this  view  prevailed  the  slightest 
acknowledgment  was  held  by  courts  to  take 
a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute. 

Burden  v.  Mcmhenny,  2  Nott  &  McC.  60, 10 
Am.  Dec  570. 

Gradually  this  crude  and  mistaken  view  of 
the  nature  and  purpose  of  the  Statute  was 
abandoned,  and  ine  Statute  came  to  be  regard- 
ed as  having  its  foundation,  not  on  a  pre- 
sumption of  payment,  but  on  sound  considera- 
tions of  public  policy. 

Bell  v.  Morrison,  26  U.  8.  1  Pet.  860,  7  L. 
ed.  178. 

Under  the  influence  of  this  more  enlightened 
view,  it  is  now  the  law  that  there  must  be  a 
clear  and  unequivocal  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  Statute,  or  sus- 
pend its  running. 

Ibid.;  Bobbins  v.  Otis,  1  Pick.  868. 

The  new  promise  must  be  unconditional  in 
order  to  remove  the  bar  of  the  Statute  or  pre- 
vent its  running;  or,  if  conditional,  plaintiff 
must  show  that  the  condition  has  been  fulfilled. 

Mumford  v.  Freeman,  8  Met.  482;  Weteell  v. 
Bustard,  24  U.  S.  11  Wheat.  809,  6  L.  ed.  481; 
Mattocks  v.  Ohadmck,  71  Me.  818:  Perley  v. 
LitiU,  8  Me.  97;  Porter  v.  EiU,  4  Me.  41;  Lom- 
bard t.  Pease,  14  Me.  849;  Thayer  v.  Mills,  14 
Me.  800;  Pray  v.  Qarcelon,  17  Me.  146. 

A  general  acknowledgment  of  indebtedness 
Is  not  sufficient  to  take  a  particular  debt  out  of 
the  Statute. 

Clarke  v.  Butcher,  9  Cow.  674;  Conway  v. 
Williams,  10  La.  668,  29  Am.  Dec.  466;  Staf- 
ford v.  Bryan,  8  Wend.  686;  Martin  v. 
Broaeh,  6  Ga.  21,  50  Am.  Dec.  806. 

The  new  promise  to  be  effectual  must  be 
clear  and  positive,  and  must  distinctly  refer  to 
the  debt  sued. 

Landis  v.  Both,  109  Pa.  621,  58  Am.  Rep. 
747;  Busseyy.  Kirkman,  95  N.  C.  63;  Stafford 
▼.  Bryan,  supra;  notes  to  Whiteomb  v.  Whit- 
ing, Dougl.  652, 1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  7th  Am. 
ed.  955. 

As  the  reviving  effect  of  part  payment  is  due 
to  the  acknowledgment  and  new  promise  im- 
plied therefrom,  nothing  is  clearer  than  that 
the  principles  just  stated  which  control  the 
efficacy  of  acknowledgments  and  new  promises 
should  apply  also  to  part  payment 

WincheU  v.  Hicks,  18  N.  Y.  559;  Shoemaker 


v.  Benedict,  11  N.  Y.  VftiWhitcomb  v.  Whit- 
ing, 1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  7th  Am.  ed.  977. 

Even  some  of  the  very  esses  which  hold  to 
the  doctrine  we  are  condemning  have  to  admit 
that  a  payment  or  acknowledgment  which 
may  relate  to  either  of  two  separate  and  un- 
connected debts  will  throw  the  burden  of 
proof  on  the  creditor  to  show  which  was  in- 
tended, and  leave  both  within  the  Statute,  un- 
less the  uncertainty  is  removed  by  further 
evidence. 

Walker  v.  Butler,  6  El.  ft  BL  606;  Bucking- 
ham v.  Smith,  28  Conn.  458. 

Wsvlton,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  right  of  a  debtor  to  determine  to  which 
of  several  debts  a  payment  made  by  him  shall 
be  applied  is  unquestionable;  but  if  he  omits 
to  exercise  the  right,  the  law  allows  the  credi- 
tor to  make  the  appropriation,  and  the  latter 
may  apply  it  to  a  debt  already  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  But  such  an  applica- 
tion of  it  will  not  remove  the  statutory  bar 
with  respect  to  the  balance  of  the  debt  To 
have  that  effect,  the  appropriation  must  be 
made  by  the  debtor  himself. 

But  the  creditor  may  apply  the  payment  to 
any  debt  not  already  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  and  thereby  prolong  the  running 
of  the  Statute  for  six  years  from  the  time 
when  the  payment  is  made. 

Apparently  this  distinction  between  a  debt 
already  barred  and  one  not  already  barred  was 
overlooked  by  the  presiding  Judge  in  the  trial 
of  this  cause,  for  the  indorsement  in  question 
was  made  on  the  note  declared  on  long  before 
it  would  have  become  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations;  and  yet  the  presiding  Judge  in- 
structed the  jury  that  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  the  plaintiff  must 
show  that  the  party  making  the  payment 
made  it  and  applied  it,  or  made  it  to  be  ap- 
plied, upon  the  particular  contract  in  suit. 
This  would  have  been  correct  if  the  indorse- 
ment had  been  made  upon  a  note  then  barred 
by  the  Statute.  But  the  instruction,  being 
given  with  reference  to  a  payment  made  before 
the  note  on  which  it  was  Indorsed  had  become 
barred,  was  clearly  erroneous. 

This  distinction  between  debts  barred  by 
the  Statute  at  the  time  when  the  payment  w 
made  and  those  not  then  barred,  is  recognized 
in  Pond  v.  Williams,  1  Gray,  680,  and  expressly 
sanctioned  in  Ramsay  v.  Warner,  97  Mass.  8; 
And  the  law  is  so  stated  in  Buswell  on  Limita- 
tions, §81. 

Exceptions  sustained. 

Peters,  Oh.  J.,  and  Virgin,  Emery, 
Foster  and  Haskell,  //.,  concur. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT  (2d  Div.). 


Marion  SPARKS  et  al„  Bespts., 

DESPATCH  TRANSFER  CO.,  Appt. 

(....Mo.....) 

L   A  corporation  which  uses  moles  in  its 


business  is  liable  on  notes  for  mules 

given  in  its  name  by  its  president  where  he  had 
f requentlv  bought  mules  of  the  payee  and  given 
therefor  d  tea  of  the  corporation,  which  it  had 
always  i  ai  I,  and  the  seller  had  no  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  the  present  purchase  was  not  made  for 


Nora.— When  company  cannot  evade  liability.     I  with  its  knowledge  and  without  objection,  actual 
If   the  president  of  a  corporation  was  in  the   authority  will  be  inferred  from  such  acts,  and  tha 

habit  of  acting  as  a  business  agent  fortheoompany  I  oompany  will  be  bound  by  them.   Dougherty  v. 

12L.R.A. 


1891. 


Sparks  t.  Despatch  Tbanbfbb  Co. 
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the  corporation  as  the  president  represented  it  to 
be. 
8.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 

show  that  a  negotiable  note,  signed  by  an  indi- 
vidual hi  his  own  name  merely,  with  nothing  on 
ttB  face  to  show  any  intent  to  bind  anyone  bat 
himself,  was  given  by  him  as  president  of  s  cor- 
poration. 

(February  24,189L) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amounts  due  on  certain  promissory 
notes  alleged  to  have  been  executed  for  de- 
fendant by  its  president.  Affirmed  in  pari. 
BBwnedinparU 

Statement  by  Gantt,  J.: 

'  This  is  an  action  on  five  negotiable  prom- 
issory notes,  alleged  to  have  been  executed 
by  defendant  by  and  through  one  Stewart 
Jackson.  The  plaintiffs  were  co-partners, 
engaged  in  the  horse  and  mule  business  in 
Kansas  City,   and  had  been  for  two  yean 


prior  to  the  making  of  the  notes  sued  on. 
The  defendant  was  a  business  corporation, 
organized  under  the  laws  of  this  State,  and 
doing  transfer  business  in  Kansas  City.  On 
the  21st  day  of  June,  1887,  one  Stewart  Jack- 
son, in  payment  for  certain  mules  by  him 
bought  of  plaintiffs  that  day,  gave  plaintiffs 
the  following  note : 

"f  l.mOO.  Kansas  City,Mo.,  June  21, 1887. 

"Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pav  to 
the  order  of  Sparks  Bros,  and  Hancock  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  sixty  dollars,  for  value  re- 
ceived, at  the  banking  office  of  H.  S.  Mills, 
in  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  with  interest  from 
date  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum 
until  paid,  and,  if  interest  be  not  paid  annu- 
ally, to  become  as  principal,  ana  bear  the 
same  rate  of  interest.  Due  Aug.  20,  1887. 
Despatch  Transfer  Co.,  by  S.  Jackson, 
President  " 

And  on' July  5,  1887,  said  Jackson,  in  pay- 
ment of  mules  that  day  bought  of  plaintiffs, 
gave  plaintiffs  the  following  note : 

tt$i; 840. 00, Kansas  City, Mo..,  July  5, 1887. 


Hunter,  64  Pa.  880;  1  Lawson,  Bights,  Remedies  and 
Practice,  1 420. 

And  it  is  held  that  a  corporation  cannot  evade  li- 
ability on  negotiable  paper.  Indorsed  with  its  name 
by  its  agent,  for  the  accommodation  of  a  third  per- 
son on  the  ground  that  the  agent  had  no  authority 
so  to  Indorse  it,  where  it  appears  that  the  agent  had 
frequently  before  indorsed  its  paper,  and  procured 
tt  to  be  discounted  by  the  plaintiff,  and  received 
the  avails,  and  that  the  corporation  had  recognised 
the  validity  of  suoh  previous  transactions.  Bank 
of  Auburn  v.  Putnam,  1  Abb.  App.  Dec  80, 8  Keyes, 
343.  SeePeroyv.Millaudon,8La.668;2Wait,Aot. 
and  Def .  843. 

The  authority  of  a  corporation  or  its  officers  to 
tone  Its  promissory  note  need  not  be  expressly 
given  by  Its  by-laws,  or  by  formal  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors.  Such  authority  can  be  Inferred 
from  the  acquiescence  of  the  corporation  in,  or  the 
recognition  by  It  of,  the  acts  of  its  accredited  offi- 
cers in  the  regular  course  of  Its  authorised  business* 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hannibal  v.  North  Missouri  Goal 
4Mln.Co.86Mo.12ft. 

Beyond  the  powers  which  usage  and  custom  and 
the  necessities  and  conveniences  of  business  re- 
quire in  the  executive  officer  of  a  corporation,  the 
president  has  no  more  oontrol  over  the  corporate 
property  and  funds  than  any  other  director.  He 
may,  however,  without  any  special  authority 
from  the  board  of  directors,  perform  all  acts  of 
any  ordinary  nature  which  are  incident  to  his 
•office,  and  he  may  bind  the  corporation  by  con- 
tracts arising  in  the  usual  course  of  business.  To 
this  extent  he  becomes,  in  virtue  of  his  election  as 
president,  the  agent  of  the  corporation.  Stokes  v. 
New  Jersey  Pottery  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  887;  Titus  v. 
€airo  ft  P.  B.  Co.  87  N.  J.  L.  86;  Leggett  v.  New 
Jersey  Mfg.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  1  N.  J.  Bq.  K41;  Westerfleld 
v.  Radde,  7  Daly,  338;  BUss  v.  Eaweah  Canal  ft  I. 
Co.  66  OaL  600;  Blen  v.  Bear  River  ft  A.  W.  ft  Min. 
Co.  20  OaL  608;  Bisley  v.  Indianapolis,  B.  ft  W.  B. 
Co.  1  Hun,  202;  Crump  v.  United  States  Min.  Co.  7 
Graft.  863;  Hodges  v.  Butland  ft  B.  B.  Co.  28  Vt.220; 
Ashuelot  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  1  Cnsh.  607;  Bright  v. 
Metairle  Cemetery  Asso.  88  La.  Ann.  68;  Bridgeport 
flav.  Bank  v.  Eldredge,  28  Conn.  666;  Union  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  White,  106  HL  67;  Allentown  Pint  Nat. 
Bonk  v.  Hoch,  89  Pa.  824.  See  Second  Ave.  B.  Co. v. 
Mchrbaoh,  17  Jones  ft  8. 267;  Twelfth  Street  Market 
Co.  v.  J  aokson,  108  Pa.  200;  1  Waterman,  Corp.  1 126, 
p.  448. 
12L.R.A. 


Corporations  act  through  (heir  offleUOB. 

Corporations,  of  necessity,  must  act  solely 
through  the  instrumentality  of  their  officers  or 
other  duly  authorized  agents:  and  suoh  officers  and 
agents  must,  like  the  agents  of  natural  persons,  be 
deemed  to  be  clothed  with  all  the  powers  and  au- 
thority necessary  or  proper  to  effectuate  the  pur- 
poses of  their  creation.  In  the  manner,  with  the 
means  and  appliances,  and  according  to  the  usages 
customary  in  the  conduct  of  the  business  and  affairs 
intrusted  to  them.  Lee  v.  Pittsburgh  Coal  ft  Min. 
Co.  66  How.  Pr.  878.  .      _. 

The  views  we  have  expressed  not  only  rest  upon 
good  reason,  but  they  are  abundantly  supported  by 
authority.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston  v.  State 
Nat.  Bank,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  804, 644, 10  L.  ed.  1008, 
1018;  New  Hope  ft  D.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Phenix  Banl^S 
N.  Y.  166;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley,  9  Paige,  486, 
4L.  ed.  780;  Bmmet  v.  Reed,  8  N.  T.  812;  Mumford 
▼.  Hawkins,  6  Denio,  856;  Bates  v.  Keith  Iron  Co.  7 
Met  224;  Clarke  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albion,  62 
Barb.  882;  Farmers  ft  M.  Bank  of  Kent  County  v. 
Butchers  ft  Drovers  Bank,  16  N.  Y.  126, 28  N.  Y.  426; 
Wild  v.  New  York  ft  A.  Silver  Min.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  644. 

The  president's  authority  may  be  by  parol,  and 
collected  from  droumstanoes  or  implied  from  the 
conduct  or  acquiescence  of  the  dlreotors.  It  may 
be  inferred  from  the  general  manner  in  which  he 
has  been  suffered  by  the  directors,  without  inter- 
ference or  inquiry,  to  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration: and  when,  during  a  series  of  years  or  in 
numerous  business  transactions,  he  has  been  per- 
mitted, in  his  official  oapaoity  and  without  objec- 
tion, to  pursue  a  particular  course  of  conduct,  it 
may  be  presumed,  as  between  the  corporation  and 
those  who  in  good  faith  deal  with  it  upon  the  basis 
of  his  authority  to  represent  the  corporation,  that 
he  has  acted  in  conformity  with  instructions 
received  from  those  who  have  the  right  to  control 
its  operations.  Martin  v.  Webb,  110  U.  8.  7,  28  L. 
ed.  48. 

Where  a  party  deals  with  a  corporation  in  good 
faith,  and  is  unaware  of  any  defect  of  authority  or 
other  irregularity  on  the  part  of  those  acting  for 
the  corporation,  the  corporation  Is  bound  by  the 
contract,  if  not  ultra  irtres.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank 
of  Boston  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  77  U.S.  10  Wall.604, 
19L.ed.1008. 

The  elementary  treatises  and  authorities  establish 
this  view.   Story,  Ag.ed.  1868, 1 87,  p.  88. 
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"Thirty  days  after  date  we  promise  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  Sparks  Bros,  and  Hancock 
eighteen  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  for  value 
received,  at  the  banking  office  of  H.  S.  Mills 
&  Son,  in  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  with  interest 
from  date  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per 
annum  until  paid,  and,  if  interest  be  not 
paid  annually,  to  become  as  principal,  and 
Dear  the  same  rate  of  interest.  Due  Aug.  5, 
1887.  Despatch  Transfer  Co. ,  by  S.  Jackson, 
President. 

"  Indorsed :  Protest  waived.    S.  Jackson.  * ' 

On  the  11th  of  June,  1887,  said  Jackson, 
for  mules  bought  by  him  of  plaintiffs,  gave 
them  this  note : 

"£800.00.    Kansas City,Mo.,  June  11,1887. 

"Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Sparks  Bros,  and  Hancock  three 
hundred  dollars,  with  10*  interest  from  date, 
value  received.  Due  Aug.  10,  1887.  S. 
Jackson. " 

'  On  June  11th  said  Jackson,  for  mules  by 
him  bought  that  day  of  plaintiffs,  gave  this 
note: 

"£875.00.  Kansas  City, Mo.,  June  11, 1887. 

"Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Sparks  Bros,  and  Hancock  three 
hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars,  with  10 
per  cent  interest  from  date,  value  received. 
6.  Jackson." 

And  on  June  16  this  note : 

"$240.    Kansas  City,  Mo.,  June  15,  1887. 

"Sixty  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Sparks  Bros,  and  Hancock,  two 
hundred  and  forty  dollars,  for  one  mouse-, 
colored  mule  bo't  of  C.  Sparks,  with  10  per 
cent  interest  from  date,  value  received.  Due 
Aug.  14,  1887.    S.  Jackson." 

The  plaintiffs  declare  upon  each  note  separ- 
ately, and  charge  that  the  defendant  executed 
all  five  of  the  notes,  by  its  president, 
Stewart  Jackson.  There  is  also  a  sixth  count, 
which  is  as  follows:  "(6)  Plaintiffs,  for 
another  cause  of  action,  state  that  between 
the  10th  day  of  June,  1887,  and  the  16th  day 
of  June,  1887,  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant,  sold  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  certain  mules  as  follows,  to  wit : 
On  the  11th  day  of  June  three  (8)  mules,  for 
$675.00;  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  1887,  one 
(1)  mule  for  $240.00;  amounting  in  all  to 
the  sum  of  $915.00 ;  which  said  sum  defend- 
ant owes  plaintiffs,  and  fails  and  refuses  to 
Say  the  same,  although  payment  has  been 
emanded ;  wherefore  plaintiffs  demand  Judg- 
ment against  defendant  for  the  sum  of 
$915.00,  and  for  costs. " 

The  defendant,  for  its  defense,  denies  that 
it  executed  either  of  said  notes ;  denies  that 
it  ever  authorized  the  execution  of  either  of 
said  notes ;  alleges  that  said  notes  were  given 
to  plaintiffs  by  said  Jackson  on  his  own  pri- 
vate account,  and  that  the  consideration 
therefor  was  certain  mules  and  horses  sold 
by  plaintiff  to  Jackson  for  his  individual  ac- 
count, and  in  no  way  connected  with  defend- 
ant's business ;  that  said  mules  and  horses 
were  never  delivered  to  defendant,  and  were 
nevei  bought  by  or  for  defendant ;  that  Jack- 
son wtw  carrying  on  a  general  business  buy- 
ing and  selling  horses  and  mules  for  his  own 
account,  whicn  plaintiffs  well  knew;  and 
that  the  horses  and  mules  for  which  these 
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notes  were  given  were  bought  by  said  Jack- 
son in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business, 
and  plaintiffs  knew  he  did  not  buy  said  mules 
and  horses  for  defendant.  Defendant  set  up 
its  charter,  showing  that  by  it  it  was  only  au- 
thorized to  conduct  a  general  transfer  busi- 
ness in  the  City  of  Kansas,  moving  freight 
from  point  to  point  in  said  city ;  that  it  was 
never  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  oi 
selling  horses  or  mules,  nor  authorized  any- 
one to  do  so  for  it ;  that  said  two  notes  were 
wrongfully  executed  in  its  name  by  Jackson  ; 
that  it  had  no  power  to  engage  in  the  horse 
and  mule  business,  and  the  notes  and  the 
trades  for  said  mules  were  ultra  tires;  also 
pleaded  especially  that  by  one  of  its  by-laws 
it  was  provided  :  "No  debt  for  a  sum  larger 
than  $500  shall  be  contracted  in  behalf  of 
the  company  by  any  officer  thereof,  without 
a  vote  of  the  board  of  directors  authorizing 
same."  That  the  debt  sued  for  in  the  first 
and  second  and  sixth  counts  exceeded  $500. 
That  said  mules  were  not  bought  for  defend- 
ant by  said  Jackson  in  the  usual  routine  of 
business ;  that  they  were  not  needed  by  de- 
fendant for  its  business ;  that  they  were  not 
desired;  that  defendant  knew  nothing  of 
their  purchase,  and  its  board  of  directors 
never  authorized  their  purchase  nor  the  con- 
tracting of  the  debt  therefor.  This  answer 
was  verified  by  Harry  E.  Overstreet,  secre- 
tary and  treasurer.  The  reply  was  a  general 
denial.  The  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and 
resulted  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  on  each  count 
except  the  sixth. 

The  facts  developed  by  the  evidence  are  as 
follows:  The  defendant  was  a  corporation 
engaged  in  the  transfer  business  in  Kansas 
City.  Stewart  Jackson  was  the  president  of 
the  Company.  The  company,  as  originally 
organized,  had  a  capital  of  $10,000—100 
shares.  Jackson  had  the  controlling  in- 
terest—55  shares.  Afterwards  the  stock  was 
increased  to  $80,000,  of  which  Jackson  had 
160  shares— a  majority  of  all  the  stock. 
Jackson  was  the  president  from  the  beginning 
until  he  left,  in  August,  1887,  after  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  notes  sued  on.  It  also  appears 
that  Jackson  purchased  every  mule  and  horse 
that  defendant  ever  owned  until  he  ab- 
sconded ;  that  defendant's  business  required 
mules  to  haul  the  freight  it  handled ;  that, 
beginning  with  November,  1885,  and  ending 
May  18,  1887,  defendants  had  some  thirteen 
different  transactions  in  mules  with  plain- 
tiffs or  the  firm  which  plaintiffs  succeeded, 
aggregating  some  $3,000;  that  in  a  number 
of  these  transactions  the  defendant  gave  its 
note  in  its  name,  by  Jackson,  who  conducted 
all  the  trades.  There  was  also  evidence  that 
the  mules  were  all  turned  over  to  defendant's 
barns.  Defendant  offered  evidence  that  it 
did  not  get  the  mules ;  that,  although  brought 
to  its  barns,  they  were  taken  out  by  Jackson, 
and  shipped  to  St.  Louis;  that  Jackson 
bought  the  mules  on  his  own  account,  and 
that  plaintiffs  knew  it.  Plaintiffs  offered 
evidence  that  they  thought  and  were  in- 
formed that  the  mules  were  bought  by  Jack- 
son for  the  defendant;  that  when  Jackson 
gave  the  three  notes  sued  on  in  counts  8,  4 
and  5,  they  directed  him  to  give  the  Com- 
pany's notes  to  the  clerk  of  plaintiffs  in  their 
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counting-room,  and  did  not  know,  till  after 
Jackson  had  absconded,  the  notes  simply  bore 
his  name ;  that  they  were  selling  the  stock 
to  defendant.  On  the  trial  defendant  ob- 
jected to  the  introduction  of  the  three  notes 
sued  on  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  counts, 
for  the  reason  that  they  were  incompetent,  ir- 
relevant and  immaterial,  as  they  were  the 
individual  notes  of  8.  Jackson  alone ;  that 
defendant  was  not  and  could  not  be  bound 
thereby.  The  court  gave  nine  instructions 
for  the  plaintiff,  in  which  the  liability  of 
defendant  for  the  acts  of  Stewart  Jackson,  done 
in  its  name,  was  correctly  defined.  The 
eighth  instruction  is  as  follows :  u  (8)  As  to 
those  notes  here  sued  on,  executed  in  the 
name  of  8.  Jackson,  the  jury  will  ascertain 
whether  these  were  executed  for  and  in  be- 
half of  the  Company ;  and  if  you  find  that 
they  were  so  executed,  then  as  to  these  the 
defendant  is  liable  thereon  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  said  notes  had  been  executed  in  the  name 
of  the  Company. n  For  the  defendant  the 
court  gave  twenty-two  instructions,  fully 
submitting  all  the  issues  tendered  in  its  an- 
swer, that  the  mules  were  purchased  by 
Jackson  on  his  individual  account,  that 
plaintiffs  knew  it,  and  whether  the  purchases 
were  ultra  vires.  The  court  refused  the 
twenty-third  instruction,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "  (28)  The  jury  are  further  instructed 
that,  even  if  they  should  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  notes  in  controversy,  and  signed  in  the 
name  of  the  defendant  Company,  plaintiffs 
in  good  faith  believed  that  they  were  dealing 
with  defendant's  Company,  and  yet,  while 
the  mules,  which  in  return  for  said  notes 
were  delivered  to  8.  Jackson,  remained  in 
his  possession,  and  plaintiffs  knew  of  their 
whereabouts  before  disposed  of  by  said  Jack- 
son, plaintiffs  or  their  authorized  represen- 
tatives became  aware  or  had  reason  to  know 
that  said  Jackson  deceived  them  and  mis- 
represented to  them  that  said  mules  were  for 
defendant  Company,  and,  notwithstanding 
such  knowledge,  made  no  effort  to  recover 
their  said  mules,  but  suffered  said  Jackson 
to  proceed  and  dispose  of  the  same,  then  they 
cannot  recover  from  defendant-  Company; 
and  in  determining  these  questions  the  jury 
should  determine  from  the  evidence  whether 
said  mules  were  shipped  by  said  8.  Jackson 
to  St.  Louis  and  whether  Charlie  Sparks  was 
the  authorized  representative  of  plaintiffs, 
and  whether  he  was  present  at  the  time  of 
said  shipment,  or  knew  of  the  same  in  time 
to  have  notified  plaintiffs  and  effected  a  re- 
covery of  the  mules  before  they  were  finally 
disposed  of  by  said  Jackson,  if  you  believe 
he  did  dispose  of  them."  The  jury  returned 
the  following  verdict:  aWe,  the  jury,  find 
for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  five  counts  of  the 
petition  as  follows :  First  count,  principal 
and  interest,  $1,987.50;  second  count,  princi- 
pal and  interest,$l,909.49;  third  count,  princi- 
pal and  interest,  $818.88};  fourth  count, 
principal  and  interest,  $801. 66);  fifth  count, 
principal  and  interest,  $350.40.  We  also 
find  for  defendant  on  the  sixth  count  of  the 
petition.     John  J.  Granfield,  Foreman. n 

Messrs.  Lathrop,  Smith  A  Morrow*  for 

appellants. 
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Messrs.  Peak,  Yeagcr  4k'  Ball*  for  re- 
spondents: 

From  the  previous  course  of  dealing  of  de- 
fendant with  plaintiffs,  from  the  powers  which 
defendant  at  all  times  allowed  Jackson  to  ex- 
ercise without  let  or  hindrance,  and  from  the 
powers  which  he  actually  possessed  to  pur- 
chase stock  for  defendant,  plaintiffs  were  war- 
ranted in  relying  upon  his  representations  in 
selling  and  delivering  the  stock  in  question, 
and  defendant  is  bound  by  those  representa- 
tions. 

First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hannibal  v.  North  Mis- 
souri Coal  A  Min.  Co.  86  Mo.  125;  Fifth  Ward 
Sav.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  1  Cent  Rep. 
488,  47  N.  J.  L.  857;  Edwards  v.  Thomas,  60 
Mo.  468. 

It  was  no  part  of  plaintiffs'  duty,  In  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  exciting  their  suspicion  or 
putting  them  on  inquiry,  to  go  behind  the  rep- 
resentations of  defendant's  chief  officer  and 
majority  stockholder  and  investigate  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  lied  when  he  stated  that  the 
stock  was  bought  for  defendant  to  be  used  in 
its  business. 

Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Patchin  Bank,  18  N.  Y. 
809;  Lafayette  Sao.  Bank  v.  8t.  Louis  Stone- 
ware* Oo.  2  Mo.  App.  299. 

The  defense  of  ultra  vires  cannot  avail. 

Kansas  Lumber  Co.  v.  Kansas  Cent.  Bank, 
84  Ean.  685;  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe 
Works,  101  Mass.  57. 

Even  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  courts 
hold  to  the  most  rigorous  enforcement  of  the 
doctrine  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  a  note 
or  bill  of  exchange  against  one  not  named  in 
the  instrument,  they  will  not  reverse  the  judg- 
ment or  order  a  new  trial  where  recovery  was 
had  below  on  the  instrument  itself  instead  of 
on  a  common  count,  which  the  petition  con- 
tained, for  goods  sold  and  delivered;  the  two 
counts  being  for  the  same  amount  and  cover- 
ing the  same  matter,  and  the  jury  having  passed 
'upon  the  merits. 

Pent*  v.  Stanton,  10  Wend.  27L 

Moreover  the  doctrine  itself  here  contended 
for  by  appellant  was  always  a  technical  out- 
rage and  nas  been  thoroughly  exploded  and 
repudiated  hi  this  State. 

Washington  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  St.  Mary'e 
8em.  52  Mo.  480,  and  cases  cited;  Ferris  v. 
Thaw.  72  Mo.  446;  Franklin  Aw.  German 
8av.  Inst.  v.  Boeeoe  Board  of  Education.  75 
Mo.  408;  Snider  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  77  Mo. 
525;  Bushong  v.  Taylor,  82  Mo.  660. 

Gantt,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  notes  sued  on  in  this  case  were  all  exe- 
cuted by  Stewart  Jackson,  who  was  at  the 
time  of  their  execution  the  president  of  the 
defendant  below,  appellant  here.  The  first 
two  were  signed  in  the  name  of  the  Despatch 
Transfer  Company,  by  Jackson  as  president ; 
the  other  three  by  Jackson,  without  any  ref- 
erence to  the  corporation,  or  any  words  indi- 
cating that  he  intended  to  bind  anyone  but 
himself.  The  appellant  seeks  to  avoid  lia- 
bility for  any  of  these  notes,  but  its  defense 
differs,  as  to  the  first  two,  from  its  defense 
to  the  remaining  three.  Counsel  for  appel- 
lant argues  that  the  evidence  did  not  justify 
the  instructions   given  for  respondents,    by 
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which  appellant  waa  held  liable  on  the  two 
notes  signed  with  the  corporate  name.  Those 
instructions,  in  substance,  declared  the  law 
to  be  that  if  the  lury  should  find  that  Jack- 
son was  the  president  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  defendant  allowed  him  to  act  as  its 
purchasing  agent  in  buying  stock  in  the  name 
of  the  Company,  and  recognized  his  act  as 
such  by  paying  his  orders  given  on  the  Com- 
pany, or  by  paying  his  notes  given  by  him 
for  stock  so  purchased  by  him  of  plaintiffs, 
then  defendant  was  bound  by  his  acts  in  pur- 
chasing the  mules  of  plaintiffs,  and  for  the 
notes  sued  on  in  the  first  two  counts,  unless 
plaintiffs  knew  or  had  reasonable  means  of 
knowing  that  Jackson  was  buying  these 
mules  on  his  individual  account.  The  power 
of  Jackson  to  bind  the  defendant  is  governed 
by  the  Law  of  Agency.  The  principle  un- 
derlying is  the  same  whether  the  principal 
be  a  corporation  or  an  individual.  It  is  now 
well  settled  that  when  in  the  usual  course  of 
the  business  of  a  corporation  an  officer  has 
been  allowed  to  manage  its  affairs,  his  au- 
thority to  represent  the  corporation  may  be 
implied  from  the  manner  in  which  he  has 


been  permitted  by  the  directors  to  transact 
its  business.  This  is'  only  the  application 
of  the  principle  that  usual  employment  is 


evidence  of  the  powers  of  an  agent,  and  the 

Srincipal  is  held  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
is  agent  within  the  apparent  authority  con- 
ferred on  the  agent.  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Hannibal  v.  North  Missouri  Coal  &  Min.  Co. 
86  Mo.  135 ;  Washington  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
St.  Mary's  Bern.  52  Mo.  480 ;  Kiley  v.  Frosee, 
57  Mo.  890 ;  Martin  v.  Webb,  110  U.  6.  7,  28 
L.  ed.  49;  Mahoncy  Min.  Co.  v.  Anglo- Cali- 
fornian  Bank,  104  U.  S.  192,  26  L.  ed.  707. 
The  president  of  a  business  corporation  is 
its  chief  executive  officer.  He  may,  without 
any  special  authority  from  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, perform  all  acts  of  an  ordinary  nat- 
ure, which  by  usage  or  necessity  are  inci- 
dent to  his  office,  and  may  bind  the  corpora- 
tion by  contracts  in  matters  arising  in  the 
usual  course  of  business.  Boone,  Corp. 
g  144 ;  Stokes  v.  New  Jersey  Pottery  Co.  46  N. 
J.  L.  287. 

In  the  case  at  bar  Stewart  Jackson  was 
president  of  defendant.  He  purchased  every 
mule  that  defendant  owned  from  its  organi- 
zation until  after  the  execution  of  the  notes 
sued  on  in  this  case.  He  had  repeatedly 
signed  notes  in  the  name  of  the  corporation, 
and  the  corporation  had  honored  his  orders 
and  paid  hii  notes  so  drawn.  Plaintiffs  had 
thirteen  different  transactions  with  him  as 
the  president  and  purchasing  agent  of  defend- 
ant prior  to  the  giving  of  the  notes  herein, 
and  his  acts  had  always  been  ratified.  The 
defendant  was  engaged  in  a  transfer  business 
in  which  the  motive  power  was  mules,  and 
itjwas  in  its  written  charter  privileged  to  buy 
mules,  and  execute  its  notes  therefor.  Jack- 
son had  purchased  mules  for  defendant  of 
the  plaintiffs ;  and  on  this  occasion  he  in- 
formed them  that  he  was  purchasing  the  mules 
for  which  these  two  notes  were  given,  for 
the  defendant.  His  transaction,  under  the 
evidence,  was  within  both  his  actual  and  ap- 
parent authority  to  bind  the  defendant.  The 
evidence  is  amply  sufficient  to  bind  defend- 
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ant  on  these  two  notes;  and  there  was  no 
error  in  the  instructions  given  for  plaintiffs 
on  these  two  notes,  and  certainly  defendant 
ought  not  to  be  heard  to  complain. 

The  action  of  the  court  in  admitting  parol 
evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  lia- 
ble on  the  three  notes  sued  on  in  third,  fourth 
and  fifth  counts,  notwithstanding  its  name 
nowhere  appeared  on  the  notes,  and  in  in- 
structing the  jury  as  it  did  in  the  eighth  in- 
struction for  the  plaintiffs,  presents  for  our 
consideration  a  question  of  great  practical 
importance,  and  much  depends  upon  its  right 
decision.  The  exact  question  here  presented 
has  not  been  passed  on  by  this  court  in  any 
case  that  we  have  been  able  to  find,  but  it 
has  been  long  settled  in  many  of  our  sister 
States.  In  Massachusetts  as  early  as  1814, 
in  the  case  of  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass. 
27,  it  was  held  that,  "where  one  makes  a 
written  contract,  intending  to  act  therein  as 
the  agent  of  another,  and  to  bind  his  princi- 
pal, it  is  necessary  that  it  should  appear  in 
the  contract  itself  that  he  acts  as  such  agent  \n 
and  oral  testimony  was  held  inadmissible  to 
contradict,  vary  or  materially  affect  the  writ- 
ten contract.  The  same  question  came  before 
the  same  court  again  in  1868,  in  Brown  v. 
Parker,  7  Allen,  887.  In  that  case  one  N.  H. 
Streeter  had  signed  two  negotiable  notes,  and 
it  was  sought  to  hold  defendant  Parker,  on 
the  ground  that  Streeter  was  his  agent,  and 
intended  to  bind  defendant.  The  court  says : 
"But  in  suits  on  promissory  notes  or  bills  of 
exchange  no  evidence  is  admissible  to  charge 
any  person  as  principal  whose  name  is  not 
in  some  way  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  note 
or  draft.  This  point  has  been  often  decided 
in  this  Commonwealth,  and  the  reasons  on 
which  the  rule  rests  have  been  fully  stated 
in  very  recent  decisions,  "—citing  Slawwn  v. 
Loring,  5  Allen,  840,  and  cases  cited,  in 
which  it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Bigelow : 
M  Being  negotiable  paper,  all  evidence  de- 
hors the  drafts  is  to  be  excluded.  It  ia 
wholly  immaterial,  therefore,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  in  fact  the  agent  of  the  company 
named  on  the  face  of  the  drafts,  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  that  he  was  so,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  no  personal  interest  in  the 
Company. w 

In  New  York,  in  Pent*  v.  Stanton,  10  Wend. 
271,  the  cases  both  in  England  and  in  the 
different  States  of  the  Union  were  reviewed, 
and  the  conclusion  reached  "that  no  person 
can  be  considered  a  party  to  a  bill  unless  his 
name  or  the  name  of  the  firm  of  which  he  is 
a  partner  appear  on  some  part  of  it,  "—-citing, 
Chitty,  Bills,  22 ;  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  8  T.  R. 
761 ;  Bmly  v.  Lye,  15  East,  7. 

And  this  rule  is  universally  accepted  as  the 
law  by  the  recent  text- writers  on  commercial 
paper.  Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  §  87;  Ran- 
dolph, Com.  Paper,  §  181. 

"The  reason  of  this  rule  is  that  each  party 
who  takes  a  negotiable  instrument  makes  his 
contracts  with  the  parties  who  appear  on  its 
face  to  be  bound  for  its  payment.  It  is  'a 
courier  without  luggage,'  whose  countenance 
is  its  passport ;  and  in  suits  upon  negotiable 
instruments  no  evidence  is  admissible  to 
charge  any  person  as  a  principal  thereto  un- 
less his  name  in  some  way  is  disclosed  upon 
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1  Dan.   Neg.  Inst. 
285-287;  Beaton  v. 


the  instrument  itself." 
3;  Mechem,  Ag.  pp. 

'yers,  4  Colo.'  59. 

And  another  good  reason  for  the  rale  is 
that  every  part  of  commercial  paper  must  be 
definite  and  certain  and  contained  in  the  body 
of  the  paper  itself,  so  that  every  taker  and 
holder  understands  exactly  what  his  rights  in 
and  to  it  are,  and  with  whom  he  is  contract- 
ing. Counsel  for  respondents  claim  that  this 
doctrine  has  been  repudiated  by  this  court 
in  a  number  of  decisions,  and  the  importance 
of  the  question,  and  the  earnestness  with 
which  this  is  urged,  demand  that  we  should 
state  our  reasons  for  declining  to  take  that 
view  of  the  case. 

The  leading  case  relied  upon  by  respond- 
ents is  Washington  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  St. 
Mary's  Sem.  52*  Mo.  480.  The  note  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  action  in  that  case  was 
as  follows: 

"$750. 

"For  value  received  in  policy  No.  2,969, 
dated  the  fourteenth  day  of  March,  1866,  is- 
sued by  the  Washington  Mutual  Fire  Insur- 
ance Company  of  St.  Louis,  I  promise  to 
pay  said  company  (or  their  secretary  for  the 
time  being)  the  sum  of  seven  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars,  in  3uch  portions  and  at  such 
time  or  times  as  the  directors  of  said  com- 
pany may  agreeably  to  their  acts  of  incor- 
poration require.  Daniel  McCarthy,  Prest. 
Per  Thomas  Burke. n 

This  court  held  that  it  was  competent  to 
explain  the  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  note 
itself.  Speaking  for  the  court,  Judge  Sher- 
wood said  in  that  case :  u  In  the  present  case 
the  note  sued  on  is  signed  'Daniel  McCarthy, 
Prest.'  But  president  of  what?  Just  here, 
under  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  above  cases, 
parol  evidence  steps  in,  and  affords  a  ready 
and  satisfactory  explanation.  The  word 
'Prest., '  attached  to  the  name  of  Daniel  Mc- 
Carthy, is  an  ear -mark  of  the  official  capac- 
ity in  which  the  note  was  signed,— not  evi- 
dence, it  is  true,  that  the  note  was  signed  in 
that  capacity,  but  a  sufficient  basis  for  the 
introduction' of  testimony  tending  to  estab- 
lish that  fact."  Moreover  in  that  case  the 
note  on  its  face  referred  to  policy  No.  2,969, 
which  insured  the  seminary  building  and 
church  building  belonging  to  St.  Mary's 
Seminary.  It  will  be  observed,  first,  that 
the  above  note  is  not  negotiable,  and,  sec- 
ondly, that  the  ambiguity  appears  on  its  face, 
growing  out  of  the  word  u Prest., "  affixed  to 
McCarthy's  name.  In  the  case  at  bar  the 
notes  are  by  their  terms  negotiable,  and  con- 
tain nothing  but  Jackson's  name  as  maker; 
so  that  this  case  is  not  authority,  because 
the  facts  are  entirely  different.  It  is  true, 
however,  that  in  this  case  Judge  Sherwood 
quotes  from  the  decision  in  Mechanics  Bank 
of  Alexandria  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  18  U.  S. 
5  Wheat.  827,  5  L.  ed.  101,  in  which  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  says : 
"It  is  by  no  means  true,  as  was  contended  in 
argument,  that  the  acts  of  agents  derive  their 
validity  from  professing  on  the  face  of  them 
to  have  been  done  in  the  exercise  of  their 
agency.11  If  this  were  all,  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  respondents  are  justified  in  claim- 
ing that  this  decision  is  broad  enough  to  per- 
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mit  parol  evidence  in  any  case  to  explain 
who  was  the  principal,  notwithstanding 
there  is  no  intimation  on  the  face  of  the  paper 
that  anyone  but  the  agent  is  a  party  to  it. 
But  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
did  not  put  its  decision  on  that  ground; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  Justice  Johnson,  who* 
delivered  the  opinion,  expressly  says :  "  But 
the  fact  that  this  appeared  on  its  "face  to  be 
a  private  check  is  by  no  means  to  be  con- 
ceded ;  on  the  contrary,  the  appearance  of  the 
corporate  name  of  the  institution  on  the  face* 
of  the  paper  at  once  leads  to  the  belief  that 
it  is  a  corporate,  and  not  an  individual, 
transaction ;  to  which  must  be  added  that  the 
cashier  is  the  drawer,  and  the  teller  the 
payee,  and  the  form  of  ordinary  checks  de- 
viated from  by  the  substitution  of  'to  order* 
for  'to  bearer.'  The  evidence,  therefore,  on 
the  face  of  the  bill  predominates  in  favor 
of  its  being  a  bank  transaction.  But  it  is> 
enough  for  the  purposes  of  the  defendant  to 
establish  that  there  existed  on  the  face  of  the 
paper  circumstances  from  which  it  might 
reasonably  be  inferred  that  it  was  either  one 
or  the  other,  and  in  such  a  case  to  resort  to 
extrinsic  evidence  to  remove  the  doubt. "  So 
that  it  seems  clear  that  the  supreme  court 
placed  its  decision  upon  the  fact  that  upon 
the  face  of  the  paper  the  ambiguity  appeared. 
That  court  would  never  have  ne la  that  there- 
was  any  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  notes 
sued  on  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  counts- 
in  the  case  at  bar.  Folk  v.  Moths,  127  U. 
S.  697,  82  L.  ed.  266. 

In  Smith  v.  Alexander,  81  Mo.  198,  the  ac- 
tion was  on  the  following  note : 

tt$500.     St.  Louis,  Mo.,  July  22,  1855. 

Ninety  days  after  date  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Messrs.  Smith  &  Co. ,  five  hundred 
dollars,  for  value  received,  negotiable  and 
payable  without  defalcation  or  discount.  J. 
H.  Alexander, Treasr. Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  R.  Co.* 

In  that  case  Alexander,  having  been  sued 
on  this  note,  was  allowed  to  show  that  he- 
was  treasurer  of  the  said  railroad,  and  that 
he  gave  the  note  simply  as  agent  of  said 
Company,  Judge  Ewing  saying :  "  A  mere  ad- 
dition to  the  name  of  the  party  signing  the 
contract  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  certain  indi- 
cium that  it  was  made  on  behalf  of  another. 
Where,  however,  it  is  doubtful  from  the  face 
of  the  contract  whether  it  was  intended  to 
operate  as  a  personal  engagement  of  the 
party  signing  it  or  to  impose  an  obligation 
on  some  third  person  as  principal,  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  the  character  of  the 
transaction."  So  we  see  that  Judge  Ewing 
places  his  ruling  on  the  doubt  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  note,  whether  it  was  the  ob- 
ligation of  Alexander  or  the  railroad  com- 
pany. 

Bhuetee  v.  Bailey,  40  Mo.  69,  was  an  action 
on  a  contract  for  half  the  value  of  a  parti- 
tion wall.  It  was  not  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment at  all,  and  in  that  case  the  contract 
was  signed,  "  Kenneth  McKenzie,  Agent  for 
Volney  Stevenson,  on  the  first  part,  "so  that 
case  is  not  similar  in  any  legal  feature  to  the 
one  at  bar. 

In  Musser  v.  Johnson,  42  Mo.  74,  action 
was  brought  on  a  written  assignment  of  a 
certain  claim  against  Johnson  and  others  by 
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Isaac  H.  Bturcreon,  president  North  Missouri 
Railroad  Company,  w  attested  with  the  seal 
of  the  company,  and  countersigned  by  George 
H.  Blood,  Secr'y  N.  M.  R.  R.  Co.*  It  was 
held  to  be  the  act  of  the  company.  The 
instrument  was  not  negotiable,  and  the  paper 

011  its  face  clearly  showed  it  was  the  intention 
to  assign  the  railroad  company's  right.  The 
next  case  we  are  cited  to  is  Ferris  v.  Thaw, 
72  Mo.  446.  In  that  case  the  note  or  in- 
strument read : 

M $4,000.    St.   Louis,   Mo.,  Oct.  8d,   1870. 

' '  Twelve  months  after  date  I  promise  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  John  W.  Luke,  treasurer, 
$4,000,  without  defalcation  or  discount,  for 
value  received,  negotiable  and  payable  at 
the  Third  National  Bank  of  St.  Louis,  with 
ten  per  cent  interest  from  date,  payable  semi- 
annually. Charlie  Thaw,  W.  M.  Polar  Star 
Lodge  No.  79.  Indorsed :  John  W.  Luke, 
Treasurer. w 

In  that  case  the  defendants  were  sued  as 
members  of  Polar  Star  Lodge  No.  79  of  An- 
cient Free  and  Accepted  Masons.  Defendant 
Thaw  was  its  chief  officer,  with  the  title  of 
worshipful  master.  In  that  case  it  was  shown 
that  the  lodge  was  an  unincorporated  body ; 
that  it  had  borrowed  this  $4,000  for  lodge 
purposes.  The  loan  was  reported  to  the  lodge 
and  was  approved  at  its  meeting,  all  the  de- 
fendants voting  therefor.  It  will  be  observed 
that  in  this  case  the  ambiguity  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  paper,  and  the  court  properly 
permitted  evidence  to  show  who  were  the 
real  principals,  and  the  members  of  the  lodge 
which  received  the  money  were  held  on  it. 
It  is  true  the  learned  Judge  quotes  from 
Story"  on  Agency  and  uses  language  that 
might  be  construed  to  include  any  undisclosed 
principal ;  but  It  is  not  practicable  in  every 
case  to  go  over  the  entire  law,  and  point  out 
all  the  qualifications  that  might  be  men- 
tioned, and,  when  the  law,  as  quoted,  ap- 
plies to  the  controlling  facts  in  the  case,  it 
must  be  understood  as  referring  to  those  facts. 
It  is  clear  to  us  that  the  learned  Judge  who 
delivered  that  opinion  had  no  intention  of 
discussing  the  proposition  now  under  con- 
sideration. The  case  was  placed  upon  the 
ground  that,  the  lodge  having  failed  to  be- 
come a  corporation,  its  members  were  liable 
as  copartners;  and  they  were  all  shown  to 
have  ratified  the  act  of  the  worshipful  mas- 
ter, and  his  agency  appeared  on  the  paper 
itself,  so  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  discuss 
the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  a  person 
on  an  instrument  to  which  he  was  not  a 
party.  Martin  v.  FeweU,  79  Mo.  410 ;  Rich- 
ardson v.  Pitts,  71  Mo.  128. 

It  remains  only  to  notice  Franklin  Ave. 
German  8a*.  Inst.  v.  Roscoe  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 75  Mo.  408.  That  was  an  action  on 
school  bond,  as  follows : 

"It  is  hereby  certified  that  the  special 
school  district  of  the  Town  of  Roscoe,  County 
of  St.  Clair,  State  of  Missouri,  is  indebted 
to ,  or  bearer,  in  the  sum  of  $500,  pay- 
able .  .  .  This  bond  is  issued  under  and 
by  virtue  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of 
Missouri  entitled' An  Act  to  Authorize  Cities, 
Towns,  and  Villages  to  Organize  for  Schools 
with  Special  Privileges/  Jas.  Smanger, 
Prest. ;  Henry  Swann,  Secretary.- 
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Of  course,  on  the  face  of  this  bond,  it  was 
the  bond  of  the  school -district,  and  no  such 
question  as  the  one  at  bar  was  before  the  court. 

In  Snider  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.,  77  Mo.  525, 
Snider  was  the  consignor  of  the  lost  package, 
and  this  court  held  that,  although  the  pack' 
age  was  the  property  of  his  sister  Louisa, 
Snider  was  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
and  authorized  to  sue.  No  question  of  ne- 
gotiable paper  was  involved  in  the  case,  so 
that  it  will  appear  from  an  examination  of 
each  of  the  cases  relied  on  by  respondents  as 
sustaining  the  action  of  the  court  in  admit- 
ting parol  evidence  to  show  that  Jackson 
was  in  fact  the  president  and  purchasing 
agent  of  appellant,  and  executed  the  three 
notes  described  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth 
counts  in  behalf  of  said  company,  that  they 
are  all  unlike  this  case,  in-  that  in  each  of 
them  there  was  some  addition,  such  as  "  presi- 
dent,w  "worshipful  master, n  " treasurer, "  or 
some  title  designating  an  agency  on  the  face 
of  the  paper  itself,  and  in  such  cases  the  law 
permits  the  ambiguity  to  be  explained ;  and, 
indeed,  in  all  other  contracts  except  bills  of 
exchange  and  negotiable  promissory  notes  it 
is  always  permissible  to  show  by  parol  evi- 
dence who  is  the  real  principal.  Tiedeman, 
Com.  Paper,  §  87,  and  authorities  cited.  But 
wherever  the  cases  have  been  reviewed  we 
think  it  will  be  found  that,  although  the 
rule  has  been  relaxed  in  those  cases  where 
the  maker  or  drawer  adds  the  word  u  agent, " 
or  u president,"  or  the  like  after  his  name, 
yet   in    negotiable    instruments,    when   the 

firincipal's  name  does  not  appear,  he  is  not 
iable  on  the  bill  or  note  as  a  party  to  the 
instrument.  Devendorf  v.  West  Virginia  Oil 
0.  L.  Co.  17  W.  Va.  185;  Fuller  v.  Hooper, 
8  Gray,  841 ;  Williams  v.  Bobbins,  16  Gray, 
77;  Pease  v.  Pease,  85  Conn.  181;  Keck  v. 
Sedalia  Brew.  Co.  22  Mo.  App.  187,  4  West 
Rep.  887 ;  Bartlett  v.  Tucker,  104  Mass.  839. 

What  we  have  here  said  is  not  in  conflict 
with  another  equally  well-settled  rule,  that 
a  party  may  bind  himself  by  another  than 
his  true  name,  where  he  signs  any  instrument 
with  intent  to  bind  himself,  or  signs  any 
name  under  which  he  is  shown  to  have  held 
himself  out  to  the  world  and  carried  on 
business.  In  these  cases  he  is  as  much  liable 
as  if  he  had  signed  his  true  name.  Bartlett 
v.  Tucker,  104  Mass.  889. 

With  this  view  of  the  law,  then,  we  hold 
the  court  erred  in  the  admission  of  parol 
evidence  to  show  that  Jackson  executed  the 
three  notes  sued  on  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth 
counts,  and  in  giving  instruction  No.  8,  as 
prayed  by  plaintiffs.  In  regard  to  the  re- 
fusal  to  give  the  twenty-third  instruction 
asked  by  defendant,  we  think  the  court  com- 
mitted no  error.  We  do  not  think  any  such 
issue  was  properly  tendered  the  plaintiffs, 
nor  do  we  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
to  justify  it,  if  properly  pleaded. 

We  are  driven  by  our  views  of  the  law  to  affirm 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  first 
and  second  counts,  and  reverse  the  judgment  on 
the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  counts.  Hunt  v. 
Missouri  R.  Co.  89  Mo.  807,  6  West.  Rep. 
208,  and  cases  cited. 

All  Judges  of  division  No.  2  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 
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Thomas  P.  PROCTOR,  Trustee  under  the  I 

WiU  of  John  T.  Hancock.  Deceased, 

e. 

Irene  A-  CLARE  et  al. 


C... 


....) 


1.  The  question  "who  are  the  heirs-at- 
law"  of  av  person  within  the  meaning  of  a 
Massachusetts  will  whieh  give*  them  an  estate  in 
a  certain  event  tf  he  is  not  then  living;  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  although 
the  person  named  is  domiciled  in  another  State. 

t.  The  'then  heirs"  of  av  person  to  whom 
an  estate  is  given,  if  he  is  not  living  on  the  death 
of  another,  are  to  be  ascertained  as  of  the  mo- 
ment of  the  latter*  death. 

S.  ▲  widow  Is  aw ''heir*9  of  her  husband 
to  the  extent  of  f6\000  up  to  which  she  is  given  an 
estate  in  fee  by  Stat.  1880,  chap.  211,  but  not  in 
respect  to  the  life  estate  given  by  Gen.  Stat,  ohap. 
to,  I  IS.  8tat.  1864,  chap.  406,  I  i,  which  is  a  purely 
optional  interest  in  lieu  of  dower.  Consequently 
she  can  take  only  the  sum  of  $5,000  under  a  will 
in  favor  of  his  "heirs." 

<May  19, 1801.) 

EBPORTby  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for 
Suffolk  County  (Holmes.  J.)  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  full  court  of  a  bill  filed  by  the  trus- 
tee under  the  will  of  John  T.  Hancock,  de- 
ceased, for  instructions  how  to  proceed  in  the 
final  distribution  of  the  trust  property  under 
the  third  clause  of  the  sixth  item  of  the  will. 


The  principal  question  in  the  case  was 
whether  the  entire  fund  belonged  to  Irene  A.. 
Clark,  sister  of  Charles  Henry  Hancock,  de- 
ceased, or  whether  Lydia  A.  George,  widow 
of  said  Charles  Henry  Hancock,was  entitled  to 
share  in  it. 

Meeere.  Marshall*  Hamblett  ss  Burke 
and  George  J.  Burns*  for  Irene  A.  Clark: 

The  language  of  the  will  imports  a  gift  of 
both  real  and  personal  estate  made  in  the  same 
words,  and  in  a  gift  of  real  and  personal  estate 
made  in  the  same  words,  but  one  construction 
will  be  given,  and  that  construction  will  be 
such  as  Is  proper  in  respect  to  a  gift  of  real 
estate. 

Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen,  466;  Lombard  v* 
Boydcn,  5  Allen,  255:  Fabens  v.  Fabens,  2  New 
Bng.  Rep.  880, 141  Mass.  400. 

The  above  rule  is  not  varied  by  the  fact  that 
no  real  estate  is  included  in  the  trust  property 
at  the  date  of  the  widow's  decease. 

De  Beautoir  v.  DeBeauvoir,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  524, 
and  cases  before  cited. 

When  the  testator  uses  the  same  words  in  his 
will  more  than  once,  they  must  receive  the 
same  construction  in  each  case. 

2  Jarman,  Wills,  5th  Am.  ed.  61,  and  note  1; 
Lloyd  v.  Rambo,  85  Ala.  709;  Carter*.  Ben  tail, 
2  Beav.  551. 

The  plaintiff,  as  trustee  under  the  will,  was 
vested  with  all  the  property  constituting  the 
trust  estate.  He  had  a  fee  in  the  real  estate, 
and  the  legal  title  to  the  personal  property  dur- 
1  ing  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  widow. 


Norm.— Hews-st-tote;  tianWeanc*  of  the  term. 

The  term  "heir"  has  a  very  different  signification 
at  common  law  from  what  it  has  in  those  States 
and  countries  which  have  adopted  the  eivil  law.  In 
the  latter,  the  term  applies  to  all  persons  who  are 
called  to  the  succession,  whether  by  the  act  of  the 
party  or  by  operation  of  law.  The  person  who  is 
created  universal  successor  by  a  will  is  called  the 
testamentary  heir;  and  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  is, 
in  cases  of  intestacy,  called  the  "heir-at-law,"  or 
heir  by  intestacy.  The  executor  of  the  oommon 
law  is  in  many  respects  not  unlike  the  testamentary 
belr  of  the  civil  law.  Again,rthe  administrator  in 
many  respects  corresponds  with  the  heir  byrfntesta- 
oy.  By  the  oommon  law,  executors—  unless  ex- 
pressly authorised  by  the  will— and  administrators 
have  no  right  except  to  the  personal  estate  of  the 
-deceased;  whereas  the  heir  by  the  civil  law  is  au- 
thorised to  administer  both  the  personal  and  real 
estate.  1  Brown,  Civ.  Law,  844;  Story,  Oonf.  L. 
•  808;  1  Bouvler,  Law  Diet  title  Heir. 

A  person  who  is  appointed  by  the  law  to  take  the 
estate  is  called  the  heir.  Technically  one  who  takes 
property  under  a  will  is  not  an  heir;  and  the  word 
"heir**  is  also  confined  to  those  persons  who  take 
the  real  estate.  One  cannot  be  an  heir*to  personal 
property.  Bacon,  Law  Tracts,  128;  Co.  Litt.  191  a, 
note  77;  Donahue's  Estate,  86  OaL  820;  Tiedeman, 
Real  Prop.  1 068. 

As  intestacy  is  presumed  until  the  will  is  pro- 
duced, the  heir  is  relieved  from  the  burden  of  prov- 
ing that  his  ancestor  died  intestate.  Baxter  v. 
Bradbury,  20  Me.  960;  Stephenson  v.  Doe,  8  Blaokf . 
508;  Lyon  v.  Kaln,  86 I1L  868. 

The  word  "heirs,"  when  unexplained  or  uncon- 
trolled by  the  context  or  by  other  provisions,  has  a 
technical  meaning  which  may  not  be  departed 
from  (Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen,  466),  but  it  is  often 
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used  in  a  different  sense,  as  meaning  only  children 
or  issue  (Ellis  v.  Bssex  Merrimack  Bridge  Proprs. 
8  Pick.  848:  Bowers  v.  Porter,*  Pick.  196);  it  is.  in  all 
cases,  a  question  of  intention.  Haley  v.  Boston, 
106  Mass.  076. 

As  no  one  can  be  the  heir  of  a  living  person,  and 
as  the  persons  who  will  be  heirs  are  uncertain 
while  the  ancestor  lives,  a  devise  to  them  ss  heirs, 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  cannot  take  effect, 
and  is  therefore  void.  This  is  obviously  so,  if  the 
devise  be  of  a  present  estate,  which  must  vest,  if 
ever,  as  soon  as  created.  Campbell  v.  Bawdon,  IB 
N.Y.  418. 

A  devise  of  property  to  be  equally  divided  among 
"heirs"  naming  each  child,  but  describing  the 
grandchildren  only  as  the  children  of  a  deceased 
son,  means  that  the  latter  are  oollectively  entitled 
only  to  the  share  which  their  father  would  have 
taken.   Eyer  v.  Beck,  14  West.  Bep.  868, 70  Mich.  170. 

In  a  will  giving  testator's  daughter  a  certain  sum 
of  money  on  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  or  tee  day  of  her  marriage,  but  "if  she 
should  die  without  legal  heirs  or  before  she  reaches 
twenty-one  years,"  her  share  shall  go  to  his  mother, 
brothers  and  sisters,  the  term  "legal  heirs**  means 
child  or  children.  Underwood  v.  Bobbins,  117 
Ind.808. 

A  remainder  to  "lawful  heirs*'  after  a  devise  for 
life  vests  in  those  who  were  testator's  lawful  heirs 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  not  at  the  death  of  the 
life  tenant    Be  Tuoker*s  Will  <VO  Jan.  6, 1801. 

In  a  gift  of  personalty  to  one  for  life  and  at  her 
death  to  her  heirs,  the  word  "heirs'*  is  not  a  word 
of  limitation,  but  indicates  the  class  in  whom  own- 
ership is  vested  subject  to  the  life  interest.  Pillot 
v.  Landon.  40  N.  J.  Eg.  810. 

Those  technical  words  which  in  a  deed  are  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  the  creation  of  particular  es- 
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Perry,  Tr.  298,  81ft;  Doe  v.  Field,  2  Barn.  & 
Ad.  564;  Sears  v.  £u**jtf,  8  Gray,  86;  1  Kedf. 
Wills;  Cleveland  v.  tfoBd,  6  Cush.  407. 

Charles  Henry  Hancock  was  never  seised  or 
possessed  of  any  interest  in  the  trust  estate. 

2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  p.  609  et  seq.;  Colby 
t.  Duncan,  188  Mass.  888;  Kimball  v.  Laneas- 
ter,  60  N.  H.  278;  Smith  v.  Rice,  180  Mass.  441, 
442. 

The  trustee  being  vested  with  the  whole  es- 
tate during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  "wid- 
ow, the  vesting  of  any  interest  in  the  trust 
property  which  might  remain  upon  the  death 
of  his  wife  was  postponed  until  her  decease. 

Kimball  v.  Lancaster,  supra;  Knowlton  v. 
Sanderson,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  100,  141  Mass. 
828. 

Charles  Henry  Hancock  never  had  any  con- 
tingent or  transmissible  interest  in  said  trust 
property;  his  interest  was  at  most  that  of  a 
mere  or  naked  possibility. 

Putnam  v.  Qleason,  00  Mass.  455;  4  Kent, 
Com.  6th  ed.  208. 

The  gift  is  an  original,  independent  gift  to 
the  "heirs^at-law"  of  Charles  Henry  who  might 
be  living  at  the  decease  of  the  life  tenant. 

The  words  "heirs-at-law"  are  technical 
words,  having  long  since  acquired  a  definite 
legal  signification,  and  must  be  construed  ac- 
cording to  their  well-defined  legal  meaning: 
and  the  testator  will  be  presumed  to  have  used 
them  in  their  strict  technical  sense,  unless  there 
is  something  in  the  context  of  the  will  which 


satisfies  the  court  that  the  testator  used  them  is> 
a  different  sense. 

Putnam  v.  Gleason,  90  Mass.  456;  2  Jarman, 
Wills,  61,  62;  Harvey  v.  Olmstead,  1  N.  Y. 
480;  Campbell  v.  Bawdon,  18  N.  T.  418;  Guth- 
rie's App.  87  Pa.  08;  2  Redf.  Wills,  p.  67,  and 
note  (36);  Haley  v.  Boston,  106  Mass.  576,  579; 
WiUeins  v.  Grdway,  50  N.  H.  878;  Pub.  Stat, 
chap.  8,  §  8,  cl.  8. 

When  the  word  "heirs"  is  used  in  a  will  not 
to  denote  succession  but  to  describe  a  legatee, 
and  there  is  no  context  to  explain  it  otherwise, 
the  natural  and  ordinary  sense  of  the  wonl 
"heirs"  should  not  be  departed  from. 

2  Lomax,  Executors,  21;  Wallace  v.  Minor* 
86  Va.  550. 

The  reason  for  special  or  peculiar  interpreta- 
tion of  the  word  "heirs  at-law"  fails  altogether 
where  the  limitation  is  of  a  future  estate. 

Lombard  v.  Boyden,  5  Allen,  254;  CampbeU 
v.  Ilawdon,  supra;  Richardson  v.  Wheatland,  1 
Met.  160;  Irvine  v.  Netclin,  68  Miss.  193. 

In  a  gift  of  real  and  personal  estate  to* 
"heirs-at-law,"  that  term '  means  relations  by 
blood. 

Putnam  v.  Qleason,  supra;  Merrill  v.  Pres- 
ton, 185  Mass.  451;  Gummingsv.  Gumming* ,  6 
New  Eng.  Rep.  128,  146  Mass.  501,  507;  Wii- 
kins  v.  Grdway,  supra. 

The  term  "legal  heirs,"  or  "heirs,"  when 
used  in  a  technical  sense  does  not  include  the 
widow. 

Lombard  ▼.  Boyden,  supra;  Lord  v.  BourneT 


tates  ace  not  required  tn  a  devise.  Jenkins  v. 
Clement,  1  Harp.  Bq.  73,  14  Am.  Dec.  696;  Peyton  v. 
Smith,  4  McOord,  L.  476,  17  Am.  Deo.  766;  Boone, 
Real  Prop.  •  88L 

Descent  of  real  property. 

The  descent  of  real  property  is  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated,  the  lex 
loci  ret  silos.  The  law  of  the  domioil,  lex  dnmieUH, 
does  not  apply  to  real  property.  And  that  Law  of 
Descent  governs  which  was  in  force  at  the  decease 
of  the  ancestor.  The  Law  of  Descent  varies  ac- 
cording to  the  oivil  polity  of  each  State,  or,  as 
Blackstone  has  it.  It  is  "the  creature  of  oivil  polity 
and  juris  pottttoi."  In  every  State  of  the  Ameri- 
can Union  there  is  a  statute  regulating  the  descent 
of  real  property,  and  for  any  special  question  aris- 
ing under  the  Law  of  Descent  referenoe  must  be 
had  to  the  Statute  of  the  State  in  which  the  land 
lies.  But  these  statutes  have  many  points  in  com- 
mon, and  are  controlled  by  oertain  general  princi- 
ples which  may  be  collated  and  presented  in  the 
various  text  books  on  real  property.  But  for  the 
minor  details  of  the  law,  the  inquirer  must  look  to 
the  state  statutes,  an  excellent  compendium  of 
which  may  be  found  in  volume  8  of  Mr.  Washburn's 
Treatise  of  the  Law  of  Real  Property,  p.  21  et  seq. 
Story.  Conf .  L.  •  484;  Potter  v.  Titoomb,  »  Me.  800; 
Smith  v.  Kelly,  28  Miss.  167;  Miller  v.  Miller,  10  Met. 
898:  Marshall  v.  King,  24  Miss.  86;  MoGaughey  v. 
Henry,  15  B.  Mon.  888;  Jones  v.  Marable,  6  Humph. 
116:  Price  v.  Tally,  10  Ala.  946;  Eslava  v.  Farmer,  7 
Ala.  548. 

The  word  "heirs"  generally  denotes  succession. 

In  genera],  where  there  is  a  gift  to  a  person  or 
his  heirs,  the  word  "heirs"  denotes  succession  or 
substitution,  the  gift  being  primarily  to  the  person 
named,  or,  if  he  Is  dead,  then  to  bis  heirs  in  hia 
place.  In  such  oases  it  has  often  been  held  that 
the  word  "heirs"  should  be  construed  to  mean  the 
persons  who  would  legally  succeed  to  the  property 
12  L.  R.  A. 


according  to  its  nature  or  quality;  and  that  the 
heirs-at-law  would  take  the  real  estate,  and  the  next 
of  kin  or  persons  entitled  to  Inherit  personalty 
would  take  the  personal  estate.  Such  were  the 
oases,  among  others,  of  Kaye  v.  Bolton,  6  T.  R.  133, 
184.  and  Wingfleld  v.  Wlngfleld,  L.  B.  9  Ch.  Div.  668, 
of  Vaux  v.  Henderson,  1  Jao.  6  W.  888,  and  of 
Doody  v.  Higglns,  9  Hare,  App.  88. 

But  where  the  gift  Is  directly  to  the  heirs  of  a* 
person,  as  a  substantive  gift  to  them  of  something 
which  their  ancestor  was  in  no  event  to  take,  this 
element  of  succession  or  substitution  is  wanting, 
and  the  heirs  take  as  the  persons  designated  in  the 
instrument  to  take  In  their  own  right;  and  in  such, 
cases  the  courts  have  usually  held  that  the  word. 
4*heirsM  must  receive  the  meaning  wbioh  it  bears  at 
common  law,  as  the  persons  entitled  to  suooeed  to- 
real  estate  in  case  of  intestacy.  De  Beauvoir  v.  De 
Beauvoir,  8H.L  Cas.  S24;  Forster  v.  Sierra,  4  Yes. 
Jr.  766;  Swatne  v.  Burton,  16  Yes.  Jr.  866;  Mounsey 
v.  Blamire,  4  Buss.  884, 

This  distinction  was  recognised  in  Massachusetts- 
in  Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen,  466, 480,  where  the  court, 
in  speaking  of  the  word  "heirs"  as  used  in  the  will' 
then  under  consideration,  said:  "It  was  not  in- 
tended to  denote  succession,  that  Is*  to  vest  the  es- 
tate in  the  legatees  as  successors  of  or  substitutes 
for  the  sons  of  the  testator,  so  that  they  would  take 
the  same  estate  in  nature  and  quality  as  that  which 
would  have  come  to  them  by  descent  They  are  to- 
take  by  force  of  the  will  as  purchasers.  The  wonfc 
is  used  to  designate  the  persons  who  are  to  take 
the  real  and  personal  estate  as  independent  objects 
of  the  gift.  It  is  therefore  to  be  interpreted  as  a~ 
mere  term  of  description  of  a  class  of  persons  who 

.    .   .   are  to  take  the  estate.11 

The  weight  of  authority  and  the  better  reason- 
favor  the  giving  of  a  strict  construction  of  the* 
word  "heirs,"  and  this  has  been  the  manifest  ten- 
dency in  Massachusetts  and  in  other  jurisdictions.. 
Fabens  v.  Eabens,  2  New  Eng.  Bep.  880,  141  Mass.. 
806.    See  also  Merrill  v.  Preston,  186  Mass.  451;  Lorn- 
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«Me.3W;2*tf<*t#  Pains,  75  Me.  582;  Untried 
v.  Heberer,  68  Ind.  68,  72;  Tillman  v.  Davie. 
96N.  T.  17;  Bkhardeon  v.  2fartf»,  65  N.  H. 
45. 

Even  when  a  widow  is  given  by  statute*  a 
portion  of  her  husband's  real  estate  in  fee,  she 
.is  not  thereby  made  his  "heir"  in  the  general 
sense  in  which  that  term  is  usually  used  and 
understood. 

Untried  v.  Heberer,  supra;  Acts  1880,  chap. 
211;  Pub.  Atat.  chap.  124,  g§  1,  8. 

The  trust  fund  in  question  did  not  vest  until 
the  decease  of  the  testator's  widow,  and  only 
those  who  sustained  the  relations  of  "heirs-at- 
law"  at  the  time  the  estate  vested  in  possession 
can  share  in  this  estate. 

1  Bedf.  Wills,  p.  802;  Sears  v.  Russell,  8 
Gray,  86. 

At  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  testator** 
widow,  the  only  person  who  sustained  the  re- 
lation of  ''heir-at-law"  to  Charles  Henry  Han- 
cock was  his  sister,  Irene  A.  Clark.  If  the  de- 
fendant Lydia  A.  George  ever  sustained  that 
relation,  she  had  ceased  to  do  so  long  before 
the  death  of  the  testator's  widow  by  marrying 
again. 

Com.  v.  Powell,  51  Pa.  488;  Biodgett  v.  Brim- 
maid.  9  Vt  27,  80:  Paddock  v.  Wells,  2  Barb. 
Ch.  881,  5  L.  ed.  668.  See  also  Daggett  v. 
Slack,  8  Met.  450;  Bassett  v.  Granger,  100 
Mass.  848;  Band  v.  Sanger,  115  Mass.  124. 

If,  under  any  view  of  the  law  and  facts,  it 
shall  be  held  that  the  defendant  George  was, 
on  the  decease  of  the  testator's  widow,  one  of 


her  former  husband's'  "then  heir-at-law,  *r  in 
the  sense  in  which  the  testator  used  that  term, 
and  as  such  heir  is  entitled  to  anything  in  this 
trust  estate,  her  interest  therein  must  be  limited 
to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $5,000  in  value. 

Watson  v.  Watson,  150  Mass.  84;  Lincoln  v. 
Perry,  4L.  R.  A.  215,  149  Mass.  868,  874. 

Miter*.  Cauaten  Browne  and  J.  Henry 
Taylor,  with  Mr.  Millard  P.  Bowen,  for 
Lydia  A.  George: 

Upon  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  the 
heirs  of  Charles  Henry  Hancock  took  this  fund 
as  purchasers  under  the  will  of  John  T.  Han- 
cock,  and  not  by  descent  from  him.  The 
property  passed,  not  as  the  estate  of  Charles, 
but  as  the  estate  of  his  brother,  to  those  per- 
sons who  should  be  heirs  of  Charles  at  his  de- 
cease and  upon  the  testator's  widow's  decease. 

Barton  v.  Bigelow,*  Gray,  858;  Upham  v. 
Emerson,  119  Mass.  509. 

A  distinction  has  been  made  between  the  sig- 
nificance cf  the  word  "heirs"  when  used  in 
conveyances  or  devises  of  real  estate,  and  when 
used  in'  reference  to  personal  estate.  As  to  the 
former,  it  has  been  held  that  it  refers  to  heirs 
proper;  and  if  the  intent  be  to  designate  those 
only  who  are  strictly  heirs,  it  should  be  clearly 
so  stated. 

Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Allen  466;  Loring  v. 
Thorndike,  5  Allen,  257;  Merrill  v.  Preetoh9 
185  Mass.  451. 

After  this  "trust  fund"  was  transformed, 
under  power  in  the  will,  entirely  into  personal 
securities,  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  tes- 


bard  v.  Borden,  5  Alien,  240;  Loring  v.  Thorndike, 
ft  Allen,  867. 

the  rule  in  SKeUey'e  Case. 

The  celebrated  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  enforce*  the 
proposition. that  the  word  "heirs,"  as  used  In  its 
technical  sense,  must  be  construed  as  meaning  that 
the  distribution  is  affected  by  the  methods  ancient- 
ly in  vogue  under  the  common  law.  But  resort 
may  be  bad  to  the  contrary  to  show  that  the  term 
as  employed  by  the  testator  is  merely  deecriptio 
personce,  and  where  this  occurs  the  question  natu- 
rally arises,  What  persons  were  Intended  to  share 
in  the  testator's  bounty?  Similarly  it  may  be  af- 
firmed, that  where  the  context  of  a  will  shows  that 
the  word  "heirs,"  as  employed  by  the  testator,  was 
Intended  to  embrace  ohlldren  of  certain  parentage, 
the  will  must  be  so  oonstrued  as  to  effectuate  this 
intent.  Fahrney  v.  Holatnger,  65  Pa.  888;  Hlnton 
v.  Mtlburn,  28  W.  Va.  166;  Stuart  v.  Stuart  18  W. 
Va.  675;  Bland  v.  Bland,  108  TIL  12;  Berg  v.  Ander- 
son, 72  Pa.  87;  Haverstiok's  App.  108  Pa.  864;  Brad- 
lee  v.  Andrews,  187  Mass.  60;  Lockwood's  App.  4 
New  Bng.  Bep.  579, 55  Oonn.  157.  See  note  append- 
ed to  the  case  of  Vanolinder  v.  Carpenter  (HI.) 
*  L.  B.  A.  455;  also  Boston  Safe  Deposit  ft  Trust 
Co.  v.  Coffin  (Mass.)  8L.  B.  A.  740. 

There  is  a  growing  tendency  on  the  part  of  the 
American  court,  when  called  upon  to  place  a  con- 
struction upon  this  word  and  determine  the  par- 
ticular class  of  individuals  who  are  entitled  to  a 
benefit  under  It,  to  rely  in  part  at  least  upon  the 
species  of  property  bequeathed.  Thus,  a  bequest 
of  personal  property  "to  heirs,"  is  oonstrued  to  in- 
clude those  only  who  would  be  entitled  under  the 
Statutes  of  Distribution,  while  a  bequest  of  real 
estate,  or  of  a  mixed  estate  consisting  of  an  amal- 
gam of  realty  and  personalty,  is  regarded  as  a  gift 
to  those  who  would  be  entitled  to  inherit  the  testa- 
tor's real  property.  Hackney  v.  Griffin,  6  Jones, 
Bq.  883;  Tillman  v.  Davis,  96  N.  Y.  17;  Nelson  v. 
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Blue,  68  N.  C.  660;  McOabe  v.  Sprull,  1  Dev.  Eq.  100; 
Rogers  v.  Brickhouse,  5  Jones,  Eq.  804;  Scudder  v. 
Vanarsdale,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  109;  Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Al- 
len, 480;  Ferguson  v.  Stuart,  14  Ohio,  140;  Hascall 
v.  Cox,  40  Mich.  485:  Ward  v.  Saunders.  3  Sneed 
(Temu  891:  MoCormick  v.  Burke,  2  Dera.  187:  Oor- 
bitt  v.  Corbitt,  1  Jones,  Bq.  117;  Loring  v.  Thorn- 
dike,  6  Allen,  380;  Ireland  v.  Parmenter,  48  Mioh. 
631:  Clay  v.  Clay,  2  Duvall,  296;  Eddings  v.  Long, 
10  Ala.  205. 

Ride  as  established  in  the  New  York  courts.  '* 
The  word  "heirs"  is  not  necessary  in  New  York 
to  create  or  convey  an  estate  in  fee,  nor  does  its 
use  distinguish  a  fee-simple  absolute  from  a  de- 
feasible fee  or  a  conditional  fee.  The  distinction) 
must  be  made  and  sought  in  words  of  defeasance- 
or  of  condition.  1  Rev.  Stat.  749;  2  Rev.  Stat, 
Banks'  6th  ed.  1180, 6 1,  722, 1100,  •  2. 

A  gift,  by  will,  of  personal  property  to  the- 
"heirs"  of  any  person  in  the  event  of  his  death  is  s> 
gift  to  those  who,  if  such  person  died  lntesLatev 
would  succeed  to  his  personal  property  according 
to  law,  unless  the  "heir-at-law"  is  the  person 
"designated"  in  the  will  to  take  the  personal  prop* 
erty.  Holloway  v.  Holloway,  5  Ves.  Jr.  899;  Vaux 
v.  Henderson,  1  Jac  ft  W.  888,  note;  Gittings  v.  Mo* 
Dermott,  2  Myi.  ft  K.  69;  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs,  16  Beav. 
667:  Low  v.  Smith,  2  Jur.  N.  8.  844;  Doody  v.  Hig- 
gins,  2  Kay  ft  J.  729;  As  Porter's  Trust,  4  Kay  ft  J 
188;  Be  Philp's  Will,  L.  B.  7  Bq.  Cas.  161;  Finlason 
v.  Tatlook,  L.  B.  9  Eq.  Gas.  258;  Be  Steevens'  Trusts, 
L.  B.  15  Eq.  Gas.  110;  Wingneld  v.  Wingfleid,  L.  E. 

9  Ch.  Div.  658;  Croom  v.  Herring,  4  Hawks,  303; 
Freeman  v.  Knight,  2  Ired.  Eq.  72;  Eddings -v.  Long, 

10  Ala,  208;  Corbitt  v.  Corbitt,  1  Jones,  Eq.  114; 
Scudder  v.  Vanarsdale,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  109;  Houghton 
v.  Kendall,  7  Allen,  72;  Sweet  v.  Dutton,  109  Mass. 
589;  De  Beauvoir  v.  De  Beauvoir,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  524; 
Be  Roots,  1  Drew,  ft  8. 228;  Clarke  v.  Cordis,  4  Al- 
len, 466. 


See  also  3(5  L.  R.  A.  18G. 
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fetor's  widow,  the  trustee  was  bound  to  treat 
it  all  as  personalty,  and  to  distribute  it  as  in 
White  v.  Stanfleld.  6  New  Bng.  Rep.  66,  146 
Mass.  424,  where  it  was  held  that  the  term 
"heirs-at-law"  meant  next  of  kin,  or  persona 
entitled  under  the  Statute  ©'  Distributions  re- 
lating to  personal  estates. 

The  word  "heirs"  when  used  In  a  gift  of 
personalty,  refers  primarily  to  those  who 
would  be  entitled,  to  take  under  the  Statute  of 
IMstributions. 

Houghton  v.  Kendall,  7  Allen,  72;  Sweet  v. 
Jhaton,  109  Mass.  689:  MerriU  v.  Preston,  186 
Haas.  466;  Lavery  v.  Egan,  8  New  Bng.  Rep. 
489.  148  Mass.  889. 

The  fact  that  Charles  Henry  Hancock  died 
before  testator's  widow  does  not  affect  Mrs. 
George's  claim,  because  his  death  was  contem- 
plated by  testator,  and  provided  against  in  the 
will;  and  the  same  persons  who  were  in  the 
mind  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  making 
the  will  cannot  be  changed  by  the  death  of  his 
brother  before  bis  widow's  death. 

Watson  v.  Watson,  160  Mass.  84.  does  not 
touch  this  case;  there  the  tenant  for  life  of 
real  estate  being  in  possession,  the  widow's 
claim  was  not  upheld,  because  her  husband 
died  with  only  a  vested  remainder. 

Lincoln  v.  Perry,  4L.RA.  216,  149  Mass. 
868,  is  distinguished  from  the  case  at  bar,  for 
there  was  no  trustee,  with  authority  to  sell  and 
convert  into  personal  securities,  appointed  by 
that  will,— and  it  was  not  contemplated  in  that 
will  that  the  estate  should  be  divided  as  exist- 
ing in  the  trustee's  hands  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  testator's  widow. 

Holmes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  for  the  construction  of  a  clause 
in  a  Massachusetts  will,  which  clause  is  the 
final  disposition  of  a  trust  of  the  residue  of  the 
testator's  estate/ 'real,  personal  and  mixed"  and 
is  as  follows:  "8d.  Upon  the  decease  of  my 
said  wife,  then  to  pay  and  convey  in  fee  all 
the  trust  property,  as  ft  then  exists,  to  my  said 
brother,  Charles  Henry  Hancock,  if  then  liv- 
ing, but  if  he  is  not  then  living  then  to  convey 
the  same  in  fee  to  his  theu  heirs  aMaw, — where- 
upon this  trust  shall  end.''  The  testator's 
widow  is  dead.  Charles  Henry  Hancock  died 
before  the  testator  and  the  question  is,  Who 
take  as  his  heirs-atlaw?  More  specifically  the 
question  is  whether  tbe  whole  fund  goes  to  his 
sister  Irene  Clark,  or  whether  his  widow,  now 
Lydia  A.  George,  is  entitled  to  any  and  what 
share. 

The  trust  fund  consisted  of  both  real  and 

Sersonal  estate  at  the  time  of  tbe  testator's 
eath,  and  is  contemplated  as  including  land 
by  the  will  This  fact,  the  use  of  the  words 
"convey  in  fee"  and  the  use  of  the  similar 
phrase,  "convey  the  same  in  fee  to  his  then 
heirs-at-law"  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  will, 
which  deals  only  with  land,  show  that  "heirs- 
at  law"  must  be  construed  to  mean  those  who 
would  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  real  estate  in 
case  of  intestacy.  Lincoln  v.  Perry,  149  Mass. 
868,  878,  4  L.  R.  A.  216;  Fabens  v.  Fabens, 
141  Mass.  896,  899,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  880; 
Merrill  v.  Preston,  186  Mass.  461. 

The  facts  that  the  trustee  is  to  convey  the 
property  as  it  then  exists,  and  that  he  had 
12  L.  R.  A. 
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power  to  sell  and  had  sold  the  land,  are  not 
sufficient  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  fort- 
going  and  to  bring  it  within  White  v.  Stem- 
Jleld,  146  Mass.  424,  6  New  Eng.  Rep.  66;  Cod- 
man  t.  KreU,  162  Mass.  214;  KenaaU  r.  Oleeh 
son,  162  Mass.  467. 

Charles  Henry  Hancock  died  domiciled  in 
Minnesota,  but  it  has  been  decided  that  the 
words  under  consideration  must  betaken  to 
mean  those  who  would  be  entitled  by  Massa- 
chusetts law  to  succeed  to  land  in  Massachu- 
setts. Lincoln  v.  Perry  and  Oodman  ▼.  KreU, 
supra. 

Again,  the  words  mean  those  who  would 
have  been  entitled  if  Charles  Hancock  had 
died  at  the  moment  appointed  for  the  con- 
veyance, that  is,  at  the  death  of  the  testator's 
widow  on  January  6,  1890.  The  rift  is  to 
Charles  Hancock's  "then  heirs."  The  word 
"then"  takes  the  case  out  of  the  general  rule 
illustrated  by  Dote  v.  Torr,  128  Mass.  88;  Ab- 
bott v.  Bradstreet,  8  Allen,  687,  and  WhaU  v. 
Converse,  146  Mass.  846, 6  New  Eng.  Rep.  828, 
and  brings  it  within  the  exception  established 
"  f  KnowUon  v.  Sanderson,  141  Mass.  828,  2 

ew  Eng.  Rep.  100;  Fargo  v.  Miller,  160  Mass. 
**5,  6  L.  R.  A.  690;  Wood  v.  Bullard,  161 
Mass.  825,  885,  7  L.  R.  A.  804;  for  qualifying 
"heirs"  aa  it  does  it  can  only  mean  heirs  ascer- 
tained as  of  that  time. 

It  follows  that  we  must  look  to  Pub.  Stat., 
chap.  124,  §  8,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
the  widow  falls  within  the  words  of  the  will. 
If  her  husband  had  died  intestate  and  had  left 
no  issue  living  she  would  have  taken  his  real 
estate  in  fee  to  the  amount  of  $5,000.  To  that 
extent  at  least  under  our  decisions  she  is  an 
heir-at-law.  Lavery  v.  Egan,  148  Mass.  889, 
8  New  Eng.  Rep.  489;  Lincoln  v.  Perry,  149 
Mass.  868.  874,  4LR.A.  215;  McMahon  v. 
(^y,  150  Mass.  289, 290, 6  L.R.  A.  748.  Novo 
jurefluni  heredes  omnes  qui  ex  senatus  consulUs 
aut  ex  constttutionibvsadheredilateni  vocantur. 
Dig.  5,  8, 8. 

The  fund  is  given  as  one  whole  to  the  heirs. 
Therefore,  when  it  is  settled  that  the  widow  is 
an  heir,  the  will  gives  her  a  share  in  the 
whole  fund  and  not  merely  in  such  part  aa 
happened  to  be  land  at  the  testator's  death. 
But  we  must  look  to  tbe  Statutes  of  Descent  to 
determine  the  proportion  which  will  come  to 
her  as  well  as  to  discover  whether  she  is  one  of 
the  donees.  "A  devise  to  heirs  designates  not 
only  the  persons  who  are  to  take,  but  also  the 
manner  and  proportions  in  which  they  take." 
Oumtnings  v.  Oummings,  146  Mass.  501,  507,  6 
New  Eng.  Rep.  128;  Bandy.  Sanger,  115  Mass. 
124, 128;  Holbrook  v.  Harrington,  16  Gray,  102, 
104;  Houghton  v.  Kendall "7  Allen,  72,  77,  78; 
Lavery  ▼.  Egan,  supra;  BuUoek  v.  Downes,  9 
H.  L.  Gas.  1,  14,  22,  80. 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  she  takes  $6,000.  Her 
right  to  that  amount  would  have  vested  at  once 
upon  her  husband's  death  and  would  not  have 
been  devested  by  her  subsequent  marriage.  See 
Foster  v.  Fifidd,  20  Pick.  67,  70.  But  tbe 
fund  is  stated  to  amount  to  $21,000,  and  the 
question  remains  whether  she  is  "entitled  dur- 
ing her  life  to  one  half  of  the  other  real  estate," 
here  represented  by  the  rest  of  the  fund,  ac- 
cording to  the  further  provision  of  Pub.  Stat., 
chap.  124,  §  8.  Tbe  answer  depends  on  wheth  - 
er  she  is  to  be  regarded  as  an  heir  in  respect  of 
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this  life  interest  as  well  as  of  what  she  gets  in 
fee. 

Undoubtedly  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  things  to  prevent  the  inheritance,  status  or 
estate  of  an  ancestor  being  continued  by  more 
than  one  successively  as  well  as  conjointly. 
When  the  inheritance  descended  to  several  per* 
sons  as  parceners  they  were  said  to  be  but  one 
heir  to  their  ancestor.  Year  Book  20  Edw.  L 
200,  299;  Litt.  §  241;  Dyer,  29  «,  pi  194.  Jn 
like  manner  it  was  said  that  "he  in  the  rever- 
sion and  th«s  particular  tenant  are  but  one  ten* 
ant."  BrookeYe  Cam,  Godbolt,  876,  877;  Co. 
Litt.  49  a,  b,  148  a;  Wins.  Max.  55,  pi.  8, 118; 
Hayneer.  Boardman,  119 Mass.  414.  The  con- 
tinuity of  person  or  fictitious  identification  of 
heir  and  ancestor  (Day  ▼.  Worcester,  2T.  db  R. 
R  15  Mass.  803,  807,  803)  is  reconsilable  with 
either  form  of  internal  subdivision.  The  per- 
sona is  one,  although  the  individuals  sustain- 
ing it  are  different.  It  may  follow  from  Sean 
▼.  8ear$,  121  Mass.  287,  that  a  widow  in  pos- 
session claiming  her  statutory  interest  would 
stand  better  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  a  title 
by  prescription  or  adverse  possession  by  tack- 
ing the  time  of  her  adverse  use  or  occupation 
to  that  of  her  husband,  than  one  having  only 
a  right  of  dower  unassigned  was  held  to  do  in 
Sawyer  v.  Kendall,  10  Oush.  241.  To  that  ex- 
tent there  might  be  sufficient  privity  or  partial 
identification  between  them,  as  there  is  between 
vendor  and  purchaser.  Leonard  v.  Leonard, 
7  Allen,  277. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  notion  of  heir 
always  has  been  that  of  one  on  whom  the  law 
casts  an  estate  of  inheritance  immediately  on 
the  death  of  the  owner.    Latery  v.  Egan,  148 


Mass.  889,  892,  8  New  En*.  Rep.  489;  Go.  litt. 
7  b.  The  taken  of  the  life  estate  heretofore 
created  by  the  common  law  or  by  statute  on 
the  owne/s  death,  such  as  dower,  curtesy  or 
homestead  are  not  heirs.  The  life  estate  in 
question,  although  now  given  the  widow  by  the 
same  section  of  the  Public  Statutes  which 
elves  her  the  fee  up  to  $5,000,  comes  from  a  dif- 
ferent statute  and  is  given  with  a  different  end. 
The  fee  is  given  her  by  Stat  1880,  chap.  2}1; 
the  life  estate  by  Gen.  Stat.,  chap.  90,  $  15, 
Stat.  1854,  chap.  408,  §  1.  The  latter  is  » 
purely  optional  interest  m  lieu  of  dower  and  is 
substantially  equivalent  to  the  "estate  by  the 
curtesy  or  other  life  interest"  given  the  hus- 
band by  Pub.  Stat,  chap.  124,  §1. 

In  Sears  ▼.  8ears,  121  Mass.  287,  the  Statute 
of  1854  is  said  to  be  a  modification  of  the  Stat- 
ute of  Descents.  The  suggestion  was  not  neces- 
sary to  the  decision.  But  whether  it  be  true 
or  not  of  the  first  section,  as  no  doubt  it  is  of 
others,  plainly  the  court  did  not  regard  the 
widow  as  an  heir,  inasmuch  as  they  said  that 
immediately  on  the  death  of  her  husband  she 
becomes  a  tenant  in  common  with  his  heirs. 
80,  in  Pub.  Stat,  chap.  124,  g  10,  a  widow  hav- 
ing an  undivided  life  Interest  by  the  provisions 
of  law  is  contrasted  with  the  heirs;  "if  her 
right  is  not  disputed  by  his  beim"  the  interest 
may  be  assigned  to  her,  etc. 

Taking  these  considerations  into  account  and 
also  that  so  far  as  we  know  the  contrary  was 
never  argued  in  this  case  or  any  other,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  we  cannot  extend  the  principle 
of  Latery  v.  Egan  to  the  widow's  life  interest, 
and  therefore  that  she  takes  only  $5,000. 

Decree  accordingly. 


LOUISIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Frank  T.  COPP,  Appt., 

v 

LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  R.  CO. 

(43  La.  Ann.....) 


*  1.  A  legal  or  equitsvble  right 
state  lawwe  may  be  prosecuted  before  state 
courts,  and,  when  the  parties  reside  in  different 
States,  before  federal  courts,  subject  to  this  quali- 
fication, that,  when  a  right  arises  under  a  law  of 
the  United  States,  Oongress  may  give  the  federal 
courts  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

8.  If  am  Act  of  Congroea  gives  a,  penalty 
to  av  patrty  aggrieved,  without  specifying  a 
remedy  therefor,  it  may  be  enforced  in  a  state 
court;  but  if  a  right  Is  conferred  by  statute,  or  a 


specific  remedy  is  provided,  or  a  new  power  and 
means  of  execution  are  granted,  the  right  oan  be 
enforced  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the 
Act. 
8.  Apatrty  who  seefcie  davnutgee*  alleged 
to  have  been  sustained  in  oonsequenceof  the  vio- 
lation by  a  common  carrier  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce  Law,  as  the  Act  provides  for  redress  by 
procedure  either  before  the  commission,  or  by 
suit  before  the  federal  court,  cannot  bring  suit 
before  the  state  court,  which  is  without  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  the  right,  but  is  relegated  exclu- 
sively to  the  commission  or  the  federal  court; 
otherwise,  the  party  would  have  a  third  alter- 
native or  mode  of  redress,  not  contemplated  by 
the  Act,  by  which  be  is  restricted  to  one  of  two 
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Nora.— Concurrent  jurisdiction  0/  federal  and  state 
courts. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  constitute  inferior 
courts  endows  It  with  the  power  to  define  their  ju- 
risdiction.   De  Groot's  Cases,  7  Ct.  CI.  2. 

Though  the  sovereignties  of  the  general  and 
state  government  are  distinct,  and  neither  can  in- 
terfere with  the  proper  jurisdiction  of  the  other 
( Ableman  v.  Booth,  62  U.  8.  21  How.  606, 16  L.  ed. 
169).  yet  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  state  courts 
is  given  by  the  Judiciary  Act  to  the  circuit  courts 
of  the  United  States  in  any  suit  at  law  or  in  equity. 
Hee  Judiciary  Act  8ept.  2ft,  1789;  1  Stat,  at  L.  78;  Rev. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Stat.  I  629:  Act  March  8, 1878,  as  amended  in  1887, 
1888:  26 U.S.  Stat.  438. 

Bights,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  may  be  as- 
serted in  either  the  federal  or  state  courts,  sub- 
ject, however,  to  the  qualification  that  where  a  right 
arises- under  a  law  of  the  United  States,  Congress 
may,  if  it  sees  fit,  give  to  the  federal  courts  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction.  See  The  Moses  Taylor,  71 U.  8. 4 
Wall.  429, 18  L.  ed.  401;  Martin  v.  Hunter.  14  U.  8. 1 
Wheat.  884. 4  L.  ed.  104;  Ex  parte  McNeil,  80  U.  S.  18 
WalL286,20L.ed.  624. 

When  a  right  Is  given  by  statute  and  a  specific 
remedy  is  provided,  or  a  new  power  is  granted  and 
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APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish 
of  Orleans  dismissing  his  complaint  filed  to  re- 
cover damages  for  unlawful  discriminations 
against  him  in  the  rates  for  transporting  coal, 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act.    Affirmed* 
The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  B.  R.  Formaa,  for  appellant: 
The  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  (concur- 
rently with  the  United  States  circuit  courts)  of 
all  suits  of  a  civil  nature,  when  the  amount  in 
dispute  exceeds  $2,000,  arising  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  lawsof  the  United  States,  includ- 
ing the  Act  to  Regulate  Commeroe  as  one  of 

those  Iaiv  a. 

24  Stat,  at  L.  1887,  p.  552;  Claflin  v.  House- 
man, 98  U.  S.  180,  28  L.  ed.  888;  farter  v. 
Gaff.  91  U.  S.  525.  28  L.  ed.  405;  McHenry  v. 
La  8ocUU  Franco**,  95  U.  S.  58,  24  L.  ed. 
870;  Davis  v.  Friedlander,  104  U.  S.  570,  26  L. 
ed.  818;  Goodrich  v.  Wilson,  119  Mass.  429; 
Kidder  v.  Borrobin,  72  K.  T.  159^  Clark  v. 
Swing,  8  Fed.  Rep.  88;  Saunders  v,  Taylor,  8 
Nova  Scotia,  520. 

Messrs.  Bsvjrno,  Denegre)  A  Bavjrne* 
for  appellee: 

When  a  right  is  given  by  statute,  and  a  spe- 
cific f  remedy  provided,  or  a  new  power  and 
also  the  means  of  executing  it  are  therein 
granted,  the  power  can  be  executed  and  the 
right  vindicated  in  no  other  way  than  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  Act 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Const  %  899;  Dudley  v. 
Mayhew,  8  N.  T.  9. 

Bermudas,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  sustain- 
ing a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  court, 
relegating  the  plaintiff  to  that  of  a  federal  court 
The  action  arises  under  the  Act  of  Congress 
known  as  the  "Interstate  Commerce  Act,  and 
is  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  averred  un- 
lawful discriminations  by  defendant,  injurious 
to  plaintiff,  for  tbe'transportation  of  coal  from 
another  State,  for  several  years.  Vide  24  Stat 
at  L.  p.  882,  S  9.  The  section  relied  on  is 
to  the  effect  "that  any  person  or  persons,  claim- 
ing to  be  damaged  by  any  common  carrier, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  may  either 
make  complaint  to  the  commission  as  herein- 
after provided  for,  or  may  bring  suit  in  his  or 
their  own  behalf,  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
for  which  such  common  carrier  may  be  liable 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in  any  district 
or  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction;  but  such  person  or  persons 
shall  not  have  the  right  to  pursue  both  of  said 


remedies,  and  must  in  each  case  elect  which 
one  of  the  two  methods  of  procedure  herein 
provided  for  he  or  they  will  adopt"  After  re- 
ferring to  the  ruling  of  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  in  the  Case  of  Claflin,  93  U.  S. 
186,  187,  28  L.  ed.  888,  which  is  in  point  on 
the  question,  the  district  judge  has  well  said: 
"The  general  rule  is  that,  where  a  particular 
remedy  is  provided  by  law,  such  remedy  must 
be  sought,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  in  the 
cases  contemplated  by  the  8tatute;  .  .  . 
otherwise  a  person  claiming  injury,  under  the 
Act  of  Congress,  instead  ox  being  compelled  to 
elect  which  one  of  the  two  methods  ot  proced- 
ure provided  by  the  Act  he  will  adopt,  would 
be  afforded  a  third  alternative,  not  contem- 
plated or  provided  for  by  the  said  Act;  and 
this  in  violation  of  its  express  terms,  whereby 
he  is  limited  to  a  choice  between  two  remedies. 
The  authority  referred  to  contains  the  follow- 
ing language:  '  'A  legal  or  equitable  right  ac- 
quired under  state  laws  may  be  prosecuted  in 
the  state  courts,  and  also,  if  the  parties  re- 
side in  different  States,  in  the  federal  courts. 
So  rights,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  acquired 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  may  be 
prosecuted  in  the  United  States  courts,  or  in 
the  state  courts  competent,  to  decide  rights  of 
the  like  character  and  class,  subject  to  this 
qualification,  that,  where  a  right  arises  under 
a  law  of  the  United  Stales,  Congress  may,  if  it 
see  fit,  give  to  the  federal  courts  exclusive 
jurisdiction.  This  jurisdiction  is  sometimes 
exclusive  by  express  enactment,  and  sometimes 
by  implication.  If  an  Act  of  Congress  gives 
atpenalty  to  a  party  aggrieved,  without  specify- 
ing a  remedy  lor  its  enforcement,  there  is  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  be  enforced,  if  not 
provided  otherwise,  by  tome  Act  of  Congress, 
by  a  proper  action  in  a  state  court"  In  the  in- 
stant case  the  right  asserted  by  the  plaintiff  is 
claimed  under  an  Act  of  Congress  which 
specifies  the  remedy  for  its  enforcement  This 
circumstance  suffices  to  evidence  that  Congress 
saw  fit  to  give  the  federal  courts  exclusive  jur- 
isdiction. The  motive  which  induced  such 
legislation  may  have  been,  and  no  doubt  is,  to 
create  one  entire  and  complete  system,  and  pro- 
vide for  the  necessary  uniform  machinery  to 
make  it  effective  on  an  important  and  vital 
subject  of  national  interest  See  further  Suth- 
erland, Stat  Const  §  899;  Dudley  v.  May  hew, 
8  N.  Y.  9;  The  Moses  Taylor,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall. 
429, 18  L.  ed.  401;  Martin  v.  Hunter,  14  U.  8. 1 
Wheat.  884,  4  L.  ed.  104;  Ex  parte  McNeal,  80 
U.  a  18  Wall.  236,  20  L.  ed.  624. 

The  authorities  referred  to  by  the  appjlant 
do  not  sustain  his  position. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


the  means  of  Its  exercise  is  provided,  the  power  can 
be  exercised  and  the  right  Indicated  only  In  the 
manner  prescribed.  Janney  v.  Buell,  66  Ala.  408; 
Phillips  v.  Ash,  S3  Ala.  414;  Chandler  v.  Hanna,  78 
Ala.  300;  Hollister  v.  Hollister  Bank,  2  Keyes,  246. 

The  courts  of  the  United  States  may  enforce 
equitable  rights  whether  they  originate  by  con- 
tract, local  usage,  or  by  the  statute  of  a  8tate,  in 
either  real  or  personal  actions.  Clark  v.  Smith,  88 
U.  S.  18  Pet.  195, 10  L.  ed.  123;  Lorman  v.  Clarke.  2 
McLean,  668;  Smith  v.  Fort  Scott,  H.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
99  U.  S.  896.  26  L.  ed.  437. 

If  the  parties  have  the  required  citizenship,  the 
federal  court  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  rem- 
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edy  given  by  a  state  statute.  Goshorn  v.  Alexan- 
I  der,  *  Bond.  168;  United  States  v.  Block,  8  Bias.  208; 

Ex  parte  Biddle,  2  Mason,  472;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 

,  Co.  v.  Whitton,  80  U.  &  18  Wall.  270.  20  L.  ed.  871; 

!Broderick'sWiH,88U.8.  21  Wall.  608, 22  L.  ed.  809. 

And  although  the  state  law  gives  exclusive  jurls- 

I  diction  to  the  state  court.    Payne  v.  Hook,  74  U.  8. 

7  Wall.  426, 19  L.  ed.  260;  Parsons  v.  Lyman,6  Blatchf. 

170. 

|  The  ju  risdiotion  of  a  court  is  not  Impaired  by  etat- 
:  ute  'conferring  upon  other  tribunals  jurisdiction 
,  of  the  same  kind,  unless  the  statute  expressly  takes 

away  the  former  jurisdiction.     Gittings  v.  Cra»  - 

ford,  Taney,  C.  a  Dec  L 
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1.  The  time  for  nottoe  of  dishonor  of  a 

note  Is  the  same  whether  it  was  Indorsed  before 
or  after  maturity. 

M.  A  notary's  testimony  that  ho  has  an 
'"impression"  that  he  sent  a  nottoe  of  protest 
to  a  certain  person  by  mail  is  insufficient  proof 
of  that  fact  where  his  oerttfloate  states  merely 
that  he  banded  the  notices  to  an  express  agent 
from  whom  the  notes  had  been  received. 

S.  One  who  sends  paper  for  collection, 
whether  he  indorses  It  or  not,  is  entitled  to  no- 
ttoe of  dishonor  and  to  one  day  thereafter  to 
notify  prior  Indoraers. 

4.   Testimony  that  a  notice  of  dishonor 

.  was  s^ren  by  a  witness  todayor  two  after  he 
received  notice,  and  that  it  was.  op  the  16th,  or 
I7th  of  April  immediately  after*;  lie  receWed'no- 
tloe,  is  insufficient  to  show  that  It  was  given  In 
due 


of  payment  of.  a  note  in- 
i  overdue,  which  is  Ineffectual 
because  not  followed  by  protest  or  notice,  pre- 
vents any  effeotual  demand  and  protest  on  a 
subsequent  date. 
€.  Acknowledgment  of  liability  by  an 
indorser  will  not  prevent  his  discharge  for 
lack  of  nottoe  of  dishonor,  unless  distinctly  made 
with  full  knowledge  of  bis  discharge. 


7.  Proof  of  statements  by  an  ! 
to  third  persons*  merely  showing  that  he 

'  thought  himself  still  liable  on  a  note  from  which 
he  had  been  discharged  by  failure  to  give  him 
notice  of  dishonor,  does  not  establish  an  admis- 
sion of  liability . 

(April  14.  180U 

A  PPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
n.  the  Chancery  Court  for  Gibson  County 
held  at  Trenton  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an 
action  brought  to  enforce  the  alleged  liability 
of  an  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  payment 
of  which  had  been  refused  by  the  maker. 


he  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Neil  efc  Deason  and  T.  L.  Hose- 

ly,  for  appellant: 

While  demand  and  notice  are  necessary  in 
order  to  hold  an  indorser  upon  over-due  paper, 
yet  the  demand  need  only  be  made,  and  the  no- 
tice need  only  be  given,  in  a  reasonable  time. 

JStothart  v.  Parker,  1  Overt.  (Tenn.)  S80'; 
Chadwitk  v.  Jeffers,  1  Rich.  L.  897,  44  Am. 
Dec.  200;  Gray  v.  BeU,  2  Rich.  L.  67,  44  Am. 
Dec  277;  Van  Boesenr.  Van  Alstyne,  3  Wend. 
75;  Union  Bank  v.  EzeU,  10  Humph.  885. 
See  also  Duffy  v.  O  Conner,  7  Baxt.  500. 

Defendant's  conduct  and  dealing  about  the 
note  furnish  plenary  proof  that  he  had  been 
duly  served  with  notice. 

Bogart  v.  UcGlung,  11  Heist  114, 115;  Chit- 
ty,  Bills,  588. 


Hotb.— Commercial  paver;  presentation,  demand 
and  notice  essential. 

The  fact  that  the  shop  of  the  maker  of  a  note  n 
closed,  and  the  holder  Is  told  that  he  has  absconded, 
does  not  excuse  presentation,  demand  and  nottoe. 
Glaser  v.  Bounds,  16  B.  L  235, 6  New  Ens.  Rep.  500, 
citing  Tebbette  v.  Dowd,  28  Wend.  379;  Thornton  v. 
Wynn,  26  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  183,  6  L.  ed.  505;  Low  v. 
Howard,  11  Cush.  268;  Edwards  v.  Tandy,  86  N.  H. 
W0. 

The  Insolvency  of  the  maker  does  not  dispense 
with  presentment  to  him.    Bassenhorst  v.  Wilby, 

11  West.  Rap.  270,  45  Ohio  St.  888.   See  note  to  Tur- 
ner v.  Iron  Chief  Min.  Go.  (Wis.)  6  L.  R.  A.  583. 

Payment  must  be  demanded  from  the  maker  of 
a  note,  and  notice  of  nonpayment  forwarded  to  the 
indorser  within  due  time,  in  order  to  render  him 
liable.  Magruder  v.  Union  Bank  of  Georgetown, 
28  U.  8. 8  Pet.  87, 7  L.  ed.  612;  Cox  v.  New  York  Nat. 
Bank.  100  U.  S.  712, 26  L.  ed.  741. 

If  a  demand  of  payment  is  made  by  the  holder 
within  banking  hours,  and  payment  is  refused  or 
neglected  to  be  made,  the  holder  is  entitled  to 
maintain  bis  action  fqr  such  dishonor.  Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Carneai,  27  U.  S.  2  Pet.  543, 7  L.  ed. 
JOB.  cited  in'Chioopee  Bank  v.  Philadelphia  Seventh 
Nat.  Bank,  76  U.  8. 8  Wall.  649, 19  L.  ed.  425. 

Demand  note,  when  due;  necessity  of  present- 
ment, demand  and  notice  and  time  for  making. 
See  note  to  Turner  v.  Iron  Chief  Min.  Co.  supra. 

Presentment  and  demand  for  payment. 

A  note  payable  to  bearer  requires  a  physical 
presentation  of  the  instrument  before  payment. 
Citizens  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brown  (Ohio)  H>  West.  Bep. 
486. 

Unless  the  liability  of  the  indorser  be  fixed  by  de- 
mand and  notice  of  nonpayment,  the  indorsed  note 
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cannot  be  proved  as  a  claim  against  the  estate  in 
Insolvency.  House  v.  Vinton  County  Nat  Bank. 
1  West.  Bep.  166.  48  Ohio  St.  846,  commenting  op 
Callahan  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  82  Ky.  281;  Ex  parte 
Tremont  Nat.  Bank,  2  Low.  409. 

Except  in  the  case  of  a  partnership  note,  demsnfl 
must  be  made  upon  all  the  several  makers  at  ma- 
turity. 8hutts  v.  Finger,  1  Cent.  Bep.  782,  100  N. 
Y.  689,  citing  Gates  v.  Beeober,  60  N.  Y.  618. 

The  term  "holder,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule  as  to  demand  and  protest  and  giving  notices. 
Includes  the  bank  at  which  the  note  was  payable 
and  the  notary  who  holds  it  as  agent  for  those  pur- 
poses. Bowling  v.  Harrison,  47  U.  8. 6  How.  348, 12 
L.ed.426. 

A  delay  of  more  than  ten  months  in  making  a 
demand  of  payment  and  giving  notice  of  protest, 
after  the  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  paya- 
ble on  demand,  is  unreasonable.  Turner  v.  Iron 
Chief  Min.  Co.  5  L.  R.  A.  538,  atad  note,  74  Wis.  866. 

Where  the  holder  does  not  know  the  place  6t 
residence  or  of  business  of  tbe  maker,  a  demand  of 
the  maker  1s  excused  if  he  has  the  note  when  due 
ready  to  be  presented  at  the  place  wbere  it  Is 
dated.  Davis  v.  Eppler,  88  Kan.  629.  citing  Orcutt 
v.  Hough,  64  N.  H.  472;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  •  64a 

Place  of  presentment,  demand  and  notice* 
Making  and  dating  a  note  at  a  particular  place 
does  not  supersede  the  necessity  for  presentment 
and  demand  at  the  residence  or  place  of  business 
of  the  maker.  Oxnard  v.  Varnum,  2  Cent  Bep.  68, 
111  Pa.  198,  citing  8pies  v.  Ollmore,  1  N.  Y.  821; 
Taylor  v.  Snyder,  8  Denio,  161;  Parsons,  Notes  and 
Bills.  468. 

Notice  may  be  given  at  tbe  place  of  residence  or 
at  the  place  of  business;  and  when  tbe  place  of 
business  is  not  the  place  of  domlciL,  notice  at  the 


Jw  nl*o  28  L.  K.  A.  2Srt;  :*r>  L.  R.    A.  3S1 :  37   L.  K.  A.  89. 


7* 


Tmnmant  8up*bkb  Cotot. 


Afh., 


Under  the  facta  concerning  the  Insolvency  of 
the  Paragould  Stave  Manufacturing  Company 
ae  notice  wee  necessary. 

Stothart  v.  Parker,  supra. 
,  When  the  indoroer  at  the  time  of  the  indorse- 
ment knows  the  insolvency  of  the  maker  or 
drawer  this  is  a  matter  of  evidence  simply,  and 
need  not  be  specially  pleaded  or  set  up  in  the 
declaration  or  bill 

Ibid. 

An  indorsement  Is  not  a  written  oontract 
within  the  rule  that  it  cannot  be  explained  by 
parol. 

Dick  v.  Martin,  7  Humph.  268;  Taylor  v. 
French,  2  Lea,  267,  261;  Kimbroe  v.  Lamb.  8 
Humph.  17;  HaU  v.  Badgers,  7  Humph.  586; 
Newell  v.  Williams,  5  Sneed,  200;  Comparree 
▼.  Brockway,  11  Humph.  860. 

Messrs.  Cooper  *  Hawwood,  for  appel- 
lee: 

When  demand  ia  made  and  payment  refused 
of  a  note  indorsed  after  due  to  bind  the  indor- 
ser  notice  must  be  given  to  him  immediately— 
that  is  with  the  same  promptness  that  is  re- 
quired in  giving  notice  in  cases  where  notes  are 
indorsed  before  due.  After  demand  made  the 
same  diligence  is  required  in  giving  notice  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 

Stothart  v.  Lewis,  1  Overt.  (Tenn.)  266;  1 
Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  pp.881,  882, 519, 520. 
and  notes;  Berry  v.  Robinson,  9  Johns.  121,  6 
Am.  Dec  267;  Graul  v.  Struteel,  58  Iowa,  712, 
36  Am.  Rep.  250,  citing  McKeiverr.  Kirtland, 
88  Iowa,  848;  Pryor  v.  Bowman,  88  Iowa,  02; 
Stake  v.  MtMiUen,  88  Iowa,  150;  Bed  Oak 
Bank  v.  Orett,  40  Iowa,  882;  Oolt  v.  Barnard, 


18  Pick.  266,  29  Am.  Dec  584,  citing  Cowrm 
v.  Shaekleford,  2  Nott&McC.  288;  MeKinney 
v.  Crawford,  8  Berg.  A  It  857;  Bishop  v.  Dex- 
ter, 2  Conn.  410:  Nash  v.  Harrington,  2  Aik. 
9. 16  Am.Dec.672;  EefirtY.  Dee  Ooudres.l  MiU. 
Const.  60, 12  Am.  Dec  610;  Poole  v.  ToUeeon, 
1  McCord,  L.  199,  10  Am.  Dec  668,  citing 
Blesard  v.  Hirst,  5  Burr.  2670,  and  GeodaU  v. 
Daily,  IT.  It  718;  Jones  ▼.  Bobimen,  11  Ark. 
504,  54  Am.  Dec  218;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  611; 
Wade,  Notice,  §  788;  Leaeitt  v.  Putnam,  8  N. 
Y.  404;  Story,  Prom.  Notes,  6th  ed.  fe§  201, 
207, 299, 819,  880;  Kirkpatrickv.McOullouen,  8 
Rvtmph.lT0;Pattereen  v.r<*W,18Pa.426;Byte8, 
Bills,  7th  Sharswood's  ed.  pp.  169,  170,  note 
1,  and  authorities  died  near  the  middle  of 
note. 

When  a  note  is  payable  on  demand,  and  de- 
mand is  made  and  payment  refused,  notice 
must  be  given  to  the  indorser  immediately,  as 
in  ordinary  cases  of  demand  made  on  day  of 
maturity. 

1  Parsons,  Cont  260;  Story,  Prom.  Notes, 
gg  299,  819;  Loekweodv.  Crawford,  18  Conn. 
861;  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  ed.  1868,  pp. 
88.  876,  519. 

Notice  of  the  protest  must  be  sent  to  the  m- 
dorser  by  the  first  mail  (where  the  parties  live 
at  different  places)  that  leaves  after  the  open- 
ing of  business  hours  of  the  day  next  succeed- 
ing the  day  on  which  the  note  fell  due  and  was 
presented  for  payment. 

Oohner,  Bank  of  Tennessee,  4  Bast.  484;  6 
Kent,  Com.  *106, 107;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and 
Bills,  pp.  506-511;  Beckwith  v.  Smith,  2» 
Me.  125,  88  Am.  Dec.  290. 


place  of  residence  la  sufficient.  Bank  of  America 
v.  Shaw,  2  New  Eng.  Rep.  672, 142  Mass.  200,  citing; 
Chouteau  v.  Webster,  6  Met.  1;  Young;  v.  Durgin* 
15  Gray,**. 

Where  the  parties  reside  in  the  same  oily  or 
town,  the  notice  should  be  given  at  the  dwelling- 
house  or  place  of  business;  either  mode  ia  sufficient* 
Wfllams  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  27  IT.  a  2  Pet  9ft, 
7  L.  ed.  860,  cited  in  Dickens  v.  Beal,  85  U.  8.10  Pet. 
SSI,  9  L.  ed.  541;  Wiseman  v.  Chiappella,  64  U.  8. 28 
How.  877, 16  L.  ed.  460;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Law- 
rence, 86  U.8.1  Pet.  678, 7  L.  ed.209,  cited  in  Harris 
v.  Robinson,  45  U.  8. 4  How.  846. 11 L.  ed.  1004. 

Where  the  indoroer  Uvea  in  the  aame  town  aa  the 
holder,  notice  muat  be  given  personally,  either 
verbally  or  in  writing,  or  a  written  notice  be  left 
at  hla  dwelling-house  or  place  of  business,  unless 
he  has  agreed  to  receive  it  elsewhere,  or,  by  cus- 
tom of  the  bank  at  which  it  waa  payable,  notice 
might  be  left  at  the  postoffioe.  Bowling  v.  Har- 
rison. 47  U.  8. 6  How.  248, 12  L.  ed.  425. 

Notice  should  be  sent  »to  the  place  where  the 
party  to  be  notified  will  be  moat  likely  to  receive 
it.  Bank  of  America  v.  Shaw,  2  New  Eng.  Bep.  678, 
142  Mass.  280,  citing  Bliss  v.  Nichols,  12  Allen,  448. 

Notice  to  a  partnership  should  be  made  at  its 
place  of  business.  Bank  v.  America  v.  Shaw, 
trupra. 

When  a  partnership  is  fndorser  of  a  note,  proof 
of  notice  of  its  dishonor  is  sufficient,  when  left 
either  at  the  place  of  business  of  such  firm  with 
someone  In  oharge,  or  at  the  domidl  or  residence 
of  one  of  the  partners.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Altheimer,  8  West.  Bep.  662,  81  Ma  180;  Story, 
Prom,  Notes,  6  812. 

'  Notice  of  indorser*  of  nonpayment. 

An  1  ndorser,  to  be  held  on  a  dishonored  note, 
must  have  legal  notice  of  nonpayment,  if  his  ad- 
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dress  is  ascertainable  by  exercise  of  reasonable  dili- 
gence. Hart  v.  MoLeUan,  6  New  Eng.  Bep.  186, 80 
Me.  86. 

Where  an  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  assign* 
all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  be- 
fore maturity,  notice  of  the  demand  of  payment 
and  nonpayment  at  maturity  should  be  given  to> 
him;  notice  to  the  assignee  la  not  sufficient.  John- 
son and  Owen,  JJ. ,  dissent.  House  v. Vinton  Coun- 
ty Nat.  Bank,  1  West.  Bep.  166, 48  Ohio  St.  846. 

The  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  maker  is  entitled  to  strict  notice. 
French  v.  The  Bank  of  Columbia,  8  U.  8. 4  Cranoh, 
141,2L.ed.676.olted  in  Dickens  v.  Beal,  86  U.  8.  H> 
Pet.  677, 9  Led.  640. 

A  notary  or  any  other  agent  of  the  holder  may 
give  the  notice.  Harris  v.  Robinson,  46  U.  8. 4  How. 
886,11  L.  ed.  1000,  cited  in  Lambert  v.  Ghiseiln,  60 
U.  8. 9  How.  568, 18  L.  ed.  267. 

Holding  a  note  after  dishonor,  without  notice  to 
the  indorser  within  a  reasonable  time,  discharges 
him.  Bobertson  v.  Vogle,  1  IT.  8. 1  Dall.  282,  1  L. 
ed.  128;  Steinmeta  v.  Currey,  1U.  8.1  DalL  284, 1 L. 
ed.  116;  Bank  of  North  America  v.  Vardon,  2  TJ.  8. 
2  DalL  78,1  L.  ed.  287;  Warder  v.  Carson,  2  U.8.1 
Dall.  288, 1  L.  ed.  861;  Ball  v.  Denniaon,  4  U.  8. 4 
DaU.  168, 1 L.  ed.  788. 

Form  of  notice. 

No  particular  form  of  words  in  the  notice  of  pro- 
test of  a  note  is  required.  If  ft  oontalo  a  true  de- 
scription of  the  note  and  states  that  It  has  been 
presented  at  maturity  and  dishonored,  and  that  the 
holder  looks  to  the  indorser  for  payment,  this  Is 
sufficient.  Glicksman  v.  Barley  (Wis.)  Nov.  26, 
I860,  citing  Aiken  v.  Marine  Bank,  16  Wis.  679. 

If  it  conveys  to  the  party  a  sufficient  knowledge 
of  the  particular  note  dishonored,  it  ia  sufficient. 
Mills  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  24  U.a  11  Wheat. 
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The  notice  mutt  be  given  to  the  party  sought 
to  be  charged. 

Cocke  ▼.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  6  Humph.  52. 
Knowledge  of  nonpayment  does  not  take  the 

Slace  of  notice.  The  indorser  is  entitled  to 
ave  notice  regularly  given  him,  so  he  will 
know  whether  the  holder  intends  to  look  to 
him  for  payment 

1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  p.  629;  Cocke  v. 
Bank  of  Tennessee,  supra:  Lane  v.  Bank  of 
West  Tennessee,  9  Heist  486;  Alton  r.  Robin- 
son, 2  Humph.  844. 

Proof  that  the  notice  was  mailed  must  be 
clear  and  distinct 

Weakly  ▼.  Bell,  9  Watts,  278,  86  Am.  Dec. 
119,  120. 

When  an  indorser  receives  notice  of  non  -pay- 
ment he  is  allowed  Just  the  same  time  in  which 
to  give  notice  to  a  prior  indorser  that  the  hold- 
er had  to  give  him  notice. 

McNeil  v.  Wyatt,  8  Humph.  126;  Story, 
Prom.  Notes,  §  881. 

He  must  be  careful  not  to  let  a  day  intervene 
before  he  gives  such  notice,  for  if  he  does  it 
will  be  fatal  to  his  right  of  action  against  such 
prior  indorser. 

Story,  Prom.  Notes,  §  882. 

As  complainant  had  not  in  fact  indorsed  the 
note,  ond  it  had  not  been  indorsed  by  anyone 
in  blank,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  an  indorser. 

Butler  v.  Duwxl,  4  Yerg.  268;  Byles,  Bills, 
7th  ed.  p.  296,  and  note  e. 

If  the  maker  of  a  note  is  insolvent  when  the 
note  is  transferred,  and  this  is  known  to  the 
indorser,  still  the  holder  must  make  demand 
and  give  notice  to  bind  the  indorser. 


Alton  v.  Robinson,  supra,  citing  Chittv,  Bills, 
529;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  p.  446,  and 
notes;  8  Kent,  Com.  *110,  111,  and  authorities 
cited;  Nash  v.  Harrington,  2  Aik.  9,  16  Am. 
Dec.  672;  Byles,  Bills,  7th  ed.  p.  808,  and  note 
e;  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §§  1881, 1882. 

When  a  party  is  once  discharged  from  the 
payment  of  a  note,  as  indorser,  for  want  of  no- 
tice, etc.,  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  it  will 
not  bind  him  unless  he  knew,  when  he  made 
the  promise,  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  he  was 
discharged  from  its  payment.  A  full  knowl- 
edge ofnis  discharge,  as  a  matter  of  law  as 
well  as  fact,  is  indispensable  to  the  binding  ef- 
fect of  such  subsequent  promise,  and  this  must 
be  shown  by  complainant. 

Spurlock  v.  Union  Bank,  4  Humph.  886; 
QoUaday  v.  Union  Bank,  2  Head,  64;  Addison, 
Cont.  998;  8  Kent,  Com.  118;  Fitzgerald  v. 
Gardner,  Mas.  April  Term,  1889,  at  Jackson,. 
Tenn. 

The  burden  is  on  complainant  to  show  no- 
tice  was  given  in  due  time,  by  mail  or  other- 
wise, to  bind  the  indorser.  His  proof  must 
not  be  general  and  leave  the  matter  in  doubt, 
but  explicit  and  clear  that  notice  was  given  in 

/It] A   tiimfi 

Byles,  Bills,  7th  Sbars wood's  ed.  p.  289: 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §§  1061-1058. 

Caldwell*  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  in  the  chancery  court  by 
an  indorsee  against  the  indorser  of  an  overdue 
promissory  note.  Hi9  bill  being  dismissed  by 
the  chancellor,  complainant  appealed.  The 
substance  of  the  pleadings  is  well  stated  in  the 


481,6  L.  ed.  512,  cited  in  Musson  v.  Lake, 45  U.  8. 
4 How. 281, U  Led.  975;  Dennistoun v. Stewart, 58 
U.  8.  17  How.  60S,  15  L.  ed.  229;  Browning  v.  An- 
drews, 8  McLean,  078;  Bank  of  Alexander  v.  8wann, 
84  U.  8.9 Pet.  83, 9  L.  ed.40.' 

A  notice  of  protest  of  negotiable  paper  designat- 
ing dates  by  the  figures  "8-15-1884"  and  "2-ll-'84"  is 
sufficient.  Brown  v.  Jones,  125  Ind.  875,  citing 
Henry  v.  Indiana  8tate  Bank,  8  Ind.  210;  Tiede- 
man.  Com.  Paper,  I  845;  Randolph,  Com.  Paper, 
11224. 

A  letter  to  the  indorser  stating  a  demand  and 
dishonor  of  the  note  need  not  inform  him  he  is 
looked  to  for  payment.  Bank  of  United  States  v. 
CarneaJ.  27  0.  8. 2  Pet  543, 7  L.  ed.  513,  cited  in 
Chioopee  Bank  v.  Philadelphia  Seventh  Nat.  Bank, 
75  U.  8. 8  Wall.  649. 19  L.  ed.  425. 

A  mistake  as  to  the  date  of  the  note  will  not  viti- 
ate a  notice  of  dishonor.  Mills  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  su/ora* 

Notice  of  dishonor  must  be  made  in  reasonable  time. 

An  indorser'i  liability  upon  a  negotiable  note  de- 
pends upon  notice  of  dishonor  within  a  reasonable 
time.  Bank  of  North  America  v.  Pettit.  4  U.  8.  4 
Oall.  127, 1  L.  ed.  770;  Bank  of  North  America  v. 
Wyoon\  4  U.  S.  4  Dall.  151,  1  L.  ed.  778;  Lenox  v. 
Prout,  16 U.  8.8  Wheat.  520.  4  L.  ed.  449,  cited  in 
Mitchell  v.  Degrand,  1  Mason,  180. 

What  is  a  reasonable  time  for  notice  to  the  in- 
dorser of  nonpayment  of  a  note  is,  in  Pennsylvania, 
a  question  for  the  jury.  Bank  of  North  America 
v.  M'Knight,  2  U.  8.  2  Dall.  158. 1 L.  ed.  830:  Robert- 
son v.  Vogle,  1 U.  8. 1  Dall.  252, 1  L.  ed.  128;  Ball  v. 
Dennison, 4 U.S.  4 Dall.  163. 1  L.  ed. 788. 

Where  an  overdue  note  ie  transferred  by  indorse- 
ment, the  indorser  is  still  liable  if  it  is  presented  to 
the  maker  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  notice 
12L.R.  A 


given  in  case  of  non-payment.    Bassenborst  v.WiL 
by,  11  West  Rep.  270, 45  Ohio  St.  888. 

DUioence  required;  a  question  of  lata. 

Due  dillgenoe  having  once  been  exercised,  the 
liability  of  the  indorser  is  fixed,  and  subsequent  in- 
formation Imposes  no  new  duty  on  the  holder. 
Lambert  v.  Ghteelin,  50  U.  8. 9  How.  552, 18  L.  ed. 
254,  cited  in  Hudgins  v.  Kemp,  59  U.  8.  18  How.  519„ 
15L.ed.510. 

The  law  does  not  require  of  the  holder  the  high- 
est and  strictest  degree  of  diligence,  but  only  such 
reasonable  diligence  as  will  ordinarily  bring  home 
notice  to  the  party.  Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Hatch.  81 U.  8. 6  Pet.  260, 8  L.  ed.  887. 

8uoh  diligence  is  not  shown  where  the  holder  of 
a  note,  after  its  protest,  mailed  notice  to  an  incor- 
rect address,  wbioh  was  given  to  him  by  a  clerk  at 
the  office  of  him  from  whom  he  received  the  note. 
Hart  v.  MoLellan,  6  New  Bng.  Bep.  188, 80  Me.  9't 
Utica  Bank  v.  De  Mott,  18  Johns.  488. 

Where  the  indorser  had  left  town  on  a  visit,  no- 
tice left  at  a  neighbor's,  with  a  request  to  hand  to 
the  indorser  when  he  should  return  is  due  dili- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  holder.  Williams  v.  Bank 
of  United  States,  27  U.S.  2  Pet.  96, 7  L.  ed.  800. 

When  notice  of  protest  has  not  been  actually  re- 
ceived in  due  time  by  an  indorser,  the  question  is 
whether  due  diligence  in  giving  notice  has  been 
shown;  and  this,  when  the  facts  are  all  found,  is  a 
question  of  law.  Bank  of  America  v.  Shaw,  2  New 
Eng.  Rep.  572, 142  Mass.  29a  8ee  Wheeler  v.  Field, 
6  Met  290. 

If  due  diligpnoe  is  used  in  sending  the  notice  to 
the  indorser,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  received 
or  not.  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Lawrence,  26  U.  8. 
1  Pet.  578, 7  L.  ed.  209;  Dickens  v.  fieal,  86  U.  8. 10 
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assignment  of  errors  and  brief  by  complain- 
ant's counsel,  as  follows:  "  On  the  29th  day 
of  October,  1887,  the  complainant,  M.  Rosson, 
filed  his  bill  in  the  Chancery  Court  at  Trenton 
against  the  defendant,  John  R.  Carrol,  in 
which  bill  he  charged  that  on  the  25th  day  of 
December,  1886,  the  Paragould  Stave  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  of  Paragould,  Ark.,  executed 
to  the  firm  of  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  a  promis- 
-sory  note  for  the  sum  of  $2,087,  with  interest 
at  10  per  cent  per  annum  and  payable  one  day 
after  date.  That  said  Ware.  Bittick  &  Co.,  on 
the  1st  day  of  April,  1887,  indorsed  and  trans- 
ferred said  note  to  the  complainant,  and  that 
he  was  the  holder  and  owner  of  the  same. 
That  on  the  12th  day  of  April,  1887,  the  said 
note  was  duly  presented  for  payment  to  the 
said  Paragould  Stave  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, by  John  M.  Davis,  a  notary  public,  and 
payment  refused,  and  due  protest  thereof  made 
by  said  notary;  and  on  the  same  day  due  notice 
was  given  to  said  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.,  and  to 
all  the  parties.  That  the  said  Ware,  Bittick  & 
Co.,  at  the  time  of  said  indorsement  and  said 
demand  and  notice  and  these  transactions,  was 
*  partnership  composed  of  G.  T.  Ware,  Frank 
Bittick  and  John  R.  Carrol.  Thstt  Bittick 
died  insolvent  in  Arkansas,,  and  the  residence 
of  Ware  was  unknown  to  complainant,  and 
that  he  sued  the  defendant,  John  R.  Carrol, 
alone.  That  said  John  R.  Carrol  had  due 
.notice  of  said  protest,  and  of  said  demand  and 
failure  to  pay,  both  as  a  member  of  the  firm  of 
Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  and  otherwise,  and  that 
lie  is  bound  upon  said  indorsement  personally, 
r.nd  as  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Ware,  Bittick 


&  Co. ;  and  that  he  is  bound  in  wttdo  to  the 
complainant.  That  said  defendant,  John  R. 
Carrol,  likewise  received  reasonable  notice  of 
said  demand  and  failure  to  pay  outside  of  and 
in  addition  to  said  protest  and  notice  thereof 
by  said  notary.  That  the  said  note  was  over- 
due when  indorsed  to  complainant;  and  the 
home  of  the  Paragould  Stave  Manufacturing 
Co.  was  in  the  Town  of  Paragould,  Ark.,  and 
complainant's  home  was  in  Obion  County, 
Tennessee;  and  demand  was  made  and  notice 
given  within  a  reasonable  and  lawful  time. 
That  said  note  was  an  Arkansas  contract,  and 
bears  ten  per  cent  by  special  stipulation  upon 
its  face,  and  that  such  was  the  lawful  rate  in 
Arkansas.  That  John  R.  Carrol  was  a  citizen 
of  Gibson  County,  Tenn."  The  prayer  was 
for  judgment,  etc.,  in  the  usual  form,  and  tho 
oath  to  the  answer  was  waived. 

On  the  24th  of  February,  1888,  the  defend- 
ant  filed  his  answer.  In  this  answer  he  admits 
that  complainant  is  the  holder  and  owner  of 
the  note  described  in  the  bill,  and  also  admits 
the  indorsement;  and  also  admits  that  the  home 
of  the  maker  was  in  Paragould.  Ark.;  and  also 
admits  that  the  note  bears  10  per  cent,  as 
charged,  but  insists  that  the  maker  was  a  cor- 
poration, and  submits  the  question  to  the  court 
whether  the  note  would  be  usurious  for  that 
reason.  He  denies  that  on  the  12th  day  of 
April,  1887,  demand  and  notice  and  protest 
were  made,  as  charged  in  the  bill;  denies  that 
either  he  or  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  received  any 
notice;  denies  that  due  demand  was  made  and 
notice  given;  denies  that  he  received  legal 
notice  in  any  manner;  denies  that  "demand 


Pet.  572, 9  L.  ed.  588,  cited  in  Harris  v.  Robinson,  45 
TJ.  8. 4  How.  886. 11 L.  ed.  1000. 

Whether  or  not  due  diligence  is  used  in  making 
inquiry  for  the  residence  or  place  of  business  of 
the  maker  or  tndorser  of  a  note  is,  in  most  cases,  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  Oxnard  v.  Var- 
fium,  2  dent.  Rep.  58.  Ill  Pa,  198,  citing  Stuokert  v. 
Anderson,  8  Wbart.  116. 

Where  the  parties  do  not  reside  in  the  same  plaoe, 
<di licence  consists  in  sending  notioe  by  the  first 
mail  of  the  day  of  protest,  and  this  is  all  that  is 
necessary,  if  the  notice  Is  properly  directed.  Dick- 
-cns  v.  Real,  supra. 

A  married  woman  returning  to  her  mother's 
residence  after  a  temporary  absence  was  properly 
regarded  as  a  resident  of  that  plaoe  for  the  purpose 
of  a  notice  by  mail  of  the  dishonor  of  a  note  which 
«bc  had  indorsed.  Waohusett  Nat.  Rank  v.  Fair- 
brother,  148  Mass.  181. 

An  abandoned  residence  may  be  considered  as 
still  subsisting,  if  no  new  residence  has  been  estab- 
lished, and  if  the  bolder  of  the1'  note  does  not  know 
•of  the  change.  fines  v.  Nichols,  12  Allen,  448;  Im- 
porters &  T.  Nat  Rank  v.  Shaw,  4  New  Eng.  Rep. 
344, 144  Mass.  421;  Rank  or  Utica  v.  Phillips,  8  Wend. 
406;  8aoo  Nat  Rank  v.  Sanborn,  63  Me.  840. 

Demand  and  notice,  when  not  necessary. 

A  declaration  that  at  the  making  of,  and  until 
the  time  for  paying,  a  note,  the  maker  had  no  ef- 
fects of  the  indorser,  and  had  not  received  any  con- 
sideration from  him  for  making  or  paying  the  note, 
but  on  the  contrary  made  it  for  his  accommoda- 
tion, presents  a  legal  excuse  for  failure  to  present 
the  note  for  payment  and  give  notioe  of  dishonor. 
Rlendermann  v.  Price  (N.  J.)  11  Cent  .Rep.  349.  See, 
as  to  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange.  Rickerdike 
v.  Bollman.  1 T.  R.  406,  2  Smith.  Lead.  Cas.  4th  Am. 
«*1.  51;  Rogers  V.  Stephens,  2  T.  R.  715;  Legge  v. 
42  1,  R.  A. 


Thorpe,  12  East,  171;  Claridge  v.  Dalton,  4  Maule 
&S.226;  Sharp  v.  Railey, 9 Ram.  ft  C.44;  Terry  r. 
Parker,  6  Ad.  &  EL  502. 

The  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  stands  in  the 
same  position  as  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  accommodation.  Heylyn  v.  Adamsoo,  2  Burr. 
669:  Nicholson  v.  Gouthit,2  H.  BL  609;  French  r. 
Rank  of  Columbia,  8  U.  8. 4  Granoh,  141, 2  L.  ed.  576. 

The  guarantor  of  a  promissory  note  whose  name 
does  not  appear  on  the  note  Is  bound  without  no- 
tice, where  the  maker  was  insolvent  at  its  maturity. 
Reynolds  v.  Douglass,  87  U.  S.  12  Pet  497, 9  L.  ed. 
1171;  Rhettv.  Poe,  48  U.  &  2  How.  457, 11 L.  ed.  888. 
8ee  Ex  parte  Russell,  16  Nat  Rankr.  Reg.  477. 

When,  by  arrangement  between  the  maker  and 
the  indorser,  the  latter  has  become  primarily  liable 
as  when  be  is  supplied  by  the  maker  with  funds  to 
pay  it  no  notice  need  be  given.  Ray  v.  Smith,  84 
U.  S.17  Wall.  411,21  L.  ed.  666. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  find  whether  be  had  become 
the  principal  debtor.   Ibid. 

Where  the  indoroer  has  discharged  the  maker  of 
a  note  by  a  release  and  settlement  he  Is  not  entitled 
to  a  notice  of  nonpayment  Burke  v.  McKay,  48 
U.  S.  2  How.  86, 11 L.  ed.181. 

Where  notes  are  deposited  for  oolleotion,  by  way 
of  collateral  security  for  an  existing  debt  notice  is 
not  essential.  Lawrence  v.  MeOalmont  48  U.  S. 
2  How.  426, 11 L.  ed.  886. 

In  such  case  the  holder  Is  liable  only  In  case  of 
damage,  loss  or  prejudice  to  the  pledgor  and  then 
only  to  the  extent  of  suoh  damage.  Kennedy  v. 
Rosier,  71  Towa,  671. 

If  it  is  known  that  an  indorser  has  abandoned  his 
residence,  and  if  upon  reasonable  Inquiry  the  place 
of  his  present  residence  cannot  be  ascertained,  no 
notice  at  all  need  be  given.  Blakely  v.  Grant,  6 
Mass.  386;  Story,  Prom.  Notes,  1 816;  Walker  v.  Stet- 
son, 14  Ohio  St.  90;  Rlodgett  v.  Durgin,  82  Tt  861; 
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was  made  and  notice  given  in  a  reasonable  and 
lawful  time,"  as  charged;  and  avers  "that  the 
first  that  respondent  ever  heard  of  the  fact  that 
the  maker  thereof  had  failed  to  pay  the  said 
note  was  some  months  after  it  was  indorsed  to 
complainant,"  etc.  He  admits  that  the  mem- 
bers of  (he  firm  of  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  were 
correctly  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  states  his 
own  residence  as  at  Kenton,  Tenn.  The  an- 
swer also  pleads  as  an  offset  a  note  of  $50 
which  he  held  against  the  complainant,  which 
he  asks  be  set  off  against  complainant's  recov- 
ery, if  complainant  shall  succeed  In  holding 
him,  defendant,  liable  as  indorser,  etc.  The 
note  was  payable  to  "  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.,  or 
order."  and  when  indorsed  was  three  months 
«nd  five  days  past  due.  The  transfer  was 
negotiated  and  made  by  the  defendant,  for  his 
firm,  in  these  words:  "  For  value  received,  we 
transfer  this  note  to  M.  Rosson,  this  1st  day 
of  April,  1887.  [Signed]  Ware,  Bittick  & 
Co." 

Before  referring  further  to  the  facts  of  the 
•case,  the  principal  legal  questions  involved  will 
be  considered.  What  duties,  with  respect  to 
•demand  and  notice,  does  the  indorsee  of  an 
overdue  note  owe  to  his  indorser,  or  what  legal 
steps  must  he  take  to  convert  the  conditional 
liability  of  the  indorser  into  an  absolute  obliga- 
tion to  pay  the  debt?  'The  distinguishing 
feature  of  the  liabilitv  of  an  indorser  of  any 
negotiable  paper  is  that  such  liability  is  con- 
tingent upon  due  presentment  for  payment  and 
notice  of  dishonor.  Though  a  note  transferred 
after  maturity  "comes  disgraced  to  the  in- 
dorsee" (as  said  by  Lord  Elleoborougb  in  Tin- 


son  v.  Francis,  1  Campb.  19),  and  is,  in  his 
hands,  subject  to  all  equitable  defenses  attach- 
ing to  it  and  existing  between  the  maker  and 
payee  at  maturity,  it  is  nevertheless  negotiable; 
and,  in  order  that  the  indorser  may  be  held 
liable,  demand  must  be  made  of  the  maker 
and  notice  of  non-payment  given.  Tiedeman, 
Com.  Paper,  §  886;  Ghitty,  Bills,  150,  160; 
Byles,  Bills,  168,  169;  Randolph,  Com.  Paper, 
$$  674, 675;  2  Am.  6Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  899, 
407, 408;  Story,  Prom. Notes,  §178;  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  %  996;  Leavitt  v.  Putnam,  8  N.  Y.  494; 
Berry  v.  Robinson.  9  Johns.  121;  Kirkpatrick 
v.  McGuUovgh,  8  Humph.  171;  Duffy  v.  (/Con- 
ner, 7  Bait.  500;  Poole  v.  Tolleson%  1  McCord, 
L.  199;  Btfert  v.  Dee  Covdree.  1  Mill,  Const. 
69;  Nash  v.  Harrington,  %  Aik.  9;  McKinney 
v.  Crawford,  8  Serg.  &  R.  858. 

Tet  the  same  strictness  as  to  time  of  demand 
and  notice  is  not  in  all  particulars  required 
with  respect  to  such  a  note  as  must  be  observed 
in  case  of  one  indorsed  before  due.  As  be- 
tween indorser  and  indorsee,  a  note  transferred 
after  maturity  is  deemed  equivalent  to  a  note 
payable  on  demand,  and  is  subject  to  the  same 
rule  of  diligence  in  the  matter  of  presentment 
for  payment  and  notice  of  dishonor.  To  bind 
the  indorser  in  such  a  case  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  Indorsee  to  set  that  due  dftnand  is  made  m 
a  reasonable  time,  and  that  notice  is  promptly 
given  if  payment  be  refused.  Randol  ph ,  Com. 
Paper.  §£  671,672. 1046, 1098;  Dan.  Keg.  Inst. 
§g  611,  996;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law, 
896,  897;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  881,  382, 
519,  520;  Byles,  Bills,  7th  ed.  by  Sbarswood, 
211,  212,  and  note,  169, 170;  Colt  v.  Barnard, 


Fugitt  v.  Nixon,  44  Mo.  206;  Upham  v.  Prince, 
12  Mass.  14;  Bateman  v.  Joseph,  2  Campb.  461. 

Sufficiency  of  notice  to  indorser. 

After  demand  of  the  maker  of  a  note  on  the  third 
4ay  of  grace,  notice  to  the  indorser  on  the  same 
day  is  sufficient.  Lindenberrer  v.  Beall,  19  U.  8. 6 
Wheat.  104, 6  L.  ed.  216;  Buasard  v.  Levering,  19  IT. 
&  6  Wheat.  102, 5  L.  ed.  215. 

Notice  actually  delivered  to  a  person  of  discretion 
at  the  place  of  residence  or  business  of  such  party 
apparently  acting  for  him  is  sufficient.  Kellogg  v. 
Pacific  Box  Factory,  67  CaL  827;  MoFarland  v.  Pico, 
6  CaL  626;  Pierce  v.  8chaden,  56  Cal.  406;  Thompson 
v.  Williams,  14  Gal.  160. 

Notice  of  dishonor  sent  to  former  place  of  bust* 
new  of  the  indorsers,— -an  Insolvent  firm,— where  it 
was  received  by  the  trustees  for  creditors,  is  suffi- 
cient. Casco  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shaw,  4  New  Eng.  Rep. 
473. 79  Me.  876,  citing  Bank  of  America  v.  Shaw,  142 
If  ass.  290,  better  reported  in  2  New  Bng.  Rep.  572. 

Notice  to  assignee  of  payee  for  the  benefit  of  his 
■creditors  is  sufficient.  Callahan  v.  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky, 82  Ky.  281;  Chitty,  Bills,  228;  Byles,  Bills,  216; 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  6 1002. 

Where  the  assignee  of  an  Indorser  continued  the 
business  at  the  same  place,  it  may  be  inferred  that 
assignee  had  authority  from  indorser  to  receive 
notices  of  protest  sent  there.  Importers  &  T.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Shaw,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  844, 144  Mass.  421. 

The  facts  being  undisputed,  sufficiency  of  notice 
is  a  question  of  law.  Lambert  v.  Ghiselln,  50  U.  8. 
*  How.  552, 18  L.  ed.  254:  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Law- 
rence, 26  U.  S.  1  Pet.  578,  7  L.  ed.  269;  Harris  v.  Rob- 
inson, 45  U.  8. 4  How.  886, 11 L.  ed.  1000. 

But  where  the  residence  of  the  Indorser  was 
known,  a  notice  given  to  bis  son,  though  at  the 
place  where  notices  for  the  indorser  were  usually 
left,  was  held  not  sufficient.  Bank  of  United  States 
12LRA. 


v.  Corcoran,  27  U.  8. 2  Pet.  Ill,  7  L.  ed.  858,  cited  in 
Fowler  v.  Warfleld.  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  7L 

Notice  to  indorser  of  nonpayment,  sent  to  the 
proper  address  when  the  note  was  issued,  is  suffi- 
cient, Although  he  has  ohanged  bis  residence.  Im- 
porters &  T.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shaw,  supra;  Bank  of 
Utioa  v.  Phillips,  8  Wend.  406;  Saco  Nat  Bank  v. 
Sanborn,  68  Me.  840:  Rowland  v.  Rowe,  48  Conn.  432; 
See  Berridge  v.  Fitzgerald,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  641. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  the  notice  who  is 
the  holder;  it  is  sufficient  that  it  states  the  fact  of 
non-payment,  and  that  the  holder  looks  to  the  in- 
dorser for  indemnity.  Mills  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  24  U.  8.11  Wheat.  431,6  L.  ed.  612,  oited  in 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Watterston,  4  Cranch,  C.  C. 
445. 

Nor-  need  it  contain  a  formal  allegation  that  it 
was  demanded  at  the  place  of  payment.  Mills  v. 
Bank  of  United  States,  supra. 

Notice  of  a  note's  dishonor  is  sufficient  if  ad- 
dressed to  the  Indorser  and  left  in  his  office,  in  his 
absence,  in  a  conspicuous  place.  Hobbs  v.  Stratae, 
149  Mass.  212,  citing  Importers  6  T.  Nat.  Bank  v. 
8haw,  supra;  Bank  of  America  v.  8haw,  2  New  Bng. 
Rep.  CT2, 142  Mass.  290. 

A  variance  between  the  note  and  the  notice  to 
the  Indorser,  if  it  does  not  mislead  him,  and  if  it 
conveys  to  him  the  real  fact  without  any  doubt, 
cannot  be  material.  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Swann. 
84U.&9Pet.83,9  L.ed.40. 

Service  of  notice  by  maH 

The  provision  as  to  deposit  of  notioe  of  non-pay- 
ment, etc.,  of  a  note  in  the  postofflce,  is  intended 
to  cover  and  be  applied  to  all  kinds  of  places. 
Morse  v.  Chamberlain,  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  211,  144 
Mass.  406;  Stat.  1871,  chap.  289;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  77, 
•  16. 

A  statute  making  deposit  in  the  postofflce  notice 
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18  Pick.  290;  Jone*  ▼.  Robinson,  11  Ark.  004; 
Graut  v.  StruttH,  63  Iowa,  712;  Union  Bank 
t.  .0*8,  10  Humph.  886;  Patterson  v.  2foM, 
18  Pa.  426. 

The  point  moat  contested  in  argument  at  the 
bar— one  ably  and  learnedly  debated  on  both 
Bides — concern*  the  time  in  which  notice  of  the 
dishonor  of  a  note  indorsed  when  overdue 
shall  be  given  to  the  indorser.  It  is  urged  for 
complainant  that  the  indorsee  of  such  an  in- 
strument should  have  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  make  demand,  and  like  time  in  which  to 
give  notice.  For  defendant  it  is  conceded  that 
reasonable  time  is  permitted  for  demand,  bat 
as  to  notice  it  is  contended  that  it  mast  be 
given  with  the  same  promptness  as  is  required 
in  case  of  indorsement  before  maturity.  The 
authorities  are  somewhat  in  conflict,  but  we 
think  the  mat  weight  of  juridical  opinion, 
as  expressed  in  the  teit-books  and  in  Judicial 
decisions,  is  in  favor  of  the  rule  we  have  jost 
stated,  and  sustains  the  proposition  that  the 
same  diligence  must  be  used  in  giving  notice 
of  dishonor  to  the  indorser  of  an  overdue  note 
as  is  required  by  the  law-merchant  in  notify- 
ing one  who  indorses  before  maturity.  In  our 
opinion,  the  rule  as  to  notice  of  non-paymeot  to 
indorsere  of  time  notes  before  due  and  of  de- 
mand notes  is  and  should  be  the  same.  We 
have  seen  no  difference  stated  as  to  that  matter 
in  any  authority,  and  do  not  perceive  how  a 
sound  distinction  could  be  taken,  the  reason 
for  the  notice  being  the  same  in  each  case. 
Then,  if  it  be  true,  as  announced  by  numerous 
authorities  already  cited,  that  indorsed  demand 


notes  and  time  notes  indorsed  after  maturity 
are  governed  by  the  same  rale  in  regard  to 
notice  of  nonpayment,  it  follows  that  one  and 
the  same  rule  of  notice  is  to  be  applied  to  all 
the  three  classes  of  notes  mentioned, — tame 
notes  indorsed  before  due.  notes  payable  on 
demand,  and  time  notes  indorsed  after  ma- 
turity. Why  should  not  this  be  so  ?  It 
simplifies  the  law-merchant  and  facilitates 
transactions  in  commercial  paper,  in  respect  to> 
which  simplicity  and  uniformity  in  the  rules 
of  law  are  all-important  and  conducive  to  the 
prosperity  and  welfare  of  every  community, 
especially  of  commercial  people.  Why  should 
one  who  acquires  an  overdue  note  have  or  need 
more  time  to  give  notice  of  non-payment  than 
the  indorsee  of  a  note  acquired  before  ma- 
turity ?  He  is  Justly  allowed  more  indulgence 
in  demanding  payment  of  the  maker,  because 
the  indorser  knew  at  the  time  of  the  transfer 
that  the  maker  was  then  in  default;  but  when 
be  has  had  all  reasonable  time  for  that  pur- 
pose, the  reason  is  not  so  satisfactory  for  ex- 
tending the  same  indulgence  with  respect  to 
notice.  Certainly  no  more  time  for  notifica- 
tion is  needed  by  the  one  indorsee  than  by  the 
other.  We  quote  the  language  of  some  of  the 
writers  on  this  subject: 

"  If  a  negotiable  note  is  indorsed  after  ma- 
turity it  becomes  in  effect  a  demand  note,  and 
payment  must  be  demanded  within  a  reason- 
able time,  and  notice  of  dishonor  at  ouce  given 
to  the  indorser."  Randolph,  Com.  Paper, 
%  1098.  "When  a  negotiable  instrument  ia 
indorsed  after  maturity  payment  must  be  de- 


contemplates  two  modes  of  its  delivery  to  him:  at 
the  poetofflce  where  it  to  deposited,  and  by  a  letter 
carrier;  and  requires  that  it  shall  be  sufficiently  di- 
rected to  his  residence  or  place  of  business,  for 
both  modes.    Morse  v.  Chamberlain,  supra. 

The  notice  of  protest  may  be  deposited  in  a  street 
letter-box.  Casoo  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shaw,  4  New  En*. 
Rep.  673.  79  Me.  378. 

It  has  been  held  that  delivery  to  a  letter  carrier 
is  sufflcien  L   Pearoe  v.  Langflt,  101  Pa.  607. 

If  parties  live  in  different  post  towns,  notice 
through  the  poetofflce  is  sufficient.  Bank  of  Co- 
lumbia v.  Lawrence,  26  U.  8. 1  Pet.  578, 7  L.  ed.  200; 
Bussard  v.  Levering.  19  U.  8.  6  Wheat.  102,  5  L.  ed. 
215,  cited  in  Harris  v.  Robinson,  45  U.  8. 4  How.  845, 

11  L.  ed.  1004. 

When  notice  is  sent  by  mail,  it  is  sufficient  to  di- 
rect it  to  the  town  where  the  party  resides,  if  it  to  a 
post  town;  if  it  is  not,  then  to  the  poetofflce  or  post 
town  nearest  to  his  residence,  if  it  is  known.  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Carneal,  27  IT.  8. 2  Pet.  548, 7  L. 
ed.  518;  Glioksman  v.  Barley  (Wig.)  Nov.  25, 1890. 

Notice  mailed  to  an  indorser,  at  his  place  of  busi- 
ness in  another  State  where  he  kept  a  clerk  or 
agent  and  had  various  men  employed,  is  sufficient 
service  by  mail.  Woolley  v.  Lyon,  6  West.  Rep. 
189,117111.244. 

A  notice  of  dishonor  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note  sent  by  mail  to  the  last  known  place  of  resi- 
dence of  the  indorser,  who  receives  the  same,  Is 
sufficient.  Cornett  v.  flatter,  48  Kan.  00;  8  Ran- 
dolph, Com.  Paper,  1 1219. 

Where  the  indorser  receives  his  mail  at  the  place 
where  the  note  indorsed  is  payable,  notice  actually 
received  by  him  through  the  mail  is  sufficient.  Hen- 
dershot  v.  Nebraska  Nat.  Bank,  26  Neb.  127.  See 
Phelps  v.  Stocking,  21  Neb.  448;  Davis  v.  Eppler,  88 
Ran.  629. 

His  receipt  of  the  notice  through  the  mail  cures 
an  omission  to  address  the  notice  itself.  Glioks- 
man v.  Barley,  supra, 
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|  Evidence  of  the  postmaster  and  his  deputy,  as  to 
the  course  of  mall  and  the  usages  of  the  office,  to 
uniformly  received  in  cases  arising  on  the  notice 
of  dishonored  bills.  Dickens  v.  Be*i,  85  U.  8.  » 
Pet.  672, 9  L.  ed.  586. 

The  fact  that  the  letter  containing  the  notice  was 
taken  from  the  mail-bag  in  violation  of  a  postal 
regulation  to  Immaterial.  Stanley  v.  McElrath,  10 
L.  R.  A.  545,  549,  86Cal.  449. 

Notice  sent  to  parties  residing  in  a  different  place, 
by  the  mall,  the  next  day  after  the  dishonor  of  the 
note,  to  in  due  time.  Bank  of  Alexand  ria  v.  8  wann, 
84  U.  S.  9 Pet.  88,  9L.  ed.  40;  Lenox  v.  Roberts,  IS 
U.  8. 2  Wheat.  878,  4  L.  ed.  264. 

Tf  the  party  to  in  the  habit  of  receiving  his  letter* 
at  a  more  distant  postoffice,  or  through  a  more  cir- 
cuitous route,  and  the  fact  to  known  to  the  person, 
sending  notice,  notice  sent  by  the  latter  mode  will 
be  good.  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Carneal,  27  TJ. 
6. 2  Pet.  548, 7  L.ed.  518. 

Insufficient  notice  by  maU. 

Notice  of  protest  mailed  to  a  person  who  resided 
in  the  same  town  as  the  indorser,  deposited  by  him 
the  next  day  m  the  local  postoffice,  and  delivered 
on  the  third  day  to  the  indorser,  to  insufficient  to 
charge  the  indorser.  Cassidy  v.  Kreamer  (Pa.)  It 
Cent.  Rep.  280. 

Where  a  note  was  payable  at  a  certain  bank  no- 
tice directed  to  an  indorser  at  the  place  where  the 
bank  to  situated,  but  who  lives  eight  and  one  half 
miles  distant,  and  near  another  postoffice,  at  which 
he  gets  his  mail,  does  not  constitute  a  valid  service. 
Citizens  Nat.  Ban£  v.  Cade,  78  Mich.  449. 

A  memorandum  on  a  note,  that  the  "third  In- 
dorser, J.  P.  H.t  lives  at  Vicksburg."  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  show  an  agreement  on  his  part  to  receive* 
notice  through  the  Vicksburg  postoffice.  Bowling 
v.  Harrison,  47  TJ.  8. 6  How.  248, 12  L.  ed.  425. 
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manded  of  the  payor  within  a  reasonable  time, 
and  notice,  in  the  event  of  a  refusal,  given  to 
the  indoraer,  in  order  to  charge  him;  it  being 
regarded  as  equivalent  to  one  payable  on  de- 
mand." Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  611.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  latter  author  does  not  in 
terms  state  when  the  notice  shall  be  given,  but 
he  does  say,  in  effect,  that  the  same  rule  as  to 
notice  is  applicable  to  a  note  indorsed  after 
maturity  as  to  one  payable  on  demand.  He 
makes  substantially  the  same  statement  in 
section  996  of  the  same  learned  and  valuable 
treatise;  and  at  the  same  time  mentions  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  cases  have  been  less  strict 
on  the  subject  of  notice,  thereby  departing 
from  the  principle  by  him  deemed  "  clearly 
correct."  Those  cases  are  among  the  number 
relied  on  by  complainant's  counsel,  and  will 
be  referred  to  again*  Says  Parsons:  "We 
have  already  seen  that  in  order  to  charge  an 
indoraer  of  a  note  payable  on  demand  present- 
ment must  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time. 
But  if,  after  such  presentment,  the  note  is  dis- 
honored, there  is  no  good  reason  why  the  same 
rules  as  to  the  time  within  which  notice  is  to 
be  forwarded  to  the  indoraer  should,  not  apply, 
as  in  the  case  of  other  notes  and  bills.  We 
have  also  seen  that  a  note  or  bill  in  which  no 
time  of  payment  is  specified  is  to  be  considered 
as  payable  on  demand.  We  should  say  in  this 
case  also  that  notice  should  be  given  within 
the  same  time  as  in  the  other  cases.  It  has  al- 
ready been  remarked  that  a  note  indorsed 
when  overdue  is  by  the  best  authorities  con- 
sidered equivalent  to  a  note  or  bill  on  demand, 
though  some  cases  hold  that  the  same  strict 
rules  are  not  to  be  applied.  It  has  been  said 
that  the  holder  has  a  reasonable  time  after  pre- 
sentment within  which  to  notify  the  indorser, 
and  that  this  reasonable  time  may  be  as  long 
as  two  months,  and  an  opinion  has  been  ex- 
pressed that  no  notice  at  all  is  necessary.  To 
maintain  these  views  would  seem  to  be  intro- 
ducing unnecessary  distinction,  and  in  our 
opinion  the  notice  should  be  transmitted  as 
soon  in  tbe  case  of  such  notes  and  bills  as  of 
any  others.  If  the  analogy  between  notes  and 
bills  on  demand  and  those  "indorsed  when  over- 
due, and  notes  and  bills  payable  at  sight,  is  to 
be  carried  out,  the  same  notice  of  dishonor 
would  certainly  be  requisite,  for  no  distinction 
that  we  are  aware  of  has  ever  been  attempted 
to  be  drawn  between  the  time  necessary  in  for- 
warding notice  to  an  indorser  of  a  bill  at  sight 
and  one  in  which  there  is  a  fixed  time  for  pay- 
ment" 1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  519,  520. 
The  two  cases  here  disapproved  by  Parsons 
are  the  same  referred  toby  Daniel  (in  §  996)  as 
being  contrary  to  the  correct  principle.  "  The 
authorities,"  says  Wade,  "are- not  in  perfect 
accord  as  to  the  right  of  an  indorser  of  nego- 
tiable paper  which  at  the  time  of  indorsement 
was  past  due,  to  notice.  The  doctrine  is  an- 
nounced in  Gray  v.  Bell,  2  Rich.  L.  67,  and 
Van  Hoesen  v.  Van  Alstyne,  8  Wend.  75,  that 
indorsers  of  overdue  paper  are  not  entitled  to 
notice  of  its  dishonor  beyond  such  as  would 
arise  from  the  bringing  of  a  suit  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  which  might  extend  to  several 
months.  In  the  latter  case  three  months  was 
regarded  as  a  reasonable  time.  But,  notwith- 
standing the  views  expressed  in  these  two 
cases,  the  current  of  authority  seems  to  be  de- 
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cidedly  against  the  exception  therein  contended 
for.  Indorsers  after  maturity,  as  well  as  inr 
doners  of  paper  due  at  sight  or  on  demand, 
sustain  the  same  relations  to  each  other  and  to 
other  parties,  in  regard  to  the  matter  of  notice, 
as  indorsers  of  time  paper  before  maturity, 
with  the  single  exception  that  they  have  aright 
to  insist  upon  the  exercise  of  diligence  on  the 

gart  of  the  holder  in  demanding  payment, 
uch  indorsement  is  regarded  as  equivalent  to 
drawing  a  new  bill,  or  making  a  new  note, 
payable  at  sight  or  on  demand/'  Wade,  No- 
tice. §  738.  Tbe  two  cases  here  declared  to  be 
decidedly  against  the  current  of  authority  are 
the  same  subjected  to  criticism  by  the  two  pre- 
ceding authors.  "In  every  case  of  tbe  dis- 
honor of  a  promissory  note  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  holder  to  give  due  notice  thereof  to  all  the 
prior  parties  on  the  note  who  are  liable  to 
make  payment  to  him,  and  to  whom  he  means 
to  look  for  payment.  [And  this  is  equally 
true  if  the  note  is  payable  on  demand.]* 
Story,  Prom.  Notes,  6th  ed.  §  299.  Though 
this  distinguished  author  does  not  in  this  quota- 
tion specify  notes  indorsed  before  maturity  or 
notes  indorsed  after  maturity,  nor  define  the 
time  in  which  notice  shall  be  given  further 
than  to  say  it  shall  be  "due  notice,"  it  is  ob- 
vious from  the  comprehensiveness  of  his  lan- 
guage that  he  intended  to  embrace  both  in  tbe 
same  general  rule.  Having  discussed  the  sub- 
ject of  the  indorsement  of  time  notes  before 
and  after  maturity,  and  of  sight  and  demand 
notes,  in  preceding  chapters,  it  was  sufficient, 
in  laying  down  a  rule  deemed  applicable  to  all 
alike,  to  say:  "In  every  case  of  the  dishonor 
of  a  promissory  note  it  is  tbe  duty  of  tbe  hold- 
er to  give  due  notice,"  etc.  It  is  elsewhere 
said:  "When  a  note  is  indorsed  after  ma- 
turity it  must  be  demanded  of  the  maker  with- 
in a  reasonable  time,  and  immediate  notice 
given  of  non-payment."  Byles,  Bills,  7th  ed. 
by  Sharswood,  170,  note. 

In  Colt  v.  Barnard,  the  suit  was  by  indorsees 
against  indorser  of  overdue  note.  Neither  de- 
mand nor  notice  was  proved.  The  head  note 
of  the  case  is  as  follows:  "Indorser  of  a  note 
overdue  is  not  liable  thereon  unless  demand  is 
made  upon  maker  within  reasonable  time,  and 
immediate  notice  of  non-payment  given  to  such 
indorser;  so,  though  tbe  maker  is  insolvent 
and  has  absconded."  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in 
the  opinion  says:  "It  is  very  clear  that  a 
promissory  note  is  negotiable  after  it  falls  due, 
as  well  as  before.  ...  It  is  like  drawing  a 
bill  at  sight,  on  which  a  drawer  or  indorser 
cannot  be  holden  without  presentment  and  no- 
tice of  non-payment.  All  the  reasons  which  re- 
quire a  demand  and  notice,  in  any  case,  to 
charge  the  indorser,  apply  to  this.  There  is 
tbe  same  reason  for  prompt  notice,  namely, 
that  the  indorser  may  take  measures  to  secure 
payment  if  the  note  is  dishonored  on  present- 
ment. •  .  .  As  between  maker  and  promisee, 
a  note  Is  payable  on  demand,  at  any  time  after 
it  becomes  due.  When  it  is  indorsed  after  due, 
it  is  in  legal  effect  a  note  on  demand;  and  it  is 
to  be  understood  by  the  parties  as  if  written 
'on  demand.'  In  that  case  the  law  is  well 
settled  the  demand  must  be  made  within  rea- 
sonable time,  and,  if  not  paid,  immediate  no- 
tice of  non-payment  must  be  given  to  the  in- 
dorser."   18  Pick.  200. 


784 


Tennessee  Sufrbmb  Coubt. 


Apb., 


In  Jones  v.  Robinson  the  indorsee  of  an  over- 
due note  sued  the  iodoroer.  The  testimony 
produced  to  show  notice  of  non-payment  was 
not  admissible.  The  court  said:  "When  a 
note  has  been  indorsed  after  maturity,  as  in  the 
case  at  bar,  it  is  in  legal  effect,  as  between  the 
Indorser  and  indorsee,  an  inland  bill  of  ex- 
change, payable  on  demand;  while  between  the 
indorsee  and  maker  it  remains  a  note,  in  effect 
payable  on  demand.  Consequently,  to  charge 
the  indorser,  it  must  he  presented  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  the  transfer,  and,  if  pay- 
ment be  refused,  immediate  notice  mu3t  be 
given  to  the  indorser,  all  the  incidents  of  an 
inland  bill  payable  on  demand  having  place  as 
between  these  two  parties  as  to  due  diligence 
and  lawful  excuse  for  want  of  it;  and  this,  be- 
cause the  indorsees  undertaking  is  predicated 
upon  conditions,  and  unless  these  are  performed 
they  cannot  be  made  absolute,  so  as  to  entitle 
the  holder  to  an  action  against  him.  And  in 
this  respect  there  is  no  difference  whether  the 
paper  be  indorsed  before  its  maturity  or  after- 
wards. Although  there  is  a  difference  in  an- 
other respect,— that  is  to  say,  when  a  note  is 
indorsed  before  due  that  is  payable  at  a  day 
certain,  it  must  be  demanded  on  the  day  it  be- 
comes due,  without  regard  to  circumstances  to 
fit  the  indorser;  whereas  that  same  note,  if  in- 
dorsed after  maturity,  need  not  of  necessity  be 
presented  on  any  given  day,  it  having  become 
in  legal  effect  a  note  payable  on  demand.  But, 
whether  the  paper  be  indorsed  before  or  after 
maturity,  all  the  reasons  which  require  de- 
mand and  notice  equally  apply,  and  in  each 
case  there  is  the  same  necessity  for  prompt 
notice  of  non-payment,  that  the  indorser  may 
take  measures  to  secure  the  payment  if  the  note 
be  dishonored  on  presentment."    11  Ark.  504. 

In  Patterson  v.  Todd  the  court  said:  "The 
questions  for  decision  in  this  case  have  relation 
to  the  effect  of  iudorsing  a  promissory  note 
overdue.  .  .  .  Where  a  note  is  indorsed 
before  it  is  due  the  holder  must  present  it  for 
payment  at  maturity,  and,  in  case  of  default, 
must  give  immediate  notice  of  the  dishonor. 
But  after  the  note  becomes  due  it  is  payable 
whenever  the  holder  chooses  to  demand  it,  and 
for  this  purpose  an  action  at  law  is  sufficient 
as  between  the  holder  and  the  maker.  Like  a 
contract  for  the  payment  of  money  when  no 
time  of  payment  is  specified,  it  is  'legally  paya- 
ble presently.  So  that,  when  a  note  is  indorsed, 
the  indorser  still  stands  in  the  condition  of  the 
drawer  of  an  inland  bill  of  exchange;  and  we 
refer  to  the  note,  as  before,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  amount,  and  time  and  place 
of  payment.  The  time  of  payment  having 
passed,  the  note  is,  in  law,  payable  on  demand; 
and  this  shows  that  the  indorsement  is  to  be 
considered  as  if  made  upon  a  new  note  payable 
on  demand,  and  the  legal  effect  of  it  is  precisely 
the  same  as  if  the  indorser  had  drawn  an  inland 
bill  of  exchange  upon  the  maker,  payable  at 
stent.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  holder  of  such  a 
bill  to  present  it  for  payment  within  a  reasona- 
ble time,  and,  if  the  bill  be  dishonored,  to  give 
immediate  notice  thereof  to  the  drawer.  In 
the  case  of  an  indorsement  of  a  note  overdue, 
the  holder  Is,  in  like  manner,  bound  to  present 
it  for  payment  within  a  reasonable  time;  and, 
in  case  of  non-payment,  to  give  immediate 
notice  of  the  dishonor  to  the  indorser;  otherwise 
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the  latter  is  discharged  from  liability.  This 
doctrine  is  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities."* 
18  Pa.  426. 

In  Oraul  v.  Strutzd  the  court  said:  "It  is 
contended  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  that  as 
to  the  note,  which  was  overdue  when  it  was 
indorsed,  no  demand  of  payment  and  notice  of 
non-payment  to  the  indorser  was  necessary. 
But  such  is  not  the  rule.  A  note  indorsed  after 
due  must  be  presented  to  the  makers  for  pay- 
ment within  a  reasonable  time;  and  notice  or 
non-payment  must  be  given  to  the  indorser 
immediately,  which  means  at  furthest  the  next 
day  after  default,  where  the  parties  reside  in 
the  same  town."    53  Iowa,  712. 

In  our  own  case  of  Union  Bank  v.  Etell%  the 
suit  was  against  the  indorser  of  an  overdue  bill 
of  exchange.  It  was  drawn  on  a  citizen  of 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  and  indorsed  by  the  Union 
Bank  at  Columbia,  Tenn.,  to  the  plaintiff,  who- 
presumably  resided  at  the  latter  place.  The- 
plaintiff  caused  the  bill  to  be  presented  for  pay- 
ment twenty  six  days  after  indorsement,  -which, 
being  refused  by  the  drawee,  protest  was  made, 
and  the  indorser  "duly  notified  thereof."  la 
the  opinion  this  court,  speaking  through  Judge 
Green,  said:  "Two  questions  are  made  upon, 
the  record  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error.  (1)  It  is  insisted  that  a  bill  of  exchange, 
after  due,  to  functus  officio,  and  that,  if  indorsed, 
no  action  lies  on  the  instrument  against  such 
indorser.  We  understand  the  settled  doctrine 
to  be  otherwise.  A  bill  may  be  transferred  as 
well  after  as  before  it  is  due.  The  difference 
is  that,  if  it  is  transferred  after  due,  as  there  is 
no  time  fixed  for  payment,  it  is,  in  such  case, 
payable  on  demand.  The  party  who  indorses 
a  bill  after  it  is  due,  and  negotiates  it,  gives  to 
it,  as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  all  the  character 
and  efficacy  of  a  bill  payable  on  demand.  (2) 
It  is  insisted  that  his  honor  erred  in  telling  the 
jury  that,  the  bill  being  overdue  when  the 
plaintiff  got  it,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to* 
show  that  he  had  presented  it  for  payment  in 
a  reasonable  time;  and  that  what  was  reasona- 
ble time  to  make  demand  of  payment  was  a> 
question  of  fact,  to  pe  judged  of  by  the  jury, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
We  think  this  construction  strictly  correct." 
10  Humph.  886.  Nothing  is  said  in  respect  to 
notice  in  this  case,  except  that  the  indorser  was 
"duly  notified"  of  presentment  and  non-pay- 
ment; but  the  bill  in  suit  was  declared  to  have 
"all  the  character  and  efficacy  of  a  bill  payable 
on  demand."  From  this  it  follows  that  it  was 
subject  not  only  to  the  same  rule  as  to  demand, 
but  also  as  to  notice. 

In  Kirkpatrick  v.  JfcOuttough,  8  Humph. 
171,  and  Duffy  v.  (/Conner,  7  Baxt.  500,  no- 
rule  is  laid  down  as  to  the  time  in  which  either 
demand  or  notice  is  required.  The  adjudica- 
tion in  each  case  is  simply  that  the  liability  of 
an  indorser  of  an  overdue  note  is  contingent 
upon  demand  and  notice. 

The  principal  question  in  the  early  case  of 
Stothart  v.  Lewis,  decided  by  this  court  in  1807, 
was  upon  the  point  of  notice.  The  note  in  suit 
was  indorsed  after  maturity.  No  notice  of  the- 
maker's  failure  to  pay  was  ever  riven  the  in- 
dorser except  by  commencement  of  suit  against 
him.  In  that  case  the  court  said:  "Wnen  a. 
negotiable  paper,  under  the  Act  of  1762  or 
17»6.  is  indorsed,  it  should  be  presented  for. 
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payment  within  a  reasonable  time,  and,  if  re- 
fused or  neglected,  the  indorser  ought  to  have 
notice  immediately  of  such  failure,  and  that 
the  holder  intends  to  look  to  the  indorser. 
.  .  .  Where  a  bill  of  exchange  is  indorsed 
after  the  rime  of  payment  it  is  usually  taken 
on  the  credit  of  the  indorser,  but  this  does  not 
seem  to  be  the  case  with  an  indorsement  of  a 
promissory  note.  It  is  taken,  whether  before 
or  after  the  note  is  due,  with  a  view  to  the 
drawer  in  the  flrat  instance,  and  should  in  either 
case  be  presented  for  payment  and  notice  giv- 
en." 1  Overt.  (Tenn.)  $56.  Taking  the  first 
and  last  sentences  of  this  quotation  together, 
it  is  seen  that  the  court  in  effect  places  an  in- 
dorser before  maturity  and  one  after  maturity 
on  the  same  footing  with  respect  to  notice,  and 
says  that  in  either  case  "the  indorser  ought  to 
have  notice  immediately."  -  Such  is  the  clear 
meaning  of  the  language  used,  and  the  doctrine 
so  announced  is  in  substance  the  same  as  that 
laid  down  in  the  later  decisions  and  text-books 
from  which  we  have  made  quotations  on  the 
same  subject.  The  case  of  Stothart  v.  Parker, 
which  was  decided  in  the  same  month,  and  re- 
ported in  the  same  book  (Id.  260)  and  which  is 
now  relied  on  as  announcing  a  contrary  doc- 
trine, and  thereby  sustaining  the  contention 
here  made  for  complainant,  will  be  noticed 
hereafter. 

There  are  four  adjudicated  cases  from  other 
States  in  conflict  with  the  proposition  that  the 
same  diligence  must  be  used  in  giving  notice 
of  the  dishonor  of  a  note  indorsed  when  over- 
due as  is  required  in  case  of  one  indorsed  be- 
fore maturity;  three  of  them  holding  that  more 
time  is  allowed  in  the  former  than  in  the  latter 
case,  and  the  other  holding  that  commence- 
ment of  suit  is  sufficient  notice  in  the  former 
case.  These  cases  are:  Van  Eoesen  v.  Van 
Alstpne,  3  Wend.  75;  Gray  v.  Bell,  2  Rich.  L. 
67,  44  Am.  Dec.  277;  Chadmek  v.  Jeffers,  1 
Rich.  L.  897,  44  Am.  Dec.  260;  Jordan  v. 
Hurst,  12  Pa.  269.  In  the  first  of  these  the 
court  said:  "The  note,  having  been  trans- 
ferred long  after  it  was  due,  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  note  payable  on  demand;  and  the  demand 
and  notice  must  be  made  in  a  reasonable  time. 
What  is  a  reasonable  time  depends  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  From  the  remark  of 
the  defendant  below,  that  Coolev  would  get 
into  business  again,  and  pay,  it  is  evident  an 
immediate  demand  and  notice  was  not  contem- 
plated. The  demand  was  in.  fact  made  within 
a  few  weeks,  and  the  notice  given  within  two 
or  three  months.  I  am  inclined  to  think  this 
was  sufficient,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  to  charge  the  indorser."  8  Wend.  75. 
Though  notice  given  within  two  or  three 
months  after  demand  is  here  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient to  bind  the  indorser,  the  holding  is  predi- 
cated upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case,  among  which  was  the  fact  that  he  evi- 
dently did  not  contemplate  immediate  notice. 
This  is  one  of  the  two  cases  referred  to  disap- 
provingly by  Daniel,  Parsons  and  Wade.  It 
is  also  *  'commented  upon,  and  its  correctness 
denied,  by  Church,  Ch.  J.,  in  Lockwood  v. 
Crawford,  18  Conn.  861."  says  a  note  to  1  Par- 
sons, Notes  and  Bills,  519.  The  opinion  is  in 
accord  with  authorities  heretofore  considered 
in  the  announcement  that  "the  note,  having 
been  transferred  long  after  it  was  due,  is  lo  be 
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considered  as  a  note  payable  on  demand/* 
The  head  note  in  Qray  v.  Bell  is  as  follows:- 
"Demand  and  notice  by  the  indorsee  of  a  note- 
past  due  are  necessary  to  render  the  indorser 
liable  as  a  new  maker  of  the  note.  What  is. 
reasonable  diligence  in  making  demand  of  the 
drawee,  and  giving  notice  to  the  indorser  of  a. 
note  past  due,  is  a  question  which  should  be 
left  to  the  jury."  The  indorser  of  an  overdue- 
note  is  in  this  case  held  to  be  in  the  attitude  of 
an  additional  maker,  and  not  subject  to  the 
rules  of  an  ordinary  indorser.  In  the  opinion 
the  court  said:  'The  paper  being  past  due, 
and,  in  mercantile  contemplation,  dishonored, 
it  was  not  subject  to  the  same  rules  that  would 
be  applicable  to  a  note  indorsed  before  it  was. 
due.  The  invariable  presumption  of  the  law 
should  be  that  where  one  indorses  a  note  when, 
past  due  be  does  so  on  the  knowledge  that 
payment  has  been  demanded,  and  refused  by 
the  maker.  The  indorsee  takes  the  note,  under 
such  circumstances,  as  much  on  the  credit  of 
the  indorser  as  upon  that  of  the  maker.  .  .  . 
The  doctrine  is  this:  That  an  indorser  of  a 
promissory  note,  whether  to  bearer  or  order 
after  it  is  past  due,  is  an  additional  maker,  with 
a  postponed  liability,  depending  on  the  diligence 
of  his  indorsee, which  must  always  be  left  as  a 
question  of  fact  to  the  jury."  i  Rich.  L.  67, 
44  Am.  Dec.  277.  This  is  the  other  case  referred 
to  with  disapprobation  by  the  three  text- writ- 
ers just  mentioned.  Parsons  and  Daniel  speak 
of  it  as  dispensing  with  notice  altogether.  In 
Ghadwtck  v.  Jeffers,  the  head  note  states  the 
points  decided.  It  is  this:  "  Rules  of  diligence 
in  demanding  payment  of  negotiable  instru- 
ments indorsed  before  due  do  not  apply  to  those 
indorsed  after  due.  These  rules  are  designed 
for  the  security  of  parties  secondarily  liable, 
and  when  demand  or  notice  is  not  necessary 
for  their  protection  it  is  dispensed  with.  Com- 
mencing suit  and  notice  thereof  to  indorser  is 
sufficient  notice  and  demand  when  the  note  was 
overdue  when  transferred,  and  the  suit  was  be- 
gun in  a  reasonable  time,  and  at  the  request  of 
the  indorser."  1  Rich.  L.  897, 44  Am. Dec.  260. 
The  last  two  cases  were  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  South  Carolina  in  1845.  Though  not 
expressly  they  seem  impliedly  to  modify  the 
cases  of  Ecfert  v.  Be*  Ooudres,  1  Mill,  Const. 
69,  and  Poole  v.  Tolleson,  1  Mo  Cord,  L.  199. 
decided  by  the  same  court  in  1817  and  1821, 
respectively.  Especially  is  this  so  of  Poole  v. 
Tolleson, in  which  the  majority  of  the  court  said 
immediate  notice  was  required  as  much  in  case 
of  the  indorsement  of  an  overdue  note  as  in 
that  of  any  other,  and  the  minority  expressed 
the  opinion  that  notice  at  any  time  before  ac- 
tion brought  was  sufficient.  The  point  decided 
in  Jordan  v.  Burst  is  well  stated  in  the  syllabus 
as  follows:  "  An  indorser  of  an  overdue  note 
is  not  discharged  by  want  of  notice  for  three 
months  of  the  subsequent  demand  and  refusal, 
there  being  no  evidence  that  he  was  injured 
by  such  want  of  notice."  12  Pa.  269.  This 
case  is  much  criticised,  and  virtually  overruled, 
by  the  same  court  in  Patterson  v.  Todd,  18  Pa. 
426,  to  which  we  have  already  referred,  and 
from  which  we  have  made  free  quotation. 
So,  the  only  one  of  the  four  adverse  cases  that 
has  escaped  unfavorable  criticism  is  Ohadmcfc 
v.  Jeffers:  and  it  may  have  met  the  same  fate 
and  the  fact  be  unknown  to  us.    Certainly  it 
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cannot  stand  against  so  nearly  all  the  other 
authorities. 

JStothartY.  Parker,  1  Overt.  (Tenn.)  260,  de- 
cided by  this  court  in  1807,  is  also  relied  on  by 
complainant's  counsel  to  sustain  their  con- 
tention with  respect  to  the  matter  of  notice. 
The  report  of  the  case  is  very  brief.  The 
plaintiffs,  who  were  the  indorsees  of  an  over- 
due note,  made  demand  of  payment  without 
effect,  but  failed  to  give  notice  of  non-payment 
to  the  indorser.  The  court  said :  "In  relation 
to  promissory  notes,  there  is  the  same  neces- 
sity for  demand  of  the  drawer  and  notice  of 
non-payment  if  assigned  after  being  due  as  be- 
fore. The  general  rule  is  that  there  should  be 
this  notice  within  a  reasonable  time."  1  Overt. 
<Tenn.)  202.  It  is  the  "  general  rule  "  with 
which  we  are  now  dealing,  and  by  that  rule,  it 
is  said,  in  the  last  case,  "  a  reasonable  time  " 
is  allowed  in  which  to  give  notice.  It  will  be 
observed,  however,  that  no  difference  is  made 
betweeen  the  rule  where  the  note  is  indorsed 
before  due  and  where  it  is  indorsed  after  due. 
The  reasonable  time  meant  by  the  court  is 
alike  applicable  to  both.  Many  of  the  older 
authorities  state  without  reference  to  the  time 
of  indorsement,  whether  before  or  after  ma- 
turity, that  notice  of  dishonor  must  be  given 
"within  a  reasonable  time,"  and  that  what 
constitutes  such  reasonable  time  is  a  Question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  in  each  case.  But  the 
courts  have  now  fixed  this  period  so  definitely 
that  it  has  become  a  question  of  law  by  the 
weight  of  authority,  and  cannot  so  appropriate- 
ly be  now  spoken  of  as  merely  reasonable 
time.  Byles,  Bills,  285,  286,  and  notes;  1  Par- 
sons, Notes  and  Bills,  506,  507,  510,  511;  Story 
Prom.  Notes,  §319;  Cbitty,  Bills,  11th  ed.  828; 
Tiedeman,  Com.  Paper.  §  887;  Randolph,  Com. 
Paper,  g  1251  et  seq.  The  modern  authorities 
do  not  mean,  of  course,  that  the  time  allowed 
shall  be  so  short  as  to  be  unreasonable,  but 
simply  that  the  period  is  now  so  we'll  fixed  as 
a  matter  of  law  that  it  can  be  better  defined 
otherwise  than  by  using  the  rather  indefinite 
phrase  of  some  of  the  cases.  Whatever  terms 
may  be  used,  they  generally  mean  the  same 
thing,  in  legal  contemplation,  or  nearly  so,  and 
refer  to  indorsements  before  and  after  maturity 
without  distinction  as  to  the  time  of  notice. 
* '  Notice  of  dishonor,"  says  Randolph,  in  his 
very  learned  work,  "  must  be  sent  in  all  cases 
within  a  reasonable  time.  The  indefiniteness 
of  this  phrase  has.  however,  been  closely  re- 
stricted and  defined  by  modern  decisions.  In 
sending  notice  of  dishonor  every  party  through 
whom  it  is  transmitted  is  bound  to  use  rea- 
sonable diligence  in  forwarding  it.  And  the 
rule  requiring  notice  of  dishonor  to  be  sent 
in  a  reasonable  time  applies  to  notice  given  to 
an  indorser  after  maturity;  no  greater  diligence 
being  required  in  his  case  than  in  that  of  an 
ordinary  indorser  or  drawer."  Randolph, 
Com.  Paper,  $  1251.  The  language  employed 
by  the  court  in  Rtothart  v.  Parker,  supra,  does 
not  authorize  the  distinction  counsel  would 
make,  or  justify  the  contention  that  more  time 
for  giving  notice  is  allowable  where  the  in- 
dorsement was  made  after  the  maturity  of  the 
note  than  where  it  was  made  before  maturity. 
Then  the  irresistible  conclusion  from  the  au- 
thorities is  that  the  rule  with  respect  to  the 
time  within  which  notice  of  non  payment  must 
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be  given  to  the  indorser  is  the  same  whether 
the  indorsement  be  made  before  or  after  the 
maturity  of  the  note. 

The  next  inquiry  is  as  to  the  time  within 
which  the  notice  must  be  sent — how  soon  after 
dishonor.  The  authorities  seam  to  be  agreed 
that  it  must  be  sent  on  the  next  regular  business 
day;  but,  in  case  the  parties  reside  in  different 
places,  and  the  notice  is  to  be  transmitted  by 
mail,  there  seems  to  be  some  conflict  as  to 
whether  it  must  be  sent  at  all  hazards  by  the 
mail  of  that  day,  depart  when  it  may,  or 
whether,  if  the  departure  be  at  an  unreasonable 
hour,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  send  it  by  the 
first  mail  of  the  second  day;  and  again,  whether 
if  there  be  two  mails  on  the  first  ofay  after  dis- 
honor, it  will  answer  to  send  the  notice  by  the 
latter.  Byles  says:  "  If  the  post  does  not  go 
out  on  the  next  day,  notice  need  not  be  posted 
till  the  day  after,  or  till  the  next  post  day." 
Byles, Bills, 286.  Chittysays:  "And  if  there 
be  no  post  on  the  next  day,  or  if  the  post  go 
at  an  unreasonable  hour  in  the  morning, then  he 
must  send  notice  by  tbe  very  next  post.  But  he 
is  not  bound,  on  account  ox  there  being  no  post 
on  the  day  after  be  receives  notice,  to  forward 
it  on  the  very  day  he  receives  it."  Chitty, 
Bills,  11th  ed.  826.  Kent  expresses  the  opin- 
ion that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  notice  be  mailed 
at  any  time  on  the  day  after  dishonor  (8  Kent, 
Com.  106,  note);  and  Story  says  this  is  now 
the  established  doctrine  (Story.  Prom.  Notes, 
411);  but  Parsons  thinks  it  too  liberal  to  the 
indorsee,  as  almost  necessarily  giving  him 
more  than  one  whole  day  (1  Parsons,  Notes 
and  Bills,  508):  and  with  him  Daniel  seems  to 
agree.  Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  1040.  A  later  au- 
thor says:  "  The  rule  requiring  notice  to  be 
given  in  a  reasonable  time  has  been  narrowed 
down  so  as  to  require  notice  to  be  given  at 
latest  on  the  next  day  after  the  maturitv  of 
the  paper."  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  §  1259. 
Again :  "  But  the  better  rule  is  now  generally 
recognized  that  notice  must  be  mailed  in  time 
to  go  by  the  mail  of  the  next  day.  if  there  is 
any;  and  that  any  mail  of  that  day  is  suffi- 
cient." Id.  g  1266.  Daniel  states  a  rule, 
which  he  says  is  sanctioned  by  numerous  and 
eminent  authorities,  and  may  be  safely  fol- 
lowed in  all  cases  thus:  "In  other  words, 
the  notice  must  be  sent  by  the  first  mail  which 
leaves  after  the  day  of  dishonor  is  passed,  and 
does  not  close  before  early  and  convenient 
business  hours  of  tbe  day  succeeding  the  day 
of  dishonor:  the  design  of  the  law  being  to  af- 
ford the  holder  an  opportunity  to  mail  the  no- 
tice on  the  day  succeeding  that  of  dishonor." 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  3d.  ed.  g  1089.  By  another 
learned  jurist  the  rule  is  stated  as  follows: 
"  The  older  authorities  state  that  the  notice 
must  be  given  a  reasonable  time  after  the  dis- 
honor. But  the  present  rule  of  the  law-mer- 
chant is  that  the  holder  has  until  the  expiration 
of  the  next  day  after  dishonor  in  which  to  give 
notice,  subject  to  certain  modifications,  neces- 
sary in  the  cases  where  the  notices  have  to  be 
sent  away  from  the  place  of  protest  When 
the  party  entitled  to  notice  resides  in  tbe  place 
of  protest,  the  notice  may  be  sent  to  him  at 
bis  residence  at  any  time  during  the  day 
following  tbe  dishonor  of  the  paper  before  the 
hours  of  rest.  But  if  he  is  to  leave  tbe  notice 
at  the  party's  place  of  business  it  must  be  left 
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during  business  hoars.  When  the  notice  is  to 
be  sent  to  one  resident  elsewhere,  the  holder 
has  until  the  last  mail  of  the  day  after  dishonor 
is  made  up,  provided  the  mail  on  that  day  does 
not  leave  at  an  unreasonable  hour.  If  it  leaves 
at  an  unreasonable  hour,  the  holder  has  until 
the  next  mail  to  send  out  his  notices."  Tiede- 
man.  Com.  Paper,  §  887.  The  rule  deduced 
by  Parsons  from  what  he  calls  "  the  most  re- 
cent authorities  "  and  that  which  he  approves, 
is  "  that  the  holder  is  bound  to  forward  the 
notice  as  early  as  by  a  mail  of  the  day  after 
dishonor  which  does  not  start  at  an  unreason- 
ably early  hour;  and  if  there  is  no  mail  which 
leaves  on  that  day  after  a  reasonably  early 
hour,  the  notice  is  to  be  forwarded  by  the 
next  mail  which  starts  thereafter/'  1  Parsons, 
Notes  and  Bills,  511. 

On  the  next  day  after  the  indorsement  com- 
plainant placed  the  note  in  charge  of  the 
Southern  Express  Company  at  Union  Citv 
for  collection  from  the  maker  at  Paragould, 
with  special  instruction  to  "protest  if  not 
paid."  This  instruction  was  written  on  the 
shipping  envelope  of  the  company  in  which 
the  note  was  sent  to  Paragould  and  returned. 
On  this  envelope,  when  returned,  after  the 
printed  words,  "When  presented/'  and  in 
the  space  allowed  for  answer,  were  written 
the  following  figures:  "  J  —  ^,"  indicating 
clearly  that  the  note  had  been  twice  presented 
for  payment,— once  on  the  4th,  and  again  on 
the  12th  of  April  The  president  of  the  Para- 
gould  Stave  Manufacturing  Company,  which 
was  the  maker  of  the  note,  testifies  that  the 
agent  of  the  express  company  twice  demanded 
payment  of  him.  but  when  this  was  he  does 
not  state.  The  fair  inference  is  that  the  fig- 
ures indorsed  on  the  envelope  indicate  the 
dates  at  which  such  demands  were  made. 
On  the  12th  of  April  John  M.  Davis,  as  notary 
public,  wrote  on  the  note,  "Protested  for  non- 
payment/' and  made  full  and  formal  certificate 
of  protest,  reciting,  among  other  things,  pre- 
sentment of  the  note  by  himself  to  the  maker 
for  payment,  and  the  refusal  to  pay.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  production  of  this  certificate,  com- 
plainant read  as  evidence  on  the  trial  the  depo- 
sition of  the  notary,  in  which  he  deposed  posi- 
tively that  he  made  the  demands  as  in  the 
certificate  recited.  This  is  plenary  proof  of 
the  formal  presentment  and  protest  of  the  note 
by  the  notary,  though  the  president,  of  whom 
the  demand  u  said  to  have  been  made,  does  not 
recollect  that  anyone  except  the  agent  of  the 
express  company  ever  presented  the  ndte  to  him 
for  payment.  The  certificate  alone  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  establish  the  facts  therein 
stated  in  the  absence  of  contrary  proof,  being 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts,  which  the  no- 
tary, in  virtue  of  his  office,  was  authorized  to  cer- 
tify. GoUaday  ▼.  Union  Bank,  2  Head,  68; 
Suhbacher  v.  Charleston  Bank,  86  Tenn.  201; 
Code,  §S  1800,  1801:  Randolph,  Commercial 
Paper,  §§  1810,  1812;  Gardner  v.  Tennessee 
Bank,  1  Swan,  419;  Caruthers  v.  Harbert,  5 
Coldw.  862;  Ooims  v.  Tennessee  Bank,  4  Baxt. 
422;  8penee  v.  Crockett,  6  Baxt.  576.  The  no 
tary's  certificate  also  recites  that  he  had  on  the 
same  day  "  given  due  notice  to  the  parties 
concerned,  in  writing,  ...  in  the  manner  fol- 
lowing: To  Paragould  8tave  Manuf.  Co., 
Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.,  M.  Reason,  by  handing 
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to  agent  of  Southern  Express  Co."'  Though 
the  recital  is  that  he  gave  notice  to  Ware,  Bit* 
tick  &  Co.,  as  a  firm  only,  and  that  he  did 
that  "by  handing"  it  to  the  express  agent,  the 
notary  states  in  his  deposition  that  be  thinks 
he  sent  notice  to  the  defendant  Individually, 
at  Kenton,  Tenn.  Since  much  stress  is  laid  on 
bis  evidence,  the  statements  of  the  notary  on 
this  point  will  be  noticed  more  at  length. 
His  answer  to  the  general  question  whether  he 
gave  notice  of  non-payment  and  protest,  when 
and  to  whom  is:  "I  did.  On  the  1 2th  day  of 
April,  1887,  I  sent  notices  to  Paragould  Stave 
Manuf.  Co..  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  and  M. 
Rosson;"  failing  to  mention  the  name  of  de- 
fendant, or  to  say  that  he  sent  him  notice. 
When  asked  pointedly  if  be  sent  notice  to  the 
defendant,  J.  R  Carrol,  at  Kenton,  Tenn.,  be 
replied:  "Think  I  did,  but  cannot  say  posi- 
tively/' Being  further  interrogated  by  com- 
plainant's counsel,  he  said:  "My  best  recol- 
lection is  that  I  asked  Mr.  John  Rosson  Mr. 
John  R.  Carrol's  address,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  hira  notice  of  protest  of  note,  and  sup- 
pose he  had  notice."  The  next  question  and 
answer  is  as  follows:  '  'How  did  you  gi  ve  him 
notice?  Through  the  U.  S.  mail?  Answer. 
Don't  remember;  suppose  in  same  manner,  of 
course,  as  the  others/1  On  cross-examination 
this  witness  said  this  was  the  first  note  be  ever 
protested;  that  he  could  not  say  "positively" 
how  many  notices  be  handed  the  express  com*- 
pany,  and  did  not  remember  to  what  point  the 
notice  to  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co.  was  addressed. 
John  Rosson  corroborates  the  notary  to  the  ex- 
tent of  saying  that  the  latter  asked  him  for  the 
address  of  defendant,  and  that  the  desired  in* 
formation  was  given. 

Notice  was  sent  by  mail  to  the  complainant 
on  the  12th  day  of  April.  This  is  demonstrate 
ed  by  the  post-mark  on  the  envelope  contain- 
ing the  notice.  But  whether  mailed  by  the  no- 
tary, or  by  tbe  express  agent  after  receiving  it 
from  tbe  notary,  does  not  appear.  The  suppo- 
sition that  it  was  done  by  the  agent  would  be 
consistent  with  the  certificate  of  protest. 
However,  if  assumed  to  have  been  done  by  the 
notary  himself,  that  would  be  only  a  circum- 
stance indicating  at  most  that  he  made  dupli- 
cate notices  for  each  party  to  be  notified,  hand- 
ing one  sent  to  the  express  agent,  and  mailing 
the  other  himself.  It  would  not  establish  the 
insistence  that  notice  was  in  fact  mailed  to  the 
defendant,  either  in  his  own  name  or  in  that  of 
the  indorsing  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member. 
If  the  express  agent  mailed  one  of  the  notices 
handed  to  him  by  tbe  notary  to  complainant, 
it  would  be  reasonable  to  suppose  that  ha 
mailed  the  others  likewise  to  the  parties  for 
whom  intended.  But  this  would  be  one  sup- 
position based  on  another,  which,  of  course, 
cannot  be  a  substitute  for  proof  of  tbe  fact. 
What  the  express  agent  did  with  any  of  the  no- 
tices stated  in  the  certificate  of  protest  to  have 
been  placed  in  his  hands  is  not  disclosed  in  the 
record.  His  testimony  was  not  taken.  The 
defendant  denies  that  he  received  any  notice 
for  himself  or  his  firm.  The  evidence  alluded 
to,  which  is  substantially  all  that  is  to  be  found 
in  the  record  on  the  subject  of  notice  by  mail, 
is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  any  notice  of  dis- 
honor was  ever  mailed  to  the  defendant  in  his 
individual  name  or  for  Ware,  Bittick  &  Co., 
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either  by  the  notary  or  any  other  person.  At 
best  it  but  discloses  an  impression  on  the  mind 
of  the  notary  that  he  mailed  notice  to  defend- 
ant, and  raises  a  mere  Inference  that  the  ex- 
press agent  likewise  gave  him  notice  by  the 
same  method.  Impressions  and  inferences  are 
not  enough.  To  meet  the  requirement  of  the 
law  evidence  of  an  affirmative  and  positive 
character  must  be  produced.  Whitaksr  v.  Mor- 
fi*m,  1  Fla.  25;  Byles,  Bills,  289;  Randolph, 
Com.  Paper,  §  1312.  A  notary's  belief,  based 
on  entry  in  his  notarial  book  and  his  habit  "is 
good  evidence,"  though  he  have  no  independent 
recollection  of  the  transaction.  Tennessee 
Bank  v.  Oowan%  ?  Humph.  70.  So  entries  on 
such  book,  opposite  the  protest,  reciting,  "In- 
dorser  duly  notified  in  writing,"  and  "In- 
doner  duly  notified  verbally,"  have  been  held 
sufficient  proof  of  notice,  when  coupled  with 
proof  of  notary's  habit  of  business.  Bell  v. 
Perkins,  Peck  (Tenn.)  202;  McNeill  v.  Etam, 
Id.  268.  It  has  also  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  the  notary's  certificate,  reciting  that  he 
gave  .notice,  in  connection,  with  bis  statement 
as  a  witness  that  he  was  "satisfied  in  his  own 
mind  that  he  had  given  the  notice  as  stated  in 
his  certificate  on  the  protest,"  is  sufficient  proof 
of  the  fact,  though  he  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
had  no  recollection  of  having  given  the  notice. 
Worley  v.  Watdran,  8  Sneed,  549.  But  those 
cases  are  not  in  point  here,  for  in  this  case 
there  is  no  confirmatory  entry  on  the  notarial 
book,  no  recital  in  certificate  of  protest  that  the 
notary  gave  defendant  notice,  and  no  proof 
that  to  have  done  so  would  be  in  accord  with 
his  business  habits.  On  the  contrary,  he  shows 
that  he  made  no  entry;  that  he  had  no  business 
habit  at  that  time,  it  being  his  first  official  act, 
and  the  certificate  of  protest  produced  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  bis  impression,  for  it  recites  that  he 
ave  notice  to  the  parties  concerned  "  by  hand- 

r"  same  to  agent  of  the  express  company. 

But  complainant's  case  is  not  rested  alone  on 
the  assumption  that  notice  was  duly  sent  to  de- 
fendant from  Paragould,— the  place  of  de- 
mand and  protest  On  the  contrary,  he  claims 
that  he  was  himself  entitled  to  the  rights  of  an 
indorser  with  respect  to  notice,  having  placed 
the  note  in  the  hands  of  the  express  company 
for  collection,  though  without  indorsement; 
and  that,  in  exercise  of  a  legal  right,  he  gave 
the  defendant  in  person  proper  notice  in  due 
time  after  receiving  his  own  notice,  whereby 
defendant's  liability  became  fixed,  the  same  as 
if  notice  had  been  sent  him  direct  from  the 
home  of  the  maker  and  place  of  demand.  It 
is  a  well-established  rule  of  law  that  where 
there  are  two  or  more  indorsements  of  nego- 
tiable paper  the  bolder  may  give  notice  of  dis- 
honor to  all  the  indorsers,  and  also  that  each 
successive  indorser,  reckoned  inversely,  like- 
wise has  the  right  to  notify  his  immediate  in- 
dorser and  those  before  him;  and  that  to  do 
this  he  is  entitled  to  the  same  time  after  the  re- 
ceipt of  his  own  notice  as  was  allowed  the 
holder  originally.  Furthermore,  that  one  who 
holds  a  note  as  collecting  agent  is  allowed  the 
same  time  for  receiving  and  transmitting  no- 
tice as  a  beneficial  holder;  and  his  principal  is 
entitled  to  notice  as  an  indorser.  Randolph, 
Com.  Paper,  §§  1261,  1262;  Dan.  Neg  Inst, 
§§  992,  998,  965,  995a,  1044;  Story,  Prom. 
Notes:  §  826;  Byles,  Bills,  292,  notes;  Butler 
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v.  Dutal,  4  Terg.  265;  McNeil  ▼.  Wyatt,  » 
Humph.  126;  HiU  v.  Planters  Bank,  Id.  670; 
Simpson  v.  Turney,  6  Humph.  419. 

In  our  own  cases,  supra,  and  in  several  oth- 
er cases  cited  by  the  text- writers  for  the  prop- 
osition that  the  principal  is  entitled  to  notice- 
as  an  Indorser  and  to  time  after  its  reception  to> 
notify  those  antecedent  to  him  on  the  paper, 
the  beneficial  owners  had  nominally  indorsed 
the  paper  to  the  collecting  agent;  but  we  do- 
not  understand  that  the  rule  depends  on  the  in- 
dorsement as  a  prerequisite.    Certainly  there 
is  the  same  reason  for  the  rule  in  each  case. 
The  agent  has  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  pa- 
per in  either  instance.    His  relation  and  hi» 
duty  to  bis  principal  is  the  same  whether  he 
receives  the  paper  by  nominal  indorsement  or 
by  delivery  merely.    His  obligation  is  to  hi* 
principal  only,  and  that  obligation,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  does  not  in  any  case  require  him  to 
give  notice  to  anyone  except  his  principal,, 
though  it  may  be  otherwise  by  special  con- 
tract.    United  States  Bank  v.  Goddard,  5  Ma- 
son, 866.  8  Myers,  Fed.  Bee.  §§  1016,  1017. 
In  New  York  it  was  decided  that  an  attorney,, 
to  whom  a  note  was  sent  for  collection  without 
indorsement,  was  entitled  to  one  day  in  whicb 
to  notify  his  client  of  the  dishonor,  and  that 
the  client  was  allowed  still  another  day  to  send 
notice   to   his    indorser.     Farmers  Bank  of 
Bridgeport  v.  Vail,  21  N.  Y.  485.    "And  it 
has  been  held,"  says  Randolph,  "that  where 
the  holder  employs  an  attorney  to  ascertain  the 
residence  of  an  indorser,  the  attorney,  after 
learning  the  fact,  may  take  a  day  to  inform  hi* 
principal  of  it,  and,  after  receiving  such  infor- 
mation, he  may  have  until  the  next  day  to  give 
notice."    Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  concluding 
sentence   of  section   1262,    citing    Firt/t   v. 
Thrush,  8  Barn.  &  C.  887.    Under  the  head  of 
"Banks  and    other  Agents   for   Collection," 
Daniel  cites  the  same  case  for  the  same  propo- 
sition, and  concludes  the  section  by  giving  the 
reason  for  the  general  rule  as  follows:    "The 
factor  or  other  agent  or  attorney  may  not 
know  which  of  the  prior  parties  his  principal 
may  desire  to  hold  bound  to  him,  or  he  may 
not  know  where  notice  wonld  find  them,  as  be 
has  no  interest  in  the  bill  or  note,  or  privity 
with  the   parties;  and  the  rule  placing  such, 
agents  on  the  footing  of  a  distinct  holder  is  es- 
sential to  the  convenient  collection  and  man- 
agement of  negotiable  paper."    Dan.  Neg. 
Inst.  §   992.    Another  distinguished    writer 
bases  the  rule  on  the  same  reasoning  (Story  „ 
Prom.  Notes,  §  826),  which,  as  we  have  al- 
ready said,  applies  with  the  same  force  and 
propriety  to  a  note  or  bill  passed  to  the  agent 
by  delivery  merely  as  to  one  indorsed  to  him 
for  collection.    So,  on  the  authorities  cit*d, 
and  on  the  reason  of  the  rule,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  question  of  indorsement  or  no 
indorsement  to  the  collecting  agent  is  entirely 
immaterial  in  the  decision  of  this  case;  and 
therefore  complainant,  though  he  placed  tbe 
note  in  the  bands  of  the  express  company  by 
delivery  merely,   and  without   indorsement, 
was  nevertheless  entitled  to  one  day  after  re- 
ceiving information  of  its  dishonor  in  which  to- 
give  the  defendant  notice  thereof,  provided 
complainant's  agent  exercised  due  diligence  in 
making  demand,  and  informing  him  of  non- 
payment.   If  there  was  any  negligence  in  those 
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matters  on  the  part  of  the  agent,  that  negli- 
gence is  to  be  imputed  to  the  principal,  as  in 
every  other  case,  and,  if  sufficient  in  degree, 
will  defeat  the  action. 

We  are  aware  of  the  statement  in  at  least  one 
case  that  the  owner  of  a  paper  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  collecting  agent  by  mere  delivery 
*  should  not  be  allowed  any  of  the  advantages  of 
an  indorser,  because  he  has  none  of  an  indor- 
sees obligations;  but  the  same  process  of  rea- 
soning is  applicable  to  the  beneficial  holder, 
who  has  indorsed  his  paper  for  collection,  for 
his  obligations  to  the  collecting  agent  are  not 
those  of  an  indorser, — he  can  in  no  event  be 
forced  to  pay  the  debt  to  bis  collecting  agent; 
yet  the  rule  is  well  established  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  notice  of  dishonor  from  his  agent,  and 
to  time  thereafter  to  notify  those  antecedent  to 
himself  in  the  bill  or  note.  In  each  case,  and 
alike  in  both,  the  object  is  to  facilitate  due  pre- 
sentment, without  requiring  the  beneficial 
holder  to  go  in  person  and  demand  payment  of 
the  maker,  when  they  reside  at  different  places. 
The  stamp  of  postmaster  at  Union  City,  on 
back  of  envelope  containing  notice  to  com- 
plainant, shows  that  it  reached  his  office  April 
14th.  Complainant  testified  that  be  received 
his  notice  "about  the  14th  or  15th  of  April;" 
again,  "about  the  15th  of  April,  1887;"  that  at 
the  same  time  and  place,  and  by  mail,  he  re- 
ceived another  notice  just  like  his  own,  though 
in  a  different  envelope,  and  without  any  in- 
struction or  explanation  as  to  use  to  be  made  of 
it,  so  far  as  recollected;  that  "a  day  or  two 
after"  receiving  his  notice, — "about  the  16th  or 
17th  of  April,— immediately  after"  he  received 
his  notice,  he  went  to  Kenton  on  a  delayed 
train,  and  "after  night"  handed  the  other  no- 
tice to  the  defendant,  and  told  him  of  the  re- 
turn of  the  note  protested;  that  he  "needed 
the  money  on  it,  and  looked  to  him  for  it." 
Now,  assuming  that  complainant  notified  de- 
fendant exactly  as  he  said  be  did  (though  de- 
fendant denies  it  altogether),  the  notification  is 
not  shown  to  have  been  in  time,— that  is,  on 
the  next  day,— or  that  any  holiday  intervened. 
As  to  both  the  day  on  which  he  received  the 
notice  and  that  on  which  be  handed  it  to  de- 
fendant, he  speaks  by  approximation  only,  and 
not  with  that  definiteness  and  certitude  which 
is  required  in  proving  notice  of  the  dishonor  of 
a  negotiable  instrument.  Whether  be  received 
the  notice  on  the  14th  or  on  the  15th  of  the 
month,  and  whether  he  delivered  it  on  the  16th 
or  on  the  17tb,  he  did  not,  and  presumably 
could  not,  state  with  certainty.  The  notice 
must  have  been  received  on  the  15th,— the  lat- 
ter of  the  dates  named  for  reception,— and  de- 
livered on  the  16th, — the  former  of  the  dates 
named  for  delivery,— to  be  in  time  to  bind  the 
indorser;    Complainant's  recollection  with  re- 

§ard  to  the  transaction  seems  not  to  have  juri- 
ed him  in  fixing  these  two  dates  definitely; 
hence  he  used  the  indefinite  word  "about,"  and 
linked  with  each  of  these  dates  another  one. 
His  statement  that  he  went  to  Kenton,  to  no- 
tify defendant,  "immediately  after1'  receiving 
his  own  notice,  did  not  cure  this  defect  in  his 
testimony,  for  those  words,  when  considered  in 
connection  with  the  other  language  used,  as 
must  be  done,  cannot  fairly  be  held  to  mean  the 
next  day.  He  did  not  say  that  it  was  the 
next  day,  as  be  no  doubt  would  naturally  have 
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done,  or  been  required  to  do  by  his  able  counsel, 
if  he  knew  such  to  be  the  fact  The  court  can- 
not bring  certainty,  and  that,  too,  In  his  fa- 
vor, out  of  his  own  uncertainty.  Bays  Lord 
Ellenborough,  in  Lawson  v.  Sherwood,  1 
Starkie,  251 :  "The  witness  says  'two  or  three 
days/  but  the  third  day  would  be  too  late.  It 
lies  upon  you  to  show  that  notice  was  given  in 
due  time,  and  I  cannot  go  upon  probable  evi- 
dence without  positive  proof  of  the  fact."  This 
language  is  quoted  in  Byles,  Bills,  289,  as  a 
correct  statement  of  the  English  rule.  Citing 
the  same  case,  and  American  authority  in  ad- 
dition, another  writer  says:  "The  plaintiff 
must  distinctly  show  that  notice  was  given  on 
the  proper  day.  It  will  not  suffice  to  show 
that  it  was  given  on  one  of  two  days,  because 
the  latter  would  be  too  late."  Dan.  Neg.  Inst 
8  1051. 

Already  it  has  been  seen  that  the  fact  of 
formal  demand  and  protest  on  the  12th  of 
April  is  amply  proven.  Whether  it  is  shown 
to  have  occurred  within  reasonable  time  is  yet 
to  be  considered.  In  sending  the  note  for  col- 
lection the  next  day  after  acquiring  it,  with 
special  instruction  to  "protest  if  not  paid,"  the 
complainant  exercised  even  greater  diligence 
than  the  law  required  of  him;  and  the  demand 
of  payment,  which  seems  to  have  been  made 
by  the  express  agent  on  the  4th  of  April,  was 
certainly  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  in- 
dorsement Had  the  note  been  then  protested, 
there  would  have  been  no  room  for  denying 
that  demand  and  protest  were  soon  enough. 
But,  in  fact,  the  note  was  not  protested,  or  at- 
tempted to  be  protested,  until  the  12th  of  April, 
the  day  on  which  the  express  agent  seems  to 
have  made  his  second  demand,  and  on  which 
the  notary  show  she  made  demand.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  there  had  been  a  demand  on  the 
4th  without  protest,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  subsequent  demand  and  protest  were  not 
good  in  law.  The  demand  on  the  4th  could  not 
be  made  effectual  by  protest  on  the  12th;  and, 
demand  having  been  made  on  the  former  date, 
it  was  then  out  of  the  power  of  the  indorsee  to 
bind  the  indorser  by  a  second  demand  on  the . 
latter  date.  Protest  on  the  one  day  cannot  be  * 
coupled  with  demand  on  the  other  day;  nor 
can  a  demand,  ineffectual  against  the  indorser 
because  not  followed  by  due  protest,  be  aban- 
doned and  another  one,  without  such  defect, 
substituted  for  it  after  the  lapse  of  eight  days, 
so  as  to  charge  the  indorser.  That  the  demands 
by  the  express  n?ent  may  not  have  been  made 
at  the  maker's  office  is  unimportant  in  this  liti- 
gation, since  the  maker  made  no  objection  on 
that  account  Nor  does  it  help  complainant's 
case  that  he  specially  instructed  the  express 
company  to  protest  the  note  if  not  paid,  and 
had  a  right  to  believe  that  it  would  be  done 
promptly  and  legally;  for,  as  between  com- 
plainant and  defendant,  the  failure  of  the  ex- 
press company  to  have  proper  demand  made  is 
chargeable  to  complainant.  It  was  his  agent, 
and  its  negligence  must  be  regarded  as  bis  neg- 
ligence in  this  action. 

Again,  passing  the  question  of  demand  and 
notice  altogether,  and  irrespective  of  them,  it 
is  insisted  in  behalf  of  complainant  that  be  is 
entitled  to  a  recovery  on  two  other  grounds:  (1) 
tbat  the  maker  of  the  note  was  insolvent,  and 
known  by  the  defendant  to  be  so  at  the  time  of 
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the  Indorsement,  and  that  he  therefore  is  liable 
without  demand  and  notice;  (9)  that  defendant 
admitted  hi*  liability  for  the  debt,  and  took 
stent  to  have  it  paid  after  the  refusal  of  the 
maker  to  pay,  thereby  superseding  the  neces- 
sity of  demand  and  notice,  and  rendering  him- 
self liable  without  respect  to  either.  Neither 
of  these  grounds  of  relief  was  alleged  in  the 
bill,  but  pending  the  argument  of  the  cause  be- 
fore the  chancellor,  complainant  asked  leave 
to  amend  so  as  to  include  them.  Motion  to 
amend  was  overruled.  This  action  of  the 
court  is  assigned  as  error;  and,  besides,  it  is 
urged  that  without  the  proposed  amendment 
the  facts  mentioned  should  be  considered  under 
the  original  bill,  and  relief  granted  according- 
ly. Pretermitting  the  questions  of  pleading, 
and  also  that  as  to  whether  insolvency  of  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note  known  to  the  in- 
dorser  at  the  time  of  indorsement  will  excuse 
demand  and  notice  (it  was  decided  in  Stothart 
v  Parker,  1  Overt.  (Tenn.)  282,  that  it  would), 
it  is  sufficient  to  saytnat  the  fact  of  insolvency  is 
net  established.  The  Paragould  Stove  Manu- 
facturing Company  is  shown  to  have  made  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  on  the 
10th  o'  May,  1887.  and  its  assets,  administered 
thereunder,  proved  insufficient  for  the  payment 
of  its  debts.  The  proof  does  not  show,  how- 
ever, that  it  was  insolvent  on  the  first  of  April, 
when  the  note  was  indorsed*  The  impression 
we  get  from  the  rather  indefinite  testimony  on 
this  point  is  that  the  business  of  the  company 
was  not  at  that  time  in  a  prosperous  condition, 
but  that  its  assets  were  to  all  appearances  ample 
to  meet  its  liabilities  if  applied  for  that  purpose. 
The  doctrine  is  well  established  that  If  an  in- 
dorse^ with  full  knowledge  that  he  has  been 
discharged  from  liability  by  the  failure  of  his 
indorsee  to  make  proper  demand  and  give  due 
notice  of  non-payment,  promise  to  pay  the  note, 
or  acknowledge  his  liability  therefor,  he  there- 
by binds  himself,  and  may  be  proceeded  against 
as  if  his  liability  had  been  legally  fixed  in  the 
first  instance.  To  have  this  effect  the  prom- 
ise or  acknowledgment  must  be  distinctly 
made.  If  it  be  not  unequivocal,  or  be  not 
with  full  knowledge  of  his  discharge,  it  will 
not  avail  the  indorsee  anything.  jBogart  v. 
McClung,  11  Heisk.  105;  Spurtoek  v.  Union 
Bank,  4  Humph.  886;  GoUaday  v.  Union  Bank, 
2  Head,  68;  Martin  v.  Swing,  2  Humph.  559; 
William*  v.  Tennessee  Union  Bank,  9  Heisk. 
441;  Bank  v.  Raiding*,  1  Leg.  Rep.  226;  Beay 
v.  Ferguson,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  293,  294;  Gregory  v. 
Allen,  Mart.  A  T.  76. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  defendant  ever  prom- 
ised complainant,  or  anyone  for  him,  that  he 
would  pay  the  note;  hence  he  must  succeed,  if 
he  succeed  at  all,  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  on 
the  ground  of  an  acknowledgment  or  admis- 
sion of  liability.  Ware,  who,  as  well  as  de- 
fendant, was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Ware, 
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Bittick  &  Co.,  states  that  defendant  told  him 
at  Paragould,  between  the  15th  and  20th  of 
April,  1887,  that  the  note  had  been  protested, 
and  complainant  had  been  to  see  him  about 
the  money;  that  he  (defendant)  in  same  con- 
versation asked  witness  why  the  note  had  not 
been  paid,  and  "said  it  would  have  to  be  paid.'" 
The  next  two  questions  and  answers  are  ex- 
planatory of  defendant's  declaration  that  the 
note  "would  have  to  be  paid,"  and  disclose  the 
only  admission  or  evidence  of  admission  sup- 
posed to  have  been  made  to  this  witness.  They 
are:  "(19)  Who  did  he  say  would  have  to 
pay  the  note?  Answer.  We,  I  think.  (20) 
Who  did  he  mean  by  'wef  A.  I  could  not 
say  whether  he  meant  the  firm  of  Ware,  Bit- 
tick  &  Co.,  or  the  Paragonld  Stave  Manufac- 
turing Company."  John  Bosson  says  be  bad 
a  conversation  with  defendant  at  Paragould 
after  the  10th  of  May;  that  defendant  told  him 
the  note  had  been  left  out  of  the  assignment, 
and  said  "that  they  would  have  it  to  pay."  By 
"they"  he  understood  defendant  to  mean  Ware, 
Bittick  &  Co.  On  the  22d  of  April,  1887,  de- 
fendant wrote  complainant  that  he  had  just 
been  to  Paragould,  "but  failed  to  accomplish 
anything  as  yet;"  that  if  a  trade  pending  there 
"is  accomplished  your  debt  is  to  be  paid  off; " 
and  concluded  with  the  statement  that  he  would 
write  again  as  soon  as  be  should  "hear  from 
the  parties."  On  the  27th  of  May  following 
he  wrote  complainant  in  these  words:  "We 
were  at  Paragould  last  week,  and  found  the 
business  in  such  condition  that  we  attached  all 
the  company's  property  for  what  it  owed  us 
and  you.  We  [meaning  himself  and  a  con* 
fldential  friend  and  adviser]  put  your  claim  in 
with  ours,  and  sot  the  business  in  a  shape  that 
it  will  be  closebfout  as  soon  "as  it  can  be  done, 
and  the  property  all  sold  This  is  the  best  we 
could  do,  as  we  could  see  no  way  to  get  any 
cash  out  of  it  for  you  now  .  .  .  [Signed]  J. 
R  Carrol." 

While  these  facts  show  that  the  defendant 
thought  his  firm,  which  had  indorsed  the  note 
to  complainant,  was  probably  liable  to  him  for 
its  payment,  and  that  he  was  taking  such  steps 
as  he  deemed  best  to  obtain  collection  from  the 
maker,  they  do  not  establish  an  admission  of 
liability  on  his  part.  They  fail  to  show  that  ex- 
plicit acknowledgment  of  accountability  which 
is  necessary  to  revive  the  previous  obligation, 
and  preclude  an  indorser  from  relying  on  the 
laches  of  bis  indorsee  as  a  discharge.  More- 
over, there  is  no  proof  that  what  he  said  and 
did  was  said  and  done  with  full  knowledge 
that  he  bad  previously  been  discharged.  The 
other  assignments  of  error  need  not  be  men- 
tioned further  than  to  say  that  they  relate 
to  rulings  of  the  chancellor  on  evidence,  and 
that  we  have  considered  all  the  evidence  that 
was  competent  and  none  that  was  incompetent. 

Let  the  decree  be  affirmed. 
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John  B.  ATWATER  et  al..  Rapt*., 

v. 

MANCHESTER  SAYINGS  BANE  $t  al., 

Sampson  A.  REED,  Bespt., 

SAME.  Appts, 

(....Minn ) 

•1.  Where  land  hM  been  conveyed  In 
trust  to  pay  certain  charge*  upon  it* 

and  oertaln  specified  debts  of  the  grantor,  the 
residuary  interest  or  estate  of  the  grantor  is  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  an  attachment  or  judgment, 
and  to  sale  on  execution.  In  this  State  equitable, 
as  well  as  legal,  estates  in  land  are  subject  to  sale 
on  execution. 

8.  One  who  has)  brought  salt  upon  a 
contract*  express  or  implied,  for  the  payment 
of  money  only,  and  has  attaohed  the  real  estate 
of  the  defendant,  to  "a  creditor  haying  a  lien,** 
within  the  meaning  of  Gen.  Stat  1078,  chap.  66, 
6  888,  and  chapter  81, 6 10,  relating  to  the  redemp- 
tion of  real  estate. 

g.  In  judgment  by  confession,  a  statement 
of  the  facts  out  of  which  the  oonf eased  indebted- 
ness arose  is  sufficient,  if  it  contains  enough  to 
enable  creditors  and  others  to  investigate  the 
bona  fides  ot  the  judgment. 

4.  The  owner  ofland,  whose  title  was  in 
litigation*  made  a  contract  with  his  attorney 
to  convey  to  him,  for  his  services,  one  third  of  the 
land  in  case  he  succeeded  in  recovering  the  land. 
The  attorney  brought  the  litigation  to  a  success- 
ful termination,  but  In  the  mean  time  certain 
mortgages  executed  by  the  owner  having  been 
foreclosed,  and  the  time  ot  redemption  about  to 
expire,  and  theowner'not  being  able  to  redeem, 
be  confessed  judgment  in  favor  of  his  attorney 
for  his  services,  for  an  amount  which  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  in  excess  of  the  value  of  one 
third  of  the  land.  The  judgment  was  confessed 
to  enable  the  attorney  to  redeem  the  land,  and 
thereby  secure  compensation  for  his  services. 
Held,  that  the  confession  of  judgment  was  not  a 
fraud  on  the  purchasers  at  the  mortgage  sales. 

(February  18,1891.) 

APPEALS  by  defendants  from  orders  of  the 
District  Court  for  Hennepin  County  in 
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favor  of  plaintiffs  in  suits  brought  to  compel 
purchasers  at  a  foreclosure  sale  and  the 
sheriff  who  made  the  sale  to  accept  redemp- 
tion money  and  issue  oeitificates  of  redemp- 
tion.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Hawlew  *  Hall  and  Ueland, 
Shores  St  Holt  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  A.  B.  Jackson  and  J.  B,  At- 
w&ter,  in  propria  persona  for  respondents 
Atwater  et  at. 

The  authorities  support  the  general  right 
of  an  attaching  creditor  to  redeem. 

2  Jones,  Mort.  §  1069 ;  Chandler  v.  Dyer,. 
87  Vt.  845 ;  Bridgeport  v.  Blinn,  48  Conn. 
274;  Kling  v.  Ohtlds,  80  Minn.  366. 

The  lien  of  plaintiffs'  attachment  must  be 
held  valid  in  this  action.  For,  under  the 
statutes  and  decisions  of  this  State,  the  con- 
veyance by  Mrs.  Nell  was  per  se  fraudulent 
and  voidable  as  to  existing,  non- consenting 
creditors. 

Gen.  Stat.  1878.  chap.  41,  §§  18,  28:  May 
▼.  Walker.  86  Minn.  194;  Gere  v.  Murray ; 
6  Minn.  805;  TruiU  v.  Caldwell,  8  Minn. 
864;  Qreenleafv.  Edes%  2  Minn.  264. 

This  instrument  is  such  as,  under  the  re- 
peated decisions  of  this  court,  could  not  stand 
except  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  all  ex- 
isting creditors. 

Smith  v.  Conkieright,  28  Minn.  28. 

Mr.  James  W.  Lawrence,  for  respond- 
ent Reed : 

The  statement  for  the  Judgment  was  suffi- 
cient. 

Harrison  v.  Gibbons,  71  N.  Y.  59 ;  Cleve- 
land Co-op.  8.  Co.  v.  Douglas,  27  Minn. 
177. 

u  Certainty  to  a  common  intent  and  a  state- 
ment of  the  consideration  with  such  concise- 
ness* as  to  direct  the  attention  of  third  per- 
sons to  its  true  and  actual  nature,  is  all  that 
is  required. 

Van  Fleet  v.  Phillips,  11  Iowa,  558 ;  Neus- 
baum  v.Keim,  24  N.  Y.  825 ;  Thompson  v.  Van- 
Veehten,  27  N.  Y.  568 ;  Bead  v.  trench,  28 
N.  Y.  285;  Freligh  v.  Brink,  22  N.  Y.  418; 
Marvin  v.  TarbeU,  12  Iowa,  98;  Miller  v. 
Clarke,  87  Iowa,  825. 

A  creditor,  having  a  lien  by  virtue  of  a 
confessed  judgment,  may  redeem  even  where 
the  judgment  was  confessed  for  the  purpose  of 
permitting  him  to  make  such  redemption. 


Vorm.— J%uloment  by  confession:  statement  In. 

A  sworn  statement  upon  which  a  judgment  by 
confession  is  based,  which  states  the  execution  of 
promissory  notes  by  the  defendants  and  refers  to 
and  makes  part  thereof  copies  of  the  notes  thereto 
attached,  sufficiently  states  the  facts  out  of  which 
the  indebtedness  arose,  where  the  notes  recite  that 
they  were  given  "for  value  received  in  one  sweep- 
stakes separator.'1  Brown  v.  Barngrover  (Iowa) 
Feb.  6, 189L  See  Miller  v.  Clarke,  87  Iowa,  888;  Van- 
fleet  ▼.  Phillips,  11  Iowa,  680. 

If  the  record,  as  it  remains  in  the  circuit  court, 
does  not  state  the  tacts  as  they  actually  occurred, 
defendant  should  make  application  to  have  the 
court  correct  it  so  as  to  have  it  speak  the  truth. 
Richardson  v.  Beldam,  7  West  Bep.  489, 118  m.  820. 
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Redemption  from  sals  of  real  estate. 

The  Minnesota  statute  provides  that  creditors 
having  a  subsequent  lien,  legal  or  equitable,  on  real 
estate  or  some  part  thereof,  may  sell  it  upon  execu- 
tion, judgment  or  decree,  in  the  order  of  their  re- 
spective liens.  Gen.  Stat  chap.  68, 1  888,  chap.  81, 
1 15.  See  Tlnkoom  v.  Lewis.  21  Minn.  188.  See  also 
Williams  v.  Lash,  8  Minn.  406. 

In  order  to  redeem,  the  creditor  must  within  the 
year  given  for  redemption,  nle  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion to  redeem  in  the  office  of  the  register  where 
the  mortgage  is  recorded.  (Jen.  Stat  ohap.  88, 1 888, 
chap.SUIltt.  8seWatkmsv.HaokettS0Minn.106, 
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Mrs.  Nell  had,  on  December  14,  1889,  an 
Interest  in  the  land  subject  to  the  lien  of  a 
Judgment  and  the  levy  of  an  execution. 

See  Kennedy  v.  Nunan,  52  Cal.  826 :  Janes 
v.  Throckmorton,  57  Cal.  868 ;  Biggs  v.  Bided, 
19  Ohio  St.  49 ;  King  v.  Remington,  86  Minn. 
15,  and  cases  cited ;  Wbodgate  v.  Fleet,  44  N. 
Y.  1 ;  McCarthy  v.  Van  Der  Meg,  42  Minn.  189. 

Mitchell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  each  of  these  cases  the  question  involved 
is  the  rigljt  of  the  plaintiffs  to  redeem  from 
a  mortgage  sale ;  and  as  both  grow  out  of  the 
same  general  state  of  facts,  and  are  more  or 
less  connected  with,  and  dependent  upon, 
each  other,  they  can  be  better  considered  to- 
gether. So  far  as  material  to  explain  the 
legal  questions  involved,  the  facts  are  these : 
A  Mrs.  Nell,  who  owed  a  40-acre  tract  of 
land,  but  the  title  of  which  was  then  in  liti- 
gation {Nell  v.  Dayton,  48  Minn.  242),  in 
March,  1886,  executed  two  mortgages, — one 
on  the  west  half  and  the  other  on  the  east 
half  of  the  tract.  Default  having  been  made 
in  the  conditions  of  these  mortgages,  they 
were  both  foreclosed,  and  the  premises  sold 
on  December  14,  1888.  The  time  for  redemp- 
tion would  of  course  expire  December  14, 
1889.  On  August  1,  1889,  Mrs.  Nell  exe- 
cuted to  Seagrave  Smith  the  trust-deed,  Ex- 
hibit A,  upon  the  entire  tract.  On  Decem- 
ber 12,  1889,  At  water  &  Hill  commenced  an 
action  against  Mrs.  Nell  to  recover  a  debt 
which  iLey  alleged  she  owed  them  for  serv- 
ices as  attorneys,  and.  on  the  same  day  caused 
an  attachment  to  be  issued  in  the  action,  and 
leveid  on  the  whole  tract.  On  December  14, 
1889,  Mrs.  Nell  confessed  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  Reed  for  a  debt  due  him  for  serv- 
ices performed  and  money  expended  for  her 
as  attorney.  This  Judgment  was  docketed 
on  the  same  day.  On  December  14,  1889, 
Atwater  A  Hill  and  Reed  each  filed  notices 
of  intention  to  redeem  from  both  foreclosure 
sales,— Atwater  &  Hill  under  their  attach- 
ment lien,  and  Reed  under  his  judgment  lien. 
Smith  had  never  done  anything  with  the  land 
under  the  trust  deed,  Exhibit  A,  nor  did 
either  he  or  Mrs.  Nell  make  any  redemption. 
Within  five  days  after  the  expiration  of  one 
year  from  the  date  of  the  sales,  and  on 
December  19,  Atwater  &  Hill  did  everything 
necessary  to  effect  a  redemption  of  the  west 
half  of  the  tract,  but  made  no  attempt  to 
redeem  the  east  half.  Wi thin  five  days  there- 
after, and  on  December  21,  Reed  did  every- 
thing necessary  to  effect  a  redemption  of  the 
east  half.  But  in  both  cases  the  sheriff,  who 
made  the  sales,  and  the  defendant  bank, 
who  held  the  certificates  of  sale,  refused  to 
accept  the  money  or  to  execute  certificates  of 
redemption.  Hence  these  suits  to  compel 
them  to  do  so. 

1.  The  first  question  that  arises  is  whether, 
after  the  execution  to  Smith  of  Exhibit  A, 
Mrs.  Nell  had  remaining  any  interest  or 
estate  in  the  land  upon  which  plaintiff's 
attachment  and  judgment  were  liens:  for 
if  not,  then  plaintiffs  were  not  M creditors 
having  a  lien,w  and  had  no  right  to  redeem. 
Counsel  have  discussed  at  great  length  the 
questions  whether  Exhibit  A  was  a  trust 
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or  merely  a  power  in  trust,  and,  if  the  former, 
whether  it  was  valid  under  the  Statute  of 
Uses  and  Trusts.  Under  the  view  we  have 
taken  of  the  case,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
consider  these  questions.  We  shall  •*»"?"* 
that  the  instrument  is  all  that  defendants 
claim  it  to  be,  viz.,  a  valid  trust,— a  con- 
veyance of  the  land  to  Smith  in  trust  to 
pay  certain  charges  upon  it  and  to  pay  cer- 
tain specified  debts  of  the  grantor.  Defend* 
ants'  contention  is  that,  as  thus  construed,  it 
vested  in  Smith  the  whole  estate  in  the  land, 
so  that  no  title  or  interest  remained  in  Mrs. 
Nell  to  which  a  lien  could  attach.  That  she 
had  a  residuary  interest  in  the  land  cannot 
be  questioned.  The  deed  itself  expressly 
provides  that,  u  if  there  be  more  than  sufficient 
to  pay  all  of  said  claims  in  the  manner  as 
aforesaid,  then  the  said  trustee  shall  grant, 
convey  and  set  over  to  said  Nell,  her  heirs.  * 
etc.,  *all  of  the  rest  and  remainder  of  said 
property. "  This  is  nothing  more  than  the  law- 
would  Imply,  for  such  a  residuary  interest 
necessarily  arises  in  every  case  where  prop- 
erty is  assigned  in  trust  to  pay  debts  or  to 
satisfy  other  specified  objects.  Had  Mrs. 
Nell  herself  paid  all  the  charges  and  debts 
specified  in  the  deed  of  trust,  the  entire  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  land  would  have  been 
in  her.  Or  if  the  trustee  had  accomplished 
all  the  purposes  of  the  trust  by  executing 
mortgages,  the  land  subject  to  the  mortgages 
would  have  been  hers.  So  if  he  had  accom- 
plished these  purposes  by  selling  only  a  part 
of  the  land,  the  residue  would  have  been  hers. 
In  speaking  of  the  similar  residuary  interest 
of  a  bankrupt  in  real  estate  assigned  to  an 
assignee  in  bankruptcy,  this  court  said  that 
it  may  be  classified  under  our  Statute  (Gen. 
Stat.  chap.  45,  §§  12,  88)  as  a  reversion,  sub- 
ject to  be  defeated  by  a  sale  by  the  assignee  ; 
that  after  the  purposes  of  the  trust  are  accom- 
plished the  residuum  of  the  property  would 
revert  by  operation  of  law  without  any  recon- 
veyance. King  v.  Remington,  86  Minn.  15- 
82.  If  this  be  so,  then  Mrs.  Nell's  interest 
in  the  land  was  subject  to  the  lien  of  an  at- 
tachment or  judgment,  and  to  sale  on  execu- 
tion, for,  of  course,  a  reversion  in  land  is  a 
legal  estate.  But  if  her  interest  was  merely 
an  equitable  one,  the  same  result  would  fol- 
low. At  common  law  the  rule  undoubtedly 
was  that  a  mere  equitable  estate  in  land  could 
not  be  sold  on  execution,  for  the  familiar 
reason  that  courts  of  law  did  not  recognize 
equitable  estates,  and  could  not  deal  with 
them.  But  a  judgment  creditor  was  not  in 
such  cases  without  remedy.  He  could  file 
his  bill  in  a  court  of  chancery,  which  always 
held  that,  for  its  purposes,  these  equitable 
interests  were  just  as  much  bound  by  the 
judgment  as  legal  estates,  and  could  be  sub- 
jected to  its  satisfaction  by  equitable  proc- 
ess ;  and  in  adjusting  the  conflicting  rights 
of  creditors  it  always  followed,  by  analogy, 
the  rules  of  the  common  law.  It  is  true  that 
the  courts  of  chancery  held  that  the  lien  or 
right  to  obtain  satisfaction  out  of  the  speci- 
fic property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  sale 
for  that  purpose  dated  from  the  filing  of  the 
bill.  But  this  was  also  in  strict  analogy 
with  the  law,  for  at  common  law  the  judg- 
ment was  not  a  lien  on  real  property,  but  it 
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was  the  judgment  creditor  who  first  extended 
the  land  by  elegit,  or  whose  execution  was 
first  begun  to  be  executed,  who  was  entitled 
to  priority ;  and  a  bill  in  equity  to  reach  the 
property  for  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment 
was  considered  as  being  in  the  nature  of  an 
equitable  execution.  But  when  the  law  was 
changed  so  as  to  make  judgments  liens  from 
the  date  of  their  docketing  there  can  be  no 
reason  why  a  court  of  equity,  still  follow- 
ing the  analogy  of  the  law,  should  not  and 
would  not  hold  that  equitable  interests  in 
land  were  subject  to  the  liens  of  judgments 
in  the  order  of  their  priority  in  date.  See 
Hale  y.  Home,  21  Oratt.  112.  The  modern 
tendency  of  both  courts  and  Legislatures  is, 
as  far  as  possible,  to  do  away  with  the  dis- 
tinction between  legal  and  equitable  estates. 
The  old  rule  that  a  judgment  lien  did  not 
attach  to  a  more  equity  has  been  abolished 
in  England,  and  in  the  great  majority  of  the 
States  of  the  American  Union,  by  statutes 
expressly  declaring  that  a  judgment  shall  be 
a  lien  on  all  the  interests  of  the  judgment 
debtor  in  real  estate,  whether  legal  or  equi- 
table. In  Pennsylvania  the  same  result  is 
reached  without  the  aid  of  a  statute,  upon 
the  ground  that,  as  they  have  no  courts  of 
chancery  from  which  the  creditor  might  have 
relief,  therefore,  from  necessity,  they  must 
establish  the  principle  that  both  judgments 
and  executions  have  an  immediate  operation 
on  equitable  estates.  Autoerter  v.  Mathiot,  9 
Serg.  &  R.  402.  In  this  State  there  is  no 
express  statute  declaring  that  a  judgment 
shall  be  a  lien  on  an  equitable  estate,  but 
when  we  consider  that  the  common-law  rule 
on  the  subject  was  purely  technical,  and  arose 
out  of  the  supposed  inability  of  courts  of 
law  to  deal  with  equitable  estates,  and  that 
in  this  State  all  distinction  between  courts 
of  law  and  courts  of  equity  has  been  done 
away  with,  and  that  the  same  court  now  ad- 
ministers both  legal  and  equitable  remedies 
in  the  same  action,  it  must  be  evident  that 
all  reasons  for  the  old  rule  have  ceased  to 
exist.  And  there  is  nothing  in  our  Statutes 
indicating  any  intention  to  retain  any  dis- 
tinction in  this  respect  between  legal  and 
equitable  estates.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  66, 
§277,  provides  that  u  the  judgment,  from  the 
time  of  docketing  the  same,  becomes  a  lien 
on  all  the  real  property  of  the  debtor  ;"  and 
section  800  of  the  same  chapter  provides  that 
"all  property,  real,  personal  or  mixed, 
•  .  .  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  on  exe- 
cution. n  This  language  is  certainly  broad 
enough  to  include  both  legal  and  equitable 
interests  in  real  property ;  and,  in  view  of 
all  the  circumstances,  we  do  not  think  if  is 
going  too  far  to  hold,  as  we  do,  that  it  was 
so  intended,  and  that  now  any  interest  or 
estate,  either  legal  or  equitable  (at  least  if  a 
vested  one),  of  the  debtor,  is  subject  to  the 
lien  of  an  attachment  or  judgment,  and  to 
sale  on  execution.  The  decision  of  this 
court  that  the  interest  of  a  vendee  under  an 
executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  and  to  sale 
on  execution,  proceeds,  and  can  only  be  sus- 
tained, upon  this  ground.  McCarthy  v.  Van 
Der  Mey,  42  Minn.  189. 

Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  Mrs.  Nell 
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had  an  interest  in  this  iand  which  was  sub- 
ject to  the  liens  of  plaintiffs'  attachment  and 
judgment. 

2.  The  next  question  which  arises  in  the 
case  of  Atwater  &  Hill  is  whether  an  attach- 
ing creditor  who  has  not  yet  obtained  judg- 
ment is  "a  creditor  having  a  lien,  legal  or 
equitable,"  within  the  meaning  of  Gen.  Stat., 
chap.  66,  8  828,  and  chapter  81,  §  16. 

A  u  creditor, n  even  in  the  strict  technical 
sense  of  the  term,  is  anyone  who  has  a  right 
to  require  the  fulfillment  of  an  obligation  or 
contract  for  the  payment  of  money, — anyone 
who  has  a  debt  or  demand  against  another 
upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  for  the 
payment  of  money.  A  M  lien"  is  defined  as 
a  hold  or  claim  which  one  person  has  upon 
the  property  of  another  as  security  for  some 
debt  or  charge.  And  while  an  attachment 
on  mesne  process  differs  in  some  respects  from 
either  common- law,  maritime  or  equitable 
liens,  yet  it  is  a  statutory  lien,  constituting 
a  hold  on  the  property  of  the  defendant,  for 
the  payment  of  such  judgment  as  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover.  Both  in  statutes  and  the 
decisions  of  courts  it  is  everywhere  denomi- 
nated a  "  lien. "  Hence  one  who  has  brought 
an  action  upon  a  contract  for  the  payment  of 
money  only,  as  did  Atwater  &  Hill,  and  at- 
tached the  property  of  the  defendant,  is  "a 
creditor  having  a  lien,"  within  the  ordinary 
and  literal  meaning  of  that  expression.  But 
defendant's  contention  is  that  the  liens  to 
which  the  Statute  refers  are  those  which  he 
terms  absolute  and  perfect, — fixed  and  defi- 
nite,—either  by  judicial  determination,  or 
by  the  contract  of  the  parties,  as  by  judgment 
or  mortgage ;  that  the  Statute  does  not  refer 
to  or  include  a  mere  provisional  and  inchoate 
lien  like  that  of  an  attachment  on  mesne  pro- 
cess. No  such  limitation  is  to  be  found  in 
the  language  of  the  Statute  itself,  and  if  it 
is  to  be  imported  into  it  by  implication  the 
reasons  for  it  must  be  found  elsewhere.  Such 
a  limitation  of  this  apparently  unambiguous 
language  can  only  be  justified  on  the  grounds, 
either  that  it  is  implied  from  other  provisions 
of  statute  on  the  same  subject,  or  that  a  lit- 
eral construction  is  inconsistent  with  the  gen- 
eral purpose  of  the  laws,  or  would  be  im- 
practicable, and  lead  to  unreasonable  or  ab- 
surd results.  The  Statute  provides  for  two 
kinds  of  redemption,— one,  within  a  year 
after  sale  by  the  mortgagor  or  judgment 
debtor  or  his  assigns,  which  annuls  the  sale, 
and  which,  for  convenience,  may  be  called 
an  "owner's"  redemption;  the  other,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  year,  by  creditors,  which 
operates  as  an  assignment  of  the  right  ac- 
quired under  the  sale,  and  which  may  be 
called  a  "creditor's"  redemption.  Both  are 
made  out  of  court,  by  the  mere  act  of  the 
parties,  without  any  judicial  determination 
of  their  rights.  This  "creditor's"  redemp- 
tion is  wholly  the  creation  of  statute,  and 
unlike  anything  known  to  equity  jurispru- 
dence. The  great  object  of  it  is  to  have  the 
debtor's  property  go,  as  far  as  possible,  to- 
wards the  payment  of  his  debt;  and  this  is 
for  the  benefit  of  both  debtor  and  creditor. 
This  being  the  policy  of  the  law,  it  is  just 
as  much  to  the  interest  of  the  debtor  to  have 
a  debt  satisfied  which  is  not  in  judgment  or 
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secured  by  mortgage  as  one  which  is ;  and  a 
creditor  whose  claim  is  not. in  judgment  or 
secured  by  mortgage  is  just  as  much  entitled 
to  have  bis  debt  paid  as  *  judgment  creditor 
or  mortgagee.  So  there  is  nothing  in  the 
policy  of  the  law  which  requires  any  such 
restricted  construction  of  its  language  as  con- 
tended for  by  defendants.  Neither  is  there 
anything  in  the  history  of  legislation  on  the 
subject  in  this  State  as  to  indicate  that  the 
law -makers  intended  to  use  the  language  in 
any  such  limited  sense.  Under  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  1851  (chap.  71,  §g  112-117),  in 
case  of  an  execution  sale,  a  -  creditor's"  re- 
demption was  in  express  terms  limited  to 
judgment  creditors  and  mortgagees;  and  in 
case  of  a  mortgage  sale  (chap.  85,  &  11)  no 
44 creditor' 8"  redemption  was  allowed  at  all, 
unless  it  was  under  section  18,  to  mortgagees, 
which,  however,  seems  to  have  been  an 
"owner's"  redemption,  which  annulled  the 
sale.  This  remained  the  state  of  the  law 
until  the  enactment  of  chapter  60,  Laws  1858 
(Comp.  Stat.  1858,  p.  646),  amending  sec- 
tion 115,  chap.  71,  Rev.  Stat.,  which  at- 
tempted, although  in  a  very  crude  manner, 
to  provide  a  comprehensive  system  of  redemp- 
tion from  all  u  sales  upon  the  execution, 
judgment,  order  or  decree  of  any  court  of 
this  State,  or  upon  the  foreclosure,  by  adver- 
tisement or  otherwise,  of  any  mortgage, 
contract  or  liability."  This  Act  provided 
for  an  "owner's"  redemption  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  sale ;  also  that  "other  credi- 
tors of  the  original  judgment  debtor  or  mort- 
Sigor"  might  also  redeem  within  the  year, 
e  owner,  however,  having  a  right  to  redeem 
within  a  year  from  each  such  redemption. 
The  expression  "other  creditors"  was  not  de- 
fined, although  the  use  of  the  word  "  other" 
would  seem  to  imply  that  they  were  creditors 
of  the  same  class  as  those  by  whom  the  prop- 
erty had  been  sold,  that  is,  creditors  having 
a  judgment  decree,  order  or  mortgage  upon 
which  the  premises  might  be  sold,  which 
would  leave  the  right  of  redemption  as  lim- 
ited as  before.  That  it  did  not  mean  credi- 
tors generally,  is  apparent  from  the  fact  that 
section  117,  chap.  71,  providing  what  proof 
a  redemptioner  should  produce,  was  left  un- 
changed. The  Act  of  1862  (Laws  1862,  chap. 
19)  made  no  change  in  respect  to  the  parties 
who  had  a  right  to  redeem,  although  section  5 
made  some  changes  in  regard  to  the  proof 
which  a  redemptioner  should  produce,  which, 
however,  are  not  here  important.  The  next 
change  was  by  the  Statutes  of  1866,  which 
revised  the  whole  law  on  the  subject,  and 
left  it  in  substantially  the  same  shape  in 
which  we  have  it  to-day.  In  making  this 
revision,  the  commissioners  retained  many 
of  the  provisions  of  previous  Acts,  but  in- 
troduced some  entirely  new  sections,  particu- 
larly section  828,  chap.  66,  and  section  16, 
chap.  81,  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  in  which,  for  the 
first  time,  appeared  the  expression,  "a  credi- 
tor having  alien,  legal  or  equitable."  Sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Act  of  1862,  providing  what 
proof  a  redemptioner  should  produce,  was 
retained  without  change,  and  is  now  found 
as  section  825  of  chapter  66  and  section  14  of 
chapter  81. 

It  is  a  noticeable  fact  that,  when  the  Re- 
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vision  of  1866  was  made,  in  every  other  Stat© 
(some  fifteen  in  number),  with  one  possible 
exception,  in  which  a  "  creditor's"  redemp- 
tion after  sale  was  allowed,  as  well  as  in  our 
own  State,  at  least  under  the  Statutes  of  1851, 
the  right  was  limited  in  express  terms  to 
creditors  having  a  lien  by  mortgage,  judg- 
ment or  decree.  It  is  highly  probable  that 
the  commissioners  were  familiar  with  this 
fact,  and  had  it  in  mind  when  introducing 
changes  in  our  Statutes.  And  if  they  in- 
tended to  incorporate  or  retain  any  such 
limitation  in  our  laws  it  would  seem  that 
they  would  have  expressed  it  in  plain  and 
unambiguous  language.  The  fact  that  they 
did  not,  but  on  the  contrary  coined  and 
adopted  a  new  expression  of  their  own, 
strongly  indicates  that  they  intended  to  ex- 
tend the  right  of  redemption  beyond  what 
had  previously  obtained  here  or  elsewhere, 
and  that  they  used  the  phrase  "a  creditor 
having  a  lien"  in  its  common  and  literal 
sense.  In  support  of  his  contention  that 
an  attachment  is  not  a  lien,  counsel  quotes 
some  remarks  of  Judge  Story  in  Ex  part* 
Faster,  2  Story,  181,  to  the  effect  that  an 
attachment  was  not  a  lien  within  the- 
meaning  of  section  2  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of 
1841 ;  that  it  did  not  come  up  to  the  exact 
definition  or  meaning  of  a  lien  in  the  general 
sense  of  either  a  common-law,  maritime  or 
equitable  lien ;  which  is  perhaps  true.  But, 
as  against  his  construction  of  the  Act  referred 
to,  we  may  cite  Kittredge  v.  Warren,  14  N. 
H.  509 ;  Borne  v.  Emerson,  15  N.  H.  227 ;  and 
Davenport  v.  Tilton,  10  Met.  820,  —in  which 
last  case  Judge  Shaw  very  pertinently  remarks* 
that,  in  the  construction  of  Statutes,  not 
much  aid  can  be  derived  from  considerations' 
of  mere  expediency  or  general  equity  ;  that, 
however  strongly  they  may  influence  the- 
Legislature  in  forming  statutes,  they  cannot 
change  their  construction  when  the  terms  are- 
not  doubtful.  Neither  do  we  find,  in  other 
provisions  of  statute  relating  to  redemptions, 
anything  that,  by  implication  or  otherwise, 
excludes  attaching  creditors  from  the  class- 
of  redemptioners.  The  only  one  that  has  any 
bearing  upon  the  question  is  the  section  pro- 
viding what  proof  a  proposed  redemptioner 
must  produce.  The  requirements  of  that 
section  (sec.  14,  chap.  81)  clearly  imply  that 
the  lien  must  be  of  record.  This  is  implied, 
not  only  from  the  nature  of  the  proof  re- 
quired, but  also  from  the  fact  that  it  is  es- 
sential for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  order  in 
which  parties  are  to  exercise  the  right  of 
redemption.  But  an  attachment  lien  on  real 
property  is  as  much  a  matter  of  record  as  the 
lien  of  a  mortgage  or  judgment.  The  re- 
quirement of  an  affidavit  of  the  amount 
actually  due  would,  by  implication,  limit 
the  term  "creditor"  to  its  strict  and  proper 
sense,  of  one  who  has  a  claim  for  money  due- 
on  contract,  to  the  exclusion  of  those  whose 
claims  are  for  unliquidated  damages,  at  least 
in  actions  for  torts,  who  could  not  well  make 
such  an  affidavit.  See  Fisher  v.  Gonsequa,  2' 
Wash.  C.  G.  882.  But  we  see  no  serious 
difficulty  of  this  kind  in  the  case  of  a  demand 
due  on  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money, 
where  the  contract  itself,  either  expressly  or 
by  implication  of  law,  furnishes  the  standard! 
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by  which  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  to  be 
measured. 

Much  stress  is  laid  by  counsel  upon  the 
supposed  practical  difficulties  and  evils 
which  would  arise  from  allowing  redemptions 
on  attachment  liens,  where  the  plaintiff  may 
never  obtain  judgment,  or  where  his  attach- 
ment may  be  vacated.  While  there  is  some 
force  in  these  suggestions,  yet  they  go  to  the 
expediency  of  the  Statute,  rather  than  its 
construction.  The  objections  obtain  with 
greater  or  less  force  to  all  redemptions  out 
of  court,  without  any  judicial  determination 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Even  if  the 
right  of  redemption  be  limited  to  mortgage 
and  judgment  creditors,  it  may  prove,  after 
the  redemption  has  been  made,  that  the  mort- 
gage or  judgment  was  void,  or  had  been 
previously  satisfied.  But  these  difficulties 
are  more  imaginary  than  real.  Our  impres- 
sion is  that  it  has  been  the  general  under- 
standing of  the  bar  that  attaching  creditors 
were  redemptioners  under  the  Statute,  and 
yet  we  have  never  heard  of  many  serious 
complications  growing  out  of  such  a  construc- 
tion of  the  law.  And  the  fact  that  the  pro- 
fession has  generally  put  this  construction 
upon  the  Statute  for  so  many  years  is  an  ad- 
ditional, although  not  a  controlling,  reason 
why  the  courts  should  adopt  it.  Ad  illus- 
tration of  how  the  Statute  has  been  general- 
ly construed  is  to  be  found  in  Kling  v.'  Child*, 
80  Minn.  866,  in  which,  while  the  point  was 
not  raised,  both  counsel  and  court  seem  to 
have  assumed  that  an  attaching  creditor  had 
a  riirht  to  redeem. 

8."  In  the  Beed  Case  the  defendants  attack 
the  validity  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  on 
two  grounds:  (1)  that  the  statement  for 
judgment  is  on  its  face  insufficient,  for  the 
reason  that  it  does  not  state  the  facts  out  of 
which  the  confessed  indebtedness  arose ;  and 
(2)  that  the  judgment  was  fraudulent,  and 
not  confessed  for  any  actual  indebtedness. 
The  statement  is  that  "the  said  indebtedness 
is  due  from  me,  the  said  Nell,  to  said  Reed, 
on  account  of  services  and  moneys  paid  out 
by  Scagrave,  Smith  and  said  Reed,  late  co- 
partners as  Smith  &  Reed,  paid  and  per- 
formed at  my  special  instance  and  request, 
between  the  first  day  of  October,  1887,  and 
the  first  day  of  March,  1889,  and  that  said 
amount  has  not  been  paid,  but  is  now  all 
justly  due  and  owing ;  that  the  said  Smith 
&  Reed,  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  them 
paid  prior  to  the  confession  6f  this  judgment, 
sold,  assigned  and  set  over  the  same  to  the 
said  Reed. "  This  is  a  good  statement,  even 
as  against  subsequent  creditors,  in  whose 
favor  such  statements  are  strictly  construed, 
and  who  would  stand  in  a  much  better  posi- 
tion to  attack  them  than  do  these  defendants. 
Formerly  some  courts  were  inclined  to  hold 
with  exceeding  strictness  against  statements 
for  confessions  of  judgment,  when  attacked 
by  creditors ;  but  the  general  doctrine  of  the 
later  cases  is  to  the  effect  that  the  require- 
ment that  the  facts  be  stated  out  of  which 
12L.R.A. 


the  indebtedness  arose  is  intended  to  enable 
other  creditors  to  test  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction  by  which  a  particular  debt  is 
preferred ;  that  it  is  not  tho  object  of  the 
Statutes  to  compel  the  debtor  to  state  suffi- 
cient of  the  transaction  to  enable  other 
creditors  to  form  an  opinion,  from  the  fact 
stated,  as  to  the  integrity  of  the  debtor  in 
confessing  judgment,  out  that  all  that  is  re- 
quired is  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  enable 
them  to  investigate  the  transaction,  and  form 
their  opinion  of  the  honesty  of  the  judgment 
from  the  facts  thus  ascertained.  McDowell 
v.  Daniels,  88 Barb.  148;  Harrison*.  Gibbons, 
71  N.  Y.  59 ;  Kern  v.  Ohalfant,  7  Minn.  487 
(Gil.  898)  ;  Cleveland  Coop.  Stove  Co.  v. 
Douglas,  27  Minn.  177.  This  in  substance  is 
recognized  as  the  correct  rule  in  Wells  v. 
Gieseke,  27  Minn.  478.  Tested  by  any  such 
rule;  the  statement  in  this  case  is  amply  suffi- 
cient. Plaintiff  contends  that  the  defendants 
cannot  attack  the  judgment  collaterally  in 
this  action  on  the  second  ground.  Passing 
this  question  without  deciding  it,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  evidence  does  not  sustain 
this  objection  to  the  judgment.  It  appears 
that,  the  title  to  this  property  being  in  liti- 
gation, Mrs.  Nell  employed  Smith  &  Reed 
as  her  attorneys  in  the  matter,  and  made  a 
contract  with  them  to  give  them  for  their  serv- 
ices and  expenditures  in  her  behalf,  in  case 
of  their  success,  one  third  of  the  land  upon 
termination  of  the  suit ;  that  in  pursuance  of 
this  agreement  they  performed  services  and 
expended  money,  and  prosecuted  the  suit  to 
a  successful  termination,  but  in  the  mean 
time,  by  reason  of  the  foreclosures  already 
referred  to,  the  land  was  about  to  be  wholly 
lost  to  both  her  and  them,  she  being  unable 
to  redeem.  In  this  juncture  of  affairs,  Mrs. 
Nell,  recognizing  her  obligation  to  them  for 
their  successful  services,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  them  to  secure  compensation  out  of 
the  land  by  redeeming  it,  confessed  judgment 
in  their  favor  for  a  sum  of  money  that  is  not 
shown  to  be  greater  than  the  value  of  the 
share  of  land  to  which  they  were  entitled, 
thereby  changing  her  liability  to  them  from 
an  obligation  to  convey  them  one  third  of 
the  land  to  an  absolute  moneyed  indebted- 
ness to  the  amount  of  the  confessed  judgment. 
She  had  a  perfect  right  to  do  this,  if  she  saw 
fit,  and  it  constituted  no  fraud  on  the  defend- 
ants. She  might,  under  her  original  contract, 
have  conveyed  them  one  third  of  the  land, 
which  would  have  given  them  the  same  right 
to  redeem  the  whole  that  they  had  under  this 
judgment.  Neither  is  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  important  to  them,  as  it  might 
have  been  to  subsequent  creditors,  because, 
if  it  had  been  for  one  dollar,  it  would  have 
given  the  same  right  to  redeem,  and  by  pay- 
ing precisely  the  same  amount,  as  if  it  had 
been  for  a  mi  1 1  ion .  Under  any  circumstances, 
the  defendants  receive  the  full  amount  due 
them,  and  interest,  and  we  fail  to  see  bow 
they  have  any  grounds  for  complaint. 
Orders  affirmed. 
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Michael  RODDY,  Respt., 

v. 

MISSOURI  PACIFIC  R.  CO.,  Appt. 
(....Mo.....) 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  ha*  con- 
tracted to  furnish  cam  lor  stone  at  a 
quarry  is  not  liable  to  a  servant  of  the  other 
party  to  the  oontract  for  Injuries  resulting  from 
any  breach  of  doty  arising  purely  under  the  oon- 
tract; but  if  it  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  se- 
lecting the  cars  it  is  liable  to  suoh  servant  for  In- 
juries resulting  from  a  failure  to  use  ordinary 
care  to  provide  cars  which  are  reasonably  safe. 

A.  A  car  with  defective  brakes  is  not 
such  an  Imminently  dangerous  instru- 
ment as  to  make  the  owner  liable  for  the  simple 
act  of  leaving  it  upon  the  track,  to  one  who  is  In- 
jured by  it,  if  he  has  no  contractual  or  other  re- 
lation to  the  owner. 

3.  A  servant  is  not  justified  in  assumlns; 
that  a  oar  furnished  his  employer  by  a  railroad 
company  is  Id  good  repair  and  supplied  with  prop- 
er brakes,  If  he  knows  that  of  other  cara.so  fur- 
nished many  have  been  defective. 

(April  18, 18HL) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Johnson  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
•cover  damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
iiave  resulted  from  defendant's  negligence. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H. ».  Priest  and  Adams  ss  Buck- 
ner,  for  appellant: 

The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  the  de- 
fendant's instruction,  at  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence, that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Central  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Ollara,  46  Ga. 
417;  Burdick  v.  Oheadle,  26  Ohio  St.  893;  Ma- 
-guire  v.  Mcgee  (Pa.)  12  Cent.  Rep.414;  Heaven  v. 
Pender,  L.  H.  9  Q.  B.  Div.  808;  Winterbottom  v. 
Wright.  10  Mees.  &  W.  109;  Kahl  v.  Late,  87 
N.  J.  L.  6;  CoUis  v.  Selden,  L.  R.  5  C.  P. 
•495;  Burkev.  Be  Castro  d  D.  Sugar  Ref.  Co. 
11  Hun,  854;  King  v.  New  York  Cent.  d  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  181;  Norton  v.  WiswaU, 
"26  Barb.  618;  District  of  Columbia  Nat.  Sav. 
Bankr.  Ward,  100  U.  8.  195,  2C  L.  ed.  621; 
Isosee  v.  Clute,  51  N.  Y.  494;  Marvin  Safe  Co. 
•y.  Ward,  46  N.  J.  L.  19;  Neeker  v.  Harvey,  49 
Mich.  517;  Murray  v.  Denver  d  R.  G.  R.  Co. 
11  Colo.  124;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  McLaugh- 
lin, 47  111.  265;  Stevens  v.  Armstrong,  8  N.  Y. 
485;  Deford  v.  State,  80  Md.  179;  BosweU  v. 


Laird,  8  Cal.  469;  Fanjoy  v.  Scales,  29  Cal. 
248;  Buffalo  v.  Holloway,  7  N.  Y.  498;  Sprout 
v.  Hemmingioay,  14  Pick.  1;  Blake  v.  Ferris.  ( 
5  N.  Y.  48;  Back  v.  New  York,  8  N.  Y.  292; . 
Laughter  v.  Pointer,  5  Barn.  &  C.  558;  Bis- 
set  v.  Roden,  84  Mo.  68;  HaUihan  v.  Hannibal 
d  St.  J.  B.  Co.  11  Mo.  116;  Gordon  v.  Living 
ston,  12  Ma  App.  267;  Kinealy  v.  Chicago,  K. 
O.dN.R  Co.  69  Mo.  666;  Mann  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.dP.ROo.W  Mo.  850;  Speedy.  Atlan- 
tic d  P.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  808. 

The  injury  which  plaintiff  suffered  was  not 
proximate  to  the  wrong  attributable  to  the  de- 
fendant A  voluntary  action  intervened  be- 
tween the  act  charged  and  the  injury.  The 
defendant  placed  the  car  on  its  mam  track;  it 
was  thence  moved  to  Pickle's  switch  by  him- 
self or  servants  and  placed  on  a  grade,  and 
from  thence  put  in  motion. 

Henry  v.  St.  Louis,  K  C.  d  N.  R  Co.  76 
Mo.  288:  Seals  v.  Gulf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R  Co.  65 
Tex.  274;  Lewis  v.  Flint  d  R  M.  R  Co.  54 
Mich.  55:  Proctor  v.  Jennings,  6  Nev.  88;  Dog- 
gett  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  78  N.  C.  805; 
Wood  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  8.  R  Qo.  49  Mich. 
870;  Pearson  v.  Duane,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  605, 
18  L.  ed.  447;  Francis  v.  St.  Louis  Transfer  Co. 
5  Mo.  App.  7;  Kistner  v.  Indianapolis,  100 
Ind.  210;  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Barker, 
4  Colo.  844;  Scheffer  v.  Washington,  V.  M.  A 
G.  S.  R.  Co.  105  U.  8. 249,  26  L.  ed.  1070; 
Cuff  v.  Newark  &  N.  T.  R.  Co.  85  N.  J.  L.  82; 
Blake  v.  Newfield,  68  Me.  865;  Pennsylvania 
Co.  v.  Marion,  2  West.  Rep.  284,  104  Ind. 
289;  Hyde  v.  Jamaica,  27  Vt.  458;  People  v. 
Rockwell,  89  Mich.  508;  Michigan  Cent.  R  Co. 
v.  Burrows,  38  Mich.  6;  Morrison  v.  Davis,  20 
Pa.  171;  Indianapolis,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bir> 
n«*y,  71  111.  89;  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Staley,  41  Ohio  St  118;  Selleck  v.  Lake  Shore  d 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  58  Mich.  195;  Gould  v.  Chicago, 
B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  66  Iowa,  590;  Jackson  v.  Nash- 
ville C.  d  R.  Co.  13  Lea,  491;  Smith  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  22. 

Mr.  Samuel  P.  Sparks,  for  respondent: 

The  Railway  Company  owed  Roddy,  as  the 
servant  of  Pickle,  its  contractee,  a  legal  duty 
to  furnish  cars  with  which  to  perform  his  mas- 
ter's work  in  safety. 

Lake  Superior  Iron  Co.  v.  Brickson,  89  Mich. 
492;  Wood,  Mast  and  S.  pp.  910-921,  note;  Hea- 
ven v.  Pender,  49  L.  T.  K  S.  857, 17  Rep.  511; 
Eason  v.  Sabine  A  E.T.R  Cb.  65  Tex.  577; 
Carroll  v.  Minnesota  Valley  R.  Co.  18  Minn.  80; 
Horner  v.  Nicholson,  56  Mo.  220;  Wright  v. 
London  dN.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  1 Q.  B.  Div.  252; 


Hots.— Duty  of  railway  company  to  furnish  proper 
cars. 

A  railway  company  is  bound  to  provide  cars  rea- 
sonably fit  for  the  conveyance  of  the  particular 
class  of  goods  it  undertakes  to  carry.  Lyon  v.  Wells, 
6  East,  428;  Sbaw  v.  York  ft  N.  M.  B.  Co.  13  Q.  B.  847. 

It  will  be  liable  for  injury  from  the  defects  of  a 
car,  even  If  it  belongs  to  another  company,  if  it 
adopts  it  for  the  purposes  of  its  own  transit. 
Oombe  v.  London  ft  8.  W.  B.  Co.  81  L.  T.  N.  8. 618. 

But  it  is  sufficient  if  the  company  provides  a  car- 
riage which,  without  extraordinary  accident,  will 
(probably  perform  the  journey.  Amies  v.  8tevens, 
12  L.  RA. 


1  Strange,  138;  Great  Western  B.  Co.  v.  Blower,  41 
L.  J.  C.  P.  268.  L.  EL  7  C.  P.  666. 

The  company  is  required  to  have  suitable  brakes 
upon  its  oars  and  in  suitable  repair;  and  if  it  neg- 
lects this  duty,  and  an  accident  results  from  such 
neglect,  liability  attaches  for  resulting  Injuries. 
Costello  v.  Syracuse,  B.  ft  ft.  Y.  B.  Go.  66  Barb,  ftt; 
Illinois  Cent  B.  Go.  v.  Baohes,  65  111.  879. 

Liability  of  railroad  company  as  carrier  for  in- 
juries from  defects  in  oars  and  appliances,  flee  note 
to  Dodge  v.  Boston  ft  B.  8. 8.  Go.  (Mass.)  21*  B.  A.  88. 

Duty  to  furnish  cars  for  transportation  and  for 
safe  mode  of  delivery.  See  note  to  Duntley  v.  Boa- 
ton  ft  M.  B.  (N.  H.)  9  L.  B.  A.  449. 


See  also  32  h.  R.  A.  823;  30  L.  R.    A.  112:  44  L.  R.  A.  655;  46  L.  R.  A.  829. 
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Holmes  v.  North  Eastern  R.  Oo.  L.  R.  4  Ezch. 
254,  affirmed  L.R6  Exch.  128;  Shearm.  & 
Kedf .  Neg.  3d  ed.  §  64a,  p.  69. 

A  legal  privity  exists  between  one  contract- 
ing party  and  the  servants  of  the  other  when 
they  are  exposed  to  risks  arising  from  some 
•duty  or  obligation  by  reason  of  the  contractual 
relation. 

Lake  Superior  Iran  Oo.  v.  Erickson,  89  Mich. 
492;  Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  1st  Am.  ed.  p.  2; 
Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  6  Hurlst  &  N.  141. 

Actionable  negligence  consists  in  the  failure 
to  exercise  ordinary  care  or  skill  towards  a  per- 
son to  whom  the  defendant  owes  the  duty  of 
observing  ordinary  care,  by  which  failure  the 

Slain  tiff,  without  "contributory  negligence  on 
is  part,  has  suffered  injury  to  his  person  or 
property. 

Heaven  v.  Pender.  49  L.T.  N.  S.  867;  Bishop, 
Non-Coot,  L.  §  486,  and  note. 

Privity  of  contract  is  not  always  essential  to 
create  a  liability  in  the  case;  it  may  arise  as 
well  out  of  the  relative  situation  of  the  parties. 

Stewart  v.  Harvard  College,  12  Allen,  68; 
Wood,  Mast  and  S.  p.  912;  Lancaster  v.  Con- 
necticut Mut.L.  Ins.  Oo.  10  West.  Rep.  409, 92 
Mo.  460;  Whittaker's  Smith,  Keg.  p.  2. 

The  injury  complained  of  was  not  due  to  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  Roddy  or  his  master 
in  handling  the  car  with  the  defective  brake 
after  it  was  furnished  by  the  Railway  Com- 

gray,  but  was  due  wholly  to  its  act  in  furnish- 
g  a  car  with  a  defective  brake.  The  com- 
Sany  could  not  shift  its  responsibility  for  this 
efault  on  to  Pickle,  who  was  in  no  way  re- 
sponsible. 

Lancaster  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Oo. 
supra/  Horner  v.  Nicholson,  66  Mo.  220. 

notwithstanding  that  Roddy  was  on  the 
track  and  handling  the  property  of  appellant, 
he  did  not  become  its  servant  thereby,  nor 
was  he  merely  a  volunteer,  for  be  was  engaged 
at  the  moment  of  the  injury  in  expediting  the 
work  of  his  master. 

Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  6  Hurlst.  A  N.  141; 
Mason  v.  Sabine  £  E.  T.  R.  Co.  66  Tex.  677; 
MclnUre  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bolton,  1  West.  Rep. 
66,  48  Ohio  St.  224,  64  Am.  Rep.  208,  21  Am. 
<fe  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  601;  Holmes  v.  North  East- 
ern R.  Oo.  L.  R.  4  Exch.  264;  2  Thomp.  Neg. 
§  42,  p.  1045. 

It  was  not  only  the  duty  of  the  Railway 
Company  but  it  assumed,  by  its  contract  with 
Roddy's  master,  to  furnish  cars  with  safe  and 
whole  brakes. 

Hanna  v.  Chattanooga  &  N.  B.Co.6  L.  R. 
A.  727,  88  Tenn.  810. 

The  causal  connection  between  the  acts  of 
defendant  in  furnishing  the  car  with  the  de- 
fective brake  and  the  injury  of  plaintiff  is  so 
{>lain  that  there  is  no  room  for  any  doubt  about 
t. 

Jucker  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  62  Wis. 
160;  Campbell  v.  Stillwater,  82  Minn.  808;  Gulf, 

C.  &S.F.R.  Oo.  v.  Dorsey,  66  Tex.  148. 

An  em  ploy 6  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the 
master  has  done  his  duty  in  supplying  suitable 
and  safe  machinery. 

Parsons  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Oo.  12  West. 
Rep.  616,  94  Mo.  286;  Sellars  v.  Richmond  & 

D.  R.  Oo.  94  N.  0.  664. 

A  railroad  company  permitting  another  com- 
pany to  use  its  track  is  liable  to  an  employe1  of 
12  L.  R  A. 


tbe  latter  for  damages  caused  by  a  failure  to 
keep  the  track  repaired. 

Smith  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Oo.  19  N.  Y. 
127;  Sawyer  v.  Minneapolis  A  St.  L  R.  Co. 
88  Minn.  108;  KiUian  v.  Augusta  &  K.  R.  Co. 
79  Ga.  284. 

Macfarlane,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  on  account 
of  serious  personal  Injuries  received  by  plain- 
tiff by  reason  of  alleged  negligence  on  the 
part  of  defendant  in  furnishing  a  defective 
car  which  plaintiff  was  required  to  handle. 
The  petition  charges  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  main  line  of  defendant's  road  be- 
tween St.  Louis  and  Kansas  City  passes 
through  the  Town  of  Warrensburg,  in  John- 
son County;  that  about  three  miles  north* 
west  of  the  Town  of  Warrensburg  are  exten- 
sive stone  quarries  owned  and  operated  by 
one  Pickle.  Defendant  owns  and  operates  a 
branch  railroad  running  out  from  Warrens- 
burg to  these  quarries,  which  is  used  for 
transporting  the  stone  taken  from  the  quar- 
ries. From  this  branch  road,  at  a  point  near 
the  quarry,  was  a  switch,  which  connected 
the  road  with  another  railroad  track  run  nine 
into  the  quarry.  This  latter  track  was  owned 
by  Pickle,  and  was  used  for  loading  stone 
upon  the  cars.  Gars  intended  for  transporta- 
tion of  stone  were  brought  out  on  this  branch 
road,  and  were  left  standing  on  this  quarry 
track,  or  convenient  thereto,  by  defendant, 
and  were  then  handled  by  Pickle  until 
loaded,  when  they  were  carried  out  by  de- 
fendant. Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  his  injury 
was  in  the  employ  of  Pickle,  working  in  the 

Suarry,  and  had  been  so  employed  for  about 
lirteen  years.  At  the  time  of  his  injury  a 
part  of  his  duty  was  to  load  stone  into  the 
cars  by  means  of  a  derrick  erected  near  the 
quarry  and  quarry  track.  After  the  empty 
cars  had  been  placed  on  the  quarry  track  they 
were  managed,  controlled,  and,  when  neces- 
sary, moved  to  proper  position  for  loading, 
by  Pickle  and  the  men  in  his  employ.  This 
duty  of  moving  cars  frequently  devolved 
upon  plaintiff.  The  grade  to  the  quarry 
from  the  branch  road  was  descending,  and 
brakes  were  required  to  hold  cars  in  position. 
Plaintiff  testified,  in  substance,  that  on  the 
18th  of  June,  Antoine  Pickle,  manager  of 
the  quarry,  directed  him  to  load  a  car  with 
stone.  Two  flat-cars  stood  upon  the  quarry 
track,  60  or  60  feet  from  the  derrick.  He 
got  upon  the  north  car,  nearest  the  derrick, 
and  found  the  brakes  set.  He  walked  on 
top  of  the  cars  to  the  back  end  of  the  south 
car,  and,  as  he  supposed,  set  the  brake  tight 
on  that  one.  He  then  uncoupled  the  cars, 
let  the  brake  off  the  north  one,  sat  on  the 
end  of  the  other,  and  with  his  feet  put  the 
north  car  in  motion.  He  then  got  down  on 
the  ground  between  the  cars,  and  with  his 
hands— one  on  the  draw-head,  and  the  other 
on  the  end  of  the  car — commenced  pushing 
the  car  to  the  derrick.  He  had  moved  but  a 
short  distance  when  the  south  car  struck  him, 
crushing  his  arm,  and  causing  permanent 
injury.  It  appeared  from  other  evidence  that 
while  the  brake,  from  what  could  be  seen 
from  the  top  of  the  car,  and  from  what  could 
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be  known  from  turning  it,  appeared  to  be  in 
good  condition,  it  was  found  that  the  rod 
connecting  the  brakes  beneath  the  car  was 
down,  and  the  brake-shoe  was  in  consequence 
too  low  to  touch  the  wheel,  and  turning  the 
brakes  in  the  usual  way  did  not  set  the  shoe 
against  the  wheel.  The  brake  was,  in  that 
condition,  wholly  useless.  When  the  first 
car  was  moved  out  of  the  way,  the  second 
was  set  in  motion  by  its  own  weight,  and 
followed  the  first  on  the  descending  grade, 
and  struck  plaintiff  as  stated.  The  evidence 
showed  further  that  the  defect  in  this  brake 
could  have  been  easily  detected  by  an  ex- 
amination beneath  the  car.  Cars  were  fre- 
quently sent  out  with  defective  brakes. 
Plaintiff  testified  himself  that  uhalf  the 
time  they  had  no  brakes  on  them.9  Pickle 
kept  chains,  which  were  used  in  making 
temporary  repairs  of  the  brakes,  and  this  one 
could  have  been  easily  repaired  with  such 
chain.  The  superintendent  of  the  quarry 
usually  examined  the  cars,  and  notified  the 
employes  if  any  were  defective.  The  con 
tract  between  Pickle  and  the  Railroad  Com- 

Sany,  if  in  writing,  was  not  offered  in  evi- 
ence.  From  the  testimony  of  Pickle,  the 
superintendent,  the  arrangement  between 
them  was  that  defendant  should  furnish  cars 
at  the  quarry  when  requested.  The  cars  were 
left  on  the  track  near  the  quarry,  and  were 
handled  at  the  quarry  and  loaded  by  the  men 
employed  and  paid  by  Pickle.  Defendant  had 
no  control  over  Pickle's  men.  After  the  cars 
were  loaded  they  were  billed  from  the  quarry 
to  their  destination  and  charges  for  transpor- 
tation were  paid  from  the  quarry.  Defend- 
ant, when  notified,  received  at  the  quarry, 
and  carried  off,  the  loaded  cars.  Defendant's 
answer  was  a  general  denial  and  plea  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  Defendant  offered  no 
evidence,  ana  asked  no  instruction  except  in 
the  nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence, 
which  was  refused.  At  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff  the  court  gave  to  the  jury  the  fol- 
lowing instructions :  "  (1)  The  court  in- 
structs the  jury  that  if  you  should  find  and 
believe  from  a)l  the  evidence  in  the  case  that 
at  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of  by 
plaintiff  he  was  engaged  at  work  in  the  em- 
ployment of  one  Pickle  and  in  his  interest, 
and  that  defendant  had  furnished  cars  to  said 
Pickle  to  be  loaded  by  him  with  stone  be- 
longing to  said  Pickle  for  transportation  by 
defendant  over  its  road  for  pay,  on  or  about 
the  18th  day  of  June,  1886 ;  that  of  the  cars 
so  furnished  by  defendant  there  was  one  the 
brake  of  which  needed  repairing  at  the  time 
the  same  was  furnished,  and  for  the  want  of 
such  repairing  was  insufficient,  with  proper 
use  and  management,  to  fasten,  manage  and 
control  said  car;  and  that  defendant  knew 
of  the  condition  of  the  brake,  or  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  reasonable  diligence  could  have 
known  its  condition ;  and  that  plaintiff  did 
not  know  the  condition  of  said  brake  until 
the  happening  of  the  injury  complained  of, 
and  the  defect  in  said  brake  was  not  patent 
to  plaintiff,  or  such  as  would  have  been  dis- 
closed to  him  had  he  been  ordinarily  observ- 
ant ;  and  that  plaintiff,  while  engaged  in  the 
service  of  said  Pickle,  loading  another  of 
defendant's  cars,  the  car  to  which  was  fixed 
12  L.  R.A. 


the  brake  being  out  of  repair  ran  down  and 
against  plaintiff,  whereby  he  was  hurt,  in- 
jured and  damaged ;  and  that  the  injury  oc- 
curred without  the  fault  or  negligence  of 
Slaintiff  contributing  thereto, — then  your 
ndings  should  be  for  plaintiff.  (2)  The- 
court  instructs  the  jury  that  if  you  should 
find  and  believe  from  all  the  evidence  in  the- 
case  that  the  defendant  furnished  cars  to  said 
Pickle  to  be  by  him  loaded  with  stone  at  his- 
quarries  for  transportation  over  its  railroad, 
then  it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  have  furnished  cars  provided  with 
appliances  in  such  a  state  of  repair  as  that 
the  said  Pickle  and  his  employes  could,  with 
proper  management  and  reasonable  care  and 
prudence,  safely  manage  and  control  same 
while  so  engaged  in  said  work.  And  if  you 
should  find  that  plaintiff,  before  the  time  of 
the  alleged  injury,  did  not  know  that  defend- 
ant's cars  were  not  in  such  condition  or  re- 
pair, he  had  a  right  to  presume  that  defend- 
ant had  done  its  duty,  and  that  the  appliances- 
to -said  car  were  in  such  state  of  repair  and 
condition  as  to  safely  manage  and  control 
said  cars,  with  proper  use  and  management, 
to  do  the  work  for  which  such  appliances- 
were  designed,  and  to  rely  and  act  upon  such 
presumption."  "  (A)  The  court  further  in- 
structs the  jury,  if  you  should  find  and  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the- 
plaintiff  did  not  know  of  the  alleged  condi- 
tion of  the  brake  referred  to  in  the  testimony, 
until  after  the  happening  to  him  of  the  in- 
jury referred  to  in  testimony,  and  that  tbe- 
condition  of  said  brake  would  not  have  been* 
observed  by  him  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
and  reasonable  prudence  and  observation  on 
his  part,  it  was  not  incumbent  on  plaintiff 
to  search  for  and  examine  for  defects  in  its- 
condition  not  so  observable,  but  that  he  had 
the  right  to  assume  that  such  brake  was  in  a 
suitable  and  safe  condition  as  to  its  being 
repaired;  that  it  would,  with  proper  man- 
agement, do  the  work  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed." The  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  and 
assessed  his  damages  at  $6,000.  Defendant, 
appealed. 

The  action  is  for  negligence.    It  is  charged 
in  the  petition  "that  it  was  the  duty  of  said 
defendant  to  furnish  cars  to  said  Pickle, 
properly    constructed,    and    provided    with, 
suitable  and  safe  brakes,  properly  constructed 
and  sufficiently  repaired,  and  in  condition, 
to  manage,  hold,  control  and  stop  its  said 
cars ;  but  plaintiff  charges  that  the  said  de- 
fendant, by  its  carelessness  and  negligence, 
failed  to  furnish  cars  so  properly  constructed, 
and  with  suitable  and  safe  brakes,  constructed 
and  sufficiently  repaired  to  manage,  hold  and 
control  the  same.      Definitions  of  actionable- 
negligence  have  been  given  in  great  variety 
of   forms  by  courts  and  text- writers,   but, 
whatever  the  form  of  simple  definition,  there 
is  unanimity  of  expression  and  opinion  that 
it  consists  in  the  breach  or  non- performance 
of  some  duty  which  the  party  charged  with 
the  negligent  act  or  omission  owed  to  the 
one  suffering  loss  or  damage  thereby.    Brett, 
M.   R.,  in  Heaven  v.   Pender,  17  Rep.    511, 
defines  "actionable  negligence"  "to  consist 
in  the  failure  to  exercise  ordinary  care  or 
skill  towards  a  person  to  whom  the  defend- 
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ant  owes  the  duty  of  observing  ordinary 
care,  by  which  failure  the  plaintiff,  without 
contributory  negligence  on  his  part,  has 
suffered  injury  to  his  person  or  property." 
This  definition  is  cited  and  approved  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff,  and  may  be  accepted 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case.  The  question 
then,  is,  Did  defendant  owe  plaintiff  the 
duty  of  using  ordinary  care  to  furnish  cars  in 
which  to  load  stone,  which  were  properly  con- 
structed and  provided  with  suitable  brakes? 
It  is  insisted  that  the  duty  arose  either  out 
of  the  contract  between  defendant  and  Pickle, 
or  by  virtue  of  the  relationship  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  arising  out  of  their 
respective  duties  under  the  contract.  As- 
flumine  that  the  contract  between  defendant 
and  Pickle  either  expressly  or  by  implication 
imposed  upon  the  former  the  duty  to  supply 
the  latter  with  cars  provided  with  suitable 
brakes,  and  that  there  was  a  breach  of  that 
duty,  whereby  plaintiff  was  injured,  does 
the  contract  afford  him  indemnity  for  his 
injuries?  The  right  of  a  third  party  to 
maintain  an  action  for  injuries  resulting 
from  a  breach  of  a  contract  between  two 
contracting  parties  has  been  denied  by  the 
overwhelming  weight  of  authority  of  the 
state  and  federal  courts  of  this  country  and 
the  courts  of  England.  To  hold  that  such 
actions  could  be  maintained  would  not  only 
lead  to  endless  complications  in  following 
out  cause  and  effect,  but  would  restrict  and 
embarrass  the  right  to  make  contracts  by 
burdening  them  with  obligations  and  lia- 
bilities to  others  which  parties  would  not 
voluntarily  assume.  Winterbott&m  v.  Wright, 
10  Mees.  &  W.  109 ;  Burdiek  v.  Cheadle,  26 
Ohio  St.  898;  Maguire  v.  McGee  (Pa.)  12 
Cent.  Rep.  414;  Necker  v.  Enney,  49  Mich. 
•518:  District  of  Columbia  Nat.  Sav.  Bank 
t.  Ward,  100  iJ.  S.  195,  25  L.  ed.  621 ;  Bet- 
4frd  v.  State,  30  Md.  195;  Marvin  Safe  Co. 
t.  Ward,  46  N.  J.  L.  19;  Sprotd  v.  Hem- 
mingway,  14  Pick.  1 :  Mann  v.  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &P.  R  Co.M  Mo.  850 ;  Lampert  v.  1/xdede 
Gat- Light  Co.  14  Mo.  App.  876 ;  Gordon  v. 
Livingston,  12  Mo.  App.  267.  The  rule  is 
put  upon  two  grounds,  either  of  which  is 
unquestionably  sound.  One  ground  is  given 
by  the  court  in  the  opinion  In  Winterbottom 
v.  Wright,  as  follows;  "If  we  were  to  hold 
that  plaintiff  could  sue  in  such  a  case,  there 
is  no  point  at  which  such  actions  would  stop. 
The  only  safe  rule  is  to  confine  the  right  to 
recover  to  those  who  enter  into  the  contract. 
If  we  go  one  step  beyond  that  there  is  no 
reason  why  we  should  not  go  fifty."  The 
other  ground  is  thus  stated  in  the  New  Jersey 
•case  above  cited :  "The  object  of  parties  in 
inserting  in  their  contracts  specific  undertak- 
ings with  respect  to  the  work  to  be  done  is 
to  create  an  obligation  inter  sese.  These  en- 
gagements and  undertakings  must  necessarily 
be  subject  to  modifications  and  waiver  by  the 
contracting  parties.  If  third  persons  can  ac- 
quire a  right  in  a  contract  in  the  nature  of 
a  duty  to  have  it  performed  as  contracted  for, 
the  parties  will  be  deprived  of  control  over 
their  own  contracts. "  Plaintiff,  not  being  a 
party  to  the  contract,  cannot  maintain  this 
action  on  account  of  injuries  resulting  from 
any  breach  of  duty  defendant  owed  Pickle, 
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arising  purely  out  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract between  them. 

2.  It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  plain- 
tiff was  in  no  sense  the  servant  or  employ 6 
of  defendant.  He  was  employed  and  paid 
by  Pickle,  and  was  subject  only  to  his  con- 
trol and  direction.  Defendant  had  no  au- 
thority over  him,  had  no  power  to  discharge 
him  for  any  cause,  and  had  no  contract  with 
him.  The  relation  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant  was  not  that  of  master  and  servant, 
and  the  rules  of  law  peculiarly  applicable  to 
the  duties  and  liabilities  of  one  to  the  other 
have  no  application.  Plaintiff  shows  no 
cause  of  action  growing  out  of  any  duty  de- 
fendant owed  him  arising  from  the  relation- 
ship of  master  and  servant.  Wood,  Mast, 
and  8.  g§  1,  281 ;  Speed  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  R. 
Go.  71  Mo.  808. 

8.  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  one  has 
been  held  liable  to  another  in  the  absence 
of  any  contractual  or  other  relationship  be- 
tween them.  The  rule  in  such  cases  is  laid 
down  in  Sutherland  on  Damages  (vol.  2,  p. 
485),  as  follows:  u Where  an  act  of  negli- 
gence is  imminently  dangerous  to  the  lives  of 
others  the  guilty  party  is  liable  to  the  one 
injured  by  the  negligence,  whether  there  be 
a  contract  between  them  violated  by  that 
negligence  or  not."  The  principle  is  il- 
lustrated by  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Winchester, 
6  N.  Y.  897.  That  was  a  case  in  which  a 
dealer  in  drugs  had  carelessly  labeled  a  poison 
as  harmless  medicine,  and  sent  it,  so  labeled, 
into  the  market.  It  was  held  that  the  dealer 
was  liable  to  any  person  who  might  be  in- 
jured by  the  use  of  the  drug.  In  considering 
what  articles  can  be  regarded  imminently 
dangerous,  the  same  court,  in  Loop  v.  Litch- 
field, 42  N.  Y.  357,  says:  "They  are  instru- 
ments and  articles  in  their  nature  calculated 
to  do  injury  to  mankind,  and  are  generally 
intended  to  accomplish  that  purpose;  they 
are  essentially  and  in  their  elements  instru- 
ments of  danger."  It  cannot  reasonably  be 
contended  that  a  railroad  car,  though  sup- 
plied with  defective  brakes,  is  an  imminently 
dangerous  instrument.  Unless  put  in  motion 
it  is  perfectly  harmless,  and  when  in  motion 
it  is  not  essentially  dangerous.  We  do  not 
think  defendant  incurred  any  liability  to 
plaintiff  by  the  simple  act  of  leaving  a  defec- 
tive car  upon  the  track.  Chicago  dt  A.  R 
Co.  v.  McJjavghlin,  47  111.  265;  Gurley  v. 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  445,  12  West. 
Rep.  830. 

4.  What,  then,  was  the  true  relationship 
between  these  parties,  and  what,  if  any, 
duty  did  defendant  owe  to  plaintiff,  as  the 
employ^  of  Pickle?  Defendant  was  engaged 
in  the  general  business  of  a  common  carrier. 
It  operated  a  railroad  between  St.  Louis  and 
Kansas  City.  Pickle  was  the  owner  of  large 
and  valuable  stone  quarries,  situated  some 
distance  from  defendant's  road.  The  stone 
taken  from  these  quarries  was  merchantable, 
and  was  a  subject  of  commerce.  The  stone 
was  of  value  only  when  it  could  be  trans- 
ported to  market.  It  thus  became  a  matter 
of  mutual  interest  and  profit  to  defendant 
and  Pickle  to  provide  means  for  the  trans- 
portation of  this  merchandise  from  the  quarry 
to  points  at  which  it  could  be  sold.    A  con- 
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tract  was  entered  into  between  them,  by 
which  defendant  built  a  branch  or  spur  road 
from  its  main  line  to  the  quarries,  and  also 
tracks  from  this  spur  into  the  quarries. 
These  were  paid  for  by  Pickle.  In  order  to 
facilitate  the  transportation  of  stone,  which 
was  beneficial  to  both  parties,  it  was  agreed 
that  defendant  should,  when  cars  were 
needed,  place  them  on  the  quarry  tracks,  or 
conveniently  near  to  them,  and  that  Pickle 
should  move  them,  when  needed,  into  posi- 
tion for  loading,  and  when  loaded  defendant 
should  take  them  out,  and  transport  them  to 
their  destination.  Plaintiff  was  employed 
by  Pickle,— a  part  of  his  duty  consisting  in 
moving  and  handling  these  cars.  It  did  not 
appear  from  the  evidence  what,  if  any,  com- 
pensation Pickle  received  for  loading  the 
cars.  The  manner  of  conducting  the  busi- 
ness is  thus  detailed  by  Pickle,  superintend- 
ent: "The  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  built 
that  track  on  the  west  side  of  the  quarry. 
Pickle  paid  for  it.  The  company  claims  it. 
They  simply  constructed  it  for  Pickle.  About 
shipping  stone,  the  bill  reads  from  Warrens- 
burg,  of  course;  but  the  freight  commences 
from  the  quarry.  The  person  to  whom  these 
cars  are  sent  pays  the  freight.  As  to  rates, 
they  allowed  us  a  certain  amount  off  from 
Warrensburg  to  the  quarry.  I  believe  it  is 
$2.50  or  $5.  The  freight  is  included  from 
the  quarry,  not  from  town.  We  don't  char- 
ter these  cars  to  haul  stone  to  the  main  line, 
but  charter  the  cars  to  wherever  the  cars  are 
consigned.  We  don't  simply  charter  the 
cars  to  haul  the  stone  from  the  quarry  to 
Warrensbur*.  If  we  have  orders  to  Warrens  - 
burg  we  bill  to  Warrensburg.  All  that  the 
railroad  company  had  to  do  with  the  move- 
ment of  these  cars  is  simply  to  haul  the  emp- 
ties out  there,  and  when  we  have  loaded  them 
the  engine  comes  out  and  takes  them  away ; 
that  is  all  they  have  to  do  with  it.  That  is 
not  the  first  car  that  they  sent  out  there  that 
was  out  of  fix.  I  have  seen  as  many  as  ten 
cars  standing  there  with  only  two  brakes  on 
them." 

Under  this  evidence  it  is  clear  that  what 
was  to  be  done  by  the  respective  parties  under 
the  contract  was  for  their  mutual  profit,  and 
each  was  a  contractor  with  the  other  to  per- 
form a  particular  part  of  the  work  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  common  purpose.  It  is  now 
well  established  that  the  employer  of  a  con- 
tractor is  not  responsible  for  the  negligence 
of  the  contractor  or  his  servants  in  case  the 
contractor  is  given  entire  freedom  in  the  use 
of  means  to  accompl  ish  the  result.  Where  the 
employer,  however,  reserved  the  right  to  di- 
rect the  manner  of  performance  in  any  partic- 
ular, or  where  he  undertakes  to  provide  any  of 
the  instrumentalities,  he  owes  to  the  contrac- 
tor and  his  employes  the  duty  of  care  in  re- 
spect to  such  matters  over  which  he  retains 
control,  or  undertakes  to  perform.  Whit- 
taker's  Smith,  Neg.  172-174 ;  Wood,  Mast,  and 
S.  §  337 ;  Stewart  v.  Harvard  College,  12  Allen, 
58 ;  Lancaster  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
92  Mo.  460,  10  West.  Rep.  409 ;  Homer  v. 
Nicholson,  56  Mo.  220 ;  Devlin  v.  Smith,  89  N.  Y. 
470 ;  Coughtry  v.  Globe  Woolen  Co.  56  N.  Y.  124 ; 
Deford  v.  State,  30  Md.  179 ;  Lake  Superior  Iron 
Co.  v.  Brickson,  89  Mich.  492 ;  Smith  v.  New 
12  L.  R.  A. 


York  d  H.  B.  Co.  19  N.  Y.  127;  Banna  y. 
Chattanooga  db  N  B.  Co.  88  Term.  310,  6  L.  R. 
A.  727 ;  KiUian  v.  Augusta  &  K.  B.  Co.  79  Ga. 
241 ;  Conlon  v.  Eastern  B.  Co.  185  Mass.  195. 
15  Am.  &Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  99. 

We  think  each  of  these  contracting  parties- 
owed  to  the  other  and  his  employes  the  duty 
of  properly  discharging  his  part  of  the  joint 
undertaking  in  respect  to  any  matter  ex- 
clusively devolving  upon  him.  Pickle  had* 
nothing  to  do  with  selecting  or  providing 
the  cars.  That  duty  was  intrusted  entirely 
to  defendant.  They  were  intended  for  the 
use  of  Pickle  and  his  servants  in  discharg- 
ing his  part  of  the  contract,  and  we  think 
the  obligation  rested  upon  defendant  to  use- 
ordinary  care  to  provide  such  as  would  be- 
reasonably  safe  for  such  use. 

5.  The  evidence  does  not  show  conclusively 
such  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of 
plaintiff  as  should,  as  a  matter  of  law,  preclude- 
a  recovery.    Plaintiff,    in   testifying    as  a 
witness,  it  Is  true,  admitted  that  one  hair 
the    cars    furnished   Pickle    by    defendant 
were  without  brakes.    On  the  other  hand, 
Pickle's  superintendent  testified  that  he  gen- 
erally examined  the  cars  himself,   and,  if 
any  were  found  defective,  he  gave  notice  of 
such  defects  to  those  who  handled  them. 
Whether,  under  these  circumstances,  and  the- 
fact  that  the  brakes  appeared,  from  plain- 
tiff's position  on  top  or  the  car,   and  from, 
his  efforts  to  set  them,  to  be  in  good  condi- 
tion, plaintiff  used  such  precautions  as  or- 
dinary care  and  prudence  required  of  him, 
was  a  question  for  the  jury.     It  is  not  every 
case  in  which  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  facts- 
that  the  court  will  declare,  as  a  matter  of 
law,   the  legal  effect  of  the  evidence.     If 
upon  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  there  is- 
room  for  fair  and  sensible  men  to  differ  in 
their    conclusion  the  jury  should  decide. 
Petty  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co.  88  Mo.  306, 
8  West.  Rep.  297 ;  BueschingY.  St.  Louis  Gas- 
Light  Co.  73  Mo.  219 ;  Beilly  v.  Hannibal  & 
St.  J.  B.  Co.    94    Mo.  609,  18  West.   Rep. 
658 ;  Thorpe  ▼.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  89  Mo. 
651,  6   West.   Rep.  671;  8  Wood,  Railway 
Law,  1460;  Wood,  Mast,  and  8.  761. 

6.  The  instruction,  in  directing  the  jury 
that  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  assume  that 
defendant  would  furnish  Pickle  with  cars- 
properly  supplied  with  brakes,  in  good  re- 
pair and  condition,  properly  declared  the 
law  as  applied  to  the  duty  a  master  owes- 
his  servant.  But  if  the  servant  was  in- 
formed by  the  master,  or  had  learned  by  ob- 
servation, or  from  any  other  source,  that  some 
of  the  instrumentalities  furnished  him  were- 
defective  and  dangerous,  and,  without  prom- 
ise that  they  would  be  repaired,  he  con- 
tinued in  the  master's  service,  then  the  risk 
of  injury  from  such  dofective  instrumentali- 
ties would  become  an  incident  to  such  serv- 
ice, which  he  would  assume.  Price  v. 
Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co.  77  Mo.  508 ;  For- 
ter  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co.  71  Mo.  66 ;. 
Devitt  v.  Pacific  B.  Co.  50  Mo.  302 ;  Thorpe 
v.  Missouri  Pae.  R  Co.  89  Mo.  650,  6  West. 
Rep.  671. 

While  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
did  not  exist  between  these  parties,  defend- 
ant owed  to  plaintiff  the  observance  of  rea- 
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sonable  care  in  the  selection  of  its  cars  for 
his  use,  which  is  the  same  degree  of  care  the 
master  is  required  to  observe  in  providing 
his  servant  with  the  instrumentalities  for 
carrying  on  his  business.  No  reason  can  be 
seen  why,  if  plaintiff  knew  that  defective 
and  dangerous  cars  were  frequently  left  for 
his  use,  ne  would  not  assume  the  risk  of  in- 
juries from  such  defects  as  could  have  been 
ascertained  by  reasonable  inspection  on  his 
part.  While  defendant  may  nave  been  neg- 
ligent in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  it  owed 
to  plaintiff,  if  plaintiff  neglected  such  pre- 
cautions as  common  prudence  demanded 
under  all  the  circumstances,  he  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  which  should 
have  defeated  a  recovery.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  himself  testified  that  one 


half  the  cars  were  without  brakes,  it  was. 
not  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  he  had 
the  right  to  rely  on  defendant's  performance 
of  its  duty  in  furnishing  such  as  were  prop- 
erly supplied  with  brakes.  The  knowledge- 
Slaintiff  had  of  the  common  neglect  of 
efendant  imposed  upon  him,  for  nis  own 
protection  and  safety,  the  duty  of  reasonable* 
care  in  ascertaining  for  himself  the  condi- 
tion of  the  cars  before  he  attempted  to  handle* 
them,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  would  consti- 
tute contributory  negligence  on  his  part. 
Whether  such  care  was  used  on  the  occasion, 
of  his  injury  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury. 

For  the  errors  mentioned  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 
All  concur. 
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CITY  OP  PHILADELPHIA 

v. 

John  BAXTER,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 
(....Pa..—) 

A  certificate  by  the  register  of  unpaid 

t  a  tits'  that  be  finds  none  against  certain  land  1s 
conclusive  in  favor  of  one  who  purchases  the 
land  In  reliance  upon  the  certificate. 

(May  U,  180L) 

APPEAL  bv  defendant  Baxter  from  a  Judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No. 
3,  for  Philadelphia  County,  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  enforce  payment  of 
delinquent  taxes.    Reverted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Thomas  B.  Taylor,  for  appellant: 

The  certificate  should  have  been  admitted  as 
evidence  of  an  estoppel. 

Acts  and  admissions  of  the  officers  of  munic- 
ipal corporations  in  the  line  of  their  official 
duty  ana  within  the  scope  of  their  authority 
are  binding  upon  the  body  they  represent 

Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  387,  note  l,  p.  263. 

The  acts  of  the  receiver  in  this  case  are  the 
acta  of  the  City. 

Philadelphia  v.  MatcheU,  7  Cent.  Rep.  907, 
116  Pa.  103;  Lawrence  v.  Philadelphia,  14  W. 
N.  C.  421. 

Where  the  conduct  of  a  party  has  been  such 
as  to  induce  action  by  another,  he  shall  be  pre- 
cluded from  afterwards  asserting,  to  the  pre- 
judice of  that  other,  the  contrary  of  that  of 
which  his  conduct  has  induced  the  belief. 


Hill  v.  JSpley,  81  Pa.  884;  Philadelphia  v. 
O landing,  26  W.  N.  C.  819.  See  also  Gray's 
App.  10  W.  N.  C.  458;  Water*  App.to  Pa. 
525:  Brooke  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  &  W.  R  do. 
1  Cent.  Rep.  128,  106  Pa,  529. 

Following  are  several  cases  from  other  States 
illustrating  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  applied 
to  municipal  corporations: 

Ournen  v.  Hew  York,  79  N.  Y.  518,  520; 
Union  Depot  Co.  v.  St.  Louie,  76  Mo.  894; 
New  Haven,  M.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chatham,  42 
Conn.  465;  Society  for  Savings  v.  New  London, 
29  Conn.  192;  Chicago  &  N  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 91  111.  251;  Martel  v.  East  8L  Louie,  94 
111.  67. 

Messrs.  Isaac  H.  Shields,  Abraham  M« 
Beitler  and  Charles  P.  Warwick  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Williams*  J.,  delivered  the.  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  the  recent  case  of  Grouse  v.  Murphy, 
(Pa.)  12  L.  R.  A.  58,  in  which  an  opinion 
was  filed  at  the  present  term,  we  had  occa- 
sion to  note  the  evident  purpose  pervading 
the  legislation  of  this  State  to  protect  bona 
fide  purchasers  of  real  estate  against  unre- 
corded liens  and  {incumbrances.  The  same 
general  subject  is  brought  to  our  attention 
from  a  different  standpoint  by  the  facts  now 
before  us.  These  are  that  Baxter  purchased 
in  1878  a  house  and  lot  on  the  south  side  of 
Indiana  Street  in  the  twenty-eighth  ward  of 
the  City  of  Philadelphia  from  one  F.  C. 
Paxson.  His  conveyancer  in  order  to  secure 
for  his  employer  an  unincumbered  title  to 


Note.— Taxation*  landowner  cannot  be  prejudiced 
by  negligent  acts  of  tax  officer*. 


The  owner  of  property  assessed  for  taxes  should 
not  be  caused  to  suffer  by  reason  oti  the  acts  or 
omissions  of  the  taxing;  officers.  Batrd  v.  Cahoon,  5 
Watts  &  8. 640. 

So  If  the  owner  applies  at  the  proper  office  for  a 
list  of  taxes  standing  against  his  land  on  the  books 
of  the  office,  and  through  mistake  of  the  officer  an 
incomplete  list  is  furnished,  which  he  pays,  it  will 
be  deemed  a  full  payment  so  far  as  to  invalidate  a 
sale  for  the  taxes  omitted  by  the  officer.  Breisch 
12  L.  R.  A. 


v.  Ooxe,  81  Pa.  886;  Jiska  v.  Ringgold  06. 67  Iowa,  680. 

But  the  mistake  of  the  officer  in  merely  saying; 
that  there  are  no  back  taxes  due  will  not  prevent 
their  recovery,  he  being  under  no  obligation  to 
give  suoh  information.  Billot  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 8  MoArth.  306. 

So  where  it  appears  that  the  tax  for  the  land  sold 
had  been  actually  paid,  but  by  some  misunder- 
standing of  the  receiving  officer  it  was  wrongly  ap- 
plied, the  sale  would  be  void  and  would  pass  no  ti- 
tle. Hickman  v.  Kempner,  86  Ark. 606;  Dougherty 
v.  Dickey,  4  Watts  A  8. 146;  Laird  v.  Hiester,  84  Pa. 
452. 
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the  premises  he  desired  to  buy,  applied  to 
the  register  of  unpaid  taxes  and  requested 
him  to  M  certify  any  taxes  registered  against 
the  above  property  in  the  name  of  Franklin 
C.  Paxson  or  that  of  any  other  person. "  On 
the  15th  of  May,  1878,  he  received  from  the 
register's  office  a  certificate  properly  executed 
setting  forth  that,  "on  examining  the  regis< 
ter  of  unpaid  taxes  for  the  City  of  Philadel 

Shia  for  the  years  1878  to  1877  inclusive,  I 
nd  nothing  against    the    above   described 
premises  except  as  per  bill  of  1877. " 

The  conveyancer  upon  the  receipt  of  this 
certificate  of  no  lien  except  for  taxes  of  1877 
concluded  the  transaction  and  the  purchase 
money  was  paid  over.  Three  years  after- 
wards the  City,  in  1880,  filed  a  claim  against 
the  same  premises  for  the  taxes  of  1875.  A 
writ  of  *».  fa.  was  issued  on  the  claim  in  1885, 
which  was  eight  years  after  the  certificate 
was  made  and  ten  years  after  the  taxes  are  al- 
leged to  have  accrued.  The  defendant  re- 
plied to  the  writ  with  the  certificate  of  the 
register  that  the  City  had  no  lien  on  the  prem- 
ises for  the  taxes  of  1875  and  with  the  fact 
thai  relying  on  the  certificate  he  had  paid 
over  the  purchase  money.  His  position  was 
that  if  the  certificate  was  true  the  city  had 
no  lien  even  if  the  taxes  were  unpaid.  If  it 
was  untrue,  he  having  been  misled  by  it  into 
paying  out  the  money  when  it  was  in  his 
hands,  the  city  was  estopped  from  alleging 
its  untruth  against  him. 

The  court  Delow  entertaining  a  different 
opinion  upon  the  effect  of  the  certificate  di- 
rected a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  City.  The 
defendant  appealed  and  assigns  the  ruling  of 
the  learned  judge  in  the  court  below  as  error. 
The  effect  of  the  certificate  is  therefore  the 
only  question  before  us.  It  is  well  to  re- 
member at  the  outset  that  taxes  upon  seated 
property  were  originally  a  personal  charge 
against  the  owner  for  which  his  personal 
property  and  his  person  were  liable  to  seiz- 
ure, but  which  were  not  a  lien  upon  land. 
Burd  v.  Ramsay,  9  Serg.  &  R.  109.  In  re- 
gard to  unseated  land  a  different  rule  pre- 
vailed, the  land  being  treated  as  the  debtor, 
and  not  the  owner.  Payment  was  compelled 
by  the  sale  of  the  land  without  any  personal 
demand  on  the  owner.  In  order  to  facilitate 
their  collection  the  Legislature  has  from  time 
to  time  made  seated  taxes  a  lien  on  the  lands 
on  which  they  are  assessed  by  a  series  of 
Acts  of  Assembly  applicable  to  different  por- 
tions of  the  State.  In  Philadelphia  they 
were  made  a  lien  under  certain  limitations 
as  early  as  1824  by  an  Act  passed  on  the  third 
of  February  in  that  year.  It  provided  that 
taxes  imposed  on  real  estate  in  Philadelphia 
M  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  said  real  estate  on 
which  they  may  hereafter  be  imposed  or  as- 
sessed" and  that  such  lien  should  have  prior- 
ity over  liens  for  debts  due  to  individuals 
by  recognizance,  mortgage  or  judgment 
against  the  same  real  estate.  The  duration 
of  this  lien  was  limited  by  the  Act  of  1845 
to  the  first  day  of  July  in  the  year  follow- 
ing that  for  which  the  tax  was  imposed  un- 
less before  that  time  the  tax  was  registered 
In  a  book  to  be  kept  by  the  register  of  un- 
paid taxes  for  that  purpose.  If  it  was  regis- 
tered in  time  then  the  lien  was  continued  to 
13L.R.A. 


the  end  of  five  years  from  the  time  the  lien 
began.  If  before  the  expiration  of  the  five 
years  a  claim  was  filed  for  the  tax  in  the 
office  of  the  prothonotary,  this  continued  the 
lien  for  five  years  from  the  entry  of  the 
claim.  The  tax  was  thus  made  a  lien  dur- 
ing the  year  for  which  it  was  levied  and  un- 
til the  first  day  of  July  following  without 
any  formal  registry.  The  lien  thereafter 
was  lost  unless  the  tax  was  entered  on  the 
registry  of  unpaid  taxes,  and  at  the  end  of 
five  years  it  ceased  altogether  unless  pro- 
ceeded for  by  claims  filed  in  the  court  of 
common  pleas.  A  purchaser  was  therefore 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  current  taxes  for 
six  months  after  the  end  of  the  year.  He 
was  then  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  registry 
for  the  balance  of  five  years.  After  five 
years  he  was  not  bound  to  inquire  beyond 
the  lien  dockets.  To  enable  him  to  know 
with  certainty  what  the  registry  showed, 
the  Act  of  1845  made  it  the  duty  of  the  regis- 
ter "to  furnish  certificates  of  all  taxes  and 
claims  which  are  a  lien  on  real  estate,"  and 
provided  a  fee  to  be  charged  for  such  service. 
The  certificate  held  by  Baxter  was  made 
under  the  direction  of  the  Act  of  1845.  Does 
it  protect  the  purchaser  who  procures  and 
acts  upon  it?  The  court  below  held  that  it 
did  not  and  gave  three  reasons  for  entertain- 
ing that  opinion :  1.  The  register  is  an  elec- 
tive officer  over  whose  selection  and  term  of 
office  the  city  has  no  control  and  for  whose 
certificates  she  is  therefore  not  responsible. 
2.  The  law  does  not  make  it  his  duty  to  cer- 
tify to  the  absence  of  liens,  and  when  he  gives 
such  a  certificate  he  a  becomes  the  special 
agent  of  the  purchaser"  who  asks  for  it.  3. 
The  certificate,  by  reason  of  its  form,  or 
want  of  it,  imposes  no  liability  even  if  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  register  to  make  certificates 
of  search  and  no  lien. 

As  authority  for  the'first  of  these  positions, 
Alcorn  v.  Philadelphia,  44  Pa.  848,  is  cited. 
The  plaintiff  in  that  case  sought  to  hold  the 
city  for  the  negligence  of  the  city  surveyor  in 
locating  the  lines  of  plaintiff's  lot  at  his  re- 
quest. This  court  held  that  the  act  of  the 
city  surveyor  was  in  no  sense  that  of  the 
city  nor  was  the  duty  in  which  he  was  en- 
gaged a  municipal  duty.  The  location  of 
lines  between  adjoining  owners,  and  survey- 
ing lots,  was  held  to  be  "not  a  duty  incum- 
bent on  cities  in  their  corporate  capacity  .  .  . 
but  a  private  one  falling  on  the  lotowners 
themselves. n  The  city  surveyor,  like  county 
surveyors  and  other  public  officers,  is  electee! 
not  to  represent  the  municipality  but  to  serve 
the  public  as  occasion  may  require  at  the  in- 
stance and  upon  the  employment  of  individ- 
uals. But  the  collection  of  taxes  is  a  munici  • 
Sal  purpose.  They  are  levied,  collected  and 
isbursed  under  the  authority  and  direction 
of  the  city  by  officers  appointed  or  elected 
for  the  purpose  who  represent  the  city.  When 
levied  the  duplicates  are  charged  to  the 
register.  He  is  the  only  authorized  collec- 
tor and  receiving  officer.  He  is  required  to 
open  his  books  for  the  receipt  of  taxes  on  the 
first  day  of  January  of  the  year  for  which 
the  taxes  aie  assessed.  His  daily  collections 
must  be  reported  to  the  city  comptroller  and 
his  daily  cash  receipts  deposited  in  the  banks 
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•designated  for  that  purpose.  Taxes  not  paid 
•during  the  year  or  within  fifteen  days  there- 
after he  is  required  to  enter  upon  the  register 
of  unpaid  taxes  in  order  to  continue  their  lien. 
If  this  is  not  done  the  lien  ceases  and  the  real 
•estate  may  pass  by  sale  discharged  therefrom. 
SmatU  v.  Donohue,  11  W.  N.  C.  220.  The 
entries  on  the  register  if  made  in  time  are 
valid  liens  on  the  real  estate  affected  by  them, 
and  must  be  taken  notice  of  and  provided  for 
in  case  of  sale.  These  liens  are  not  the  re- 
sult of  legal  proceeding  in  a  court  of  record 
which  are  notice  to  everybody,  but  of  the  act 
of  the  City  in  carrying  the  unpaid  taxes  upon 
the  book  Kept  for  that  purpose  in  the  office 
of  her  receiving  officer.  This  is  the  book 
of  the  City,  made  up  by  the  officials  who 
•represent  her,  and  remaining  in  their  cus- 
tody. It  is  the  evidence  of  her  demands 
upon  real  estate  within  her  borders.  A  pur- 
-chaser  must  take  notice  of  this  book  and  to 
•enable  him  to  know  with  certainty  what 
appears  upon  it  the  law  makes  it  the  duty  of 
the  register  of  unpaid  taxes  to  certify  the 
liens  against  any  particular  piece  of  real 
ostate.  This  is  a  specific  duty  imposed  upon 
him  by  law  as  the  representative  of  the  City, 
the  collector  of  its  taxes,  and  the  custodian 
of  its  records.  In  its  discharge  he  represents 
his  principal,  speaks  for  it,  and  binds  it.  If 
his  certificate  is  false  and  misleading,  one  who 
acts  upon  it  in  good  faith  has  a  right  to  in- 
sist that  the  City  is  bound  by  it.  The  City 
is  not  above  the  duty  to  deal  fairly  and 
justly  with  its  citizens  and  to  speak  the  truth 
to  them  when  the  duty  to  speak  for  their  in- 
formation rests  clearly  on  it. 

The  second  reason  does  not  seem  to  us  ten- 
able. When  taxes  were  made  a  lien  on  the 
real  estate  on  which  they  were  levied  in  the 
<Xty  of  Philadelphia  it  was  necessary  to  pro- 
vide some  record  of  the  liens  unpaid  at  the 
end  of  the  current  year.  For  this  purpose  a 
book  was  provided  upon  which  unpaid  taxes 
were  to  be  entered.  Taxes  not  appearing  there 
were  presumed  to  be  paid  and  they  were  not 
liens.  Taxes  appearing  there  were  valid 
liens  upon  the  real  estateon  which  they  were 
assessed.  This  book  was  thus  made  the  lien 
•docket  of  the  City.  It  was  the  proper  and 
the  only  reliable  source  of  information  open 
to  the  interested  inquirer.    It  was  kept  Dy, 


and  in  the  custody  of,  the  register,  whose- 
duty  it  was  to  certify  liens  appearing  upon 
it.  When  applied  to  it  was  his  duty  as  the 
representative  of  the  City  to  state  truly  the 
liens  against  the  real  estate  inquired  about. 
Baxter's  conveyancer  applied  for  a  search, 
which  made  an  examinaton  for  five  years  nec- 
essary. The  register  certified  that  he  had 
examined  for  five  years,  viz.,  1878  to  1877  in- 
clusive, and  that  there  were  no  taxes  regis- 
tered against  the  lot  except  those  of  1§77. 
It  was  as  important  to  the  purchaser  to  know 
that  there  were  no  taxes  registered  for  1875 
as  to  know  that  there  were  taxes  unpaid  for 
1877.  It  was  the  amount  of  liens  the  pur- 
chaser was  interested  to  know  and  that  the 
City  was  bound  to  tell  him,  for  they  were  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  and  adjusted  in 
the  purchase  about  to  be  closed.  In  giving 
this  information  he  was  in  no  sense  the  agent 
of  the  purchaser.  He  was  discharging  an 
official  duty,  viz.,  certifying  the  liens  against 
the  lot  inquired  about,  ana  he  was  under  a 
legal  obligation  to  certify  their  amount  truly. 

Nor  do  we  regard  the  form  of  the  certifi- 
cate as  a  matter  of  any  consequence  in  this 
case.  The  purchaser  applied  for  and  had  a 
right  to  receive  a  certificate  in  proper  form 
informing  him  of  the  exact  amount  of  the  de- 
mands of  the  City  for  unpaid  taxes.  A  certifi- 
cate intended  to  convey  the  needed  informa- 
tion was  furnished,  and  relying  on  the  truth  of 
its  statement  the  title  was  taken  and  the  pur- 
chase money  paid  over.  Having  thus  led  the 
purchaser  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  taxes  of 
1875  to  his  vendor  as  purchase  money,  the  City 
cannot  now  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  mis- 
take of  its  officer  as  a  reason  for  compelling 
the  payment  of  the  money  a  second  time. 
If  it  was  a  mistake,  as  it  was  acted  upon  in 
good  faith  by  the  purchaser,  the  City  cannot 
now  assert  a  lien  for  the  taxes  of  1875  nor 
deny  the  facts  which  the  certificate  asserted. 

Tlie  subject  of  the  want  of  form  in  a  certifi- 
cate and  of  negative  statements  therein  was 
considered  in  Ziegler  v.  Com.,  12  Pa.  227,  in 
which  a  certificate  similar  to  the  one  before 
us  was  held  sufficient  in  form  to  justify  a 
recovery. 

The  judgment  in  ihi*  com  is  reverted,  and  a 
venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 
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MSFed.Bep.48S.) 

1.   Circuit  courts  of  the  United  States 
may  constitutionally  be  given,  juris- 


diction of  suits  by  the  government  to  enjoin 
illegal  combinations  In  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce,  and  It  does  not  depend  on  diverse  cit- 
izenship of  the  parties. 
8*  Authorising*  an  injunction  by  a  federal 
court  against  Illegal  combinations  in  restraint  of 
interstate  oommeroe,  although  they  are  made 
misdemeanors,  does  not  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  requiring 
the  trial  of  crimes  to  be  by  Jury. 


Sot*.— Monopolies  as  pubUe  nuisances ;  may  be 
restrained. 

A.  oonrt  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a 
pubHo  nuisance  by  injunction  at  suit  of  the  State, 
or  the  people,  or  the  (municipality ;  and  Acts  of  a 
tttate  Legislature  granting  a  corporate  franchise 


Id  L.  R.  A. 


repugnant  to  that  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion which  authorises  Congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce cannot  be  sustained.  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  28 
U.  S.  9  Wheat.  1, 6  L.  ed.  S3;  North  River  S.  B.  Co.  v. 
Livingston,  8  Cow.  718. 
Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust 
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See  also  18  L.  R.  A.  657:  33  L.  R.  A.  241;  46  L.  R.  A.  122. 
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3.  A  eowbtnavtton, 

In  one  State 


t  ip  eon  oonl  pro- 
nnd  oonl  dealer* 


S 


In  another*  to  regulate  prices  of  ooei  In  a  oer- 
tain  city  and  to  divide  any  advances  In  price  in 
excels  of  the  advances  in  freights,  and  tending  to 
monopolise  the  coal  trade  of  the  oity  among 
members  of  the  combination,  is  in  violation  of 
the  Act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1880,  prohibiting 
conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce. 

(June  4,1801.) 

UIT  is  equity  to  enjoin  defendants  from 
unlawfully  combining  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  in  coal  at  Nashville  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  a  United  States  stat- 
ute.   Belief  granted. 

On  September  25,  1890,  a  petition  for  in- 
junction was  filed  setting  forth  as  follows: 

That  the  defendants,  a  number  of  whom  are 
Kentucky  mining  companies,  and  another 
number  are  coal  dealers  in  Nashville,  Tennes- 
see, secretly  entered  into  an  illegal  contract 
and  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust,  and 
entered  into  a  conspiracy  with  one  another, 
and  engaged  at  Nashville  in  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  which  restrained  the  trade  and 
commerce  in  coal  at  Nashville  between  the 
States  of  Kentucky,  Alabama  and  Tennessee. 

That  the  defendants  combining  and  confed- 
erating, by  articles  of  agreement  more  particu- 
larly set  forth  in  the  decision  (see  decisioo), 
under  the  name  of  the  "Nashville  Coal  Ex- 
change" monopolized  the  trade  in  coal  which 
is  produced  in  Kentucky  and  shipped  from 
thence  to  Nashville,  Tennessee,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved 
July  2, 1890,  entitled  "An  Act  to  Protect  Trade 
and  Commerce  against  Unlawful  Restraints 
and  Monopolies,"  as  follows: 

"Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica in  Congress  assembled, 

"Sec.  1.  Every  contract  combination,  in  the 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in 


restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby- 
declared  to  be  illegal.  Every  person  who* 
shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any 
such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be- 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not 
exceeding  $5,000,  or  by  imprisonment  not  ex- 
ceeding one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments*, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

"Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopo- 
lize, or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or 
conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to 
monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce- 
among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions, shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished 
by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or 
by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or 
by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court. 

"Sec.  8.  Every  contract  combination,  tot 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in> 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  Terri- 
tory of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  or  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
between  any  such  Territory  and  another,  or 
between  any  such  Territory  or  Territories  and 
any  State  or  States  or  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, or  with  foreign  nations,  or  between  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  Statee- 
or  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  illegal. 
Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  con- 
tract or  engage  in  any  such  combination  or 
conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be 
Sunished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand 
ollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court 

"Sec.  4.  The  several  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  hereby  invested  with  Juris- 
diction to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of 
this  Act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several 


or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
eommeroe  among*  the  several  States  or  with  for- 
eign nations,  is  declared  by  statute  illegal,  and  the 
persons  combining  are  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  (see 
26  U.  8.  Bev.  Stat.  200);  and  the  circuit  oourt  has 
jurisdiction  to  make  such  temporary  restraining 
order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  Just  in  the 
premises.   Id.  1 4. 

Remedy  by  injunction. 

The  fact  that  keeping  a  nuisanoe  is  a  crime  does 
not  deprives  court  of  equity  of  the  power  to  abate 
the  nuisanoe.  Oarleton  v.  Bugg,  6  L.  B.  A.  196. 140 
Mass.  560;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Hunter,  1  Dev.  Bq.  13;  Peo- 
ple v.  St.  Louis,  10  HL  861;  Bwell  v.  Greenwood,  26 
Iowa,  877;  Minke  v.  Hopeman,  87  UL  460,  80  Am. 
Rep.  68. 

A  proceeding  to  abate  a  nuisanoe  looks  only  to 
the  property,  that  the  use  made  of  it  constitutes 
the  nuisance,  while  the  proceeding  to  punish  the 
offender  is  for  the  crime  of  maintaining  the  nui- 
sanoe.   Oarleton  v.  Bugg,  supra. 

Hence  a  statute  which  gives  Jurisdiction  in  equity 
to  abate  a  common  nuisance,  which  is  also  declared 
to  be  a  crime,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  depriving 
a  party  of  the  right  of  trial  by  Jury.  See,  in  illus- 
tration, Fisher  v.  MoGirr,  1  Gray,  1;  The  license 
Gases,  46  U.  8. 5  How.  604, 12  L.  ed.  266;  Bartemeyer 
v.  Iowa,  85  TL  8. 18  Wall.  120.  21  L.  ed.  880;  Boston 
Beer  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  07  U.  8.  26. 24  L.  ed.  080; 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Mugler  v.  Kansas,  128  U.  8.  628, 81  L.  ed.  206;  Com. 
v.  Certain  Intox.  Liquors,  116  Mass.  168;  Kansas  v. 
Heboid,  128  U.  S.  623, 81  L.  ed.  236;  People  v.  8u 
Louis  and  Minke  v.  Hopeman,  supra ;  Atty-Gen.  v.. 
New  Jersey  B.  &  T.  Co.  8  N.  J.  Bq.  186,  Mft  Colum- 
bia v.  Jaques,  80  Ga.  60S,  612, 618;  State  v.  Mobile,  6- 
Port.  (Ala.)  280, 807,  80  Am.  Deo.  664;  Atty-Gen.  v. 
Hunter,  supra ;  District  Atty.  of  Bast  Dist.  v.  Lynn 
&  a  R.  Co.  16  Gray,  246;  Hamilton  v.Whitridge,  11 
Md.  120;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Chicago  *  N.  W.  R.  Oo.  85 
Wis.  426, 440, 460.  State  v.  Crawford,  28  Kan.  726, 4* 
Am.  Rep.  168.  8ee2Dan.Ch.Pr.ohap.86,61lp.l686; 
2  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  6  088  st  i$q.;  Adams,  Bq.  427  001). 

The  proper  proceeding  in  equity  to  restrain  s> 
public  nuisanoe  is  by  information  by  the  attorney- 
general.  Newark  Aqueduct  Board  v.  Passaic,  46- 
N.  J.  Bq.  806;  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  Canal  Oo. 
87  U.  8. 12 Pet  06, 0L.ed.luuX 

Contracts  in  derogation  of  public  rights,  suoh  as 
monopolies,  are  unlawful.  See  not*  to  Leslie  v. 
Lorillard  (N.  Y.)  1 L.  B.  A.  468. 

8uoh  oontraots  are  void.  See  notes  to  People  v.. 
North  Biver  Sugar  Ref.  Oo.  (N.  Y/.)2  L.  R.A.  83; 
Carroll  v.  Giles  (8.  0.)  4  L.  B.  A.  154. 

Monopolies  are  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
oontraots  creating  them  are  not  enforceable.  See- 
notes  to  Richardson  v.  Buhl  (Mich.)  6  L.  K.  A.  467;. 
Pittsburgh  Carbon  Co.  V.  MoMlllln,  7  ^  B.  A.  46,. 
U0N.Y.46. 


See  also  21  L.  R.  A.  509. 
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district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their 
respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the 
attorney-general,  to  institute  proceedings  in 
equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations. 
Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition 
setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such 
violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  otherwise  prohib- 
ited. When  the  parties  complained  of  shall 
have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the 
court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the 
hearing  and  determination  of  the  case ;  and 
pending  such  petition  and  before  .final  decree, 
the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  tempo- 
rary restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be 
deemed  just  in  the  premises. 

"Sec  5.  Whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the 
court  before  which  any  proceeding  under  sec- 
tion 4  of  this  Act  may  be  pending,  that  the 
ends  of  justice  require  that  other  parties  should 
be  brought  before  the  court,  the  court  may 
cause  them  to  be  summoned,  whether  they  re- 
side in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held 
or  not;  and  subpoenas  to  that  end  may  be 
served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal  thereof. 

"Sec.  6.  Any  property  owned  under  any 
contract  or  by  any  combination,  or  pursuant 
to  any  conspiracy  (and  being  the  subject  there- 
of) mentioned  in  section  1  of  this  Act,  and  be- 
ing in  the  course  of  transportation  from  one 
State  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign  country,  shall 
be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  and  may  be 
seized  and  condemned  by  like  proceedings  as 
those  provided  by  law  for  the  forfeiture,  seizure 
and  condemnation  of  property  imported  into 
the  United  States  contrary  to  law. 

"Sec.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in 
his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person 
or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbid- 
den or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  Act, 
may  sue  therefor  (in  any  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  de- 
fendant resides  or  is  found,  without  respect  to 
the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover 
threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and 
the  costs  of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  at- 
torney's fee. 

"Sec.  8.  That  the  word  'person' or  'persons,' 
wherever  used  in  this  Act,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  corporations  and  associations  existing 
under  or  authorized  by  the  laws  of  either  the 
United  States,  the  laws  of  any  of  the  Territo- 
ries, the  laws  of  any  State,  or  the  laws  of  any 
foreign  country." 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  de- 
fendants be  enjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited 
from  violating  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act 
of  Congress,  and  that  they  be  enjoined  and  re- 
strained from  further  monopolizing  and  car- 
rying on  the  coal  trade  in  Nashville  under  the 
combination  and  confederation  as  aforesaid. 

Mr.  John  Rohm*  U.  &  Atty.,  for  com- 
plainant : 

The  power  of  Congress  to  enact  the  Statute 
which  is  the  basis  of  this  law-suit  is  derived 
from  U.  S.  Const,  art  1,  g  8,  subsecs.  8,  18, 
giving  Congress  power  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  States.  This  power  is  unlimited 
and  paramount;  it  is  co-extensive  with  the  en- 
tire field  of  commerce. 

Welton  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  28  L.  ed. 
347;  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat  16. 
L.  ed.  28;  United  States  v.  Marigold,  60  U.  S, 
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9  How.  560,  18  L.  ed.  257;  Hare,  Am.  Const 
Law,  438. 

Interestate  commerce  consists  of  traffic  and 
transportation  between  the  States;  and  Con- 
gress may  regulate  the  traffic,  or  the  transporta- 
tion, or  both. 

Mobile  County  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  26 
L.  ed.  288;  Welion  ▼.  Missouri  and  Gibbons  v. 
Ogden,  supra;  Brown  v.  Maryland,  25  U.  S.  12 
Wheat  419,  6  L.  ed.  678;  Groves  v.  Slaughter, 
40  U.  8.  15  Pet  449,  10  L.  ed.  800;  United 
Stat*  v.  Bailey,  1  McLean,  284;  Brig  Wilson  v. 
United  States,  1  Brock.  428;  United  Statu  v. 
Marigold,  supra;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  8.  20, 
32  L.  ed.  850.  See  also  State  v.  Welton,  55 
Mo.  288;  People  ▼.  Brooke,  4Denio,  469;  Ogden 
v.  Gibbons,  4  Johns.  Ch.  150,  1  L.  ed.  797; 
State  v.  Delaware,  L.  db  W.  R  do.  80  N.  J.  L» 
478.  81  N.  J.  L.  581. 

The  power  to  regulate  is  unlimited,  so  long 
as  it  is  confined  to  interstate  commerce. 

Kidd  v.  Pearson,  supra;  Tiedeman,  PoL 
Powers,  §  202. 

Congress  may  confer  little,  or  much,  or  all, 
jurisdiction  upon  the  existing  inferior  federal 
courts,  or  may  create  other  courts  and  clothe 
them  with  jurisdiction  in  all  matters,  where 
the  subject  of  legislation  is  within  the  power 
delegated  by  the  Constitution. 

United  States  v.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.  98  U. 
S.  596,  25  L.  ed.  150;  Osborn  v.  United  States 
Bank,  22  U.  S.  9  Wheat  826,  6  L.  ed.  225. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  the  United  States 
may  become  a  party  to  a  suit  in  the  federal 
courts  brought  in  its  own  name  where  it  hat 
a  pecuniary  interest. 

United  States  ▼.  Barker,  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat 
559,  6  L.  ed.  728. 

Or  where  the  subject  matter  arises  under  an 
Act  of  Congress,  or  where  a  fraud  has  been 
committed  m  a  matter  arising  under  an  Act  of 
Congress. 

United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Go.  125  U. 
8.  278,  81  L.  ed.  747. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  expressly  author- 
ize a  suit  in  the  federal  courts  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  has  never  been  questioned. 
•  United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Co.  supra/ 
Jessup  v.  United  States,  106  U.  8.  150,  27  L. 
ed.  86;  United  States  v.  Tinqey,  80  U.  8.  5  Pet 
115,  8  L.  ed.  66;  United  States  v.  Bradley,  85* 
U.  8.  10  Pet  848,  9  L.  ed.  448;  United  States. 
v.  Linn,  40  U.  8.  15  Pet  290, 10  L.  ed.  742; 
Nasliville  v.  Cooper,  78  U.  a  6  Wall.  251,  18. 
L.  ed.  852. 

At  common  law  contracts  are  held  void: 

1.  Where  their  effect  is  in  general  restraint 
of  trade. 

2.  Where  the  restraint  is  partial  only,  either 
as  to  time  or  place,  but  where  it  is  unreason- 
able, or  where  it  injuriously  affects  the  public, 
or  where  there  is  no  consideration  to  support  it. 

8.  Where  there  is  a  combination  to  stifle 
competition,  or  to  control  the  prices  of  that 
necessaries  of  Hf  e. 

4.  What  is  an  unreasonable  restraint  andf 
whether  or  not  the  contract  is  injurious  to  the 
public  is  always  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court  to  be  determined  from  the  face  of  the 
contract 

1.  Wharton,  Cent  ft  488;  Bishop,  Cont 
g  517;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  984. 
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5.  CourU  will  Dot  inquire  whether  or  not 
the  agreement  entered  into  hat  in  fact  caused 
an  injury  to  the  public  or  has  caused  an  un- 
reasonable restraint.  The  inquiry  merely  is, 
whether  the  agreement  has  a  tendency  to  pro- 
duce the  effect. 

Mitchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  P.  Wms.  181,  and 
lutein  1  Smith,  Lead.  Caa.  9th  Am.  ed.  712 
et  seq.;  Angier  v.  Webber,  14  Allen,  211.  and 
editorial  note,  02  Am.  Dec.  751;  Leslie  v. 
LorWard,  1  L.  R.  A.  456,  and  notes,  110  N. 
T.  519;  Arnot  v.  PitUton  d  E.  Coal  Co.  68  K. 
T.  558;  Draft  v.  McConoughy,  79  DL  846.  22 
Am.  Rep.  171;  Horner  v.  Grave*,  7  Bing.  748; 
Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  68 
Pa.  178.  8  Am.  Rep.  159;  Oregon  Steam  Nav. 
Co  v.  Winsor,  87  (J.  8.  20  Wall.  64.  22  L.  ed. 
815;  Taglor  v.  Blanchard,  18  Allen,  870; 
Crawford  y.  Wick,  18  Ohio  St.  190;  Central 
Ohio  Salt  Co.  y.  Guthrie,  85  Ohio  St  666; 
West  Virginia  Tramp.  Co  .y .  Ohio  R  P.  L.  Co,  22 
W.  Va.  617,  46  Am.  Rep.  527;  People  v.  North 
River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  2  L  R.  A.  88,  and  note, 
22  Abb.  N.  C.  164. 

The  present  Statute  adopts  these  principles 
of  the  common  law  so  far  as  they  relate  to  in- 
terstate commerce,  but  goes  one  step  further 
and  remoyes  the  difficulty  of  investigating 
whether  the  restraint  is  partial  or  general— it 
applies  the  regulation  ex  vi  termini  to  "any 
part  of  interstate  trade." 

Mr.  Jsunes  Trimble,  Special  Aeet.  toU.  8. 
Atty.,  made  the  following  additional  points  for 
complainant : 

As  courts  of  equity,  the  United  States  circuit 
courts,  by  their  inherent  Jurisdiction,  regard- 
less of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  have  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  matter  to  grant  the  relief 
prayed. 

Foster,  Fed.  Pr.  chap.  1,  §  5;  Story,  Eq. 
Jur.  $§  921,  928;  Morawetz,  Priy.  Corp. 
§1048;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1349;  Atty-Gen.  v. 
Cleave,  18  Ves.  Jr.  211;  Georgetown  v.  Alex- 
andria Canal  Co.  87  U.  S.  12  Pet  91,  9  L. 
ed.  1012;  Pennsylvania  y.  Wheeling  d  B. 
Bridge  Co.  54  U.  8.  18  How.  518,  14  L.  ed. 
249;  Mississippi  A  M  R.  Co.  v.  Ward,  67  U. 
S.  2  Black.  485,  17  L.  ed.  811;  Oilman  y. 
Philadelphia,  70  U.  8.  8  Wall.  725,  18  L.  ed. 
99;  Willamette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  y.  Hatch,  125 
U.  8. 1,  81  L.  ed.  629. 

Article  1,  sec.  8,  of  the  Constitution  confers 
upon  Congress  the  power  "to  regulate  com- 
merce" etc.,  and  "to  make  all  laws,  which 
shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying"  the 
foregoing  powers  "into  execution." 

"The  power,  like  all  others  vested  in  Con- 
gress, is  complete  in  itself,  may  be  exercised  to 
its  utmost  extent,  and  acknowledges  no  limita- 
tions other  than  are  prescribed  in  the  Consti- 
tution." 

Gibbons  y.  Ogden,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat.  1-197,  6 
L.  ed.  23-70;  Mobile  County  v.  KimbaU,  102 
U.  S.  691,  26  L.  ed.  288.  Also  Oilman  y.  Phil- 
adelphia, 70  U.  S.  3  Wall.  J725,  18  L.  ed.  99; 
Leisy  y.  Hardin,  185  U.  8. 4 100-108,  84  L.  ed. 
128-182. 

As  to  "interstate  commerce,"  the  United 
States,  as  a  government,  possesses  unlimited 
power,  and  can  by  congressional  action  exer- 
cise all  the  rights  of  "a  sovereign  government." 
One  of  the  well -recognized  powers  of  a  sover- 
eign government  is  to  institute  proceedings  in 
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its  own  name  on  behalf  of  the  public  or  to 
permit  its  name  to  be  used  by  private  individ- 
uals specially  injured,  to  prevent  and  restrain 
public  nuisances. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  928,  924;  Atty-Gen.  y. 
Tudor  Ice  Co.  104  Mass.  244;  Diet.  Atty.  of 
East  Dist.  v.  Lynn  dB.  R.  Go.  16  Gray,  245; 
Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  Canal  0b.  87  U.  S. 
12  Pet  98,  9  L.  ed.  1015;  Pennsylvania  v. 
Wheeling  d  B.  Bridge  Co.  54  U.  8.  18  How. 
518, 14  L  ed.  249. 

A  combination,  the  tendency  of  which  is  to 
prevent  general  competition  and  to  control 
prices,  is  detrimental  to  the  public  and  unlaw- 
ful. 

People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Oo.2L.FL 
A.  83, 22  Abb.  N.  C.  164;  Hooker  v.  Vandewater, 
4  Denio,  349;  Morris  Run  0.  Co.  v.  Barclay  C. 
Co.  68  Pa.  186;  Central  Ohio  &  Co.  v.  Guthrie, 
85  Ohio  St  672;  Graft  v.  hcConoughy,  79  111. 
846;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  6  L.  R  A.  457.  77 
Mich.  682:  DeWiU  Wire  Ooth  Co.  v.  Hew  Jer- 
sey Wire  Ooth  Co.9K& Corp.  L.  J.  814. 

All  commerce  and  trade  among  the  several 
States  shall  be  free  and  untrammeled  of  all  re- 
straints and  restrictions,  unless  otherwise  pre- 
scribed by  Act  of  Congress. 

Bobbins  v.  Sttelhy  County  'Sating  Dist.  120  U. 
8.  493,  80  L.  ed.  696;  Philadelphia  d  S.  Mail 
d  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  122  TJ.  8.  826.  80 
L.  ed.  1200;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  8. 109. 34 
L.  ed.  182. 

The  following  have  been  held  to  be  restraints 
upon  trade  and  commerce  among  the  States: 

A  State  law  granting  the  exclusive  right  of 
navigating  the  Hudson  River. 

Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat  196,  6 
L.  ed.  70. 

A  state  law  imposing  a  tax  upon  an  importer, 
and  requiring  a  license  before  he  is  permitted 
to  sell  goods. 

Brown  v.  Maryland,  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  446, 
6L.  ed.  688. 

A  state  law  imposing  a  tax  on  steamers  for 
each  passenger  landed  within  a  State. 

Passenger  Cases,  48  U.  &  7  How.  288,  12  L. 
ed.  702. 

A  state  law  requiring  a  stamp  upon  bills  of 
lading  for  gold  or  silver  exported  from  the 
State. 

Almy  v.  California,  65  U.  8.  24  How.  169, 
16  L.  ed.  644 

A  special  tax  by  the  State  on  railroad  and 
stage  companies  for  every  passenger  carried 
out  of  the  State. 

OrandaU  v.  Hevada.  78  U.  8.  6  Wall.  89, 18 
L.  ed.  745. 

A  special  tax  imposed  upon  the  transporta- 
tion of  freight  from  one  State  to  another. 

State  Freight  Tax  Oases,  82  U.  S.  15  Wall. 
282,  21  L.  ed.  146;  Baltimore  d  0.  R  Co.  v. 
Maryland,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall.  456, 22  L.  ed.  678. 

A  special  tax  imposed  upon  the  sale  of  goods 
not  manufactured  within  the  State. 

Wetton  Y.Missouri,  91  U.  &  275,  28  L.  ed. 
847. 

A  state  law  imposing  burdensome  conditions 
on  the  shipmaster  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  land- 
ing of  passengers,  or  else  to  pay  a  sum  on  each 
passenger. 

Henderson  v.  Hew  York,  92  TJ.  8.  259,  23  L. 
ed.  548;  Chy  Lung  v.  Freeman,  92  U.  8.  375, 
28  L.  ed.  550. 
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A  state  law  granting  a  telegraph  company 
ibe  exclusive  right  to  erect  ana  operate  a  tele- 
graph line  within  the  State. 

Pensacola  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
96  0.  8.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708. 

A  state  tax  imposed  upon  telegraph  messages 
sent  without  the  State. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Oo.  v.  Texas,  106  U.  8. 
460,  26  L.  ed.  1067. 

A  special  tax  imposed  upon  every  alien  pas- 
senger brought  by  steamships  to  a  State. 

jfeu*  York  v.  Compagnie  GhUrale  Transat- 
lantique,  107  TJ.  S.  59,  97  L.  ed.  888. 

A  special  tax  by  a  city  imposed  upon  persons 
running  tow-boats  from  the  city  to  certain 
points  without  the  State. 

Moron  v.  New  Orleans,  119  U.  8.  69,  28  L. 
ed.  658. 

A  state  tax  imposed  upon  steam  ferries  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight 
from  one  State  to  another. 

Gloucester  Ferry  Oo.  v.  Pennsylvania,  114  TJ. 
a  196,  29  L.  ed.  158. 

A  state  tax  imposed  upon  an  occupation 
which  necessarily  discriminates  against  the  sale 
of  goods  brought  from  another  State. 

Walling  * /Michigan,  116  U.  8. 446,  29  L.  ed. 
691. 

A  state  tax  imposed  upon  sleeping  cars  run 
through  the  State. 

Pickard  v.  Pullman  Southern  Oar  Oo.  117 
TJ.  8.  84,  29  L.  ed.  785. 

Interstate  Commerce  cannot  be  taxed  at  all 
by  a  State,  even  though  the  same  amount  be 
taxed  on  domestic  commerce. 

Bobbins  v.  Shelby  County  Tax.  Diet.  120  U. 
8.  489,  90  L.  ed.  694. 

A  special  tax  by  the  State  upon  tbe  gross  re- 
ceipts for  the  carnage  of  passengers  and  freight 
into,  out  of  or  through  the  8tate. 

Fargo  v.  Steven*,  121 U.  S.  280.  80  L.  ed.  888. 

A  general  license  tax  upon  a  telegraph  com- 
pany. 

Ldoup  v.  Port  of  Mobile,  127  TJ.  8.  640,  82 
L.  ed.  811. 

A  license  tax  upon  a  "drummer." 

Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  8.  129.  82  L.  ed.  868; 
Stoutenburgh  v.  Bennick,  129  TJ.  8.  141,  82  L. 
ed.  687. 

A  state  statute  prohibiting  the  sale,  in  origi- 
nal packages,  of  liquor  brought  into  tbe  State, 
except  for  medicine,  upon  license. 

Levey  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  8. 100, 84  L.  ed.  128; 
Lyng  *.  Michigan,  185  U.  8. 161,  84  L.  ed.  150. 

A  license  tax  is  imposed  upon  the  agent  of  a 
railroad  engaged  in  soliciting  travel  over  bis 
road  out  of  the  State. 

McCaU  v.  California,  186  TJ.  8.  104,  84  L. 
ed.  891. 

A  license  tax  imposed  upon  a  railroad  com- 
pany of  one  State  for  the  privilege  of  keeping 
an  office  in  another  State. 

Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  114, 84  L.  ed.  184. 

A  state  law  providing  for  tbe  inspection  of 
meat,  which  practically  forbids  the  importation 
of  meat  from  another'State. 

Minnesota  v.  Barber,  186  TJ.  S.  818,  84  L.  ed. 
455. 

Mr  Lee  Brock,  Asst.  U.  S.  Atty.,  also  for 
complainant. 

Meter*.  Tillman  tS  Tillman,  for  defend- 
ants: 

The  subject  of  tbe  agreement  is  not  interstate 
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commerce,  although  the  intention  is  to  trans- 
port the  coal  to  Nashville,  although  it  is  pur- 
chased for  that  purpose. 

Until  actually  launched  on  its  way  to  another 
State,  it  is  not  under  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States. 

Cos  v.  Bhrrol,  116  U.  8.  517,  29  L.  ed.  715; 
Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  8. 1,  82  L.  ed.  846. 

These  sales,  with  reference  to  which  the 
agreement  regulates  prices,  are  sales  of  coal 
having  its  situs  in  Nashville.  The  whole 
transaction  is  wholly  within  the  State.  This 
Is  not  interstate  commerce.  The  fact  that  the 
coal  is  brought  from  another  State  does  not 
prevent  the  jurisdiction  of  Tennessee  from 
attaching. 

Brown  v.  Houston,  114  U.  8.  622,  29  L.  ed. 
257. 

Tbe  only  limitation  upon  the  State,  with 
reference  to  property  brought  from  another 
State,  and  over  contracts  relating  thereto,  is, 
that  it  cannot  take  away  or  impair  the  right  of 
the  importer  to  sell  it  in  the  "  original  pack- 
age," "unbroken"  and  "unopened. *r 

Lyng  v.  Michigan,  185  U.  8.  161,  84  L.  ed. 
150. 

With  these  limitations  the  State  has  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  property  even  in  the  "  original 
package." 

Woodruff  v.  Parham,  75  U.  8.  8  Wall.  128, 
19  L.  ed.  982;  Hineon  v.  Lott,  75  U.  8.  8  Wall. 
148,  19  L.  ed.  887. 

The  right  of  tbe  United  8tates  to  maintain  a 
suit  in  equity  is  governed  by  the  same  prinoi- 

Sles  which  apply  to  other  parties.  It  most 
ave  an  interest  in  the  subject  matter. 

United  States  v.  Union  Pac  B.  Oo.  98  U.  S. 
569,  25  L.  ed.  148;  United  States  v.  San  Jacin- 
to Tin  Oo.  125  U.  8.  285,  81  L.  ed.  751 ;  United 
States  v.  American  Bell  Teleph.  Oo.  128  U.  8. 
815,  82  L.  ed.  450. 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  nothing  else  than  an 
"information  in  equity,"  charging  defendants 
with  a  misdemeanor.  The  Constitution  pro- 
vides that  the  "trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in 
cases  of  impeachment,  shall  be  by  jury/' 
whether  that  trial  is  followed  by  an  injunction 
or  a  sentence. 

State  v.  Uhrig,  14  Mo.  App.  418;  Eilenbecker 
▼.  Plymouth  County  Diet.  Ct.  184  U.  S.  81,  88 
L.  ed.  801. 

The  jurisdiction  of  equity  in  England  to 
issue  injunctions  in  behalf  of  the  public  at  the 
suit  of  the  government  is  limited  to  the  three 
following  classes  of  cases: 

1.  To  restrain  perprestures  of  public  high- 
ways and  navigations. 

Diet.  AUy.  of  East  Diet,  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R  Co. 
16  Gray,  242;  AUy  Gen.  v.  Cambridge,  16 
Gray,  247. 

2.  To  restrain  threatened  nuisances  danger- 
ous to  tbe  health  of  the  whole  community. 

Atty-Gen.  v.  Blount,  4  Hawks,  884;  Atty- 
Gen.  v.  Hunter,  1  Dev.  Eq.  12. 

8.  To  restrain  ultra  tire*  acts  of  corporations 
injurious  to  public  right. 

Ally-Gen.  v.  Lichfield  Corp.  18  Sim.  546; 
Atty  Gen.  v.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  B.  Oo.  85  Wis. 
425. 

The  provision  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 1890, 
authorizing  this  proceeding  in  equity  is  uncon- 
stitutional. 

Mugler  v.  Kansas,  128  U.  8.  678,  81  L.  ed. 
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$14;  FowU  v.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  878,  82 
Led.  258. 

Ad  agreement  between  a  number  of  persons 
to  act  concernedly  in  fixing  prices  at  which 
they  will  sell  a  particular  product  in  a  particu- 
lar city  is  not  illegal  as  being  in  restraint  of 
trade,  unless  it  appears  that  they  have  a 
monopoly  of  that  product 

Ladd  v.  Southern  Cotton  Press  dk  Mfg.  Co.  68 
Tez.172;  Beeligson  v.  Taylor  Compress  Co.  58 
Tex.  219;  Wiekens  v.  Beans,  8  Tounge  &  J.  818; 
Skrainka  v.  Scharringhausen,  8  Mo.  App.  522; 
Ontario  8aU  Co.  v.  Merchant*  Halt  Co.  18 
Grant,  Ch.  540;  Marsh  r.  Russell,  66  N.  Y.  288. 
See  Senate  Debate,  Congressional  Record,  1st 
Session,  61st  Congress,  p.  2642;  Com.  v.  Hunt, 
4  Met.  Ill;  Masters'  Stevedores  Amo.  v.  Walsh, 
%  Daly,  1:  Kellogg  v.  Larkin,  8  Pinn.  124; 
Pratt  v.  Hutchinson,  15  East,  511. 

The  defendants  in  this  case  control  bat  an 
insignificant  part  of  a  vast  supply  of  coaL 
Eacn  coal  company  has  its  sole  or  exclusive 
agents,  or  dealers,  and  will  not  sell  to  or  through 
others.  This  is  not  illegal  or  against  public 
policy. 

Brown  ▼.  BounsaveU,  78  DL  588;  Lightner  v. 
JfaMrf,85  0aL452;  Van  Matter  v.  Babcoek,  28 
Barb.  688;  Greenhood,  Pub.  PoL  p.  708. 

Messrs.  Henderson  efe  Jourolmavn  and 
Hill  efe  Grawberry  also  for  defendants. 

Key,  J.t  delivered  the  following  opinion: 
The  petition  in  this  case  is  filed  against  the 
members  of  the  Nashville  Coal  Exchange. 
The  membership  of  the  exchange  is  composed 
of  various  coal-mining  companies  operating 
mines  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  chiefly  in 
Kentucky,  and  of  persons  and  firms  dealing  in 
coal  at  Nashville,  Tenn.  It  is  alleged  that  the 
purposes,  objects  and  agreement  of  the  de- 
fendants are  in  violation  of  an  Act  of  Congress 
approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled,  "An  Act  to 
Protect  Trade  and  Commerce  against  Unlaw- 
ful Restraints  and  Monopolies,"  and  the  peti 
tion  seeks  to  restrain  and  prevent  too  violations 
of  the  Act  by  injunction  under  section  4  of  the 
Law.  The  first  section  of  the  Act  declares 
that  "every  contract  or  combination  in  the 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States,  is  declared  illegal"  The  second 
section  declares  that,  "  every  person  who  shall 
monopolize  or  combine  or  conspire  with  another 
person  or  persons  to  monopolize  any  part  of 
the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States 
•  .  .  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  A 
violation  of  the  first  section  is  a  misdemeanor 
also.  By  the  fourth  section  Jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred upon  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  the 
Act,  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  district  attor- 
neys in  their  respective  districts,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney- General  of  the  United 
States,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to 
prevent  and  restrain  such  violations.  The 
articles  of  agreement  between  the  defendants 
provide,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  objects 
of  this  exchange  are,  "  to  do  all  in  its  power 
to  advance  the  interests  of  the  coal  business  at 
Nashville,  to  treat  all  parties  to  this  agreement 
in  a  fair  and  equitable  manner,  and  to  establish 
prices  on  coat  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  to 
change  same  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion 
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may  require."  Prices  to  consumers  at  Nash- 
vtlle  are  to  be  established  so  as  to  sell  coal  at  a 
fair  and  reasonable  price  so  as  to  allow  all  par- 
ties a  fair  profit  for  their  product.  Every  per- 
son, firm  or  corporation  owning  or  operating 
mines  who  ship  coal  to  Nashville  shall  be  eligi- 
ble to  membership  in  this  exchange,  and  all 
coal  dealers  in  the  City  of  Nashville  are  also 
eligible  to  membership.  None  others  are  eligi- 
ble. Any  member  of  the  exchange  who  may 
withdraw  from  it  and  continue  in  the  coal  trade 
in  Nashville  or  ship  any  coal  to  Nashville  shall 
forfeit  and  relinquish  all  interest  of  any  and 
every  kind,  however  obtained  or  accrued. 
The  exchange  will  from  time  to  time  establish 
prices  at  which  coal  shall  be  sold  in  Nashville. 
Coal  classed  as  No.  1  shall  be  valued  at  the 
mines  at  4}  cents  minimum  price  of  eighty 
pounds  lump,  and  freight  being  4  cents,  and 
the  dealer's  margin  to  be  4}  cents,  making  the 
price  of  lump  coal  18  cents  per  bushel.  No.  9 
to  be  valued  at  5  cents  at  the  mine.  No.  8  at 
6  cents,  and  when  the  above  prices  are  ad- 
vanced in  excess  of  the  advance  in  freights, 
then  one  half  the  advance  shall  go  to  the  mine 
owners  and  one  half  to  the  dealers.  Every 
member  found  guilty  of  selling  coal  at  a  less 
price  than  the  price  fixed  by  the  exchange, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  shall  be  fined  8 
cents  per  bushel  and  $10  for  the  first  offense, 
and  4  cents  per  bushel  and  $20  for  the  second 
offense.  A  majority  of  all  the  members  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of 
business. 

Owners  or  operators  of  mines  shall  not  sell 
or  ship  coal  to  any  person,  firm  or  corporation 
in  Nashville,  or  West  Nashville,  or  East  Nash- 
ville, who  are  not  members  of  the  exchange, 
and  dealers  shall  not  buy  coal  from  anyone 
not  a  member  of  the  exchange.  All  coal  used 
for  manufacturing  and  steamboat  purpose* 
shall  be  exempt  from  prices  made  by  the  ex- 
change until  all  mines  tributary  to  this  mar- 
ket shall  become  members  of  the  exchange,  or 
until  the  exchange  can  control  prices  to  govern 
coal  used  by  manufacturers.  No  coal  shall  be 
sold  in  any  month  to  be  delivered  in  any  fol- 
lowing month  except  at  prices  fixed  for  the 
particular  month  in  which  coal  so  sold  is  to 
be  delivered.  Fines  and  penalties  are  declared 
so  as  to  enforce  the  stipulations  embodied  in 
the  Constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  exchange. 

It  can  hardly  be  denied  that  such  provisions 
as  these,  by  a  body  of  persons  such  as  compose 
this  exchange,  is  not  a  contract  or  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  an  at- 
tempt between  different  persons  to  monopolize 
a  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  between  par- 
ties who  are  citizens  of  or  reside  in  different 
States.  It  is  shown  that  several  mining  com- 
panies in  Kentucky  engaged  in  raising  coal, 
and  most  of  the  coal  dealers  of  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  have  entered  into  the  foregoing  men- 
tioned arrangement  It  is  insisted  for  the 
defendants  that  the  subject  of  agreement  is 
not  interstate  commerce;  that  tbe  obligation  as 
to  the  mining  companies  ends  at  tbe  mines. 
The  price  is  fixed  and  paid  at  that  point,  and 
consequently  controversies  in  regard  to  the 
contract  as  to  them  belong  exclusively  to  the 
courts  of  tbe  State  of  Kentucky:  tbat  so  far  as 
the  dealers  are  concerned  tbe  price  of  the 
coal   is  fixed  for  its  sale  at  Nashville,  and 
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miter  it  becomes  their  property  by  delivery  to 
them,  and  therefore  the  courts  of  Tennessee 
have  the  jurisdiction  as  to  them.  Various  au- 
thorities are  cited,  and  the  debates  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  are  read  to  sustain  this 
view  of  the  case.  As  I  understand  the  con- 
tention of  defendant's  counsel  it  is  that  the 
agreement  is  not  violative  of  the  terms  of  the 
Act  of  July  2,  1890.  But  if  it  is  the  Act  is 
unconstitutional;  first,  because  the  Constitu- 
tion confers  upon  the  courts-  of  the  United 
States  in  such  a  case  jurisdiction  over  "  con- 
troversies between  citizens  of  different  States." 
That  the  fact  that  parties  to  a  contract  are 
-citizens  of  different  States  does  not  confer  juris 
•diction.  There  must  be  a  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  this 
litigation  is  not  a  dispute  between  the  con- 
tracting parties,  but  between  the  government 
and  these  parties.  Second,  that  the  Act  cre- 
ates and  defines  criminal  offenses,  and  the 
Constitution  provides  that  the  "trial  of  all 
crimes  except  in  cases  of  impeachment  shall 
toe  by  jury,  and  that  section  4  of  the  Act,  so 
far  as  it  attempts  to  give  circuit  courts  of  the 
United  8tates  equitable  jurisdiction  over  the 
violations  of  the  Act,  is  unconstitutional.  It 
<s  insisted  the  proceeding  authorized  is  in  sub- 
stance an  information  in  equity  charging  de- 
fendants with  a  misdemeanor. 

I  shall  not  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the 
constitutionality  of  the  law.  A  court,  especial- 
ly an  inferior  one,  should  hesitate  long  and 
consider  carefully  before  it  should  declare  an 
Act  of  Congress,  passed  after  deliberation  and 
•debate  and  approved  by  the  president,  uncon- 
stitutional. The  reasons  for  such  a  decision  in 
such  a  case  should  be  clear  and  undeniable. 
If  doubtful  or  questionable  the  doubt  should 
be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  law. 

The  arguments  against  the  validity  of  the 
Act  have  been  urged  with  great  plausibility 
and  strength,  and  an  army  of  authorities  have 
been  read  as  sustaining  the  views  of  defend- 
ant's counsel.  The  positions  of  defendant's 
-counsel  have  been  met  with  equal  force  and 
ability  by  those  representing  the  government, 
and  many  authorities  have  been  referred  to  in 
support  of  the  power  of  Congress  to  pass  the 
law;  and  without  nicely  adjusting  and  weigh- 
ing the  opposing  views  of  counsel,  enough 
appears  to  prevent  me  from  declaring  the  Act, 
or  any  part  of  it,  as  outside  of  the  powers 
-granted  to  Congress  by  the  Constitution. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  the 
agreement  and  regulations  between  the  de- 
fendants are  a  "contract  or  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between  States;" 
are  they  evidence  of  a  combination  to  monopo- 
lize "any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce*'  be- 
tween the  States  of  Tennessee  and  Kentucky. 
The  coal  mines  are  in  Kentucky,  and  the  coal 
4s  to  be  mined  there  for  a  certain  price,  and  the 
agreement  contemplates  its  shipment  to  Nash- 
ville. To  be  sure  it  is  not  to  be  transported 
-thither  by  the  defendants  or  any  of  them,  but 
•the  price  for  which  it  is  to  be  snipped  is  fixed 
or  stated,  and  becomes  a  part  of  the  price  for 
which  the  coal  is  to  be  sold  at  Nashville;  and 
when  the  prices  fixed  "are  advanced  in  excess 
<of  the  advance  in  freights,  the  one  half  of  the 
advance  shall  go  to  the  mine  owners  and  one 
toalf  to  the  dealers."  In  making  the  agreement 
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the  transportation  of  the  coal  from  Kentucky 
to  Nashville  was  a  necessary  incident  to  and 
element  in  the  arrangement,  and  its  execution 
would  have  been  impossible  without  it.  The 
instrumentality  of  transportation  did  not  be- 
long to,  nor  was  it  controlled  by,  them,  but  it 
was  used  by  them  and  paid  by  them  for  serv- 
ices rendered.  The  contract  provided  for  the 
sale  of  coal  in  Kentucky,  its  shipment  to 
Nashville,  Tenn.,  to  dealers  there,  for  its  retail 
to  consumers.  It  was  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses a  traffic  trade,  commerce  between  States. 
Was  the  purpose  of  the  exchange  to  monop- 
olize a  part,  or  this  trade,  or  to  combine  in 
restraint  thereof  f  The  exchange  does  not  pro- 
pose to  be  governed  and  controlled  by  the  pub- 
lic markets  arising  from  competition  and  the 
operations  of  the  laws  of  supply  and  demand. 
On  the  contrary,  it  announce*  that  its  purpose 
is  "to  establish  prices  on  coal  at  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  and  to  change  the  same  from  time  to 
time  as  occasion  may  require,  "and  in  carrying 
out  this  object  it  asserts  that  "the  exchange 
will  establish  prices  at  which  coal  shall  be  sold 
in  Nashville,  subject,  however,  to  the  follow- 
ing conditions  and  basis:  Coal  classed  as  No. 
1  to  be  valued  at  the  mines  at  4  cents  minimum 
price  per  bushel  of  eighty-five  pounds  for 
lump,  and  freight  being  4  cents,  the  dealer's 
margin  to  be  4f cents,  making  the  priceof  lump 
coal  13  cents  per  bushel;  No.  2  to  be  valued  at 
5  cents  at  the  mines;  No.  8,  6  cents:  and  when 
the  above  prices  are  advanced  in  excess  of  the 
advance  in  freights,  the  one  half  of  the  ad- 
vance shall  go  to  the  mine  owners  and  one  half 
to  the  dealers."  "Any  member  found  guilty 
of  selling  coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price 
fixed  by  the  exchange,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, shall  be  fined  2  cents  per  bushel  and  $10 
for  the  first  offense,  and  4  cents  a  bushel  and 
$20  for  the  second  offense. "  These  provisions, 
so  far  as  this  combination  could  do  so,  fixed 
the  lowest  price  of  coal  to  consumers  in  and 
near  Nashville  at  18  cents  per  bushel  and  pre- 
vented coal  being  sold  there  at  a  cheaper  rate, 
no  matter  how  much  less  it  might  cost  in  an 
open  and  unobstructed  market  Nor  is  this 
all.  The  exchange  ordains  that  "owners  or 
operators  of  mines  shall  not  sell  or  ship  coal  to 
any  firm,  person  or  corporation  in  Nashville  or 
West  Nashville  or  East  Nashville  who  are 
not  members  of  this  exchange,  and  deal- 
ers shall  not  buy  coal  from  anyone  who 
is  not  a  member  of  the  exchange."  The 
coal  trade  is  confined  to  dealings,  so  far  as 
the  market  supply  is  concerned,  to  transac- 
tions between  the  miner  and  dealer;  the  prices 
are  fixed  by  them  and  the  miner  and  dealer 
only  are  eligible  to  membership.  The  miners 
of  the  concern  cannot  sell  to  any  dealer  in  or 
near  Nashville  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  agree- 
ment, nor  can  such  dealer  purchase  coal  of  any 
miner  anywhere  who  is  not  a  member  of  the 
body.  The  operations  of  both  are  confined 
within  the  membership.  So  far  as  Nashville  is 
concerned,  they  cannot  go  to  cheaper  or  more 
favorable  markets,  or  deal  with  those  who 
would  give  more  favorable  terms.  The  re- 
straint is  positive  and  undeniable.  Moreover, 
in  the  first  section  of  the  by-laws  of  the  ex- 
change it  is  asserted  that  "all  coal  used  for 
manufacturing  and  steamboat  purposes  shall 
be  exempt  from  prices  made  by  this  exchange 
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until  all  mines  tributary  to  this  market  shall 
become  members  of  the  exchange,  or  until  the 
exchange  can  control  prices  to  govern  coal  used 
by  manufacturers."  This  clearly  indicates  the 
purpose  of  the  association  to  be  to  control  the 
price  of  coal  in  the  Nashville  market  used  in 
manufacturing  and  in  steamboats  whenever  it 
could;  that  the  mines  of  coal  tributary  to  Nash- 
ville were  all  expected  to  become  members  of 
the  exchange,  whereupon  the  prices  of  coal 
could  be  fixed  absolutely,  and  the  necessary  in- 
ference from  this  declaration  and  the  entire  or- 
ganic structure  of  the  body  is  that  it  felt  strong 
enough  already  to  regulate  and  establish  the 
prices  of  domestic  coal  in  that  market,  to  a 
large  extent  at  least,  and  that  this  exchange 
might  now  monopolize  the  business  of  dealing 
in  domestic  coal  In  the  Nashville  market,  and 
in  the  future  monopolize  by  and  confine  to  its 
membership  the  entire  trade  in  coal  at  that 
point  It  seems  to  me  that  the  purpose  and 
intentions  of  the  association  could  hardly  have 
been  more  successfully  framed  to  fall  within 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 1890,  had 
tjie  object  been  to  organize  a  combination,  the 
business  of  which  should  subject  it  to  the  pen- 
alties of  that  Statute,  and  that  there  is  no  need 
of  authorities  to  sustain  such  view  of  the  case. 
Regarding  the  Act  as  constitutional,  I  see  no 
way  for  the  defendants  to  escape  its  condem- 
nation* 


Proof  has  been  taken,  on  one  hand,  to  estab- 
lish that  the  people  of  Nashville  have  been 
and  are  being  injured  by  the  high  prices  which* 
have  been  and  are  being  paid  for  coal,  and 
the  extent  of  the  injury.  On  the  other  hand, 
defendants  have  introduced  proof  to  show  that 
the  higher  freight  rates  to  Nashville  and  the 
want  of  facilities  for  transportation  by  railroad 
and  water  are  the  causes  for  the  higher  prices- 
of  coal  at  Nashville  than  at  Louisville  or  Mem- 
phis, but  it  is  needless  to  enter  upon  this  branch 
of  dispute.  "The  attempt  to  monopolize  or 
combine"  is  denounced  by  the  second  section* 
of  the  Act,  and  the  first  section,  "every  con- 
tract or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  States."  The  at- 
tempt, the  contract  to  do  the  thing  prohibited, 
is  enough  to  incur  the  penalties  of  this  law. 

I  conclude  that  the  defendants,  by  the  or- 
ganization of  the  Nashville  Coal  Exchange, 
and  their  operations  under  it,  have  been,  and 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  petition  in  this  cause 
were,  guilty  of  a  violation  of  sections  1  and  3  of 
the  Act  of  July  2, 1880,  and  should  be  enjoined 
from  further  violations  of  the  law,  as  provided 
by  the  fourth  section  thereof. 

The  petition  will  be  dismissed  as  to  such  of 
the  defendants  as  are  not,  or  were  not  members- 
of  the  exchange  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  that 
petition. 
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+Th*  finding;  of  an  examining  magistrate 
that  "an  offense  has  been  committed 

and  that  there  was  probable  cause  to  believe  the 
defendant  guilty  thereof,"  is  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  probable  cause  in  an  action  for  ma- 
nefons  prosecution  brought  by  such  defendant 
against  the  prosecuting-  witness. 

(June  8, 189L) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Bourbon 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 

•Head  note  by  Sehpsoh,  G. 


defendant  in  an   action    brought   to 
damages  for  malicious  prosecution.    Reverted, 

The  facts  appear  in  the  commissioner's, 
opinion. 

Messrs.  Hulett  *  Fletcher,  with  Messrs. 
Cory  c%  Hulbert,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

That  the  examining  magistrate  had  made  a 
finding  of  probable  cause,  and  had  committed 
the  accused  for  appearance  at  the  district  court, 
was  mere  conclusive  evidence  of  probable 
cause. 

Bauer  v.  Clay,  8  Kan.  580-685;  Diemer  v. 
Berber,  75  Cal.  287;  Qanea  v.  Bontiiem  Pac 
R.  Co.  51  Cal.  140;  A*h  v.  Marlow,  20  Ohio. 
119;  Spalding  v.  Lowe,  56  Mich.  866;  Hamilton, 
v.  People,  29  Mich.  178-176;  People  v.  Lynch, 
Id.  274-279;  Haupt  v.  Pohlmann,  16  Abb.  Pr. 


JS om— Malicious  proeeeutUm:  defense  of  reasonable 
and  probable  cause. 

A  defendant  in  an  action  of  malicious  prosecu- 
tion may  be  protected  by  reasonable  and  probable 
cause,  although  he  was  mistaken  honestly  upon  a 
matter  of  fact,  and  not  upon  a  matter  of  law.  Bex 
v.  Stewart,  6  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  257. 

The  Judgment  of  a  Justice's  court  convicting  a 
defendant  of  a  criminal  charge,  though  appealed 
from  and  an  acquittal  had  in  the  circuit  court,  is, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  perjury  or  any  improper 
motive,  conclusive  of  probable  cause.  Adams  v. 
Bicknell  128  Ind.  210. 

8o  the  Judgment  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  in  a  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  is  sufficient  proof 
of  probable  cause,  although  contrary  to  a  former 
decision  of  a  state  court,  and  although  reversed 
subsequently  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
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States.  Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  ft  8.  H.  Co.  v. 
Butchers  Union  8.  H.  ft  L.  8.  L.  Co.  120  U.  S.  141, 30* 
Led.  614. 

Where  a  nolle  prosequi  is  entered  by  procure- 
ment of  the  party  prosecuted,  or  by  procurement 
of  his  attorney,  such  party  cannot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  malicious  prosecution.  Langford  v.  Bos- 
ton ft  A.  R.  Co.  4  New  Eng.  Rep.  200,  144Mass.4SL 

When  a  prosecution  before  a  magistrate  is- 
abandoned  and  the*  defendant  discharged,  he  can 
sue  for  malicious  prosecution.'  Murphy  v.  Mooxe» 
(Pa.)  10  Cent.  Rep.  82. 

So  after  hearing  and  discharge  by  a  committing 
magistrate,  the  defendant  may  sue  for  malicious* 
prosecution.  Zebley  v.  Story.  10  Cent.  Rep.  826, 11T 
Pa.  478. 

Nature  of  action.  See  notes  to  Pope  v.  Pollock; 
(Ohio)  4  L.  R.  A.  255;  Antcliff  v.  June  (Mich.)  10  L» 
R.A.621. 
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301:  Swing  v.  Sanford,  19  Ala.  605;  14  Am. 
&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  67,  and  note. 

Whether  or  not  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  satisfy  a  jury  that  such  a  state  of  facts  and 
circumstances  existed  "  as  would  lead  a  man 
of  ordinary  caution  and  prudence,  acting  con- 
scientiously, impartially,  reasonably  and  with- 
out prejudice  upon  the  facts  within  his  knowl- 
edge, to  believe  that  the  person  accused  is 
guilty  is  a  matter  peculiarly  within  the  prov- 
ince of  the  jury,  and  a  refusal  to  submit  the 
cause  to  the  jury  is  error. 

Heyne  v.  Blair,  63  N.  Y.  19-22;  Beuon  v. 
Southard,  10  N.  T.  286;  Maelm  v.  Deyo,  2 
Wend.  424. 

Meter*.  Hill  *  Chenault  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Simpson,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
On  the  17th  day  of  January,  1887,  Hixon 
filed  an  affidavit  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
in  Bourbon  County,  charging  Ross  with  hav- 
ing mixed  certain  poison  with  a  quantity  of 
flajir,  with  the  intent  and  for  the  purpose  of 
causing  the  death  of  certain  persons.  Upon 
said  complaint •&  warrant  was  issued,  and  Ross 
was  arrested.  A  preliminary  trial  was  had  on 
the  4th  of  February  before  the  -Justice  who  is- 
sued the  warrant  At  the  preliminary  exam- 
ination twelve  witnesses  were  examined  for 
the  State,  and  seven  for  the  defendant  After 
the  hearing  of  all  the  evidence,  the  justice 
bound  Ross  to  appear  at  the  district  court  and 
answer  the  charge.  He  failed  to  give  bond, 
and  was  committed  to  jail.  The  finding  of  the 
justice  was  as  follows:  "  After  heanng  the 
evidence,  I  find  that  said  offense  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  there  is  probable  cause  to  be- 
lieve the  defendant  guilty  thereof."  Ross  was 
in  jail  from  the  17th  day  of  January,  1887, 
until  May  2,  1887.  On  the  latter  date,  the 
District  Court  of  Bourbon  County  being  in 
session,  the  county  attorney  filed  a  statement 
showing  cause  for  non-prosecution,  and  Ross 
was  discharged.  On  the  8th  day  of  August, 
1887,  he  commenced  this  action  for  malicious 
prosecution  against  James  Hixon,  the  prose- 
cuting witness.  Trial  was  had  at  the  May 
Term,  1888.  The  plaintiff  in  error  offered 
evidence  showing  the  proceedings  before  the 
justice  of  the  peace  on  the  criminal  charge, 
and  tending  to  prove  every  materia]  allegation 
in  such  an  action.  When  the  plaintiff  rested, 
the  defendant  Hixon  introduced  a  large  num- 
ber of  witnesses,  when  be  was  interrupted  by 
the  court  The  trial  was  stopped,  and  a  ver- 
dict was  ordered  for  the  defendant  The  jury 
returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled.  The 
record  itself  discloses  no  reason  for  the  ruling 
of  the  court,  but  counsel  agreed  that  the  reason 
assigned  by  the  trial  court  was  that  the  exam- 
ining magistrate  had  made  a  finding  of  prob- 
able cause,  and  that  such  finding  was  conclu- 
sive upon  that  question.  It  is  further  claimed 
by  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  that  the 
trial  court  made  the  further  statement:  "That, 
as  the  petition  does  not  charge  fraud  or  undue 
means  in  obtaining  the  finding  of  probable 
cause  by  the  magistrate,  the  same  cannot  be 
attacked."  The  sole  question  discussed  in  the 
<>rnl  argument  of  counsel  for  defendant  in 
'  rror,  and  the  briefs  on  both  sides,  is  as  to  the 
W  L.  R.  A. 


weight  to  be  given  to  the  finding  of  the  ex- 
amining magistrate  as  to  whether  it  la  prima 
facie  or  conclusive  on  the  question  of  probable 
cause,  and  whether  or  not  in  either  case,  tbe 
finding  must  be  attacked  lor  fraud  or  undue*, 
means  by  proper  allegations  in  the  petition. 

1.  In  the  case  of  Sweeney  v.  Perney,  40  Kan.. 
102,  this  court  incidentally  noticed  the  conflict 
in  authorities  as  to  whether  or  not  proof  of 
arrest,  committal  and  indictment  is  prima, 
facie  proof  of  probable  cause;  and  the  case  of 
Ricord  v.  Central  Pac.  R.Co.,  15  Nev.  167,  was. 
cited  on  one  side,  and  that  of  Womack  v. 
Circle,  29  Gratt  192,  on  the  other.  The  ques- 
tion in  this  case  is  closely  allied  to  this  contro- 
versy, but  authorities  cannot  be  found  on  both 
sides  of  this  question.  In  the  case  of  Bauer- 
v.  Clay,  8  Kan.  685,  Justice  Valentine  saysi 
"The  proof  showing  that  the  justice  ordered 
that  Clay  should  be  bound  over  for  his  appear- 
ance at  court,  or,  in  default  of  bail,  that  he- 
should  be  committed  to  the  county  jail,  is  only 
prima  facie,  and  not  conclusive,  evidence  of 
probable  cause."  Tbe  cases  of  Aeh  v.  MarlowK 
20  Ohio,  119,  and  Swing  v.  Sanford,  A9  Ala. 
005,  are  cited  in  support.  The  force  of  thia 
decision  is  sought  to  be  destroyed  by  counsel 
for  defendant  in  error  by  an  assertion  that  it  is. 
dictum.  It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  draw  the 
line  between  what  is  authoritative  and  what  ia 
not  in  a  judicial  opinion.  The  report  of  the 
case  does  not  give  either  the  pleadings,  the- 
assignment  of  errors  or  tbe  briefs,  but  it  ia 
evident  that  the  question  was  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court;  and 
this  court  thought  it  necessary  to  give  this  aa 
one  of  the  reasons  for  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment below,  because,  if  counsel  for  defendant 
in  error  are  now  right  in  their  contention,  Clay 
bad  no  cause  of  action,  and  the  case  was  de- 
cided wrongfully  in  both  tbe  trial  and  tbe  ap- 
pellate courts.  However  the  rule  may  be  in 
cases  in  which  tbe  magistrates  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  and  pass  judgment,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  case  of  Bauer  v.  Clay  states  tbe  true- 
rule  in  cases  in  which  the  magistrates  have 
only  power  to  bind  over.  This  rule  is  upheld 
by  the  cases  of  Aeh  v.  Mar  low  f  20  Ohio.  119; 
lining  v.  Sanford,  19  Ala.  605;  Raleigh  v. 
Cook,  60  Tex.  438;  Ricord  v.  Central  Pac.  R. 
Co.  15  Nev.  167;  Hale  v.  Boylen,  22  W.  Va. 
284;  Bacon  v.  Tovme,  4  Cush.  217:  Spalding} 
v.  Lowe,  56  Mich.  866;  Qaneav.  Southern  Pac. 
R.  Co.  51  Cat  140;  Diemer  v.  Berber,  75  Cal. 
287. 

These  are  all  express  adjudications  on  that 
particular  question.  In  one  of  these  cases,  de- 
cided in  18*5,  being  that  of  Spalding  v.  Lowe, 
56  Mich.  866,  the  defendant  requested  the  trial 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows:  " It  ap- 
pears from  the  proofs  in  this  case  that  an  ex- 
amination was  had  upon  the  charge  made 
against  Spalding,  and  that  the  justice  upon 
such  examination  determined  that  this  offense- 
charged  against  Spalding  had  been  committed, 
and  that  there  was  probable  cause  to  believe 
said  Spalding  guilty  thereof.  This  was  a  ju- 
dicial determination  the  justice  was  authorized 
to  make,  and  unless  such  action  and  determi- 
nation of  the  justice  was  corrupt  or  collusive, 
or  was  wrongfully  procured  by  the  defendant 
herein,  it  is  final  as  to  the  question  of  probable 
cause,  and  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  de- 
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fondant"  The  trial  court  refused  to  so  in- 
etract  the  Jury,  and  this  refusal  was  assigned 
as  error  in  the  supreme  court,  but  that  court 
says  (p.  872,  56  Mich.):  "No  authority  has 
been  produced  in  support  of  it,  and  we  think 
none  exists." 

We  have  been  unable  to  find  a  reported  case 
in  which  the  rule  is  held  as  claimed  by  counsel 
for  defendant  in  error.  There  are  cases  that 
mo  hold  when  the  magistrate  has  power  to  ren- 
der a  Judgment  of  conviction.  How  much 
weight  as  proof  of  probable  cause  shall  be  at- 
tributed to  the  judgment  of  a  court  in  an  orig- 
inal action,  when  subsequently  reversed  for 
error,  is  elaborately  discussed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of 
Orescent  City  L.  S.  L.  A  8.  H.  Co.  v.  Butchers 
Union  8.  H.  &  L.  8.  L.OoA2Q  U.S.141, 80  L.ed. 
'  614, — a  case  much  relied  on  by  counsel  for  de- 
fendant in  error.  To  our  mind,  however,  the 
distinction  between  that  case  and  the  one  at 
bar  is  plain  and  distinct.  If  the  magistrate  in 
Bourbon  County  had  possessed  the  statutory 
power  to  hear  the  evidence  and  determine  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant,  and  to 
punish  by  fine  or  imprisonment  if  guilt  was 
found,  then  his  finding  and  judgment  would 
come  within  the  rules  established  by  that  case 
to  be  the  law  of  the  land.  The  question  in 
this  case  is  how  much  weight,  as  proof  of 
probable  cause,  shall  be  attributed  to  the  find- 
ing of  an  examining  magistrate  that  "  an  of- 
fense had  been  committed,  and  that  there  is 
probable  cause  to  believe  the  defendant  guilty 
thereof,"  when  the  defendant  is  subsequently 
discharged,  the  prosecution,  against  him  con- 
fessedly ended,  and  he  has  instituted  a  suit  for 
malicious  prosecution  against  the  complaining 
witness.  In  the  one  case  there  is  a  solemn 
judgment  rendered  by  a  court  having  full  and 
complete  jurisdiction  both  of  the  parties  and 
subject  matter,  binding  on  all  until  reversed 
on  appeal  or  error.  In  the  other  case  there 
is  a  finding,  in  effect,  that  sufficient  facts 
have  been  developed  that  justify  a  magistrate 
in  sending  the  parties  before  a  court  compe- 


tent to  ultimately  deal  with  the  question  of 
guilt  or  innocence.  Again,  while  a  conviction 
is  generally  conclusive  of  probable  cause,  yet 
it  may  be  overcome  by  a  showing  that  it  was 
procured  by  fraud,  undue  means  or  the  false 
testimony  of  the  prosecution.  Womack  v. 
Circle,  29  Gratt.  192;  Olson  v.  Need.  68  Iowa. 
214;  Ooon  v.  Oerry,  18  Gray,  201:  Whitney  ▼. 
Feckham,  15  Mass.  248;  Peck  v.  Chouteau,  01 
Mo.  188,  8  West  Rep.  818;  Bowman  ▼. 
Brown,  62  Iowa,  487;  Palmer  v.  Avery,  41 
Barb.  290;  Biehey  ▼.  MeBean,  17  HI.  63;  Pay- 
son  v.  Caswell,  22  Me.  212;  Herman  v.  Brooker- 
hoff,  8  Watte,  240;  Jones  v.  Kirksey,  10  Ala. 
889. 

In  such  a  case  the  petition  in  the  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  must  directly  attack  the 

Judgment  of  conviction,  or  it  will  be  suicidal, 
t  is  therefore  unimportant  whether  the  words 
used  by  the  court  in  Bauer  v.  Clay  are  dicta  or 
authoritative  in  that  case,  as  they  express  the 
law  as  universally  held  by  all  courts  of  last  re- 
sort that  have  spoken  on  this  subject.  It  follows 
that  the  other  suggestion  of  counsel,  that  the 
finding  of  the  magistrate  must  be  directly  at- 
tacked in  the  petition  for  fraud  ior  undue 
means,  is  without  force,  because,  as  that  find- 
ing is  only  prima  facie,  all  that  is  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  do  to  win  is  to  overthrow  ft 
by  a  preponderance  of  evidence.  It  can  be 
fairly  said  that  there  was  evidence  submitted 
at  the  trial  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  other  than 
the  transcript  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
examining  magistrate,  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  probable  cause,'  which  the  court  below 
permitted  to  go  to  the  Jury,  from  which  they 
might  have  found  that  the  prima  facie  case 
made  by  the  magistrate's  finding  was  over- 
come. It  is  recommended  that  the  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  of  Bourbon  County  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instruc- 
tions to  grant  a  new  trial. 

Per  Curiam: 

It  is  so  ordered. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  New  York,  ex  rel. 
UNION  TRUST  CO.  of  New  York,  Appt., 

e. 

Michael  COLEMAN  et  al,  Com  re.  of  Taxes 

and  Assessments,  Bespts. 

<.-.N.  Y.....) 

1.  The  "capital  stock"  of  a  corpora- 
tion liable  to  taxation  under  Laws  1857,  chap. 


468, 18,  is  the  aotual  oapital  owned  by  the  corpo- 
ration and  not  the  share  value  of  the  stock. 
8.  Aasemors  have)  no  discretion  to  take 

the  value  of  the  shares  of  stock;  of  a  corporation 
as  that  of  its  capital  stock  where  they  know  die 
value  of  the  latter. 

(June*  UNI.) 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  Judgment  of  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  First 


Nora.— Taxation  of  corporate  stock* 
The  words  "capital  stock,"  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, mean  all  the  property  belonging  to  a  corpo- 
ration, tangible  or  intangible,  of  whatever  species, 
which  must  be  valued  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 
Pacific  Hotel  Co.  v.  Lleb,  88 111.602;  Porter  v.  Rook- 
ford,  R.  L  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  78  111.  681. 

It  means  not  only  stook  subscription,  but  the  ac- 
tual tangible  property  of  the  corporation.  Michi- 
gan Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Porter,  17  Ind.  380;  Wbitesell  v. 
Northampton  County,  49  Pa.  506:  State  v.  Hamll- 
12  L.  R.A. 


ton,  5  Ind.  810:  Floyd  County  Auditor  v.  New  Al- 
bany &  S.  R.  Co.  11  Ind.  670;  McKane  v.  8tate»  Id. 
195;  State  v.  Branln,  28  N.  J.  L.  484. 

And  the  means  that  the  oompany  have  to  meet 
existing  indebtedness  should  be  subjected  to  taxa- 
tion precisely  as  if  held  by  an  individual.  Porter 
v.  Rockford,  R.  I.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  supra. 

It  constitutes  the  whole  fund  paid  In  by  stock- 
holders, the  legal  right  to  which  is  vested  in  the 
trustees,  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  Individ- 
ual stockholders;  it  is  the  fund  subscribed  and  paid 


See  also  32  L.  R.  A.  «43. 
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Department,  affirming  an  order  of  the  Special 
Term  for  New  York  County,  which  dismissed 
a  wilt  of  certiorari  which  sought  to  review 
and  set  aside  an  assessment  of  taxes  against  re- 
lator for  the  year  1889.    Reverted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Wheeler  H.  Peckhsvm  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  DsvTid  J.  Dean  and  George  S. 
Coleman,  with  Mr.  William  H.  Clark, 
for  respondents. 

Finch,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  relator  has  been  assessed  upon  an  "  ac- 
tual value  "  of  its  capital  stock  derived  entirely 
from  the  market  value  of  its  shares.  These  are 
selling  at  the  large  premium  of  something  over 
$500  for  each  share  of  $100,  and  the  assessors 
have  concededly  taken  that  valuation,  or  the 
principal  part  thereof,  as  the  "actual  value" 
of  the  Company's  stock  liable  to  taxation, 
instead  of  its  own  proved  and  established  value. 
The  relator  challenges  the  assessment,  and 
through  all  the  proceedings  has  persistently 
raised  and  pressed  the  inquiry,  not  so  much  as 
to  the  mode  or  manner  of  ascertaining  value, 
but,  rather,  as  to  what  is  the  precise  thing  to  be 
valued, — whether  the  capital  stock  of  the  Com- 
pany, or  the  capital  stock'  held  in  shares  by  the 
corporators.  If  these  are  the  same,  or,  in  any 
just  sense,  equivalents,  either  might  be  valued 
without  substantial  error;  but,  if  they  are  not 
such,  we  must  determine  which  is  to  be  valued 
before  we  can  solve  the  problem  of  how  to  value 
it    Now,  it  is  certain  that  the  two  things  are 


neither  identical  nor  equivalents.  The  capital 
stock  of  a  company  la  one  thing;  that  of  the 
shareholders  is  another  and  a  different  thing. 
That  of  the  company  is  simply  its  capital,  ex- 
isting in  money  or  property  or  both;  while  that 
of  the  shareholders  is  representative,  not  merely 
of  that  existing  and  tangible  capital,  but  also 
of  surplus,  of  dividend-earning  power,  of  fran- 
chise, and  the  good-will  of  an  established  and 
prosperous  business.  The  capital  stock  of  the 
Company  is  owned  and  held  by  the  Company 
in  its  corporate  character;  the  capital  stock  of 
the  shareholders  they  own  and  hold  in  different 
proportions  as  individuals.  The  one  belongs  to 
the  corporation;  the  other,  to  the  corporators. 
The  franchise  of  the  Company,  which  may  be 
deemed  its  business  opportunity  and  capacity, 
is  the  property  of  the  corporation,  but  consti- 
tutes no  part  or  element  of  its  capital  stock, 
while  the  same  franchise  does  enter  into  and 
form  part,  and  a  very  essential  part,  of  the 
shareholder's  capital  stock.  While  the  nominal 
or  par  value  of  the  capital  stock  and  of  the 
share  stock  are  the  same,  the  actual  value  is 
often  widely  different  The  capital  stock  of  the 
Company  may  be  wholly  in  cash  or  in  prop- 
erty, or  both,  which  may  be  counted  and 
valued.  It  may  have  in  addition  a  surplu*. 
consisting  of  some  accumulated  and  reserved 
fund,  or  of  undivided  profits,  or  both;  but  that 
surplus  is  no  part  of  the  Company's  capital 
stock,  and  therefore  is  not  itself  capital  stock. 
The  capital  cannot  be  divided  and  distributed; 
the  surplus  may  be.  But  that  surplus  does 
enter  into  and  form  part  of  the  share  stock,  for 
that  represents  and  absorbs  into  its  own  value 


in  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  organisation, 
and  retains  its  characteristic  of  capital  stock,  even 
after  It  has  been  converted  into  property  necessary 
to  the  prosecution  of  its  business.  Bank  Tax  Case, 
«8U.  8. *WalL208, 17  L>  ed.  795:  Farrlngton  v.  Ten- 
nessee, 96 U.S. 688, *4L.ecL 560;  Jones  v.  Davis,  85 
Ohio  St  477. 

Value,  how  ascertained. 

This  paid-up  capital  stock  is  liable  to  assessment 
and  taxation  like  any  other  personal  property.  Its 
value  is  to  be  ascertained  either  from  its  quoted 
market  price  or  in  any  other  legitimate  manner. 
New  Orleans  City  Gas  Light  Go.  v.  Board  of  As- 
feasors,  81  La.  Ann.  475. 

But  the  market  value  of  shares  of  stock  in  a  cor- 
poration Is  not  the  proper  and  sole  test  of  the  value 
of  corporate  stock.  Albany  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ma- 
her.ltf  Blatohf.175, 178;  Van  Allen  v.  The  Asses- 
sors, 70  U.  &  8  WalL  578-584, 18  L.  ed.  228-284. 

8o  the  market  value  of  the  shares  of  capital  stock 
may  sometimes  be  above  and  sometimes  below  the 
actual  value.  Such  value  may  be  greatly  enhanced 
or  depressed  for  speculative  purposes  without  any 
change  in  the  actual  value.  People  v.  Coleman,  10 
•Cent  Bep.  266, 107  N.  Y.  541. 

But  there  is  no  law  which  compels  assessors  to 
resort  to  market  value  to  find  the  actual  value  of 
•capita]  stock.  That  standard  is  sometimes  illuso- 
ry and  untrustworthy.  The  buyers  or  sellers  may 
be  too  few  and  the  transactions  not  sufficiently  nu- 
merous to  furnish  a  real  test  of  value.   Ibid. 

Distinction  between  capital  and  shares  of  stock. 

In  Desty  on  Taxation,  6  74,  this  distinction  Is 
clearly  indicated.  He  says:  "Capital  and  capital 
stock  are  in  legal  intendment  synonymous,  and  are 
used  in  legislative  Acts  as  equivalent  terms,  though 
strictly  not  of  the  same  meaning  (New  Orleans 
12  L.  R.  A. 


City  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  81  I*. 
Ann.  497).  Capital  stock  means  not  shares  of  stock, 
either  separately  or  in  the  aggregate,  but  is  intend- 
ed to  designate  the  property  of  the  corporation 
subject  to  taxation,  not  in  separate  parcels,  but  as 
a  homogeneous  unit,  partaking  of  the  nature  of 
personalty,  and  subject  to  the  burdens  Imposed  on 
it,  at  the  domloil  of  the  owner  where  it  exercises 
its  corporate  functions,  and  where  its  business  is 
done  (Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  v.  Siders,  88  111.  824; 
Qulnoy  Bridge  Go.  v.  Adams  County,  88  111.  621; 
Porter  v.  Bockf ord,  B.  I.  ft  81  L.  B.  Go.  76 11L  561). 
They  are  distinct  properties,  although  the  shares  of 
stock  have  no  value  save  that  which  they  derive 
from  the  corporate  property  and  franchise;  and  a 
tax  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  one  is  not,  in 
any  legal  sense,  levied  upon  the  property  of  anoth- 
er." Porter  v.  Bookf  ord,  B.  L  ft  St.  L.  K.  Co.  su- 
pra;  Belo  v.  Forsyth  County  Comrs.  82  N.  0.  415. 

2  Bedneld  on  Railways,  8d  e<3L,  p.  458,  says:  "We 
find  the  clear  recognition  of  three  kinds  of  corpo- 
rate property  taxable  to  the  corporation,  and  the 
shares  in  the  hands  of  corporators  distinctly  de- 
fined as  a  fourth  species  of  corporate  property, 
which  is  taxable  only  to  the  owners  or  holders;  (11 
the  capital  stock;  (2)  the  oorporate  property;  (8) 
the  franchise  of  the  corporation;  all  of  whioh  is 
taxable  to  the  corporation;  and  the  shares  in  the 
capital  stock,  which  Is  taxable  only  to  the  share- 
holders.'1 The  owner  of  stock,  who  has  hypothe- 
cated or  pledged  the  same,  Is  the  proper  party  to  be 
assessed  on  such  stock.  Tucker  v.  Aiken,  7N.fi. 
118. 

It  follows  In  strict  analogy  that  the  pledgee  of 
stock  is  liable  to  tax  levied  on  the  shares  held  by 
him.   WalthamBankv.  Waltham,  10  Met.  884. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  capital  and  shares 
of  stock  are  distinct  property,  and  that  the  statu- 
tory exemption  of  one  is  not  to  be  construed  as  ex- 
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surplus  at  well  as  capital,  and  the  franchise  in 
addition,  so  that  the  property  of  every  company 
may  consist  of  three  separate  and  distinct 
things,  which  are  its  capital  stock,  its  surplus 
and  Its  franchise;  but  these  three  things,  several 
in  the  ownership  of  the  company,  are  united 
in  the  ownership  of  the  shareholders.  The 
shire  stock  covers,  embraces,  represents  all 
three  in  their  totality;  for  it  is  a  business  pho- 
tograph of  all  the  corporate  possessions  and 
possibilities.  A  company  also  may  have  no 
surplus,  but,  on  the  contrary,  a  deficiency 
which  works  an  impairment  of  its  capital  stock. 
Its  actual  value  is  then  less  than  its  nominal  or 
par  value,  while  yet  the  share  stock,  strength- 
ened by  hope  of  the  future  and  the  support  of 
earnings,  may  be  worth  its  par,  or  eveu  more. 
And  thus  the  two  things,  the  company's  capital 
stock  and  the  shareholder's  capital  slock,  are 
essentially  and  in  every  material  respect  differ- 
ent. They  differ  in  their  character,  in  their 
elements,  in  their  ownership  and  in  their 
values.  How  important  and  vital  the  differ- 
ence is,  became  evident  in  the  effort  by  the 
state  authorities  to  tax  the  property  of  the  na- 
tional banks.  The  effort  failed,  and  yet  the 
share  stock  in  the  ownership  of  individuals  was 
held  to  be  taxable  as  against  them.  The  cor- 
poration and  its  property  were  shielded,  but  the 
shareholders  and  their  property  were  taxed. 

Now,  some  degree  of  confusion  and 
trouble  have  come  in  because  these  two  differ- 
ent things  are  denominated  alike  "  capital 
stock,"  making  the  expression  sometimes  am- 
biguous. It  Ts  the  important  and  decisive 
phrase  in  the  Law  of  .1857  under  ^hieb  the  as- 


sessment here  resisted  was  made,  and  requires- 
of  us  to  determine  at  the  outset  in  which  sense- 
it  was  used.  The  section  reads  thus:  "  Tha> 
capital  stock  of  every  company  liable  to  taxa- 
tion, except  such  part  of  it  as  shall  have  been 
excepted  in  the  assessment  roll,  or  shall  have- 
been  exempted  by  law,  together  with  its  sur- 
plus profits  or  reserved  funds  exceeding  10  per 
cent  of  its  capital,  after  deducting  the  assessed 
value  of  its  real  estate,  and  all  shares  of  stock 
in  other  corporations  actually  owned  by  sucb 
company  which  are  taxable  upon  their  capital 
stock  under  the  laws  of  this  State,  shall  be 
assessed  at  its  actual  value,  and  taxed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  other  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  county."  There  are  reasons 
in  abundance  for  tbe  conclusion  that  by 
the  phrase  "capital  stock"  the  statute  means- 
no  t  the  share  stock,  but  the  capital  owned 
by  the  corporation;  the  fund  required  to  be 
paid  in  and  kept  intact  as  the  basis  of  tbe 
business  enterprise,  and  the  chief  factor  of 
its  safety.  One  ample  reason  is  derived  from, 
the  fact  that  the  tax  is  assessed  against  tbe  cor- 
poration, and  upon  its  property,  and  not 
against  the  shareholders,  and  so  upon  their 
property.  In  theory,  every  tax  is  charged 
against  some  person,  natural  or  artificial,  resi- 
dent or  nonresident,  known  or  unknown.  It 
is  assessed,  not  upon  property  irrespective  of 
ownership,  but  against  persons  in  respect  U> 
their  property  (jxew  York  v.  yew  York  Tax 
Comrs.  28  N.  T.  215);  and  effects,  not  merely 
a  lien,  but  also  a  personal  liability.  On  the 
assessment  rolls  in  this  case  appeared  the  name 
of  tbe  relator  as  the  person  assessed,  and  the 


emptmg  the  other;  and  so  the  levy  of  a  tax  on  one 
Is  not  the  Imposition  of  a  similar  tax  on  the  other. 
People  v.  New  York  Tax  Comrs.  71  U.  &  4  Wall. 
250, 18  L.  ed.  860;  Van  Allen  v.  The  Assessors,  70  TJT. 
8. 3  Wall.  578, 18  L.  ed.  220:  Memphis  v.  Farrington, 
SBaxt.  689. 

Mr.  Waterman  rays,  in  his  valuable  treatise  on 
Tax  at  ion  (9  250):  "Exem  ption  from  taxation  is  not 
favored  by  the  courts,  and  it  is,  in  general,  strictly 
construed;  and  it  has  been  held  In  Maryland  that 
the  Legislature  cannot  frrant  to  a  corporation  an 
immunity  from  taxation  or  any  other  corporate 
privilege  beyond  tbe  power  of  a  subsequent  Legis- 
lature to  repeal  or  revoke."  State  v.  Northern 
Cent.  R.  Co.  44  Md.  181. 

It  may  be  affirmed  that  the  taxation  of  corporate 
stock  to  meet  and  defray  the  ordinary  expenses  in- 
cident to  good  government  is  a  principle  of  very 
extensive  application,  and  one  that  has  been  en- 
forced by  all  courts  from  a  very  early  period. 

"The  taxing  power  is  of  vital  importance/1  said 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Providence  Bank  v.  Bill- 
ings, 20  U.  S.4PeL  561,  7  L.  ed.  056;  "its  abandon- 
ment ought  not  to  bo  presumed  in  a  case  in  which 
the  deliberate  purpose  of  the  State  to  abandon  it 
does  not  appear." 

Duty  of  cutessors. 

It  is  not  a  controlling  fact  in  the  assessment  of 
the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  that  the  whole 
capital  was  originally  invested  in  real  estate;  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  assessors  to  ascertain  the  present 
value  of  the  stock,  and  from  this  to  deduct 
the  assessed  value  of  the  real  estate.  While  the 
indebtedness  of  the  corporation  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  consideration  in  estimating  the  value  of 
stock,  there  is  no  authority  for  its  deduction  from 
the  value  after  an  estimate  of  the  same  has  been 
made.  People  v.  Asten,  1  Cent.Rep.  770, 100  N.Y.597. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


If  the  stock  of  the  corporation  be  assessed  at  its 
actual  value,  it  would  seem  necessarily  to  follow 
that  all  the  property  of  the  corporation  "capable- 
of  private  ownership"  was  included  in  the  valua- 
tion (Burke  v.  Bedlam,  67  CaL  600);  but  where  the 
assessment  of  the  franchise  of  a  corporation  is- 
specially  provided  for,  either  by  statute  or  as  part 
of  the  organio  law,  and  it-  is  also  provided  that 
"stock"  and  "everything  capable  of  private  owner- 
ship" shall  be  taxed,  it  is  within  the  province  of 
the  Legislature  to  provide  the  rule  for  taxing  the- 
property  of  corporations  by  excluding  stocks,"  or 
the  shares  of  capital  stock,  and  including  the  prop- 
erty and  the  franchise  only.  San  Jose  Gas  Co.  v. 
January,  67  OaL  614:  Burke  v.  Badlam,  57  Cal.  601; 
Spring  Valley  Water  Works  v.  Sohottler,  68  Gal. 
114;  Porter  v.  Rockford.  B.  I.  *  St.  L,  R.  Co.  76  111. 
501. 

Power  of  taxation  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty 
employed  to  secure  a  revenue  for  its  maintenance. 
Its  exercise  belongs  to  the  States  independent  of 
the  United  States  government,  affected  only  by 
those  laws  which  Congress  may  enact  with  respect 
to  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  the  reve- 
nues thereof  (MoCulloch  v.  Maryland,  17  U.  8.  4 
Wheat.  816, 4  L.  ed.  570;  Lane  County  v.  Oregon,  74 
U.8.7Wall.  77,10L.ed.  104; Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v. 
Peniston,  65  U.  S.  18  Wall.  20, 81  L.  ed.  788);  and  it 
attaches  alike  upon  everything  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  State,  not  the  property  of  the  United 
States  nor  means  employed  for  the  performance  of 
the  functions  of  the  United  States.  People  v.  Cole- 
man, 4  Cal.  47. 

The  power  is  supreme,  in  the  absence  of  contltu- 
tional  restrictions.  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  supra; 
MoCauley  v.  Brooks,  16  OaL  11;  Beals  v.  Amador 
County.  85  CaL  624;  People  v.  Pacheoo,  27  CaL  178c 
TSylor  v.  Palmer,  81  OaL  240;  Stockton  &  V.  K.  Go* 
v.  Stockton,  41  Cal.  148;  San  Jose  v.  San  Jose  *  St. 
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amount  of  the  tax  became  a  charge  against  it. 
Of  coarse,  it  could  only  he  assessed  and  taxed 
in  respect  to  its  own  property, — that  which  in 
its  corporate  character  it  owned  and  possessed; 
and  so  it  follows  inevitably  that  the  Statute 
concerns  the  company's  capital  stock,— that  is, 
its  real  and  actual  capital,— and  not  in  any  re- 
spect the  share  stock  which  it  does  not  own, 
and  whose  possessors  have  not  been  assessed. 
Another  reason  is  found  in  those  terms  of 
the  Statute  which  include  and  exclude,  re- 
spectively, specific  kinds  or  classes  of  property 
in  the  corporate  ownership.  Thus,  the  assess- 
ment is  to  be  laid,  not  merely  upon  the  capital 
«tock  of  the  corporation,  but  also  upon  its  sur- 
plus. No  such  explicit  direction  was  neces- 
aary,  except  on  the  assumption  that  bv  the 
words  "capital  stock"  was  meant  simply 
"capital"  which  would  not  include  surplus, 
and  so  required  that  it  be  subjected  by  name 
to  the  valuation.  If  the  share  stock  was 
meant,  its  value  would  include  surplus,  and 
make  its  specification  not  only  needless,  but 
•confusing.  But  while  the  Statute  includes 
surplus  by  specific  mention,  it  excludes  fran- 
chise by  omitting  it.  The  omission  of  fran- 
chise is  emphasized  by  the  careful  inclusion  of 
surplus.  It  is  fully  and  definitely  settled  that 
the  tax  imposed  by  the  Statute  is  not  upon 
franchise.  New  York  v.  New  York  Tax  Comrs. 
67  U.  8.  2  Black,  620,  17  L.  ed.  451.  But,  if 
that  be  so,  it  is  not  upon  the  share  stock,  for 
that  represents  the  value  of  the  corporate  fran- 
chise as  a  part  of  the  total  of  the  corporate 
property;  and  so,  both  by  what  it  specifically 
includes  and  silently  excludes,  the  Statute  itself 


informs  us  that  by  "  capital  stock  "  it  means 
and  intends  the  company's  actual  capital  paid 
in  and  possessed,  ana  not  at  all  or  in  any  sense 
the  share  stock.  The  same  thing  becomes  ap- 
parent from  a  study  of  the  whole  line  of  legis- 
lation which  culminated  in  the  Law  of  1857. 
It  was  traced  in  detail  upon  the  argument  with 
great  industry  and  wealth  of  illustration.  We 
have  verified  it  by  traveling  over  the  same 
track,  and  without  taking  pains  to  reproduce 
it,  may  assert  the  general  result  which  it  dis- 
closes, and  select  out  one  or  more  illustra- 
tions. The  investigation  shows  that  the  word 
"  capital "  and  the  phrase  "  capital  stock  "  are 
used  interchangeably  and  synonymously,  and, 
where,  the  latter  phrase  occurs,  there  is  almost 
always  something  in  the  Statute  which  stamps 
and  labels  it  as  referring  to  the  actual  capital 
of  the  company.  Thus  the  Law  of  1823  (chap. 
262),  after  providing  for  the  taxation  of  all 
persons  owning  or  possessing  property,  pro- 
ceeds to  declare  that  corporations  shall  be 
deemed  persons  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act, 
and  requires  them  to  furnish  a  statement  of 
the  amount  of  "  capital "  actually. paid  in;  and 
then,  referring  to  turnpike  and  bridge  compa- 
nies, requires  them  to  state  "  the  amount  of 
capital  stock  actually  paid  in  or  secured  to 
be  paid  in."  Both  clauses  refer  to  the  same 
assets  or  fund, naming  it  indiscriminately  "capi- 
tal" and  "  capital  stock."  Again,  in  the  Law 
of  1825  (chap.  254),  the  assessors,  after  putting 
the  corporation  by  name  on  the  assessment 
roll,  are  required  to.  add  the  amount  "of  its 
capital  stock  paid  in  or  secured  to  be  paid  in," 
and  to  designate  how  much  of  it  is  in  real  and 


•C.  B.  Co.  68  CaL  476;  Mason  v.  Kennebec  ft  P.  R.  Co. 
31  Me.  215;  Mount  Washington  Boad  Go's  Petition, 
35  N.  H.  185;  Bank  of  Chenango  v.  Brown,  26  N.  T. 
407;  8wan  ▼.  Williams,  2  Mich.  442;  Bennington  y. 
Tark.60Yt.178. 

What  the  tax  include*. 
A  tax  upon  capital  stock  is  a  tax  upon  the  bonds 
•and  securities  of  which  it  is  exclusively  composed. 
No  tax  can  be  Imposed  by  the  law  or  authority  of 
any  State,  upon  the  bonds  in  which  the  capital  of 
■a  bank  is  invested,  nor  upon  aoy  person,  society  or 
corporation  in  the  relation  of  owner  of  said  bank; 
yet  this  would  be  done  by  taxing*  the  capital  stock 
of  the  bank.  These  doctrines  are  well  settled  by 
adjudged  cases  in  this  and  other  courts.  Weston 
v.  Charleston,  87 U.  8. 2  Pet  449,  7  L.  ed.  481;  New 
York  v.  New  York  Tax  Oomrs.  67  TJ.  8. 2  Black.  880, 
17  L.  ed.  461. 60  U.  8.  £  WaU.  800. 17  L.  ed.  798;  Whit- 
uey  y.  Madison,  28  Ind.  881. 

Judicial  construction  of  the  nUnoie  statute. 

The  words  ueapital  stock,"  as  used  in  the  Reve- 
nue Law  of  Illinois,  mean  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  not  the  shares  of  the  stock  owned  by 
the  shareholders,  either  separately  or  in  the  aggre- 
gate. 

It  was  competent  for  the  Legislature,  under  the 
8tate  Constitution,  to  require  the  capital  stock  of 
corporations,  as  thus  construed,  to  be  assessed  for 
the  purpose  of  taxation  against  the  corporation. 

The  franchise  of  a  corporation  is  property,  and 
as  such  it  may  be  a  proper  object  of  taxation,  in 
proportion  to  its  value,  the  same  as  other  property. 

This  construction  of  the  Statute  is  sustained  by 
t  he  general  current  of  authority.  Bank  of  the  Re- 
public v.  Hamilton  County.  21  HI.  63;  Rome  R.  Co. 
v.  Sullivan,  14  Ga.  875;  Hannibal  ft  St  J.  K.  Co.  v. 
Shacklett,  80  Mo.  650;  New  Haven  v.  New  Haven 
12L.R.A. 


Bank,  81  Conn.  106;  Abb.  Dig.  of  Law  of  Corp.  5 188, 
p.  46:  Van  Allen  v.  The  Assessors,  70  TJ.  8.  8  Wall. 
688. 18  L.  ed.  284;  Louisville  First.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ken- 
tucky. 78  U.  8. 9  Wall.  858,  18  L.  ed.  701;  New  York 
v.  New  York  Tax  Comrs.  71  U.S.  4  Wall.  258,  18  L. 
ed.  850;  Porter  v.  Rookf ord,  R.  L  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  78 
HI.  561;  State  Tax  on  Railway  Gross  Receipts,  82  U. 
8. 15  Wall.  266.  21 L.  ed.  168;  Society  for  Savings  v. 
Coite,  78  U.  8.  6  WalL  604,  18  L.  ed.  807;  Cooley. 
Const.  Lim.  406. 

In  "Desty  on  Taxation'1  it  is  said:  "The  mode  of 
collecting  the  tax  on  the  shares  of  a  corporation, 
by  requiring  its  officers  to  pay  the  tax  directly  into 
the  treasury  of  the  State,  is  a  valid  mode,  even  in 
the  case  of  the  national  banks.  Louisville  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Kentucky,  76  U.  8. 0  Wall.  868,  18  L. 
ed.  701;  MoVeagh  v.  Chicago,  48  111.  818;  State  v.  May- 
hew,  2  QUI,  487;  New  Orleans  v.  Louisiana  Sav. 
Bank,  81  La.  Ann.  826:  Barney  v.  8tate,  42  Md.  480. 

A  railroad  company  required  to  pay  to  the  State 
one  fifth  of  its  fares  collected  cannot  plead  the 
unconstitutionality  of  the  Statute  requiring  such 
payment,  in  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  moneys 
so  collected.*1  State  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  84 
Md.844. 

It  will  be  necessary  always  to  consult  the  charter 
law  of  the  corporation  to  be  assessed,  or  the  statute 
law  under  which  the  assessment  is  to  be  made,  in 
order  to  determine  the  course  to  be  pursued  in 
making  the  assessment.  Corporations  are  general- 
ly required  to  furnish  sworn  statements  of  their 
property  with  values.  These  furnish  the  basis  for 
the  assessment,  but  are  not  conclusive;  other  val- 
ues may  be  given  by  the  assessors,  ascertained  from 
other  sources  of  information.  Welty,  Assess- 
ments, 1 181. 

Comment*  of  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeal*. 
Commenting  upon  this  position,  the  New  York 


New  York  Court  of  Appeal* 


JUNK*. 


how  much  in  personal  property,  and  so,  no 
doubt  is  left  that  by  "capital  stock"  was 
meant  simply  the  "capital"  possessed  in  cash 
or  invested  in  securities  or  real  estate. 

The  illustrations  might  be  multiplied  and 
fortified  by  reference  to  numerous  acts  relat- 
ing to  the  formation  or  management  of  manu- 
facturing, railroad  business,  and  telegraph 
companies,  in  which  the  two  forms  of  expres- 
sion are  used  indiscriminately  and  as  converti- 
ble terms;  but  I  think  quite  enough  has  been 
said  to  require  unhesitating  assent  to  the  propo- 
sition that,  under  the  Law  of  1857,  the  thing  to 
be  taxed  is  the  capital  of  the  Company,  and  not 
the  shares  of  the  stockholders.  Indeed,  I 
should  feel  bound  to  apologize  for  arguing 
'  what  seems  to  me  so  simple  and  plain  a 
proposition,  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  it  has 
been  largely  ignored  by  assessors,  and  not  al- 
ways clearly  kept  in  mind  by  the  courts,  and 
but  for  the  further  fact  that  the  right  to  adopt, 
as  the  taxable  valuation,  the  value  of  the 
shares,  totally  disregarding  the  value  of  the 
Company's  capital,  has  been  asserted  in  this 
case,  maintained  by  the  courts  below,  and 
claimed  to  be  fully  justified  by  very  much 
which  we  ourselves  have  decided  or  said. 
Before  examining  the  cases  in  detail,  to  see 
whether  they  hamper  our  freedom  of  judgment 
upon  the  question  presented,  I  think  it  safe, 
and  also  prudent,  to  assert  three  things  as  ap- 
plicable generally,  and  to  all  the  cases  alike: 
first,  this  court  has  never  decided,  either  bv  a 
direct  determination  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, that  the  Law  of  1857  authorizes  the  im- 
position of  a  tax  upon  anything  else  than  the 


actual  capital  of  the  corporations,  together  with* 
their  surplus;  second,  that  the  precise  question 
whether  the  capital  of  the  companies  or  the- 
share  stock  of  the  shareholders  forms  the  basis- 
of  valuation,  and  the  thing  to  be  assessed,  has- 
not  been  heretofore  formally  and  distinctly 
presented;  and,  third,  that  aU  seemingly  erro- 
neous expressions  of  opinion  are  corrected  at 
once  when  they  are  referred  to  the  permissible 
conditions  under  which  the  value  of  the  share- 
stock  in  the  market  may  be  referred  to,  not  as> 
the  thing  to  be  valued  and  assessed,  but  as  an 
aid  or  help  in  discovering  the  value  of  the- 
other  and  different  thing  which  is  to  be  valued 
and  assessed.  Keeping  these  general  proposi- 
tions in  mind,  we  now  recur  to  the  cases. 

The  most  important,  because  it  opened  the 
door  and  led  the  way  to  some  doubtful  modes 
of  expression,  is  that  of  Oswego  Starch  Factory 
v.  Dolloway,  21 N.  T.  449.  That  was  an  action 
against  the  assessors  to  recover  damages  for 
having  laid  an  assessment  upon  the  plaintiff 
company  without  jurisdiction  and  in  violation 
of  law.  Two  grounds  of  liability  were  as- 
serted,—one,  that  the  business  residence  of  the 
corporation  was  at  Auburn,  in  the  Countv  of 
Cayuga,  and  the  assessors  of  Oswego  hacf  no- 
jurisdiction  to  assess  it  at  all;  and  the  other,  that 
the  valuation  was  excessive,  and  based  upon 
the  share  value  and  the  fact  of  a  successful 
and  lucrative  business.  The  report  of  the  case 
shows  merely  that,  after  deducting  from  the 
par  capital  the  assessed  value  of  the  real  estate, 
the  assessors  added  to  the  balance  75  per  cent 
to  reach  actual  value.  I  have  examined  the 
original  case  preserved  in  our  records,  and  it  de- 


Court  of  Appeals,  through  Mr.  Justice  Denio,  says:  I 
"If  it  were  alleged  that  this"  (the  nominal  capital) 
"aid  not  represent  Its"  (the  stock's)  "actual  value  It 
would  be  their  duty  to  look  at  Its  market  price, 
and  if  necessary,  to  ascertain  the  character  and 
worth  of  the  securities  in  which  its  funds  had  been 
invested.  It  would  be  equally  their  duty  to  in- 
quire whether  any  of  his  property,  into  which  the 
capital  bad  been  converted,  was  exempt  by  law 
from  taxation.  Prima  fade,  it  may  be  that  the 
nominal  amount  of  the  capital  would  be  considered 
its  actual  value,  but  where  it  should  be  shown  that 
it"  (the  corporation)  "had  met  with  losses,  or  that 
its  investments  had  otherwise  depreciated,  other 
means  would  have  to  be  resorted  to,  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  actual  value  of  the  assets  in  which  its 
capital  consisted.  The  market  price  of  its  shares 
would  ordinarily  furnish  a  practical  test;  but  either 
the  assessor  or  the  taxpayer  would  have  a  right  to 
examine  and  have  an  estimate  made  of  the  value  of 
the  securities."  People  v.  New  York  Tax  Conors* 
88N.Y.194. 

Comment*  of  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court, 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  Hannibal  &  8t.  J.  B.  Co.,  87 
Mo.  268,  the  court  says:  **If  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration Is  taxed  in  the  hands  of  the  stockholders, 
it  cannot  be  taxed  in  the  hands  of  the  corporation 
also.  A  corporation  is  taxable,  like  a  natural  per- 
son,  but  it  is  not  to  be  taxed  twice." 

Comments  of  the  California  courts. 

The  courts  of  California  expressly  recognized  the 
effect  of  an  assessment  upon  corporate  property 
and  the  asseroment  of  its  shares  in  the  hands  of  its 
stockholders  as  involving  a  double  taxation,  and 
hence  illegal.  Section  8606  of  the  Political  Code  is 
an  expressly  legislative  prohibition  of  such  a 
method  of  assessment,  and  is  couched  in  the  f ol- 
12  L.R.  A. 


lowing  language:  "Snares  of  stock  in  corpora* 
tions  possess  no  Intrinsic  value  over  and  above  the- 
actual  value  of  the  property  of  the  corporatiou 
which  they  stand  for  and  represent,  and  the  assess* 
ment  and  taxation  of  such  shares  and  also  of  the- 
oorporate  property  would  be  double  taxation. 
Therefore  all  property  belonging  to  corporations 
shall  be  assessed  and  taxed,  but  no  assessment  shall 
be  made  of  shares  of  stock,  nor  shall  any  holder  be- 
taxed  therefor." 

Under  judidlal  interpretation  of  this  section,  it 
had  been  held  that  to  assess  all  the  corporate  prop- 
erty to  the  corporation  and  the  shares  of  the  stock 
to  the  holders  thereof  is  double  taxation,  and  is- 
prohibited.    Burke  v.  Badlam,  67  Cal.  584. 

"Capital,"  eo  nomine,  was  held  taxable  in  San 
Francisco  v.  Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  64  Gal. 
571.  but  a  corporation  cannot  be  taxed  on  capital- 
stock  whioh  it  does  not  hold.  People  v.  National 
Gold  Bank,  51  Cal.  608. 

National  bank  stock  invested  under  the  Banking- 
Act  of  1664,  in.  federal  securities,  cannot  be  taxed, 
nor  can  the  corporation  be  taxed  as  the  owner  of 
such  securities.  Bank  Tax  Case,  68  U.  8. 2  WalL 
800, 17  L.  ed.  793:  Collins  v.  Chicago,  4  Bias.  472;  Sum- 
ter County  v.  National  Bank  of  Gainesville,  62  Ala. 
464;  New  York  v.  New  York  Tax  Oomrs.  67  U.  8.  r 
Black,  680.17  L.  ed.  461;  New  Orleans  v.  People's 
Bank,  87  La.  Ann.  646. 

Tax  on  shares  of  stock  as  distinguished  from  the 

other  methods. 
The  distinction  outlined  in  the  principal  case 
sufficiently  indicates  the  importance  of  distinguish- 
ing a  tax  on  shares  of  stock  held  by  Individual 
holders  and  a  tax  on  capital  stock.  In  an  exhaus- 
tive note  appended  to  section  663,  Cook  on  Stock 
and  Stockholders  says:  "In  the  case.  Porter  v. 
Rockford,  R.  L  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  76 I1L  561  (1875),  the- 
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▼dope  a  state  of  facts  very  much  broader  than 
-the  report  of  the  case  indicates.  The  corpora- 
tion had  made  no  list  or  statement  of  its  assets,  as 
required  by  law.  It  chose  to  leave  the  asses- 
sors in  the  dark,  and  furnish  them  with  no  in- 
formation. Thev  were  compelled  to  act  upon 
such  facts  as  they  could  ascertain.  They 
knew  the  prosperous  character  of  the  business, 
and  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  company 
had  a  large  surplus,  but  could  not  ascertain 
how  much.  In  this  dilemma  they  inquired  as 
to  the  value  of  the  share  stock,  and  claim  that 
they  found  it  worth  nearly  double  its  par. 
Thereupon  they  added  a  part  of  that  premium 
to  the  nominal  capital,  as  being  the  actual 
value  of  the  capital  and  its  accretions  in  the 
form  of  surplus.  In  all  this  there  was  no  at- 
tempt to  assess  the  share  stock,  but  simply  an 
effort  to  get  at  the  actual  value  of  capital 
and  surplus  together.  On  the  day  for  the 
hearing  of  objections,  the  president  of  the 
corporation  appeared.  He  made  an  affidavit 
which  claimed  that  the  company  could  only  be 
assessed  at  Auburn,  but  which  uttered  no 
word  of  complaint  against  the  valuation  put 
upon  capital  and  surplus,  and  furnished  no 
information  on  that  subject  On  the  trial  he 
testified  that  no  other  proof  than  his  affidavit 
was  put  before  the  assessors.  The  latter  in 
their  answer  explicitly  deny  that  they  took  into 
account  the  value  of  the  profitable  business, 
or  that  they  took  as  a  basis  the  full  value  of 
the  share  stock.  On  such  a  state  of  facts,  the 
decision  which  upheld  the  action  of  the  asses- 
sors was  entirely  correct  and  sound,  and  in 
complete  accord  with  the  views  which  I  have 


herein  expressed.  But,  while  the  decision  was 
right  I  am  compelled  to  admit  that  some  of 
the  reasons  in  the  opinion  are  open  to  criti- 
cism. Judge  Denio  does  say,  Jin  substance,  that 
the  actual  value  of  the  capital  may  be  swollen, 
above  its  par  value  by  crediting  to  it  the  money 
value  of  the  fact  that "  the  enterprise  was  hap- 
pily chosen  and  skillfully  conducted."  But 
the  Statute  does  not  tax  either  the  choice  or  the 
conduct.  Those  are  the  chief  elements  in  the 
value  of  the  franchise,  and  the  law  does  not 
tax  the  franchise.  If,  as  I  think,  may  be  the 
truth,  the  learned  judge  had  in  his  mind  that 
the  happy  choice  and  skillful  conduct  of  the 
enterprise  fairly  indicated  an  accretion  to  capi- 
tal of  accumulated  surplus,  and  meant  only  to 
say  that  the  value  of  that  accretion  should  be 
added  to  capital,  then  he  kept  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Statute.  But,  beyond  that, 
he  intimated  quite  plainly  that  the  value  of  the 
share  stock  is  the  fair  equivalent  of  capital 
and  surplus.  In  that  conclusion  I  cannot  con- 
cur, but  I  disagree  with  less  reluctance  be- 
cause the  learned  judge  himself,  in  a  later 
case,  very  nearly  corrected  the  error,  even  if 
he  did  not  acknowledge  it.  That  was  the  case 
of  Peopb  v.  Tax  Comrt.,  28  N.  Y.  102.  The 
question  there  involved  was  the  right  of  the 
corporation  to  have  deducted  from  the  as- 
sessment that  portion  of  its  capital  invested  in 
United  States  bonds  which  had  been  issued 
without  an  express  enactment  exempting 
them  from  taxation.  Judge  Denio  on  this  oc- 
casion again  referred  to  the  Statute  of  1867, 
and  modified  his  views  so  far  as  to  say  that  the 
assessors  "  may  look  "  at  the  value  of  the  share 


court  clearly  recognised  this  distinction,  and  said: 
The  legal  property  of  the  shareholder  is  quite  dis- 
tinct from  that  of  the  corporation,  although  the 
■hares  of  stock  have  no  value  save  that  which  they 
derive  from  the  corporate  property  and  franchise, 
and  a  tax  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  one  is 
not,  in  a  legal  sense,  levied  upon  the  property  of 
the  other.*  8ee  also  Bradley  v.  Bauder,  86  Ohio  8t. 
88(1880).  Cf.  The  Delaware  B.  Tax,  86  U.  8. 18  Wall. 
206,  280,  SI  L.  ed.  888,  896;  Farrington  v.  Tennessee, 
96  U.  8.  079, 24  L.  ed.  668,  where  the  distinction  is 
dearly  drawn;  Quinoy  Bridge  Co.  v.  Adams  County, 
88 IU.  616.  ln.the  case  of  North  Ward  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Newark,  89  N.  J.  L.  880,  the  court  said:  'The 
moneyed  capital  of  a  bank  is  an  entirely  different 
thing  from  its  capital  stock.  The  former  is  the 
property  of  the  corporation.  It  may  consist  of 
oath  or  of  bills  discounted,  or  be  in  part  invested 
in  real  estate  or  in  the  securities  of  the  federal 
government.  In  whatever  form  it  is  invested,  it  is 
owned  by  the  bank  as  a  corporate  entity  and  not 
by  the  stockholders.  The  stock  or  shares  represent 
the  interests  of  the  shareholders,  which  entitle 
them  to  participate  in  the  net  profits  of  the  bank 
in  the  employment  of  its  capital,  and  is  a  distinct 
and  independent  interest  or  property  in  the  share- 
holders held  by  them  like  other  property.*  The  case 
of  Porter  v.  Bockf ord,  B.  I.  &  St.  L.  B.  Co.  supra, 
holds  also  that  a  tax  on  the  *  capital  stock*  means 
the  property  of  the  corporation  and  not  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  shares  of  stock.  See  also  8tate  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 5  Ind.  810  (1854),  where  the  word  'stock*  was 
oonstrued  to  mean  the  tangible  property  of  the 
corporation.  But  see  Traak  v.  Maguire,  86  U.  8. 18 
Wall.  801,21  L.  ed.  968  (1873). 

"And  even  though  the  value  of  the  capital  stock 
Is  estimated  by  the  aggregate  value  (of  the  shares, 
It  is  still  a  tax  on  the  capital  stock.  New  Orleans 
A  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  82  La.  Ann.  10 
12  L.  R.  A. 


(1880).  See  also  Virginia  State  Bank  v.  Blohmond, 
88Va.Ua. 

"So  also  where  the  franchise  is  valued  in  that  man- 
ner for  taxation.  Com.  v.  Hamilton  Mlg.CoM  Mass. 
298  (1866);  Atty-Gen.  v.  Bay  State  Mln.  Co.  90  Mass. 
148  (1868).  Hamilton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  7S 
U.  8. 6  Wall.  682, 18  L.  ed.  904  (1867',  holds  that  a  tax 
on  the  excess  of  the  market  value  of  the  corporate 
realty  and  machinery  is  a  franchise  tax.  In  In- 
diana it  is  held  that  a  tax  on  the  shares  of  stock  is 
the  proper  mode  of  taxation,  unless  the  statute 
provides  otherwise.  Whitney  v.  Madison,  28  Ind. 
381. 

"The  mere  fact  that  the  corporation  is  compelled 
to  pay  the  tax  does  not  prevent  its  being  consid- 
ered a  tax  on  the  shares.  Louisville  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kentuoky,  76  U.  8. 0  Wall.  858, 860,19  L.  ed, 
701, 708,  per  Miller,  jr." 

Extended  review  aj  the  authorities. 

8uggestlve  commentary  is  found  upon  laws  reg- 
ulating corporate  stocks,  and  the  method  of  their 
taxation  in  section  74  of  Desty  on  Taxation,  from 
which  we  extract  the  following:  "A  tax  on  the 
shares  is  in  the  nature  of  a  tax  on  incomes.  Mem- 
phis v.  Ensley,  6  Baxt.  666:  Union  Bank  v.  State,  0 
Yerg.  490.  It  is  not  a  charge  against  the  corpora- 
tion, and  is  not  payable  by  the  receiver  of  a  dis- 
solved corporation.  Belf  e  v.  Columbia  L.  Ins.  Co. 
U  Mo.  App.  874;  Lionberger  v.  Bowse,  48  Mo.  07. 
Where  they  are  taxable  to  the  shareholders,  it  is  not 
competent  to  tax  the  corporation  itself,  or  the 
shares  of  nonresidents.  State  v.  Thomas,  26  N.  J. 
L.  181.  Shares  and  stock  are  synonymous,  within 
the  requirement  of  the  statute  that  each  corpora- 
tion must  give  in  for  taxation  the  part  or  portion 
of  the  capital  stock  which  he  owns.  Harrison  v. 
Vines,  46  Tex.  16.  Shareholders  are  liable  to  be 
taxed  on  the  market  value  of  their  stock,  regard- 


768 


N«w  York  Court  of  Appeal*. 


Jukb, 


•took,  which,  he  adds,  "  would  ordinarily  fur- 
nish a  practical  teat/'  and  he  cites  his  own  pre- 
vious decision.  Four  of  the  judges,  concu  nine 
in  the  result,  disagreed  as  to  the  construction  of 
the  Statute.and  one,  Judge  Comstock,  dissented 
entirely,  and  wrote  out  his  views  at  length. 
That  opinion  shows  that  "capital"  and  "capi- 
tal stock"  are  used  indiscriminately  to  desig- 
nate the  estate  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
such  estate,  and  not  the  share  stock,  is  the  sub- 


ject of  the  valuation.  The  report  of  the 
leaves  it  probable  that  a  majority  of  the  < 
to  that  extent  concurred.    It  is  to  be  noted 


that  in  neither  of  these  cases  was  the  precise 
question  now  discussed  formally  or  definitely 
presented,  or  necessarily  involved,  and  that  in 
neither  opinion  is  it  asserted  that  the  share 
stock,  instead  of  the  capital,  is  the  subject  of 
taxation.  That  doctrine  has  arisen,  if  at  all, 
as  an  inference  from  what  was  said,  and  not 
from  what  was  decided.  It  is  further  to  be 
observed  that  in  these  two  cases  Judge  Denio 
betrays  a  consciousness  that  his  test  of  share 
value  is  both  unsound  and  applicable  only  in 
instances  which  compel  it  as  a  necessity;  for — 
Jirtt,  he  says  "  there  is,  doubtless*  an  incon- 
gruity in  including  the  accumulated  profits 
above  ten  per  cent  in  the  assessment  where  the 
capital  is  assessed  at  its  market  value,"  and  as- 
signs as  a  reason  what  I  have  already  said, 
that  to  assess  the  share  stock  assesses  the  sur- 
plus, and  makes  its  specific  mention  wholly 
superfluous,  and,  second,  he  explicitly  admits 
that  "  either  the  assessor  or  the  taxpayer  would 
have  a  right  to  examine  and  have  an  estimate 
made  of  the  securities."  That  admission  is 
fatal  to  any  theory  that  the  share  stock  is  the 
subject  of  valuation,  for,  if  it  is,  the  value  of 
the  securities  representing  the  capital  is  totally 
immaterial,  and  the  right  to  have  it  valued  de- 
pends upon  its  being  the  very  subject  of  taxa- 
tion. 


Three  other  cases  followed  the  two  upon 
which  I  have  commented  in  which  the  Statute 
was  referred  to,— People  v.  Dolan.  86  N.  Y. 
69;  People  v.  fterguton,  88  N.  T.  89;  Peo- 
ple v.  Board  of  Ameetare,  89  N.  Y.  81.  They 
related  to  the  permitted  deductions  and 
exemptions,  and  can  scarcely  be  said  to  bear 
upon  our  present  inquiry,  except  inferentially, 
and  the  inferences  which  they  suggest  are  cer- 
tainly not  in  the  direction  of  a  right  to  value 
the  share  stock  instead  of  the  capital  We 
come  now  to  the  decision  in  People  v.  Tax 
Gomr*.,  95  N.  Y.  554.  It  would  be  quite  suffi- 
cient to  say  of  that  case  that  it  involved  in  no 
degree  the  question  here  at  issue.  The  sole 
conflict  between  the  contending  parties  as- 
sumed that  capital  and  surplus  aggregated  had 
been  fairly  and  justly  valued,  and  that  the 
property  to  be  taxed  was  such  capital  and  sur- 
plus. The  opinion  aggregates  them  under  the 
one  name  of  "capital/  which  was  not  strictly 
correct,  and  yet  was  sufficiently  so  for  the  pur- 
poses of  an  inquiry,  which  did  not  depend  up- 
on any  special  discrimination  between  them. 
That  discrimination  was  so  carefully  made  by 
the  same  pen  in  William*  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.,  98  N.  Y.  188,  as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  it 
was  perfectly  understood.  The  point  of  the 
case  was  to  determine  whether  the  real  estate 
was  to  be  deducted  from  the  nominal  capital 
stock  or  from  the  actual  value  of  the  "capital," 
using  that  word  as  including  surplus,  and 
whether  at  the  value  paid  for  it  or  at  the  value 
for  which  it  was  assessed  on  the  assessment 
rolls.  Those  questions,  and  those  only,  were 
decided,  and  if  in  the  process  surplus  was 
treated  as  part  of  capital,  instead  of  an  accre- 
tion beyond  it,  the  aggregation  was  at  the 
moment  convenient  and  immaterial  to  any  ne- 
cessity of  the  case.  It  did  no  harm,  then,  but 
must  not  be  allowed  to  prevent  upon  a  differ- 
ent inquiry  the  discrimination  which  in  fact 


less  of  the  fact  tbat  the  capital  of  the  corporation 
has  also  been  taxed,  and  that  the  same  has  been 
paid.  Memphis  v.  Eoaley.  6  Baxt.  668;  Porter  v. 
Booklord.  B.  I.  &  St.  L.  B.  Co.  78  HL  661;  Oswego 
Starch  Factory  v.  DoUoway,  21 N.  Y.  449;  People  v. 
Tax  Comrs.  28  N.  Y.  218:  Mlnot  v.  Philadelphia,  W. 
<*  B.B.  Oo.  86  U.  S.  18  Wall.  206,  »L.  ed.  886;  People 
v.  Bradley.  88  ELL  144;  Bank  of  Bepublie  v.  Ham- 
llton  County,  21  111.  64;  Quinoy  Bridge  Oo.  v.  Adams 
-County,  88  ILL  615.  The  stock  of  a  corporation  is  to 
be  assessed  at  its  actual  value,  whether  above  or 
below  the  nominal  par.  and  irrespective  of  its  pos- 
•sessing  any  surplus  capital  or  reserve  fund.  Os- 
wego Starch  Factory  v.  Dolloway,  supra.  Where 
they  have  been  assessed  upon  valuation  of  his 
shares  they  are  not  entitled  to  a  reduction  on  ac- 
count of  indebtedness.  People  v.  Dolan,  86  N.  Y. 
42.  See  Bank  of  Utioav.Utlca,  4  Paige,  889,8  L.ed« 
487." 

The  Revenue  Act  does  not  make  a  corporation 
liable  for  taxes  assessed  on  its  capital  stock  when 
such  capital  is  represented  by  shares  of  stock  which 
are  not  the  property  of  the  corporation.  People  v. 
National  Gold  Bank,  61  CaL  608. 

So  a  tax  upon  the  capital  stock  and  franchise  of 
a  corporation  is  not  a  tax  on  the  shares  of  the 
shareholders;  where  the  personal  property  which 
a  corporation  was  required  to  list  for  taxation  em- 
braced tbe  capital  stock,  an  owner  of  shares  of  the 
•stock  of  such  company  is  not  required  to  list  his 
shares  for  taxation.    Jones  v.  Davis,  86  Ohio  St.  474. 

Capital  and  shares  of  stock  are  distinct  property, 
and  tbe  exemption  of  the  one  will  not  necessarily 
12  L.  R.  A. 


exempt  the  other;  so  the  taxation  of  one  Is  not  an 
imposition  of  a  tax  on  the  other.  Memphis  v.  Far- 
rington,  8  Baxt.  689.  8ee  New  York  v.  New  York 
Tax  Comrs.  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  289,  18  L.  ed.  350;  Van 
Allen  v.  Assessors,  70  U.  8. 8  Wall.  678, 18  L.  ed.  220. 

Even  if  the  shares  of  stock  are  erroneously  as- 
sessed. It  affords  no  reason  why  the  capital  stock 
should  not  be  taxed.  It  is  the  fault  of  the  share- 
holders if  they  pay  an  erroneous  tax  on  their 
shares.   Republic  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pollak,  76  I1L  298. 

An  exemption  of  the  capital  stock,  without  other 
words  of  limitation,  may  operate  to  exempt  all  the 
property  of  the  corporation  (Bank  of  Commerce  v. 
Tennessee,  104  U.  8. 496. 26  L.  ed.  811:  Memphis  ft  C 
R.  CO.  v.  Gaines,  97  U.  8. 697, 24  L.  ed.  1091;  Jones  v. 
Davis,  86  Ohio  8t.  477;  Bank  Tax  Case,  89  U.  8.  8 
Wall.  208, 17  L.  ed.  796;  Farrington  v.  Tennessee,  96 
U.  8. 686, 24  L.  ed.  660);  and  where  the  purpose  for 
which  a  corporation  may  hold  property  is  specified 
in  connection  with  the  exemption,  the  limitation  of 
taxation  designated  must  be  held  to  apply  only  to 
property.  Burrall  v.  Bushwiok  B.  Oo.  76  N.  Y.  211; 
San  Francisco  v.  Spring  Valley  Water  Works,  64 
Oal.676. 

Under  the  Tax  Revenue  Laws  the  capital  of  a  do- 
mestic corporation  must  be  taxed,  and  the  shares 
of  stock  are  exempted;  but  when  a  resident  owns 
stock  in  a  corporation  created  In  another  8tate,  it 
is  taxable  against  him.  Porter  v.  Bockford,  B.  I. 
&  St.  L.  B.Co.78  m.  66L  When  the  capital  stock  is 
taxable,  the  shares  of  stock  are  exempt  from  tax- 
ation in  the  hands  of  stockholders.  Bepublie  L. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Pollak,  supra. 
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this  court  bad  already  made.  If  beyond  that 
words  were  used  which  indicate  that  oar  judg- 
ments bad  been  affected  by  the  opinion  in  the 
Onoego  Starch  Com,  the  result  was  natural,  so 
long  as  attention  was  not  drawn  to  an  inquiry 
which  would  have  developed  the  existing  am- 
biguity and  its  cause. 

The  next  case  relied  upon  by  the  respondents 
Is  People  t.  Aiten,  100  N.  Y.  597,  1  Cent.  Rep. 
770.  That  again  was  a  question,  and  a  ques- 
tion only,  of  the  mode  of  deducting  the  real 
estate.  "No  dispute  existed  oyer  the  valuation 
of  the  company's  capital  stock,  It  was  deemed 
worth  exactly  the  par  of  its  nominal  capital, 
and  both  sides  assented  to  that  as  its  actual 
value.  It  was  of  no  consequence  to  the  de- 
cision bow  the  assessors  arrived  at  that  value, 
since  no  question  arose  over  it;  and  what  was 
said  in  the  opinion  as  to  the  right  of  the  as- 
sessors to  consider  the  market  value  of  the 
shares  and  the  dividend-earning  power  of  the 
corporation  was  obiter,  and  needless  to  the  sole 
questions  at  issue,  which  were  whether  the 
real  estate  should  be  deducted  at  the  price  paid 
for  it,  or  at  its  assessed  value  on  the  rolls,  and 
whether  an  incumbrance  upon  it  in  the  form 
of  a  mortgage  for  $80,000  should  or  should 
not  be  deducted.  Indeed,  the  remarks  which  I 
have  characterized  as  obiter  may,  as  we  shall 
presently  see,  have  been  justified  in  their  ap- 
plication to  the  action  of  the  assessors  by  the 
existing  circumstances  which  surrounded  their 
actions,  but  which  do  not  appear  in  the  re- 
port of  the  sase. 

The  ne*t  authority  relied  on  by  the  respond- 
ents is  People  v.  Tax  Comr*.,  104  N.  T.  240,  6 
CeuU  Hep.  881.  There,  again,  the  point  in- 
volved respected  solely  the  deduction  of  real 
estate,  and  the  manner  of  ascertaining  the  val- 
ue to  be  deducted.  Not  one  word  was  said  in 
the  opinion  as  to  what  was  meant  by  the  act- 
ual value  of  capital  stock  and  surplus,  or  what 
was  the  thing  to  be  valued;  for  no  question 
whatever  was  raised  over  that.  The  real  es- 
tate of  the  company  was  a  railroad  situated  in 
a  foreign  country.  Not  being  assessed  upon 
the  rolls  in  this  State  or  elsewhere,  its  assessed 
value  could  not  be  deducted,  and  resort  was 
necessarily  had  to  its  actual  value.  The  re- 
lator sought  to  estimate  the  value  of  the  real 
estate  by  fixing,  first,  the  aggregate  value  of 
the  whole  railroad,  and  then  deducting  the 
value  of  the  equipment.  This  court  combated 
that  method  on  the  ground  that  it  imported 
into  the  value  of  the  real  estate  the  additional 
value  of  the  franchise.  When  the  opinion  de- 
clared that  "  the  value  of  the  franchise  of  the 
corporation  is  an  important  element  in  deter- 
mining the  value  of  a  railroad  as  a  whole  or 
the  value  of  its  capital  stock,"  it  meant  exactly 
what  it  said,  using  the  last  phrase  in  the  sense 
which  is  entirely  apparent,  viz.,  that  of  the 
share  stock  which  represents  the  railroad  as  a 
whole,  or  the  entire  property  of  the  company 
as  a  railroad  company. 

The  final  case  to  be  examined  is  People  v. 
Coleman,  107  N.  Y.  541,  10  Cent.  Rep.  266. 
It  appeared  that  the  relator's  stock  at  par 
amounted  to  $210,000,  while  its  share  stock 
was  selling  below  par,  and  for  90  cents  on  the 
dollar.  But  the  assessors  did  not  assess  the 
share  stock,  nor  take  its  value  as  the  test  of 
capital,  and  so  showing  no  surplus  but  a  defi- 
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ciency.  On  the  contrary,  they  went  to  the 
company's  own  books  for  information,  and 
there  found,  not  a  deficiency,  but  a  surplus; 
and,  deducting  from  the  aggregate  of  capital 
and  surplus  the  assessed  value  of  the  real  es- 
tate, United  States  stock,  and  the  exempted  10 
per  cent,  they  found  a  taxable  balance  of  about 
$25,000.  The  company  resisted.  Their  coun- 
sel argued  that  "the  assessment  should  not  ex- 
ceed the  market  value  of  the  capital  stock, 
less  statutory  exemptions.9'  107  N.  Y.  542, 
10  Cent.  Rep.  267.  By  "capital  stock"  he 
plainly  meant  the  share  stock  which  was  sell- 
ing at  90.  The  counsel  for  the  assessors  in- 
sisted that  "the  market  value  of  shares  of 
stock  of  the  corporation  is  not  the  proper  and 
sole  test  of  the  value  of  the  corporate  capital." 
On  that  issue  we  sustained  the  assessment.  In 
so  doing,  we  necessarily  decided  that  capital, 
swollen  by  surplus  or  diminished  by  losses, 
was  the  subject  to  be  valued  and  taxed,  ana 
not  the  share  stock;  and  that  when  the  actual 
value  of  capital  and  surplus  was  known  and 
established,  in  this  case  by  the  party's  own 
books,  no  reference  to  the  value  of  the  shares 
could  be  permitted  to  lessen  the  valuation. 
The  case,  therefore,  was  correctly  decided,  and 
in  entire  accord  with  the  doctrine  which  I  have 
herein  advocated.  But  the  opinion  contained 
a  statement  which  has  been  cited  as  conclusive 
by  the  general  term,  and  also  on  the  argument 
at  our  bar,  and  to  which  I  now  refer,  because 
it  opens  the  way  to  the  final  point  of  the  dis- 
cussion, and  to  a  fact  which  accounts  for  and 
explains  most  of  the  references  to  the  value  of 
share  stock  which  are  seemingly  of  a  doubtful 
character.  The  language  was  this:  "The 
law  does  not  prescribe  how  the  actual  value  of 
the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  shall  be  as- 
certained. That  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the 
assessors,  and  in  appraising  the  actual  value 
they  have  a  right  to  resort  to  all  the  tests  and 
measures  of  value  which  men  ordinarily  adopt 
for  business  purposes  in  estimating  ana  meas- 
uring values  of  property.  They  may  take  into 
account  the  business  of  the  corporation,  its 
property,  the  value  of  its  actual  assets,  the 
amount  and  nature  of  its  present  and  contin- 
gent liabilities,  the  amount  of  its  dividends,  and 
the  market  value  of  its  shares  of  stock  in  the 
hands  of  individuals."  Now,  I  do  not  desire 
to  withdraw  in  any  degree  the  concurrence 
which  I  yielded  to  this  statement  when  the 
case  was  decided,  but  it  must  not  be  wrested 
from  its  application  to  the  facts  then  before 
the  court,  and  be  made  to  do  duty  on  a  differ- 
ent and  broader  field.  The  corporation  was  a 
fire  insurance  company,  with  a  wide  range  of 
contingent  liabilities.  It  had  made  no  state- 
ment to  the  assessors,  and  bad  left  them  to  their 
own  resources.  Where  that  is  so,  what  are 
the  officers  to  do?  Necessarily  they  must  re 
sort  to  such  means  of  information  as  remain 
and  are  accessible,  and  in  that  emergency  they 
may  "look  at,"  "take  into  account,  consider, 
the  market  value  of  the  shares.  That  is  some- 
thing very  different  from  assessing  the  share 
stock,  or  making  its  value  the  conclusive  meas- 
ure of  capital  and  surplus.  Such  reference  is 
simply  the  result  of  necessity,  a  resort  to  the 
poorest  means  of  information,  and  to  the  most 
deceptive  and  treacherous  teat,  because  the 
better  means  or  truer  test  cannot  be  obtained. 
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How  unreliable  the  test  of  share  value  may  be, 
through  the  effect  of  gambling,  false  rumors, 
scarce  money  and  panics,  Judge  Oomstock  de- 
scribes in  his  opinion  to  which  I  have  already 
referred;  and  yet  there  are  cases  in  which  it 
furnishes  some  aid  to  the  Judgment  in  the  ab- 
sence of  accurate  knowledge.  It  is  such  cases 
that  the  courts  have  had  in  mind  when  Justify- 
ing a  reference  to  the  stock  market,  and  not 
those  in  which  the  amount  and  value  of  capital 
and  surplus  were  fully  and  faithfully  disclosed; 
and  so  I  think  the  authorities  either  fairly  per- 
mit or  fully  justify  the  conclusions  which  I 
have  reached,  and  which  may  be  stated  with 
reasonable  accuracy  thus:  first,  the  subject  of 
valuation  and  assessment  u  never  the  share 
stock,  but  always  tbe  company's  capital  and 
surplus;  second,  such  capital  and  surplus  must 
be  assessed  at  its  own  value,  and,  when  that  is 
correctly  known  and  ascertained,  no  other 
value  can  be  substituted  for  it;  third,  where 
its  amount  and  value  are  undisclosed  and  un- 
known, the  assessors  may  consider  the  market 
value  of  the  share  stock,  and  the  general  con- 
dition of  the  company,  as  indicative  of  surplus 
or  deficiency,  ana  of  the  probable  amount  of 
either;  fourth,  they  may  further  resort  to  such 
means  of  information  when  the  amount  of  cap- 
ital and  surplus  is  disclosed,  but  the  assessors 
have  sufficient  reason  to  disbelieve  the  state- 
ment, and  such  reason  is  founded  upon  facts 
established  by  competent  proof. 

If  these  conclusions  are  correct,  it  will  fol- 
low that  the  assessment  complained  of  should 
be  canceled.  The  corporation  presented  to  the 
assessors  a  sworn  statement  of  its  assets  and  li- 
abilities. If  it  be  true,  there  was  nothing  sub- 
ject to  assessment.  But  its  truth  is  not  ques- 
tioned, and  there  is  not  tbe  least  reason  to 
doubt  it.  The  assessors  did  not  doubt  it 
Tbey  merely  deemed  it  immaterial,  and  so  tes- 
tified when  examined.  In  other  words,  know- 
ing with  certainty  the  value  of  one  thing,  tbey 
claimed  the  right  to  affix  to  it  the  larger  value 
of  a  different  thing.  Authorized  only  to  tax 
against  the  company  its  capital  and  surplus, 
they  assumed  the  right,  practically,  to  tax  it 


for  the  share  stock  held  by  individuals.  They 
have  not  in  terms  claimed  that  the  share  stock 
is  the  subject  of  taxation,  nor  has  the  counsel 
who  represented  them  on  the  argument,  but 
both  have  maintained  and  defended  what  is  the 
exact  and  complete  equivalent.  The  right  as- 
serted is  a  discretion  in  the  assessors,  at  their 
free  will,  to  assess  corporations  upon  and  at  the 
value  of  their  capital  and  surplus,  or  upon  and 
at  the  value  of  tbe  share  stock,  independently 
of  established  facts,  and  whenever  they  please. 
The  law  gives  them  no  such  discretion.  How 
it  has  been  exercised,  and  how  destructively  to 
the  rights  of  taxpayers,  may  be  seen  by  com- 
paring the  action  in  this  case  with  that  in  one 
of  the  cases  which  we  have  reviewed.  Where 
the  share  stock  was  selling  at  90,  and  so  below 
par,  the  assessors  refused  to  take  that  value, 
and  went  to  the  Company's  books  in  search  of 
a  larger  one,  which  tbey  found  and  adopted. 
Here,  where  the  actual  value  of  capital  «and 
surplus  is  established  so  that  they  frankly  ad- 
mit the  fact,  they  calmly  disregard  it,  and  fly 
to  the  larger  value  of  the  share  stock.  The 
Statute  has  given  them  no  such  right  They 
are  not  lawless  rovers,  wandering  among  cor- 

E orations  at  will,  but  regular  officers,  bound 
y  discipline  and  controlled  by  the  law,  and 
whose  discretion  exists  within  fixed  and  defi- 
nite limits.  It  is  said,  and  it  is  true,  that  large 
masses  of  personal  property  escape  taxation, 
and  the  owners  are  persistent  and  artful,  and 
not  over-nice,  in  their  efforts  to  avoid  a  just 
share  of  the  public  burdens,  and  so  we  should 
uphold  faithful  assessors  in  every  attempt  to 
do  their  full  duty,  I  think  this  court  will  not 
be  unmindful  of  the  situation,  but,  before  all, 
we  must  first  ascertain,  and  then  obey,  tbe 
law.  If  in  that  process  evils  result  or  are  dis- 
closed, the  remedy  must  be  sought  elsewhere. 
It  follows  that  the  judgment  and  order  of  the 
General  and  of  the  Special  Term  should  be  re- 
versed, and  the  assessment  against  the  relator 
vacated  and  canceled  without  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Peckham,  J.9  not  vot- 
ing, and  Gray,  /.,  absent 
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GUARANTY  TRUST  &  SAFE  DE- 
POSIT CO,  et  al.9  Appf.t 

v. 

O.  A.  BUDDINGTON  et  aL 

(. Fla.....) 

*  1  •   The  term  "  months),"  when  need  in  a 
statute  of  this  State,  means  calendar  months, 

♦Head  notes  by  Rakbt,  Ch.  J. 


and  not  lunar  months,  unless  there  Is  something 
In  the  Statute  which  indicates  that  a  contrary 
meaning  was  Intended. 

8.  The  term  "month*,"  as  need  in  the 
Act  of  November  7,  1888  (I  S,  p.  1U. 
Model.  Dig.),  providing:  for  the  publication  of 
orders  In  chancery  causes  for  absent  defendants 
to  appear  and  plead,  and  for  decrees  pro  eonfesto 
in  default  thereof,  means  calendar  months. 

8.  Jurisdiction  is  not  acquired  of  a  non- 
resident defendant  by  publishing  for  a 


Notb.— Uw  term  "month"  not  technical. 
The  term  "month"  Is  not  technical.  When  par- 
ties have  not  given  it  a  definition,  and  there  is  no 
legislative  provision  on  the  subject,  It  will  be  con- 
strued in  its  ordinary  sense  of  calendar  month. 
Sheets v.Selden.W U.S. 2 Wall.  190, 17 L.ed. 826.  See 
also  Brudenell  v.  Vaux,  2  TT.  S.  2  Dall.  802, 1 L.  ed.  800; 
Com.  v.  Chambre.  4  U.  8.  4  Dall.  149,  1  L.  ed.  776; 
Union  Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Forrest,  8  Cranoh,  O 
12  L.  R.  A. 

Bee  also  30  L.  R.  A.  450. 


0. 218;  Hunt  v.  Holden,  2  Mass.  170;  Avery  v.  Pixley, 
4  Mass.  460;  Churchill  v.  Merchants  Bank,  19  Pick. 
682;  Parsons  v.  Chamberlln,  4  Wend.  812;  People  v. 
New  York,  10  Wend.  888;  Jackson  v.  Van  Valkeo* 
burgh.  8  Cow.  260;  Lefflngwell  v.  White,  1  Johns. 
Cas.99;  Holaeyv.  Black,  28  N.Y.  444. 

In  general,  when  a  statute  speaks  of  a  month, 
without  adding  "calendar,'*  or  other  words  showing 
a  clear  intention,  it  shall  be  intended  a  lunar 
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period  of  four  lunar  months,  but  of  less  than  four 
calendar  months,  where  the  Statute  (I  8,  p.  154, 
McCleL  Dig.)  requires  the  publication  to  be  made 
for  four  months,  and  there  Is  nothing  in  it  show- 
ing that  lunar  months  -were  intended;  anddeorees 
rendered  upon  such  publication  of  an  order  to 
appear  and  plead  are  of  no  effect  as  tosuoh  de- 
fendant. 

(April  18,  180L) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  decrees  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Clay  County  directing 
bills  filed  against  them  to  be  taken  as  confessed 
for  want  of  appearance  after  publication  of  no- 
tice to  them  as  nonresidents.    Reversed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  H.  Bisbee  for  appellants. 


Messrs.  Fleming  6  Daniel,  C.  P.  6  J. 
C.  Cooper,  and  A.  W, 

for  appellees 


7.  Cockrell  6  Son, 


In  England,  before  the  18th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1847,  when  the  word  "month"  was  used 
in  a  statute,  without  the  addition  of  "calen- 
dar," or  any  other  words  to  show  the  Parlia- 
ment meant  "  calendar/'  it  was  understood  to 
mean  a  lunar  month. 

Laeon  v.  Hooper,  6  T.  K.  224,  1  Esp.  246. 

In  legal  matters,  a  month  means  a  lunar 
month. 

Hart  v.  Middkton,  2  Oar.  &  K.  9;  AUy-Oen. 
T.  Newbury  Corp.  1  Coop.  888. 

This  was  changed  by  18  and  14  Vict., chap.  21. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  Florida  Act,  the 
common-law  meaning  of  the  word  "month/' 
importing  a  "  lunar"  month,  has  been  changed. 


not  by  Judicial  action,  but  by  statute  law,  in 
the  following  States  as  noted: 

N.  H.  Gen.  Laws  1878,  chap.  1,  §8;  Mass. 
Pub.  Stat.  1882,  chap.  8,  g  3;  Me.  Key.  Stat. 
1888,  chap.  1,  §  6;  Vt.  Key.  Laws  1880,  §  12; 
K.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  1882,  chap.  24,  §  11;  Conn. 
Hey.  Laws  1875,  title  22,  cbaD.  0;  Banks  & 
Bro.  Rev.  Stat.  (N.  T.)  chap.  10,  title  I,  gg  8, 
4;  N.  J.  Rev.  Stat  1877,  g  10;  Ind.  Rev.  Stat. 
1881,  g  240;  111.  Stat.  1888,  Cothran's  ed.  chap. 
181,  g  1;  How.  Ann.  Stat.  (Mich.)  1882,  g  2; 
Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  1878.  g  2578;  Miller's  Key. 
Code  (Iowa)  1880.  g  45;  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878, 
chap.  4,  g  1;  Dassler's  Com.  Laws  (Kan.) 
1879,  chap.  80,  g  720,  applies  only  to  construc- 
tion of  the  Code;  Del  Hey.  Code  1874,  chap. 
5,  g  1;  Va.  Code  1878,  chap.  15,  g  9;  W.  Va. 
Bien.  Law  1882,  art.  148,  g  14;  N.  C.  Code 
1888,  g  8765;  Ky.  Gen.  Stat  1873,  chap.  21, 
g  7,  and  g 782,  Bullitt's  Civ.  Code;  .Mill*  Ve* 
trees'  Code  (Tenn.)  1884,  g  50:  Mo.  Key.  Stat 
1879,  g  8126;  Mansf.  Dig.  (Ark.)  1884,  g  6354; 
Tex.  Rev.  Stat  1879,  g  8188;  Hittell's  Civ.  Code 
(Cal.)  g  5014;  Colo.  Civ.  Code  1877,  g  405;  Code 
1881  (Wash.  Terr.)  g  759;  Levisee's  Codes  1888 
(Dak.)  g  2128;  Idaho  Civ.Codel881,gll;  Mont 
Gen.  Laws,  g  149;  Ga.Code  1882,  g  5;  Ala. Code 
1876,  g  8;  Miss. Code  1880,  g  12;  Utah  Civ. Code 
Procl884,g  11;  Arizona Comp,  Laws  1877,  g  & 

In  Loring  v.  Hailing,  15  Johns.  119,  120,  the 
word  "  month  "  in  a  statute  was  held  to  mean 
lunar  month. 

See  also  Storehouse  v.  HdUey,  8  Johns.  Ch.74, 
1  L.  ed.  547;  Jackson  v.  Van  Valkenburgh,  8 
Cow.  260. 

The  legislative  power  of  Florida,  by  which 


month.  Oomyns,  Dig.  Anno,  (BK  Parsons  v.  Gham- 
berlln,  supra;  8nyder  v.  Warren,  *  Cow.  618,  606; 
Loring  v.  Hailing,  16  Johns.  119. 

In  all  legal  proceedings,  as  In  commitments, 
pleadings,  etc.,  a  month  means  four  weeks.  Tullett 
v.  Llnfleld,  8  Burr.  1466;  Talbot  v.  Llnfleld,  I W.  BL 
450;  Bex  v.  Adderley.  Dougl.  468;  Staokhonse  v. 
Halsey,  8  Johns.  Ch.  74,  1  L.  ed.  647;  Laeon  v. 
Hooper,  6  T.R.  224. 

Bills  of  the  common  law. 

In  all  statutes  a  month  signifies  a  lunar  month, 
unless  it  appears  to  be  clearly  intended  to  be  a  cal- 
endar month;  and  in  all  legal  documents  and  pro- 
ceedings the  legal  month  is  a  lunar  month,  except 
in  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  cases  of 
lapse,  and  quart  impedtt,  in  which  four  oases 
months  are  deemed  calendar  months.  Wood, 
Land,  and  T.  1 67. 

By  the  common  law  of  England,  a  month  is,  in 
temporal  matters,  alnnar  month  (1  Bteph.  Com.  266: 
8  Bl.  Com.  141),  the  reason  of  which  rule  is  explained 
to  be,  "not  only  because  it  is  always  one  uniform 
period,  but  because  it  falls  naturally  into  a  quar- 
terly division  by  weeks."  Therefore  a  lease  for 
"twelve  months**  is  only  for  forty -eight  weeks;  but 
tf  it  be  for  "a  twelve-month,"  In  the  singular  num- 
ber, it  is  good  for  the  whole  year.  Ibid.  In  stat- 
utes and  deeds,  "month"  means  a  lunar  month, 
unless  expressly  declared  as  calendar,  or  so  appear- 
ing from  the  context  (Oomyns,  Dig.  Anno.  B;  Lang 
y.  Gale,  1  Maule  it  8. 118);  so  In  all  contracts,  unless 
a  contrary  intention  appear,  or  unless  a  general 
understanding  of  trade  to  the  contrary  be  proved 
(Dyke  v.  Sweeting,  Wills,  586;  Barksdale  v.  Morgan, 
4  Mod.  186);  so,  in  all  legal  proceedings,  unless  the 
month  be  expressly  described  as  calendar.  Tullett 
v.  Linfieid,  8  Burr.  1466;  Talbot  v.  Llnfleld,  1 W.  BL 
12L.R.  A. 


460;  Bex  v.  Adderley,  DougL488;S  Ohitty,  BL  Com. 
140,  not*. 

In  ecclesiastical  matters,  on  the  other  hand, 
"month"  means  a  calendar  month.  Oatesby*s  Case, 
6  Coke.  615;  2  Rolle,  Abr.  681;  Copley  v.  Collins,  4 
Hob.  179;  Talbot  v.  Llnfleld,  1  W.  Bl.  460;  1  Steph. 
Com.  266;  Tullett  v.  Llnfleld,  8  Burr.  1466;  Lang  v. 
Gale,  1  Maule  ft  8.  Ill;  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  Month. 

Bo,  by  the  custom  of  trade  as  in  case  of  bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes,  a  month  is  deemed 
a  calendar  month.  Oookell  v.  Gray,  8  Brod.  ft  B. 
187. 

This  indeed  is  the  universal  rule  of  the  commer- 
cial world,  in  regard,  not  only  to  negotiable  Instru- 
ments, but  all  commercial  contracts.  Story,  Bills, 
•  880. 

In  Pennsylvania  and  Massachusetts,  and  perhaps 
some  other  8tates  (1  HiU,  Abr.  118,  note),  a  month 
mentioned  generally  in  a  statute  has  been  con- 
strued to  mean  a  calendar  month.  Avery  v.  Pix- 
ley,  4  Mass.  461;  Brudenell  v.  Vaux,  2U.8J  Dall. 
800,  1  L.  ed.  880;  Com.  y.  Ohamore,  4  U.  8.  4  Dall. 
148, 1 L.  ed.  778. 

Computation  of  time  must  be  byi  calendar 
months.   Com.  v.  Chambre,  supra. 

So  where  a  lease  provided  that  rents  should  be 
paid  semi-annually  on  the  first  days  of  May  and 
November,  and  that,  if  any  installment  should  re- 
main unpaid  for  one  month  the  lessee's  rights 
should  cease,  the  time  expired  on  the  first  day  of 
June.  The  day  on  which  the  rent  became  due  was 
to  be  excluded.  Sheets  v.  Selden,  WU.8.2  Wall. 
irU7L.ed.882. 

Early  rule  relaxed. 

In  the  United  8tates  the  old  English  rule  is  con- 
siderably relaxed,  and  the  term  "month"  usually 
computed,  and  especially  In  statutes  and  judicial 
proceedings,  as  calendar.    4  Kent,  Com.  94, 96,  note* 
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Florida  Buprbmb  Court. 
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alone  the  rule  of  the  common  law  can  he 
changed,  has  never  been  exerted  in  the  direc- 
tion of  declaring  that  the  word  "  month/'  when 
used  in  a  statute,  shall  mean  calendar  month. 
Nor  have  the  courts  of  Florida,  in  any  in- 
stance, held  that  the  word  "  month/'  as  used 
in  the  statute  bringing  nonresidents  into  court 
by  publication,  means  anything  but  "  a  com- 
mon-law" month,  a  "lunar  month." 

Bacon  v.  State,  23  Fla.  47,  interpreted  in  the 
light  of  Sheet*  v.  8ddeny  69  U.  S.  2  Wall.  177, 
17  L.  ed.  822,  does  not  conflict  with  this  view. 

Rsvney,  Ch>  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  causes  in  which  the  orders  of  publica- 
tion were  made  were  consolidated  subsequently 
by  an  order  of  the  court.  Buddington,  Wil- 
son &  Co.  were  complainants  in  one,  and  Philip 
J.  Canova  was  the  complainant  in  the  other  of 
them. 

The  order  in  the  case  in  which  Buddington, 
Wilson  &  Go.  were  complainants  was  made 
July  20,  1884,  and  directs  that  the  Chester 
Construction  Company  and  the  Guaranty  Trust 
&  Safe-Deposit  Company,  bodies  corporate 
organized  under  the  laws  of  States  of  the 
United  States  other  than  Florida,  and  residing 
and  having  their  principal  places  of  business  at 
stated  places  in  such  other  States,  appear  and 
answer  the  bill  on  or  before  the  first  Monday 
of  December,  1884,  or  that  the  bill  shall  be 
taken  as  confessed,  and  directs  that  the  order 
be  published  once  a  week  for  four  months  in 
some  paper  published  in  Clay  County.    On 


the  15th  day  of  January,  1886,  an  order 
made  reciting  that  it  appeared  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court,  from  the  affidavit  of  H.  EL 
Bemis,  business  manager,  that  the  above  order 
of  publication  (designating  it)  had  been  pub- 
lished in  the  named  paper  once  each  week  for 
four  consecutive  months,  and  "one  month 
having  expired  of  the  time  thereby  limited  for 
appearance  and  answer,"  and  that  the  defend- 
ants had  failed  to  appear,  adjudges  that  the 
bill  be  taken  for  confessed,  and  that  the  cause 
be  proceeded  in  ex  parte  as  against  the  two 
defendants. 

The  law  under  which  the  order  of  publica- 
tion was  made  is  the  thirteenth  section  of  the 
Act  of  November  7, 1828  (§  8,  p.  452,  Thomp. 
Dig.;§  8,  p.  154,  McClel.  Dig.),  which  pro- 
Tides  that  the  order  shall  be  published  in  any 
newspaper  published  in  the  circuit  in  which 
the  bill  is  filed,  as  follows:  "  If  the  defendant 
resides  in  this  State,  but  not  in  the  circuit  in 
which  the  bill  is  filed,  for  two  months;  if  in 
any  other  part  of  the  United  States,  for  four 
months;"  and,  after  stating  "six  months"  and 
"nine  months"  as  the  periods  of  publication 
where  the  defendant  resides  in  the  West  India 
Islands  or  in  Europe,  as  the  case  may  be,  it 
reads:  "Which  publication  shall  be,-  when 
the  defendant  resides  in  the  United  States, 
once  a  week;  and  when  he  or  she  resides  out 
of  the  United  States,  once  a  month,  during  the 
periods  above  described." 

The  first  question  to  be  decided  is  whether 
the  word  "month,"  as  used  in  this  Statute, 
means  a  lunar  or  a  calendar  month.    Black- 


in  Georgia,  however,  the  English  rule  Is  followed. 
Bedmond  v.  Glover,  Dudley  (Ga.)  107. 

In  New  York,  it  has  been  expressly  reversed,  it 
beina*  declared  by  statute  that  whenever  the  term 
••month"  or  "months"  is  or  shall  be  used  In  any 
statute.  Act,  deed,  verbal  or  written  contract,  or 
any  public  or  private  instrument  whatever,  it  shall 
be  construed  to  mean  a  calendar  and  not  a  lunar 
month,  unless  otherwise  expressed.  1  Rev.  Stat. 
(006)  616.  §  4;  2  Burrill,  Law  Diet,  title  Month. 

The  word  "month,"  when  used  in  a  statute  or 
Constitution,  means  a  calendar  month,  unless 
words  are  added  showing  that  a  lunar  month  was 
Intended.  Baltimore  ft  D.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Pumphrey 
(Md.)  March  26, 1B0L 

The  word  was  held  to  Import  a  calendar  month 
as  early  as  1794,  In  the  circuit  court  for  the  District 
of  Pennsylvania,  in  construing  an  Act  of  the  Leg- 
islature (BrudeneU  v.  Vaux,  2  U.  8. 8  DaU.  802, 1 L. 
ed.  890),  and  in  1806,  in  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
of  Massachusetts,  it  was  said  that  "in  this  State,  as 
well  before  as  since  the  Revolution,  a  month  men- 
tioned generally  in  any  Act  had  immemorially  been 
considered  as  a  calendar  month."  Avery  v.  Pixley, 
4  Mass.  400. 461;  Guaranty  Trust  ft  Safe  Deposit  Co. 
v.  Green  Gove  Springs  ft  M.  R.  Co.  189  U.  &  187, 86 
L.ed.116. 

A  statute  which  requires  publication  as  against 
nonresident  defendants  to  be  made  once  a  week  for 
four  months  is  not  satisfied  by  a  publication  for 
sixteen  weeks  or  four  lunar  months;  the  word 
"month"  in  contracts  or  statutes  means  calendar 
month.  Guaranty  Trust  ft  Safe  Deposit  Go.  v. 
Green  Cove  Springs  ft  M.  R.  Go.  supra. 

Statutory  provisions  on  the  subject. 
The  law  takes  no  account  of  the  fractions  of  a 
day,  unless  it  be  to  prevent  injustloe.  Blydenburgh 
v.  Cotheal,  4  N.  Y.  418;  Duffy  v.  Ggden,  64  Pa.  210; 
Clute  v.  Clute,  8  Denlo,  266. 
12  L.  R.A. 


»  The  term  "month"  Is  regulated  by  Statute  in  Cal- 
ifornia, and  section  17  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure enacts  that  the  word  **  month"  means  a  oalen* 
dar  month,  unless  otherwise  expressed. 
t  Where  a  statute  directs  the  publication  of  notices 
a  oertaln  number  of  times  a  week  for  a  specified 
number  of  months.  It  is  requisite,  not  only  that  the 
number  of  weekly  publications  be  observed,  but 
that  the  prescribed  length  of  time,  calculated  ac- 
cording to  the  calendar  month,  be  followed.  8av. 
ft  Loan  Soo.  v.  Thompson,  82  Cal.  847;  Sprague  v. 
Norway,  81  OaL  178;  1  Wood,  Land,  and  T.  6  57. 

From  the  oases,  Parker  v.  Constable,  8  Wlls.  26, 
and  Bight  v.  Darby,  1  T.  B.  169,  it  appears  that  a 
notice  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  to  quit  the 
premises  must  be  half  a  year,  and  not  six  calendar 
months,  though  the  computation  by  the  latter 
would  be  more  simple  and  convenient;  and  that  la 
understood  to  be  the  proper  notice  by  the  court  of 
common  pleas  in  Doe  v.  Snowden,  2  W.  BL  1224; 
Catesby's  Case,  6  Coke,  61b. 

The  term  in  Us  relation  to  promissory  notes. 

In  computing  the  time  when  a  note,  payable  at  a 
oertaln  number  of  months  after  date,  will  become 
due,  the  rule  Is  to  exclude  the  day  of  the  date  from 
the  calculation  and  Include  the  day  of  payment, 
when  no  dayB  of  grace  are  allowed.  Bellasla  v. 
Hester,  1  Ld.  Baym.1280;  Campbell  ▼.  French,  6  T. 
R.212. 

When  a  promissory  note  is  dated  on  a  day  of  any 
month,  and  made  payable  at  a  specified  number  of 
months  after  that  date,  without  days  of  grace,  it 
becomes  due  and  payable  on  the  same  day  of  the 
date  of  the  note  (Hartford  Bank  v.  Barry,  17  Mass. 
94;  Ripley  v.  Greenleaf,  2  Vt.  129);  the  months  after 
date  are  then  fully  complete.  Boehnerv.Knteker* 
booker  Life  Ins.  Oo,  68  N.  Y.  160. 
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stone,  after  stating  that  a  year  it  a  determinate 
and  well-known  period,  consisting  commonly 
of  366  days,  and  in  leap-years  of  806,  says  that 
a  "month"  is  more  ambiguous,  there  being  in 
common  use  two  ways  of  calculating  months, 
either  as  lunar,  consisting  of  twenty-eight  days, 
tbe  supposed  revolution  of  the  moon,  thirteen 
of  which  make  a  year;  or  as  calendar  months 
of  unequal  length,  according  to  the  Julian 
division  in  our  common  almanacs,  commenc- 
ing at  the  calends  of  each  month,  whereof  in  a 
year  there  are  only  twelve.  A  "  month,"  he 
says,  is  a  lunar  month,  or  twenty- eigbt  days, 
unless  otherwise  expressed;  not  only  because  it 
is  one  of  uniform  period,  but  because  it  falls 
naturally  into  a  quarterly  division  by  weeks. 
Therefore  a  lease  is  only  for  forty-eight  weeks; 
but  if  it  be  for  "  a  twelvemonth,"  in  tbe  singu- 
lar number,  it  is  good  for  the  whole  year. 
For  herein  the  law  recedes  from  its  usual  cal- 
culation, because  the  ambiguity  between  the 
two  methods  of  computation  ceases,  it  being 
generally  understood  that  by  the  space  of  time 
called  thus,  in  the  singular  number,  "a  twelve- 
month/' is  meant  the  whole  year,  consisting  of 
tho  solar  revolution.    2  Bl.  Com.  pp.  140-142. 

A  "  month,"  in  temporal  matters,  except  in 
quart  impedit,  and  at  least  some  commercial 
matters,  meant,  unless  a  different  meaning  was 
shown  to  be  intended,  a  lunar  month;  but  in 
ecclesiastical  matters  it  meant  a  solar  month. 
Talbot  v.  Linfleld,  1  V7.  Bl.  450;  Lang  v.  Gale, 
1  Maule  &  8.  Ill;  Titus  v.  Preston,  1  Strange. 
652;  GockeU  v.  Gray,  8  Bred.  &  B.  186;  Bay- 
ley,  Bills,  288. 

In  Barksdale  v.  Morgan,  4  Mod.  185  (A  D. 
1604),  where,  on  a  contract  to  pay  "  within  one 
month  next  following,"  the  decision  was  that 
the  time  should  be  reckoned  a  lunar  month, 
the  court  said:  "In  common  parlance,  the 
month  is  taken  to  be  twenty- eight  days  in  all 
cases  except  in  a  guars  impedit' suad  therefore 
it  must  be  so  many  days,  according  to  the 
common  and  known  acceptation  of  the  word." 

In  Lacon  v.  Hooper,  6  T.  R  224  (decided  in 
1795),  where  it  was  held  that  tbe  word  "  month," 
infused  in  a  statute  without  tbe  addition  of  the 
word  "  calendar,"  or  anything  to  show  that 
tbe  Legislature  meant  a  calendar  month,  meant 
a  lunar  month,  Lord  Eenyon  said  that  tbe  rule 
bad  been  so  long  established  that  it  should  not 
be  shaken,  but  confessed  that  he  wished  that 
tbe  rule  as  first  established  by  the  decisions  had 
been  otherwise. 

That  the  rule  in  England  was  as  stated  above, 
until  changed  by  Act  of  Parliament  during  the 
present  reign,  cannot  be  denied;  and  it  is  true 
tbat  in  New  York  the  same  rule  of  construc- 
tion was  followed.  Lefflngwell  v.  White,  1 
Johns.  Oas.  99  (decided  in  1791),  held  that  cal- 
endar months  were  meant  in  matters  of  bills 
of  exchange  (8tackhouse  v.  ffaUey,  8  Johns. 
Oh.  78,  1  £.  ed.  547);  that  a  statute  as  to  the 
advertisement  of  mortgaged  property  for  sale 
"once  a  week,  for  six  successive  months," 
meant  lunar  months.  Jackson  v.  Clark,  7 
Johns.  217;  Loring  v.  Baiting,  15  Johns.  119. 

In  People  v.  New  York,  10  Wend.  895,  where 
a  statute  allowed  the  owners  of  land  two  years 
from  the  time  of  the  sale  for  taxes  within 
which  to  redeem,  and  required  the  municipal 
authorities  to  give  public  notice  at  least  six 
months  before  tbe  expiration  of  that  period, 
12L.R.A. 


for  four  weeks,  it  was  held  that  "months" 
meant  calendar  months.  "Now,"  says  the 
opinion,  "  as  calendar  time  is  used  by  the  Leg- 
islature in  fixing  the  period  for  redemption,  it  Is 
a  just  snd  reasonable  inference  that  they  in- 
tended to  use  it  in  fixing  upon  the  division  or 
point  of  time  specifying  the  notice  to  be  given 
to  tbe  owners  to  redeem.  As  the  one  period, 
in  express  terms,  is  calendar  time,  and  the  six 
months  immediately  succeed  it,  and  were  in- 
tended to  include  a  part  of  it,  it  should  be 
construed  to  mean  the  same;  otherwise  we 
must  believe  tbe  Legislature  intended  to  fix  tbe 
different  periods  by  different  calculations  of 
time,  in  the  same  breath  and  on  the  same 
subject,  and  without  any  conceivable  purpose." 
See  also  Snyder  v.  Warren,  2  Cow.  518;  Par- 
sons v.  Chamberlin,  4  Wend.  512. 

In  the  last  case  a  Statute  authorized  any 
Justice  of  the  peace  who  should  be  removed 
from  office  before  the  collection  of  the  money 
due  on  any  judgment  rendered  by  him,  to  issue 
execution  "  at  any  time  within  six  months  after 
such  removal."  No  calendar  time  was  men- 
tioned in  the  Statute,  "  but,"  it  was  said,  "  the 
days  mentioned  in  the  execution  correspond 
merely  to  caleudar  time.  Executions  are  to  be 
issued  within  thirty  or  ninety  days,  and  they 
are  returnable  within  similar  periods.  There 
is  reason,  therefore,  to  believe  that  calendar 
time  was  intended." 

The  supreme  courts  of  North  Carolina  and 
Delaware  have,  we  find,  adopted  the  English 
view  {Bites  v.  Guthrie,  1  Jones,  L.  84;  State 
v.  Jacobs,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  548);  and  there  is  in 
Georgia  a  superior  court  decision  to  the  same 
effect.    Redmond  v.  Glover,  Dudley  (Ga.)  107. 

If  the  supreme'  courts  of  any  other  of  the 
States  have  adopted  or  approved  the  English 
view,  neither  our  own  investigation  nor  those 
of  counsel  have  discovered  the  fact  It  has, 
on  the  contrary,  been  repudiated  by  many  of 
the  courts,  for  reasons  that  must  commend 
themselves.  Taking,  in  somewhat  alphabet- 
ical order,  the  States  in  which  there  have  been 
decisions  on  the  subject,  we  find  that  in  Ala- 
bama, in  Bartoi  v.  Calvert,  21  Ala.  42,  where 
the  term  "months*  was  used  in  a  Statute  in 
1848,  in  prescribing  the  time  for  filing  claims 
against  insolvent  estates,  they  were  held  to 
mean  calendar  and  not  lunar  months.  Says 
the  opinion,  after  recognizing  the  English  rule 
to  be  as  stated  above:  "In  the  United  States 
there  is  some  conflict  of  decisions,  but  tbe  cur- 
rent of  authority  is  to  the  reverse  of  tbe  Eng- 
lish rule.  The  general  rule  established  by  the 
American  cases  commends  itself  strongly  by  its 
superior  .convenience,  its  correspondence  with 
our  business  transactions,  as  well  as  the  re- 
ceived understanding  in  the  community  of  the 
meaning  of  the  term;  and  for  these  reasons  we 
adopt  it  in  preference  to  the  English  rule." 

In  Gross  v.  Fowler,  21  Cal.  898,  where  the 
term  was  used  in  a  statute  fixing  the  period  for 
the  redemption  of  property  from  judicial  sales, 
it  was  held  to  mean  calendar  months.  We 
must  construe  it,  says  the  court,  as  we  would 
any  other  term  which  the  Legislature  has  used, 
and  to  which  it  has  not  affixed  a  special  defini- 
tion. It  is  not  a  technical  term,  and  therefore 
it  must  be  taken  in  its  ordinary  and  general 
sense.  In  the  general  and  popular  use  of  the 
term,  calendar  months  are  always  intended. 
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In  Strong  r.  Birchard,  5  Conn.  897  (A.  D.  1834). 
where  the  question  was  whether  the  time  of  an 
execution  levied  on  land  had  expired  by  not 
being  recorded  within  "  four  months  "  from  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  it  was  held  that  the 
calendar  months  was  its  meaning.  Having 
stated  the  law  of  the  mother  country  as  above, 
in  its  application  to  different  subjects,  the 
supreme  court  of  that  State  said:  "This  fluc- 
tuation in  the  construction  of  a  word  cannot 
fail  to  produce  more  uncertainty  and  incon- 
venience than  is  counteracted  by  any  imaginary 
benefit  when  considering  it  as  generally 
possessing  one  signification,  but  occasionally 
admitting  of  another.  Of  this  opinion  was  un- 
doubtedly Lord  Kenyon  in  Lacon  v.  Hooper. 
.  .  .  Uniformity  in  the  construction  of  a 
word  not  used  technically,  nor  governed  by 
the  subject  matter,  is  not  only  desirable  but 
unquestionably  proper,  and  the  proper  mean- 
ing of  a  term  used  in  a  statute,  made  to  be 
understood  and  practiced  upon  the  people,  is 
the  only  intendment  that  ought  to  be  adopted. 
Upon  this  sound  and  obvious  principle,  in  this 
State,  as  well  as  in  the  sister  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts, the  word  'month'  has  invariably 
been  expounded  to  mean  calendar  month;  that 
is,  to  mean  what  everyone  not  a  lawyer  by 
profession  believes  the  word  to  mean.  The 
chief  justice  remarked  also  that  the  point  was 
solemnly  decided  thus  more  than  thirty  years 
before  by  the  superior  court.  The  decision  in 
Awry  v.  Pixley,  4  Mass.  459  (A.  D.  1808),  on  a 
statute  requiring  appeal  from  the  probate  court 
to  be  claimed  within  "one  month,"  was  that  it 
meant  a  calendar  month;  and  it  was  said  that 
in  that  State,  as  well  before  as  since  the  Rev- 
olution, a  month  mentioned  generally  in  a 
statute  had  immemorably  been  considered  a 
calendar  month.  See  also  Churchill  v.  Mer- 
chants Bank,  19  Pick.  582,  585. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  held  In 
1794,  in  Com.  v.  Ohambre,  4  U.  8.  4  Dall.  148, 
1  L.  ed.  776,  that  the  computation  of  time 
under  the  Act  of  1780,  for  the  gradual  aboli- 
tion of  domestic  slaves  attending  upon  persons 
passing  through  or  sojourning  in  the  State, 
provided  they  be  not  retained  in  the  State 
"  longer  than  six  months,"  must  be  by  calen- 
dar months,  the  court  remarking  that  the  same 
expression  in  other  statutes  of  the  State  had 
uniformly  received  the  same  construction. 

In  Shapley  v.  Qarey,  6  Serg.  &  R.  589  (A.  D. 
1821),  after  referring  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
mother  country  a  "month"  was  in  common 
parlance  formerly  understood  to  mean  twenty- 
eight  days,  and  hence  the  English  rule  of  the 
common  law  courts,  the  court  says  that  how- 
ever wise  this  rule  may  have  been  in  its  origin, 
the  reason  of  it  has  long  ceased,  at  least  in  this 
country,  where  the  popular  understanding  on 
the  subject  is  so  entirely  changed  that  in  all 
the  transactions  and  business  of  life  the  month 
is  universally  estimated  by  the  calendar,  and 
the  lunar  month  never  enters  into  the  contem- 
plation of  anyone.  In  South  Carolina,  in  the 
case  of  Alston  v.  Alston,  8  Brev.  469,  2  Tread. 
L.  604  (decided  in  1814),  the  term  "months," 
in  an  Act  of  1785  relating  to  the  recording  of 
marriage  contracts,  was  decided  to  mean  cal- 
endar months.  The  reasoning  of  the  court 
was  that  in  common  parlance  *  'month"  means 
calendar  month;  that  in  some  of  the  law  books 
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it  was  laid  down  that  It  meant  lunar  month, 
but  the  universal  method  of  computing  time 
in  that  State  was  by  c&lendar  months,  and  the 
members  of  the  Legislature  must  be  presumed 
to  have  used  the  word  in  the  Act  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  would  have  used  it  on  any 
other  occasion. 

In  Williamson  v.  Farrow,  1  Bailey,  L.  611 
(A.  D.  1880),  the  decision  was  that  the  word, 
when  employed  in  that  State  in  statutes  or  in 
judicial  proceedings,  meant  calendar  month, 
and  that  it  was  to  be  understood  in  the  same 
sense  in  all  matters  of  contract,  unless  the  par- 
ties have  obviously  intended  it  to  mean  a  lunar 
month.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Virginia  held 
in  Brewer  v.  Harris,  5  Gratt.  285,  the  meaning 
of  a  Statute  requiring  that  indentures  of  ap- 
prenticeship should  be  filed  within  "afx 
months"  from  the  date  of  the  order  authoriz- 
ing them  to  be  executed,  to  be  calendar 
months,  and  said:  "We  know  perfectly  well 
that  with  us,  by  general  usage  and  popular  ac- 
ceptance, whenever  the  word  'months'  is  used, 
without  qualification  or  explanation,  in  com- 
mon parlance  or  business  transactions,  it  is 
understood  to  mean  calendar,  and  not  lunar, 
months.  Now,  in  the  use  of  language  not 
technical,  the  Legislature  must  be  supposed  to 
express  their  meaning  according  to  the  sense 
in  which  it  will  be  understood  by  the  persons 
for  whom  they  legislate.  And  that,  in  point 
of  fact,  this  word  has  uniformly  been  so  em- 
ployed, we  also  know,  from  the  whole  course 
of  our  legislation  and  judicial  proceedings.  It 
is  impossible,  therefore,  that  the  legislative 
will,  thus  indicated,  can  be  controlled  and  per- 
verted, and  extensive  mischiefs  introduced  into 
our  jurisprudence,  by  the  application  to  the 
subject  of  English  adjudications.  Whatever 
may  be  the  meaning  in  this  respect  of  the  Eng- 
lish statutes  (founded  originally  upon  a  differ- 
ent usage  and  habit),  such  is  not  the  meaning 
of  our  Virginia  statutes;  and  that  is  all  upon 
such  a  question  which  it  is  our  province  to  ad- 
judicate." 

The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  sit- 
ting at  its  April  Term,  1794,  in  the  district  of 
Pennsylvania,  held  in  the  case  of  BrudeneU  v. 
Vaux,  2  U.  S.  2  Dall.  802, 1  L.  ed.  890,  that 
the  term  in  question,  as  used  in  the  Mortgage 
Recording  Act  of  that  State,  meant  calendar 
montb8;and  the  Supreme  Court,  in  a  case  from 
Indiana  [Sheets  y.  Seldcn,  89  TJ.  8.  2  Wall.  177, 
17  L.  ed.  822),  held  that  the  term  "  months,9 
when  used  in  contracts  or  deeds,  must  be  con- 
strued, where  the  parties  have  not  given  it  a 
definition,  and  there  is  no  legislative  provision 
on  the  subject,  to  mean  calendar,  and  not 
lunar,  month.  The  term,  said  the  court,  is 
not  technical,  and  when  the  parties  have  not 
themselves  given  it  a  definition,  it  must  be  con- 
strued in  its  ordinary  and  general  sense,  and 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  this  sense  calen- 
dar months  are  always  understood,  and  that 
the  reasons  upon  which  a  different  rule  rests 
in  England,  with  reference  to  other  than  mer 
candle  contracts,  do  not  outweigh  this  consio 
•ration.  That  court  in  Hunt  v.  Wickliffe,  27 
U.  8.  2  Pet.  201,  7  L.  ed.  897  (A.  D.  1829), 
following  what  it  understood  to  be  the  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kentucky,  held  a  re- 
quirement of  a  statute  of  that  8tate  for  the 
publication  of  an  order  of  the  kind  now  under 
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consideration  for  two  months,  was  not  an- 
swered by  a  publication  of  eight  weeks. 

It  is  evident  from  these  authorities  that  the 
English  rule  has  not  been  followed  generally 
in  this  country,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  has 
of  tener  been  repudiated.  There  the  features  of 
uniformity  of  period  and  of  the  divisibility 
into  equal  quarterly  periods  so  commended 
the  lunar  month  that,  by  common  acceptation, 
the  word  "month"  became  and  was  understood 
to  mean,  in  its  ordinary  use,  a  lunar  month, 
and  this  meaning  was  held  by  the  courts  to  be 
the  one  intended  by  the  law-making  power 
when  using  it.  Neither  the  reasons  which 
commended  the  lunar  period  to  the  people  of 
England,  nor  any  other  considerations,  have 
caused  its  general  adoption  by  the  people  of 
our  own  country.  The  rule  which  had  become 
the  source  of  judicial  regret  there,  as  early  as 
1795,  has  never  been  generally  established  here. 
Common  usage  has  adopted  the  calendar  peri- 
ods, and  the  courts  hold  that  the  law-making 
power  should  be  understood  to  have  used  the 
term  in  the  same  sense  as  the  people  use  it,  and 
should  give  that  effect  to  it  which  by  common 
acceptation  it  has,  and  is  in  common  parlance 
intended  to  convey,  when  used  by  the  people. 
There  is  no  inconsistency  in  the  reasons  con- 
trolling the  English  courts  and  the  majority  of 
those  of  this  country.  Each  has  given  to  a 
word,  not  technical,  the  meaning  and  effect 
which  it  has  by  common  understanding  in  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  spoken  for.  The  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "month,"  as  commonly  used 
and  understood  in  Florida,  is  a  calendar 
month.  Nobody  uses  it,  or  understands  it  to 
be  used,  as  meaning  anything  else,  where  a 
contrary  meaning  is  not  expressed.  There  is 
nothing  to  suggest  that  it  ever  had  any  other 
commonly  accepted  meaning  in  this  State.  If 
it  ever  had,  the  present  acceptation  would 
doubtless  be  based  upon  Statute.  There  is  no 
statute.  Should  we  hold  that  this  Statute 
means  lunar  months,  we  would  not  only  dis- 
regard the  weight  of  authority,  and  what  we 
deem  the  sounder  reasons,  but  we  would  de- 
feat the  intention  of  the  law-makers.  That 
the  Legislatures  of  thirty-five  States  and  Ter- 
ritories may  have  defined  the  term  "  month" 
to  mean  a  calendar  month  cannot  be  regarded 
as  satisfactory  evidence  that  its  meaning  was 
otherwise  in  the  respective  jurisdictions  of  any 
of  them  other  than  New  York,  North  Carolina 
and  Delaware,  and  perhaps  Georgia,  when  we 
consider  that  it  has  been  adjudicated  in  at  least 
six  or  seven  of  the  thirty-five  to  mean  a  calen- 
dar month. 

This  question  was  considered  in  the  case  of 
Bacon  v.  State,  22  Fla.  46,  in  connection  with 
the  use  of  the  word  in  a  judicial  order  allow- 
ing time  for  settling  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
the  conclusion  reached  was  consistent  with  the 
views  expressed  above.  See  also  Guaranty 
Trust  &  Safe  Deposit  Co.  v.  Green  Cove  Springs 
<Sb  M.  B.  Co.  139  U.  S.  137,  85  L.  ed.  116. 

The  "  four  months"  for  which  the  Statute 
requires  an  order  of  this  kind  published  are 
calendar  months,  and  this  term  of  publication 
is  a  continuous  period  equal  to  four  calendar 
months  preceding  the  day  fixed  by  the  order 
for  the  nonresident  defendants  to  appear  and 

Slead  (Smith  v.   Thompson,  8  Ga.  28),  which 
ay,  in  the  case  in  which  Buddington,  Wilson  I 
12  L.  R.  A. 


&  Co.  were  complainants,  was  the  1st  day  in 
December,  1884.  This  first  Monday  fell  on  the 
first  day  of  that  month.  If  the  record  does 
not  show  that  the  order  was  published  once  a 
week  for  the  four  months  preceding  the  ap- 
pearance day,  the  decree  pro  eonfesso  was  er- 
roneously made.  The  only  proof  of  publica- 
tion appearing  in  the  record  is  the  affidavit  of 
Bemis,  referred  to  in  the  decree,  with  which 
proof  the  decree  is  to  be  considered  in  connec- 
tion. Hartley  v.  Bloodgood,  16  Ala.  233;  Han- 
som v.  Patterson,  17  Ala.  738;  Oullum  v.  Branch 
Bank  of  Mobile,  28  Ala.  797;  Keiffer  v. 
Barney,  81  Ala.  192;  Randall  v.  Songer.  16  111. 
27;  Setttemier  v.  Sullivan,  97  U.  8.  444,  24  L. 
ed.  1110;  Allen  v.  Blunt,  1  Blatchf.  480;  OisseU 
v.  Pulaski  County,  10  Fed.  Rep.  891. 

This  affidavit  was  made  on  the  15th  day  of 
December,  1884,  and  states  that  the  order  was 
"duly  published  for  nineteen  consecutive 
weeks  prior  to  this  date,  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief;"  having  previously 
stated  that  the  newspaper  was  published  week- 
ly in  the  Town  of  Green  Cove  Springs,  in  Clay 
County,  in  this  State.  It  does  not  state  what 
was  the  first  day  of  its  publication,  unless  we 
can  consider  a  date  appearing  in  the  printed 
copy  of  the  advertisement  of  the  order  attached 
to  and  mentioned  in  the  affidavit.  This  date 
is  below  the  order,  and  is  as  follows:  "  Aug. 
9th,  4  s.4  mo.;"  and  our  understanding  of  it  is 
that  it  is  the  usual  printers'  mark,  denoting  the 
day  of  the  first  insertion,  and  that  it  occupies 
four  squares,  and  is  to  be  published  four 
months.  In  Langdon  v.  Poor,  20  Vt.  13,  the 
date  appearing  on  a  tax  collector's  advertise- 
ment was  held  to  be  at  least  prima  fncie  evi- 
dence of  the  time  of  making  it.  It  is,  how- 
ever, unnecessary  for  us  to  invoke  this  rule  or 
consider  this  date  in  reaching  the  conclusion 
to  be  announced,  and  we  do  not  do  so,  though 
it  would  be  fatal  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  pub- 
lication or  validity  of  the  decree.  So,  neither 
the  initial  nor  the  final  publication  Wine; 
shown,  we  cannot  tell  on  what  day  the  period 
of  nineteen  consecutive  weeks  mentioned  in 
the  affidavit  began  or  ended.  It  may  have 
ended  with  the  14th  or  18th  day  of  December, 
and,  if  it  did,  the  first  publication  was  on 
either  the  3d  or  2d  day  of  August;  and,  if  such 
was  the  fact,  there  was  not  a  publication  of 
four  months  prior  to  the  return  day,  or  De- 
cember 1.  The  order  was  made  in  Madison 
County,  in  an  adjoining  circuit  to  that  in  which 
Clay  County  is,  on  the  29lh  day  of  July;  and 
consequently  the  first  publication  must  have 
been  either  on  the  29th,  30th,  or  31st  of  that 
month,  or  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  to  admit 
of  four  months'  time  prior  to  the  return  day; 
and,  if  the  first  publication  was  not  on  one  of 
these  four  days,  there  could  not  have  been  the 
required  notice.  It  is  impossible  for  this 
court,  upon  the  proofs  before  it,  to  say  that 
such  publication  was  on  either  of  these  four 
days,  or,  on  the  other  band,  that  it  was  not  on 
the  2d  or  3d  days  of  August;  and  the  same 
may  be  accurately  said  of  the  circuit  judge  who 
granted  the  order,  he  having  the  same  and  no 
other  evidence  before  him.  The  record,  then, 
does  not  show  that  the  requisite  notice  was 
given,  and  it  is  certainly  not  for  us  to  presume 
jurisdiction.  Jurisdiction  must  be  affirmative- 
ly shown  by  the  record,  where  the  parties  art 
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shown  to  be  nonresidents,  and  constructive 
service  is  depended  upon  for  Jurisdiction. 
This  is  the  rule,  even  where  the  jurisdiction  is 
attacked  collaterally.  Freem.  Judgm.  ft  127; 
Alien  v.  Blunt,  supra;  Qalpin  v.  Page,  96  D. 
8.  18  Wall.  850,  21  L.  ed.  959. 

The  order  of  publication  in  the  case  wherein 
Philip  J.  Canova  was  complainant  was  made 
Hay  2t  1884,  and  requires  the  Chester  Con- 
struction Company  to  appear  and  answer  on 
the  first  Monday  in  September  following.  The 
affidavit  of  publication  made  by  Bemis  is 
dated  September  1,  of  the  same  year,  and 
states,  inter  alia,  that  the  order  was  published 
for  "seventeen  consecutive  weeks  prior  to  this 
date,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief." 
The  fact,  however,  is  that  the  first  Monday  in 
September  was  the  first  day  of  that  month, 
and  It  is  hence  apparent  that  there  were  not 
four  months  from  the  date  of  the  order  to  the 
appearance  day,  counting  either  of  such  days 
and  omitting  the  other,  and  hence  there  could 
not  have  been  four  months'  publication  prior 
to  appearance  day.  The  error  of  the  order  is 
apparent  upon  its  face. 

It  is  perhaps  well  for  us  to  say  that  proofs 
of  publication  should  be  positive,  and  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  affidavits  made  simply  to  the 


best  of  the  deponent's  information  and  belief, 
as  those  above  were  made,  is  at  least  question- 
able. 

No  jurisdiction  was  obtained  of  the  trust 
company,  nor  of  the  construction  company,  in 
the  former  of  the  two  cases,  nor  of  the  latter 
company  in  the  other  case. 

The  appeal  taken  in  the  name  of  the  Green 
Cove  Springs  &  Melrose  Railroad  Company 
has  been  dismissed,  thus  leaving  the  two  com- 
panies named  above  as  the  sole  appellants. 
No  relief  was  asked  or  adjudged  in  favor  of 
the  railroad  company  against  either  of  these 
appellants;  and  neither  that  company,  nor 
anyone  else,  can  complain  that  it  is  not  now 
before  this  court. 

It  is  not  necessary,  nor  do  we  deem  it 
proper,  to  discuss  any  of  the  other  questions 
raised  by  the  petition  of  appeal.  The  decision 
of  all  of  them  was  made  in  the  lower  court 
without  appellants  having  a  legal  opportunity 
to  be  heard,  and  upon  a  record  by  which  they 
are  not  bound. 

The  decree*  appealed  from%  in  so  far  as  they 
affect  the  two  appellants,  or  either  of  them,  should 
be  reversed  for  the  reasons  indicated  above;  and 
it  wiU  be  so  ordered. 
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H.  E.  BUMGARDNER  et  al. 
Charles  P.  LEAVITT,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 

(....W.Va.....) 

•1.  As  a  general  role,  equity  wiU  not 
enforce  specific  performance  of  can- 

•Head  notes  by  Lucas,  P. 


tracts  for  the  delivery  of  shares  of  stock ;  but 
when  a  purchaser  has  bargained  for  or  taken  an 
option  upon  such  shares,  because  they  have  to 
him  a  unique  and  special  value,  the  loss  of  which 
could  not  he  adequately  compensated  by  dam- 
ases  at  law,  the  chancellor,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  may  decree  specific  execution. 

8.  Where  such  relief  would  be  granted, 
to  the  purchaser,  were  he  to  apply,  the  seller 
who  has  given  to  the  purchaser  such  preference 
or  option  is  entitled  to  like  relief,  by  reason  of 


Nora— Sate  of  corporate  stock:  specific  perform- 
ance of  contract 

Equity  will  in  a  proper  ease  oompel  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  transfer  of  cor- 
porate stock.  Cowles  v.  Whitman,  10  Conn.  121: 
Draper  v.  Stone,  71  Me.  175;  Leach  v.  Fobes,  11 
Gray,  606;  Blssell  v.  Michigan  F.  &  M.  Bank,  5  Mo- 
Lean,  496;  Taylor,  Corp.  8  700,  cited  in  2  Beach, 
Corp.  1024. 

Where  money  damages  can  afford  no  adequate 
compensation,  equity  will  enforce  the  performance 
of  the  contract.  Chater  v.  8an  Francisco  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  10  Cal.  219,  cited  in  Treasurer  v.  Commer- 
cial Coal  Mln.  Co.  28  Gal.  892;  Baldwin  v.  Com.  11 
Bush.  417;  Todd  v.  Taft,  80  Mass.  871;  Johnson  v. 
Brooke,  03  N.  Y.  887;  Cushman  v.  Thayer  Mfg.  J. 
Co.  76  N.  Y.  868;  White  v.  Schuyler,  81  How.  Pr.  88; 
Ashe  v.  Johnson,  2  Jones,  Eq.  140;  Cheale  v.  Ken- 
ward,  3  De  G.  &  J.  27;  Dunouft  v.  Albrecht,  12  Sun. 
189. 

Either  party  may  be  entitled  to  specifically  en- 
force the  contract  on  the  principle  of  mutuality  of 
rights  and  remedies.  Walker  v.  Bartlett,  2  Jur.  N. 
8. 648;  Paine  v.  Hutchinson,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  257. 

Option  contracts*  when  not  HOeoaL 

Where  the  only  option  the  seller  has  is  as  to  the 
precise  time  of  delivery,  and  the  delivery  must  be 
made  within  a  limited  period,  the  contract  is  not 
thereby  illegal.  Pixley  v.  Boynton,  70  DL  861;  Lo- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


gan  v.  Mustek,  81  HI.  415;  Harris  v.  Tumbridge,  88 
N.  Y.  90,  88  Am.  Bep.  808. 

A  contract  by  which  stock  is  sold  at  a  certain 
price,  with  option  to  the  purchaser  to  resell  it  at  a 
future  time  for  an  Increased  price,  to  the  amount 
of  interest  which  would  to  that  time  accrue,  is  not 
a  gambling  contract  Bichter  v.  Frank,  41  Ted. 
Bep.  859. 

So  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  stock  without  de- 
livery is  not  necessarily  void,  even  if  time  for 
delivery  is  not  fixed  and  either  party  may  enforce 
its  performance  within  a  reasonable  time.  Bruce 
v.  Smith,  44  Ind.  1;  Ketohner  v.  Gettya,  18  S.  a  681; 
Stewart  v.  Oanty,  8  Mees.  &  W.  180. 

But  where  in  the  transaction  neither  party  eon* 
templated  delivery  or  accepting  the  shares,  the 
contract  was  a  gambling  transaction  and  void. 
Bountree  v.  Smith,  108  U.  a  280, 27  L.  ed.  722;  Be 
Hunt,  26  Fed.  Bep.  780;  James  v.  Sheppard,  6  By.  st 
Corp.  L.  J.  478;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  230;  2  Beach, 
Corp.  1044. 

The  mere  fact  that  at  the  time  of  the  fulfillment 
one  of  the  parties  makes  default,  and  the  parties 
settle  upon  the  basis  of  the  difference  between  the 
contract  price  and  the  market  value  at  the  time  of 
the  breach,  does  not  render  the  contract  void  as  a 
gambling  contract.  Brua's  App.  66  Pa.  201;  Smith 
v.  Bouvler,  70  Pa.  885;  Fareira  v.  Oabell,  88  Pa.  88: 
Clarke  v.  Foes,  8  Bias.  640;  Sawyer  v.  Taggart,  14 
Bush,  707. 
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the  operation  of  the  principle  of  mutuality  of 
right  and  remedy. 
8.  Where  the  remedy  at  law  would  be 
incomplete  and  inadequate,  because  the 
court  ox  law  oould  not  give  a  conditional  or 
modified  Judgment,  and  would  he  unable  to  pre- 
serve the  benefit  of  the  agreement  to  all  the 
parties  interested,  equity  hat  jurisdiction  to  en- 
force the  agreement. 

cMarehal,180D 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Leavitt  from  a  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wood  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  certain  shares  of  stock.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  L.  N.  Tavenner,  for  appellant: 

While  in  the  case  of  realty  there  is  a  conclu- 
sive presumption  that  the  purchaser  cannot  be 
adequately  compensated  by  the  recovery  of 
damages  at  law,  in  the  case  of  personalty  there 
is  no  such  presumption. 

3  Parsons.  Cont.  p.  806,  note  X.  and  authori- 
ties cited. 

The  general  rule  is  that  contracts  as  to  per- 
sonalty will  not  be  specifically  enforced. 

8  Parsons,  Cont.  pp.  868,  864. 

The  question  in  all  cases  is  this:  Will  dam- 
ages at  law  afford  an  adequate  compensation 
for  breach  of  the  agreement?  If  they  will, 
there  Is  no  occasion  for  the  interference  of 
equity;  the  remedy  at  law  is  complete. 

2  Benjamin,  Sales,  pp.  1148,  1144;  1  White 
&  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  Am.  ed.  1876,  p.  1096; 
1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  218;  Mitford  & 
Tyler,  PL  &  Pr.  Eq.  p.  214,  citingOia*  v.  But- 
Urrt  1  P.  Wms.  570,  cited  in  10  Yes.  Jr.  161; 
Mason  v.  Armitage,  18  Yes.  Jr.  87;  Noyes  v. 
Marsh,  128  Mass.  288. 

Shares  of  stock  constitute  personalty,  al- 
though the  corporation  own  realty. 

Edwards  v.  Ball,  86  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  488; 
Tippet*  v.  Walker,  4  Mass.  695;  Johns  v.  Johns, 
1  Ohio  St.  850. 

In  no  case  will  it  be  found  that  a  court  of 
equity,  at  the  suit  of  the  vendor,  has  com- 
pelled the  vendee  to  specifically  execute  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  shares  of  stock. 

See  Boss  y.  Union  Pae.  R  Co.  1  Woolw.  26. 
See  also  Pom.  Spec  Pert  §  19;  Orange  db  A. 
R.  Co.  y.  Fulvey,  17  Gratt.  866;  Laidley  y. 
Laidley,  25  W.  Va.  525;  Peyton  v.  Cabell,  Id. 
540. 

It  is  the  manifest  right  of  the  purchaser  to 
have  a  clear,  marketable  title,  and  a  specific 
performance  will  not  be  decreed  unless  this 
requirement  is  fulfilled,  nor  when  the  title,  as 
finally  tendered,  is  subject  to  even  reasonable 
doubt. 

2  White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  p.  1118;  1 
Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  218,  note  1;  8  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  p.  449,  §§  1405-1407,  and  authorities 
cited  in  note. 

The  certificate  of  stock  in  this  case  had  been 
delivered  to  L  N.  Tavenner,  attorney  for 
Arnolds,  with  assignment  indorsed  by  the 
plaintiffs.  This  amounted  to  a  transfer  of 
the  stock  itself. 

Ross  y.  South  Western  B.  Co.  58  Ga.  514; 
Bank  of  America  v.  McNeil,  10  Bush,  54;  Me- 
Neil  y.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  825;  Leitch 
12  L.  R.  A. 


y.  Wells,  48  N.  Y.  585;  Johnson  v.  UnaerhiU, 
52  N.  Y.  208;  Cushman  v.  Thayer  Mfg.  J.  Co. 
76  N.  Y.  865. 

Having  thus  parted  with  the  stock,  the  plain- 
tiffs weie  unable  themselves  to  perform  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  contract,  as  shown  by  the 
bill  itself.  Consequently,  the  defendant  had 
the  right  to  rescind,  and  the  plaintiffs  no  right 
to  enforce. 

1  Wharton,  Cont.  §  282,  p.  418,  citing  Per- 
kins v.  Bailey,  99:  Mass.  61;  Coggs  v.  Bernard* 
Ld.  Raym.  909,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  7th  Am. 
ed.  p.  299,  and  numerous  other  authorities; 
New  Brunswick  M.  B.  A  L.  Asso.  v.  Conoter, 
14  N.  J.  Eq.  219.  See  also  Cook,  Stock  and 
Stockholders,  §  888;  8  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1402, 
note;  Core  v.  Wigner,  82  W.  Va.  278. 

Mr.  Okey  Johnson,  with  Mr.  Barns, 
Powell*  for  appellees: 

It  is  not  sufficient,  to  deny  specific  perform- 
ance that  there  is  a  lien  on  the  property  agreed 
to  be  sold. 

Richards  v.  Mercer,  1  Leigh,  125;  Legrand 
v.  Hampden  Sidney  College,  5  Munf .  824;  Ed- 
wards y.  Van  Bibber,  1  Leigh,  188. 

It  is  sufficient  if  title  can  be  made  at  the 
time  of  the  decree. 

Townshend  v.  GoodfeUow,  8L.RA.  740,  40 
Minn.  812,  and  the  following  cited  cases: 
Oakey  v.  Cook,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  864;  Watts  v. 
Waddle,  81  U.  S.  6  Pet.  889,  8  L.  ed.  487; 
Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  14  U.  8.  1  Wheat.  179,  4 
L.  ed.  65;  Hepburn  v.  Avid,  9  U.  8.  5  Cranch, 
262,  3  L.  ed.  96;  Langford  v.  Pitt,  8  P.  Wms. 
629;  Mortlock  y.  Buller,  10  Ves.  Jr.  292;  Coffin 
v.  Cooper,  14  Ves.  Jr.  205;  8eymour  v.  Be 
Lancy,  8  Cow.  445;  Pierce  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige, 
244,  2  L.  ed.  688;  Baldwin  v.  Salter,  8  Paige, 
478,  4  L.  ed.  508;  Stevenson  v.  Maxwell,  2  A. 
Y.  408;  Jenkins  v.  Fahey,  78  N.  Y.  855. 

Equity  had  Jurisdiction  of  this  case,  the 
remedy  at  law  not  being  complete. 

Burke  v.  Parke,  5  W.  Va.  122;  Laidley  y. 
Laidley,  25  W.  Va.  525:  Hodges  v.  Sowing,  7 
L.  R.  A.  87,  58  Conn.  12;  Stuyvcsant  v.  New 
York,  11  Paige,  414,  5  L.  ed.  182;  Somerby  v. 
Buntin,  118  Mass.  279;  Oil  Bun  Petroleum-Co. 
y.  Oak,  6  W.  Va.  587;  Cornwall  db  L.  B.  Go's 
App.  125  Pa.  282;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  g  728;  Fur- 
nival  y.  Crew.  8  Atk.  87;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  41; 
Oowles  v.  Whitman,  10  Conn.  121;  Clark  v. 
Flint,  22  Pick.  281;  Pooley  v.  Budd,  14  Beav. 
84, 7  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  229;  Alexandria  M.  Bank 
v.  8eton,  26  U.  S.  1  Pet  299, 7  L.  ed.  152. 

While  it  has  been  held  that  a  bill  in  equity 
will  not  lie  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  sell  stock,  yet  if  the  stock  is  in 
railroads,  and  such  like  stock,  equity  will 
enforce  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to 
sell  the  same. 

Pry,  Spec.  Perf.  53,  §  27;  Duncuft  v. 
Albrecht,  12  Sim.  189;  Colt  y.  NeUerttU,  2  P. 
Wms.  804;  Shaw  v.  Fisher,  2  De  G.  &  S.  11,  5 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  596;  BisseU  v.  Midiigan  F.  <ft 
M.  Bank,  5  McLean,  495;  BuUitan  y.  Tuck,  1 
Md.  Ch.  59. 

Loom,  P.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  suit  originated  by  the  filing  of  a  bill  in 
chancery,  by  H.  E.  Bumgardner,  a  married 
woman,  and  H.  F.  Bumgardner,  her  husband, 
against  C.  P.  Leavitt,  and  others,  in  the  Cir* 
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cuit  Court  of  Wood  County.  The  female 
plaintiff  alleges  that  the -defendant  Leavitt  in- 
duced her  to  invest  $1,000  in  the  Steamboat 
General  Dawes,  the  proposed  cost  of  which 
was  $7,500.  It  was  understood  that  the  boat 
was  to  be  put  in  a  joint-stock  company,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  H.  £.  Bumgardner  was  to 
have  shares  in  proportion  to  the  money  she 
had  advanced,  as  aforesaid.  The  plaintiff  ex- 
hibits with  her  bill  an  agreement  as  follows: 

"This  article  of  agreement,  made  and  en- 
tered into  this  the  14th  day  of  July,  1884,  be- 
tween C.  P.  Leavitt,  County  of  Wood,  and 
State  of  West  Virginia,  and  H.  E.  Bumgard- 
ner of  Hockingport,  Athens  Co.,  Ohio,  witness- 
eth,  that  the  said  C.  P.  Leavitt,  in  case  of  mis- 
understanding, or  not  being  able  to  agree,  or 
in  case  of  death  of  Herman  Bumgardner, 
agent,  said  Leavitt  agrees  to  take  the  said  stock 
of  Mrs.  Bumgardner  at  not  exceeding  cost,  or, 
if  boat  depreciates  in  value,  at  fair  cash  valua- 
tion. The  said  Mrs.  H.  E.  Bumgardner  agrees 
to  give  said  C.  P.  Leavitt  the  refusal  over  any 
other  purchaser.  The  said  stock  referred  to 
above  is  stock  in  the  steamer  General  Dawes. 
[Signed]    C.  P.  Leavitt" 

And  there  is  further  exhibited  the  following 
no  lice: 

"ToChas.  P.  Leavitt- 

"Sir:  I  propose  to  sell  you  my  stock  in  the 
Farmer's  Trans.  Co.  in  accordance  with  your 
contract  of  Julv,  14,  1884,  at  cost,  or,  if  the 
boat  has  depreciated  in  value,  at  its  fair  cash 
valuation.  Your  early  attention  is  called  to 
this  matter,  the  contingency  having  arisen  un- 
der which  you  boundf  yourself  to  take  said 
stock.  [Signed]  H.  E.  Bumgardner,  by  H. 
F.  Bumgardner,  Ag>t.    March  81,  1887/ 

The  bill  supplements  the  above  written 
agreement,  signed  by  C.  P.  Leavitt,  by  staring 
that  it  was  a  part  of  the  consideration  that  the 
husband,  H.  F.  Bumgardner  was  to  have  reg- 
ular employment  on  said  steamboat,  of  which 
C.  P.  Leavitt  was  to  be  master.  It  is  further 
alleged  that  all  of  the  interests,  including  the 
stock  owned  by  Leavitt  (which  was  a  large 
majority  of  it),  as  well  as  that  owned  by  ft 
E.  Bumgardner,  was  capitalized  into  a  corpo- 
ration known  as  the  Farmer's  Transportation 
Company,  or  conveyed  to  said  company.  The 
steamer  was  valued  at  $7,600  at  that  time,  and 
760  shares  of  capital  stock  of  the  par  value  of 
$10  per  share  were  issued,  of  which  100  shares 
were  given  to  said  H.  E.  Bumgardner,  and  1£ 
shares  to  her  husband,  in  order  that  he  might 
be  represented  in  the  company.  It  is  further 
alleged  that  C.  P.  Leavitt  took  charge  as  mas- 
ter, and  pursuant  to  the  agreement  gave  H.  F. 
Bumgardner  employment^  but  that  they  soon 
disagreed,  and  said  M.  F.  Bumgardner  was 
discharged.  Plaintiffs  proceed  to  aver  that 
siDce  such  disagreement  they  have  at  all  times 
been  ready  to  give  said  Leavitt  the  preference 
of  purchasing  said  stock,  and  have  urged  him 
to  buy  said  stock  according  to  his  agreement, 
but  be  has  steadily  and  persistently  refused  to 
do  so,  until  the  81st  day  of  March,  1887,  when 
the  above  notice  was  written  and  served. 
They  charge  that  there  has  been  no  deprecia- 
tion in  the  value  of  the  boat,  but  that  it  has 
been  increased  in  size  and  capacity  at  a  large 
expense,  and  its  value  euhanced  in  consequence. 
It  is  further  alleged  that  one  E,  W.  Petty,  who 
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is  made  a  defendant,  had  attached  the  1014 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Wood 
County,  in  an  action  at  law  against  EL  F. 
Bumgardner.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  largely  indebted  to  J.  W.  Ar- 
nold and  L.  EL  Arnold,  both  of  whom  were 
made  defendants,  and  that  the  female  plaintiff 
executed  a  lien  upon  the  said  100  shares  of 
stock  to  secure  said  indebtedness.  By  an 
agreement  and  compromise  between  the  plain- 
tiffs and  said  E.  W.  Petty  his  debt  is  reduced 
to  $422,  which  it  is  agreed  shall  be  paid  him 
out  of  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of 
of  said  101i  shares  of  stock;  and  by  like  agree- 
ment with  J.  W.  and  L.  H.  Arnold,  they  are 
to  receive  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  said 
sale  as  a  compromise,  and  in  full  settlement  of 
the  indebtedness  due  them  from  the  plaintiffs. 
Plaintiff  H.  E.  Bumgardner,  it  is  alleged,  has 
always  been  ready,  and  has  offered,  and  now 
offers,  to  specifically  perform  the  said  agree- 
ment on  her  part,  by  assigning  and  transfer- 
ring said  101i  shares  of  the  stock  free  and  un- 
incumbered, as  of  the  81st  day  of  March,  1887. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  the  court  will  de- 
clare the  plaintiff  to  be  entitled  to  a  specific  per- 
formance and  execution  of  the  said  agreement, 
with  interest  on  the  said  amount  from  March 
81st,  1887;  second,  that  the  court  will  decree 
that  the  amount  ascertained  to  be  due  said  EL 
E.  Bumgardner  from  said  C.  P.  Leavitt  may 
be  paid  over  to  said  E.  W.  Petty  and  said  J. 
W.  and  L.  H.  Arnold,  as  above  set  out;  and, 
thirdly,  for  all  proper  accounts  and  general  re- 
lief. The  bill  was  demurred  to  by  Leavitt, 
but  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  whereupon  C. 
P.  Leavitt  filed  his  answer,  in  which  he  admit* 
the  agreement  as  set  out  in  the  bill,  so  far  as  it 
goes,  but  he  denies  it  was  ever  understood  or 
contemplated  that  the  said  H.  F.  Bumgardner 
should  have  the  right,  at  any  time  he  might 
thereafter  see  fit,  to  require  respondent  to  buy 
the  stock  of  said  H.  E.  Bumgardner,  and  to 
require  respondent  to  pay  therefor  the  original 
cost,  but  in  truth  it  was  intended  to  give  re- 
spondent refusal  and  right  to  buy  said  stock  at 
any  time,  provided  he  paid  therefor  as  much 
as  any  other  bidder,  and  provided,  further- 
more, that  respondent  so  desired.  He  alleges 
that  the  boat  is  not  worth  more  than  $2,500, 
about  one  third  of  what  she  cost  at  the  time 
said  stock  was  issued;  and  that  the  present  value 
of  said  101i  shares  in  the  bill  mentioned  is  not 
worth  more  than  $833.38*  at  the  outside.  He 
denies  that  the  stock  has  ever  been  tendered 
him,  or  that  either  of  the  plaintiffs  have  ever 
proffered  the  same  at  anything  like  a  fair  cash 
valuation.    He  admits  that  on  or  about  the 

day  of  July,  1887,  he  offered  them  $860 

for  the  stock,  although  he  knew  that  they  had 
immediately  before  that  offered  it  to  another 
party  at  $800.  He  alleges  that  it  had  been  as- 
signed by  H.  E.  Bumgardner  to  Mrs.  J.  W. 
Arnold,  to  secure  payment  of  a  debt,  and  the 
certificate  was  then  held  by  one  L.  N.  Taven- 
ner,  as  attorney  of  said  Arnold,  who  had  noti- 
fied the  secretary  of  the  corporation,  and  re- 
quested a  transfer  on  the  books.  Respondent 
sets  out  also  that  the  certificate  was  incum- 
bered by  a  lien  of  said  E.  W.  Petty,  and  he 
pleads  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  title  to  said 
stock,  and  so  could  not  carry  out  the  agree- 
ment.   Respondent   further   alleges  that  his 
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•aid  offer  of  $850  was  made- iD  good  faith,  and 
he  was  ever  ready  from  the  time  be  offered  in 
1887  to  buy  said  stock  to  take  the  same,  but 
bis  offer  was  not  accepted,  nor  was  tbere  ever 
tendered  to  respondent  the  said  stock  at  any 
time,  nor  could  it  be,  since  they  bad  parted 
with  the  title.  He  denies  that  be  ought  in 
equity  to  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the  stock, 
which  cannot  be  delivered,  and  is  incumbered 
to  the  full  amount  of  its  value.  J.  W.  Arnold 
and  L.  H.  Arnold  filed  their  joint  and  separate 
answer,  in  which  they  admit  all  that  is  said  in 
the  bill  about  the  mortgage  or  the  pledge  of 
the  stock  to  them,  and  admit  that  they  have 
agreed  that  out  of  the  proceeds  arising  from 
the  sale  E.  W.  Petty  should  be  first  paid,  and 
that  they  would  accept  the  residue  of  the  pro- 
ceeds in  full  satisfaction  of  their  lien,  and  that 
they  have  accordingly  authorized  L.  N.  Tav- 
enner,  Esq.,  their  attorney,  to  execute  their  re- 
lease, in  order  that  said  H.  E.  Bumgardner 
may  execute  to  said  defendant  G.  P.  Leavitt 
an  unincumbered  transfer  of  said  100  shares 
of  stock  in  fulfillment  of  said  H.  E.  Bumgard- 
ner's  contract  on  her  part,  as  set  out  in  Ex- 
hibit No.  1  of  the  bill.  E.  W.  Petty  likewise 
answers,  and  admits  all  the  averments  of  the 
bill  as  to  his  lien  upon  the  stock  by  attachment, 
and  also  the  agreement  with  reference  to  his 
payment  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale. 

A  vast  amount  of  testimony  was  taken,  very 
little  of  which  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
case,  the  bulk  of  it  seeming  to  be  predicated 
upon  some  extraneous  controversies,  as  to  the 
earnings  of  the  boat,  and  Leavitt's  settlement 
with  the  corporation  and  stockholders.  On 
the  10th  of  December,  1888,  the  case  came  on 
to  be  finally  heard,  and  the  court  decreed  that 
H.  E.  Bumgardner  was  entitled  to  specific  exe- 
cution of  the  contract;  that  demand  was  made 
by  her  on  the  81st  day  of  March,  1887;'  and 
that  the  101  i  shares  of  stock  were  then  worth 
$866.60;  and  the  said  C.  P.  Leavitt  is  decreed 
to  pay  that  amount,  with  interest  from  81st 
day  of  March,  1887,  aggregating  the  sum  of 
$954. 76,  which  he  is  to  pay,witb  interest  there- 
on from  the  date  of  decree.  The  money  is  to 
be  distributed  to  the  Arnolds  and  Petty  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  respective  liens,  and  agree- 
ments with  reference  to  the  same.  The  decree 
then  proceeds  to  direct  "that  L.  N.  Tavenner, 
who  is  authorized  in  a  writing  filed  in  the  pa- 
pers in  this  cause  to  release  the  lien  of  said  J. 
W.  Arnold  and  L.  H.  Arnold  upon  one  hundred 
shares  of  the  stock  aforesaid,  to  execute  said 
release  of  said  lien,  and,  in  case  said  L.  K. 
Tavenner  shall  fail  or  refuse  to  execute  said  re- 
lease within  ten  days  from  this  date,  then  Bar- 
na  Powell,  who  is  hereby  appointed  a  special 
commissioner  for  the  purpose,  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  execute  a  release  of  the  lien  of 
said  J.  W.  Arnold  and  L.  H.  Arnold,  as  afore- 
said, upon  the  100  shares  of  stock  held  in  the 
name  of  H.  E.  Bumgardner  and  filed  with  the 
papers  in  this  cause,  which  certificate  of  100 
shares,  as  well  as  the  certificate  of  101}  shares, 
now  also  in  the  file  in  this  cause,  are  to  be  de- 
livered to  said  C.  P.  Leavitt  upon  payment  by 
him,  or  someone  for  him,  to  the  defendants 
Petty  and  Arnolds  and  plaintiffs,  the  sum  here- 
inbefore decreed  by  him  to  be  paid."  Leave 
was  given  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  out  execution. 
12L.R.A. 


From  this  decree  the  defendant  Leavitt  has  ap- 
pealed to  ibis  court. 

The  first  and  pivotal  question  to  be  decided 
in  this  case  is  whether  tbe  court  of  chancery 
had  jurisdiction  to  decree  specific  performance. 
If  not,  the  bill  should  have  been  dismissed  on 
demurrer.  In  the  first  place,  regarding  the 
defendant  Leavitt  as  having  for  a  considera- 
tion obtained  the  refusal  of,  or,  as  we  may  call 
it,  the  option  on,  this  stock,  could  he  have 
maintained  a  bill  for  specific  performance 
against  Mrs.  H.  E.  Bumgardner  in  case  she 
had  refused  to  let  him  have  the  stock,  and  bad 
insisted  on  selling  it  to  someone  else?  This  is 
an  important  question,  because,  if  such  relief 
could  be  granted  to  the  purchaser  were  he  to 
Apply*  the  seller,  who  has  given  the  purchaser 
such  preference  or  option,  is  entitled  to  like  re- 
lief by  reason  of  the  operation  of  the  principle 
of  mutuality  of  right  and  remedy.  The  gene- 
ral doctrine  upon  this  subject  is  thus  stated  by 
Mr.  Pomeroy:    "It  is  not  then  sufficient  in 

Ssneral  that  a  valid  and  binding  agreement  ex- 
ts,  and  that  an  action  at  law  for  damages  will 
lie  in  favor  of  either  party  for  a  breach  by  the 
other;  the  peculiarly  distinctive  feature  of  the 
equitable  doctrine  is  that  the  remedial  right  to 
a  specific  performance  must  be  mutual.  Bee 
Moore  v.  Fiiz  Randolph,  6  Leigh,  175. 

This  is  a  general  rule,  namely,  that  the  right 
to  a  specific  execution  of  a  contract,  so  far  as 
the  question  of  mutuality  is  concerned,  de- 
pends upon  whether  the  agreement  itself  isob 
ligatory  on  both  parties,  so  that  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  either  against  the  other  the  court 
would  grant  a  specific  performance.  Duvall 
v.  Myers,  2  Bid  Oh.  401.  Says  Mr.  Pomeroy: 
"It  is  a  familiar  doctrine  that  if  the  right  to  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  exists  at  all 
it  must  be  mutual.  The  remedy  must  be  alike 
attainable  by  both  parties  to  the  agreement." 
Pom.  Spec.  Perf.  §  165. 

In  tbe  present  case  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant Leavitt,  being  the  owner  of  about 
three  fourths  of  the  stock  in  a  steamboat,  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  a  married  woman 
with  reference  to  $1,000  of  the  same  stock. 
It  is  true  that  the  contract  was  signed  by 
him  alone.  The  circumstance  that  it  was 
sie ned  bv  him  alone  is  not  material,  since  it  is 
admitted  by  both  parties  that  she  entered  into 
the  contract,  and  was  to  be  bound  by  it.  Wat. 
Spec  Perf.  §§  268,  270.  Neither  is  the  fact 
that  she  was  a  married  woman  material  in  this 
State,  since,  by  our  Married  Woman's  Act, 
which  went  into  operation  in  1869  (see  Code, 
chap.  66),  a  married:  woman  may  not  only  take 
and  hold  personal  property,  such  as  stocks,  but, 
being  such  a  stockholder,  she  may  vote  the 
same  in  any  organized  company;  consequently 
she  had  the  right  of  disposition  and  the  power 
to  sell  or  contract  to  sell.  It  is  also  true  that, 
according  to  her  statement,  personal  services 
entered  into  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  the 
contract,  and  it  is  a  rule  almost  universal  th&v 
a  contract  for  personal  services  cannot  be  en- 
forced against  the  party  promising  such  serv- 
ices, and  hence  for  the  want  of  tbe  requisite 
mutuality  specific  execution  will  not  be  en- 
forced against  the  opposite  party,  unless  the 
services  have  been  actually  performed,  and 
the  contract   to  that    extent  been  executed. 
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as  was  the  case  here.     Pom.  Spec  Perf. 
§310. 

These  obstacles  being  disposed  of,  we  may 
inquire,  Had  Mrs.  Bumgardner  persisted  in 
selling  this  stock  to  a  third  party,  contrary  to 
her  agreement,  could  Leavitt  have  asked  the 
court  of  chancery  to  interfere  by  injunction, 
and  to  compel  her  to  transfer  the  stock  to  him 
upon  payment  of  the  price  stipulated  in  the 
agreement?  The  question  of  specific  perform- 
ance of  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  stock  is 
frequently  treated  by  the  text- writers  in  an  em- 
pirical and  unsatisfactory  manner,  as  if  there 
were  something  peculiar  in  this  character  of 
personal  property,  which  rendered  it  impossi- 
ble to  classify  it  under  any  general  rule.  Mr. 
Fry,  for  example,  does  not  hesitate  to  say  posi- 
tively that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  stock  will 
not  be  specifically  enforced,  although  be  after- 
wards admits  that  railway  shares  form  an  ex- 
ception. Pry,  Spec.  Perf.  §$  24,  27.  Mr. 
Pomeroy's  treatment  of  the  subject  is  equally 
unsatisfactory.  See  Pom.  Spec.  Perf.  §§  17- 
10.  The  true  principle  would  seem  to  be  that, 
as  a  general  rule,  courts  of  equity  will  not  en- 
force specific  performance  of  contracts  for  the 
delivery  of  shares  of  stock,  but  when  a  pur- 
chaser has  bargained  for  such  shares,  or  taken 
an  option  upon  them,  because  they  have  for 
him  a  unique  and  special  value,  the  loss  of 
which  could  not  be  adequately  compensated  by 
damages  at  law,  the  chancellor,  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion,  may  decree  specific  exe- 
cution. This  principle  we  find  laid  down  and 
insisted  upon  in  the  more  recent  work  of  Mr. 
Waterman  (1881).  "The  same  principles,"  be 
says,  "govern  in  contracts  for  the  sale  of  stock 
as  in  the  sale  of  other  property,— that  is,  if  a 
breach  can  be  fully  compensated  in  damages, 
equity  will  not  interfere;  while  it  will  do  so 
when,  notwithstanding  the  payment  of  the 
money  value  of  the  stock,  the  plaintiff  will  still 
lose  a  substantial  benefit,  and  thereby  remain 
u n compensated .  If  a  contract  to  con vey  stock 
is  clear  and  definite,  and  the  uncertain  value  of 
the  stock  renders  it  difficult  to  do  justice  by  an 
award  of  damages,  specific  performance  will 
be  decreed."  Waterman,  Spec.  Perf.  §  10. 
Among  the  many  other  cases  cited  in  support 
of  this  proposition  is  the  lending  case  of  Dolo- 
ret  v.  Mothtchild,  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach, 
Vice-chancellor,  in  1824, 1  Sim.  &  Stu.  500,  in 
which  it  is  said  that  a  bill  will  lie  for  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  government  stock,  where  it  prays  for 
the  delivery  of  certificates  which  give  the  legal 
title  to  the  stock.  There  are  many  other  cases, 
however,  both  in  England  and  America, which 
sustain  the  correct  principle  as  laid  down 
above,  but  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite.  In 
the  present  case  the  purchaser  of  the  refusal  of 
or  option  upon  the  stock  in  the  steamboat  was 
dealing  for  an  article  which  he  could  not  go 
upon  the  market  and  buy,  and  which  no  one 
could  deliver  to  him  but  the  holder,  with  whom 
he  bargained.  The  shares  of  stock  evidently 
had  for  him  a  peculiar  value,  which  could  not 
be  compensated  by  mere  damages,  such  as 
would  be  recovered  at  law.  Their  possession 
would  enable  him  to  control  the  company,  and 
to  retain  bis  position  as  master  of  the  vessel. 
For  the  same  reason,  therefore,  that  a  contract 
for  railway  shares  will  frequently  be  speciflcal- 
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ly  performed,  vis,,  whenever  such  shares  art 
being  purchased  for  the  purposes  of  organiza- 
tion and  control,  I  think  a  court  of  equity 
would  have  interfered  in  this  case  in  favor  of 
C.  P.  Leavitt,  had  be  filed  a  bill  praying  for  its 
intervention.  It  follows,  therefore,  upon  the 
ground  of  mutuality  of  remedy  and  reciproc- 
ity of  obligation,  that  such  a  bill  could  be 
maintained  by  M rs.  Bumgardner.  There  is  an- 
other ground  quite  as  apparent  as  that  stated 
above,  and  that  is  that  the  legal  title  to  this 
stock  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  third  par- 
ty, who  is  properly  made  a  co-defendant  In 
the  case  cited  above  of  Doloret  v.  BothkhUd,  1 
Sim.  A  Stu.  500,  the  vice-chancellor  remarks: 
"I  consider  also  that  the  plaintiff,  not  being 
the  original  holder  of  the  scrip,  but  merely  the 
bearer,  may  not  be  able  to  maintain  any  action 
at  law  upon  the  contract,  and  that,  if  he  has 
any  title,  it  must  be  in  equity."  So  in  the 
present  case  the  plaintiffs  are  in  a  situation  in 
which  a  court  of  equity  sees  its  way  clearly  to 
administer  complete  and  adequate  remedial 
justice  to  all  parties  interested,  whereas,  if  they 
were  remitted  to  a  court  of  law,  if  relit f  could 
be  afforded  at  all,  it  could  only  be  done  by 
resorting  to  several  actions  perhaps  no  less 
than  three.  Upon  the  general  principle .  there- 
fore, of  avoiding  circuity  of  action,  and  afford- 
ing relief  where  the  remedy  at  law  is  inade- 
quate, it  was  proper  for  the  court  of  equity  to 
exercise  its  Jurisdiction.  Whenever  the  rem- 
edy  at  law  would  be  incomplete  and  inadequate 
because  the  court  of  law  cannot  give  a  condi- 
tional or  modified  judgment,  and  would  be  un- 
able to  preserve  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  to 
all  the  parties  interested,  equity  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  the  agreement.  In  the  case  of 
Summers  v.  JBtan,  the  general  principle  is  thus 
declared  by  Judge  Moncure  (18  Gratt.  412): 
•  'Generally  an  adequate  remedy  may  be  had 
at  law  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  concerning 
any  other  personalty  than  slaves,  and  therefore, 
as  a  general  rule,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  en- 
force the  execution  of  such  a  contract  But 
sometimes  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  cannot 
be  had  for  the  breach  of  such  a  contract,  and 
then  its  specific  execution  will  be  enforced  in 
equity."  As  it  was  said  in  May  v.  Le  Claire,  78 
U.  S.  11  Wall.  218, 20  L.  ed.  50,  in  order  to  oust 
the  equity  jurisdiction,  the  remedy  at  law  must 
be  "as  effectual  and  complete  as  the  chancellor 
can  make  it."  The  same  principle  is  recog- 
nized by  all  the  text-writers.  See  Fry,  Spec. 
Perf.  §  18;  Pom.  Spec.  Perf.  §  20.  Mr.  Wa- 
terman says  tersely:  "If,  however,  the  rem- 
edy at  law  would  be  wholly  inadequate  or  im- 
practicable, specific  performance  will  be  de- 
creed." Waterman,  Spec.  Perf.  §  17.  For 
these  reasons,  therefore,  we  think  there  was  no 
error  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' bill.  Upon  the  merits,  although  there 
was,  as  we  have  said,  a  great  deal  of  unneces- 
sary testimony  taken,  the  plaintiffs'  case  might 
have  rested,  and  no  doubt  did  rest,  upon  the 
testimony  of  the  defendant  C.  P.  Leavitt  him- 
self. Out  of  the  168  questions  propounded  to 
him,  of  which  some  were  frivolous,  and  nearly 
all  impertinent,  he  is  asked  on  the  108d  ques- 
tion whether  he  did  not  offer  Mrs.  Bumgard- 
ner $850  for  her  stock,  in  order  to  get  rid  of 
Bumgardner,  to  which  he  replies:  "Yes:  I 
wanted  to  get  rid  of  him.    Here  is  one  of  the 


1891 


Be  AiieuB  Pbintito  Co. 


781 


clerks  right  here  who  asked  him  what  he  would 
take  for  it  at  different  times."  104th  question: 
"Did  you  not  make  a  proposition  to  ouy  the 
stock  on  account  of  your  obligation  under  that 
contract?"  Answer:  "Oh,  yes;  several  times. 
Iguess  the  clerk  here  knows  that  I  made  of- 
fers at  different  times  through  Mr.  Ritchie,  and 
Mr.  Baringer  can  testify  to  the  same  thing."  The 
defendant  further  testifies  that  these  offers  were 
made  in  March,  1887.  or  a  little  after  that  time, 
and  that  the  negotiations  would  have  bean  con- 


eluded,  except  for  some  trivial  and  inconse- 
quential dispute  about  matters  foreign  to  the 
subject  matter. 

To  take  the  defendant,  therefore,  at  his  own 
word,  and  fix  the  value  of  the  stock  at  a  price 
only  differing  by  a  few  dollars  from  what  be 
himself  offered,  with  interest  from  the  time  of 
b)s  offer,  was  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of 
which  he  has  no  right  to  complain,  and  we 
think,  therefore,  that  the  decree  complained  of 
ehould  be  in  all  respects  affirmed. 


NORTH  DAKOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Me  Election   of  Directors   of  the   ARGUS 
PRINTING  CO. 


Edwin  O.  FAULKNER,  Appt., 

s, 
A.  W.  EDWARDS  et  aJ„  Bespts. 
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♦1.  The  pledgee  of  stock  In  whom  name 
it  stand*  on  the  corporate  records  has  a  right 
to  vote  the  stook  at  a  meeting  to  elect  directors. 

ft.  The  idedgar  hMnorigfcttowotesuoh 
stock,  but  a  court  of  equity  will,  in  a  proper  case, 
compel  the  pledgee  to  give  the  pledgor  a  proxy. 

8.  One  not  appearing  to  be  a  stock- 
holder upon  the  corporate  records  is  not  eligi- 
ble to  the  office  of  director,  under  the  Statute 

*Head  notes  by  Coblus,  Oft.  X 


providing  that  only  stockholders  are  eligible  to 
that  office;  one  who  still  so  appears  Is  eligible,  and 
may  vote,  notwithstanding  he  has  assigned  the 
stock. 

4*  A  vote  of  stockholders  representing* 
a  majority  of  the  subscribed  capital  stock  is 
necessary  to  the  ohoioe  of  a  director.  There  be- 
ing no  such  vote,  the  election  Is  declared  illegal, 
and  a  new  election  ordered. 

5.  A  stockholder  holding  a  majority  of 
the  subscribed  capital  stock  having  ac- 
quiesced in  the  organisation  of  a  stockholders* 
meeting,  and  having  participated  in  the  business 
of  the  meeting  as  so  organized,  among  other 
things  having  nominated  persons  for  the  offloe  ot 
director,  cannot  afterwards  withdraw  from  the 
meeting,  and  organise  another  meeting,  at  the 
same  time  and  in  the  same  place,  and  by  voting  at 
that  meeting  elect  the  persons  voted  for  by  him 
the  dlreotors.of  the  corporation.   It  Is  his  duty  to 


Nora.— Of  stock  csrUjtoates  in  general. 

The  certificates  of  stock  are  not  negotiable  in- 
struments so  as  to  oome  within  the  rule  governing 
bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  New  York 
4N.H.R.00.Y.  Schuyler, 84  N.  T. 72;  Stebbins  v. 
Phoaniz  Ins.  Oo.  8  Paige,  850,  8  L.  ed.  184;  Wilson  v. 
Little,  2  N.  Y.  447:  Mechanics  Bank  v.  New  York 
AN.H.R.  Oo.  18  N.  Y.  MS;  Dows  v.  Perrin,  16  N.Y. 
886;  MoCready  v.  Bumsey,  6  Duer,  674;  Weaver  v. 
Barden,  48  N.  Y.  288;  Benton  v.  Livingston,  9  Johns. 
86;  Howe  v.  Starkweather,  17  Mass.  844;  McNeil  v. 
Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  886;  Arnold  v.  Buggies,  1 
B.L166. 

The  transfer  book  is  not  the  only  evidence  of  the 
ownership  'of  stock.  Thel  certificate,  which  has 
always  been  deemed  prima  facie  evidence  of  own- 
ership is  the  only  evidence  in  possession  of  the 
owner,  and,  where  there  has  been  no  transfer,  is 
the  only  recognised  evidenos  of  title.  Broadway 
Bank  v.  MoElrath,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  84. 

The  holder  of  a  certificate  of  shares  of  stock,  ac- 
companied by  an  irrevocable  power  of  attorney  to 
transfer  them,  is  the  apparent  owner,  and  when  be 
is  the  holder  for  value  without  notice  bis  title  can- 
not be  impeached.   Leavltt  v.  Fisher,  4  Doer,  L 

Holder  of  certificate  may  anion  U  at  a  pfedgs. 

It  has  also  been  settled,  by  repeated  adjudications, 
that,  as  between  the  parties,  the  delivery  of  the  cer- 
tificate, with  assignment  and  power  indorsed,  passes 
the  entire  title,  legal  and  equitable,  in  the  shares, 
notwithstanding  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter 
or  by-laws  of  the  corporation,  the  stock  is  declared 
to  be  transferable  only  on  Its  books;  that  such  pro- 
visions are  intended  solely  for  the  protection  of  the 
corporation,  and  can  be  waived  or  asserted  at  its 
pleasure,  and  that  no  effect  is  given  to  them  except 
for  the  protection  of  the  corporation;  that  they  do 
not  incapacitate  the  shareholder  from  parting  with 
12L.R.A. 


bis  interest,  and  that  his  assignment,  not  on  the 
books,  passes  the  entire  legal  title  to  the  stock,  sub- 
ject only  to  such  liens  or  claims  as  the  corporation 
may  have  upon  it,  and  excepting  the  right  of  vot- 
ing at  elections,  etc.  Ang.  ft  A.  Corp.  8th  ed.  1864; 
Bank  of  TJtica  v.  Smalley,  8  Cow.  770;  Gilbert  v. 
Manchester  J.  Mfg.  Co.  11  Wend.  687;  Commercial 
Bank  of  Buffalo  v.  Kortrlght,  88  Wend.  888;  New 
York  ft  N.  H.  R.  Oo.  v.  Schuyler,  84  N.  Y.  80. 

It  to  well  settled  that  one  to  whom  stock  has  been 
transferred  lnfpledge,  or  as  collateral  security  for 
money  loaned,  and  who  appears  on  the  register  of 
the  corporation  as  the  owner  of  the  stock,  is,  in  the 
event  of  insolvency  of  the  corporation,  chargeable 
as  a  stockholder  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  Ad- 
derly  v.  Storm,  6  Hill,  684;  Rosevelt  v.  Brown,  U  N. 
Y.  148;  Re  Empire  City  Bank,  18  N.  Y.  108;  Holyoke 
Bank  v.  Burnham,  11  Cush.  188;  Magruder  v.  Colston, 
44  Md.  848;  Crease  v.  Baboook,  10  Met  686;  Wheelook 
▼.  Koct,  77  HI.  886;  Pullman  v.  Upton,  86  TJ.  8. 888, 
84  L.  ed.  818.  See  Thompson,  Liability  of  Stock- 
holders, 1 888. 
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ptodfcse's  faQmre  to  transfer  shares  on 
company's  books. 


In  oases  where  a  pledgee  for  value,  of  stock  certifi- 
cates, has  neglected  to  obtain,  in  compliance  with 
statutory  or  oharter  provisions,  a  transfer  of  shares 
upon  the  books  of  the  company  and  the  issue  of 
new  certificates,  he  receives  an  equitable  title  only 
and  is  subject  to  the  equities  of  third  parties. 
Naglee  v.  Paoiflo  Wharf  Co.  80  Oal.  688;  Weston  v. 
Bear  River  ft  A.W.ft  M.Oo.6  CaL  186;  Fisher  v. 
Hssex  Bank,  6  Gray,  878;  Book  v.  Nichols,  8  Alien, 
848;  Union  Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Laird,  16  U.  S.  8 
Wheat  880, 4  L.ed.  868;  Oxford  Tump.  v.  Bunnell, 
6  Conn.  668;  Button  v.  Connecticut  Bank,  18  Conn* 
488;  Shipman  v.  JCtna  Ins.  Co.  88  Conn.  845;  Strout 
v.Natoma  Water  ft  Min.Oo,  8  OaL78;  Winter  v. 


See  also  17  L.  R.  A.  259;  33  L.  R.   A.  459;  44  L.  R.  A.  163. 
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remain  In  the  meeting  lint  organised,  and  rote 
his  stock  there,  and  no  one  can  prevent  his  vot- 
ing his  stock  at  that  meeting,  although  his  ballot 
may  be  rejected.  Notwithstanding  such  rejec- 
tion, had  he  voted  his  stock  at  the  original  meet- 
ing the  persons  voted  for  by  hhn  would  have  been 
elected  directors,  and  under  the  Statute  declared 
by  the  court  elected. 
6.  A  trawatereeofatoeknpontheoorporate 
records  is  qualified  to  vote  the  stock,  and  to  be- 
come a  director,  although  the  transfer  was  made 
for  the  express  and  sole  purpose  of  so  qualifying 
him,  provided  that  It  was  not  made  in  further- 
ance of  a  fraudulent 


(February  25, 188L) 

APPEAL  by  petitioner  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Cass  County,  dis- 
missing his  petition  filed  to  compel  recognition 
of  certain  persons  as  directors  of  the  Argus 
Printing  Company.    Reverted. 

The  tacts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Benton  A  Amidon.  B.  P. 
Spsfcnlding  and  A.  C.  Davis,  for  appellant: 

The  register  of  shareholders  was  the  only 
evidence  by  which  the  right  to  vote  could  be 
ascertained. 

Fender  v.  Luehington,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  70; 
Re  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  Oo.  44  N.  J.  L.  52&- 
689;  Burgeee  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  8.  20,  29,  27 
L.  ed.  859.  868;  Comp.  Laws,  §  2938;  Hoppin 
v.  Buffum,  9  R.  1. 518,  518. 

Mr.  S.  G.  Roberts,  for  respondents: 

The  power  and  duties  of  a  pledge-holder  do 
not  include  the  right  to  use  the  pledge  in  any 


manner  whatever  without  the  consent  of  the 
pledgor. 

Comp.  Laws,  §§  8671, 8880,  4401-4404, 

Appellant  was  not  the  holder  of  said  pledge 
on  said  8d  day  of  June,  1890.  having  assigned 
by  indorsement  and  delivered  the  same  to  one 
of  the  pledgors,  he  could  not  lawfully  repossess 
it  without  the  consent  of  both  pledgors. 

Comp.  Laws,  £§  2984,  8880,  4404;  Story, 
Bailm.§114. 

In  case  of  a  dispute  as  to  a  right  to  vote,  the 
books  of  the  corporation  are  only  prima  facie 
evidence. 

Hoppin  v.  Buffum,  9  R.  I.  518, 11  Am.  Rep. 
293;  McDanieU  v.  Flower  Brook  Mfg.  Co.  22 
Vt.  271. 

The  pledgee  of  stock  is  not,  for  the  purpose 
of  notice  or  meetings,  to  be  regarded  aa  the 
owner  of  the  stock. 

McDanieU  v.  Flower  Brook  Mfg.  Oo.  supra. 

Corliss^  Oh.  J.t  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  this  appeal  we  are  asked  to  review  the 
judgment  of  the  District  Court  in  summary 
proceedings  instituted  under  section  2932  of 
the  Compiled  Laws  to  determine  the  rights 
of  certain  persons  to  the  offices  of  directors 
of  the  Argus  Printing  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion. This  Statute  provides  that  upon  the 
application  of  any  person  or  bodv  corporate 
aggrieved  by  any  election  held  by  any  cor- 
porate body,  or  any  proceedings  thereof,  the 
district  Judge  of  the  district  in  which  the 
election  is  held  most  proceed  forthwith  sum- 
marily to  hear  the  allegations  and  proofs  of 


Belmont  Min.  Oo.  68  Cal.  431;  People's  Bank  v.  Grid- 
ley,  01  111.  467;  Fiske  v.  Carr.  SO  Me.  801;  Skowhegan 
Bank  v.  Cutler,  49  Me.  815;  Pinkerton  v.  Manchester 
&  L.  R.Co.42  N.  H.424;  Bank  of  Commerce's  App.  78 
Pa.  SO;  Sabin  v.  Woodstock  Bank,  21  Vt.  868;  Be 
Murphy,  61  Wis.  610.  Bee  Oolebrooke,  Collateral 
Security,  1 273. 

Sale  accompanied  with  vower  of  attorney. 

A  sale  of  the  stock,  with  a  transfer  of  the  certifi- 
cate indorsed  with  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  pur- 
chaser to  make  the  necessary  transfer  on  the  books 
of  tbe  corporation,  transfers  to  the  purchaser  the 
equitable  interest  and  legal  right  of  the  vendor  in 
the  property  evldenoed  by  the  certificate  assigned. 
It  completes  the  transaction  between  the  vendor 
and  the  purchaser.  But  as  regards  the  corporation 
and  those  who  have  a  right  to  look  to  Its  records 
for  the  owners  of  the  stock,  the  transaction  is  in- 
complete. The  purchaser  does  not  become  vested 
with  the  absolute  title  of  the  stock— does  not  be- 
oome  a  shareholder  in  the  corporation— until  the 
purchased  stock  is  transferred  to  him  on  tbe  books 
of  the  corporation.    Cheever  v.  Meyer,  68  Vt.  66. 

Mode  in  which  stock  is  transferred. 

The  capital  stock  of  a  corporate  oompany  Js  not 
capable  of  manual  delivery.  The  scrip  or  certifi- 
cate may  be  delivered,  but  that  of  Itself  does  not 
carry  with  it  the  stockholder's  interest  in  the  cor- 
porate funds.  Nor  does  It  necessarily  put  that  in- 
terest under  the  control  of  the  pledgee.  The  mode 
in  which  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  is  trans- 
ferred usually  depends  on  its  by-laws.  Wilson  v. 
Little,  2  N.Y.  448. 

Pledgee  holds  equitable  title. 
The  use  of  the  stock  certificates  given  as  collateral 
security  where  made  by  the  mere  manual  delivery 
12  L.  R.  A. 


of  the  certificate,  without  any  accompanying  power 
of  transfer,  invests  the  pledgee  holding  such  col- 
lateral with  the  mere  equitable  title.  He  cannot 
upon  default  enforce  his  rights  by  the  ordinary 
processes  of  sale,  and  is  remanded  for  relief  to  a 
court  of  equity.  Wilson  v.  little,  2  N.  Y.  448;  New- 
ton v.  Fay,  10  Allen,  606;  Nlsblt  v.  Macon  Bank  * 
T.  Co.  12  Fed.  Rep.  686;  Ex  parte  Boulton,  I  DeG.  * 
J.  168;  Alien  v.  Dykers,  8  Hill,  698, 7  Hitt,  487;  Johns- 
ton v.  Dexter,  2  MoArth.  680. 

A  person  holding  stock  of  a  corporation,  not  as  a 
shareholder,  but  merely  as  a  pledgee,  may  bring;  an 
action  on  his  own  account,  and  in  his  own  name,  to 
protect  his  rights  and  Interests  as  a  pledgee,  and  Is 
not  required  in  such  matter  to  act  through  the  as- 
sociation.   Baldwin  v.  Oanfleld,  26  Minn.  48. 

Where  stock  was  bought  for  a  customer,  which 
can  be  identified  In  the  hands  of  any  pledgee  of  the 
firm  who  has  sold  It,  the  customer  may  affirm  the 
sale  and  claim  the  price  at  whioh  It  was  sold.  If 
the  proceeds  of  stock  thus  Identified  have  oome  in- 
to receiver's  hands,  the  customers  may  reach  them. 
If  the  stock  has  oome  to  the  receiver's  hands  unin- 
cumbered bv  any  pledge,  and  the  receiver  still  has 
it,  the  customer  may  reach  and  have  a  delivery  of 
it  by  paying  to  the  receiver  the  amount  owing  to 
the  firm  in  respect  to  it.  Chamberlain  v.  Green- 
leaf  ,  4  Abb.  N.  0. 178. 

A  pledgee  can  sell  the  pledge  after  an  adjudica- 
tion in  bankruptcy  against  the  pledgor.  Jerome 
v.  McCarter,  04  U.  8.  784,  24  L.  ed.  186. 

Bankruptcy  or  insolvency  will  not  revoke  or  af- 
fect in  any  way  stock  in  the  hands  of  the  pledgee 
as  security  for  a  debt,  when  such  security  Is  accom- 
panied witn  a  proper  power  of  attorney.  Hunt  v. 
Bousmanier,  21 U.  8. 8  Wheat.  174, 6L.  ed.  689;  8tory, 
Ag.  H  477-482;  Dickinson  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  129 
Mass.  270. 

A  Vermont  ease  holds  that  the  pledgee  of  stock 
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the  parties,  or  otherwise  inquire  into  the 
matters  of  complaint,  and  thereupon  confirm 
the  election,  order  a  new  one,  or  direct  such 
other  relief  in  the  premises  as  accords  with 
right  and  justice.  This  appeal  must  be  de- 
cided as  we  determine  which  of  two  persons 
had  the  right  to  vote  646  shares  of  stock. 
The  total  amount  of  stock  which  had  been 
issued  at  the  time  of  the  meeting  to  elect 
directors  was  570  shares.  At  this  meeting 
A.  W.  Edwards  voted  these  546  shares  of 
stock  for  the  following  directors:  A.  W. 
Edwards,  H.  0.  Plumlev,  N.  R.  Flint,  Alex- 
ander Griggs,  and  William  A.  Stevens.  At 
the  same  time  and  place  one  E.  O.  Faulkner 
voted  these  same  shares  for  Alexander  Griggs, 
W.  A.  Stevens,  B.  F.  Spaulding,  H.  C. 
Plumley,  and  E.  O.  Faulkner  as  directors. 
In  whom  was  the  right  to  vote  this  stock? 
The  stock  at  one  time  was  the  property  of 
A.  W.  Edwards.  For  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing a  debt  which  he  owed  to  J.  J.  Hill,  this 
stock,  with  ten  other  shares,  was  transferred 
upon  the  corporate  books  to  E.  O.  Faulkner, 
confidential  clerk  of  Mr.  Hill.  Certificates 
representing  the  total  number  of  shares,  556, 
were  issued  directly  to  Mr.  Faulkner,  the 
same  being  signed  by  Mr.  Edwards  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Company,  the  old  certificates 
held  by  Edwards  being  canceled.  The  stock, 
therefore,  stood  on  the  books  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  the  name  of  E.  O.  Faulkner.  Where 
there  has  been  no  transfer  of  the  stock  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation  a  pledgee  of  such 
stock  may  not  vote  it.  The  beneficial  owner- 
ship is  still  in  the  pledgor,  and  the  records 


of  the  corporation  still  show  him  to  be  a 
stockholder.  In  none  of  the  cases  cited  in 
which  the  right  to  vote  was  adjudged  to  be 
in  the  pledgor,  instead  of  the  pledgee,  had 
there  been  a  record  of  the  transfer  made.  See 
McDanids  v.  Ftower  Brooks  Mfg.  Co.  22  Vt. 
274;  Be  Barker,  6  Wend.  509;  Bx  parte 
Willcocks,  7  Cow.  410 ;  Strong  v.  Smith,  15 
Hun,  222. 

We  have  discovered  an  Oregon  case  in 
which  stock  stood  upon  the  books  in  the  name 
of  the  pledgee,  but  the  court  ruled  that  he 
could  not  vote  it  because  he  had  no  authority 
from  the  pledgor  to  make  the  transfer.  This 
case  we  will  refer  to  hereafter.  In  the  case 
at  bar  the  stock  stood  in  the  name  of  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  pledgee  upon  the  corpor- 
ate records.  Was  he  a  bona  fide  stockholder 
within  the  meaning  of  our  Statute  which  re- 
stricts the  right  to  vote  stock  to  those 
who  are  bona  fide  holders  thereof?  Comp. 
Laws,  2931.  It  may  be  stated,  in  this  con- 
nection, that  Edwards  could  not  vote  the 
stock,  as  the  stock  had  not  stood  in  his  name 
on  the  books  of  the  corporation  for  ten  days 
prior  to  the  election.  Ibid.  If, then,  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  pledgee  could  not  vote  the 
shares,  no  election  of  directors  could  be  held, 
for  no  one  else  had  a  right  to  vote  it,  and 
without  its  being  represented  at  the  election 
no  election  of  directors  could  be  had,  for  the 
reason  that  these  shares  constituted  more  than 
half  of  the  capital  stock.  At  all  elections 
or  votes  had  for  any  purpose,  there  must  be 
a  majority  of  the  subscribed  capital  stock 
represented,  etc.    Ibid.    No  person  can  be 


to  not  regarded  as  the  owner,-  to  the  extent,  at 
least,  of  entitling  him  to  notice  of  a  stockholders' 
meeting.  McDaniela  v.  flower  Brook  Mfg.  Oo.  22 
Vt274. 

Pledgee'*  right  to  dividend*. 

It  has  been  decided  that  dividends  declared  dar- 
ing the  continuance  of  a  pledge  belonged  to  the 
pledgee;  and  this  even,  although  the  latter  has 
failed  to  procure  registration  of  the  books  of  the 
corporation.  Hen-man  v.  Maxwell,15  Jones  ft  S.  847. 

The  person  to  whom  scrip  for  stock  has  been  de- 
livered, with  a  transfer  thereof,  and  power  of  at- 
torney to  perfect  the  transfer,  is  the  legal  owner  of 
the  stock,  although  the  same  has  not  been  actually 
transferred  on  the  books  of  the  corporation.  Hill 
v.  Newichawanlck  Oo.  48  How.  Pr.  427. 

While  the  pledgee  under  the  authorities  Is  enti- 
tled to  the  dividends  on  the  stock  pledge,  on  Its  re- 
demption by  the  pledgor, who  must  account  for  the 
amount  received  (Edwards,  Bailm.  p.  800;  Ieaack  v. 
Clark,  2  Bulst.  806),  the  pledgee  is  not  required  to 
retain  in  his  possession  the  identical  shares  of  stock 
originally  received  from  the  pledgor,  if  the  trans- 
action Is  a  mere  loan  of  securities;  a  return  of  other 
stocks  of  like  nature,  kind  and  amount  to  sufficient 
Taylor  v.  Ketohum,  86  How.  Pr.  289. 

Who  are  entitled  to  vote  the  etoek. 

As  to  the  pledgee's  rights  to  vote  certain  shares 
held  by  him  as  collateral  security,  the  general  rule 
to  said  to  be  based  upon  the  names  disclosed  by  the 
stock  register  of  the  corporation.  Any  private 
agreement  between  the  parties  holding  legal  title 
to  the  stock  and  others  to  a  matter  between  them- 
selves with  which  the  corporation  has  no  concern. 
Be  Long  Island  R.  Oo.  19  Wend.  87. 

The  8upreme  Court  of  Nevada  has  held  that  the 
right  to  vote  at  stockholders'  meetings  to  not  gov- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


erned  by  the  fact  that  the  party  in  whose  name  the 
stock  Is  registered  to  merely  the  nominal  owner. 
State  v.  Leete,  16  Nev.  242. 

By  statutory  enactment  in  NewYork,stockholders 
In  moneyed  and  railway  corporations  are  entitled 
to  vote  after  duly  registering  as  stockholders  for 
at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  the  election.  1  Rev. 
Stat  chap.  18,  title  2,  art.  2,  H  T8-45. 

These  provisions  have  been  substantially  re- 
enacted  in  many  of  the  other  States. 

A  transfer  of  stock  until  entered  upon  the  books 
of  the  oompany  oonfers  on  the  transferee,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  company,  no  right  beyond 
that  of  having  such  transfer  properly  entered. 
Until  that  to  done,  or  demanded  to  be  done,  the 
person  In  whose  name  the  stock  to  entered  on  the 
books  of  the  company  to,  as  between  himself  and 
the  oompany,  the  owner  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
and  particularly  for  the  purposes  of  an  election. 
People  v.  Robinson,  64  GaL  878. 

It  to  a  rule  of  extended  application  that  a  person 
holding  stock  as  trustee,  not  only  where  he  to  duly 
registered  as  a  stockholder  in  that  capacity,  but 
also  where  the  trust  relationship  to  not  declared 
upon  the  books  of  the  corporation,  to  entitled  to 
vote  upon  shares  held  by  him. 

In  Wilson  v.Gentral  Bridge  Proprs.,  9  R.  1. 600,  an 
equally  well-settled  principle  allows  a  person  who 
pledges  stock  as  collateral  security  to  vote  upon  It 
at  all  corporate  meetings  so  long  as  it  to  not  trans- 
ferred on  the  stock  ledger  In  the  name  of  the 
pledgee.  McDaniela  v.  Flower  Brook  Mfg.  Oo.  22 
Vt.  274;  Hoppin  v.  Buffum,  9  R.  L  513. 

The  principle  Is  cryBtalized  in  statutory  form  in 
New  York,  and  to  thus  expressed:  "Every  person 
who  shall  pledge  his  stock  as  aforesaid  may  never- 
theless represent  the  same  at  all  such  meetings,  and 
may  vote  accordingly  as  a  stockholder."  New  York 
Laws  1848,  chap.  40, 1 17. 
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chosen  director  without  a  majority  vote. 
£  2025,  Id. 

At  the  time  the  Legislature  employed  the 
word  "stockholders"  in  the  section  prescrib- 
ing the  qualification  of  a  voter  at  corporate 
meetings,  that  word  had  acquired  a  definite 
and  fixed  meaning,  so  far  as  a  pledgee  of 
stock  was  concerned.  It  had  been  repeatedly 
adjudged  that  a  pledgee  of  stock  whose 
transfer  was  upon  the  corporate  records  was 
a  tt  stockholder, n  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Statute  providing  for  the  liability  of  stock- 
holders for  the  debts  of  corporations.  The 
general  reasoning  upon  which  these  decisions 
were  based  was  that  the  pledgee  with  a  record- 
ed transfer  was  a  stockholder  for  the  purpose 
of  receiving  dividends  and  voting  at  stock- 
holders' meetings;  and  that  he  could  not 
enloy  all  of  the  benefits  enjoyed  by  a  stock- 
holder without  being  subjected  to  a  stock- 
holder's liability.  Said  the  court  in  Bank  of 
New  Orleane  v.  Case,  99  U.  8. 628, 26  L.  ed.  448  : 
*  'It  is  thoroughly  established  that  one  to 
whom  stock  had  been  transferred  in  pledge,  or 
as  collateral  security  for  money  loaned,  and 
who  appears  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  as 
the  owner  of  the  stock,  is  liable  as  a  stock- 
holder for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  We  so  held 
in  Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  U.  S.  828,  24  L.  ed. 


818,  and  like  decisions  abound  in  the  English 
courts,  and  in  numerous  American  cases,  to 
some  of  which  we  refer.  Adderly  v.  Storm, 
6  Hill,  624;  BoeeteU  v  Brawn,  11  N.  T.  148; 
Holyoke  Bank  v.  Burnham;  11  Cush.  183; 
Magrvd&r  v.  CoUton,  44  Md.  849;  Oream  v. 
Babcock.  10  Met.  586;  Wheeloek  v.  Koet,  77 
111.  296;  Be  Empire  Oity  Bank,  18  N.  T. 
199 ;  Hale  v.  Walker,  81  Iowa,  344.  For  this 
several  reasons  are  given.  One  is  that  he  is 
estopped  from  denying  his  liability  by 
voluntarily  holding  himself  out  to  the  public 
as  the  owner  of  the  stock,  and  his  denial  of 
ownership  is  inconsistent  with  the  representa- 
tion he  has  made ;  another  is  that  by  taking 
the  legal  title  he  has  released  the  former 
owner;  and  a  third  is  that,  after  having 
taken  the  apparent  ownership,  and  thus  be- 
come entitled  to  receive  dividends,  vote  at 
elections  and  enjov  all  the  privileges  of 
ownership,  it  woula  be  inequitable  to  allow 
him  to  refuse  the  responsibilities  of  a  stock- 
holder. w 

In  Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  U.  S.  828,  24 
L.  ed.  818,  the  court  said:  uSo  in  Holyoke 
Bank  v.  Burnham,  11  Gush.  188,  it  was 
decided  that  a  transfer  of  stock  on  the  books 
of  the  bank,  intended  merely  to  be  held  as 
collateral  security  makes  the  holder  liable  for 


It  Is  Important  to  observe  that  the  legal  right  to 
vote,  belonging  to  the  legal  holder  of  shares,  may 
often  tie  restricted  by  bis  equitable  obligations  to 
third  persons.  Thus,  a  shareholder  who  has  made 
a  complete  sale  or  assignment  of  his  Interest  in 
shares,  has  no  right,  as  against  assignee,  to  vote 
upon  them  without  the  consent  of  the  assignee,  al- 
though a  regular  transfer  may  not  have  been  exe- 
cuted on  the  company's  books.  MoHenry  v.  Jew- 
ett  28  Hun,  458. 

The  right  of  a  trustee  to  vote  upon  shares  held  In 
trust  for  other  parties  depends  upon  the  terms  of 
the  trust.  A  shareholder  may  transfer  his  shares 
to  nominees  having  no  real  ownership,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  them  to  vote  at  the  company's 
meetings,  unless  the  charter  or  articles  of  associa- 
tion of  the  company  restrict  the  right  to  vote  to 
such  persons  as  are  the  beneficial  owners  of  their 
shares.    Morawetz,  Prlv.  Corp.  1 488. 

In  State  v.  Hunton,  28  Vt  606,  It  was  held  that  a 
nonresident  shareholder  could  not  parcel  out  his 
shares  among  his  friends  so  as  to  enable  them  to 
vote,  as  this  would  be  in  violation  of  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  no  stockholder  residing  out  of  the  State 
should  be  entitled  to  vote. 

Where  a  certain  amount  of  corporate  stock  is  held 
Jointly  by  two  of  its  stockholders,  subject  to  cer- 
tain equities,  the  company  Is  required  by  Its  officers 
to  issue  scrip  for  said  stock  to  suoh  stockholders; 
and  in  an  election  for  trustees  of  the  company,  such 
stockholders,  notwithstanding  an  appeal  from  suoh 
Judgment  by  one  of  them  is  pending  and  undeter- 
mined as  to  the  manner  of  voting,  may  properly  be 
rejected  at  the  election*  Be  Pioneer  Paper  Co.  86 
How.  Pr.  11L 

Directors,  how  ctuxen. 

The  general  rule  of  corporations  having  a  capital 
stock  requires  that  the  directors  be  chosen  from 
the  body  of  the  stockholders.  Eligibility  to  office 
is  governed  by  the  amount  of  stock  held.  The  ma- 
jority of  the  board  must  be  citizens;  and  the  qual- 
ifications of  the  directors,  in  many  respects,  is  us- 
ually determined  by  statutory  enactment  or  char- 
ter recitals.  In  the  absence  of  these  the  corpora- 
tion may  prescribe  the  conditions  by  resolution  or 
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formal  by-law.  The  election  of  an  unqualified  per. 
son  to  a  corporate  office  is  merely  voidable  and  not 
void.  People  v.  Albany  *  8.  B.  Oo.  66  Barb.  844. 
See  also  Cook,  Stock  and  Stockholders,  1 680. 

Surprise  and  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  electors  is 
ground  for  avoiding  an  election.  This  principle  is 
asserted  in  many  oases.  Rex  v.  Gaborian.  U  Bast, 
77;  Grant,  Corp.  204;  People  v.  Peck,  11  Wend.  611; 
Be  Pioneer  Paper  Go.  86  How.  Pr.  106. 

It  is  a  law  of  Joint-stock  corporations  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  stockholders  in  interest  shall  control 
any  election  of  officers  of  the  company,  and  in  its 
management. 

A  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  restrain  a  pub- 
lic officer,  or  an  officer  duly  elected  or  appointed 
by  a  corporation,  from  performing  the  general,  or- 
dinary and  proper  duties  of  his  office.  People  v. 
Albany  &  8.  R.  Co.  supra. 

Directors  d>  facto  in  contemplation  of  law,  are  re- 
garded directors  da  Sure,  and  their  official  acts,  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  authority  apparently  conferred, 
bind  the  corporation.  Bookvflle  W.  Tump.  R.  Oo. 
v.  Van  Ness,  SGranoh,  a  0. 448;  Bills  v.  North  Car- 
olina D.  &  D.  Inst.  68  N.  O.  428. 

A  Vermont  case  holds  that  the  pledgee  of  stock  Is 
not  regarded  as  the  owner,  to  the  extent,  at  least, 
of  entitling  him  to  notice  of  a  stockholders'  meet- 
ing. MoDanlels  v.  Flower  Brook  Mfg.  Co.  28  Vt  274. 

In  corporations  aggregate,  the  principle  of  an 
election  is  a  majority,  unless  otherwise  specified. 
Horton  v.  Baptist  Church  Boo.  84  Vt  816;  State  v. 
Wilmington  City  Council,  8  Harr.  (DeL)  284.  But 
after  an  election  has  been  properly  proposed,  who- 
ever has  a  majority  of  those  who  vote,  the  assem- 
bly being  sufficient  is  elected,  although  the  major- 
ity of  the  entire  assembly  wholly  abstain  from  vot- 
ing. Oldknow  v.  Wainwright,  *  Burr.  1017.  And 
see  Rez  v.  Miller,  6  T.  B.  268;  Booker  v.  Young,  U 
Gratt  803;  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284;  Bv- 
erett  v.  Smith,  28  Minn.  68.  But  see  Com.  v.  Wick- 
ersham,  66  Pa.  184. 

An  adjournment  during  the  process  of  balloting 
will  not  invalidate  the  election  of  a  board  of  direc- 
tors. Penobscot  &  K.  B.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  88  Me.  587. 
And  see  Be  Chenango  County  Mu  t  Ins.  Oo.  18  Wend, 
685;  Boone,  Corp.  1 68. 
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the  bank  debts.  It  was  said  that  the  creditor 
was  to  be  considered  the  absolute  owner,  and 
that  his  arrangement  with  his  debtor  cannot 
change  the  character  of  the  ownership. " 

In  Magruder  v.  Ooliton,  44  Md.  849,  where 
it  was  held  that  the  pledgee  whose  transfer 
was  recorded  was  liable  as  a  stockholder,  the 
court  said :  u  Stockholders  are  those  who  ap- 
pear on  the  books  of  the  bank  as  owners  of 
shares,  and  who  are  entitled  to  manage  its 
affairs,  and  they  can  only  throw  off  the 
liabilities  incident  to  that  relation  by  trans- 
ferring the  stock. " 

That  the  word  u  stockholder, "  as  used  by 
the  Legislature,  was,  in  the  absence  of  any 

aual iflcation  of  its  meaning,  understood  by 
le  Legislature  to  be  sufficient  to  embrace  a 
pledgee  with  a  legal  title  to  the  stock  because 
of  a  transfer  on  the  books,  is  clear  from  the 
provisions  of  section  3088,  Comp.  Laws,  ex- 
pressly declaring  that  the  holding  of  stock 
by  a  pledgee  shall  not  render  the  holder  a 
stockholder,  within  the  meaning  of  that 
section  rendering  stockholders  liable  for 
debts  of  the  corporation.  It  is  significant 
that  in  section  2081,  prescribing  the  qualifi- 
cation of  a  voter,  and  declaring  that  he  must 
be  a  bona  fide  stockholder,  no  such  limita- 
tion of  the  meaning  of  the  word  "stock- 
holder" is  to  be  found.  There  are  numerous 
cases  in  which  it  is  said  that  a  pledgee  is  a 
stockholder,  and  entitled  to  vote  when  he  ap- 
pears to  be  a  stockholder  on  the  .books  of  the 
corporation. 

In  Franklin  Bank  v.  Commercial  Bank,  86 
Ohio  St.  850,  plaintiff  loaned  to  one  Foote, 
the  president  of  defendant,  a  sum  of  money, 
and  received  as  security  a  pledge  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  defendant  owned  by  such  pres- 
ident. Defendant  having  refused  to  transfer 
the  shares  on  its  books,  plaintiff  sued  for 
the  conversion  of  the  stock.  The  court  held 
that  he  could  not  recover,  on  the  principle 
that  one  corporation  will  not  be  allowed  to 
own  stock  in  another  corporation  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutory  authority.  Said  the  court : 
M  Were  this  not  so,  one  corporation,  by  buy- 
ing up  the  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  stock 
of  another,  could  take  the  entire  management 
of  its  business,  however  foreign  such  busi- 
ness might  be  to  that  which  the  corporation 
so  purchasing  such  shares  was  created  to 
carry  on.  .  .  .  Nor  would  this  result  fol- 
low any  the  less  certainly,  if  the  shares  of 
stock  were  received  in  pledge  only  to  secure 
the  payment  of  a  debt,  provided  the  shares 
were  transferred  on  the  books  of  the  company 
to  the  name  of  the  pledgee.  A  person  in 
whose  name  the  stock  of  the  corporation 
stands  on  the  books  of  the  corporation  is  as 
to  the  corporation  a  stockholder,  and  has  the 
right  to  vote  upon  the  stock.  .  .  .  Hence 
if  the  plaintiff  appeared  upon  the  books  of 
the  defendant  as  the  transferee  or  owner  of 
the  two  hundred  shares  of  stock  represented 
by  the  certificate  to  Foote,  it  would  have  the 
right  to  vote  upon  the  stock  at  all  meetings 
of  the  stockholders  of  the  defendant ;  and  it 
would  be  only  necessary  for  it  to  procure  in 
pledge,  as  security  for  money  loaned,  a  ma- 
jority of  the  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Commercial  Bank  (defendant  in  the  case] 
in  order  to  obtain  full  control  of  its  affairs 
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and  take  charge  of  its  banking  operations 
.    .    .    It  therefore  follows  that  the  refusal 
of  the  defendant  to  permit  the  transfer  upon 
its  books  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  two  hundred 
shares  of  its  stock  violated  no  right  of  the 

Slaintiff,  and  consequently  created  no  lia 
ility  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Such 
refusal  did  not  amount  to  a  conversion  of  the 
stock.  Its  action  in  refusing  to  transfer  was 
but  the  denial  of  any  right  by  the  plaintiff 
to  be  placed  in  a  position  to  interfere  and 
participate  in  the  control  and  management 
of  its  internal  affairs. w 

In  Poole  v.  West  Point  B.  60.  A*$o.,  80  Fed. 
Rep.  518,  Judge  Brewer  says:  "The  stock 
was  assigned  as  collateral  for  moneys  ad- 
vanced by  B.  D.  Brown.  It  was  duly  trans- 
ferred on  the  books  of  the  company,  so  that 
they  unquestionably  have  all  the  rights  of 
stockholders  n 

In  State  v.  Fnris.  42  Conn.  560,  a  bank- 
rupt in  whose  name  stock  stood  on  the  books 
of  the  company  was  adjudged  entitled  to  the 
right  to  vote  the  stock  after  the  title  to  the 
stock  bad  passed  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
The  court  observed :  **  It  has  been  repeatedly 
held  by  this  court  that  the  books  and  records 
of  a  corporation  determine  who  are  its  stock- 
holders for  the  time  being,  and  who  have  the 
right  to  vote  on  the  stock,  although  the  same 
may  have  been  sold  or  pledged  as  collateral 
security.  In  such  cases  the  party  who  ap- 
pears to  be  the  owner  by  the  books  of  the 
corporation  has  the  right  to  be  treated  as  a 
stockholder,  and  to  vote  whatever  stock  stands 
in  his  name."  See  also  People  v.  Bobinson, 
64  Cal.  878;  State  v.  Pettindi,  10  Nev.  141. 

Mr.  Oolebrooke,  in  his  work  on  Collateral 
Securities,  says :  "  In  the  absence  of  restrict- 
ive statutes,  the  pledgee  of  certificates  of 
stock  indorsed  ana  transferred  on  the  books 
of  the  company  has  a  right  to  vote  at  its 
meetings.  His  name  appearing  as  stock- 
holder on  the  records,  he  becomes  for  all  pur- 
poses a  stockholder.  The  right  to  vote  is  an 
incident  of  the  pledge,  and  according  to  the 
presumed  intention  of  the  parties."  Section 
288. 

In  Vail  v.  Hamilton,  85  N.  T.  458,  the 
action  was  brought  to  set  aside  a  mortgage 
on  corporate  property,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  void  because  two  thirds  of  the  stock- 
holders had  not  assented  to  it.  Certain  of 
the  stock  stood  in  the  name  of  the  pledgee 
on  the  books  of  the  corporation.  The  assent 
of  such  stock  was  essential  to  the  validity 
of  the  mortgage.  The  pledgee  did  not  give 
such  assent,  and  the  court  adjudged  the  mort- 

Sage  void  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that 
le  pledgee  was,  as  to  that  particular  stock, 
a  stockholder,  and  his  assent  was  necessary 
because  without  it  there  was  not  the  assent  of 
the  requisite  two  thirds.  The  court  said: 
"  It  is  true  that  the  shares  were  transferred  to 
Conklin  as  collateral  security,  but  the  certifi- 
cate was  absolute  in  its  terms,  and  he  was 
described  therein  as  owner.  He  so  appeared 
upon  the  proper  books  of  the  corporation. 
Under  such  a  title,  he  had  power  to  render 
the  security  available  by  sale  to  satisfy  the 
debt  on  default  of  payment,  and  until  the 
debt  was  satisfied  he  was  the  one  interested 
50 
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in  protecting  the  property  represented  by  the 
shares  from  diversion  by  liens  or  preferences 
improperly  created.  The  company  had  a 
right  of  redemption,  and  so  had  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  stock;  but  upon  defendant's 
theory  they  could,  without  redemption,  over- 
reach the  legal  title  by  creating  a  mortgage 
which,  when  enforced,  would  extinguish  it, 
and  until  that  event  deprive  it  of  value. 
Conklin  had  a  clear  interest  in  that  matter. 
Except  as  limited  by  statute,  no  stockholder 
by  any  title  could  have  more  or  greater  rights, 
or  be  subjected  to  other  liabilities.  He  is 
relieved  by  statute  from  personal  liability." 

This,  as  we  have  already  seen,  is  the  case 
in  this  State.  "  He  would  be  otherwise  bound 
for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  for  a  credi- 
tor need  in  general  look  only  for  the  legal 
title.  For  the  same  reason  he  had  a  right  to 
vote ;  his  character  upon  the  books  of  the 
bank  would  be  conclusive  upon  the  inspect- 
ors ;  and  whether  section  17  of  the  Act  of 
1848,  supra,  could,  under  any  circumstances, 
be  so  construed  as  to  deprive  one  with  such 
a  title  from  voting,  it  is  not  necessary  to  in- 
quire, for  the  question  does  not  arise ;  but  it 
is  clear  that,  except  for  the  permission  riven 
in  that  section,  even  a  pledgor  could  not 
vote.  It  has  no  application  to  an  assent  re- 
quired to  be  given  in  writing  to  a  specific 
act  of  the  corporation,  and  which,  without 
qualification,  the  Statute  requires  to  be  riven 
by  a  stockholder.  Such  we  have  no  doubt 
was  the  character  of  Conklin  as  to  the  500 
shares  in  question  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  mortgage.  Including  these  shares 
as  part  of  the  stock  to  be  represented,  the  as- 
sent required  by  statute  was  not  given  and 
the  mortgage  is  of  no  validity." 

In  Hoppin  v.  Bufum,  9  R.  I.  518,  the  court 
said:  "The  object  of  the  stock-book,  and 
of  requiring  transfers  of  stock  to  be  recorded 
by  the  corporation,  is  for  the  protection  of 
the  corporation,  to  enable  it  to  know  who 
are  its  members,  who  are  entitled  to  divi- 
dends, and  for  no  purpose  is  it  more  import- 
ant than  to  enable  it  to  know  who  are  enti- 
tled to  vote  in  case  of  an  election."  The 
language  of  the  court  in  Be  St.  Lawrence 
Steamboat  Co.,  44  N.  J.  L.  529,  is  equally 
emphatic  on  the  proposition  that  the  record 
determines  the  question  who  are  stockholders 
in  their  dealings  with  the  corporation,  which 
embrace  the  payment  and  receipt  of  divi- 
dends, and  the  voting  at  stockholders'  meet- 
ing for  directors  and  for  other  purposes;  al- 
though on  application  to  a  court  of  equity 
the  stockholders  might  be  compelled  to  give 
a  proxy  to  another  or  to  vote  as  such  other 
should  direct.  Said  the  court :  "  The  general 
rule  is  that  the  books  of  the  corporation  are 
the  evidence  of  the  persons  who  are  entitled 
to  the  rights  and  privileges  of  stockholders 
in  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration. With  the  single  exception  that 
stock  really  belonging  to  the  corporation  can- 
not, at  any  election  for  its  directors,  be  voted 
upon,  directly  or  indirectly  [citing  cases], 
the  books  of  the  corporation  are  the  only  evi- 
dence of  who  are  the  stockholders,  and  as 
such  are  entitled  to  vote  at  elections.  Down- 
ing v.  PotU,  23  N.  J.  L.  66.  Neither  the 
inspectors  nor  stockholders  can  dispute  the 
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right  to  vote  of  anyone  who  appears  by  the 
company's  books  to  be  the  holder  of  stock 
legally  issued. 

In  Pender  v.  Lushington,  L.  R  6  Ch.  Div. 
70,  the  articles  of  association  provided  that 
every  member  should  be  entitled  to  one  vote 
for  every  ten  shares,  but  should  not  be  enti- 
tled to  more  than  one  hundred  votes  in  all, 
and  that  no  member  should  vote  at  any  gen- 
eral meeting  unless  he  had  been  possessed 
of  his  shares  for  three  months  previously 
thereto.  It  was  held  that  the  register  of 
stockholders  was  the  only  evidence  by  which 
the  right  to  vote  could  be  ascertained,  and 
that  no  vote  of  shareholders  appearing  on 
the  register,  and  properly  qualified,  should 
be  rejected  on  the  ground  that  their  shares 
had  been  transferred  to  them  by  other  share- 
holders, for  the  purpose  of  increasing  their 
own  voting  power,  or  with  an  object  alleged 
to  be  adverse  to  the  interests  of  the  company, 
or  on  the  ground  that  the  holders  were  not 
beneficial  owners  of  the  stock.  So,  also,  it 
is  held  that  a  person  has  a  right  to  vote  on 
stock  standing  in  his  own  name  as  trustee  for 
another,  or  on  stock  which  he  has  pledged  or 
hypothecated,  if  it  be  in  his  own  name  on  the 
company's  books ;  and  that  inspectors  of  the 
election,  in  determining  the  qualifications 
of  voters,  have  no  authority  to  inquire 
whether  the  stockholder  who  appears  by  the 
books  to  be  a  stockholder  is  or  not  the  real 
owner  of  the  stock  standing  in  his  name. 
They  must  take  the  company's  books  as  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  qualification  to  vote. w 
To  same  effect  are  Colebrooke,  Collateral 
Securities,  §  282 ;  1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp. 
§8  170,  488 ;  Burgee*  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  S» 
20,  29,  27  L.  ed.  859,  868. 

In  State  v.  Smith,  15  Or.  98  (on  rehear i  ng,  Id. 
122) ,  it  was  held  that  the  pledgee,  who  had  se- 
cured a  transfer  to  himself  of  the  stock  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation  under  the  authority 
of  the  express  language  of  the  assignment  of 
the  stock,  empowering  the  pledgee  to  transfer 
the  stock  to  his  own  name  on  the  books, 
was,  nevertheless,  not  entitled  to  vote  the 
stock.  But  the  reason  for  the  decision  has 
no  application  in  this  jurisdiction.  The 
court  held  that  the  power  to  make  the  trans- 
fer on  the  books,  although  unlimited,  al- 
though without  condition  as  to  the  time 
when  it  might  be  exercised,  could  not  law- 
fully be  exerted  until  the  pledgee  had 
destroyed  the  equity  of  the  pledgor  by  fore- 
closure. This  decision  is  clearly  opposed  to 
that  of  the  court  in  NicoUet  Nat.  Bank  v.  City 
Bank,  88  Minn.  85,  where  the  court  affirmed 
a  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  conver- 
sion of  stock,  because  it  had  refused  to  trans- 
fer the  same  upon  its  corporate  books  to  the 
name  of  a  pledgee  thereof  before  foreclosure 
of  the  pledge,  and  while  still  a  mere  pledgee. 
This  case  recognizes  the  absolute  right  of 
the  pledgee  to  such  a  transfer.  Said  the 
court:  M Although  the  assignment  to  the 
plaintiff  was  for  the  purpose  of  collateral 
security,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have 
the  same  entered  on  the  books  of  the  bank." 
To  same  effect,  Dayton  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mer- 
chants  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ohio  St.  215. 

The  right  of  the  pledgee  to  insist  upon  a 
transfer  upon  the  books  at  once  is  recognised 
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by  numerous  cases.  Rich  ▼.  Boyce,  89  Md. 
814;  HubbeU  v.  Drexel,  11  Fed.  Rep.  115-118; 
Colebrooke,  Collateral  Securities,  &  272 ;  and 
dissenting  opinion  of  Lord,  Oh.  J.,  in  State  v. 
iSrort/i,  10  Or.  122,  which  accords  with  our 
views. 

But  our  Statute  settles  the  question.  It 
in  express  terms  declares  that  a  transfer  of 
stock  shall  not  be  valid  except  between  the 
parties,  unless  the  transfer  is  entered  upon 
the  corporate  books.  Section  2915,  Comp. 
Laws.  Under  such  a  Statute,  the  condition 
of  a  pledgee  with  an  unrecorded  transfer 
would  be  similar  to  that  of  a  mortgagee 
whose  real  or  chattel  mortgage  should  not  be 
recorded  or  filed.  Nay,  his  situation  would 
be  worse.  A  mortgagee's  lien  in  such  a  case 
cannot  be  defeated  by  the  levy  of  an  attach- 
ment without  notice.  But  a  creditor  of  a 
pledgor  of  stock,  who  attaches  the  same  in 
ignorance  of  a  transfer  thereof,  no  transfer 
on  the  books  haying  been  made,  secures  a  lien 
which   is  superior    to  the  interest  of  the 

Sledgee,  and  his  paramount  lien  cannot  be 
efeated  by  subsequent  notice  of  the  transfer. 
Be  Murphy,  51  Wis.  519;  FUke  v.  Carr,  20 
Me.  801 ;  Sbxohegan  v.  Cutler,  40  Me.  815; 
Nagleev.  Pacific  WharfCo.  20  Cal.529 ;  Weston 
v.  Bear  River  &  A.  W.  Min.  Co.  5  Cal.  186; 
Straut  y.  Natima  Water  db  Min.  Co.  9  Cal. 
78 ;  Fisher  v.  Essex  Bank,  5  Gray,  878 ;  8abin 
v.  Woodstock  Bank,  21  Vt.  8Sfe ;  Cheever  v. 
Meyer,  52  Vt.  66 ;  People's  Bank  v.  Oridley 
91  HI.  457 ;  Northrop  v.  Newton  &  B.  Tump. 
Co.  8  Conn.  549;  Pinkerton  v.  Manchester 
&L.  22.0b.  42N.  H.462;  Ft.  Madison  Lumber 
Co.  v.  Batavian  Bank,  71  Iowa,  270 ;  Colt  v.  Ives, 
81  Conn.  25 ;  Sibley  v.  Quinsigamond  Nat. 
Bank,  188  Mass.  515;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Williston,  188  Mass.  244 ;  People  v.  Robinson, 
64  Cal.  878. 

To  say,  in  the  light  of  this  Statute  and  its 
construction,  that  a  power  vested  in  the 
pledgee  to  record  the  transfer  was  intended 
by  the  pledgor  not  for  the  purpose  of  confer- 
ring on  the  pledgee  power  to  protect  himself 
while  a  pledgee  by  making  such  record,  is 
downright  nonsense.  Said  the  court  in  Rich 
v.  Boyce,  89  Md.  814:  "So  far  from  the 
transfer  of  stock  to  the  appellee's  own  name 
being  a  wrongful  conversion,  it  was  the  ex- 
ercise of  an  undoubted  right  conferred  upon 
them  by  the  appellant.  Without  such  right, 
the  pledge  would  have  been  doubtful  secur- 
ity, as  the  stock  woald  have  been  liable  to 
execution  or  attachment  by  any  creditor  of  the 
appellant."  To  same  effect,  Colebrooke,  Col- 
lateral Securities,  §  288. 

But  where  the  pledgor  not  only  authorizes 
a  record  of  the  transfer  to  be  made  by  the 
pledgee,  such  record  being  essential  to  the 
latter' s  protection,  but  makes  the  transfer 
on  the  books  himself,  as  in  the  case  at  bar, 
by  surrendering  his  old  certificates  and  issu- 
ing directly  to  the  pledgee  new  certificates, 
signed  by  the  pledgor  himself  as  president 
of  the  corporation,  no  room  is  left  for  the 
inquiry  whether  the  pledgee  had  authority 
to  make  the  transfer  upon  the  corporate  books, 
as  in  the  Oregon  case.  In  Day  v.  Holmes,  103 
Mass.  810,  the  court  held  that  a  pledgee  was 
justified  in  procuring  new  certificates  to  be 
issued  to  himself  in  place  of  stock  assigned 
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to  him  in  blank,  and  that  this  act  did  not 
constitute  a  conversion  of  the  stock.  See  also 
Colebrooke,  Collateral  Securities,  §§288,  823. 

The  provision  of  the  Statute  that  a  stock- 
holder, to  be  entitled  to  vote,  must  be  a  bona 
fide  stockholder,  and  have  stock  in  his  own 
name  on  the  books,  at  least  ten  days  prior  to 
the  election,  must  be  read  and  interpreted  in 
the  light,  not  only  of  the  decisions  holding 
that  a  pledgee  is  a  stockholder,  but  also  in 
connection  with  the  legislation  which,  under 
the  decisions  and  by  its  terms,  makes  it 
necessary  for  a  pledgee  to  secure  a  transfer 
on  the  books  to  protect  himself  against  the 
creditors  of  his  pledgor.  Knowing  that 
stock  is  frequently  pledged,  and  that  the 
pledgee  would  secure  a  transfer  on  the  books 
to  protect  himself,  it  must  he  assumed  that  the 
Legislature  intended  he  should  be  regarded 
as  a  stockholder  with  power  to  vote,  for  it  has 
disqualified  his  pledgor  to  vote  the  stock 
after  transfer;  and  it  would  be  unjustifiable 
to  impute  to  the  law-making  power  a  delib- 
erate design  frequently  to  leave  a  majority 
of  the  stock  of  a  corporation  without  power 
to  act,  and  thus  render  it  impossible  to  hold 
a  stockholders'  meeting  for  any  purpose. 
Unlike  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law, 
which  allows  any  minority  of  the  stock- 
holders, however  small,  to  constitute  a 
quorum  (1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  476) ,  our 
Statute  requires  a  vote  of  stockholders  rep- 
resenting a  majority  of  the  suscribed  capi- 
tal stock  (|  2925,  Comp.  Laws)  to  elect 
directors.  Moreover,  the  provision  that  the 
pledgor,  and  not  the  pledgee,  should  be  li- 
able for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  to  the 
extent  of  a  stockholder's  liability  clearly  in- 
dicates that  it  was  intended  that  the  fatter 
should  have  the  right  to  make  a  transfer  on 
the  books,  -  for  without  such  transfer  he  is 
never  liable.  Anderson  v.  Philadelphia 
Warehouse  Co.  Ill  U.  S.  479,  28  L.  ed.  478. 

There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
books  are  not  conclusive  of  the  right  of  the 
person  to  vote  who  appears  upon  the  books 
to  be  a  stockholder.  The  law  will  not  allow 
the  transfer  upon  corporate  books  to  cover 
up  the  incapacity  of  the  real  owner  to  vote 
upon  the  stock.  No  corporation,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutory  permission,  has  any  right 
to  vote  its  own  stock.  Such  stock  having  no 
vote,  the  colorable  transfer  of  it  upon  the 
books  will  not  give  the  person  in  whose  name 
it  stands  authority  to  vote  it.  See  Me  parte 
Holmes,^  Cow.  426 ;  American  R.  Frog  Co.  v. 
Haven,  101  Mass.  398.  But  there  is  a  marked 
difference  between  such  a  case  and  the  case 
of  a  pledgee  who  in  good  faith  holds  the 
legal  title  to  the  stock.  The  rights  of  the 
pledgor  are  in  equity.  He  may,  in  a  proper 
case,  compel  the  pledgee  to  give  him  a  proxy 
by  a  bill  in  equity.    Scholfield  v.  Union  Bank, 

2  Cranch,  C.  C.  115;    VoweU    v.  TItomivon, 

3  Cranch,  C.  C.  428 ;  McHenry  v.  Jewett,  90  N. 
Y.  58 ;  Hoppin  v.  Buffum,  9  R.  I.  513. 

The  fact  that  such  suits  have  been  instituted 
indicates  the  necessity  for  them.  A  pledgor 
who  has  a  legal  right  to  vote  stock,  not- 
withstanding it  has  been  transferred  on  the 
corporate  books,  need  not  resort  to  equity 
for  a  proxy.  Said  the  court,  in  the  last  ca?e 
cited:    UU  the  real  owner  wishes  to  have 


Nobth  Dakota  Sufrekb  Coujbx. 


his  name,  or  the  true  state  of  facta,  appear 
on  the  books,  he  has  his  remedy  in  equity  to 
compel  a  proper  transfer,  or  to  compel  the 
pledgee  to  give  a  proxy,  as  was  done  in  the 
case  of  VoweU  v.  Tftompson,  8  Cranch,  C.  C. 
428.  *  The  pledgee  sustains  a  relation  to  the 
corporation.  This  is  determined  by  the  rec- 
ord. In  dealings  with  the  corporation,  his 
status  as  a  stockholder  is  fixed  by  the  books. 
"  As  between  a  corporator  and  the  corporation, 
the  records  of  the  corporation,  or  its  stock- 
book,  as  it  is  called,  is  the  evidence  of  their  re- 
lation. Meetings  of  the  stockholders,  elec- 
tions and  dividends,  etc. ,  are  regulated  by  this 
record. "    Bank  of  Commerce's  App.  78  Pa.  59. 

If  the  equities  and  contract  relations  be- 
tween different  persons  claiming  the  right 
to  vote  the  same  stock  are  to  be  considered 
in  determining  the  question  of  the  right  to 
vote,  few  elections  would  be  certain,  and 
the.  courts  would  often  be  called  upon  to  in- 
vestigate a  multitude  of  collateral  issues  in 
determining  who  had  been  elected  directors, 
or  whether  any  other  business  transacted  at 
a  stockholders'  meeting  had  the  support  of 
the  requisite  amount  of  stock.  Said  the  court, 
in  Hoppin  v.  Buff  urn,  9.  R.  I.  518:  "Upon 
any  other  rule,  it  could  never  be  known  who 
were  entitled  to  vote  until  the  courts  had 
decided  the  dispute.  The  corporation  or  its 
officers  would  have  to  decide  it  for  the  time, 
and  it  would  leave  the  election  in  uncer- 
tainty. " 

The  record  fixes  the  status  of  a  person  as  a 
stockholder ;  and  another  having  an  equitable 
right  to  wield  the  power  of  a  stockholder, 
as  between  himself  and  the  one  who  has  the 
legal  right,  must  enforce  that  equitable  right 
by  the  decree  of  a  court,  before  he  can  be 
recognized  as  a  stockholder  in  his  relations 
with  the  corporation.  The  legal  title  to  the 
stock  determines  the  right  to  vote,  and  the 
courts,  on  quo  warranto  or  on  summary  pro- 
ceedings under  the  Statute,  cannot  regard  and 
enforce  a  merely  equitable  right.  It  is  true 
that  under  the  Statute  the  court  is  authorized 
to  award  broader  relief  than  on  quo  warranto. 
It  may  declare  a  different  set  of  directors 
elected,  but  the  proceeding  -in  its  essential 
nature  is  a  proceeding  at  law  to  determine 
who  had  the  legal  right  to  vote  as  stock- 
holders at  a  stockholders'  meeting  for  direct- 
ors or  for  other  purposes.  That  the  legal 
title  to  stock  hypothecated  and  transferred  to 
the  creditor  on  the  books  is  in  the  creditor 
so  far  as  dealings  with  the  corporation  are 
concerned  is  elementary.  Cecil  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Watsontoum  Bank,  105  U.  S.  917, 96  L.  ed.1089 ; 
Wilson  v.  Little,  2  N.  Y.  448 ;  Ang.  &  A.  Corp. 
6  580 ;  PuUman  v.  0p*m,  96  U.  8.828,  94 L.  ed. 
818 ;  Oermania  Nat.  Bank  of  New  Orleans  v. 
Case,  99  TJ.  S.  628,  95  L.  ed.  448 ;  Oolebrooke, 
Collateral  Securities,  §  282.  It  is  not  strictly 
accurate  to  speak  of  the  creditor  holding  hy- 
pothecated stock  transferred  on  the  corporate 
books  as  a  mere  pledgee.  His  relation  to  the 
debtor  and  to  the  corporation  may  be  more  ac- 
curately described.  He  is  a  holder  of  the  le- 
gal title  to  stock  as  collateral  security.  The 
debtor  has  a  general  right  to  the  return  of  his 
property  and  its  title,  on  payment  of  his  obli- 

fation.     By  his  own  voluntary  act,  the  debtor 
as  conferred  upon  the  creditor  fill  the  rights 
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of  a  stockholder  by  authorising  him  to  i 
fer  the  stock  on  the  corporate  books.  In  this 
case  the  debtor  himself  made  the  transfer  by 
canceling  his  certificates,  and  issuing  in  their 
place  others  directly  to  the  creditors'  agent, 
signed  by  himself  as  president  of  the  corpora- 
tion. We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that 
Faulkner,  and  not  Edwards,  was  entitled  to 
vote  the  546  shares  of  stock  in  question.  The 
agreement  between  Hill  and  Edwards  that 
the  stock  should  be  placed  in  the  name  of 
such  person  as  Hill  should  designate,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  Hill  control  of  the  corpora- 
tion, adds  nothing  to  his  legal  rights,  but  it 
would  be  an  important  element  in  the  case 
were  Edwards  here  invoking  equity  to  com- 
pel Hill  to  give  him  a  proxy.  The  latter 
could  use  it  as  a  defense  to  an  application 
for  such  relief.  If  however,  as  is  contended 
by  Mr.  Edwards,  Hill  agreed  to  leave  him 
in  control  of  the  corporation,  a  resort  to 
equity  to  compel  the  giving  of  a  proxy  would 
be  his  proper  remedy.  Such  issues  cannot 
be  tried  at  every  election,  nor  is  it  the  poller 
of  the  law  that  they  should  be.  It  would, 
indeed,  be  a  startling  doctrine  that  the  legal- 
ity of  business  transacted  at  stockholders' 
meetings  should  be  subject  to  the  ultimate 
decision  of  complicated  questions  arising  be- 
tween different  claimants  of  the  same  stock. 
If  Faulkner .  voted  this  stock  at  the  meet- 
ing, it  is  our  duty,  under  the  Statute,  to  de- 
clare the  other  set  of  directors  elected.  Ex 
parte  DesdoUy,  1  Wend.  98 ;  Be  Barker,  6 
Wend.  509.  Be  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  Co. 
44 N.  J.  L.  599;  Be  Cape  May  &  D.  B.  N.  Go. 
51  N.  J.  L.  78. 

Before  discussing  this,  however,  we  should 
dispose  of  a  further  question  relating  to  the 
qualification  of  Faulkner  to  vote  this  stock. 
The  Statute  declares  that  a  stockholder  must 
be  a  bona  fide  stockholder  to  entitle  him  to 
vote.  This  phrase,  "bona  fide,"  in  this  con- 
nection is  used  in  contradistinction  to  "bad 
faith."  In  Be  8t.  Lawrence  Steamboat  Co., 
supra,  the  Statute  required  a  person  to  be  a 
bona  fide  stockholder  to  be  eligible  to  theofflce 
of  director.  The  court  said,  in  construing  this 
Statute :  "  A  stockholder  may  have  purchased 
stock  with  a  view  of  becoming  a  director, 
or  have  obtained  it  by  gift,  or  he  may  hold 
it  upon  a  trust,  and  be  qualified  to  be  a  di- 
rector. If  the  stock  was  legally  issued,  and 
was  not  the  property  of  the  corporation,  and 
the  legal  title  is  in  him,  he  is  prima  facie 
capable  of  being  a  director,  and  his  right  to 
be  a  director,  in  virtue  of  his  legal  title  to 
such  stock,  can  be  impeached  only  by  show- 
ing that  title  was  put  in  him  colorably,  with 
a  view  to  qualify  him  to  be  a  director  for 
some  dishonest  purpose,  in  furtherance  of 
some  fraudulent  scheme  touching  the  organi- 
zation or  control  of  the  company,  or  to  carrv 
into  effect  some  fraudulent  arrangement  with 
the  company. "  But  we  do  not  think  that 
Faulkner  voted  this  stock  for  the  persons  who 
claim  to  be  elected  as  directors.  It  is  undis- 
puted that  he  did  not  vote  the  stock  at  the 
meeting  over  which  Mr.  Edwards  presided. 
At  the  hour  named  for  the  meeting  Edwards 
assumed  to  act  as  chairman,  and  directed  a  Mr. 
Flint  to  act  as  secretary.  This  was  without 
objection.   The  call  was  then  read.    Next  Ed- 
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wards  stated  that  the  object  of  the  meeting 
was  to  elect  directors  for  the  ensuing  year. 
Ballot- boxes  were  then  prepared, and  nomina- 
tions for  directors  were  made  by  Edwards  and 
by  Mr.  Faulkner.  After  that,  some  other  rou- 
tine business  was  transacted,  and  then  an  ad- 
journment was  taken,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Faulk- 
ner, until  afternoon.  When  the  meeting  was 
reopened,  after  the  adjournment,  Faulkner 
moved  to  reconsider  all  that  had  been  done, 
on  the  ground  that  the  president  of  the  cor- 
poration had  no  right  to  act  as  chairman  of 
the  stockholders'  meeting  without  election, 
and  that  he  had  not  been  elected  or  chosen 
chairman.  In  a  word,  Faulkner  claimed  that 
.the  meeting  had  not  been  properly  organized. 
We  think  nis  claim  came  too  late.  He  had 
acquiesced  in  the  organization  and  had  par- 
ticipated in  the  business  of  the  meeting. 
He  had  even  recognized,  by  making  nomina- 
tions for  directors,  that  at  that  meeting  as  so 
organized,  the  candidates  for  directors  should 
be  voted  for.  Failing  in  his  efforts  to  reor- 
ganize the  meeting,  ne  withdrew  from  it 
without  voting,  or  offering  to  vote,  his  stock 
for  directors.  It  is  true  that  Edwards  had 
notified  him  that  he  would  not  be  permitted 
to  vote  his  stock  for  directors.  But  this 
would  not  dispense  with  affirmative  action 
on  his  part.  His  secret  intention  to  vote  for 
certain  persons  for  directors,  without  express- 
ing that  intention  in  a  legal  way,  would  not 
el  ect  anyone  to  office.  It  is  true  that  Edwards 
might,  and  probably  would,  have  refused  to 
receive  the  ballot  which  he  might  have  of- 
fered. But  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Ed- 
wards, or  of  anyone  else,  to  prevent  his  vot- 
ing at  that  meeting.  There  was  therefore 
no  reason  for  his  withdrawing.  It  was  his 
duty  to  remain  at  the  stockholders'  meeting 
as  organized,  and  vote  his  stock  at  that  meet- 
ing. This  he  did  not  do,  and  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  voting  the  stock  at  another  meeting, 
which  he  held  with  others  in  the  same  room, 
at  the  same  time,  was  of  no  effect.  A  minor- 
ity must  have  a  right  to  insist  that,  after  a 
meeting  is  organized,  the  majority  shall  not 
withdraw  from  it,  and  organize  another  meet- 
ing, at  which  the  minority  must  appear  or 
lose  their  rights.  Once  concede  the  right, 
and  there  is  no  limit  to  the  number  of  wrecked 
meetings  which  may,  at  the  caprice  of  a  ma- 
jority, precede  the  transaction  of  any  busi- 
ness. Suppose  the  vote  of  two  thirds  of  the 
stock  voted  is  required  to  carry  a  measure  un- 
der the  law  or  the  by-laws  of  the  corporation. 
Stockholders  having  more  than  one  third  of 
the  stock  present  can  vote  it  down.  Can  a 
majority,  constituting  less  than  two  thirds, 
withdraw  from  an  organized  meeting,  and 
thus  compel  the  minority  to  follow  them,  or 
lose  their  right  to  defeat  the  measure?  We 
believe  it  would  be  unwise,  and  unjust  as 
well,  to  sanction  such  a  rule.  It  is  not  es- 
sential to  the  protection  of  the  majority  who 
have  the  right  to  vote  at  the  meeting  as  or- 
ganized. On  the  other  hand,  the  contrary 
rule  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
minority.  It  is  true  that  mere  irregularities 
in  conducting  a  meeting  will  not  vitiate  an 
election,   but   when  a  meeting  is  once  or- 

fanized  it  is  not  a  mere  irregularity  to  with- 
raw  from  it,  and  start  a  new  one.  The 
persons  voted  for  at  the  second  meeting  cannot 
12  L.  R.  A. 


be  adjudged  to  have  been  elected  directors, 
without  deciding  both  that  the  second  meet- 
ing was  valid  and  that  the  first  was  illegal. 
"The  acts  of  a  majority  are  not  binding  upon 
the  company,  unless  the  proceedings  are  con- 
ducted regularly,  and  in  accordance  with 
general  usage,  or  in  the  manner  prescribed 
y  the  charter  and  by-laws  of  the  company." 
1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  g  487  and  cases. 
See  Be  Long  Island  B.  Co.  19  Wend.  87. 
To  elect  directors,  they  must  receive  the  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  subscribed  capital  stock. 
Comp.  Laws,  §  2925.  This  is  fatal  to  the 
election  of  the  persons  voted  for  at  the  legal 
meeting.  Only  12  shares  were  lawfully  voted 
at  that  meeting.  It  was  therefore  error  to 
dismiss  the  petition.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
court,  under  the  Statute,  to  set  aside  the 
old,  and  order  a  new,  election.  He  Long 
Island  R.  Co,   19  Wend.   87 ;  Comp.  Laws, 


There  remains  to  be  considered  the  qualifi- 
cation of  one  of  the  directors  voted  for  at  the 
pretended  meeting  by  Faulkner.  To  be  a  di- 
rector one  must  be  a  holder  of  stock.  %  2926, 
Id.  Shortly  before  the  election  Faulkner 
transferred  to  B.  F.  Spaulding  10  of  the 
556  shares  held  by  him,  and  on  the  day  of 
election  Spaulding  demanded  a  transfer  on 
the  books.  This  request  was  refused.  We 
do  not  think  that  he  was  eligible  to  the  office 
of  director.  He  did  not  appear  to  be  a  stock- 
holder upon  the  books  of  the  corporation. 
If  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  transfer  re- 
corded, the  corporation  would  be  liable  for 
its  refusal,  and  he  could  recover  the  full 
value  of  his  stock.  1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp. 
g  217,  and  cases  cited.  Or  he  might  compel 
a  transfer  by  an  application  to  a  court  of 
equity.  Id.  g  220,  'and  cases  cited.  But 
until  such  transfer  is  made  he  is  not,  under 
our  Statute,  a  stockholder  in  his  relations 
with  the  corporation.  Our  Statute  in  express 
terms  declares,  as  we  have  already  seen,  that 
a  transfer  of  stock,  not  entered  upon  the  cor- 
porate books,  shall  not  be  valid  for  anv  pur- 
pose, except  as  between  the  parties.  Comp. 
Laws,  g  2915.  If  it  is  effectual  to  qualify 
the  transferee  for  the  office  of  director,  it  is 
valid  for  a  very  important  purpose.  We  may 
not  disregard  the  imperative  provision  of 
this  law,  nor  can  we  shut  our  eyes  to  its  very 
obvious  policy.  It  would  be  as  unfortunate, 
and  as  fruitful  of  confusion  and  litigation, 
to  have  the  eligibility  of  a  person  for  the 
office  of  director  left  in  doubt  at  a  stock- 
holders' meeting  to  elect  directors,  as  to  have 
left  in  uncertainty  the  qualification  of  a  pei 
son  to  vote  as  a  stockholder  for  a  director  at 
that  meeting.  Under  a  statute  couched  in 
the  same  language,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
assignor  of  stock  not  transferred  on  the  cor- 
porate books,  and  not  the  assignee  thereof, 
has  the  right  to  vote  the  stock  at  a  meeting 
to  elect  directors.  People  v.  Robinson,  64 
Cal.  878;  State  v.  Pettineli,  10  Nev.  141. 
See  also  1  Morawetz,  Priv.  CorD.  §  488; 
State  v.  Ferris,  42  Conn.  560. 

The  decisions  in  New  Jersey  and  Oregon, 
in  Be  St.  Lawrence  Steamboat  Oo.t  44  N. 
J.  L.  529,  and  State  v.  Smith,  15  Or.  98, 
are  not  of  controlling  force  here,  be- 
cause our  Statute,  by  both  its  terms  and  its 
manifest  spirit,  compels  the  adoption  of  a 
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different  doctrine.  A  person  who  desires  to 
be  recognized  as  a  stockholder,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  voting,  of  being  a  director,  of  suing 
for  dividends,  must  secure  such  a  standing 
by  recording  his  transfer  on  the  corporate 
books.  Nor  will  the  assignee  be  without 
remedy.  The  law  affords  him  the  two  rem- 
edies referred  to  against  the  corporation  for 
an  unwarranted  refusal  to  make  the  transfer ; 
and  he  may,  by  a  resort  to  a  court  of  equity, 
compel  his  transferrer  to  give  him  a  proxy 
after  he  has  been  unjustifiably  deprived  of 
his  right  to  have  his  name  entered  upon  the 
books  of  the  corporation  as  a  stockholder. 
Moreover,  he  can  always  insist  on  a  transfer 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  purchase  or 
loan  on  the  security  of  the  stock.  Business 
prudence  would  prompt  this  caution.  In 
cases  where  the  corporation  has  a  lien  on  the 
shares  of  its  stockholders,  the  purchaser, 
without  a  transfer  on  the  books,  takes  subject 
to  the  lien,  and  the  corporation  may  refuse 
to  record  the  transfer  until  the  lien  is  dis- 
charged. 1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  203. 
By  insisting  on  a  transfer  upon  the  books  be- 
fore he  pays  his  money,  the  purchaser  will 
secure  his  stock  free  from  such  lien,  as  the 
act  of  the  corporation  in  making  such  trans- 
fer would  be  a  waiver  of   the   lien.    Id. 

208 :  Cecil  Nat,  Bank  v.  Watsontown  Bank. 
05  U.  8.  217,  26  L.  ed.  1039. 

In  Helm  v.  Swiggett,  12  Ind.  194,  it  was 
held  that  a  corporation,  whose  charter  gave 
it  a  lien  upon  the  stock  of  a  stockholder 
for  a  debt  owing  to  the  corporation,  had  no 
lien  for  a  debt  of  the  assignee  of  stock  on 
stock  assigned,  but  not  transferred  on  the 
books,  the  court  saying :  "  Ownership  simply 
of  a  certificate  of  stock  in  the  bank  did  not 
constitute  the  owner  of  it  a  stockholder.  It 
required  a  transfer  of  the  stock  to  him  upon 
the  books  of  the  bank."  Referring  to  the 
provision  requiring  a  transfer  upon  the  books, 
Mr.  Morawetz  says :  "  It  follows,  therefore, 
that  a  transfer  upon  the  books  is  essential  to 
a  novation  of  the  contract  of  membership, 
where  there  is  a  provision  of  this  descrip- 
tion. An  assignment  of  shares,  although 
valid  as  between  assignor  and  assignee, 
would  not  affect  their  legal  relationship  to 
the  company  until  after  a  transfer  was  en- 
tered upon  the  books,"  etc.    Vol.  1,  §  170. 

Under  our  Statute,  no  person  can  claim  to 
be  a  stockholder,  in  his  dealings  with  the 
corporation,  until  his  name  appears  in  some 
way  as  stockholder  on  the  corporate  books ; 
ana  as  the  Statute  requires  a  person  to  be  a 
stockholder,  not  stock-owner,  to  entitle  him 
to  be  a  director,  we  are  clear  that  Spaulding 
was  not  eligible  to  that  office.  "The  direct- 
ors of  a  corporation  are  generally  required 
to  be  shareholders  by  express  provisions  of 
the  company's  charter  or  articles  of  associa- 
tion. A  person  is  a  shareholder,  within  the 
meaning  of  a  provision  of  this  description, 
if  he  holds  shares  on  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany, but  not  if  he  is  merely  the  holder  of 
the  certificate.  It  has  been  held  that  the 
transferee  on  the  books  is  eligible,  although 
he  is  not  the  real  owner  of  the  shares,  and 
the  transfer  was  executed  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  making  him  a  director.  A  different 
rule  might  apply  where  the  Statute  expressly 


requires  the  directors  to  be  the  owners  of 
shares. "  Id.  §  506.  Had  Spaulding  ap- 
peared as  a  stockholder  on  the  corporate 
books,  he  would  have  been  qualified  to  hold 
the  office  of  director,  although  the  transfer 
had  been  made  to  him  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  so  qualifying  him.  As  he  did  not  so  ap- 
pear, he  was  not  eligible  to  that  office. 

It  was  urged  that  as  Faulkner  subsequently 
to  the  issue  of  the  stock  had  indorsed  it  in 
blank,  and  left  it  in  the  possession  of  Hill, 
that  he  (Faulkner)  had  ceased  to  be  a  stock- 
holder, and  therefore  had  no  right  to  vote 
the  stock  or  be  a  director.  Under  our  Stat- 
ute  providing  that  an  unrecorded  transfer  of 
stock  shall  not  be  valid  for  any  purpose  ex- . 
cept  between  the  parties,  we  are  clearly  of 
the  opinion,  as  we  have  already  stated  in 
another  connection,  that  until  a  transfer 
should  be  made  on  the  books  Faulkner  would 
continue  to  be  a  stockholder,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  voting  the  stock  or  of  being  eligible 
to  the  office  of  director.  People  v.  Bobinxm, 
64  Cal.  373;  State  v.  Pettineli,  10  Nev.  141 ; 
1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  488;  State  v. 
Ferrie,  42  Conn.  560. 

There  are  certain .  findings  of  fact  which 
we  are  unable  to  discover  any  evidence  in 
the  record  to  sustain.  The  view  the  trial 
court  took  of  the  law  may,  however,  explain 
why  they  are  embodied  in  the  case.  The 
court  finds  that  Hill,  in  electing  directors, 
was  not  to  put  in  men  unsatisfactory  to  Ed- 
wards. Mr.  Faulkner,  on  cross-examination 
by  Mr.  Edwards  himself,  stated  that  Edwards 
said  to  Hill  that  Hill  was  to  have  a  majority 
of  the  directors.  Mr.  Edwards  then  re- 
marked: "  Satisfactory  to  me,  of  course?" 
To  this  the  answer  was:  "He  was  to  pick 
his  own  men."  This  is  all  the  evidence  on 
the  point.  Mr.  Edwards  did  not  testify  in 
the  case.  It  is  true  that  the  record  seems  to 
show  that  Hill  was  not  to  put  in  men  who 
were  enemies  of  Edwards,  but  this  will  not 
Justify  a  finding  that  the  majority  of  the  di- 
rectors were  to  oe  satisfactory  to  Edwards. 
Many  persons  who  were  not  his  enemies  might 
nevertheless  be  unsatisfactory  to  him.  The 
most  that  it  can  be  claimed  that  the  evidence 
discloses  is  that  the  question  as  to  what  men 
the  majority  of  the  board  should  be  composed 
of  was  to  depend  upon  a  fact  not  to  be  de- 
termined by  Hill  or  Edwards  finally,  but  by 
the  courts ;  whereas,  the  finding  would  make 
Edwards  the  sole  and  final  arbiter  of  the 
question.  This  would  be  repugnant  to  the 
spirit  of  the  arrangement  which  was  to  pre- 
vent Edwards  from  dealing  with  the  corpora- 
tion and  its  assets  to  the  prejudice  of  Hill. 
Prior  to  this  time  Hill  had  held,  as  collateral 
for  this  same  debt,  stock  in  another  corpora- 
tion controlled  by  Edwards.  Hill  discovered 
that  the  organization  of  this  corporation  had 
been  suffered  to  lapse;  that  his  stock  had 
therefore  become  worthless ;  and  that  Edwards 
had  formed  a  new  corporation.  This  stock 
had  not  been  transferred  on  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  and  Edwards,  therefore,  had  full 
control  of  it,  and  by  means  of  it  had  had 
complete  control  over  the  corporation.  When 
Edwards  proposed  to  give  Hill  stock  in  the 
new  company  as  security,  Hill  said :  "  What 
good  would  that  be  if  you  form  a  third  com- 
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panyT"  To  this  Edwards  replied  that,  to 
prevent  this,  Hill  could  have  the  stock  put 
in  his  own  name,  and  have  absolute  control, 
and  then  he  would  be  safe,  and  a  third  com- 
pany could  not  be  started.  Certainly,  Mr. 
Hill  would  have  no  control  whatever  if  Mr. 
Edwards  were  allowed  arbitrarily  to  pro- 
nounce unsatisfactory  every  director  for 
whom  Mr.  Hill  or  his  representative  should 
vote  this  stock.  The  effect  would  be  that 
Mr.  Hill  would  have  control  only  on  condi- 
tion that  he  suffered  Mr.  Edwards  to  control 
him  in  exercising  that  control.  Other  find- 
ings it  is  not  important  to  refer  to,  as  a  new 
election  must  be  had. 

The  third  conclusion  of  law  is  unwar- 
ranted. It  states  that  Faulkner  held  this 
stock  subject  to  the  Joint  order  of  Hill  and 
Edwards.  Having  made  a  transfer  of  the 
stock  upon  the  records  bv  issuing  new  shares 
directly  to  Faulkner,  Edwards,  as  pledgor, 
had  no  control  over  the  stock  without  paying 


his  debt.  He  could  not  control  Faulkner  in 
voting  it  without  appealing  to  a  court  of 
equity  under  peculiar  circumstances  creating 
an  equitv  in  his  behalf.  Such  circumstances 
are  not  shown  by  this  record  to  exist  in  this 
case.  This  he  did  not  do,  and  it  was  error 
to  hold  that  he  could,  at  a  stockholders' 
meeting,  exercise  any  control  over  the  stock 
or  over  Faulkner,  who  held  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  reversed, 
and  that  court  is  directed  to  render  judgment 
setting  aside  as  illegal  the  election  of  A. 
W.  Edwards,  H.  0.  Flumley,  M.  R.  Flint, 
Alexander  Griggs  and  William  A.  Stevens, 
as  directors,  ana  ordering  a  new  election  to 
be  bad  as  required  by  the  Statute.  The  old 
directors  will  hold  their  office  until  their 
successors  are  elected  and  qualified,  §  2924, 
Comp.  Laws.     It  trill  be  so  ordered. 

All  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled,  March  18, 
1891. 
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BANK  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK, 
Appt. 
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1.  Payment  of  checks  stolen  from  the   8.  A  depositor  haw  the  right  to  i 
depositor,  without  negligence  on  his  part,  by      when  oheoks  are  returned  to  him  by  the  bank 


his  clerk,  who  forged  the  indorsements  of  the 
payees1  names,  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  bank 
against  an  action  by  the  depositor  for  his  depos- 
it, especially  where  the  bank  made  no  inquiry  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  Indorsements  but  re- 
lied upon  the  responsibility  of  the  persons  pre- 
senting the  checks  for  payment 


Nora.— Relation  between  bank  and  depositor. 

Uie  relations  and  relative  obligations  arising  be- 
tween a  bank  and  Its  depositing  customers  are  In 
general  simply  those  of  debtor  and  creditor.  This 
position  is  well  recognized.  Foley  v.  Hill,  2  H.  L. 
Oas.  28;  JEtna  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat  Bank,  46 
N.  Y.  82, 7  Am.  Bep.  814;  Boyden  v.  Bank  of  Gape 
Fear,  65  N.  a  18;  Allen  v.  Fourth  Nat  Bank,  5  Jones 
A  S.  187,  00  N.  Y.  12;  Buchanan  Farm  Oil  Oo.  r. 
Woodman,  1  Hun,  630, 4  Thomp.  &  0. 198. 

The  understanding  between  the  parties  to,  that 
the  money  shall  remain  with  the  banker  and  under 
his  oontrol  until  the  customer,  by  his  check,  or  in 
some  other  way,  calls  for  Its  repayment;  and  the 
banker  is  not  in  default  and  no  action  will  lie,  un- 
til payment  has  been  demanded.  Downes  v.  Char- 
lestown  Phoenix  Bank,  6  Hill,  207;  Oddle  v.  Nation- 
al City  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  785, 6  Am.  Bep.  160;  Bank  of 
theHepubliOT.  Millard,77U.ai0  WalL  152, 10  L. 
ed.807. 

It  Is  not  the  case  of  a  bailment  unless  the  deposit 
Is  special.  Wray  v.  Tuskegee  Ins.  Oo.  84  Ala.  68; 
Egerton  v.  Fulton  Nat  Bank,  48  How.  Pr.  216; 
Bank  of  Northern  Liberties  v.  Jones,  42  Pa.  686. 

In  the  case  of  a  general  depositor,  If  the  money, 
checks  or  bills  deposited  are  stolen,  lost  or  de- 
stroyed, or  become  of  no  value,  the  bank  sustains 
the  loss,  and  the  depositor  is  still  a  creditor  of  the 
bank  (Re  Franklin  Bank,  1  Paige,  240, 2  L.  ed.  685), 
and  has  no  valid  claim  to  a  priority  of  payment  over 
bill-holders  or  other  creditors.  Re  Franklin  Bank, 
supra.   And  see  Bills  v.  Idnok,  8  Ohio  St  66. 

It  Is  elementary  law  that  a  bank  is  bound  to  ex- 
hibit its  books  to  a  depositor,  on  proper  occasions, 
and  the  officers  having  charge  of  them  are  quo  ad 
aoe,  the  agents  of  both  parties.  Union  Bank  v. 
Knapp,8Pick.06.  ' 
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The  theory  that  a  party  who  makes  and  issues 
commercial  paper,  properly  and  carefully  drawn, 
to  express  the  liability  which  he  Intends  to  assume. 
Is  ohargeable  with  negligence  on  account  of  the 
criminal  act  of  another  in  altering  it  after  its.  issue, 
would  render  him  a  warrantor  against  such  acts, 
and  is  repugnant  to  justice  and  reason.  Crawford 
v.  West  Side  Bank,  1  Oent  Bep.  258, 100  N.  Y.  50. 

Pan-book  no  evidence  of  right  to  draw  money. 

A  savings  bank  seeks  to  justify  the  payment  by 
it  of  a  depositor's  money  to  a  stranger  upon  the 
ground  that  such  payment  was  made  to  a  person 
having  possession  of  the  depositor's  pass-book. 
Such  a  pass-book  is  not  negotiable  paper,  and  Its 
possession  constitutes  in  itself  no  evidence  of  a 
right  to  draw  money  thereon.  It  merely  Imports  a 
liability  of  the  bank  to  the  depositor  for  the  mon- 
eys deposited,  and  an  agreement  to  repay  them  at 
such  time  and  in  suoh  manner  as  he  shall  direct. 
This  contract  Is  Implied  from  the  nature  and  ob- 
jects of  the  transaction  occurring  between  the  par- 
ties. Crawford  v.  West  Side  Bank,  1  Oent  Bep.  258, 
100N.Y.61. 

The  depositor  may  by  special  contract  authorize 
payments  to  be  made  In  some  other  manner  than 
by  his  direction,  but,  In  order  to  make  suoh  pay- 
ments a  protection  to  the  bank,  it  Is  necessary  for 
it  to  show  some  special  agreement  with  the  cus- 
tomer, authorising  suoh  a  mode  of  payment  Smith 
v.  Brooklyn  Sav.  Bank,  1  Oent  Rep.  801, 101 N.  Y. 
58. 

The  contract  between  a  bank  and  its  depositor  is 
the  plain  one  of  debtor  and  creditor.  It  has  no  ele- 
ment of  trust;  its  character  is  in  no  way  fiduciary* 
Consequently,  the  transactions  of  a  bank  with  its 
depositors  are  governed  exactly  by  the  same  rules 
as  oontrol  ordinary  contract  relations.   Thompson 


See  also  15  L.  R.  A.  102;  20  L.  R.  A.  600;  23  L.  R.  A.  584,  615:  26  L.  R.  A. 
280:  32  L.  R.  A.  778:  36  L.  R.  A.  658. 
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that  It  hat  ascertained  the  genuineness  of  in- 
dorsements thereon. 

8.  A  clerk's  knowledge  of  hie   own 

wronr^Q  forging  checks  and  fabricating  false 
papers  to  oonoeal  Us  crime  cannot  be  imputed  to 
his  principal. 

4.  Anefi^tisvblenotemsvdepsvjrabletoe, 
fictitious  pereon  and  negotiated  by  the  mak- 
er, which  is  given  the  same  validity  as  against 
the  maker  and  all  persons  having  knowledge  of 
the  facts  as  if  payable  to  bearer,  by  Rev.  Stat., 
786,  t  6,  inoludes  only  paper  made  with  knowl- 
edge that  the  payee  is  fictitious,  and  does  not  in- 
clude paper  made  by  one  who  supposes  the  payee 
to  be  a  real  person  and  which  is  fraudulently  ne- 
gotiated by  a  thirdiperson  without  the  maker's 
fault. 

ft.  The  fhct  that  the  forger  of  indorse- 
ments on  checks  has  made  good  the 
amount  to  the  payees  constitutes  no  defense  to 
the  bank  which  has  paid  out  money  on  the  checks 
in  an  action  by  the  depositor  for  his  deposit 
money  which  is  not  founded  upon  the  checks 
where  plaintiff  has  not  profited  by  such  payment. 

(April  O,  MOOL) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  tbe  Supreme  Court, 
First  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  en- 
tered in  the  New  York  county  clerk's  office* 
upon  the  report  of  a  referee  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiffs in  an  action  brought  to  recover  money  al- 
leged to  have  been  deposited  by  plaintiffs  with 
defendant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  William  Allen  Bailer  and  Ad* 
rian  H.  Joline,  for  appellant: 

It  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  ex- 
amine the  pass-book  and  vouchers  when  the 
same  were  written  up  and  balanced  and  re- 
turned to  them  from  time  to  time.  This  was  a 
duty  they  owed  the  defendant. 

Morse,  Banks  and  Banking,  8d  ed.  §  281,  and 
see  §g  472,  478;  Dana  v.  Motional  Bankoftii* 
Republic,  182  Mass.  156;  Leather  Mfrs.  Bank 
v.  Morgan,  117  U.  8.  96,  29  L.  ed.  811. 

The  plaintiffs'  negligence  in  the  examination 
of  the  pass-book  and  vouchers  is  a  bar  to  their 
right  of  recovery. 

When  one  of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer 
from  the  fraud  of  a  third,  the  loss  should  fall 


v.  Biggs,  72£U.  8. 5  Wall.  088,  18  I*.  ed.  704;  National 
Bank  of  the  Republics  Millard,  77U.  &  10  WalL 
UBU»L.ed.«7;  Phoenix  Bank  of  New  York  City 
v.  Blsley,  111  17, 8. 125, 28  L.  ed.  874. 

The  bank  lstxrand  to  know  at  its  peril  the  signa- 
ture of  its  depositor.  As  to  the  filling  in  or  body 
of  the  check,  it  t>  wee  no  such  duty,  and  It  is  only 
called  upon  to  exercise  ordinary  care.  9  Dan.  Neg. 
Inst  3d  ed.1 1664<v  Espy  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Cin- 
cinnati, 86  U.  8418  Wall.  004, 21  L.  ed.  947. 

While  it  Is  true  that  the  relation  of  a  bank  and  its 
depositor  is  one  simply  of  debtor  and  creditor 
(Phoenix  Bank  of  New  York  City  v.  Blsley,  111  U. 
8. 126, 1*7, 28  L.ed.  874, 875),  and  that  the  depositor 
Is  not  ohargeable  with  any  payments  except  such 
as  are  made  in  conformity  with  his  orders,  it  Is 
within  common  knowledge  that  the  object  of  a 
pass-book  is  to  inform  the  depositor  from  time  to 
time  of  the  condition  of  his  account  as  it  appears 
upon  the  books  of  the  bank,  and  operates  to  pro- 
tect him  against  the  carelessness  or  fraud  of  the 
bank.  Leather  Manufacturers  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mor- 
gan, 117  U.  8.  W,  20  L.  ed.  81L 

When  forged  checks  have  been  paid  by  a  bank, 
charged  in  the  depositor's  account,  and  returned  to 
him,  he  owes  no  duty  to  the  bank  to  so  eonduot  an 
examination  of  these  vouchers  that  it  will  necessa- 
rily lead  to  a  discovery  of  the  fraud.  At  most,  all 
that  is  required  of  the  depositor  Is  ordinary  care, 
and  if  this  Is  exercised  by  him  or  bis  agent,  the 
bank  cannot  justly  complain  although  the  forger- 
ies are  not  discovered  until  too  late  to  enable  it  to 
retrieve  its  position  or  make  reclamation  from  the 
forger.   Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  T.  200. 

Bank  deposits. 

In  National  Bank  of  Oommeroe  v.  National  Me- 
chanics fikg.  Asso.  55  N.Y.  211,14  Am.  Bep.  282.lt 
was  held  that  a  bank  Is  not  bound  to  know  the 
handwriting  or  genuineness  of  the  filling  up  of  a 
check  drawn  upon  It,  but  only  the  signature  of  the 
drawer.  So,  where  a  bank  bad  oertifled  a  check, 
which  afterward  was  fraudulently  raised,  and  the 
bank  by  mistake  paid  the  raised  amount  to  a  bona 
fide  holder,  it  was  held  that  it  could  recover  back 
the  sum  so  paid,  unless  the  holder  had  suffered  loss 
in  oonsequenoe  of  the  mistake.  The  court  here 
said:  "If  the  defendant  had  shown  that  it  had  suf- 
fered loss  In  oonsequenoe  of  the  mistake  committed 
by  the  plaintiff,  as  for  Instance,  if  in  oonsequenoe 
of  the  recognition  of  the  check  in  question,  the 
12  L.  R  A. 


defendant  had  paid  ont  money  to  its  fraudulent 
depositor,  then,  clearly,  to  the  extent  of  tbe  lose 
thus  sustained,  the  plaintiff  should  be  responsible.** 
Louisiana  Nat;  Bank  of  New  Orleans  v.  Citlzena 
Bank  of  Louisiana,  28  La.  Ann.  188, 28  Am.  Bep.  02, 
and  note. 

The  bank  owes  no  duty  to  the  holder  of  a  check 
drawn  against  It  until  it  has,  by  its  own  voluntary 
act,  created  one:  i.  *>,  by  certifying  the  same,  or  by 
oharging  the  drawer  with  the  amount  thereof. 
Bank**  the  Bepubllo  v.  Millard;  77  U.  &  10  WalL 
1M,  10 Led.  809. 

In  Morse  on  Banking,  p.  248,  it  Is  said:  "The  bank 
has  no  right  to  defer  the  payment  with  the  intention 
of  making  or  refusing  it  at  a  later  hour,  according 
as  it  shall  be  influenced  by  subsequent  occurrences. 
If  payment  is  demanded  at  noon  upon  a  check 
whloh  the  depositor's  unincumbered  balance  at 
that  hour  Is  sufficient  to  pay  in  full,  it  is  at  once 
mature  and  perfect."  First  Nat  Bank  of  North- 
umberland v.  MoMlobael,  108  Pa.  460. 

There  is  abundant  authority  for  the  statement 
that  the  drawer  of  a  oheok,  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  the  payee,  is  not  bound  by  a  payment 
thereof  by  the  bank,  upon  a  forged  indorsement  of 
the  name  of  the  payee;  it  is  bound  before  payment 
to  ascertain  the  genuineness  of  the  indorsement. 

A  depositor  owes  no  duty  to  a  bank  requiring  him 
to  examine  his  pass-book  or  return  checks  with  a 
view  to  the  detection  of  forgeries  in  the  indorse- 
ments; he  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  bank 
before  paying  his  ohecks  will  ascertain  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  indorsements.  Welsh  v.  German 
American  Bank,  78  N.  Y.  424. 

The  relation  existing  between  a  bank  and  its  de- 
positor to,  in  a  strict  sense,  that  of  debtor  and  cred- 
itor; but  In  discharging  its  obligation  as  a  debtor, 
the  bank  must  do  so  subject  to  the  rules  obtaining 
between  principal  and  agent. 

FundS  must  be  paid  out  in  due  course  of  business. 

In  disbursing  the  customer's  funds,  it  can  pay 
them  only  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  and  in 
conformity  to  his  directions.  In  debiting  his  ac- 
count it  Is  not  entitled  to  charge  any  payments  ex- 
cept those  made  at  the  time  when,  to  the  person 
whom,  and  for  the  amount,  authorised  by  him. 
Wheeler  v.  Guild,  20  Pick.  646;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst. 
§1818. 

It  receives  the  depositor's  funds  upon  the  implied 
oonditlon  of  disbursing  them  aooording  to  his 
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on  him  who  enabled  such  third  party  to  com- 
mit the  fraud. 

Boot  y.  French,  18  Wend.  570;  Hern  v. 
Nichols,  1  Salk.  289. 

The  rale  has  been  applied  to  transactions  by 
a  duly  authorized  agent,  acting  in  behalf  of  hu 
principal,  and  therefore  representing  him,  and 
by  his  act  and  dealings  occasioning  loss  to  in- 
nocent third  parties. 

Griswold  y.  Haven,  35  N.  Y.  506;  Story, 
PaTtn.  g  108. 

Plaintiffs  haying  been  merely  careless  in 
their  dealings,  they  are  estopped. 

Smith  y.  Mechanics  dt  T.  Bank,  6  La.  Ann. 
610. 

The  knowledge  of  Bedell  was  plaintiffs' 
knowledge. 

Allen  y.  Chit,  6  Hill,  818. 

This  case  falls  directly  within  the  principle 
applied  in  New  York  &  N.  H.  B.  Co.  y. 
Schuyler,  84  N.  T.  80,  where  the  doctrine  of 
implied  agency  arising  out  of  negligence  and 
based  on  estoppel  in  pais  was  enforced. 

Chemung  uanal  Bank  r.  Bradner,  44  N.  Y. 
680;  Durst  y.  Burton,  47  N.  Y.  167. 

Plaintiffs  took  the  risk  of  intrusting  the 


checks  to  Bedell,  and,  baying  done  so,  are  es- 
topped to  question  the  indorsements. 

Cooper  y.  Meyer,  10  Barn.  &  C.  468;  Ooggill 
y.  American  Batch,  Bank,  1  N.  Y.  118. 

The  several  checks  which  were  made  payable 
to  the  order  of  persons  having  no  existence 
were,  in  legal  effect  and  under  the  statute  of 
this  State,  payable  to  bearer;  and  the  plaintiffs 
put  the  checks  into  circulation  under  circum 
stances  which  render  them  chargeable  with 
knowledge  that  the  payees  were  fictitious.. 

Rev.  Stat.  pt.  2,  chap.  4,  title  2,  g  5;  1  Rev 
Stat.  768,  §  5;  Bets  y.  Johnson,  8  Hill,  112; 
Gibson  y.  Minet,  1  H.  Bl.  569,  8  T.  R  48i; 
TaUoek  v.  Harris,  8  T.  R.  174;  Vere  y.  Lewi*, 
8  T.  R.  182;  OoUis  y.  Emett,  1  H.  Bl.  818; 
Gibson  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  187;  Bennett  v. 
Farnett,  1  Campb.  180;  Phillips  v.  Thurn.  L. 
R.  1  C.  P,  468. 

The  plaintiffs  here  are  chargeable  with 
knowledge  that  the  payees  named  therein  were 
non-existent. 

See  Barnes  v.  Ontario  Bank,  19  N.  Y.  159; 
Jersey  City  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Leach,  52  N.  Y. 
850. 

If  the  defendant  not  only  accepted  (certified) 


order,  and  upon  an  accounting  Is  liable  for  all  such 
sums  deposited,  as  it  has  paid  away  without  receiv- 
ing valid  direction  therefor.  The  bank  is  from  ne- 
cessity responsible  for  any  omission  to  discover  the 
original  terms  and  conditions  of  a  check,  onee 
properly  drawn  upon  It,  because  at  the  time  of 
payment  It  is  the  only  party  interested  in  .protect- 
ing its  integrity,  who  has  the  opportunity  of  in- 
spection; and  it  therefore  owes  the  duty  to  its  de- 
positors of  guarding  the  fund  intrusted  to  it  from 
spoliation.  This  liability  arises  although  an  altera- 
tion of  a  material  part  of  his  order  has  been 
effected,  even  though  it  be  done  so  skillfully  as  to 
defy  detection  by  examination.  Dan.  If  eg.  Inst 
11090. 

Banker  must  sustain  loss  when  he  pays  on  a  forged 
signature. 

The  liability  of  the  banker,  however,  for  a  loss 
occasioned  by  neglect  to  exercise  such  vigilance  Is 
confined  to  the  maker  alone.  So  far  as  other  par- 
ties, through  whose  hands  an  altered  check  passes, 
are  concerned,  they  have  the  same  opportunity  for 
detecting  fraudulent  alterations  in  the  body  of  the 
check  that  the  banker  has,  and  as  to  them,  after 
payment,  be  is  responsible  only  for  the  gen  ulneness 
of  the  maker's  signature.  Bank  of  Commerce  y. 
Union  Bank,  8  N.  Y.  280. 

The  principle  stated  in  White  y.  Continental  Nat. 
Bank,  U  N.  Y.816;  Marine  Nat.  Bank  v.  National 
City  Bank,  60  N.  Y.  67,  and  kindred  oases,  that  the 
drawees  of  a  check  or  bill  are  held  to  a  knowledge 
of  the  signature  only  of  their  correspondents,  the 
drawers,  and  not  for  a  want  of  knowledge  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  body  of  the  instrument,  applies 
only  as  between  them  and  such  other  .parties  as 
have  equal  opportunity  of  inspection,  and  equal 
means  for  determining  the  existence  of  an  altera- 
tion. Such  parties  take  the  paper  relying  solely 
upon  the  reputed  responsibility  of  their  trans- 
ferrers, and  the  other  parties  to  it,  and  Its  apparent 
genuineness,  and  they  therefore  deal  in  it  at  their 
peril.  They  have  no  duty  to  perform  in  respect  to 
it  except  that  of  guarding  their  own  interests,  and 
in  buying  and  transferring  it  to  others  they  take 
the  risk  of  loss  occurring  from  fraudulent  altera- 
tions. 

The  questions  arising  on  suoh  paper  between 
drawee  and  drawer,  however,  always  relate  to  what 
the  one  has  authorized  the  other  to  do.  They  are 
12  L.  R.  A. 


not  questions  of  negligence  or  of  liability  oi  parties 
upon  commercial  paper,  but  are  those  of  authority 
solely.  In  this  view  it  has  been  held  when  the 
check  of  a  depositor  was  fraudulently  altered  from 
three  pounds  to  two  hundred  pounds  after  issue, 
and  was  paid  by  the  bank  at  the  latter  amount,  that 
the  bank  was  entitled  to  charge  only  three  pounds 
to  the  depositor.  Hall  v.  Fuller,  6  Barn.  &  C.  760. 
Bailey,  jr.,  said:  If  the  banker  unfortunately  pays 
money  belonging  to  the  oustomer  upon  an  order 
not  genuine,  he  must  suffer,  and  to  justify  the  pay- 
ment he  must  show  that  the  order  was  genuine,  not 
in  the  signature  only,  but  in  every  respect.*1 

The  question  of  negligence  cannot  arise  unless 
the  depositor  has,  in  drawing  his  oheok,  left  blanks 
unfilled,  or  by  some  affirmative  act  of  negligence 
has  facilitated  the  commission  of  a  fraud  by  those 
into  whose  hands  the  oheok  may  come.  Young  v. 
Grote,  4  Bing.  268;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst,  t  1650. 

"It  has  been  said:  Whatever  loss  the  bank  has  sus- 
tained it  has  suffered  from  its  own  negligence  or 
want  of  skill  in  a  matter  as  to  which,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, it  and  it  only  was  bound  to  exercise  skill  and 
diligence.  To  this  loss  no  act  of  Weisser  has  con- 
tributed. He  was  guilty  of  no  bad  faith.  He  has  vio- 
lated no  duty  which  he  owed  to  the  bank  and  is  In  no 
way  responsible  (Manhattan  Co.  v.  Lydlg,  4  Johns. 
877;  Smith  y.  Mercer,  0  Taunt.  78;  Young  v.  Grote,  4 
Bing.  268;  Johnson  v.  Windle,  8  Bing.  N.  a  285; 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Union  Bank,  8  N.  T.  880; 
Canal  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Albany,  1  HOI,  887).  He  had 
a  right  to  assume  that  the  bank  had  discharged  its 
own  duty  to  itself  (if  indeed  he  was  bound  to  make 
any  assumption  upon  the  subject),  and  was  not 
bound  to  conceive  it  possible  that  the  bank  had 
charged  him  with  money  whioh  had  not  been  paid 
upon  his  order.*'   Weisser  v.  Denison,  10  N.  Y.  68. 

Where  checks  forged  by  the  confidential  olerk  of 
the  depositor  were  paid  by  the  bank,  charged  to  the 
depositor  in  his  pass-book,  the  book  balanced,  and, 
with  the  forged  vouchers  among  others,  returned 
to  the  clerk,  who  examined  the  aooount  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  principal,  and  reported  it  correct,  and 
the  principal  did  not  discover  the  forgeries  until 
several  months  afterwards,  when  he  Immediately 
made  them  known  to  the  bank.  It  was  held,  in  an 
action  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  deposit,  that 
the  bank  could  not  retalu  the  amount  of  the  forged 
checks.  Weisser  v.  Denison,  supra.  See  Atlanta 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Burke,  8  L.  R.  A.  M,  81  Ge,  607. 
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but  paid  in  Ignorance  of  the  fiction,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  estopped  from  asserting  their  want  of 
knowledge  against  defendant  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple which  would  have  estopped  them  from 
asserting  it  against  bona  fide  holders  of  the 
checks. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst,  §  189;  Lane  v.  KrekU,  22 
Iowa,  404. 

As  between  plaintiffs  and  the  Bank,  Bedell's 
apparent  authority  was  equivalent  to  the  actual 
scope  of  bis  agencv. 

Grisicold  v.  Haven,  26  N.  Y.  595. 

As  to  ten  of  the  eleven  checks  payable  to  the 
order  of  existing  persons,  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  plaintiffs  sustained  no  loss,  the  amounts 
having  been  made  good  by  Bedell  to  the  payees. 
The  defense  in  regard  to  these  checks  set  up  in 
the  aDswer  was  established,  and  the  referee 
erred  in  refusing  to  find  accordingly. 

Under  the  present  system  of  pleading  and 
procedure  a  defendant  in  an  action  to  enforce 
a  strictly  legal  right  may  interpose  a  defense 
purely  equitable. 

Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  507;  Webster  v.  Bond,  9 
Hun,  487;  Sfieehan  v.  Hamilton,  2  Keyes,  804, 
and  cases  cited;  Baylies,  Code  Pleadings  and 
Forms  (1890)  p.  289,  and  cases  cited;  Dobson  v. 
Pearce,  12  N.  Y.  166;  Savage  v.  Allen.  54  N. 
Y.  458. 

Where  it  can  be  shown  that  plaintiff  sus- 
tained no  actual  loss  his  damages  will  be  merely 
nominal. 

Sedgw.  Damages,  6th  ed.  pp.  614,  615. 

Vagliano  v.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  22  Q.  B. 
Di v.  108,  L.  R.  28  Q.  B.  Div.  243,  relied  upon  in 
the  court  below,  as  a  controlling  authority  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  has  been  reversed  by  the 
House  of  Lords. 

Messrs.  Elihu  Root  and  dsvmuel  B. 
Clarke,  for  respondent: 

The  Bank's  debt  to  plaintiffs  was  not  dimin- 
ished by  its  payment  of  the  forged  checks,  and 
its  obligation  to  pay  the  debt  when  required 
continued  in  all  respects  as  if  no  payment  had 
been  made 

Crawford  v.  West  Side  Bank,  1  Cent.  Rep. 
253,  100  N.  Y.  53;  Com  Exchange  Bank  v. 
Nassau  Bank,  91  N.  Y.  80;  Bank  of  British 
North  America  v.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  91  N. 
Y.  106;  Washington  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whit- 
man, 94  U.  S.  847,  24  L.  ed.  231. 

The  plaintiffs  are  not  estopped  to  deny  de- 
fendant's performance  of  its  contract  by  the 
statements  of  accounts  involved  in  the  balanc- 
ing of  the  pass  book  and  the  return  of  vouchers. 

August  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  15  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
956. 

The  law  imposes  upon  depositors  no  duty  to 
examine  the  indorsements  upon  checks  re- 
turned to  them  by  the  bank. 

Weisser  v.  Denison,  10  N.  Y.  68;  Welsh  v. 
German  American  Bank,  78  N.  Y.  424;  Frank 
v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  209;  Wash- 
ington First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whitman,  supra; 
Leather  Mfrs.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  U.  8. 
107,  29  L.  ed.  816;  Vagliano  v.  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div.  108,  L.  R.  28  Q.  B. 
Div.  262. 

We  are  not  estopped  by  any  negligence  in  the 
general  conduct  of  our  business  or  in  supervis- 
ing Bedell. 

Bigelow,  Estoppel,  p.  612;  People  v.  Bank  of 
North  America,  75  N.  Y.  561;  Swan  v.  North 
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British  A.  Co.  2  Hurlst  &  C.  175;  Mayor  ▼. 
Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  21  Q.  B.  Div.  100; 
Vagliano  v.  Bank  of  England,  Weisser  v.  Den- 
ison, Welsh  v.  German  American  Bank  and 
Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  supra;  Craw- 
ford v.  West  Side  Bank.  1  Cent.  Rep.  258,  100 
N.  Y.  55. 

It  is  only  when  the  maker  knows  the  payee 
to  be  fictitious,  and  intends  to  make  the  paper 
payable  to  a  fictitious  person,  that  it  is  equiv- 
alent to  paper  payable  to  bearer. 

Turnbull  v.  Bowyer,  40  N.  Y.  456;  Gibson  v. 
Minet,  1 H.  BL  569;  Armstrong  v.  PomeroyNat. 
Bank,  6  L.  R.  A.  625,  46  Ohio  St.  512. 

Bedell's  knowledge  that  the  payees  were  fic- 
titious cannot  be  imputed  to  us. 

Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  84  N.  Y.  214; 
Weisser  v.  Denison,  supra:  Atlantic  Cotton 
Mills  v.  Indian  Orchard  Milts,  6  New  Eng. 
Rep.  587, 147Mass.  268;  Gave  v.  Cave,  L.  R.  15 
Ch.  Div.  648. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  appeal  brines  here  for  review  a  Judg- 
ment of  over  $223,000.  recovered  by  the  plain- 
tiffs against  the  defendant,  upon  a  state  of  facts 
fully  found  and  stated  by  the  referee  in  his  re- 
port, and  in  regard  to  which  there  is  little,  if 
any,  serious  dispute  between  the  parties.  The 
form  of  the  action  Is  for  the  recovery  of  a  sum 
of  money  which  it  is  claimed  the  defendant 
undertook,  when  accepting  the  plaintiffs'  de- 
posits, to  pay  to  them,  or  upon  their  order  and 
direction.  It  has  been  found,  and  is  admitted 
on  both  sides,  that  on  the  7th  of  April,  1884, 
the  plaintiffs  had  upon  deposit  to  their  credit 
with  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $14,499.08. 
That  from  this  date  to  the  close  of  business  on 
the  8d  day  of  October,  1888,  the  defendant  bad 
and  received  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs 
various  other  sums  of  money,  deposited  from 
time  to  time,  between  these  dates,  by  the  plain- 
tiffs with  the  defendant,  amounting  in  the 
aggregate  to  $6,218,586.71.  That  between  the 
7th  day  of  April,  1884,  and  the  close  of  busi- 
ness on  the  3d  day  of  October,  1888,  the  de- 
fendant paid  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs,  on 
their  checks  drawn  against  the  balance  above 
stated  and  the  deposits  subsequently  made, 
various  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the 
aggregate  to  $6,080,040.29.  This  would  leave 
a  balance  due  to  the  plaintiffs  by  ihe  de- 
fendant of  $198,045.50,  which,  with  interest,  is 
the  sum  that  constitutes  the  subject  of  this 
controversy.  The  defendant  alleged  in  its 
answer  that  all  moneys  deposited  with  it  by 
the  plaintiffs  were  fully  paid  upon  their  order, 
and  by  checks  drawn  upon  it  by  them;  and,  in 
order  to  meet  and  disprove  the  plaintiff's  claim 
that  there  was  due  to  them  by  the  defendant, 
at  the  close  of  business  on  the  8d  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1888,  the  sum  of  $198,045.50,  the  defend- 
ant produced  twenty-seven  checks,  all  stoned 
by  the  plaintiffs  ana  drawn  upon  the  defend- 
ant, directing  the  payment  of  sums  respectively 
aggregating  the  total  balance  above  mentioned, 
and  to  recover  which  the  plaintiffs  brought  the 
action .  That  the  defendant  actually  paid  these 
checks  is  not  disputed,  and  the  case  is  thus 
made  to  turn  upon  the  question  whether  they 
are  available  to  the  defendant  as- lawful  vouch- 
ers, establishing  the  fact   that  the  moneys 
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claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  were  paid  out  by  the 
defendant  upon  these  checks  according  to  the 
order  and  direction  of  the  plaintiffs. 

A  clear  understanding  of  the  question  in- 
volved requires  a  brief  statement  of  the  facts 
and  circumstances  under  which  these  twenty- 
seven  checks  were  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  and 
presented  to  and  paid  by  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiffs  area  well-known  law  firm  in  the  City 
of  New  York,  engaged  in  an  extensive  busi- 
ness, which,  in  its  organization,  had  a  depart- 
ment known  as  the  "Real  Estate  Department." 
In  this  branch  of  their  business  they  examined 
titles  for  clients  who  were  lenders  of  money  on 
bond  and  mortgage,  carried  out  and  completed 
such  loans,  and  occasionally  examined  titles 
for  clients  who  were  purchasers  of  real  estate. 
One  of  the  members  of  the  firm  had  general 
charge  of  this  department,  but  the  details  of 
the  business  and  the  execution  of  the  work 
were  intrusted  to  subordinates.  One  James 
£.  Bedell,  a  lawyer  who  had  been  admitted  to 
the  bar  in  the  year  1868,  and  had  been  in  the 
employ  of  the  plaintiffs  since  1878,  assisting  in 
the  real-estate  department,  was,  in  the  year 
1881,  practically  put  in  charge  of  the  work  of 
this  department,  under  the  direction  of  the 
member  of  plaintiffs'  firm  who  had  the  general 
charge.  Bedell  was  an  experienced  and  capa- 
ble lawyer.  The  plaintiffs  believed  that  he 
was  honest  and  trustworthy,  and,  prior  to  the 
discovery  of  the  very  extraordinary  crime  in 
connection  with  these  checks,  tbey  had  no 
reason  whatever  to  suspect  or  distrust  him. 
During  the  period  covered  by  the  transactions 
in  question  the  plaintiffs  employed  one  Dodge, 
a  competent  expert  book-keeper,  who  took 
charge  of  the  plaintiffs'  books,  and  acted  as 
cashier.  He  kept  the  account  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  defendant.  He  filled  out  all  the 
checks  and  made  all  the  entries  in  the  check- 
books, and  the  checks,  when  paid  by  defend- 
ant, came  to  him  with  the  pass-book,  which 
was  balanced  by  the  defendant,  and  the  vouch- 
ers, including  the  checks  in  question,  returned 
with  the  book,  from  time  to  time,  at  frequent 
intervals.  The  course  of  the  business  in  which 
the  checks  in  question  were  issued  was  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  The  plaintiff's  client, 
who  wished  to  make  a  loan  through  them, 
furnished  the  money,  which  went  directly  into 
the  plaintiffs'  general  bank  account  with  the 
defendant.  Against  the  sum  to  be  loaned,  and 
thus  put  to  the  plaintiffs'  credit,  checks  were 
filled  up  by  Dodge,  the  cashier,  from  a  written 
statement  made  by  Bedell,  showing  the  amount 
required  to  pay  liens  or  charges  on  the  prop- 
erty to  be  mortgaged,  the  amount  of  the  plain- 
tiffs* charges,  and  any  other  items  entering  into 
the  transaction,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  the 
borrower.  After  filling  up  the  checks,  Dodge 
would  take  the  check-book,  with  the  filled-up 
checks,  to  a  member  of  the  firm  for  signature, 
showing  him  the  entries  in  the  check-book  of 
the  deposit  of  the  client's  money,  and  the  state- 
ment of  Bedell  as  to  the  payments  to  be  made; 
and  thereupon  the  checks  would  be  signed  by 
the  plaintiffs,  in  the  name  of  the  individual 
partner  to  whom  it  was  presented  by  Dodge, 
the  firm  name  being  engraved  on  each  check 
and  the  individual  signature  underwritten. 
Dodge  would  then  take  away  the  check-book, 
and  deliver  the  several  checks  to  Bedell.  In 
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this  manner  the  twenty  seven  checks  in  ques- 
tion were  intrusted  by  the  plaintiff  to  Bedell, 
their  clerk,  for  delivery  to  the  payees,  respect- 
ively, therein  named,  who  were  in  good  faith 
believed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  real  persons  en- 
titled to  receive  the  amount  of  said  checks, 
respectively,  from  them  or  their  clients.  The 
defendant  paid  the  checks  to  a  third  person, 
upon  an  indorsement  thereon  of  the  payees 
named,  forged  by  Bedell,  who  converted  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use.  The  names  of  the 
payees  written  in  sixteen  of  the  twenty  seven 
checks,  drawn  for  sums  aggregating 
$112,818.72,  were  not  the  names  of  real,  but 
fictitious,  persons.  The  remaining  eleven 
checks,  drawn  for  sums  aggregating  $85,227.08, 
were  made  payable  to  the  order  of  real  persons, 
whose  indorsements  were  in  every  case  forged 
by  Bedell.  Only  three  of  the  checks,  drawn 
for  less  than  $2,400,  were  paid  to  Bedell  by 
defendant  All  the  others  were  deposited, 
from  time  to  time,  in  various  other  banks  in 
the  City  of  New  York,  and  the  money  thereon 
received  by  Bedell  from  these  banks,  and  the 
checks  all  ultimately  paid  by  defendant  through 
the  exchanges  in  the  clearing  house,  in  the  due 
and  regular  course  of  business.  As  to  the  six- 
teen checks  payable  to  the  order  of  fictitious 
persons,  the  plaintiffs  were  led  by  fraudulent 
contrivances  and  representations  on  the  part  of 
Bedell,  the  details  of  which  appear  in  the 
record,  to  believe,  and  they  aid  in  fact 
believe,  until  the  discovery  of  the  forgeries, 
that  such  payees  were  real  persons;  and 
as  to  all  the  checks  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
intend  that  any  of  them  should  go  into  circu- 
lation, or  should  be  paid  by  the  defendant, 
otherwise  than  through  a  delivery  to  and  in- 
dorsement by  the  payee  named  therein.  The 
checks  were  paid  in  every  case  by  the  defend- 
ant without  any  inquiry  as  to  the  genuineness 
of  the  indorsements,  and  in  reliance  upon  the 
responsibility  of  the  parties  presenting  the 
same,  and  not  in  reliance  upon  anything  done 
or  forborne  by  the  plaintiffs,  except  that  they 
were  signed  by  them.  There  is  no  claim  that, 
at  the  time  the  defendant  paid  the  checks,  it 
had  any  knowledge  or  suspicion  or  reason  to 
suspect  that  any  of  the  indorsements  were 
forged,  or  that  any  of  the  names  were  fictitious, 
or  that  there  was  any  fraud  or  irregularity  in 
respect  to  any  of  the  checks,  or  any  indorse- 
ment or  writing  thereon.  The  plaintiffs'  con- 
fidence in  Bedell,  and  his  representation  to 
them  in  all  their  dealings  with  clients,  con- 
cerning loans  on  real  estate,  continued  without 
interruption  until  one  of  these  clients,  upon 
examining  a  fabricated  mortgage  sent  to  him 
by  Bedell,  had  his  attention  arrested  by  the 
faintness  of  the  impression  of  the  seal  of  the 
register  on  the  certificate  of  record,  so  that  he 
sent  the  mortgage  to  the  register's  office  for  a 
better  sealing.  This  led  to  the  discovery  of  all 
the  frauds,  forgeries,  fabrications  of  docu- 
ments, attestations  and  official  certificates  car- 
ried on  by  him  in  the  plaintiffs'  office  for  more 
than  four  years.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  dis- 
cover that  the  indorsements  on  the  checks  had 
been  forged,  or  that  the  amount  thereof  had 
not  been  paid  to  them  or  their  order,  until 
nearly  four  months  after  May  22,  1888,  which 
was  the  date  of  the  last  check  so  forged.  On 
the  discovery  of  the  facta,  and  before  the  com- 
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mencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiffs  ten 
dered  the  checks  to  the  defendant,  and  de- 
manded that  the  amount  of  the  same  should 
be  paid  to  them  or  credited  in  their  account  by 
the  defendant,  which  tender  and  demand  were 
refused. 

The  various  deposits  of  money,  made  from 
time  to  time  by  the  plaintiffs  with  the  defend- 
ant, created  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor, 
and  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  disburse  the  money  standing 
to  the  plaintiffs'  credit  only  upon  their  order 
and  in  conformity  with  their  directions.  The 
defendant  is  not  entitled  to  charge  against  the 

Iriaintifls'  account  any  sums  as  payments,  un- 
ess  they  have  been  made  to  such  persons  as 
the  plaintiffs  directed.  Such  payments  as 
were  made  without  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs 
of  their  funds  by  the  defendant  afforded  to  it  no 
protection,  when  called  upon  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  account  for  the  money  deposited.  Payments 
made  upon  forced  indorsements  are  at  the  peril 
of  the  Bank,  unless  it  can  claim  protection  upon 
some  principle  of  estoppel  or  some  negligence 
chargeable  to  the  depositor.  These  rules  are 
so  familiar  and  so  well  established  and  illus- 
trated by  the  adjudged  cases  that  a  bare  refer- 
ence to  them  is  all  that  is  needful  here.  Craw- 
ford y.  West  Side  Bank,  100  N.  T.  68,  1  Cent. 
Rep.  268;  jBtna  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank,  46  N.  T.  86;  Com  Exchange  Bank  v. 
Nassau  Bank,  91  N.  T.  80;  Phanix  Bank  of 
New  York  City  v.  Bisley,  111  U.  S.  126,  28  L. 
ed.  874;  Bank  of  British  North  America  v.  Mer- 
chants Nat  Am*, '91  N.  T.  106;  Chicago  Ma- 
rine Bank  v.  Fulton  County  Bank,  69  U.  8. 
2  Wall.  266,  17  L.  ed.  787;  Washington  First 
Nat  Bank  v.  Whitman,  94  U.  8.  847,  24  L. 
ed.  281;  Citizens  Nat.  Bank  t.  Importers  & 
T.  Bank,  119  N.  T.  195. 

The  statement  of  the  account  made  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  from  time  to  time, 
the  balancing  of  the  bank  pass- book,  and  the 
return  of  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs  with  the 
vouchers,  including,  as  they  did,  the  checks  in 
controversy,  with  the  forged  indorsements 
thereon,  constitute  no  obstacle  to  the  main- 
tenance of  this  action  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  they 
were  ignorant  of  the  facts  and  circumstances 
under  which  the  checks  were  issued  and  put 
in  circulation.  An  account  thus  stated  can  al- 
ways be  opened  upon  proof  of  mistake  or 
fraud;  and  the  only  effect  of  the  plaintiffs' 
silence  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  account  ren- 
dered by  the  defendant  is  to  put  upon  them, 
in  this  action,  the  burden  of  showing  that  the 
account,  as  stated,  was  the  result  of  fraud  or 
mistake,— a  burden  which  they  hare  fully  as- 
sumed and  met,  as  the  referee  has  found. 

It  is  urged  that  the  plaintiffs  owed  the  duty 
to  the  defendant  of  examining  the  vouchers 
returned  to  them  with  the  balanced  pass-book, 
from  time  to  time,  and  that  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  same  would  have  disclosed  the  fact 
that  the  money  was  received  upon  the  checks 
bv  Bedell,  and  his  forgeries  thus  detected. 
The  duty  of  examining  the  returned  vouchers 
was  delegated  by  tbe  plaintiffs  to  their  cashier 
and  book-keeper  who  was  a  faithful  and  com- 
petent penon  for  many  years  in  plaintiffs'  em- 
ploy. The  referee  found  as  a  tact,  from  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  that  the  failure 
to  discover  the  forgeries  sooner  than  they  were 
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was  not,  in  any  case,  caused  by  any  neglect  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  cashier,  of 
any  duty  that  the  plaintiffs  owed  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  examination  of  the  checks 
would  of  course  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  ascer- 
tain whether  their  own  signature  was  genuine, 
and  whether  the  amount,  date,  or  name  of  the 
payee  had  been  changed,  but  would  not  neces- 
sarily enable  them  to  detect  the  forgery  of  the 
payee's  name.  The  law  imposed  no  duty  upon 
the  plaintiffs  to  do  more  than  they  did  to  as- 
certain whether  the  indorsements  on  the  checks 
were  genuine.  The  defendant's  contract  was 
to  pay  the  checks  only  upon  a  genuine  indorse- 
ment The  drawer  is  not  presumed  to  know, 
and  in  fact  seldom  does  know,  the  signature 
of  the  payee.  Tbe  Bank  must,  at  us  own 
peri],  determine  that  question.  It  has  the  op* 
portunity,  by  requiring  identification  when  the 
check  is  presented,  or  a  responsible  guaranty 
from  the  parly  presenting  it,  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  indorsement  is  genuine  or  not. 
When  it  returns  the  check  to  the  depositor,  as 
evidence  of  a  payment  made  by  his  direction, 
the  latter  has  the  right  to  assume  that  the  bank 
has  ascertained  the  fact  to  be  that  the  indorse- 
ment is  genuine.  Weisser  v.  Denison,  10  N. 
T.  68;  Welsh  v.  German  American  Pank,  78 
N.  T.  424;  Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat  Bank,  84 
N.  Y.  209;  Washington  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Whitman,  94  TJ.  8.  847,  24  L.  ed.  281;  Leather 
Mfrs.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  U.  8.  107, 
29  L.  ed.  816. 

The  plaintiffs  committed  the  examination  of 
the  vouchers  when  returned  from  tbe  bank  to 
a  faithful  and  competent  cashier,  who  failed 
to  discover  tbe  forged  indorsements.  There  is 
not  the  slightest  reason  to  believe  that,  if  the 
checks  had  been  examined  by  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs themselves,  the  result  would  have  been 
any  different.  We  are  unable  to  see  that  any- 
thing was  done  or  omitted  by  the  plaintiffs, 
with  respect  to  the  examination  of  the  indorse- 
ments upon  the  vouchers,  that  excuses  tbe  de- 
fendant from  its  obligation  to  pay  only  upon  a 
genuine  order.  Nor  can  we  perceive  anything 
one  or  omitted  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  general 
conduct  and  management  of  their  business,  or 
in  the  employment  of  and  confidence  reposed 
in  Bedell,  that  estops  them  from  alleging  that 
the  twenty-seven  checks  were  paid  without 
their  authority.  Whether  the  plaintiffs  were 
guilty  of  any  negligence  in  that  regard  was  a 
question  of  fact,  and  the  finding  is  that  they 
were,  in  so  far  as  the  defendant  was  concerned, 
reasonably  prudent  and  careful,  and  that  the 
payment  of  the  checks  was  not  caused  by  any 
negligence  on  their  part,  and  we  do  not  think 
it  can  be  said  that  this  finding  is  without  evi- 
dence. Moreover  it  is  found  that  the  defend- 
ant paid  the  twenty-seven  checks,  in  each  case, 
without  any  inquiry  as  to  the  genuineness  of 
the  indorsements,  and  in  reliance  upon  tbe  re- 
sponsibility of  the  persons  presenting  the  same 
for  payment,  and  not  in  reliance  upon  any- 
thing done  or  forborne  by  the  plaintiffs,  except 
the  fact  that  the  checks  had  been  drawn  by 
them:  and,  further,  that  all  the  checks,  except 
tbe  three  paid  directly  to  Bedell,  and  amount- 
ing to  less  than  $2,400,  were  presented  to  the 
defendant  by  and  paid  to  banks  perfectly  solv- 
ent, and  liable  to  respond  to  the  defendant  for 
all  moneys  paid  upon  the  forged  indorsements. 
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These  findings,  supported  at  they  are,  by  the 
evidence,  dispose  of  much  of  the  argument 
upon  which  it  is  sought  to  establish  the  propo- 
sition that  the  plaintiffs  are,  by  reason  of  their 
own  acts  and  omissions,  estopped  from  claim- 
ing that  the  checks  were  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant without  their  authority.  The  facts  upon 
which  an  estoppel  must  always  be  based  are 
found  against  the  defendant  Bedell,  in  issu- 
ing the  forged  checks  and  fabricating  the  false 
papers  to  conceal  bis  crimes,  did  not  act  as  the 
plaintiffs'  agent,  and  his  acts  in  this  regard  are 
not  binding  upon  them,  nor  are  they  in  any 
manner  affected  by  his  knowledge  of  the  facts. 
The  questions  that  arise  in  this  case,  and  are 
so  ably  and  elaborately  discussed  in  the  briefs 
of  counsel,  with  respect  to  the  examination  of 
the  returned  checks  and  pass-book,  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  plaintiffs'  business  was  con- 
ducted, and  the  degree  of  care  and  supervision 
that  was  exercised  over  their  subordinates, 
how  far  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  by  the  crim- 
inal acts  and  knowledge  of  their  clerk,  as  well 
as  the  general  rule  of  estoppel,  when  applied 
to  this  class  of  cases,  are  not  new.  They  have 
been  frequently  and  fully  discussed  in  the 
numerous  cases  in  this  court,  involving  the 
rights  and  duties  of  banks  and  depositors,  and 
it  would  extend  this  opinion  beyond  reasonable 
limits,  and  serve  no  useful  purpose,  to  go  over 
the  ground  again.  Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat. 
Bank,  Welsh  v.  German  American  Bank  and 
Weisser  v.  Denison,  supra;  People  v.  Bank  of 
North  America,  75  N.  Y.  547;  Leather  Mfrs. 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  supra;  Mayor  v.  Bank 
of  England,  L.  R.  31  Q.  B.  Div.  160.  It  is 
enough  to  state  our  general  conclusion,  that 
with  respect  to  all  these  points,  the  defendant 
has  failed  to  establish  any  defense  to  the  ac- 
tion. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  six- 
teen checks  made  payable  to  the  order  of  per- 
sons having  no  existence  were,  in  legal  effect, 
payable  to  bearer.  It  is  provided  by  statute 
that  paper  made  payable  to  the  order  of  a  ficti- 
tious person,  and  negotiated  by  the  maker, 
has  the  same  validity,  "  as  against  the  maker 
and  all  persons  having  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
as  if  payable  to  bearer."  1  Rev.  Stat.  p.  768, 
§  5.  We  are  of  the  opinion,  upon  examina- 
tion of  the  authorities  cited  by  counsel  on  both 
sides,  that  this  rule  applies  only  to  paper  put 
into  circulation  by  the  maker  with  knowledge 
that  the  name  of  the  payee  does  not  represent 
a  real  person.  The  maker's  intention  is  the 
controlling  consideration  which  determines  the 
character  of  such  paper.  It  cannot  be  treated 
as  payable  to  bearer,  unless  the  maker  knows 
the  payee  to  be  fictitious  and  actually  intends 
to  make  the  paper  payable  to  a  fictitious  per- 
son. Irving  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alley,  79  N.  T.  586; 
Turnbull  v.  Bowyer,  40  N.  Y.  456;  Vagliano 
v.  Bank  of  England,  L.  R.  82  Q.  B.  Div.  108, 
on  appeal  L.  R.  88  Q.  B.  Div.  848;  Armstrong 
v.  Ptoneroy  Nat.  Bank,  46  Ohio  St.  512,  6  L. 
R.  A.  685;  Gibson  v.  Minet,  1  H.  BL  569. 

The  findings  of  the  referee  that  the  plain- 
tiffs in  good  Faith  believed  that  the  names  of 
the  payees  represented  real  persons,  entitled  to 
receive  from  them  the  amount  of  the  check  in 
each  case,  having  been  led  to  believe  this  by  the 
fraudulent  contrivances  of  Bedell,  and  that 
they  intended  that  Bedell  should  deliver  the 
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check  to  a  real  payee  therein  named,  and  that 
they  did  not  intend  that  they  should  go  into  cir- 
culation or  be  paid  by  defendant  otherwise 
than  through  a  delivery  to  and  indorsement  by 
the  payee  named,  and  that  plaintiffs  gave  no 
authority  to  Bedell  to  indorse  the  name  of  the 
payee,  or  to  put  the  checks  into  circulation,  and 
that  no  one  in  fact  relied  on  any  appearance  of 
authority,  derived  from  the  plaintiffs,  in  Bedell 
to  indorse  the  payee's  name  upon  the  checks, 
or  to  put  them  in  circulation,  disposes  of  this 
question.  The  indorsement  of  the  names  of 
the  fictitious  payees  upon  the  checks,  with  in- 
tent to  deceive  and  to  put  the  checks  in  circu- 
lation, constituted  the  crime  of  forgjery,  by 
means  of  which,  and  without  any  fault  of  the 
plaintiffs,  payment  was  obtained  thereon. 
The  defendant  does  not  occupy  any  different 
position  with  reference  to  the  checks  payable 
to  fictitious  payees  than  it  does  with  reference 
to  those  payable  to  real  parties  whose  indorse- 
ments were  forged.  Bedell,  of  course  knew 
that  the  payees  were  fictitious,  but  he  was  not 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
but  in  carrying  out  a  scheme  of  fraud  upon 
the  plaintiffs,  and  under  such  circumstances 
his  knowledge  cannot  be  imputed  to  his  prin- 
cipals. Frank  v.  uhemical  Nat.  Bank,  Weisser  v. 
Denison  and  Welsh  v.  German  American  Bank, 
supra;  Gave  v.  Gave,  L.  R.  15  Ch.  Div.  643,  644. 
The  case  presents  another  and  peculiar  ques- 
tion. It  seems  that  ten  of  the  eleven  checks, 
which  were  made  payable  to  the  order  of  real 
persons,  were  made  good  by  Bedell  to  the  sev- 
eral payees,  and  the  defendant  has  set  up  these 
facts  in  its  answer  as  a  partial  equitable  de- 
fense. The  referee  made  no  finding  on  the 
subject,  but  Bedell  so  testified,  and  was  not 
contradicted,  and  the  question  arises  upon  a 
request  by  the  defendant  to  find,  in  substance, 
that,  the  amount  of  these  ten  checks  having 
been  made  good  by  Bedell  to  the  several  payees, 
the  plaintiffs,  having  sustained  no  loss  by  rea- 
son of  the  payment  thereof,  are  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  this  action,  against  the  defendant, 
any  sum  on  account  of  or  by  reason  of  the 
payment  by  defendant  of  the  same.  The  re- 
quest was  refused,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 
Keeping  in  view  the  theory  of  this  action,  and 
regarding  the  evidence  before  the  referee,  we 
cannot  perceive  that  there  was  any  error  in 
refusing  the  requests.  Bedell  testified,  in  sub- 
stance, that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action  the  plaintiffs  were  liable  to  clients 
to  the  extent  of  $864,000  on  account  of  his 
frauds.  There  were  $800,000  in  fabricated 
mortgages  which  had  lieen  delivered  by  Bedell 
to  clients  on  account  of  an  equal  sum  of 
money  paid  by  the  clients  to  plaintiffs  for  in- 
vestment, and  which  Bedell  had  converted  to 
his  own  use.  The  $64,000  was  obtained 
through  other  frauds  upon  clients  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  liable  to  be  called  upon  to  make 
good.  One  of  the  plaintiffs  testified  that  his 
firm  bad  actually  paid  to  clients  on  account  of 
Bedell's  frauds  over  $242,000.  It  was  not 
shown  by  what  funds  or  in  what  manner  Bedell 
made  good  to  the*  payees  the  amount  of  the 
checks  intended  for  them.  None  of  the  money 
paid  by  him  was  traced  to  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiffs'  action  was  not  upon  the  checks,  nor 
for  damages  by  reason  of  their  payment,  but 
on   defendant's  implied  promise  to  pay  the 
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money  deposited  to  tbe  plaintiffs  or  upon  their 
order.  The  plaintiff/  case  was  made  out 
without  the  checks  at  all,  except  so  far  as 
they  were  necessary  as  proof  to  open  the  ac- 
count stated.  In  substance,  the  referee  was 
asked  to  hold  that  by  reason  of  tbe  payment  by 
Bedell  of  the  amount  of  the  checks  to  the  per- 
sons named  therein,  without  any  reference  to 
the  source  from  which  the  money  came,  they 
were  to  be  charged  to  the  plaintiffs  the  same 
as  if  paid  by  their  authority.  The  proof 
given  did  not  Justify  this  conclusion.  As  it 
was  not  shown  that  such  payment  was 
made  at  the  expense  or  to  the  injury  of  the 
defendant,  or  that  the  plaintiffs  profited 
by  it,  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
complaint  was  not  affected  by  the  fact.  It  is 
no  doubt  true  that  indemnity  to  the  payees  of 
checks  diverted  as  these  were,  made  by  the 
wrong-doer,  might,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, constitute  a  basis  for  equitable  relief 
in  an  action  of  this  kind,  but  the  proof  did  not 
go  far  enough  to  warrant  it  in  this  case. 

The  very  recent  case  of  Vagliano  v.  Bank  of 
England  occupied  such  a  prominent  place  in  the 
discussions  of  the  questions  involved  in  this  ap- 
peal by  tbe  courts  below,  and  it  is  now  so  ear- 
nestly pressed  upon  our  attention  by  tbe 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  as  a  control- 
ling authority  in  support  of  his  views,  that  we 
consider  it  necessary  to  refer  to  it,  and  point 
out,  so  far  as  we  can,  the  rule  or  principle  which 
it  decides.  In  the  magnitude  of  the  sum  in- 
volved, the  boldness  and  ingenuity  with  which 
a  clerk  perpetrated  a  stupendous  fraud  upon 
his  employer,  and  in  many  other  respects,  that 
case  doubtless  bears  a  very  strong  resem- 
blance to  this.  The  question  there  was  whether 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  debit  the  plain- 
tiff, one  of  its  depositors,  with  forty-three 
forged  bills  of  exchange,  amounting  in  the  ag- 
gregate to  £71,600,  which  it  bad  paid,  upon 
genuine  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff,  but  pro* 
cured  by  fraud  under  substantially  the  follow- 
ing circumstances:  Vagliano,  the  plaintiff, 
was  a  merchant  and  foreign  banker  in  London, 
wiih  correspondents  in  various  parts  of  the 
world,  and  transacting  an  enormous  business 
with  the  defendant,  his  general  banker.  He 
employed  in  his  office  a  considerable  number 
of  clerks,  and  among  them  one  Glyka,  who 
had  charge  of  the  foreign  correspondence. 
One  Vucina,  a  merchant  and  banker  at  Odessa, 
was,  and  for  thirty  years  had  been,  one  of 
Vagliano's  correspondents,  transacting  with 
him  a  large  business,  and  having  practically 
unlimited  credit.  For  many  years  he  had 
drawn  drafts  for  lanre  amounts,  when  neces- 
sary, upon  the  plaintiff,  payable  sometimes  to 
his  own  order,  but  more  frequently  to  tbe  order 
of  a  payee  named  therein.1  The  course  of  busi- 
sin 


the  office  was  well  known  to  Glyka, 
who  procured  specimens  of  Vucina's  letters  of 
advice,  which  always  preceded  the  drafts,  and 
specimens  of  the  drafts  themselves.  Having 
done  so,  he  had  paper  prepared  identical  in 
general  appearance  and  texture  with  that  upon 
which  Vucina's  genuine  letters  and  bills  were 
written.  This  enabled  him  to  forge  letters  of 
advice  and  drafts  with  Vucina's  name  as 
drawer,  which  he  executed  with  extraordinary 
skill,  and  in  each  case  he  wrote  upon  the  face 
of  tbe  bill,  as  payees,  the  name  of  O.  Petrida 
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&  Co. ,  a  firm  who  carried  on  business  at  Constan- 
tinople, and  had  business  relations  with  Vucina, 
but  had  no  connection  whatever  with  the  fab- 
ricated drafts.  Glyka  caused  these  forged 
letters  of  advice  and  drafts  to  be  laid  before 
Vagliano,  his  principal,  who,  being  deceived 
by  the  skillful  manner  in  which  the  papers 
were  prepared,  and  the  confidence  he  reposed 
in  his  clerks,  wrote  a  genuine  acceptance  on 
the  face  of  each  bill,  as  it  was  put  before  him 
from  time  to  time,  during  a  period  of  some 
four  months,  payable  in  every  case  at  the  Bank 
of  England.  These  fabricated  bills,  having 
been  thus  accepted,  were  placed  with  the  other 
and  genuine  bills  in  a  box  in  the  office,  to  be 
delivered  according  to  tbe  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness to  the  proper  party,  when  called  for. 
Glyka  stole  toe  bills  from  the  box,  forged  the 
indorsement  of  the  payees  thereon,  presented 
them  at  the  counter  of  tbe  bank,  and  received 
the  money  thereon.  By  the  English  Bills  of 
Exchange  Act  of  1882  (45  &46  Vict.  chap.  61, 
§  7,  subd.  8),  it  was  enacted,  with  reference  to 
bills  of  exchange,  that,  "  where  the  pavee  is  a 
fictitious  or  nooexisting  person,  the  bill  may 
be  treated  as  payable  to  bearer."  The  bank 
defended  upon  two  grounds:  first,  that  they 
were  protected  by  this  Statute;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  such  negli- 
gence as  precluded  him  from  claiming  that  the 
payments  made  upon  these  bills  were  without 
authority.  On  the  trial  of  the  action,  before 
Mr.  Justice  Charles,  the  plaintiff  recovered.  L. 
R.  22  Q.  B.  Div.  108.  On  appeal  the  judgment 
was  affirmed,  the  master  of  the  rolls  alone  dis- 
senting, on  the  ground  that  the  bank  was  pro- 
tected by  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act.  L.  R.  23 
Q.  B.  Div.  243.  Thus  far  the  views  of  the 
court,  on  both  hearings,  were  in  harmony  with 
the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  case  at 
bar,  both  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Statute 
and  the  facts  bearing  on  the  question  of  negli- 
gence. The  Judgment,  however,  has  recently 
been  reversed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  and  we 
have  been  furnished  with  copies  of  the  opin- 
ions given  upon  the  final  decision  of  the  ap- 
peal, and  have  given  to  them  the  careful  con- 
sideration which  the  high  authority  of  tbe 
tribunal  from  which  they  emanate  and  the  im- 
portance of  the  case  seem  to  demand.  The 
main  point  upon  which  the  case  turned  in  the 
review  by  tbe  House  of  Lords,as  we  understand 
the  opinions,  was  the  construction  to  be  given 
the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act.  It  was  held,  con- 
trary to  the  opinions  below,  that,  whenever 
the  name  inserted  as  payee  is  without  any  in- 
tention that  payment  shall  only  be  made  in 
conformity  therewith,  the  payee  then  becomes 
a  fictitious  person,  within  tbe  meaning  of  tbe 
Act,  and  therefore  the  forty-three  bins  were 
within  tbe  Statute,  though  Petrida  &  Co.  were 
in  fact  existing  and  real  persons.  When  this 
conclusion  was  reached,  the  plaintiff's  case 
necessarily  failed,  as  it  was  but  another  way 
of  stating  that  the  bank  paid  the  fabricated 
bills  according  to  their  legal  tenor  and  effect, 
and  according  to  tbe  plaintiff's  directions,  that 
is,  to  bearer.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  add 
that,  if  we  could  follow  that  case  in  giving 
construction  to  our  Statute,  the  same  result 
would  follow  in  this  case.  But  it  is  quite  ob- 
vious that  we  cannot.  The  language  is  differ- 
ent.   Our  Statute  is  a  codification  of  the  com- 
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mon  law,  while  the  English  Statute  is,  and 
was  intended  to  be,  a  departure  from  it  In 
so  far  as  the  opinions  deal  with  the  facts  of 
the  case,  upon  the  question  of  negligence,  it  is 
difficult  to  deduce  from  them  any  abstract  rule 
or  principle.  Moreover,  there  is,  as  it  seems  to 
us,  a  material  difference,  in  some  respects,\be- 
tween  the  facts  in  that  case  and  the  one  at  bar. 
Vagliano,  through  the  contrivances  of  his  clerk, 
had  put  before  him  a  fabricated  bill,  the  spu- 
rious character  of  which  he  failed  to  detect, 
and  he  affixed  to  it  a  genuine  acceptance,thereby 
accrediting  it  to  the  bank  as  a  genuine  instru- 
ment. He  left  the  bill  thus  accepted,  in  a 
place  where  the  dishonest  clerk  could  easily 
purloin  it  The  manner  in  which  the  business 
was  conducted  was  such  as  to  enable  the  clerk  to 
possess  himself  of  the  means  whereby  the  fraud 


was  successfully  carried  out  without  check  or 
detection.  The  view  of  the  case  taken  in  the 
opinions  delivered  in  the  House  of  Lords,  aside 
from  the  question  of  the  construction  of  the 
Statute,  may  very  well  be  attributed  to  a  differ- 
ent shading  in  the  facts,  and  to  the  further  con- 
sideration which  can  be  inferred  from  the  rec- 
ord, that  that  tribunal  is  not  confined,  as  we  are, 
to  a  review  of  the  courts  below  upon  Questions 
of  law  only.  For  these  reasons  the  Vagliano 
Case  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  adverse 
to  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  arrived  in 
this.  We  have  examined  the  other  exceptions 
appearing  in  the  record,  to  which  our  atten- 
tion has  been  directed,  and  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  none  of  them  can  be  sustained. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur,  Gray*  J.9  in  result 
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PACIFIC  EXPRESS  CO.,  Flff.  in  Err., 

v. 

Peter  T.  FOLEY. 

(....Kan.....) 

*1.  Where  the  receipt  or  contract  of  a 
common  carrier  contains  a  stipulation 

that  the  company  Is  not  to  be  held  liable  for  any 
loss  or  damage,  except  as  forwarders  only,  nor 
for  any  loss  or  damage  of  any  box,  package  or 
thing  for  over  $50,  unless  the  just  and  true  value 
thereof  Is  stated  In  such  receipt,  and  where  the 
receipt  fails  to  show  any  value  of  the  box  or 
goods  shipped,  the  reoeipt  or  contract,  if  fairly 
and  voluntarily  entered  into,  will  be  upheld  as  a 
proper  and  lawful  mode  of  securing  a  due  pro- 
portion between  the  amount  for  which  the  car- 
rier may  be  responsible  and  the  freight  he  re- 
ceives, when  the  loss  or  injury  to  the  box  or 
goods  carried  results  only  from  slight,  common, 
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or  ordinary  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier. 

Its  agents  or  servants. 
8.   The    case    of   Kallman    v.  United 

States  Exp,  Co.,  8  Kan.  SQ5.  referred  to  and 

commented  on. 
8.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  A  C.  B.  B.  Co.  v. 

Simpson,  80  Kan.  646,  distinguished  as  the  oar* 

rier  in  that  case  arbitrarily  and  unfairly  fixed  in 
-  the  bill  of  lading  or  receipt  a  limitation  on  the 

value  of  the  property  shipped. 

{Valentine,  J.,  dissents.) 
(May  9, 1891.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  certain  property  while  in 
defendant's  possession  for  transportation.  Re- 
versed. 


Note.— Oarrier;  Umttation  of  UabUUy  by  contract. 

A  carrier  cannot  limit  his  liability  by  any  act  of 
his  own  (Wallace  v.  Sanders,  42  Ga.  486;  New  Jersey 
Steam  Nav.  Go.  v.  Merchants  Bank  of  Boston,  47 
U.  S.  6  How.  848, 12  L.  ed.  465),  but  if  the  act  have 
the  consent  of  the  shipper,  the  stipulation  becomes 
a  contract.  Sager  v.  Portsmouth,  8.  P.  ft  E.  R.  Co. 
81  Me.  228;  FOlebrown  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Go.  66 
Me.  482;  Judson  v.  Western  R.  Corp.  88  Mass.  486; 
Mann  v.  Birohard,  40  Vt  828. 

The  document  he  receives  is  a  muniment  of  title 
quasi  negotiable,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  he  may 
borrow  money;  it  is  a  contract  and  not  merely  a 
receipt.  Logan  v.  Mobile  Trade  Co.  48  Ala.  614; 
Snider  v.  Adams  Exp.  Go.  68  Mo.  876;  Huntingdon 
v.  Dinsmore,  4  Hun,  66;  Long  v.  New  York  Cent. 
R.OO.50N.  Y.78;  McMahonv.  Macy.fil  N.  Y.156; 
Farnham  v.  Camden  ft  A.  R.  Go.  66  Pa.  63;  Amer- 
ican Exp.  Go.  v.  Titusville  Second  Nat.  Bank,  69 
Pa.  804. 

An  express  reoeipt  delivered  at  the  time  of  ship- 
ment is  soon  tract.  Ooilenderv.  Dinsmore,  66  N. 
Y.20Q. 

So,  a  "domestic  bill  of  lading"  delivered  to  a 
shipper  is  a  contract,  whose  terms  are  binding  on 
both  parties.  York  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Illinois  Gent.  R. 
Go.  70 U.S. 8 Wall.  107.  18  L.  ed.  170;  Kirkland  v. 
Dinsmore,  68  N.  Y.  171;  Westcott  v.  Fargo,  6  Lans. 
12L.R.A. 


819;  Dillard  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Go.  2  Lea,  288.  8ee 
also  Magnln  v.  Dinsmore,  66  N.  Y.  168;  Steinweg  v. 
Brie  R.  Co.  48  N.  Y.  128;  Dorr  v.  New  Jersey  S.  N. 
Go.  11  N.  Y.  486;  Breese  v.  United  States  Teleg.  Go. 
48  N.  Y.  182;  Young  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Go.  66  N. 
Y.  163,  cited  in  Wheeler,  Garr.  277. 

A  limitation  of  liability  as  to  amount  in  case  of 
loss  of  the  goods  shipped  is  valid  if  agreed  to  by 
the  shipper.  Fay  v.  The  New  World,  1  GaL  848; 
Lawrence  v.  New  York,  P.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  88  Conn.  68; 
Chicago,  R.L  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Harmon,  17  111.  App. 
640;  Brown  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  ft  P.  R.  Go.  18  Mo. 
App.  668;  Newstadt  v.  Adams,  5  Duer,  48;  Moriarty 
v.  Harnden's  Express,  1  Daly,  227;  Belger  v.  Dins- 
more, 61 N.  Y.  166;  RDdns  v.  Empire  Transp.  Co.  81* 
Pa.  816. 

And  a  stipulation  that  the  value  of  the  goods 
shall  be  estimated  at  the  place  of  shipment  is  valid. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Go.  v.  Erie  ft  W.  Transp.  Go.  117  U.  8. 
814,29L.ed.878. 

Rule  as  to  valuation  fixed  in  ZriQ  of  lading. 

As  a  general  rule,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
imposition  a  common  carrier  is  answerable  for  the 
loss  of  a  package  of  goods,  though  he  is  ignorant 
of  its  contents  and  though  its  contents  are  ever  so 
valuable,  if  he  does  not  make  a  special  acceptance. 
But  if  the  shipper  is  guilty  of  fraud  or  imposition. 
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Statement  by  Horton,  Ch.  J.: 

On  the  4th  day  of  November,  1887,  Peter 
T.  Foley  brought  his  action  against  the  Pa- 
cific .Express  Company  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  Douglas  County  to  recover  $175,  for 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by 
him  m  the  transportation  of  a  box  contain- 
ing type  and  electrotype  plates  from  Kansas 
City,  Mo.,  to  Lawrence,  in  this  State,  on 
October  15,  1887,  from  the  A.  N.  Kellogg 
Newspaper  Company  at  Kansas  City,  Mo., 
by  the  Pacific  Express  Company.  The  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  of  the  receipt  given  by  the 
Express  Company  for  the  box  in  controversy : 

"Read  this  receipt. 

The  Pacific  Express  Company. 

"Not  negotiable. 

"Received  from the  following  arti- 
cles, which  we  undertake  to  forward,  to  the 
point  nearest  to  destination  reached  by  this 
Company  only,  perils  of  navigation  excepted. 
And  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  that  the 
said  Pacific  Express  Company  are  not  to  be 
held  liable  for  any  loss  or  damage,  except  as 
forwarders  only,  nor  for  anv  loss  or  damage 
of  any  box,  package,  or  thing  for  over  $50, 
unless  the  just  and  true  value  thereof  is  here- 
in stated,  nor  for  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire, 
the  acts  of  God,  or  of  the  enemies  of  the 
government,  the  restraint  of  governments, 
mobs,  riots,  insurrections,  or  pirates,  or  from 
any  of  the  dangers  incident  to  a  time  of  war ; 
nor  upon  any  property  or  thing,  unless  prop- 
erly packed  and  secured  for  transportation; 
nor  for  any  fragile  fabrics,  unless  so  marked 
upon  the  package  containing  the  same;  nor 
upon  any  fabrics  consisting  of  or  contained 
in  glass.  If  any  sum  of  money,  besides  the 
charge  for  transportation,  is  to  be  collected 
from  consignee  on  delivery  of  the  property 
described  herein,  and  the  same  is  not  paid 
within  thirty  days  from  date  hereof,  the  snip- 
per agrees  that  this  company  may  return  said 
property  to  him,  at  their  option,  at  the  ex- 


piration of  that  time,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions of  this  receipt,  and  that  he  will  pay  the 
charges  for  transportation  both  ways,  and  that 
the  liability  of  this  Company  for  such  prop- 
erty, while  in  its  possession,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  such  collection,  shall  be  that  of 
warehouse  men  only.  And  it  is  further 
agreed  that  the  said  Pacific  Express  Com- 
pany shall  not  be  held  liable  for  any  claim, 
of  whatsoever  nature,  arising  from  this  con- 
tract, unless  such  claim  shall  be  presented 
in  writing  sixty  days  from  date  hereof,  in 
a  statement  to  which  his  receipt  shall  be  an- 
nexed ;  and  the  shipper  and  owner  hereby 
severally  agree  that  all  the  stipulations  and 
conditions  in  this  receipt  contained  shall  ex- 
tend to  and  inure  to  the  benefit  of  each  and 
every  company  or  person  to  whom  the  Pacific 
Express  Company  may  intrust  or  deliver  the 
above -described  property  for  transportation 
(which  the  said  Pacific  Express  Company  is 
hereby  authorized  to  do),  and  shall  define  and 
limit  the  liability  therefor  of  such  other  com- 
pany or  person : 


Date, 

1887. 

Ar- 
ticle*. 

Value. 

Con- 
signee. 

Destina- 
tion. 

Receipt 
by. 

Oct. 

1ft. 

lbox. 

P.T. 
Foley. 

Iiwrenoe, 
Kansas. 

Glass.** 

On  the  first  page  of  the  receipt  book,  after 
the  printed  words,  "Received  from,"  there 
was  written,  tt  A.  N.  Kellogg  N' paper  Co.  ;• 
and  on  the  following  pages  nothing  was  writ- 
ten in  the  blank  after  the  words,  tt  Received 
from." 

Before  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
J.  E.  Johnston,  superintendent  of  the  Pacific 
Express  Company,  tendered  to  Mr.  Foley  for 
that  company  $50,  in  payment  for  the  damage 
to  the  box,  but  Mr.  Foley  refused  to  accept 
that  amount.  Trial  had  before  the  justice  of 
the  peace  on  November  8, 1887,  and  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  judgment  for  $144.65  and  inter- 
est and  costs.    The  action  was  appealed  to  the 


he  destroys  his  claim  to  indemnity.  Hart  v.  Penn- 
sylvania B.  Co.  112  U.  8. 881, 28  L.  ed.  711,  citing  8 
Kent,  Com.  SOB;  Relf  v.  Bapp,  8  Watts  ft  8. 21 ;  Dan- 
lap  v.  International  8.  B.  Go.  88  Mass.  871;  New 
York  Gent,  ft  H.  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Fraloff,  100  U.  S.  24, 26 
L.  ed.  681;  Gibbon  v.  Paynton,  4  Burr.  2286;  Batson 
v.  Donovan,  4  Barn,  ft  Aid.  81. 

Where  the  contract  of  carriage  signed  by  the 
shipper  is  fairly  made,  agreeing  on  a  valuation 
with  the  rate  of  freight  based  on  the  condition  that 
the  carrier  assumes  liability  only  to  the  extent  of 
the  agreed  valuation,  even  in  case  of  loss  or  dam- 
age by  the  negligence  of  the  carrier,  the  contract 
will  be  upheld  as  a  proper  and  lawful  mode  of  se- 
curing a  due  proportion  between  the  amount  for 
which  the  carrier  may  be  responsible  and  the 
freight  he  receives,  and  of  protecting  himaAif 
against  extravagant  and  fanciful  valuations.  Mu- 
ser  v.  Holland,  17  Blatchf .  412;  Barnest  v.  Express 
Go.  1  Woods,  G.  a  678;  Hopkins  v.  Westoott,  8 
Blatchf.  64;  Oppenheimerv.  United  States  Bxp.  Co. 
69  Til.  62;  South  ft  North  Ala.  B.  Co.  v.  Henlein,  62 
Ala.  60S.  66  Ala.  868;  Harvey  v.  Terre  Haute  ft  I.  B. 
Co.  74  Mo.  688. 

The  decisions,  however,  are  not  harmonious,  as 
the  contrary  rule  is  sustained  in  Southern  Exp.  Co. 
v.  Moon,  80  Miss.  822;  The  City  of  Norwich,  4  Ben. 
271:  United  States  Exp.  Go.  v.  Backman,  28  Ohio 
St.  144;  Black  v.  Goodrich  Transp.  Go.  66  Wis.  819; 
12L.R.A. 


Chicago,  St.  L.  ft  N.  O.  R.  Go.  v.  Abels,  60  Miss. 
1017:  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Simpson, 
80  Kan.  646;  Moulton  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  ft  M.  B.  Co.  81 
Minn.  86;  Unnevehr  v.  The  Hindoo,  1  Fed.  Bep.  887; 
Grogan  v.  Adams  Exp.  Go.  6  Gent  Bep.  298, 114  Pa. 
628. 

A  special  contract  stamped  upon  a  bill  of  lading 
is  not  so  certain  and  specific  as  is  required  to  free 
the  carrier  from  liability.  Merriman  v.  The  May 
Queen,  Newb.  464;  Michigan  Gent  B.  Go.  v.  Miner- 
al Springs  Mfg.  Go.  88  U.  8. 16, Wail.  880, 21 L.  ed.808; 
McMillan  v.  Michigan  8.  ft  N.L  R.  Co.  16  Mich.  88. 

The  words  in  a  bill  of  lading  '*not  accountable  for 
contents,"  do  not  constitute  an  agreement  for  ex- 
emption from  liability.   The  Pacific,  Deady,  17. 

Common-law  liability.  See  note  to  Hartweli  v. 
Northern  PaaBxp.  Co.  (Dak.)  8  L.B.A.  842.  Re- 
striction of,  see  note  to  North  America  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Easton  (Tex.)  8  L.  B.  A.  426. 

Restriction  in  bill  of  lading.  See  notes  to  Rich- 
mond ft  D.  R.  Go.  v.  Payne  (Va.)  6  L.  EL  A.  840; 
Browning  v.  Goodrich  Transp.  Go.  (Wis.)  10  I*.  R. 
A.  416. 

Contracts  limiting  liability.  See  note  to  Gulf,  OL 
ftS.  P.  B.  Go.  v.  Gatewood  (Tex.)  10  L.  R.  A.  419. 

Restriction  by  valuation  of  property.  See  notes 
to  International  ft  G.N.B.  Go.  v.  Tisdate  (Tex.)  4 
L.  B.  A.  646;  Richmond  ft  D.  B.  Go.  v.  Payne,  *». 
pm. 
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district  court.  Trial  had  before  the  court 
w  i th  a  jury  at  the  February  Term,  1888.  The 
jury  returned  a  general  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  $144.55,  with  interest,  and  also  made 
-special  findings.  Subsequently  judgment 
was  rendered  upon  the  general  verdict.  The 
•defendant  excepted,  and  brings  the  case  here. 

Mc9#n.  A.  L.  Williams  and  Chjtrles 
Honroe  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  John  Hutching*  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Horton,  Oh.  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  principal  question  in  this  case  is, 
What  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  following 
language  of  the  receipt  executed  by  the  Ex- 
press Company?  ttIt  is  hereby  expressly 
agreed  that  the  said  Pacific  Express  Company 
is  not  to  be  held  liable  for  any  loss  or  dam- 
age, except  as  forwarders  only ;  nor  for  any 
loss  or  damage  of  any  box,  package  or  thing 
for  over  $50,  unless  the  just  and  true  value 
thereof  is  herein  stated."  It  appears  that  the 
type  and  electrotype  plates  were  shipped  from 
Kansas  City  to  Lawrence  by  the  A.  N. 
Kellogg  Newspaper  Company,  who,  in  mak- 
ing the  shipment,  acted  for  Peter  T.  Foley. 
It  also  appears  that  the  newspaper  company 
had  a  receipt-book  furnished  by  the  express 
company,  and  in  the  heading  to  each  page 
were  printed  conditions,  and,  among  others, 
the  one  quoted.  The  newspaper  company, 
having  this  book  in  their  possession  ana  con- 
trol and  using  it  from  day  to  day  must  be 
presumed  to  have  known  of  its  conditions, 
and  to  have  shipped  with  reference  to  it.  In 
this  they  acted  for  the  plaintiff,  and  h?  must 
be  presumed  to  have  assented  to  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  receipt.  The  jury 
made  the  following  special  findings  in  answer 
to  questions  submitted  to  them:  u Q.  Was 
not  the  box  containing  the  type  and  electro- 
types in  controversy  broken  while  it  was  still 
in  the  car  in  which  it  was  brought  from  Kan- 
sas City?  A.  It  was  found  broken  in  the 
car.  2.  If  you  should  find  that  said  box  was 
broken  open  by  any  negligence  of  the  Com- 
pany, state  what  act  or  thing  caused  said  box 
to  be  broken.  A.  We  do  not  know.  Q.  Do 
the  jury  know  where  on  the  journey  the  box 
was  broken  open?  If  so,  state  where.  A. 
We  do  not  know.  Q.  Were  not  the  agents 
•of  defendant  negligent  in  taking  the  box  out 
-of  the  car?  A.  Yes.  Q.  Could  they  not  have 
saved  the  contents  of  the  box  by  handling 
the  box  carefully  when  it  was  taken  out  of 
the  car?  A.  Yes,  to  the  best  of  our  knowl- 
edge and  belief." 

The  district  court,  among  other  things,  in- 
structed the  jury  that  "  while  a  common  car- 
Tier  is  generally,  in  the  absence  of  any  such 
limitation,  liable  absolutely,  as  an  insurer, 
against  all  loss  except  that  caused  by  the  act 
•of  God  and  the  public  enemy,  it  may  limit 
-such  liability  by  special  conditions  such  as 
•contained  in  this  receipt,  but  such  special 
•contract  cannot  relieve  the  Company  from  its 
own  negligence.  It  follows  that  in  this  case 
the  Company  is  liable,  if  at  all,  not  as  an 
■insurer,  but  solely  for  negligence  in  the  trans- 
portation of  the  property.  ^Negligence, '  is  a 
12L.R.A. 


negative  term,  implying  the  want  or  absence 
of  ordinary  care ;  that  is,  that  care  and  cau- 
tion that  men  of  ordinary  prudence  usually 
exercise  under  like  circumstances.  Whether 
the  defendant  Company  was  so  negligent,, 
and,  if  so,  whether  such  negligence  caused 
the  injuries  complained  of.  are  questions  of 
fact  for  the  jury,  to  be  determined  from  all 
the  evidence.  You  should  consider  the  con- 
dition of  the  material  when  delivered  to  them ; 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  boxed ;  the  nat- 
ure of  the  articles,  so  far  as  they  could  be 
seen  and  known  by  the  shipper ;  the  manner 
in  which  such  property  is  handled ;  the. con- 
dition and  circumstances  in  which  it  was. 
found  at  the  place  of  destination ;  and  taking 
into  consideration  all  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances and  facts  proven,  and  using  that 
ordinary  knowledge,  observation,  and  expe- 
rience in  life  that  men  generally  possess,  you 
must  say  whether  the  Toss  and  injury  were 
attributable  to  the  want  of  ordinary  care  and 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  Express  Com- 
pany. If  they  were,  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover his  actual  loss;  otherwise,  he  cannot 
recover  beyond  the  sum  of  $50."  The  Ex- 
press Company  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  as  follows :  "  (1)  The  jury  are  instruct- 
ed to  return  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  sum  of  $50.  (2)  The  agreement 
in  the  receipt  that  defendant  will  not  be  lia- 
ble for  more  than  $50,  for  any  shipment,  un- 
less the  true  value  of  such  shipment  is  stated 
in  the  receipt,  is  a  valid  agreement,  and  re- 
lieves the  defendant  of  liability  as  insurer  for 
all  amounts  over  $50,  leaving  it  liable  in  ex- 
cess of  $50  only  for  gross  negligence,  and  the 
burden  of  proving  gross  negligence  is  upon 
the  plaintiff." 

1.  It  is  settled  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  and  by  the  great  weight  of  authority, 
that  a  common  carrier  cannot  stipulate  for 
exemption  from  responsibility  for  the  negli- 
gence of  himself  or  his  servants,  on  grounds  of 
Sublic  policy,  even  by  express  contract. 
lanta*  Oity,  St.  J.  &  0.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Simptcm, 
80  Kan.  645;  New  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.. 
Lockwood,  84  U.  8.  17  Wall.  857,  21  L.  ed.. 
627,  and  the  cases  therein  cited ;  2  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encvclop.  Law,  822.  But  this  is  not 
the  question  presented  by  the  record  in  thii 
case.  The  receipt  executed  by  the  Express 
Company,  and  Knowingly  and  voluntarily 
accepted  by  the  shipper  through  his  agent, 
expressly  provided     that  the  Express  Com- 

Sany  was  not  to  be  liable  for  any  loss  or 
amage  to  the  box,  for  over  $50,  if  the  just 
and  true  value  thereof  was  not  stated."  The 
true  and  just  value  of  the  box  was  not  stated 
in  the  receipt  or  to  the  Company  by  the  ship* 
per.  The  trial  court  very  properly  instructed 
the  jury  "that  the  shipper  must  be  presumed 
to  have  assented  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  receipt."    Two  questions  are  therefore 

S resented  for  our  determination:  Firet. 
[ay  a  common  carrier  limit  his  liability  to 
an  amount  stated  in  a  written  receipt  or  spe- 
cial contract,  in  the  event  of  loss  or  injury 
to  the  goods  or  property  through  ordinary 
negligence,  if  such  special  contract  is  freely,, 
voluntarily,  and  fairly  entered  into  by  the 
parties,  and  such  contract  is  just  and  reason- 
able in  its  terms?  Second.  Did  the  written 
51 
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receipt  or  special  contract  between  the  ship- 
per and  Express  Company  in  this  case  limit 
the  liability  of  the  Company  for  loss  or  in- 
jury to  the  amount  of  $50? 

The  better  authorities  declare  the  law  to 
be  that  the  value  of  the  property  transported 
may  be  agreed  upon,  and  the  damage  or  loss 
to  the  property  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  the  Company  or  its  servants  will  be  lim- 
ited to  the  agreed  valuation.  The  Hart  Case, 
112  U.  S.  381,  28  L.  ed.  717,  may  now  be 
called  the  leading  case  in  America.  Mr. 
Justice  Blatchford,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  in  that  case,  said,  among  other 
things,  that  "it  is  the  law  of  this  court  that 
a  common  carrier  may,  by  special  contract, 
limit  his  common-law  liability,  but  that 
he  cannot  stipulate  for  exemption  from  the 
consequences  of  his  own  negligence  or  that  of 
his .  servants.  .  .  .  There  is  no  justice 
in  allowing  the  shipper  to  be  paid  a  large 
value  for  an  article  which  he  nas  induced 
the  carrier  to  take  at  a  low  rate  of  freight, 
on  the  assertion  and  agreement  that  its.  value 
is  a  less  sum  than  that  claimed  after  a  loss. 
It  is  just  to  hold  the  shipper  to  his  agree- 
ment, fairly  made  as  to  value,  even  where 
the  loss  or  injury  has  occurred  through  the 
negligence  of  the  carrier.  .  .  .  The  lim- 
itation as  to  value  has  no  tendency  to  exempt 
from  liability  for  negligence.  It  does  not 
induce  want  of  care.  It  exacts  from  the 
carrier  the  measure  of  care  due  to  the  value 
agreed  on.  The  carrier  is  bound  to  respond 
in  that  value  for  negligence.  The  compen- 
sation for  carriage  is  based  upon  that  value. 
The  shipper  is  estopped  from  saying  that  the 
value  is  greater.  The  articles  have  no 
greater  value,  for  the  purpose  of  the  contract 
of  transportation,  between  the  parties  to  that 
contract.  The  carrier  must  respond  for  neg- 
ligence up  to  that  value.  It  is  just  and 
reasonable  that  such  a  contract,  fairly  en- 
tered into,  and  where  there  is  no  deceit  prac- 
ticed on  the  shipper,  should  be  upheld. 
There  is  no  violation  of  public  policy.  On 
the  contrary,  it  would  be  unjust  and  un- 
reasonable, and  would  be  repugnant  to  the 
soundest  principles  of  fair  dealing  and  of  the 
freedom  of  contracting,  and  thus  in  conflict 
with  public  policy,  if  a  shipper  should  be 
allowed  to  reap  the  benefit  of  the  contract  if 
there  is  no  loss,  and  to  repudiate  it  in  case 
of  loss. w  See  also  Harvey  v.  Terre  Haute  & 
I.  R.  Co.  74  Mo.  589 ;  Brehme  v.  Dinsmore 
25  Md.  829 ;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Sher- 
rod,  84  Ala.  178 ;  Duntlcy  v.  Boston  &  M. 
R.  (N.  H.)  9  L.  R.  A.  449;  Magnin  v. 
Dinsmore,  62  N.  Y.  85 ;  Squire  v.  New  York 
Cent.  R.  Co.  98  Maas.  239-245;  Graves  v. 
Lake  Shored  M.  8.  R.  Co.  187 Mass.  88;  Hill 
v.  Boston,  H  T.  dt  W.  R.  Co.  144  Mass.  284, 
8  New  Eng.  Rep.  916 ;  Falkenau  v.  Fargo,  8 
Jones  &  8.  832,  55  N.  Y.  642 ;  Qhormley  v. 
Dinsmore,  21  Jones  &  8.  86 ;  Westcott  v.  Fargo, 
6  Lans.  828 ;  Grace  v.  Adams,  100  Mass.  505 ; 
Femberton  Co.  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  104 
Mass.  144.  See  also  Breese  v.  United  States 
Teleg.  Co.  48  N.  Y.  182,  139,  141,  142;  Rich- 
mond &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Payne,  86  Va.  481,  6 
L.  R.  A.  849. 

As  to  the  second  question  proposed,  we 
think  that  the  limitation  in  the  written  re- 
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ceipt  or  special  contract  not  to  be  liable  for 
any  loss  or  damage  over  $50,  in  this  case, 
stands  as  if  the  carrier  had  asked  the  value 
of  the  box  and  its  contents,  and  had  been 
told  by  the  shipper  "that  the  value  was  ISO- 
only,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  had  been 
told  by  the  shipper  utbat,  if  loss  or  damage  - 
occurred  to  the  box  or  its  contents,  he  would 
not  demand  over  $50."  In  KaUman  v. 
United  States  Exp.  Co.,  8  Kan.  205,  it  was 
said  that  "no  value  was  given  in  the  hill  of 
lading  which  was  delivered  to  the  shipper 
by  the  Express  Company,  and  received  by 
him  without  objection,  thus  consenting  and 
agreeing  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  bound 
by  its  terms.  If  he  had  desired  to  make  the- 
dompanv  responsible  for  the  full  value  or 
the  goods,  he 'had  only  to  furnish  them  with* 
the  amount,  and  have  it  inserted  in  the  bill. 


But  it  may  be  said  that  the  Company  ^ 
bound  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the 
goods,  if  they  desired  to  obtain  the  benefit  or 
this  limitation  upon  their  liability.  We- 
confess  that  we  are  not  able  to  see,  any  good 
reason  for  making  such  a  requirement  a  con- 
dition precedent  in  such  case.  The  Company 
exhibits  to  the  employer  the  exact  condition, 
upon  which  it  will  receive  his  property  for 
carriage,  to  which  be  may  assent  or  not,  aa- 
he  may  choose.  If  be  assent,  we  think  he- 
should  be  bound  thereby.  As  in  this  case,  if 
the  real  value  of  the  property  was  $592. 58,  the 
employer,  in  case  of  loss,  would  be  as  much, 
nay  more,  interested  in  having  such  value- 
truly  stated  in  the  bill  of  lading  or  receipt 
as  the  Company  could  possibly  be  in  having- 
the  value  understated.  He  ought,  then,  tt 
have  made  known  to  the  Company  the  troc 
value  of  the  goods,  and  more  especially  as- 
the  limitation  upon  the  liability  of  the  Com- 
pany was  so  plainly  stated  in  the  receipt. "~ 
We  do  not  quote  this  part  of  the  opinion  in. 
the  above  case  because  it  is  necessarily  con- 
clusive or  binding  as  a  prior  decision  or 
this  court,  as,  in  that  case,  the  trial  court 
granted  a  new  trial.  This  court  affirmed  the 
action  of  the  court  below.  Much  said  in 
the  former  opinion,  ouside  of  affirming  the 
action  of  the  court  in  granting  a  new  trial, 
we  consider  obiter  dictum.  The  trial  court  in, 
that  case,  in  granting  the  new  trial,  did  not 
pass  upon  a  pure,  simple  and  unmixed  ques- 
tion of  law.  This  court  has  decided  time  and 
again  that  "the  granting  of  a  new  trial  ia~ 
largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court ; 
and  where  a  new  trial  is  given,  and  the  rec- 
ord does  not  show  upon  what  grounds  the 
court  granted  such  new  trial,  but  the  record 
does  show  errors  upon  which  the  trial  court 
might  have  granted  a  new  trial,  the  order 
granting  such  trial  will  not  be  disturbed. n 
Barney  v.  Dudley,  40  Kan.  247;  Howell  v. 
Pugh,  25  Kan.  96 ;  Sedan  v.  Church,  29  Kan. 
190.  See  Betz  v.  Williams  &  W.  Land  dt  L. 
Co.  (recently  decided). 
"It  is  a  maxim,  not  to  be  disregarded,  that 

general  expressions  in  every  opinion  arc  to* 
e  taken  in  connection  with  the  case  in  which 
those  expressions  are  used.  If  they  go  be- 
yond the  case,  they  may  be  respected,  but. 
ought  not  to  control  the  judgment  in  a  sub- 
sequent suit,  when  the  very  point  is  presented 
for  decision.     The  reason  of  this  maxim  i» 
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obvious."  Cohens  v.  Virginia,  19  U.  8.  6 
Wheat.  264,  899,  400,  5  L.  ed.  267,  290. 
But  we  have  referred  to  that  part  of  the 
Kail  man  opinion  because  the  court  below 
charged  the  jury  "that  the  Kellogg  News- 
paper Company,  having  this  receipt-book  in 
its  possession  and  control,  and  using  it  from 
day  to  day,  must  be  presumed  to  have  known 
of  such  conditions,  and  to  have  shipped  with 
reference  to  it.  In  this  it  acted  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  must  be  presumed  to  have  as- 
sented to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  re- 
ceipt ;"  and  because  this  part  of  the  charge 
of  the  trial  court  and  the  part  of  the  opinion 
quoted  from  the  KaUman  Case  is  in  accord- 
ance with  reason,  fairness  and  justice.  This 
part  of  the  opinion  also  answers  the  objec- 
tion "that  the  value  of  the  property  trans- 
ported was  not  agreed  upon." 

As  is  forcibly  argued  by  counsel,  "the  Ex- 
press Company  took  the  property,  and  signed 
a  receipt  presented  to  it  by  plaintiff's  agent. 
It  is  true  that  it  was  one  or  a  book  of  receipts 
furnished  by  the  Express  Company,  but  the 
receipts  were  all  in  blank,  the  printed  part 
containing  all  the  regulations  that  the  Ex- 
press Company  required  the  shipper  to  'com- 
ply with.  The  blanks  were  all  left  for 
the  shipper  to  fill  in  any  way  he  pleased ; 
and  in  whatever  way  he  filled  the  blanks  the 
Express  Company  was  bound  to  receipt  for 
the  property  covered  by  the  receipt.  When 
the  shipper  had  filled  the  blank  ana  presented 
it  to  the  Express  Company  for  its  signature, 
he  was  in  the  attitude  of  proposing  an  agree- 
ment to  the  Express  Company  for  acceptance. 
The  signature  of  the  Express  Company  was 
the  completion  of  the  agreement,  and  the 
agreement  as  completed,  so  far  as  it  related 
to  the  value  of  the  property,  was  not  a  lim- 
itation of  liability  for  negligence  in  any 
way,  but  a  square  agreement  that  the  prop- 
erty presented  for  carriage  and  covered  by 
the  receipt  was  only  worth  $50."  In  Oppen- 
heimer v.  United  States  Eoep.  Co.,  69  111.  62, 
the  facts  were  about  as  follows:  May  and 
Stern  shipped  by  the  United  States  Express 
Company  a  box  weighing  twenty -five  pounds, 
from  New  York  City  to  Oppenheimer  &  Co. , 
at  Chicago,  111.  It  contained  jewelry  of  the 
value  of  $3,800.  The  receipt  given  by  the 
Express  Company  was  similar  in  that  case 
to  the  receipt  given  by  the  Pacific  Express 
Company  in  this  case.  The  blank  for  the 
value  of  the  box  and  contents  was  not  filled 
in.  But  the  limitation  of  $50  was  in  the 
receipt  in  that  case,  as  in  this.  The  box 
and  its  contents  were  destroyed  by  fire  in 
the  office  of  the  Express  Company  at  Chi- 
cago. Oppenheimer  &  Co.  brought  an 
action  to  recover  for  the  value  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  box.  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
their  favor  for  $50  only.  They  appealed. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  was  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois.  In  render- 
ing its  opinion  that  court  said :  "The  terms 
and  conditions  on  which  the  company  re- 
ceived the  property  for  transportation  were 
clearly  expressed  in  the  body  of  the  receipt, 
and  in  a  way  not  calculated  to  escape  atten- 
tion. It  must  be  supposed  that  these  men 
paid  some  attention  to  the  transaction  of 
their  business,  and  were  reasonably  well  in- 
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formed  in  regard  to  the  nature  of  their  con- 
tracts. That  they  should  have  been  so,  do- 
ing business  with  this  Company  for  years, 
handling,  filling  out,  and  procuring  the  ex- 
ecution of  these  shipping  receipts  without  a 
knowledge  of  their  general  character  and 
effect,  it  is  difficult  to  believe.  They  must 
be  held  to  have  had  such  knowledge.  .  .  . 
A  distinction  exists  between  the  effect  of 
those  notices  by  a  carrier  which  seek  to  dis- 
charge him  from  duties  which  the  law  has 
annexed  to  his  employment,  and  those,  like 
the  one  in  question,  designed  simply  to  in- 
sure good  faith  and  fair  dealing  on  the  part 
of  his  employer, — in  the  former  case,  notice- 
alone  not  being  effectual  without  an  assent 
to  the  attempted  restriction ;  while  in  the 
latter  case,  notice  alone,  if  brought  home  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  owner  of  the  property 
delivered  for  carriage,  will  be  sufficient. 
A  part  of  the  syllabus  of  that  case  reads . 
"  An  express  company  has  the  right  to  de- 
mand from  a  consignor  such  information  a» 
will  enable  it  to  decide  on  the  proper  com- 
pensation to  charge  for  the  risk,  ana  the  de- 
gree of  care  to  bestow  in  discharging  its? 
trust;  and  a  limitation  of  its  liability  not. 
to  exceed  $50,  unless  the  value  of  the  goods- 
forwarded  is  truly  stated,  if  brought  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  consignor,  is  reasonable 
and  consistent  with  public  policy."  The 
court  finally  disposed  of  the  above  case  upon 
the  ground  that  there  was  a  "designed  sup- 
pression of  the  value  of  the  goods.  It  was 
said  in  the  opinion,  among  other  things,  that 
"there  was  an  actual  attempt  here  oy  the 
agent  of  the  shippers  to  fill  in  this  blank 
space,  but,  instead  of  inserting  '8,800'  (the 
value),  a  mark  or  character  was  inserted  in- 
expressive of  any  value.  This  shows  that 
there  was  a  designed  suppression  of  the 
value  of  the  goods.  That  was  unfair  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  shipper  of  the  goods. 
The  effect  of  such  conduct  to  relieve  the  car- 
rier from  his  liability  as  insurer  is  asserted 
in  many  cases  [here  decisions  are  given]. 
Had  the  true  value  of  the  goods  been  dis- 
closed, there  would  have  been  an  extra 
charge  of  $9.50,  increased  precautions  would 
have  been  taken  for  the  safety  of  the  goods, 
and,  as  the  evidence  shows,  they  would  have 
been  saved." 

It  may  be  said,  in  every  case,  that  where 
a  shipper  fixes  an  agreed  valuation  upon  his 
goods  to  be  transported,  or  enters  into  a  spec- 
ial contract  with  the  carrier  that  if  his  goods 
are  lost  or  injured  he  will  not  demand:  over 
$50,  and  thereby  obtains  cheaper  rates,  he  is 
guilty  of  fraud,  or  attempted  fraud,  if  his 
goods  are  lost  or  injured,  and  he  demands 
for  his  damages  an  amount  above  the  valua- 
tion or  limitation  agreed  to.  If  it  be  true, 
as  the  trial  court  charged  the  jury,  that 
"the  plaintiff  must  be  presumed,  under  the 
facts  of  this  case,  to  have  assented  to  tho 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  receipt,"  then, 
within  the  better  authorities,  the  limitation 
of  the  carrier's  liability,  not  to  exceed  $50, 
was  the  same  as  fixing  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty transported  at  $50  only,  and  the  limita- 
tion of  the  Express  Company's  liability,  not 
to  exceed  the  $50  stated  in  the  receipt,  was 
reasonable  and  just.    Boorman  v.  American 
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Exp.  <h.t  SI  Wis.  164,  U  *  case  like  this. 
A  limitation  of  $50  was  contained  in  the  re- 
ceipt.  Chief  Justice  Dixon,  writing  the 
opinion,  held  that  an  tt  express  company 
may  exempt  itself  by  special  contract  from 
liability  as  insurer ;  or  for  the  default  or  neg- 
ligence of  any  person  to  whom  the  property 
may  be  delivered  by  it,  for  the  performance 
of  any  act  or  duty  in  respect  thereto,  off  its 
own  routes;  or  for  loss  or  damage  of  any 
package  for  over  $50,  unless  the  just  and 
true  value  thereof  is  stated  in  the  receipt." 
In  Duntley  v.  Boston  &  M.  R,  supra,  it  was 
decided  that  "a  regulation  of  a  carrier  with 
respect  to  the  transportation  of  live  animals, 
which  fixes  the  ordinary  value  of  horses, 
for  which  it  will  hold  itself  responsible  in 
case  of  loss,  at  £200  each,  and  requires  extra 
compensation  for  transporting  animals  of 
greater  value,  is  reasonable  ana  valid." 

In  Durgin  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  (N.  H. 
1800),  20  Atl.  Rep.  828,  the  receipt  was  like 
the  one  in  this  case,  and  limited  the  liability 
to  $50.  It  was  held  that u a  shipper  of  goods 
who  fills  out  one  of  the  blank  receipts  con- 
tained in  a  book  previously  furnished  by  an 
express  company  for  his  use,  and  obtains  the 
signature  of  the  company's  agent  thereto, 
upon  delivering  to  him  a  package  for  trans- 
portation, will  be  presumed  to  know  the 
contents  Of  the  receipt ;  and,  if  he  receives 
such  receipt  without  objection,  his  assent 
as  to  its  conditions  will,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  be  conclusively  presumed."  Clark, 
J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  in  that  case, 
said:  "The  receipt  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant's agent  and  servant  at  the  time  of  the 
delivery  of  the  package  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  as  evidence  of  the  fact  and  purpose 
of  its  delivery,  and  of  the  terms  ana  condi- 
tions on  which  the  defendants  received  it. 
The  receipt  was  contained  in  a  book  of  blank 
receipts  previously  furnished  by  the  defend- 
ants for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
written  portions  were  in  his  handwriting, 
and  the  law  presumes  that  the  contents  were 
known  to  him.  The  plaintiff  understood  it 
to  be  the  shipping  contract,  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  by  receiving  it  without  ob- 
jection, he  was  conclusively  presumed  to 
assent  to  its  conditions.  Merrill  v.  American 
Erp.  Co.  62  N.  H.  514;  Grace  v.  Adams, 
100  Mass.  505. 

u  It  is  now  generally  held  that  the  responsi- 
bility  imposed  on  the  carrier  of  goods  by 
the  common  law  may  be  restricted  and  quali- 
fied by  express  stipulation,  where  such  stipu- 
lation is  just  and  reasonable ;  and  a  stipu- 
lation that  the  carrier  shall  be  informed  as 
to  the  value  of  the  goods  delivered  to  him 
for  carriage,  as  affecting  the  risk,  and  the 
degree  of  care  required,  is  clearly  reason- 
able. .  .  .  The  plaintiff  understood  that 
he  was  securing  trans \  o  tation  of  the  box  to 
New  York  at  a  reduced  rate  (in  fact,  at  one 
fifth  of  the  regular  rate) ,  by  calling  the  value 
$50,  and  assuming  a  portion  of  the  risk  of 
carriage  himself;  and.  having  agreed  upon 
a  valuation  for  the  rurpose  of  fixing  the  ex- 
press charges,  he  cannot  insist  that  the  goods 
are  of  greater  value,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
creasing his  claim  for  damages  for  the  loss. 
Nor  is  it  material  whether  the  loss  arose 
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from  the  negligence  of  the  defendants  or  some 
other  cause.  The  defendants  agreed  to  re- 
spond in  a  sum  not  exceeding  $50  in  case  of 
loss,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  the  contract  of 
transportation  between  the  parties  to  the 
contract,  the  goods  had  no  greater  value." 
See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  Squire  v.  New 
York  Cent.  B.  Co.  08 Mass.  239;  South  &  North 
Ala.  B.  Go.  v.  Herdein,  52  Ala.  615;  Mag- 
nin  v.  Dinsmore,  56  N.  Y.  168 ;  St.  Louis,  L 
M.  d  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Weakly,  50  Ark.  807. 

In  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Wynn,  88 
Tenn.  820,  special  contracts  for  a  limitation 
of  the  liability  of  a  carrier  are  not  sus- 
tained. It  is  said  in  that  case,  among  other 
things,  that  "to  our  minds  it  is  perfectly- 
clear  that  the  two  kinds  of  stipulation— that 
providing  for  total,  and  that  providing  for 
partial,  exemption  from  liability  for  the 
consequences  of  the  carrier's  negligence — 
stand  upon  the  same  ground,  ana  must  be 
tested  by  the  same  principles.  If  one  can  be 
enforced,  the  other  can ;  if  either  be  invalid, 
both  must  be  held  to  be  so,— the  same  con- 
siderations of  public  policy  operating  in 
each  case."  In  our  opinion,  the  reasons 
stated  are  wholly  untenable.  They  proceed 
upon  false  premises.  That  court  overlooks 
the  power  of  the  shipper  to  freely  and  fairly 
fix  a  valuation  upon  his  own  property.  The 
carrier  has  the  right  to  make  reasonable  rates 
for  carriage.  A  total  exemption  from  the 
liability  on  the  part  of  a  carrier  would  not 
be  just  or  reasonable,  and  no  person,  having 
reason,  would  willingly  and  freely  contract 
with  a  carrier  that  the  property  which  he 
wished  to  have  transported  was  absolutely 
worthless.  The  carrier  is  bound  to  receive 
and  transport  the  property  of  the  shipper. 
The  shipper  can  place  his  own  valuation 
upon  the  property  delivered  by  him  to  the 
carrier  to  be  transported.  The  carrier  can- 
not arbitrarily  Ax  any  valuation  on  the  prop- 
erty received  from  the  shipper,  but  may  rea- 
sonably insist  on  proper  information  as  to 
the  value  of  the  property  which  he  receives. 
He  ought  to  have  a  right  to  know  what  it  is 
that  he  undertakes  to  carry,  and  the  amount 
and  extent  of  his  risk.  Upon  the  value  of 
the  property,  the  risk  incurred,  and  the  dis- 
tance the  property  is  to  be  transported,  the 
charges  for  carriage  are  fixed.  Therefore  it 
would  seem  to  us  that  a  contract  fixing  the 
value  of  the  goods  delivered  to  the  carrier, 
or  fixing  a  limitation  for  damage  in  case  of 
loss  or  injury,  is  clearly  reasonable,  as  affect- 
ing the  risk  and  the  degree  of  care  required 
concerning  the  property  to  be  transported. 
With  the  above  and  foregoing  limitations, 
we  cannot  connive  how  the  carrier  can  evade 
his  duty  or  nullify  the  law.  Upon  the 
authorities  cited,  the  instructions  of  the 
trial  court  were  erroneous,  and  the  instruction 
prayed  for  by  the  Express  Company  for  lim- 
itation as  to  damages  should  have  been  given. 

There  is  nothing  appearing  in  the  evidence 
or  the  findings  of  the  jury  that  show,  or 
tend  to  show,  gross  negligence,  fraud  or  in- 
tentional wrong  upon  the  part  of  the  Express 
Company.  In  the  case  of  Kansas  City,  A.  J. 
4b  C.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  80  Kan.  645,  the 
limitation  was  arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  carrier 
without  the  consent  of  the  shipper.     That 
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contract  was  not  just  or  reasonable,  or  freely 
or  fairly  entered  into.  It  was  in  violation 
of  public  policy.  It, is  unlike  this  case,  be- 
cause, when  the  box  in  controversy  was 
shipped,  the  shipping  clerk  of  the  Kellogg 
Newspaper  Company  filled  out  a  receipt,  and 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Glass,  a  driver  for  the 
Pacific  Express  Company,  signed  it.  No 
deceit  or  unfairness  was  practiced  by  the 
Express  Company.  In  the  case  of  Western 
U.  Tdeg.  Oo.  v.  Orallt  88  Kan.  679,  gross 
negligence  was  involved.  Whether  a  tele- 
graph company  could  exempt  itself  by  con- 
tract from  ordinary  negligence  was  not 
passed  upon.  That  question  was  reserved. 
We  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to  follow  all 
that  was  stated  in  Kallman  v.  United  States 
Exp.  Go.,  supra,  because,  although  that  de- 
cision was  made  nearly  36  years  ago,  the 
question  now  at  issue  was  not  necessarily 
embraced  in  that  decision,  for  the  reasons 
heretofore  named.  The  case  of  Kansas  City, 
St.  J.  db  G.  B.  R.  Co.  y.  Simpson,  supra, 
followed  New  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Lockwood, 
84  U.  8.  17  Wall.  867,  21  L.  ed.  627.  This 
case  is  referred  to  and  clearly  distinguished 
in  the  latter  case  of  Hart  v.  Pennsylvania  B 
Oo. ,  supra.  Again,  the  box  containing  the 
type  and  plates  was  shipped  from  Kansas  City 
Mo.  The  receipt  executed  by  the  express 
company  was  executed  and  delivered  at  Kan- 
sas City,  Mo.,  to  the  Kellogg  Newspaper 
Company  for  P.  T.  Foley,  the  plaintiff  be- 
low. In  that  State  the  law  declared  by  the 
supreme  court  is  that  tf  a  contract  fairly  en- 
tered into  between  carrier  and  shipper,  spec- 
ifying a  fixed  sum  as  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty and  limiting  the  recovery  in  case  of  loss 
to  that  sum,  is  binding  on  the  shipper." 
Harvey  v.  lerre  Haute  <b  I.  R.  Co.,  74  Mo. 
688.  We  must  assume,  so  far  as  this  case  is 
concerned,  that  the  parties,  including  the 
shipper  and  the  Express  Company,  contracted 
with  reference  to  the  law  of  Missouri.  The 
receipt  was  signed  there,  the  box  was  deliv- 
ered there,  and  was  shipped  from  Missouri  to 
Kansas.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  shipper 
ought  not  to  complain.  If  he  had  desired 
to  insert  in  the  receipt,  which  the  Express 
Company  was  asked  to  sign,  $144.66  as  the 
full  value  of  the  box,  or  if  he  had  desired 
to  insert  any  larger  amount,  he  had  the 
option  so  to  do,  and  if  he  had  inserted  the 
full  value  of  the  box  and  its  contents  he 
could  have  recovered  the  value.  But  as  the 
shipper  voluntarily  limited  his  loss  or  dam- 
age to  the  sum  of  $60  only,  why  should  he 
refuse  to  receive  the  sum  of  $60,  which  was 
tendered  him  by  the  superintendent  of  the 
Express  Company  when  he  presented  his 
claim  for  damages?  The  receipt,  as  exe- 
cuted, was  just  as  he  desired  and  wished  it. 
The  damage  in  case  of  loss  or  injury  to  the 
box  or  its  contents  was  liquidated  in  ad- 
vance by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  parties. 
u  The  limitation  as  to  the  damages  or  value 
has  no  tendency,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to 
exempt  from  1  i ability  for  negligence. "  Hart 
v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  supra.  Generally, 
the  charges  for  transporting  a  box  or  package 
valued  at  $144.60,  $600,  or  $1,000,  are  more 
than  when  the  value  is  $60  only,  and  if  the 
shipper  wishes  to  pay  full  charges  and  re- 
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cover  full  value,  in  case  of  loss  or  injury 
from  negligence,  why  should  he  not  state  to 
the  carrier,  or  write  in  the  receipt  to  be 
signed  by  the  carrier,  the  full  value?  We 
now  repeat  what  was  said  upon  this  point  in 
the  KaUman  Express  Go's  Case,  8  Kan.  205, 
where  the  receipt  was  left  blank  as  to  the 
value,  as  in  this  case,  but  where  a  limita- 
tion was  inserted  in  the  receipt  in  case  of 
loss  or  damage:  uThe  company  exhibits  to 
the  employer  the  exact  conditions  upon 
which  it  will  receive  his  property  for  car- 
riage, to  which  he  may  assent  or  not,  as  he 
may  choose.  If  he  assent,  we  think  he  should 
be  bound  thereby.  As  in  this  case,  if  the 
real  value  of  the  property  was  $692.58,  the 
employer,  in  case  of  loss,  would  be  as  much, 
nay  more,  interested  in  having  such  value 
truly  stated  in  the  bill  of  lading  or  receipt 
as  the  company  could  possibly  be  in  having 
the  value  understated.  He  ought,  then,  to 
have  made  known  to  the  company  the  true 
valuo  of  the  goods,  and  more  especially  as 
the  limitation  upon  the  liability  of  the  com* 
pany  was  so  plainly  stated  in  the  receipt." 

1  he  judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 

Johnston,  /.,  concurs. 

Valentine,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  think  we  should  follow  the  decision 
made  in  the  case  of  KaUman  v.  United  States 
Exp.  Co.,  8  Kan.  205:  first,  because  it  is 
right ;  and,  second,  for  the  following  reasons : 
It  was  made  on  February  17,  1865,  more  than 
twenty-six  years  ago;  the  courts  have  been 
open  ever  since,  ana  twenty  or  more  sessions 
of  the  Legislature  have  intervened,  and  yet 
no  modification  of  any  of  the  rules  therein 
enunciated  have  been  made,  but  all  seem  to 
have  been  acquiesced  in ;  and  for  these  reasons 
it  must  be  presumed  that  the  parties  to  this 
action,  and  especially  the  Express  Company, 
contracted  with  reference  to  such  rules ;  and 
now,  to  overturn  them,  and  to  declare  differ* 
ent  rules  for  this  case,  would  virtually  be  to 
make  a  new  contract  for  the  parties;  and 
construing  the  present  contract  as  the  contract 
in  that  case  was  construed  would  render  the 
contract  valid,  while  to  construe  it  as  the 
Express  Company  now  desires  to  have  it 
construed  would  render  it  void.  To  construe 
the  contract  so  as  to  limit  the  Express  Com- 
pany's common-law  liability  only  as  an  in- 
surer, and  only  for  losses  and  Injuries  brought 
about  by  other  causes  than  the  Company's 
own  negligence,  fraud  or  willful  wrongs, 
would  render  the  contract  valid ;  while  if  it 
be  construed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  reach  to 
the  domain  of  negligence,  fraud  and  willful 
wrongs  on  the  part  of  the  Express  Company 
itself,  and  to  limit  the  Company's  liability 
so  that  the  Company  would  not  be  liable  for 
losses  occasioned  by  its  own  negligence, 
fraud,  or  willful  wrongs,  would  render  the 
contract  to  that  extent  invalid  and  worthless. 
It  must  be  remembered  that  in  this  case  the 
value  of  the  property  transported  was  not 
agreed  upon.  Whether  it  was  worth  one 
cent,  $1,  $100,  $1,000,  or  any  other  sum, 
greater  or  less,  is  left  wholly  blank.  There 
seems  to  have  been  no  thought  of  fixing,  by 
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contract  or  otherwise,  the  actual  value  of  the 
property,  or  any  value,  but  it  was  actually 
worth  $144.55.  In  this  failure  to  fix  the 
value  of  the  property  by  contract,  this  case 
differs  essentially  from  the  case  of  Hart  v. 
Pennsylvania  R  Co.,  112  U.  8.  832,  28  L.  ed. 
718.  There  are  other  distinctions  between 
the  present  case  and  those  relied  on  by  the 
Express  Company.  For  instance,  the  ship- 
pers themselves,  in  some  of  the  cases  relied 
on  by  the  Express  Company,  were  guilty  of 
fraud  or  unfair  dealing,  as  in  the  case  of 
Oppenheimer  v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.,  69  111. 
62,  68.  In  that  case  the  shippers  delivered 
to  the  Express  Company  for  transportation  a 
certain  box  containing  watches  and  Jewelry 
of  the  value  of  $3,800,  without  disclosing 
its  contents  or  their  great  value,  and  paid 
only  $1.40  for  its  transportation;  while,  if 
they  had  disclosed  its  contents  and  their 
value,  they  would  have  had  to  pay  $10.90 
for  its  transportation.  The  receipt  which 
they  took  from  the  Express  Company  did  not 
state  the  contents  or  the  value  of  the  goods, 
but  stated,  u  Contents  unknown. "  The  court, 
in  commenting  upon  these  matters,  used  the 
following,  among  other,  language:  "There 
was  an  actual  attempt  here  by  the  agent  of 
the  shippers  to  fill  in  this  blank  space,  but, 
Instead  of  inserting  '$3,800'  (the  value),  a 
mark  or  character  was  inserted  inexpressive 
of  any  value.  This  shows  that  there  was  a 
designed  suppression  of  the  value'  of  the 
goods.  That  was  unfair  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  shippers  of  the  goods.  The  effect  of 
such  conduct  to  relieve  the  carrier  from  his 
liability  as  insurer  is  asserted  in  the  cases 
of— [here  certain  cases  are  given.  1  Had  the 
true  value  of  the  goods  been  disclosed,  there 
would  have  been  an  extra  charge  of  $9.50, 
increased  precautions  would  have  been  taken 
for  the  safety  of  the  goods,  and,  as  the  evi- 
dence shows,  they  would  have  been  saved.* 
In  this  case  of  Oppenheimer  v.  United  State* 
Exp.  Co.  no  pretense  of  fault  or  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Express  Company  was  im- 
puted, but,  on  the  contrary,  it  was  admitted 
by  the  parties  that  the  company  was  not 
guilty  of  any  fault  or  negligence;  and  in 
the  later  case  of  Chicago  4b  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Cliapman,  188  111.  96  (decided  by  the  Su- 

?>reme  Court  of  Illinois  on  May  14,  1890),  it 
s  stated  as  follows:  "In  Oppenheimer  v. 
United  States  Exp.  Co.,  69  111.  62,  the  court 
held  that  the  contract  exempting  carriers 
from  liabilities  is  not  to  be  construed  as  pro- 
viding against  loss  or  injury  occasioned  by 
actual  negligence  on  their  part."  Indeed!, 
the  case  of  Oppenheimer  v.  United  States  Exp. 
Co.  has  no  application  to  this  present  case. 
In  the  present  case  the  shipper  was  not 

fuilty  of  fraud  or  unfair  dealing,  and  the 
xpress  Company  was  unquestionably  guilty 
of  culpable  negligence.  In  the  case  of 
Orange  County  Bank  v.  Brown,  9  Wend.  85, 
114  et  sea. ,  an  intended  passenger  on  a  steam- 
boat, without  paying  extra  fare,  took  with 
him  on  the  steamboat  as  baggage  an  ordinary 
traveling  trunk  containing  $11,250.  In  a 
few  minutes  afterwards  the  trunk  and  its 
contents  were  removed,  and  the  owner  never 
recovered  them.  The  owners  of  the  steam- 
boat had  no  knowledge  of  the  contents  of 
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the  trunk,  nor  of  their  great  value,  and  ft 
was  held  that  they  were  not  liable  for  their 
loss. 

Other  distinctions  might  be  shown  between 
this  case  and  the  cases  relied  on  by  the  Ex- 
press Company,  if  it  were  thought  necessary. 
The  stipulation  contained  in  the  receipt  given 
by  the  Express  Company  in  the  present  case, 
limiting  its  liability  for  loss  or  damage, 
does  not  limit  its  liability,  except  with  re- 
spect to  an  amount  in  excess  of  $50.  Up  to 
that  amount  the  Express  Company's  liability 
remains  precisely  the  same  as  it  would  be 
at  common  law,  or  as  it  would  be  if  no  con- 
tract limiting  its  liability  had  ever  been 
made.    But  for  the  excess  above  $50  the  Ex- 

Sress  Company  claims  that  it  has  obtained  a 
oundless  immunity  from  liability ;  that  it 
has  not  only  obtained  an  absolute  exemption 
from  all  liability  for  all  loss  or  damage  above 
that  amount,  where  the  loss  or  damage  has 
occurred  without  fault  or  negligence  on  its 
part,  but  that  it  has  also  obtained  such  an 
exemption  where  the  loss  or  damage  has  been 
occasioned  by  its  own  negligence,  or  by  its 
own  fraud  or  willful  wrongs,  including  the 
willful  destruction  of  the  property,  or  the 
greater  wrong  of  feloniously  stealing  it. 
This  cannot  be  correct.  The  stipulation  in 
such  receipt  ought  to  be  so  construed  as  to 
exempt  the  Company  from  liability  for  only 
such  loss  or  damage  in  excess  of  $50  as  might 
be  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  negligence  of 
others,  or  as  might  result  from  some  accident, 
casualty  or  misfortune  over  which  the  Com- 
pany could  have  no  control.  I  think  the 
weight  of  authority  sustains  this  view. 
While  a  common  carrier  may  make  a  valid 
contract  exempting  himself  from  his  com- 
mon-law liability  as  an  insurer  and  for  losses 
occasioned  by  the  acts  of  others  without  his 
fault,  or  occasioned  by  such  of  his  own  acts 
only  as  do  not  involve  any  kind  of  wrong, 
or  occasioned  by  circumstances  over  which 
he  has  no  control,  yet  he  cannot  make  a  valid 
contract  exempting  himself  from  liability 
for  losses  occasioned  by  his  own  carelessness 
or  negligence  or  improper  acts.  Such  a  con- 
tract would  be  against  public  policy  and 
void.  I  think  the  contract  in  the  present  case 
should  be  construed  precisely  as  though  it 
did  not  attempt  to  limit  the  Express  Com- 

Eany's  liaiblity  at  all  for  losses  occasioned 
y  its  own  negligence  or  improper  conduct, 
and  I  would  refer  to  the  following  authorities 
in  support  of  this  view :  KaUman  v.  United 
States  Earn.  Co.  8  Kan.  205 ;  Kansas  Oity,  St. 
J.  &  O.  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  80  Kan.  345 ; 
Kansas  Foe.  R  Co.  v.  Peavey,  29  Kan.  169 , 
Western  U.  Tela?.  Co.  v.  OraU,  88  Kan.  679 ; 
Farnham  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Go.  55  Pa. 
58 ;  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Sands,  55  Pa.  140 ; 
Orogan  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  114  Pa.  528,  5 
Cent.  Rep.  298 ;  WeiUer  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  184  Pa.  810 ;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Moon, 
89  Miss.  822 ;  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  0.  R.  Go. 
v.  Abels,  60  Miss.  1017 ;  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Seide,  67  Miss.  609 :  Kirby  v.  Adams  Exp.  Go. 
2  Mo.  App.  870 ;  McFadden  v.  Missouri  Pne. 
R.  Go.  92  Mo.  848,  10  West.  Rep.  872 ;  Moulton 
v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  81  Minn.  85 ; 
The  City  of  Norwich,  4  Ben.  271 ;  New  York 
Cent.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Lockwood,  84  U.  8.  17  Wall. 
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357,  21  L.  ed.  627 ;  Liverpool  db  G.  W.  Steam 
Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  129  U.  8.  897,  82  L. 
-ed.  788 ;  Rosenfeld  v.  Peoria,  D.  db  E.  R.  Co. 
103  Inch  121,  1  West.  Rep.  150 ;  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  v.  Earris,  120  Ind.  78 ;  Missouri  db  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Harris,  67  Tex.  166 ;  SoutJtern  Pac.  R. 
Co.  v.  MaCdox,  75  Tex.  800 ;  Erie  Dispatch 
t.  Johnson,  87  Tenn.  490 ;  Louisville  db  N.  R. 
Co.  y.  Wynn,  88  Tenn.  820 ;  Louisville  db  2V. 
R.  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  88  Tenn.  480,  7  L.  R.  A. 
162;  Black  v.  Goodrich  Tramp.  Co.  55 
Wis.  819 ;  Mobile  db  0.  R  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  41 
Ala.  486 ;  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Stettaners,  61 
111.  184:  Chicago  db  Jf.  W.  R  Co.  v.  Chap- 
man, 188  111.  96,  8  L.  R.  A.  508 ;  Judson  v. 
Western  R.  Corp.  6  Allen,  486;  Orndorff  v. 
JLdams  Exp.  Go.  8  Bash,  194 ;  United  States 
Exp.  Co.  v.  Rackman,  28  Ohio  St.  144 ;  Lamb 
t.  Camden  db  A.  R.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  271. 

In  my  opinion,  notwithstanding  the  stipu- 
lation in  the  aforesaid  receipt,  limiting,  to 
aome  extent,  the  liability  of  the  Express 
■Company,  the  Company  was  still  bound,  at 
its  peril,  to  act  in  gooa  faith,  as  towards  its 
^employer,  and  to  exercise  reasonable  care  and 
•diligence  with  respect  to  its  employer's 
goods.  There  was  ample  evidence  to  show 
negligence  on  the  part 'of  the  Express  Com- 
pany, if  not  gross  negligence.  The  goods 
were  shipped  from  Kansas  City  in  good 
order.  When  they  arrived  at  their  destina- 
tion, at  Lawrence,  the  box  containing  them 
was  found  broken.  With  due  care,  however, 
they  might  still  have  been  saved,  as  is  fairly 
inferable  from  the  evidence,  and  as  was  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  according  to  their  find- 
ings. The  box,  however,  was  turned  over 
by  one  of  the  Express  Company's  agents, 
and  a  piece  came  out.  Afterwards  the  Com- 
pany's agents  attempted  to  take  the  box  and 
oon tents  from  the  express-car  in  which  they 
were  transported,  and  to  put  the  same  on  a 
truck,  and  in  doing  so  some  of  the  type  and 
-some  of  the  electrotype  plates  fell  down  be- 
tween the  car  and  the  platform.  Afterwards 
they  gathered  them  up,  and  put  them  into  a 
coal  scuttle,  and  took  them  to  a  house  be- 
longing to  the  Express  Company,  where  they 
remained  for  some  time,  and  were  afterwards 
removed  to  the  Express  Company's  office, 
where  they  still  remain,  so  far  as  is  shown. 
This  seems  like  gross  negligence.  It  was 
not  necessary,  however,  that  gross  negligence 
should  have  been  shown.  Ordinary  negli- 
gence only,  or,  in  other  words,  a  want  of  or- 
oinary  care,  was  all  that  was  necessary. 

In  the  case  of  Kallman  v.  United  States  Exp. 
Co.,  supra,  the  following,  among  other,  lan- 
guage, with  reference  to  express  companies 
limiting  their  common-law  liability,  is  used : 
"An  examination  of  the  authorities  bearing 
upon  this  point  will,  we  think,  show  that 
they  may  do  so,  provided,  however,  that  due 
care  and  diligence  be  used  in  the  discharge 
of  their  trust.  But  carriers  cannot  in  this 
way  shield  themselves  from  the  consequences 
of  fraud,  gross  negligence,  and  want  of  care 
.  .  .  It  is  only  when  such  carriers  act  in 
good  faith,  and  use  due  care  and  diligence 
in  and  about  their  business,  that  the  law 
permits  them  to  have  the  benefit  of  limita- 
tions like  that  under  consideration." 

In  the  case  of  Louisville  db  iV.  R.  Co.  v. 
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Wynn,  supra,  the  following,  among  other, 
language  is  used  by  the  court :  "The  author 
of  American  and  English  Encyclopaedia  of 
Law  says :  '  By  the  clear  weight  of  authority 
in  England,  Canada,  the  United  States,  and 
almost  without  exception  in  the  States  of  the 
Union,  the  rule  has  been  adopted  that  the 
common  carrier  can  make  no  contract  the 
effect  of  which  will  be  to  exempt  him  from 
liability  for  negligence.'  2  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  822.  Is  the  limitation  in 
the  contract  before  us  within  the  prohibition 
of  this  eminently  just  and  generally  accepted 
principle?  Manifestly  the  stipulation  does 
not  contemplate  total  exemption  from  liabil- 
ity ;  it  only  provides  for  partial  or  limited 
exemption.  Upon  that  distinction  the  nice 
and  important  question  arises,  Can  a  stipula- 
tion of  the  latter  character  stand  before  the 
law  when  one  of  the  former  kind  cannot? 
Or,  to  state  the  same  question  differently, 
and  so  as  to  apply  it  more  directly  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  the  rule  of  law  being  es- 
tablished, as  we  have  seen  it  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant company  could  not  lawfully  have 
contracted  with  the  plaintiff  that  it  would 
iu  no  event  be  liable  for  any  part  of  the 
value  of  the  mare,  if  lost  or  destroyed,  Can 
the  limitation  of  its  liability  to  $100  be  up- 
held in  the  courts,  if  it  should  appear  that 
her  death  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  the 
company,  and  that  she  was  in  fact  worth  eight 
times  that  amount,  as  the  jury  found  her  to 
be?  We  unhesitatingly  answer,  'No.'  The 
carrier  cannot  by  contract  excuse  itself  from 
liability  for  the  whole  or  any  part  of  a  loss 
brought  about  by  its  negligence.  To  our 
minds,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  two  kinds 
of  stipulation— that  providing  for  total,  and 
that  providing  for  partial,  exemption  from 
liability  for  the  consequences  of  the  carrier's 
negligence— stand  upon  the  same  ground,  and 
must  be  tested  by  the  same  principles.  If 
one  can  be  enforced,  the  other  can ;  if  either 
be  invalid,  both  must  be  held  go  be  so,— the 
same  considerations  of  public  policy  operat- 
ing in  each  case.  With  great  deference  for 
those  who  may  differ  with  us,  we  think  it 
entirely  illogical  and  unreasonable  to  say 
that  the  carrier  may  not  absolve  itself  ftom 
liability  for  the  whole  value  of  property 
lost  or  destroyed  through  its  negligence,  but 
that  it  may  absolve  itself  from  responsibility 
for  one  half,  three  fourths,  seven  eighths, 
nine  tenths,  or  ninety  hundredths  of  the  loss 
so  occasioned.  With  great  unanimity  the 
authorities  say  it  cannot  do  the  former.  If 
allowed  to  do  the  latter,  it  may  thereby  sub- 
stantially evade  and  nullify  the  law,  which 
says  it  shall  not  do  the  former,  and  in  that 
way  do  indirectly  what  it  is  forbidden  to  do 
directly.  We  hold  that  it  can  do  neither. 
The  requirement  of  the  law  has  ever  been, 
and  is  now,  that  the  common  carrier  shall  be 
diligent  and  careful  in  the  transportation  of 
its  freight,  and  public  policy  forbids  that 
it  shall  throw  off  that  obligation  by  stipula- 
tion for  exemption  in  whole  or  in  part  from 
the  consequences  of  its  negligent  acts." 

In  the  case  of  Soutltern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Snde% 
supra,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mississippi  de- 
cided as  follows:  "A  stipulation  in  a  re- 
ceipt given  by  an  express  company  that,  if 
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the  value  of  the  goodi  shipped  is  not  stated 
by  the  shipper  and  specified  in  the  receipt, 
the  holder  will  not  demand  more  than  $50, 
for  loss  or  damage,  exempts  the  carrier  from 
greater  liability  only  when  the  loss  did  not 
result  from  negligence  on  its  part.  This  is 
true,  although  a  greater  charge  is  made  for 
carrying  packages  over  $50  in  value,  and  the 
shipper  fails  to  state  the  value,  and  pays  the 
minimum  charge. "    Part  of  syllabus. 

In  the  case  of  Kirby  v.  Adams  Exp.  Oo.t 
supra,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  St  Louis, 
Mo.,  decided  as  follows:  "A  clause  in  a 
contract  between  an  express  company  and  a 
shipper  stated  that  goods  shipped  are  of  the 
value  of  $50.  unless  their  value  should  be 
inserted  in  the  contract,  and  that  the  com- 
pany, in  case  of  loss,  would  not  be  liable  for 
more  than  $50,  unless  the  value  was  so  in- 


serted, and  the  value  of  the  goods  was  not 
inserted.  Held,  that  this  did  not  relieve  the 
company  from  liability  for  the  full  value  of 
the  goods  if  lost  through  its  fault  and  that 
a  presumption  of  negligence  arose  from  the* 
mere  fact  of  loss."    Part  of  syllabus. 

In  the  case  of  McFaddm  v.  Missouri  Fa*. 
B.  Oo.t  02  Mo.  848,  10  West.  Rep.  872,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  decided  as  fol- 
lows :  M  While  a  shipper  may  release  a  com- 
mon carrier  from  its  obligation  as  an  insurer 
of  his  property,  yet  the  carrier  cannot,  by 
any  kind  of  stipulation,  exempt  itself  from 
liability  for  its  own  negligence.*  Part  of 
syllabus.  See  also  the  other  cases  above 
cited,  and  especially  the  Pennsylvania  cases. 

I  think  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed! 

Petition  for  rehearing  overruled. 


NEW  TOBK  COURT  OP  APPEALS  (3d  Div.). 


Paul  M.  BERGER  et  al.,  BupU., 

«. 

George  E.  VARRELMANN,  Impleaded,  etc., 

Appi. 

{*...N.   X,  ._..,} 

1.  Findings  that  a  Judgment  was  eon- 
fbseed  in  contemplation  oft*  an  assign* 
ment  for  creditor*  and  In  fraud  of  the  statute 
governing  suoh  assignments,  though  classified 
among  conclusions  of  law,  will  be  given  the  same 
effect  to  uphold  the  judgment  as  if  they  were 
designated  as  findings  of  fact. 


8.  -  lAek  of  knowledge  by  acmditorosa 
receiving  a  confession  of  judgment  that 
his  debtor  intends  Immediately  to  make  a  gen- 
eral assignment  does  not  exempt  the  Judgment 
from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  respect  to 
preferences  in  suoh  assignments. 

8*  A  confession  of  judgment  mads  in  con- 
templation of  a  general  assignment  foe  creditora. 
which  Immediately  follows,  must  be  treated  se 
part  of  the  assignment  in  respect  to  prohibited) 
preferences. 

(Bradley,  Haiaht  and  Brown,  J  J„  dissenL) 

(June9,189U 


Nora.— Preferences  in  assignmsnU  sanctioned. 

A  formidable  array  of  authority  is  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  proposition  that  a  failing  debtor  may 
honestly  prefer  one  creditor  above  another  and 
apply  all  of  his  assets  to  the  payment  of  one  indi- 
vidual creditor,  providing  the  indebtedness  is  gen- 
uine, and  the  property  out  of  which  it  is  paid  no 
more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy.  Hill  v.  Northrop, 
9  How.  Pr.  684;  Hall  v.  Arnold,  16  Barb.  500;  Archer 
y.  O'Brien,  7  Hun,  146;  Jewett  v.  Noteware,  80  Hun, 
194;  Woodworch  v.  Sweet,  61 N.  Y.  8;  Carpenter  v. 
Muren,  42  Barb.  800;  Leavitt  v.  Blatohf  ord,  17  N.  Y. 
621;  Williams  v.  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch.  688, 1  L.  ed. 
979;  Waterbury  v.  Sturtevant,  18  Wend.  868;  Spaul- 
dlng  v.  Strang,  87  N.  Y.  186;  Auburn  Exoh.  Bank 
v.  Fitch,  48  Barb.  844. 

A  man  confessedly  in  embarrassed  circumstances, 
and,  as  the  result  shows,  Insolvent,  seeing  that  a 
firm  of  which  he  is  a  member  must  probably  fail, 
may  lawfully  appropriate  suoh  private  property 
to  the  payment  primarily  of  his  private  debts,  in 
preference  to  the  partnership  debts,  by  oonveying 
and  transferring  his  property  to  his  private  credi- 
tors in  payment  of  their  just  demands;  and  suoh 
conveyances  and  transfers  will  be  valid,  where 
there  is  nothing  to  Impeach  the  good  faith  of  the 
grantees,  or  tending  to  show  that  they  were  privy 
to  any  concealment  or  fraudulent  Intent  or  pur- 
pose on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  in  disposing  ot  his 
property.    Auburn  Exoh.  Bank  v.  Jltoh,  supra. 

When  a  debtor  is  insolvent  and  knows  it,  any 
payment  then  made  by  him  to  a  creditor  in  full 
must  be  made  with  Intent  to  prefer.  Driggs  v. 
Moore,  8  Nat.  Bankr.  Beg.  608,  1  Abb.  U.  8. 440;  Bi- 
son v.  Knapp,  4  Nat.  Bankr.  Beg.  849,  1  Dill.  186; 
Martin  v.  Toof,  4  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  488;  Be  Gregg, 
ld.456. 
12L.R.A. 

See  also  14  L.  R.  A.  198. 


The  intentions  of  parties  are  to  be  judged  by  the* 
legal  effect  of  their  acts.  Sampson  v.  Burton.  4 
Nat.  Bankr.  Best.  U  Campbell  v.  Traders  Nat. 
Bank  of  Chicago,  8  Nat.  Bankr.  Beg.  498. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  actual 
intent  in  the  mind  of  the  debtor.  The  intent  may 
be  inferred  from  circumstances.  Linkman  v.  Wil- 
cox, 1  DilL  161;  Giddlngs  v.Dodd,  1 DUL  116. 

It  was  well  said  that  the  law  tolerates  assign* 
ments  giving  preferences;  It  does  not  favor  them, 
And  one  inflexible  condition  of  that  toleration  ia> 
that  the  debtor  shall  not  reserve  by  the  assign- 
ment any  benefit  or  advantage  to  himself  out  of 
the  assigned  property,  either  pecuniary,  or  by  co- 
ercion of  his  creditors,  or  by  a  control  over  tne- 
disposition  of  the  fund.  Even  a  discretion  In  the 
assignees  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  fund  will 
vitiate  the  assignment.  Boardman  v.  Halliday,  V> 
Paige,  888, 4  L.  ed.  868. 

This  right  is  unrestrained  by  statute  In  New  Yorav 
exoept  in  special  instances,  and  the  eases  In  which, 
it  has  been  decided  that  a  debtor  in  failing  circum- 
stances has  a  right  to  prefer  one  of  his  creditors  to- 
anotber  in  the  distribution  of  his  estate  are  very 
numerous.  McMenomy  v.  Roosevelt,  8  Johns.  Ch. 
446, 1  L.  ed.  679;  Murray  v.  Rlggs,  16  Johns.  671; 
Wilkes  v.  Ferris.  6  Johns.  886;  Hackle  v.  Cairns.  *> 
Cow.  647,  affirming  Hopk.  Ch.  873,  8  L.  ed.  456; 
Wilder  v.  Winne,  6  Cow.  284;  Wlnteringham  v. 
Lafoy,  7  Cow.  786;  Hendricks  v.  Walden,  IT 
Johns.  488;  Hyslop  v.  Clarke,  14  Johns.  458; 
Orover  v.  Wakeman,  11  Wend.  187;Webb  v.  Dag- 
gett, 8  Barb.  9;  Brlgham  v.  Tillinghast,  15  Barb. 
618;  Grant  v.  Chapman,  88  N.  Y.  888;  O'Nell  v. 
v.  Salmon,  86  How.  Pr.  846;  Gram  v.  Mitchell.  1 
Sandf.  Ch.  851, 7  L.  ed.  818;  Jacobs  v.  Bemsen,  86  N~ 
Y.  668;  Casey  v.  Janes,  87 N.  Y.  608;  Putnam  v.  Huh- 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  Varrelmann  from  a 
judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  First  Department,  affirming  a 
Judgment  of  the  Special  Term  for  New  York 
County,  which  set  aside  a  Judgment  confessed 
by  W.  and  H.  Erdtmaon  in  favor  of  appellant 
AJIrmed. 

Statement  by  Follett,  OK  J.: 

From  June,  1888,  to  April  29,  1880,  Henry 
Erdtmann  and  Gustavo  Varrelmann  were 
partners  engaged  in  business  at  Noa.  252  and 
254  Pearl  Street,  New  York,  under  the  firm 
name  of  u  W.  &  H.  Erdtmann."  April  29, 
1889,  they  confessed  judgment  in  favor  of 
George  E.  Varrelmann  (the  father  of  Gustave 
Vairelmann)  for  $7,824.62,  which  was  en- 
tered and  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  City  and  County  of  New  York,  at 
twenty-six  minutes  past  twelve  o'clock  of 
that  day,  and  on  the  same  afternoon  an  exe- 
cution thereon  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
of  that  county,  who  on  the  same  day  u  levied 
under  such  execution  upon  the  entire  stock 
and  property  of  said  defendants,  Henry  Erdt- 
mann and  Gustave  Varrelmann,  in  their  sev- 
eral places  of  business,  252  and  254  Pearl 
Street,  and  at  the  warehouse  of  "W.  A.  Evis 
A  Co.,  68  Front  Street,  in  the  City  of  New 
York."  Immediately  after  the  levy  of  the 
execution,  and  on  the  same  day,  the  defend- 
ants therein  executed  and  delivered  a  general 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to 
Clematis  J.  Kracht,  by  which  their  individ- 
ual property  was  devoted  to  the  payment  of 
their  personal  debts,  and  the  surplus,  if  any. 
together  with  the  firm  property,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts,  and  the  surplus  of  the 


firm  assets,  if  any,  to  the  payment  of  their 
personal  debts  (if  their  individual  assets  were 
insufficient  for  that  purpose),  according  to 
the  interest  of  each  partner.  None  of  their 
individual  creditors  were  preferred  except 
employes,  whose  wages  were  to  be  first  paid. 
The  salaries  and  wages  of  the  firm  employ  ea 
were  directed  to  be  first  paid,  after  which 
the  firm  creditors  were  divided  into  six 
classes,  which  were  to  be  paid  in  full  in 
their  order.  April  80  and  May  1, 1889,  were 
legal  holidays,  and  the  assignment  was  not  re- 
corded until  May  2,  1889,  at  five  minute* 
past  nine  in  the  forenoon.  At  the  time  judg- 
ment was  confessed  and  the  assignment  exe- 
cuted an  action  was  pending  in  the  supreme- 
court,  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  herein 
against  the  assignors  for  the  recovery  of  the- 
amount  due  on  their  promissory  note  for 
$1,000,  which  fell  due  April  4,  1889,  in 
which  action  a  judgment  was  duly  entered 
and  docketed  at  ten  o'clock  and  ten  minute* 
in  the  forenoon  of  May  2, 1889,  and  ten  min- 
utes thereafter  an  execution  thereon  waa 
duly  issued  and  delivered  to  said  sheriff. 
May  9,  1889,  the  sheriff  sold,  under  Varrel- 
mann's  execution,  all  of  the  property  upon 
which  he  had  levied  for  $5,877.79,  nearly 
all  of  which  was  purchased  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution.  On  the  9th  of  May,  1889, 
this  action  was  begun  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment so  confessed,  the  execution  issued 
thereon,  and  for  the  recovery  for  the  benefit 
of  the  assignee,  from  the  defendant  George- 
E.  Varrelmann,  the  amount  realized  upon 
the  sale  under  the  execution,  on  the  ground 
that  the  assignors,  in  contemplation  of  their 
general  assignment  and  as  a  part  thereof,  in 


bell,  42  N.  Y.  106;  Jaycox  y.  Caldwell,  51 N.  Y.  806; 
Dana  ▼.  Owen,  64  N.  Y.  041;  Bathbun  y.  Platner, 
18  Barb.  272;  Stern  v.  Fisher,  82  Barb.  196;  Keteltas 
y.  Wilson,  86  Barb.  806;  Hauselt  v.  Vllmar,  76  N.  Y. 
630. 

In  many  of  the  States  preferential  assignments 
are  prohibited  by  statute,  but  in  none  has  the  rule 
at  common  law,  as  above  stated,  been  denied.  Bur- 
rill,  Assignm.  4th  ed.  chap.  10;  Bishop,  Insolvent 
Debtors.  •  168. 

That  preferences  made  in  contemplation  of  and 
with  a  view  to  insolvency  and  an  assignment  are 
void,  see  Doggett  v.  Herman,  6  MoCrary,  260;  Bur- 
rows v.  Lehndorff,  8  Iowa,  96;  Berry  v.  Cutts,  48 
Me.  465;  United  States  v.  Griswold,  8  Fed.  Bep.  496; 
Van  Patten  v.  Burr,  68  Iowa,  618;  Holt  v.  Bancroft, 
80  Ala.  192;  Llyermore  v.  MoNalr.  84  N.  J.  Bq.  478; 
Kellogg  v.  Root,  28  Fed.  Bep.  686;  Hahn  v.  Salmon, 
•20  Fed.  Rep.  801:  Perry  v.  H  olden,  88  Pick.  869. 

In  the  State  of  Mew  York  it  is  provided  by  special 
legislative  enactment  that  in  all  general  assign- 
ments any  preferences  therein  created  shall  not  be 
-valid  except  to  the  amount  of  one  third  in  value  of 
the  assigned  estate,  etc.  The  fact  of  an  excess  of 
preference  in  no  way  affects  the  validity  of  the 
assignment.  It  only  requires  that  the  preferences 
■hall  be  reduced  pro  rata  until  the  same  shall  not 
exceed  one  third  of  the  assigned  estate.  Stein  v. 
Levy,  66  Hun,  881. 

A  debtor  resident  of  Illinois,  although  insolvent 
or  in  falling  circumstances,  may  prefer  one  credi- 
tor to  the  exclusion  of  others  when  done  in  good 
faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Tomlinson 
v.  Matthews,  98 IIL  178;  Payne  v.  Miller,  108  I1L  442; 
Bads  v.  Thompson,  109  111.  87;  Bean  v.  Patterson, 
128  U.S.  496,  30L.ed.  1128. 
13  L.  K.  A. 


When  aetianment  it  general  or  partial. 

The  amount  of  property  embraced  in,  or  intend- 
ed to  be  conveyed  by,  an  assignment  determines 
its  character  as  being  general  or  partial.  A  general 
assignment  is  understood  to  import,  in  its  nature, 
a  transfer  of  all  the  debtor's  property  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  oreditors.  The  nature  of  the  relation  cre- 
ated by  insolvency  usually  requires  that  the  trans- 
fer should  be  of  this  comprehensive  oharaoter. 
"Creditors,"  observes  Chief  Jwtiee  Marshall  in 
Brashear  v.  West,  82  IT.  8. 7  Pet.  608,  8  L.  ed.  801, 
"have  an  equitable  claim  on  all  the  property  of  their 
debtor,  and  it  is  his  duty,  as  well  as  his  right,  to 
devote  the  whole  of  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  their 
olalms." 

8cheduU  must  accompany  the  amignmeWL 

If  the  schedule  was  a  loose,  detached  sheet  of  pa- 
per, and  not  annexed  to  or  really  a  part  of  the  in- 
strument executed  and  acknowledged  before  the 
notary,  and  was  not  actually  a  part  of  the  assign- 
ment when  executed  and  acknowledged,  but  waa 
annexed  afterward,  such  act  would  make  a  new 
deed.   Keroheis  v.  Sohloss,  49  How.  Pr.  284. 

The  schedules  are  to  be  deemed  a  part  of  the  as- 
signment, and  the  insertion  of  any  fraudulent  or 
fictitious  indebtedness  therein  avoids  the  assign- 
ment. Taloott  v.  Hess,  81  Hun,  282;  Terry  v.  Butler, 
48  Barb.  806;  Shultz  v.  Hoagland,  85  N.  Y.  464; 
American  Bxoh.  Bank  v.  Webb,  86  Barb.  291;  Fra- 
aler  v.  Truax,  27  Hun,  687;  Denton  V.  Morrel,  48 
Hun,  224, 26  N.Y.  Week.  Dig.  879. 

Where  judgments  are  confessed  in  contemplation 
of  a  general  assignment  for  the  purpose  of  evading 
the  Statute  restricting  preferences,  they  are  void 
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violation  of  section  80  of  tbe  General  Assign- 
ment Act,  as  amended  in  1887,  created  a  pref- 
erence for  more  than  one  third  of  the  assets 
of  the  assignors.  The  assignee  refused  to 
bring  the  action  in  his  own  behalf,  and  was 
made  a  party  defendant  The  judgment  re- 
covered, and  which  is  appealed  *  from,  ■  set 
aside  the  judgment  confessed,  the  execution 
issued  thereon,  the  levy  and  sale  made  there- 
under, and  adjudged  that  George  £.  Varrel- 
mann  pay  $5,877.79  (the  sum  collected  on 
the  execution)  to  the  assignee,  to  be  by  him 
distributed  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
general  assignment. 

Mr.  Rudolph  Dnlon,  for  appellant: 
The  Statute  is  not  intended  to  regulate  the 
vet  of  tbe  creditor.    He  may,  notwithstanding 
tbe  Statute,  if  he  does   not  know   that  his 


debtor  contemplates  making  an  assignment, 
take  a  mortgage,  power  of  attorney  to  confess 
judgments,  or  other  security  for  his  debt,  in 
good  faith,  and  enforce  the  same.  And  if  he 
procure  tbe  preference  over  the  assignment  by 
his  ow^  diligence,  and  without  collusion  with 
tbe  debtor,  the  subsequent  assignment  will  not 
affect  his  security. 

Boms  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago  v.  Sanchez,  131 
Til.  885;  Preston  v.  8paulding,  190  III.  208. 

White  v.  Cotthaueen,  129  U.  9.  848, 82  L.  ed. 
682,  was  not  a  case  of  a  bona  fide  creditor.  In 
this  instance  it  is  of  no  greater  authority  than 
that  of  the  highest  court  of  any  State. 

Chicago  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Kan- 
sas City,  186  U.  8.  228,  84  L.  ed.  841. 

Had  the  judgment  been  taken  by  defendant 
as  security  for  a  firm  debt  without  knowledge 
or  notice  of  the  insolvency  of  the  partners  and 


end  may  be  sot  aside.  Abegg  ▼.  Schwab,  24  N.  T.  S. 
R.  90S. 

In  Moir  v.  Brown,  14  Barb.  »  (Hand,  X),  It  was 
held  that  the  schedule  containing  a  specification  of 
tbe  property  concerned  would  have  controlled  and 
limited  the  general  words  of  tbe  assignment;  that 
such  schedule  not  being  annexed,  the  assignment 
was  insensible,  and,  as  against  creditors,  did  not 
convey  the  property  to  the  assignees. 

If  the  assignment  contemplated  that  the  schedule 
of  creditors  was  to  be  annexed  at  some  future 
time,  it  would  be  fraudulent  upon  its  face,  as  it 
would,  in  effect,  reserve  to  the  debtor  the  right 
thereafter  to  designate  the  persons  who  should  be 
preferred  In  the  distribution  of  the  assigned  prop- 
erty and  assets.  Keroheis  v.  Sohloss.  49  How.  Pr. 
284. 

Rights  must  be  determined  by  the  assignment. 

The  assignment  must  itself  fix  and  determine  tbe 
rights  of  creditors  in  the  assigned  property,  and 
not  reserve  to  the  assignors  the  power  of  sub- 
stantially doing  so.  Averill  v.  Louoks,  6  Barb.  470; 
8heldon  v.  Dodge,  4  Dento,  220. 

The  reason  why  the  reservation  of  such  power  In 
the  assignors  is  fraudulent  is  obvious.  The  debtor, 
in  such  an  assignment,  puts  his  property  beyond 
the  reach  of  his  creditors,  and  yet  reserves  the 
right  to  control  the  manner  of  its  distribution 
among  them.  This  is  a  violation  of  the  Statute, 
which  declares  assignments  made  with  intent  to 
hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors  to  be  void. 
Tbe  intent  of  the  debtor  cannot  be  considered 
other  than  it  appears  in  the  instrument  Tbe  law 
pronounces  such  reservation  of  power  in  the  debtor 
fraudulent.    Kercheis  v.  Sohloss,  48  How.  Pr.  284. 

Where  an  assignment  directed  the  assignees  to 
pay  the  debts  specified  in  the  schedules  annexed 
thereto,  according  to  the  priority  of  several  sched- 
ules, and  provided  that  such  schedules  should  be 
made  within  sixty  days,  and  be  annexed  to,  and 
form  a  part  of  the  assignment,  but  did  not  pre- 
scribe what  debts  should  be  inserted  in  the  respect- 
ive schedules,  or  in  what  order  they  should  be  ar- 
ranged therein,  the  preparation  of  such  schedules 
being  left  entirely  to  the  discretion  of  the  assign- 
ors; and  it  appeared  that  such  schedules  had  not 
been  made  out  and  annexed  to  the  assignment 
previous  to  its  execution,  but  that  they  were  pre. 
pared  by  the  assignors  and  annexed  at  some  subse- 
quent time,— it  was  held  that  the  assignment  was 
fraudulent  and  void.  AverilJ  v.  Loucks,  6  Barb. 
470. 

Any  act  done  in  fraud  of  law  is  done  in  viola- 
tion of  it     Be  King,  15  U.  S.  2  Wheat.  16M  L.  ed. 
207;  Lee  v.  Lee,  88  U.  8.  8  Pet.  44, 8  L.  ed.  860;  Kerr, 
Frauds,  279, 288. 
12  Jj.  R.  A. 


Of  judgments  by  eon/ esston* 

Although  a  judgment  by  confession  Is  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  founded  on  the  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, instead  of  a  direct  adjudication  by  the  oourt, 
it  is  none  the  less,  on  that  account,  a  judicial  act. 
And  since  their  contract  cannot  create  a  Jurisdic- 
tion in  excess  or  contravention  of  that  conferred 
by  law,  it  Is  equally  essential  to  the  validity  of  a 
Judgment  of  this  character  as  to  any  other  that  It 
be  entered  in  a  oourt  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter.  And  it  is  to  have  all  the  incidents 
and  consequences  of  any  other  judgment,  and  to 
have  the  sanction  of  the  law  and  the  authority  of 
the  oourt  behind  it,  it  will  be  invalid  unless  the 
court  where  it  is  entered  might  lawfully  have  ren- 
dered the  same  judgment  in  a  contested  action. 
Lanning  v.  Carpenter,  23  Barb.  402;  1  Black,  Judgm. 
158. 

A  judgment  by  oonf  ession  is  not  an  absolute  nul- 
lity, if  It  is  valid  as  to  any  person.  And  as  long  as 
it  remains  unvacated,  and  in  apparent  force  upon 
the  records  of  the  oourt,  it  cannot  be  Impeached 
collaterally.   Sheldon  v.  Stryker.  34  Barb.  U6. 

The  Supreme  Oourt  of  Iowa  held  that  a  judg- 
ment confessed  under  a  power  which  does  not  com- 
ply with  statutory  requirements  is  a  nullity.  Ed- 
gar v.  Greer,  10  Iowa,  279. 

A  judgment  upon  confession,  founded  on  a  state- 
ment of  facts  which  is  defective  or  insufficient  to 
answer  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  will  never- 
theless be  valid  and  effectual  as  between  the  par- 
ties to  it,  though  voidable  at  the  instance  of  other 
creditors.  Coolbaugh  v.  Roemer.  80  Minn.  424;  Mil- 
ler v.  Earle,  24  N.  Y.  110;  Neusbaum  v.  Keim,  24  N. 
Y.8S6;  Kirby  v.  Fitsgerald,  31  N.  Y.  417;  Bryan  ▼. 
Miller,  28  Mo.  82,  75  Am.  Dec.  107;  How  v.  Dor- 
soheimer,  81  Mo.  848;  Lee  v.  Figg,  87  OaL  828, 80  Am. 
Dec.  271;  Pond  v.  Davenport,  44  Cal.  481;  Plummer 
v.  Douglas,  14  Iowa.  80, 81  Am.  Deo.  488.  8ee  also 
Shadraok  v  Woolfolk,  82  Gratt.  707;  1  Black, 
Judgm.  168. 

The  statutes  require  a  person  confessing  a  Judg- 
ment to  file  a  written  statement,  signed  and  sworn 
to,  designating  the  amount  for  which  the  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered,  and  "stating  concisely  the 
facts  out  of  whioh  the  indebtedness  arose."  Wia- 
nebrenner  ▼.  Bdgerton,  80  Barb.  186;  Lanning  v. 
Carpenter,  20  N.  Y.  447. 

The  designation  of  the  amount  of  the  debt  is  a 
vital  part  of  a  valid  confession;  it  must  beset  forth 
explicitly  and  not  be  left  to  Inference,  and  the 
omission  of  it  is  a  fatal  defect.  Clements  v.  Gerow, 
80  Barb.  826. 

The  case  last  cited  contains  an  admirable  state- 
ment of  tbe  rules  that  should  govern  the  Judg- 
ments by  confession.  See  opinion  byHogeboom, 
J.;  notes  to  Powell  v.  Kelly  (Ga.)  3  L.  R.  A.  130,  and 
Miiliken  v.  Hathaway  (Mass.)  1 L.  H.  A.  510. 


am. 


Bbbokb  v.  Vakkelmann. 


8U 


4f  their  intent  to  make  an  assignment,  it  would 
Jiave  been  valid  in  hi*  hands. 

Heineman  v.  Bart,  66  Mich.  64. 

The  New  York  Statute  (Laws  1877,  chap. 
406),  describes  the  instrument  of  assignment, 
-and  by  chap.  608,  Laws  1887,  forbids  any 
preference  "created"  in  the  general  assign- 
ment beyond  the  limit  therein  mentioned. 

To  bold  that  under  this  Statute  the  prefer- 
ence forbidden  need  not  be  "in  the  assign- 
ment "  requires  a  far  more  liberal  construction 
than  to  hold  under  the  Illinois  Statute,  which 
•does  not  prescribe  the.  form  of  the  assignment, 
that  such  assignment  may  be  divided  into  sev- 
eral parts,  and  that  several  contemporaneous 
parts  or  transfers  may  constitute  one  assign- 
ment. 

8ee  Ouwnne  v.  Burnett,  7  Clark  &  F.  672; 
Jones  v.  Smart,  1  T.  R.  44. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  holds 
a  preference  made  by  an  independent  act  be- 
fore the  assignment,  though  in  contemplation 
thereof,  to  be  valid  because  not  in  the  assign- 
ment. 

Lake  Share  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Fuller,  1  Cent  Rep. 
109, 110  Pa.  166;  Gallagher**  App.  6  Cent.  Rep. 
726, 114  Pa,  868. 

The  appellant  is  protected  by  the  Statute 
-which  authorized  him  to  obtain  a  Judgment 
by  confession. 

Trier  v.  Herman,  116  N.  Y.  168;  1  Black, 
Judgm. §298. 

Mr.  Frederic  W.  Hinriche,  for  re- 
spondent: 

The  facts  of  this  case  offer  abundant  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  Judgment  and  for  having 
the  assets  which  were  levied  upon  by  the  de- 
fendant George  E.  Varrelmadn  (or  their  pro- 
•ceeds)  paid  to  the  defendant  Eracht  for  distri- 
bution under  the  terms  of  the  assignment  deed. 

Speknan  v.  Freeman,  64  Hun,  409;  Wilcox 
-v.  Payne,  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  712;  White  v.  Cot* 
hausen,  129  U.  S.  829, 82  L.  ed.  677;  Manning 
v.  Beck,  64  Hun,  102;  KesseU  v.  Drucker,  6  tf. 
Y.  Supp.  946;  Abegg  v.  Schwab,  24  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
•986;  Kiessner  v.  Cohn%  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  161; 
TurnbuU  v.  Cohen,  N.  Y.  Daily  Reg.  June  18, 
1889;  Davie  v.  Harrington,  66  Hun,  109; 
SweeUer  v.  8mith,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  878;  Stein 
-v.  Levy,  66  Hun,  881. 

A  finding,  although  in  form  classified  as  a 
finding  of  law,  may,  in  effect,  be  a  finding  of 
fact,  and  for  the  purpose  of  upholding  the 
judgment  should  be  so  regarded. 

Adam*  y.  Fitepatrick,  126  N.  Y.  124;  Mur- 
ray v.  MarehaU,  94  N.  Y.  617. 

The  statute  is  remedial  and  was  intended  to 
supply  a  defect  in  the  existing  law  and  to 
suppress  a  mischief.  It  should  therefore  be 
construed  liberally  to  accomplish  the  manifest 
Intention  of  the  Legislature. 

White  v.  Cotehausen,  129  U.  S.  829,  82  L. 
ed.  677;  Preeton  v.  8paulding,  120  111.  208; 
Richardeon  v.  Tkurber,  6  Cent.  Rep.  799, 104 
tf.  Y.606. 

Under  the  Missouri  statute  it  was  held  that 
judgments  confessed  immediately  before  the 
execution  of  the  general  assignment,  and  al- 
leged to  be  parts  or  the  same  transaction,  con- 
stituted together  one  voluntary  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  under  which  all  the 
•creditors  were  entitled  to  share  alike. 

Clapp  v.  Nordmeyer,  26  Fed.  Rep.  71. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


A  like  ruling  was  made  in  Maine. 

Berry  v.  Cutte,  42  Me.  446. 

The  same  is  true  of  Alabama. 

Bolt  v.  Bancroft,  80  Ala.  196. 

A  like  rule  was  enforced  in  Iowa. 

Van  Patten  v.  Burr,  62  Iowa,  618.  See  also 
Kellogg  v.  Boot,  28  Fed.  Rep.  626;  Fuller  v. 
Basbrouck,  46  Mich.  81;  Perry  v.  Bolden,  22 
Pick.  269;  Livermore  v.  McNair,  84  N.  J.  Eq. 
478;  Lake  SJiore  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Fuller,  1  Cent. 
Rep.  109, 110  Pa.  166. 

It  is  of  no  consequence  what  intention  ap- 
pellant had  in  accepting  the  preference.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  debtor  unlawfully  intended  to 
violate  the  law  in  confessing  the  judgment. 

lUinoie  Watch  Co.  v.  Payne,  88  NT  Y.  S.  R. 
967;  Btarin  v.  KtUy,  88  N.  Y.  419;  Loot  v. 
Wilkinson,  1  L.  R.  A.  260,  110  N.  Y.  195; 
Preeton  v.  Spaulding,  120  111.  220. 

The  fraudulent  preference  sought  to  be 
given  to  George  E.  Yarrelmann  falls  with  his 
judgment. 

Spelman  v.  Freedman,  64  Hun,  414;  Wileo* 
v.  Payne,  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  712. 

Follett,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  judgment  which  the  appellant  obtained 
by  the  confession  of  his  debtors  is  sought  to 
be  set  aside,  and  the  money  collected  by  vir- 
tue of  it  recovered  for  the  benefit  of  the  cred- 
itors of  the  judgment  debtor,  on  the  ground 
that,  when  confessed,  the  confessors  intended 
to  make  a  general  assignment  and  prefer  the 
claim  of  the  appellant  through  a  judgment 
and  execution,  and  thereby  evade  tine  prohi- 
bition of  the  80th  section  of  the  Assignment 
Act,  which  is  as  follows :  "Sec.  80.  In  all 
general  assignments  of  the  estates  of  debtors 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  hereafter  made, 
any  preference  created  therein  (other  than 
for  the  wages  or  salaries  of  employes  under 
chapter  828  of  the  Laws  of  1884,  and  chapter 
288  of  the  Laws  of  1886),  shall  not  be  valid 
except  to  the  amount  of  one  third  in  value  of 
the  assigned  estate  left  after  deducting  such 
wages  or  salaries  and  the  costs  and  expenses 
of  executing  such  trust ;  and  should  said  one 
third  of  the  assets  of  the  assignor  or  assignors 
be  insufficient  to  pay  in  full  the  preferred 
claims  to  which,  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  same  are  applicable,  then  said 
assets  shall  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
same  pro  rata  to  the  amount  of  each  said 
preferred  claims."    Laws  1887,  chap.  608. 

The  appellant  insists  that  his  judgment 
and  execution  by  which  he  secured  more  than 
one  third  of  the  estate  of  the  insolvent  debt- 
ors are  not  brought  within  the  prohibition 
of  this  section,  because:  (1)  the  trial  court 
did  not  find  as  a  fact  that  the  debtors  con- 
templated making  a  general  assignment  when 
the  judgment  was  confessed:  (2)  the  trial 
court  did  not  find  as  a  fact  that  the  appellant 
knew,  when  he  received  the  confession  of 
judgment  and  seized  the  property  by  virtue 
of  the  execution  issued  thereon,  that  the 
debtors  contemplated  making  a  general  as- 
signment ;  (3)  the  preference  was  not  created 
in  the  general  assignment,  but  by  a  separate 
instrument. 

Before  this  section  was  added,  in  1887,  to 
the  General  Assignment  Act  of  this  State,  the 
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practice  which  had  become  so  prevalent  that 
it  may  be  said  to  have  become  a  custom  for 
failing  debtors  to  devote,  by  general  assign- 
ment, the  whole  or  a  large  part  of  their  es- 
tates to  the  payment  of  a  few  preferred  cred- 
itors, often  near  relatives,  resulted  in  so  much 
hardship  and  injustice  that  the  section  above 
quoted  was  adopted  to  mitigate  the  evils 
arising  from  the  practice.  The  section  being 
remedial,  should  be  liberal  1}*  construed  so  as 
to  prevent  the  mischiefs  at  which  it  was 
aimed.  White  v.  CoUkaueen,  129  U.  8.  829, 
82  L.  ed.  677 ;  Holder  v.  Golden,  86  N.  Y. 
446 ;  Hart  v.  Cleis,  8  Johns.  41. 

The  trial  court  found  that  the  estate  of 
the  assignors  was  not  worth  three  times  the 
amount  of  the  appellant's  judgment,  and  that 
its  collection  consumed  more  than  one  third 
of  it,  and  that  when  the  judgment  was  con- 
fessed, execution  issued  and  levied  and  the  as- 
signment executed,  the  assignors  and  George 
£.  Yarrelmann  all  knew  that  the  sale  under 
the- execution  to  be  issued  would  absorb  more 
than  one  third  of  the  debtors'  assets.  The 
decision  signed  by  the  trial  judge  contains 
seventeen  findings  of  fact  and  seven  conclu- 
sions of  law.  The  first  and  second  of  the 
latter  are  as  follows : 

"1.  The  judgment  confessed  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  Qeorge  E.  Yarrelmann*  and 
the  execution  and  levy  which  followed,  were 
made  by  the  defendants  Henry  Erdtmann  and 
Oustave  Yarrelmann,  in  contemplation  of 
their  general  assignment  and  as  part  thereof, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  preferring  said  de- 
fendant, George  E.  Yarrelmann,  in  whose 
favor  the  said  judgment  was  confessed  by 
them,  out  of  their  property,  for  more  than 
one  third  of  the  net  assets  of  the  said  de- 
fendants, Henry  Erdtmann  and  Gustave 
Yarrelmann,  and  to  prevent  the  said  assets 
from  going  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
Kracht,  as  assignee,  and  being  distributed 
to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  other  creditors  of  the 
said  defendants  Henry  Erdtmann  and  Gustave 
Yarrelmann,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  their 
general  assignment  deed. 

"2.  Said  confession  of  judgment  and  the 
execution  and  levy  which  followed  were  made 
in  fraud  of  the  said  general  assignment,  and 
are  void,  and  should  be  set  aside  and  vacated, 
and  the  assets  levied  upon,  or  the  entire  pro- 
ceeds thereof  should  be  paid  the  defendant 
Kracht,  as  assignee,  to  be  distributed  pursu- 
ant to  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  general  as- 
signment. n 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  in- 
sists that  these  conclusions  cannot  be  given 
the  effect  of  findings  of  fact,  but  must  be 
held  to  be  conclusions  of  law,  and  that  the 
facts  so  found  cannot  be  considered  on  this 
appeal.  This  contention  is  not  well  founded, 
for  it  is  well  settled  that  though  a  "finding 
of  fact11  be  called  a  M  conclusion  of  law"  and 
improperly  classified  as  such  in  the  decision 
signed  (Code.  Civ.  Proc.  §  1022),  it  will, 
for  the  purpose  of  upholding  a  judgment, 
be  given  the  same  effect  as  though  embraced 
within  and  designated  as  one  of  the  findings 
of  fact.  Parker  v.  Baxter,  86  N.  Y.  586 ; 
Murray  v.  Marshal,  94  N.  Y.  611 ;  Adams  v. 
FiUrHitHcJc,  125  N.  Y.  124. 
12  L.  R.  A. 


The  facts  found  in  the  conclusions  of  lair 
above  quoted— that  the  assignors  confessed 
the  judgment  in  contemplation  of  making  a. 
general  assignment  as  a  part  thereof,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  preferring  George  E.  Yarrel- 
mann for  more  than  one  third  of  their  estate, 
that  the  confession  of  judgment,  the  execu- 
tion and  levy  were  made  in  fraud  of  the 
general  assignment— will  be  given  the  same- 
force  in  support  of  this  judgment  as  though 
they  had  been  properly  classified  in  the  de- 
cision signed. 

It  would  not  be  claimed,  we  think,  that  a. 
preference  for  more  than  one  third  of   the 
assigned  estate,  when  created  by  an  instru- 
ment known  as  a  general  assignment,  would 
be  valid, though  executed  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the   preferred  creditors.     If  such  a. 
position  could  be  successfully  maintained, 
the  section  would   be  wholly   inoperative, 
as  it  would  be  quite  easy,  as,  indeed,  it  in- 
frequently the  practice,  to  execute  those  in- 
struments  wihout   consulting   the   favored 
creditors.     If  the  absence,  of  pre-knowledge- 
on  the  part  of  the  creditors  that  a  preference- 
is  to  be  created  by  an  assignment  does  not 
strengthen  their  position,  it  is  not  easy  to- 
see  how  the  want  of  knowledge  that  an  as- 
signment is  contemplated  would  avail  them, 
though  the  preference  be  created  by  an  in- 
dependent instrument.    This  section  is  de- 
signed to  limit  the  power  of  insolvents  to- 
create  preferences  beyond  the  extent  named, 
and  to  regulate  their  conduct,  but  not  to> 
control  the  action  of  creditors,  who  are  left 
free  to  collect  or  secure  their  claims  by  the 
usual  remedies..   It  is  the  action  of  the  in- 
solvent debtors  which  the  law  seeks  to  control. 
Home  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago  v.  Sanchez,  181  * 
111.  880. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  a. 
preference  by  insolvents  not  created  in  or  by 
a  general  assignment,  but  by  a  separate  in- 
strument and  in  contemplation  of  making  a> 
general  assignment,  is  prohibited  by  the* 
Statute. 

We  are  asked  to  construe  the  language: 
"In  all  general  assignments  of  the  estates  of 
debtors  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  hereafter 
made,  any  preferences  made  therein    .     .     . 
shall  not  be  valid,  except,"  etc. — closely, 
and  hold  that  preferences  not  created  in  in- 
struments known  as  general  assignments  are 
not  within  the  condemnation  of  the  section. 
Such  an  interpretation  would  defeat  the  in- 
tent of   the   Legislature,    and  the   Statute- 
would  be  found  to  be  no  bar  to  the  practices- 
at  which  it  was  aimed.     Insolvents  would  be 
left  free  to  secure  their  friends  by  independ- 
ent instruments,  executed  in  contemplation 
of  making  general  assignments,  which,  when 
executed,  would  carry  to  their  assignees  but 
a  remnant  of  their  estates,  for  the  benefit  of 
their  unfavored  creditors.    The  words  of  the- 
section  must  be  construed  to  embrace  all  or 
the  instrumentalities  which  failing  debtors, 
in  contemplation  of  a  general  assignment, 
voluntarily  employ  to  give  preferences  to- 
particular  creditors.     As  was  said  by  Finch, 
J.,  in  Richardson  v.  Thurber,  104  N.  Y.  610, 
6  Cent.  Rep.  799:    "The  word  'assignment- 
may  sometimes  have  reference  to  the  instru- 
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tnent  which  affects  the  transfer  and  some- 
times to  the  transfer  itself,  considered  as  a 
legal  fact  or  result. " 

The  section  under  consideration  was  in- 
tended to  prevent  the  forbidden  result  whether 
accomplished  within  or  without  the  general 
assignment.  This  question  has  been  several 
times  before  the  supreme  court  in  this  State, 
and  conveyances  which  created  preferences 
for  more  than  one  third  of  the  insolvent's 
estate,  when  made  in  contemplation  of  a 
general  assignment,  have  invariably  been 
•condemned  as  violations  of  the  Statute. 
Manning  v.  Beck,  54  Hun,  102;  8pelman  v. 
Freedman.  Id.  409 :  Sweeteer  v.  Smith,  5  N. 
T.  Supp.  878;  Bpelman  v.  Jaffray,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  570 ;  Kemp  v.  Drucker,  Id.  945 ;  Abegg 
v.  Schwab,  24  K  Y.  8.  R.  986;  Wilcox  v. 
Paw*,  28  N.  Y.  712. 

The  question  has  also  been  considered  by 
the  courts  of  other  States  under  similar  stat- 
utes, forbidding  or  regulating  preferences  in 
voluntary  or  general  assignments  for  the 
benefit,  of  creditors. 

In  Illinois  the  Act  is  entitled  "  An  Act  Con- 
cerning Voluntary  Assignments,  and  Con- 
ferring Jurisdiction  upon  County  Courts, 
Approved  May  22,  1877, "  and  contains  four- 
teen sections.  The  first  prescribes  the  mode 
in  which  assignments  shall  be  executed  and 
is,  in  part,  as  follows : 

"Sec.  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of 
the  State  of  Illinois,  represented  in  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly,  that  in  all  cases  of  voluntary 
Assignments  hereafter  made  for  the  benefit  of 
•creditors,  the  debtor  or  debtors  shall  annex 
to  such  assign  men  t  an  inventory,0  etc. 

The  succeeding  eleven  sections  prescribe 
the  power  and  duties  of  assignees  and  the 
procedure  by  which  voluntary  assignments 
*re  to  be  carried  into  effect.  The  14th  section 
•confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  county  courts 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  The 
thirteenth  section  provides :  "Sec.  18.  Every 
provision  in  any  assignment  hereafter  made 
in  this  State  providing  for  the  payment  of 
one  debt  or  liability  in  preference  to  another 
shall  be  void,  and  all  debts  and  liabilities 
within  the  provisions  of  the  assignment  shall 
be  paid  pro  rata  from  the  assets  "thereof. w 

The  question  has  several  times  arisen 
whether  preferences  created,  not  in  a  volun- 
tary assignment,  but  by  instruments  executed 
at  about  the  same  time  and  in  contemplation 
of  making  a  general  assignment,  were  within 
the  Statute.  In  Preston  v.  Spaulding,  120 
111.  208,  the  insolvents  preferred  certain  of 
their  creditors  by  confessing  judgments,  and 
on  the  same  day  that  their  general  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  was  made. 
The  point  was  taken  that  the  Statute  made 
void  only  preferences  in  the  general  assign- 
ment, and  not  those  otherwise  given.  In 
discussing  this  question  it  was  said :  "  We 
hold  that  it  is  within  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  Statute  that  when  a  debtor  has  formed 
a  determination  to  voluntarily  dispose  of  his 
whole  estate,  and  has  entered  upon  that  de- 
termination, it  is  immaterial  into  how  many 
parts  the  performance  or  execution  of  his 
determination  may  be  broken,  the  law  will 
regard  all  his  acts,  having  for  their  object 
and  effect  the  disposition  of  his  estate,  as 
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parts  of  a  single  transaction,  and  on  the  exe- 
cution of  a  formal  assignment  it  will,  under 
the  Statute,  draw  to  it,  and  the  law  will  re- 
gard as  embraced  within  its  provisions  all 
prior  acts  of  the  debtor  having  for  their  ob- 
ject and  purpose  the  voluntary  transfer  or 
disposition  of  his  estate  to  or  for  creditors , 
and  if  any  preferences  are  shown  to  have  been 
made  or  given  by  the  debtor  to  one  creditor 
over  another  in  such  disposition  of  his  estate, 
full  effect  will  be  given  to  the  assignment, 
and  such  preference  will,  in  a  court  of  equity, 
be  declared  void,  and  set  aside  as  in  fraud 
of  the  statute." 

This  doctrine  has  been  approved  in  subse- 
quent cases  in  that  State,  and  also  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  White 
v.  CoUhaueen,  129  U.  S.  829,  82  L.  ed.  687, 
which  arose  under  the  Illinois  Statute.  In 
that  case  an  insolvent  debtor,  by  deeds,  bills 
of  sale  and  warrants  for  the  confession  of 
judgments,  disposed  of  all  his  property  for  the 
benefit  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  who  were 
creditors,  but  made  no  general  assignment. 
In  an  action  brought  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  to  set  aside  the  conveyances  as 
violations  of  the  thirteenth  section  of  the 
Voluntary  Assignment  Act,  it  was  held  that 
it  was  quite  immaterial  that  no  general  as- 
signment had  been  executed,  but  that  any 
preference,  however  created,  by  an  insolvent 
while  engaged  in  making  a  complete  dis- 
position of  nis  property,  was  forbidden  and 
void  under  the  Act.  The  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  was  placed  in  part  upon  the 
ground  that  the  conveyances  and  confessions 
of  judgment  were  "made  without  adequate 
consideration  and  with  intent  to  hinder,  de- 
lay and  defraud  the  appellee  Cotzhausen" 
(p.  888),  the  complaining  creditor,  but  the 
judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  not  rested 
upon  that  ground.  It  was  said :  "We  have 
already  seen  that  the  circuit  court  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  the  conveyances,  bill 
of  sale,  confessions  of  judgment  and  transfers 
by  Alex.  White,  Jr.,  were  made  without 
adequate  consideration  and  with  intent  to 
hinder,  delay  and  defraud  the  appellee. 
Upon  these  grounds  it  gave  him  a  prior  right 
in  the  disposition  of  the  property.  We  are 
not  able  to  assent  to  this  determination  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties ;  for  the  mother, 
sisters  and  brother  of  Alex.  White,  Jr.,  were 
his  creditors,  and,  so  far  as  the  record  dis- 
closes, they  only  sought  to  obtain  a  prefer- 
ence over  other  creditors"  (page  844). 

The  reference  to  White  v.  (JotsJianeen,  must 
not  be  taken  as  an  indication  of  approval, 
nor  this  cautionary  remark  as  an  intimation 
that  we  disapprove  of  the  doctrine  that  when 
an  insolvent,  without  making  a  general  as- 
signment, transfers  his  entire  estate  to  favored 
creditors  by  several  instruments,  it  is  a  vio- 
lation of  the  section,  but  the  case  is  instruc- 
tive in  its  reasoning,  and  shows  the  trend  of 
courts  when  called  upon  to  consider  like 
statutes.  In  this  State  the  supreme  court 
(Stein  v.  Levy,  55  Hun,  881),  one  judge  dis- 
senting, has  declined  to  follow  the  doctrine 
of  the  case  cited  to  its  logical  conclusion. 
In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  (Lake  Shore 
Ekg.  Co,  v.  Fuller,  110  Pa.  156,  1  Cent 
Rep.  109),  that  a  confession  of  judgment  to 
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a  bona  fide  creditor  by  an  insolvent,  on  the 
eve  of  making  a  general  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  is  not  a  violation  of  the 
Statute  which  forbids  preferences  in  assign- 
ments; bat  in  most  of  the  States  the  con- 
struction which  we  have  indicated  prevails. 

Thus  far  this  case  has  been  considered  upon 
the  theory  that  the  appellant  had  no  knowl- 
edge when  he  took  his  confession  of  judg- 
ment that  his  confessors  contemplated  making 
a  general  assignment,  and  we  think  it  might 
well  be  decided  upon  that  theory.  But  it  is 
urged  by  some  of  our  brethren  that,  there 
being  no  express  finding  of  fact  that  the  ap- 
pellant knew  that  the  judgment  debtors  in- 
tended to  make  an  assignment  when  the  con- 
fession was  taken,  his  judgment  should  not 
be  set  aside,  but  allowed  to  stand  as  a  valid 
preference  to  the  extent  of  one  third  of  the 
estate  of  the  assi  gnors.  We  think  a  sufficient 
answer  to  this  suggestion  is  that  the  appel- 
lant makes  no  such  claim,  but  from  the  first 
to  the  last  he  has  planted  himself  upon  the 
ground  that  in  the  absence  of  an  explicit 
finding  that  he  knew  that  a  general  assign- 
ment was  intended  he  is  entitled  to  sustain 
his  judgment  and  retain  the  whole  sum  col- 
lected thereby.  No  such  question  was  raised 
at  special  term,  at  the  general  term,  nor  is  it 
suggested  in  his  brief  on  this  appeal. 

There  is  a  further  answer  to  this  position : 
as  before  stated,  the  record  before  us  contains 
none  of  the  evidence.  "Where  the  evidence 
given  on  a  trial  is  not  contained  in  the  case 
on  appeal  to  this  court,  it  must  be  assumed 
that  the  facts  proved  were  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  findings;  and  also  to  sustain  any  addi- 
tional findings  required  to  support  the  con- 
clusions of  law  not  in  conflict  with  the 
affirmative  facts  found. "  Gardner  v.  Schwab, 
110  N.  Y.  650 ;  Murray  v.  Marshall,  94  N.  Y. 
611,  617;  Reese  v.  Reese,  Id.  628;  Kellogg  v. 
Thompson,  66  N.  Y.  88 ;  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Champlain  v.  Wood,  45  Hun,  418 ;  Bond  v. 
Bond,  51  Hun,  507. 

An  assumption  that  George  E.  Yarrelmann 
knew  that  the  judgment  debtors  contemplated 
a  general  assignment  is  not  in  conflict  with 
any  of  the  affirmative  facts  found,  nor  is  it 
in  conflict  with  any  facts  which  the  court 
refused  to  find.  As  before  stated,  the 
court  found  as  facts  that  "said  confession 
of  judgment  and  the  execution  and  levy 
which  followed  were  made  in  fraud  of  said 
general  assignment. "  The  judgment  by  con- 
fession was  the  joint  act  of  the  judgment 
debtors  and  of  the  judgment  creditor,  which 
is  found  to  have  been  made  in  fraud  of  the 
assignment.  Issuing  the  execution,  causing 
a  levy  and  sale  to  be  made,  were  the  indi- 
vidual acts  of  George  E.  Varrelmann,  which 
the  court  found  were  in  fraud  of  the  assign- 
ment. These  facts  so  expressly  found,  with 
the  other  significant  facts  found  and  admitted 
by  the  answers,  to  wit:  the  relationship 
existing  between  the  parties,  that  the  assign- 
ment, the  confession  of  judgment  and  the 
issuing  of  the  execution  and  levy  thereunder, 
were  concurrent  acts  performed  on  the  same- 
afternoon,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
knowledge  of  Yarrelmann  that  his  judgment, 
execution  and  levy  would  absorb  much  more 
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than  one  third  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  seem 
to  us  to  require  this  court,  under  the  rule- 
laid  down,  to  infer,  in  support  of  this  judg- 
ment, which  is  so  apparently  an  equitable 
one,  that  George  E.  Yarrelmann  knew,  when 
he  took  his  judgment  and  made  his  levy, 
that  his  son  and  the  partner  of  his  son  then 
contemplated  making  a  general  assignment. 
If  he  was  not  aware  of  their  purpose,  it  is- 
quite  singular  that  the  steps  which  he  took 
were  so  timely  and  happily  taken  as  to  ac- 
complish the  absorption  of  the  entire  assets- 
of  the  assignors.     We  think  these   various- 
proceedings  were  not  the  result  of  accident, 
but  of  design.    This  judgment,  confessed  in- 
fraud  of  the  assignment,  cannot  be  regarded 
as  part  of  it,  for  both  parties  to  the  judgment 
say  it  was  not  so  intended ;  but  if  it  could 
be,  it  may  be  cut  down  by  any  act  of  the* 
assignors  which  would  invalidate  a  general 
assignment,  and  the  fraud  of  the  assignors, 
though  not  participated  in  by  those  bene- 
fited, avoids  a  general  assignment     Loos  v. 
Wilkinson,  110  N.   Y.  105,  1  L.  R.  A.  250. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All    concur,   except    Bradley*  Haiffht- 
and  Brown,  JJ. ,  dissenting. 

Bradley,    Haight    and    Brown*   JJ., 

dissenting : 

We  are  unable  to  concur  with  the  major- 
ity of  the  court.  The  record  does  not  con- 
tain the  evidence.  And  the  facts  found  do- 
not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  appe Pant 
took  the  judgment  by  confession  otherwise 
than  in  good*  faith  for  a  valid  debt,  and 
without  any  knowledge  or  information  that 
the  debtors  contemplated  making  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors. 

In  that  view  no  reason  appears  to  us  for 
setting  aside  the  judgment,  and  it  is  the 
right  of  the  creditor  to  retain  it,  as  it  was 
to  take  it  pursuant  to  the  Statute  providing 
for  that  method  of  taking  judgments.  But. 
inasmuch  as  the  confession  of  it  was  made- 
by  the  judgment  debtors  in  contemplation 
on  their  part  of  the  general  assignment  which 
was  soon  after  made  by  them,  and  treating 
it  as  part  of  the  scheme  or  transaction  of 
their  assignment;  so  far  as  they  were  con- 
cerned, the  sale  on  the  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment was  properly  set  aside  and  direction 
given  for  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  to  the  assignee  for  distribution  in 
execution  of  his  trust.  In  that  view  the 
creditor  taking  the  judgment  should  not  be- 
denied  entirely  the  benefit  of  the  preference 
which  it  and  the  levy  of  his  execution  ap- 
parently gave  him,  but  he  should  at  least  be 
treated  as  a  preferred  creditor,  and  the 
amount  of  one  third  of  the  estate  of  the  as- 
signors left  after  making  the  deduction  di- 
rected by  the  Statute,  should,  treating  him 
as  such,  be  applied  pro  rata  amongst  the- 
preferred  creditors  as  their  rights  in  that  re- 
spect may  appear.  Otherwise  his  means  as 
such  judgment  creditor  to  realize  anything 
upon  his  debt  may  be  entirely  defeated.  And 
the  rule  adopted  that  the  judgment  in  such 
case  be  set  aside  may  well  have  the  effect  to 
discourage  the  taking  of  judgments  by  con- 
fession, as  perchance  it  may  be  followed  by 
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a  general  assignment  of  a  debtor  making 
such  confession.  It  would  seem  to  bring 
such  case,  more  in  accordance  with  principle 
to  set  aside  the  assignment  as  well  as  the 
judgment  confessed  rather  than  to  set  aside 
the  latter  and  permit  the  former  to  stand; 
and  such  discrimination  against  the  Judgment 
creditor  cannot  properly  T>e  made  unless  he 
is  chargeable  with  a  fraudulent  intent  as 
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against  the  creditors  of  his  Judgment  debtor 
in  taking  his  judgment. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  unless  the  plaintiffs 
stipulate  to  modify  the  judgment  as  above 
suggested  the  judgment  should  be  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the 
event,  and  in  case  they  do  so  stipulate  the 
judgment  be  modified  accordingly  without 
costs. 


NEVADA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Thomas  E.  HALEY,  Appt., 

i. 

EUREKA  COUNTY  BANK  et  al.,  Reepte. 

C- Nev—..) 

1.  Proofs*  to  the  value  of  the  property 
may  bo  required  before  the  entry  of  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff  after  a  default  by  de- 
fendant in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the 
conversfosnot  personal  property. 

8.  No  notice  need  be  glren  of  a  motion  by 
an  amfcMCefcHsj.to  dismiss  an  action  as  fictitious. 

8.  An  action  commenced  by  collusion 
without  any  real  controversy  will  he  dismissed. 

4.  ▲  judgment  by  default  and  the  assign, 
ment  thereof  to  a  stranger  will  not  prevent  dis- 
missal of  a  collusive  suit. 

6*  A  conversation  in  the  preoence.of  an 
attorney  Is  not  a  privileged  communication  in 
an  action  between  the  parties  thereto. 

6.  Communications  to  an  attorney  acting 
as  the  agent  of  both  parties  to  a  controversy  are 
not  privileged  in  an  action  between  such  parties. 

7.  Failure  to  demand  a  Jury  is  a  waiver  of 
the  right  to  a  jury  trial. 

8.  An  attorney  as  arnicas  curias  may 
more  to  i»— » *■*  an  action  as  collusive  and  it 
is  his  duty  to  do  so  if  he  knows  or  has  reason  to 
believe  that  the  action  is  fictitious. 

(Bigelow,  J„  dissents.) 


(March  10,1881.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Eureka  County  dis- 
missing his  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  alleged  conversion  of  certain  personal 
property.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Meeen.  Wren  *  Cheney  for  appellant. 
Meun.  Baker  *  Wine*  for  respondents. 

Murphy. «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  came  before  this  court  on  appeal 
from  an  order  of  the  district  court,  setting 
aside  the  default  of  the  defendants.  The 
order  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
20  Nev.  410.  It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  the 
history  of  the  case  here.  On  the  return  of 
the  case  to  the  district  court,  the  plaintiff, 
by  his  attorney,  appeared  in  court,  and  asked 
for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  for  the  full 
amount  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  no  an- 
swer having  been  filed ;  which  motion  waa 
by  the  court  denied,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  judgment 
without  proof  of  the  value  of  the  property* 
alleged  to  have  been  converted.  In  an  action 
arising  upon  contract,  for  the  recovery  of 
money  or  damages  only,  a  default  and  final 
judgment  may  be  entered  by  the  clerk.  In 
all  other  cases  the  plaintiff  must  apply  to  the 


Note.— What  is  collusion. 

Collusion  is  where  two  persons,  apparently  in  a 
hostile  position,  or  having  conflicting;  interests,  by 
arrangement  do  some  act  in  order  to  Injure  a  third 
person  or  to  deceive  a  court.  Thus,  where  a  per- 
son brought  an  action  for  penalties  against  a  com- 
pany by  arrangement  with  them,  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  them  against  other  actions  by  hostile 
persens  for  the  same  penalties,  it  wss  held  that  the 
judgment  was  obtained  by  collusion.  Oirdlestone 
v.  Brighton  Aquarium  Co.  L.  R.  8  Exoh.  Div.  187,  L. 
K4Bxch.Div.107. 

The  effect  of  collusion  is  to  vitiate  the  transac- 
tion in  which  it  is  employed.  Rapalje  &  Lawrenoe, 
Law  Diet  title  Collusion. 

Where  the  tendency  of  an  agreement  is  to  inter- 
est a  husband  in  procuring  a  divorce  or  m  forego- 
ing resistance  to  an  effort  by  his  wife  to  that  end, 
then  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  is  void. 
Bverhart  v.  Puckett,  78  Ind.  400;  Muokenburg  v. 
Holler,  29  Ind.  180;  Viser  v.  Bertrand,  14  Ark.  267; 
Adams  v.  Adams,  25  Minn.  7*  8ayles  v.  Sayles,  21 
N.  H.  312,  68  Am.  Dec.  208. 

Sound  policy  ss  well  as  established  law  forbids  it, 
and  any  agreement  made  in  fraud  of  the  purposes 
of  the  law.  and  against  Its  policy,  is  illegal  and  void. 
Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div.  1 635  et  sec.;  1  Bishop,  Married 
Women,  §  760;  Speck  v.  Dausman,  7  Mo.  App.  165. 

Courts  will  entertain  Jurisdiction  of  real  contro- 
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versies  only;  and  hence,  a  bringing  of  fictitious  ac- 
tion involving  fictitious  issue  has  always  been  con- 
sidered a  contempt  of  court.  Smith  v.  Brown,  t 
Tex.  860. 

And  where  it  appears  that  the  only  object  of  the 
action  was  to  determine  the  legality  of  a  certain 
stock  issue,  in  which  the  alleged  controversy  waa 
purely  fictitious,  the  institution  of  such  a  suit  was 
held  to  be  a  contempt  of  oourt.  Haskett  v.  State, 
51  Ind.  176. 

A  familiar  application  of  the  rule  occurs  in  oases 
where  an  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
property  in  outtodia  legi*.  It  is  well  settled  that  in 
bringing  such  an  action  the  party  plaintiff  incurs 
the  penalties  incident  to  contempt.  Huntington 
v.  McMahon,  48  Conn.  174. 

A  fictitious  suit,  or  a  feigned  Issue,  or  a  suit  insti- 
tuted by  persons  to  try  the  rights  of  third  persons* 
not  parties  to  the  reoerd,  is  a  contempt  of  court, 
and  will  be  dismissed  on  motion  (Hosklns  v.  Berke- 
ley, 4  T.  R.  403;  3  BL  Com.  452;  2te  Elsam,  8  Barn.  A 
C  507, 2  Inst.  215;  Brewster  v.  Kitchin,  Comb.  425; 
Coxe  v.Phfllipe,  Gas.  t  Hard  w.  287;  Fletcher  v.  Peck* 
10  U.  8. 6  Cranoh,  147, 148, 8  L.  ed.  181);  and  any  per- 
son as  amicus  curies  may  make  the  motion.  Bex  v« 
Vaux,  Comb.  18;  Dove  v.  Martin,  Id.  160;  Doe  v. 
Walker,  2  Show.  406;  Coxe  v.  Phillips,  eugra. 

A  suit  may  be  shown  to  be  fictitious,  either  by 
inspection  of  the  record  or  by  evidence  ofttmoc,  or 
by  both.   See  cases  supra. 
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court  for  the  relief  prayed  for  in  his  com- 
plaint, and  when  he  does  so  the  court  may 
require  additional  proof,  and  it  is  not  error 
for  the  court  to  refuse  to  enter  Judgment  on 
the  pleadings  alone,  and  the  proof  must  be 
made  when  demanded.  Barker  ▼.  Wardner 
(Idaho)  18  Pac.  Rep.  178. 

G.  W.  Baker,  as  an  officer  of  the  court, 
and  as  amicus  curia,  submitted  a  written 
motion  to  the  court  "to  dismiss  the  action  as 
to  all  the  defendants,  except  the  Eureka 
County  Bank,  upon  the  ground  and  for  the 
reason  that  the  same  was  and  is  a  sham  ac- 
tion, colorably  instituted  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendants  Sadler,  Torre,  Bar- 
bieri,  and  the  Nevada  Stage  &  Transportation 
Company,  without  any  intention  of  ever  de- 
termining any  dispute,  or  litigating  any 
question,  or  ever  having  any  adversary  trial, 
but  simply  to  obtain  the  judgment  and  de- 
cision of  the  court  upon  a  feigned  issue, 
which  might  affect  other  parties  not  im- 
pleaded ;  and  that  said  action  between  the 
parties  last  above  mentioned  was  amicably 
instituted,  without  any  real  dispute  between 
them,  and  their  interest  in  the  question  when 
the  said  suit  was  brought  was  one  and  the 
same,  and  not  adverse.  "That  in  these  pro- 
ceedings the  plaintiff  and  said  defendants 
mentioned  were  seeking  to  secure  such  a 
judgment  to  be  entered  as  might  result  to 
the  advantage  of  the  defendants,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  title  of  the  property  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  and  adversely  to  the  interest 
of  other  parties  not  before  the  court,  and 
who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  suit,  and  no 
opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  have  any  inter- 
est they  might  have  in  the  subject  matter  of 
the  suit  determined.  That  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff,  who  brought  the  action  for  the 
defendants  last  above  mentioned,  was  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  them,  and  such  suit  was 
simply  a  scheme  to  in  some  way  obtain  a 
judgment  of  the  court  upon  a  feigned  issue, 
which  it  was  conceived  might  be  of  advan- 
tage to  the  defendants,  and  for  which  purpose 
the  plaintiff  permitted  his  name  to  be  used 
in  instituting  the  same. "  In  support  of  this 
motion,  the  amicus  curia  offered  the  affidavits 
of  Sadler  and  Rives,  and  it  was  stipulated 
between  the  parties  that  the  testimony  taken 
on  the  hearing  of  the  motion  to  open  the  de- 
fault should  be  considered  admitted  as  evi- 
dence on  the  hearing  of  this  motion,  in  so 
far  as  the  same  was  applicable.  The  plain- 
tiff objected  to  the  consideration  of  the  mo- 
tion, upon  the  ground  that  the  same  had  not 
been  noticed.  The  court  permitted  the  mo- 
tion and  affidavits  to  be  filed,  and  informed 
the  plaintiff  that  he  might  have  all  the  time 
he  required  to  prepare  counter-affidavits  and 
argue  said  motion.  The  plaintiff  denied  the 
right  of  counsel  to  make  the  motion,  and 
excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the  court. 

The  objection  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  filing 
and  hearing  of  the  motion  to  dismiss,  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  was  not  noticed,  is 
without  merit:  (1)  Because  upon  the  read- 
ing and  filing  of  the  motion  the  court  in- 
formed counsel  for  plaintiff  that  they  should 
have  all  the  time  they  desired  to  file  counter- 
affidavits  and  argue  the  motion,  which  offer 
thev  declined  to  avail  themselves  of,  but  stip- 
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ulated  that  the  affidavits,  submitted  to  the 
court  on  the  consideration  of  the  motion  to 
open  up  the  default,  on  the  former  hearing 
of  this  case,  should  be  admitted  as  the  evi- 
dence on  this  motion,  in  so  far  as  the  same 
was  pertinent  to  the  question  submitted  for 
decision.  And  (2)  a  motion  of  this  charac- 
ter is  in  the  nature  of  a  suggestion  to  the 
court  that  the  action  then  pending  is  not  a 
real,  but  a  fictitious,  one,  to  obtain  a  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  not  upon  any  issue  vhen 
involved  between  the  parties  to  the  action, 
but  that  might  be  used  by  either  the  plain- 
tiff or  the  defendants  against  strangers  to  the 
action  who  might  thereafter  come  in  and 
claim  an  interest  in  the  property  sued  for. 
When  actions  are  brought  in  a  court  of  law, 
a  duty  devolves  upon  the  judge,  and  that  is 
scrupulously  to  guard  its  proceedings  from 
being  used  by  the  parties  collusively,  and 
not  suffer  a  judgment  to  be  entered  without 
being  fully  satisfied  that  a  cause  of  action 
really  exists  as  provided  for  by  law.  When- 
ever facts  are  placed  before  a  court,  which 
cause  any  suspicion  that  there  is  any  collu- 
sion between  the  parties,  no  matter  in  what 
way  or  form  the  facts  are  brought  to  the  knowl  - 
edge  of  the  court,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge 
at  "once  to  institute  such  an  examination  ae 
will  satisfy  him  of  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the 
charge. 

There  are  many  circumstances  connected 
with  this  case  which  certainly  give  a  strange 
appearance  to  the  mode  in  which  this  action 
was  commenced  and  has  been  prosecuted, 
sufficient,  in  our  opinion,  to  sustain  the  order 
of  dismissal.  It  appears  from  the  uncontra- 
dicted testimony  that  one  Townshend  had  a 
contract  from  the  government  of  the  United 
States  for  the  transportation  of  the  United 
States  mail  from  Eureka,  in  Eureka  County, 
to  Pioche,  in  Lincoln  County,  all  in  this 
State.  He  was  in  possession  of  horses,  wag- 
ons and  harness  sufficient  to  stock  the  route. 
R.  Sadler  and  John  Torre  were  his  bondsmen. 
Townshend  became  indebted  to  the  Eureka 
County  Bank  in  the  sum  of  tf  $4,800,  to  Torre, 
Sadler,  and  Barbieri  in  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
and  there  was  still  due  to  the  Utah,  Nevada 
&  California  Stage  Company  the  sum  of 
$2,000  balance  of  purchase  money  for  the 
stock  on  the  road,— making  a  total  indebted- 
ness of  $8,800."  The  Eureka  County  Bank 
insisting  upon  the  payment  of  ita  claim, 
Townshend,  on  the  11th  day  of  March,  1887, 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  Bank  all  the  prop- 
erty used  in  transporting  said  mail,  and  his 
interest  in  the  said  contract  with  the  govern- 
ment. That  the  said  Sadler,  Torre  and  Bar- 
bieri, in  order  to  protect  themselves  from  loss, . 
upon  the  failure  of  the  parties  to  carry  said 
mail  in  accordance  with  the  contract  for 
which  they  were  bondsmen,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  Townshend,  purchased 
the  property  and  contract  from  the  Eureka 
County  Bank,  paying  therefor  the  sum  of 
$4,800.  They  also  assumed  the  indebtedness 
due  from  Townshend  to  the  Utah,  Nevada  & 
California  Stage  Company.  That  after  the 
purchase  of  said  property  by  Sadler,  Torre, 
and  Barbieri  they  organized  the  Nevada  Stage 
&  Transportation  Company,  and  thev  sub- 
scribed for  and  owned  all  the  stock.    That  in 
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order  to  qualify  Thomas  £.  Haley,  the  par- 
ties above  named  gratuitously  transferred  to 
him  twenty- five  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
•of  said  company,  and  made  him  secretary 
thereof.  The  Utah,  Nevada  &  California 
8tage  Company  setting  up  its  claim  to  the 
property,  K.  Sadler  purchased  all  the  right, 
title  and  interest  of  the  said  Utah,  Nevada 
&  California  Stage  Company,  for  himself, 
Torre,  Barbieri  and  the  Nevada  Stage  & 
Transportation  Company,  agreeing  to  give 
notes  signed  by  himself,  Torre  ana  Barbieri 
for  the  sum  of  $2,000.  When  the  time  came 
for  the  giving  of  said  notes,  Torre  was  ab- 
sent from  Eureka,  and  the  notes  of  Sadler, 
Haley  and  Jackson  were  offered  in  lieu  there- 
of ;  but  the  same  were  not  accepted  by  the 
company,  and  they  were  returned  to  the 
makers  thereof,  and  the  notes  of  Sadler,  Torre 
and  Barbieri  were  made,  and  accepted  by 
the  company,  and,  through  the  advice  of 
Henry  Rives,  the  title  of  the  Utah,  Nevada 
-A  California  Stage  Company  was  taken  in 
the  name  of  Haley,  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
mencing a  suit  and  clearing  the  title  to  the 
property,  which  was  to  be  done  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  Sadler,  Torre  and  Barbieri, 
*nd  the  Nevada  Stage  &  Transportation  Com- 
pany, but  that  the  said  Haley  never  bargained 
Tor,  purchased,  or  paid  one  dollar  for  said 
property,  and  only  received  the  legal  title 
to  said  property  at  the  request  of  Sadler, 
-and  with  the  express  understanding  and 
.agreement  that  he  was  in   all  things  to  be 

foverned  by  the  advice  of  the  said  Henry 
Lives,  and  that,  if  a  suit  was  to  be  in- 
stituted, it  was  to  be  conducted  in  a  friendly 
manner,  and  under  the  control  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  in  their  interests,  and,  when  the 
title  thereto  was  settled,  to  convey  all  of 
said  property  to  the  said  Sadler,  Torre  and 
Barbieri,  or  to  any  person  whom  they  might 
designate.  This  suit  for  conversion  was 
^commenced  by  the  plaintiff  while  he  was 
acting  as  secretary  of  a  corporation,  against 
the  corporation  and  three  of  the  stockhold- 
ers. The  defendants  Sadler,  Torre  and  Bar- 
bieri employed  and  paid  the  fees  of  the  at- 
torney for  the  plaintiff  and  all  the  costs  of 
-court.  Haley  testified,  and  denied  that  there 
was  any  agreement  between  himself,  Sadler, 
Torre  and  Barbieri  that  a  judgment  should 
not  be  taken  against  the  defendants  Sadler, 
Torre,  Barbieri  and  the  Nevada  Stage  & 
Transportation  Company;  or  that  the  suit 
.should  be  a  friendly  one,  and  should  inure 
to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendants  above 
named.  He  admits  that  Sadler  first  spoke  to 
him  about  purchasing  the  title  of  the  Utah, 
Nevada  &  California  Stage  Company ;  admits 
the  giving  of  the  notes  of  Sadler,  his  own  and 
Jackson's,  and  the  return  of  them  to  him ; 
admits  that  he  never  paid  any  money  what- 
ever for  the  property,  but  says  he  expected 
to  pay  his  notes.  But  they  were  returned  to 
him,  and  Sadler,  Torre  and  Barbieri  gave 
notes,  and  paid  them  as  they  became  due. 
They  had  prior  thereto  paid  the  Eureka  Coun- 
ty Bank  the  sum  of  $4,800,  and  had  been  in 
possession  of  all  the  property. 

The  evidence  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
<*mrt  that  there  was  collusion  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  three  defendants  named, 
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and  that  the  action  was  not  commenced  for 
the  purpose  of  settling  any  real  controversy 
then  existing  between  the  parties.  In  the 
case  of  Brewington  v.  Lowe,  1  Ind.  28,  the 
supreme  court  said:  "We  think  these  pro- 
ceedings were  instituted  under  a  mistaken 
apprehension  of  the  proper  function  of  the 
judiciary.  Courts  of  Justice  are  established 
to  try  questions  pertaining  to  the  rights  of 
individuals.  An  action  is  the  form  of  a  suit 
given  by  law  for  the  recovery  of  that  which 
is  one's  due,  or  a  legal  demand  of  one's 
rights.  .  .  .  Indeed,  it  is  well  settled 
that  courts  will  not  take  cognizance  of  ficti- 
tious suits,  instituted  merely  to  obtain  ju- 
dicial opinions  upon  points  of  law."  In  the 
case  of  Longhead  v.  Bartholomew,  reported  in 
Wright  (Ohio),  91,  Lane,  J.,  said:  M Courts 
are  instituted  to  try  questions  pertaining  to 
the  real  interests  of  individuals;  to  settle 
substantial  controversies;  to  preserve  the 
peace  of  society ;  and  where  questions  sub- 
mitted to  their  action  are  merely  questions 
of  speculation,  and  where  their  discussion  is 
contra  bono*  mares,  or  against  public  policy, 
or  where  the  inquiry  tends  to  cast  ridicule 
upon  the  court,  or  where  the  investigation  is 
palpably  injurious  to  the  interests  or  feelings 
of  third  persons,  without  affecting  the  sub- 
stantial rights  of  the  litigants,  some  means 
will  be  found  to  arrest  the  inquiry. n 

In  the  case  of  Lord  v.  Veane,  49  U.  S.  8 
How.  255,  12  L.  ed.  1069,  Taney,  Ch.  J., 
said :  "It  is  the  office  of  courts  of  justice  to 
decide  the  rights  of  persons  and  of  property, 
when  the  persons  interested  cannot  adjust 
them  by  agreement  between  themselves,  and 
to  do  this  upon  the  full  hearing  of  both 
parties.  And  any  attempt,  by  a  mere  color- 
able dispute,  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the 
court  upon  a  question  of  law  which  a  party 
desires  to  know  for  his  own  interest  or  his 
own  purposes,  when  there  is  no  real  and 
substantial  controversy  between  those  who 
appear  as  adverse  parties  to  the  suit,  is  an 
abuse  which  courts  of  justice  have  always 
reprehended,  and  treated  as  punishable  con- 
tempt of  court.  .  .  .  The  objection  in 
the  case  before  us  is  not  that  the  proceedings 
were  amicable,  but  that  there  is  no  real  con- 
flict of  interest  between  them ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  have  the  same  inter- 
est, and  that  interest  adverse,  and  in  conflict 
with  the  interest  of  third  persons.  .  .  . 
A  Judgment  entered  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, and  for  such  purposes,  is  a  mere  form. 
The  whole  proceeding  was  in  contempt  of 
the  court,  and  highly  reprehensible,  and  the 
learned  district  judge,  who  was  then  holding 
the  court,  undoubtedly  suffered  the  judgment 
pro  forma  to  be  entered  under  the  impression 
that  there  was  in  fact  a  controversy  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  that  they 
were  proceeding  to  obtain  a  decision  upon  a 
disputed  question  of  law,  in  which  they  had 
adverse  interests.  A  judgment  in  form,  thus 
procured,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  is  no  judg- 
ment  of  the  court.  It  is  a  nullity,  and  no 
writ  of  error  will  lie  upon  it.  This  writ  is 
therefore  dismissed. " 

In  Smith  v.  Junction  R.  0b.,  29  Ind.  546,  a 
fictitious  name  was  used  for  plaintiff  in  the 
action.  The  testimony  shows  that  the  nam* 
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accident  than  intentional.  Bat  the  court  did 
not  dismiss  the  appeal  on  that  ground,  but 
that  the  interests  of  Reeder  and  the  railroad 
company  were  not  antagonistic,  and  the  de- 
cision was  intended  to  affect  third  persons. 
See  also  Sotchkiss  v.  Jones,  4  Ind.  360.  The 
case  of  Cleveland  v.  Chamberlain,  66  U.  8.  1 
Black,  425,  17  L.  ed.  98,  was  a  real  action. 
The  plaintiff  had  Judgment.  Thereafter  de- 
fendant purchased  the  plaintiff's  judgment, 
and  perfected  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court. 
These  facts  were  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  court.  Mr.  Justice  Grier  said:  "This 
appeal  must  be  dismissed.  Selah  Chamber- 
lain is,  in  fact,  both  appellant  and  appellee. 
By  the  intervention  of  a  friend,  he  has  pur- 
chased the  debt  demanded  by  Cleveland  in 
his  bill  and  now  carries  on  a  pretended  con- 
troversy by  counsel,  chosen  and  paid  by 
himself,  and  on  a  record  selected  by  them, 
for  the  evident  purpose  of  obtaining  a  decis- 
ion injurious  to  the  rights  and  interest  of 
third  parties. r 

In  the  case  of  Berks  County  v.  Jones,  21 
Pa.  416,  Black,  Oh.  J.,  speaking  for  the 
court*  said  -  "  Without  a  doubt  the  object 
of  the  proceeding  was  not  to  settle  a  real 
dispute,  but  merely  to  ascertain  the  law ;  in 
other  words,  to  make  the  court  act  as  counsel 
for  the  commissioners.  But  they  have  no 
right  to  get  advice  in  this  way.  Courts 
ought  to  encourage  amicable  submissions  of 
real  disputes,  but  people  have  no  right  to 
propound  abstract  questions  to  them.  For 
this  there  is  not  only  the  clearest  reason,  but 
the  highest  authority.  .  .  .  The  judge 
of  the  common  pleas,  over-indulgent  to  the 
parties,  decided  the  law  for  them,  when  he 
might  have  stricken  the  case  from  the  record. 
With  an  easy  good  nature,  equally  inexcus- 
able, we  have  done  the  same  thing.  We  have 
considered  the  subject  with  as  much  care  as 
if  it  had  been  regularly  before  us,  and  we 
unanimously  agree  in  pronouncing  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  below  to  be  a  perfectly  sound 
exposition  of  the  law.  But,  because  there 
was  nothing  on  which  a  judgment  could  be 
entered,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  quashed. " 
Pittsburgh  v.   Allegheny,   1  Pittsb.  Rep.  99. 

In  the  case  of  Meeker  v.  Straat,  88  Mo. 
App.  248,  the  supreme  court  said:  "This 
decree  cannot  stand.  Suits  contemplate  ad- 
versary parties,  although  amicable  suits  may 
be  brought  to  determine  the  respective  rights 
of  the  parties  thereto.  When  a  suit  is 
brought  with  a  view  of  affecting  the  rights 
of  third  parties,  and  it  is  apparent  that  that 
is  its  sole  object,  the  suit  ceases  to  be  ad- 
versary, and  becomes  collusive.  No  court 
should  lend  its  aid  to  such  a  proceeding, 
least  of  all  a  court  of  equity.  ...  All 
these  considerations  lead  to  the  inevitable 
conclusion  that  the  decree  in  the  present  case 
was  unwarranted  by  the  law  and  the  evi- 
dence, and  that  the  trial  court,  instead  of 
rendering  a  decree  for  plaintiff,  should  have 
dismissed  her  bill.  Judgment  reversed,  and 
bill  dismissed." 

Courts  of  justice  are  established  for  the 
purpose  of  deciding  really  existing  questions 
of  rights  between  parties  who  in  good  faith 
eubmlt  a  case  to  the  court  for  a  decision  and 
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the  court  should  not  try  an  action  upon  a* 
feigned  issue,  or  an  abstract  question  of  law, 
or  judicial  practice,  not  arising  out  of  cir- 
cumstances really   existing,    in   which   the 
parties  have  a  legal  interest.     An  action  is> 
a  legal  prosecution  by  a  party  complainant 
against  a   party  .defendant,    to  obtain  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  relation  to  some- 
rights  claimed  to  be  secured,  or  some  remedy 
claimed  to  be  given  by  law  to  the   party 
complaining.    It  is  given  by  law,  for  the 
recoverv  of  that  which  is  one's  due,  or  a» 
legal   demand  of  one's  rights.     From  the 
evidence  in  this  case  we  are  satisfied  that,  at 
the  time  of  commencing  this  action,   the 
plaintiff  had  no  legal  demand  against  the 
defendants,  and  they  did  not  infringe  upon 
any  of  the  plaintiffs  rights  in  relation  to- 
the  property  in  controversy ;  that  the  action* 
was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  agent, 
and  trustee  of  the  defendants,  and  his  denial 
"that  there  was  no  agreement  between  him- 
self and  Sadler  that  no  judgment  should  be 
taken  against  Sadler,  Torre,  Barbieri  or  the* 
Nevada  Stage  &  Transportation  Company,* 
need  occupy  but  little  attention,  as  all  the 
circumstances  connected  with  the  purchase 
and  possession  of  the  property,  as  well  as- 
the  affidavits  of  Rives,  Sadler  and  Torre,  in 
support  of  the  motion  to  dismiss,    clearly 
show  that  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  and  was- 
holding  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  property  in. 
trust  for  the  defendants  named,  and  for  their 
use  and  benefit,  and  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting their  title  to  the  property,  and,  as- 
they  supposed,  to  prevent  Townshend  from 
asserting  any  claim  to  the  property,  under  an 
agreement  entered  into  by  Townshend  on  the 
one  part,  and  Sadler,  Torre  and  Barbieri  on 
the  second  part,  wherein  they  covenanted  and 
agreed  "that  immediately  upon  the  receipt 
by  us  of  all  moneys  which  we  have  agreed 
to  pay  said  Eureka  County  Bank,  and  all 
money  now  due  us  from  W.  J.  Townshend. 
together  with  all  which  we  may  hereafter 
have  to  pay  out  in  order  to  conduct  said  stage 
line,  and  upon  our  being  secured  from  lose- 
by  reason  of  our  being  sureties  upon  the 
mail  contract  bonds  of  said  W.   J    Town- 
shend, we  will  transfer  and  set  over  unto- 
said  Townshend,  or  his  order,   all  of  said 
property  connected  with  said  lines  which  we 
may  acquire  in  connection  with  the  conduct 
of  said  lines,  and  which  we  may  charge  as> 
having  been  necessarily  purchased   in   the 
conducting  of  said  lines  and  business.    It  ia 
also  understood  and  agreed  that,  in  case  we 
have  to  pay  interest,  and  any  money,  to  the 
Utah,  Nevada  <&  California  Stage  tiompany, 
in  order  to  carry  on  said  stage  lines,  or  to- 
retain  possession  of  the  property  hereinbefore 
mentioned  as  having  been  transferred  to  us, 
this  agreement  to  reconvey  shall  become  op- 
erative until  such  interest  and  payment  to- 
said  Utah,  Nevada  &  California  Stage  Com- 
pany shall  be  repaid  to  us ;"  and,  as  was  said 
in  the  case  of  Lard  v.    Veawie,  supra,  any 
Judgment,  entered  under  the  above  state  of 
facts,  would  be  a  nullity;  and  a  right  of 
action  must  be  complete  before  the  suit  ie- 
brought,  and  no  subsequent  occurrence  of  a. 
materia]  fact  will  avail  the  plaintiff  in  main- 
tainine  the  suit.     Moore  v.  Maple,  26 II1   343*. 
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Therefore  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  by 
Haley  to  Ahem  did  not  change  the  condition 
of.  things  as  to  the  fictitiousness  of  the  action 
when  commenced.  There  could  be  no  rights, 
under  such  a  judgment,  to  assign. 

The  plaintiff  also  objected  to  the  reading 
of  the  affidavit  of  Rives,  for  the  reason  that 
the  same  was  incompetent,  irrelevant  and 
immaterial,  and  discloses  information  which 
was  obtained  when  he  was  acting  as  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  discloses  privileged 
communications  between  attorney  and  client, 
and  that  it  attempts  to  prove  facts  contrary 
to  the  admitted  allegations  of  the  complaint 
It  did  not  disclose  privileged  communica- 
tions. Some  of  the  statements  made  by  him 
were  in  the  nature  of  communications  re- 
ceived while  acting  as  the  agent  and  attorney 
for  the  defendants  in  the  purchase   of  the 

Property  from  the  Eureka  County  Bank, 
'ownshend,  and  the  Utah,  Nevada  &  Cali- 
fornia Stage  Company,  and  conversations  had 
by  Haley  and  Sadler,  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  Rives ;  and  such  statements  are 
not  privileged,  when  the  action  is  between 
the  parties  to  the  conversation.  Michael  v. 
Foil,  100  N.  C.  178.  Where  an  attorney 
was  acting  for  both  plaintiff  and  defendant 
in  drawing  a  contract  for  them  to  sign,  com- 
munications of  the  parties  to  such  attorney 
are  not  confidential.  Goodwin  Gas-Stove  & 
M.  Co's  App.  117  Pa.  514,  10  Cent.  Rep. 
761 ;  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  125  111.  480;  Hurlbut 
t.  Burlbut,  49  Hun,  189. 

In  the  case  of  Bauer's  Estate,  79  Cal.  804, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  California  said : 
M  When  two  persons  address  a  lawyer  as  their 
common  agent,  their  communications  to  the 
lawyer,  as  far  as  concerns  strangers,  will  be 
privileged,  but  as  to  themselves  they  stand 
on  the  same  footing  as  to  the  lawyer,  and 
either  can  compel  him  to  testify  against  the 
other  as  to  their  negotiations."  The  appel- 
lant claims  that  the  court  erred  in  granting 
said  motion  to  dismiss,  and  in  entering  said 
judgment,  for  the  reason  that  no  jury  was 
ever  waived  in  this  action.  An  answer  to 
that  objection  is  that  a  jury  was  not  de- 
manded, and  by  the  silence  of  the  plaintiff 
he  waived  his  right  thereto,  if  any  he  had. 

In  the  case  of  Sheets  v.  Bray,  125  Ind.  88, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  said :  "  We 
have  been  unable  to  find  any  bill  of  excep- 
tions in  the  record  showing  a  request  on  the 
part  of  appellants  for  a  jury  trial,  and  a  re- 
fusal and  exception  thereto,  nor  is  any  such 
bill  referred  to  by  counsel  in  their  brief.  In 
the  absence  of  such  request,  the  right  to  a 
trial  by  jury,  if  such  right  existed  in  this 
case,  must  be  regarded  as  waived."  Grant 
t.  Hughes,  96  N.  C.  177. 

The  objection  of  the  plaintiff  to  G.  W. 
Baker,  as  amicus  curia,  making  the  motion 
'to  dismiss  the  action,  is  without  merit. 
In  the  earlier  English  cases  we  find  that  any 
stranger,  as  amicus  curia,  may  move  the  court 
of  matters  apparent  in  the  writ,  and  the  court 
est  officio  is  bound  to  abate  the  writ,  if  it  be 
vicious  for  false  Latin  or  default  of  form, 
or  that  the  one  plea  goes  to  the  whole,  and 
the  court  will  discharge  all  others ;  or  may 
move  to  quash  an  indictment  apparently 
vicious,  be  the  crime  what  it  will;  and  a 


party  was  permitted  to  state  in  court  that  he 
was  present  at  the  making  of  the  Statute  and 
what  was  the  intention  of  Parliament  in  en- 
acting the  law ;  and,  if  an  action  be  abated, 
anyone  may  move  to  have  the  verdict  set 
aside,  even  the  defendant  himself.  2  Vina 
Abr.  175.  If  a  j  udge  be  doubtful  or  mistaken 
in  a  matter  of  law,  a  stander-by  may  inform 
the  court,  as  amicus  curia.  In  some  cases, 
a  thing  is  to  be  made  apparent  by  suggestion  ; 
on  the  roll,  by  motion ;  sometimes  by  plead- 
ings ;  and  sometimes  as  amicus  curia.  Tay  ler, 
Law  Glossary,  48,  and  29  Ind.  supra.  In  the 
case  of  Ex  parte  Randolph,  2  Brock.  454,  Mr. 
Nichols  appeared  as  amicus  curia  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  court,  and  argued  the  question 
therein  pending.  And  in  Ex  parte  Teager, 
11  Gratt.  656,  where  the  petitioner  had  made 
application  for  a  license  to  keep  a  public- 
house,  Fry,  who  was  counsel  in  a  similar 
action,  was  permitted  to  appear  as  amicus 
curia,  and  argue  against  granting  the  same. 
In  the  case  of  Peofie  v.  Gifts,  70  Mich.  425, 
Thompson  asked  permission  of  the  court  to. 
assist  in  the  prosecution  of  the  case,  he  hav- 
ing theretofore  had  something  to  do  with  the 
prosecution,  but  his  request  was  denied. 
Thompson  then  suggested:  to  the  court  that 
the  defendant  be  required  to  plead  to  the  in- 
formation. Counsel  for  the  defendant  ob- 
jected to  Thompson  addressing  the  court, 
the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  defend- 
ant required  to  plead.  On  appeal,:  the 
supreme  court  said:  "The  suggestion  of 
Thompson  was  one  which  might  very  prop- 
erly have  been  made,  as  amicus  curia,  by 
any  member  of  the  bar."  The  court  may, 
and  often  does,  of  its  own  motion,  ask  of 
counsel  information  upon  a  point  in  doubt, 
or  in  relation  to  the  merits  of  the  case  on 
trial.     State  v.  McOuUough,  20  Nev.  154. 

It  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of 
an  attorney  of  the  court,  if  he  knows  or  has 
reason  to  believe  that  the  time  of  the  court 
is  being  taken  up  by  the  trial  of  a  feigned 
issue,  to  so  inform  the  judge  thereof ;  and 
it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to  stav 
proceedings,  make  due  inquiry,  and,  if  the 
facte  warrant  the  suggestion,  then  dismiss 
the  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  dismissal  is  affirmed^ 

Bieelow,  J.,  dissenting: 

In  the  verified  complaint  filed  in  this  ac- 
tion, the  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  is  the  owner 
and  entitled  to   the    possession   of  certaini 
personal  property   of  the   value  of  $6,200, 
which  the  defendants  have  unlawfully  taken, 
from  him,  and  converted  to  their  own  use. 
The  defendants  demurred;   their  demurrer 
was  overruled ;  and,  all  but  the  bank  failing 
to  answer,  their  default  was  entered.    Sub- 
sequently, upon  their  motion  the  default  waa 
set  aside  by  the  district  court,  but,  upon  ap- 
peal to  this  court,  20  Nev.  410,  the  order  waft 
reversed.    Upon  the  return  of  the  case  to  the 
district  court,  for  further  proceedings  upon 
the  default,  on   motion  of  the  defendants' 
attorney,   G.    W.   Baker,    acting  as  amicus 
curia,  the  action  was  dismissed    upon  the 
eround  that  it  was  collusive  and  fictitious. 
It  is  agreed  that  the  property  originally  be- 
longed to  the  Utah,  Nevada  &  California 
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Stage  Company.    One  Townahend   waa   in 
possession  of  it,  under  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase, the  company  retaining  title  until  it 
waa  paid  for.    The  defendants  were  sureties 
upon  a  certain  bond  for  Townahend,  and  be 
waa  also  indebted  to  them.    Becoming  in- 
volved, he  transferred  the  property  to  the 
Eureka  Bank,  to  which  he  was  also  indebted. 
The  defendants  paid  the  bank  the  amount 
due  it,  and  took  possession  of  the  property, 
under  an  agreement  with  Townahend  that 
when  they  were  indemnified  upon  the  bond, 
and  repaid  the  money  advanced  upon  the 
property,  and  the  amount  then  owing  them, 
it  was  to  revert  to  him.    The  defendants' 
evidence,  upon  the  motion,  tends  further  to 
prove  that  the  stage  company,  demanding 
payment  of  the  balance  due  it,  was  also  paid 
by  the  defendants,  but  the  legal  title  to  the 
property  was  taken  in  the  name  of  the  plain- 
tiff, under  an  agreement  that  he  waa  to  hold 
it  in   trust  for  them;  that  it  was  further 
agreed  that  the  plaintiff  should  bring  this 
action,  obtain  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ants, and  sell  the  property  out  in  their  inter- 
est.   This,  of  course,  vested  the  legal  title 
in  him,  but  as  a  trustee  for  the  defendants, 
other  than  the  Bank.    On  the  other  hand,  the 
plaintiff  denies  this,  and  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  motion  testified  that  he  bought  the 
property  for  his  own  purposes,  paidf  for  it 
with  his  notes,  and  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment or  understanding  that  he  should  hold 
it  in  trust  or  in  any  manner  for  the  defend- 
ants.     Under  these  circumstances,    I  shall 
not  investigate  the  evidence,  to  determine 
whether  the  plaintiff's  or  the  defendants' 
contention  is  the  better  supported  by  it.     In 
my  judgment,  the  principles  asserted  in  Lord 
v.   Veaae,  49  U.  8.  8  How.  251,  12  L.  ed. 
1067,  and  similar  cases,  concerning  fictitious 
actions,  have  no  application  here.    Taking 
the  broadest  and  most  charitable  view  of  the 
defendants'  case  as  presented  upon  the  mo- 
tion, it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  alleged 
by  his  verified  complaint  that  he  was  the 
owner  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
property.      The  defendants   admit  that  he 
holds  the  legal  title,  but  claim  that  it  is 
only  in  trust  for  them,  and  consequently  he 
is  not,  as  against  them,  entitled  to  its  pos- 
session, norlo  recover  its  value.   The  burden 
of  showing  this  is,  of  course,  upon  them. 
This  is  the  ordinary  situation  in  a  contested 
lawsuit :    The  plaintiff  asserts  a  right,  which 
the  defendant  denies.    Under  such  circum- 
stances, it  has  heretofore  been  supposed  that 
the  parties  are  entitled,  to  a  regular  trial, 
either  with  or  without  a  jury,  as  they  may 
elect,  to  determine  whether  this  right  exists 
or  not.    This  is  perhaps  the  first  time  where, 
in  advance  of  the  trial,  against  the  protests 
of  one  of  the  parties,  the  case  has  been  taken 
up,  the  evidence  heard,  and  the  merits  of 
the  action  decided  upon  a  simple  motion, — 
decided,  too,  against  a  plaintiff  whose  evi- 
dence made  at  least  a  prima  facie  case,  such 
a  case  as  would  have  prevented  a  nonsuit 
upon  a  trial.      Unquestionably,    before   it 
could  be  determined  that  the  action  was  col- 
lusive, it  was  necessary  to  decide  the  very 
point  in  dispute  between  the  parties;  that 
la,  that  the  plaintiff  was  holding  the  title  to 
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the  property  in  trust  for  the  defendants.  If 
he  was  not,  if,  as  he  alleged  and  testified, 
it  was  absolutely  his,  and  they  were  wrong- 
fully detaining  it  from  him,  then  there  waa 
no  collusion  in  commencing  the  action,  nor 
in  maintaining  it.  In  determining  this  point 
against  him,  the  court  decided  in  the  de- 
fendants' favor  the  only  defense  they  could 
possibly  have  made,  had  they  been  allowed 
to  answer.  Usually,  after  a  claim  legal  upon 
its  face  is  sufficiently  stated  in  a  complaint, 
and  the  defendant  has  lost  the  right  to  make 
any  defense,  judgment  goes  against  him  as  a 
matter  of  course.  But  here,  after  this  right 
had  been  lost,  the  defendants  were  allowed, 
upon  a  mere  motion,  to  make  their  whole 
defense,  and  in  a  much  more  expeditious 
manner  than  they  could  had  they  been  per- 
mitted to  answer.  I  say  the  defendants  were 
allowed,  because  the  proposition  that  Mr. 
Baker,  who  had  been  their  attorney  through 
all  these  years  of  litigation,  made  this  mo- 
tion, not  in  their  interest,  but  as  an  amicus 
curia, — a  friend  of  the  court, — is  too  trans- 
parent for  sober  consideration. 

2.  If  the  transaction  was  just  what  the 
defendants  claim  it  to  have  been,  if  the 
plaintiff  took  the  title  to  the  property  in 
trust  for  the  defendants,  and  commenced  the 
action  in  their  interest,  it  also  appears  clearly 
enough  that  this  was  done  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  some  unfair  advantage  of  Town- 
ahend or  his  creditors.  It  is  hard  to  deter- 
mine just  what  their  ideas  were,  probably 
owing  to  the  fact  that  they  themselves  did 
not  have  a  clear  perception  of  them,  but  it  is 
safe  to  say  that  men  do  not  resort  to  such 
crooked  methods  for  honest  purposes.  The 
bill  of  sale,  vesting  the  legal  title  to  the 
property  in  the  plaintiff,  was,  in  my  judg- 
ment, under  the  circumstances,  equivalent 
to  the  deed  in  Peterson  v.  Brawn,  17  Nev. 
175,  and  brings  the  case  directly  within  the 
principles  there  laid  down.  In  the  attempt 
to  overreach  someone  else,  through  the  treach- 
ery of  their  confederate,  thev  have  been 
caught  in  their  own  trap,  and  neither  law 
nor  justice  calls  upon  the  courts  to  interfere 
in  their*  behalf.  Why  this  should  be  the 
rule  has  been  so  clearly  and  fully  stated  in 
the  last-mentioned  case  that  I  refrain  from 
saying  more  concerning  it. 

A  fictitious  case  is  one  where,  without 
there  being  any  real  litigation  between  the 
parties,  a  pretended  case  is  presented,  in 
which  it  is  sought  to  obtain  an  authoritative 
decision  of  some  point  of  law  that  will,  as 
a  precedent,  determine  the  rights  of  others, 
who  may  have  a  real  controversy  with  the 
parties  to  this  collusive  proceeding.  This 
constitutes  a  fraud  upon  the  third  person,  as 
well  as  the  court,  because  it  is  highly  prob- 
able that  only  one  side  will  be  properly 
presented  or  argued,  and  that  consequently 
a  biased  decision  will  be  rendered,  that  will 
affect  their  rights  without  their  being  heard. 
This  is  not  that  kind  of  a  case.  There  is  no 
question  of  law  to  be  decided  here,  nor, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  purpose  in  the 
beginning,  will  the  result  affect  any  third 
person.  This  is  a  case  of  attempted  fraud, 
where  the  parties  to  the  attempt,  after  going 
a  certain  lensth.  and  after,  perhaps,  reaping 
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all  the  benefits  they  expected  from  their 
acts,  have  fallen  out,  the  same  as  they  did 
in  Peterson  v.  Brown,  and  now  the  defend- 
ants are  trying  to  relieve  themselves  from  a 
position  which  they  have  voluntarily  as- 
sumed, by  showing  that  the  bill  of  sale  was 
not  made,  and  the  action  based  thereon  was 
not  brought,  bona  fide,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  deceiving  and  overreaching  others.  To 
permit  them  to  do  this  is  to  allow  them  to 
plead  their  own  fraud  in  avoidance  of  the 


consequences  of  their  acts.  Of  course,  the 
plaintiff  did  not  demand  a  Jury  trial  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  motion.  He  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  it,  if  he  had ;  for  Juries 
are  not  called  to  decide  motions.  Upon  this 
point  the  error  of  the  court  consists  in  hear- 
ing and  deciding,  upon  a  mere  motion,  the 
entire  merits  of  the  action,  without  a  trial 
of  any  kind,  either  with  or  without  a  jury. 
I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reveraea. 
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Albert  LILIENTHAL  et  al. 
0. 

SUFFOLK  BREWING  CO. 
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....) 


1.  An  oral  condition  that  am 
"b#)  no  sale"  hT  the  market  price  Is  not  as  it  Is 
represented.  Is  a  condition  subsequent  and  not 
pieoedent  and  cannot  be  proved  to  affect  the 
terms  of  an  unconditional  written  order. 

2*  False  statements)  as  to  the  market 
price  of  hope*  made  to  the  president  of  a 
brewing-  company  to  induce  the  purchase  of  a 
carload,  do  not  justify  its  rescission  where  be 
said  as  to  the  statements  first  made  that  he  did 
not  believe  them,  and  as  to  others  that  he  had  no 
means  of  information,  and  In  addition  made  an 
oral  condition  on  giving;  a  written  order  for  the 
hops  that  it  should  be  no  sale  if  the  price  was  not 
as  represented. 

(June  87, 189L) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court,  after  directing;  a  verdict  in  fa- 
vor of  plaintiffs  of  an  action  brought  to  recov- 
er damages  because  of  defendant  s  refusal  to 
comply  with  his  alleged  contract  to  accept  and 
pay  for  certain  hops.  Judgment  on  the  ver- 
dict. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Warren  m  Brandeie*  for  plain- 
tiffs: 

The  evidence  offered  to  prove  the  alleged 
condition  was  inadmissible. 

It  tended  to  show  only,  that  the  contract 
made  contained  a  term  not  set  out  in  the  writ- 
ten memorandum,  a  condition  subsequent,  by 


which  the  defendant's  obligation  might  be  dis- 
charged, and  not  that,  owing  to  a  condition 
precedent,  the  defendant  had  never  assumed 
any  obligation. 

Hunt  v.  Wyman,  100  Mass.  196;  Gordon  v. 
Nieman,  118  X.  Y.  152;  Reynolds  v.  Robinson, 
87  Hun,  561;  Foley  v.  GowgiU,  5  Blackf.  18; 
Brewster  v.  Potruff,  55  Mich.  129;  Daley  v. 
W.  W.  Kimball  Oo.  07  Iowa,  183;  Dulaney  v. 
Burke  (Idaho)  March  5, 1890;  Davis  v.  BandaU, 
115  Mass.  547;  Fit*  v.  Comey,  118  Mass.  100; 
8guire$  v.  Amherst,  5  New  Eng.  Rep.  148, 145 
Mass.  192;  Chemical  Electric  Light  db  Power 
Co.  r.  Howard.  150  Mass.  495;  Oriel  v.  Lomax, 
86  Ala.  182;  Masonic  Temple  Am.  r.Ohannell, 
48  Minn.  858;  Nichdson  v.  Betes,  94  N.  C.  559; 
Hubbard  v.  Marshall,  50  Wis..  822. 

The  elements  necessary  to  establish  the  de- 
fense of  false  representations  are  a  misrepre- 
sentation, by  the  party  charged,  of  a  mateiial 
fact,  not  within  the  observation  of  the  other 
party,  the  person  making  the  representation 
either  knowing  it  not  to  be  true,  or  having  no 
knowledge  on  the  subject,  and  making  it  with 
utter  disregard  to  its  truth  or  falsity." 

Cooper  v.  Levering,  106  Mass.  77,  79. 

The  statements  made  in  this  case  were  not 
representations  of  facts,  but  expressions  of 
opinion  and  judgment.  Brown  v.  Castles,  11 
Cush.  848;  Hemmer  v.  Cooper,  8  Allen,  884; 
Manning  v.  Albee,  11  Allen,  520.  522;  Rich- 
ardson v.  Noble,  77  Me.  890;  Bourn  v.  Davis, 
76  Me.  223;  Foley  v.  CowgiU,  5  Blackf.  18; 
Oronk  v.  Cole,  10  Ind.  485;  Graffenstein  v. 
Epstein,  28  Kan.  448. 

Such  statements  are  mere  instances  of  "deal* 
er's  talk"  and  unaccompanied,  as  they  were  in 
the  case  at  bar,  by  the  affirmance  or  any  spe- 
cific facts  to  induce  belief,  afford  no  ground. 


Nor^- Sales  not  of  scUdby  oral  conditions  subse- 
quent* 

The  misrepresentation  which  will  vitiate  a  oon- 
traot  of  sale  must  relate  to  a  material  matter  consti- 
tuting an  Inducement  to  the  contract,  respecting 
which  the  complaining-  party  had  no  means  of 
knowledge,  and  upon  whteh  he  relied,  and  by 
whloh  he  was  actually  misled  to  his  injury.  Slaught- 
er v.  Gerson,  80  U.  8.  18  WalL  879,  80  L.  ed.  687; 
Smith  v.  Richards,  88  TJ.  8.  18  Pet.  88,  10  L.  ed.  48; 
Powell  v.  Adams,  96  Mo.  698. 

An  executed  oontraet  will  not  be  rescinded  in 
equity  for  representations  whloh  are  mere  expres- 
sions of  opinion,  or  for  errors  as  to  facts,  which 
old  not  change  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  Johans- 
son v.  Stepbanson  (U.  8.)  88  L.  ed.  1009. 
18KR.A. 


If  a  purchaser  does  not  avail  himself  of  the 
means  of  knowledge  within  his  reach,  he  will  not  be 
heard  to  say,  in  impeachment  of  the  contract  of 
sale,  that  he  was  deceived  by  the  vendor's  mlsrep- 
resentationa    Slaughter  v.  Gerson,  supra. 

Where  there  has  been  an  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tion or  misapprehension  it  does  not  authorise  a 
rescission  of  the  contract  unless  It  Is  such  as  to 
show  that  there  is  a  complete  difference  in  sub- 
stance between  what  was  supposed  to  be  and  what 
was  taken  so  as  to  constitute  a  failure  of  considera- 
tion. Kennedy  v.  Panama,  N.  Z.  ft  A.  B.  Mall  Co. 
L.R.8Q.  a  680. 

Conditional  sales.  See  notes  to  Daugherty  t 
Fowler  (Kan.)  10  L.  R.  A.  814;  Hineman  v.  Mat. 
thews  (Pa.)  10  L.  EL  A.  888;  Hays  v.  Jordan  (GaJ 
•  L.R.  A.878:  Dunn  ▼.  State  <Ga.)  8  L.  B.  A.  199, 
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sven  if  willfully  false,  for  avoiding  a  con- 
tract 

Medbury  v.  Watson,  6  Met.  246,  259;  Yeasty 
t.  Baton,  8  Allen,  880;  Parker  v.  Moulton,  114 
Mass.  99;  Pbfond  t.  BrowneU,  181  Mass.  188; 
ifemt  n?  t.  Darling,  2L.RA.  748,  148  Mass. 
804. 

The  facta  were  "within  the  observation"  of 
the  defendant. 

Having  bad  full  means  of  informing  himself, 
his  reliance  was  not  reasonably  placed  on  the 
statements  made,  and  even  if  those  statements 
had  been  willfully  false  representations  as  to 
material  facts,  they  would  afford  no  defense. 

Salem  India  Rubber  Co.  v.  Adams,  28  Pick. 
266,  265;  Brown  v.  Leach,  107  Mass.  864,  868; 
Savage  v.  Stevens,  126  Mass.  207. 

It  Is  only  when  the  knowledge  is  peculiarly 
in  the  possession  of  one  party  that  his  state- 
ment can  be  relied  on  by  the  other. 

Nowlan  v.  Coin,  8  Allen,  261;  Burns  v. 
Lane,  188  Mass.  850,  856. 

The  market  value  of  a  commodity  has  re- 
peatedly been  held  not  to  be  a  fact  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  one  party,  at  least 
where  the  other  has  means  of  information. 

Foley  v.  Oowgitl,  Oronk  v.  Cole,  Oraffenstein 
v.  Epstein  and  Poland  v.  BrowneU,  supra. 

Messrs.  Alfred  llemenway  and  H.  F. 
Vavphen,  for  defendant: 

False  representations  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  a  contract  must  be  material,  inducing 
the  contract. 

Reese River  Mining  Oo.  v.  Smith,  LR.4E 
L.  64-  Newbigging  v.  Adam,  L.  R.  84  Oh.  Div. 
582. 

It  is  enough  that  the  statement  is  untrue  and 
relied  upon.  It  is  no  defense  that  one  had 
means  of  discovering  the  truth. 

Redgrave  v.  Hurd,  L.  R.  20  Gh.  Div.  1. 

The  principal  is  responsible  for  his  agent's 
misstatement. 

White  v.  Sawyer,  16  Gray,  586;  Bennett  v. 
Jvdson,  21  N.  T.  288;  Jjocke  v.  Stearns,  1  Met. 
660;  Jeffrey  v.  Bigelow,  18  Wend.  518;  Udell 
t.  Atherton,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  172;  Barwick  v. 
English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  259; 
Blackburn  v.  Vigors,  L.  R.  17  Q.  B.  Div.  558- 
659;  Fuller  v.  Wilson,  8  Q  B.  68;  DobeU  v. 
Stevens,  8  Barn.  &  0.  628;  Rogers  v.  Badley, 
2  Hurlst.  &  C.  227. 

The  market  value  of  a  staple  like  hops  is  a 
fact,  not  an  opinion. 

Whitney  v.  Thacher,  117  Mass.  528. 

It  is  not  needful  that  the  defendant  be  fraudu- 
lently induced  to  forbear  inquiry  if  he  really 
relied  on  statement  of  plaintiffs'  agent 

Hogan  v.  Wixted.  188  Mass.  270;  Litchfield 
v.  Hutchinson,  117  Mass.  195;  Lewis  v.  Jewell, 
151  Mass.  845;  Chatham  Furnace  Oo.  v.  Mof- 
fatt,  147  Mass.  403,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Pedrick  v.  Porter,  5  Allen,  824;  Jewett  v.  Car- 
ter, 132  Mass.  835. 

The  condition  precedent  to  this  paper  be- 
coming a  contract  was  that  the  market  price 
'  September  10  should  be  found  by  the  defend- 
ant's treasurer  to  be  thirty  cents. 

The  paper  was  delivered  in  a  way  analogous 
to  a  deed  delivered  as  an  escrow. 

Pym  v.  Campbell,  6  El.  &  Bl.  r.70;  Banner- 
man  v.  White,  10  C.  B.  N.  8  844,  31  L.  J.  C. 
P.  28-81;  Wallis  v.  Littell,  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  869- 
875;  Murray  v.  Stair  2  Barn.  &  C.  82;  Wilwn 
1*  T.  H.  \. 


Junk, 

v.  Powers,  181  Mass.  589;  BeU  v.  Jngestre,  13 
Q.  B.  817;  Lloyd  v.  Howard,  15  Q.  B.  995- 
1000;  Gorgerly  v.Outhbert,  2  Bos.  &  P.  (N.  R.) 
170. 

Holmes*  J,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  of  contract  for  refusing 
to  accept  and  pay  for  seventy  bales  of  hops 
bought  of  the  plaintiffs  by  the  defendant 
The  defenses  are  that. the  defendant  was  in- 
duced to  make  the  contract  by  the  fraudulent 
representations  of  the  plaintiff's  agent,  one 
Horst,  as  to  the  market  price  of  hops,  and 
that  the  agreement  was  made  subject  to  a 
condition  on  the  same  matters,  which  was 
not  satisfied.  According  to  the  testimony  of 
Smith,  the  defendant's  president,  who  made 
the  bargain  with  Horst,  Horst  called  on  him 
several  times  tryinsr  to  sell  hops.  On  a  Sat- 
urday, Horst  said  lops  were  worth  twenty- 
five  cents  and  Smith  told  him  he  didn't  care, 
he  didn't  believe  hops  were  worth  twenty- 
five  cents.  On  the  next  Monday,  September 
10,  1888,  Horst  called  again  and  said  that 
hops  had  advanced  very  much  since  last  week, 
that  they  were  now  thirty  cents  a  pound. 
Smith  said  he  didn't  care,  he  wasn't  in  want 
of  hops.  But  being  urged  said,  "If  hops 
are  going  as  you  say  very  high,  I  will  buy 
ten  bales  and  run  the  risk,  at  thirty  cents  a 
pound."  Horst  refused  and  pulled  out  some 
telegrams,  written  in  hieroglyphics,  stating 
that  hops  before  a  week  would  be  thirty- five 
cents.  Smith  told  him  he  had  no  means  of 
information  ;  at  all  events  he  was  not  in  the 
market  for  hops;  but  after  a  good  deal  of 
urging  told  him  he  would  sign  a  memoran- 
dum for  a  carload  of  seventy  bales  on  the 
condition  that  "when  I  return  from  Canada 
and  find  out  that  it  was  not  the  market  price 
it  will  be  no  sale."  At  the  same  time  Smith 
signed  and  delivered  a  memorandum  for  the 
defendant:  "We  have  this  day  bought  of 
Lilienthal  Bros,  seventy  bales,"  etc.,  stating 
the  terms  of  the  bargain  and  mentioning  no 
condition.  On  the  13th  the  plaintiffs  wrote 
confirm  ins;  the  sale  and  thanking  the  defend- 
ant. Smith  further  testified  that  on  his  re- 
turn from  Canada  on  September  24  he  found 
that  the  best  hops  in  Boston  were  offered  for 
twenty -five  cents  on  September  10,  and  we 
will  assume  there  was  other  evidence  that 
that  or  about  that  was  the  market  price.  Oa 
September  25,  Smith  wrote  the  plaintiffs  ac- 
knowledging their  letters  and  saying  nothing 
of  the  alleged  condition,  but  complaining 
that  "although  of  course  I  had  no  business 
to  be  ignorant  of  the  state  of  the  market," 
Horst  had  misrepresented  it,  and  that  unless 
there  was  some  concession  be  should  not  ac- 
cept the  hops.    Later  the  hops  were  refused. 

So  far  as  the  alleged  condition  goes,  it 
seems  to  us  impossible  to  construe  it  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  existence  of  the 
contract,  as  in  Wilson  v.  Powers,  181  Mass. 
589.  The  language  testified  to  imports  that 
a  contract  has  been  made  or  is  about  to  be 
made,  which  is  to  be  off  in  a  certain  event 
thereafter,  not  that  the  defendant  will  make 
a  contract  with  the  plaintiffs  at  some  time 
in  the  future  in  case  Smith  finds  Horst's 
statement  to  he  true.     The  common  sense  of 
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Pbabodt  v.  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Co. 


the  thing  and  the  correspondence  of  the 
parties,  if  consistent  with  the  existence  of 
-any  condition  at  all,  leads  to  the  same  result. 
The  plaintiffs  assume  in  their  letter  that  a 
4ale  has  taken  place.  The  defendant  in  his 
answer  does  the  same  thing.  He  says  he  gave 
Horst  an  order  for  seventy  bales,  and  his 
suggestion  that  Horst  misrepresented  the 
market  price  as  a  ground  for  a  concession  is 
quite  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  the 
moment  only  then  had  arrived  for  making  a 
-contract  and  that  its  existence  depended  on 
what  he  should  then  have  discovered  for  him- 
-eelf  touching  the  market  price. 
■  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  alleged  condition 
was  a  condition  subsequent  the  defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  prove  or  to  rely  upon  it. 
There  could  be  no  argument  that  it  was  a 
-subsequent  modification  of  the  written  mem- 
orandum.  It  was  strictly  contemporaneous 
talk.  Clark  v.  Houghton,  12  Gray,  38,  40, 
41.  This  being  so,  of  course  the  defendant 
•could  not  modify  by  spoken  words  the  effect 
of  a  writing  signed  by  it,  which  purported 
-to  set  forth  all  the  terms  of  the  bargain  and 
to  bind  the  defendant  unconditionally  to  ac- 
-cept  the  bops.  Davis  v.  Bandall,  115  Mass. 
547 ;  Batchetder  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  185  Mass. 
•449:  Gordon  t.  Nieman,  118  N.  T.  152; 
Daly  t.    W.   W.  Kimball  Co.  67  Iowa,  182. 

As  the  foregoing  considerations  justify  the 
-ruling  of  the  court  below  that  the  alleged 
•condition  was  no  defense,  we  need  go  no 
•further. 

Next,  as  to  fraud.    Prima  facie  a  statement 


to  an  experienced  dealer  in  hops  as  to  the 
market  value  of  the  article  he  is  asked  to  buy 
is  dealer's  talk  on  a  subject  about  which  the 
seller  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  buyer 
will  make  up  his  mind  for  himself,  the  means 
of  information  being  equally  open  to  both. 
Manning  v.  AVbec,  11  Allen,  520,  522;  Poland 
y.  BrovmeU,  181  Mass.  188 ;  Deming  y.  Darl- 
ing, 148  Mass.  504,  2  L.  R.  A.  748;  Foley  v. 
CowgUl,  5  Blackf .  18 ;  Crank  v.  Cole,  10  Ind. 
485;  Oraffenstein  v.  Epstein,  28  Kan.  448. 
Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  a 
case  might  be  supposed  in  which  a  jury 
would  be  warranted  in  finding  from  other 
facts  beside  the  mere  making  ot  the  repre- 
sentation that  the  buyer  reasonably  surren- 
dered his  judgment  to  the  seller  ( Whiteside 
y.  Brawley,  152  Mass.  188),  this  is  not  such 
a  case.  There  were  no  such  other  facts. 
Moreover  Smith's  answer  to  Horst  on  Satur- 
day was  direct  that  he  did  not  believe  Horst' a 
statement  So  on  Monday  Smith's  answer 
to  Horst,  that  he  had  no  means  of  informa- 
tion, imported  in  polite  terms  that  he  did 
not  rely  upon  Horst,  and  if,  as  he  says, 
Smith  made  a  condition  that  if  he  found  the 
price  given  was  not  the  market  price  the  sale 
was  to  be  off,  he  told  Horst  in  effect  that  he 
did  not  rely  upon  him  but  meant  to  find  out 
for  himself.  The  only  fair  inference  from 
the  evidence  for  the  defendant  is  that  its 
agent  relied,  not  upon  Horst's  statements,  but 
upon  an  oral  condition,  which  fails  for  the 
reasons  which  we  have  given* 
Judgment  on  the  verdict. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  PEABODY,  Retpt., 

OREGON    RAILWAY   &  NAVIGATION 
CO.,   Appt. 

(....Or.....) 

*1.  It  im  the  duty  of  a  paatenger,  If  he 
has  not  the  required  ticket  or  token  evi- 

•  Head  notes  by  Lord,  J. 


Rom.— Ejectment  of  passenger  for  refusal  to  pay 
fare. 

Many  lines  of  striot  analogy  In  a  case  recently 
deolded  by  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals  neces- 
sitate its  production  in  this  immediate  connection 
'That  case  is  authority  for  the  proposition  that  a 
regulation  of  a  railroad  company  requiring  passen- 
gers either  to  present  evidence  to  the  conductor  of 
*  right  to  a  seat,  when  reasonably  required  so  to  do, 
-or  to  pay  fare,  is  reasonable:  and  for  noncompliance 
therewith  a  passenger  may  lawfully  be  put  off  the 
train.  And  the  wrongful  taking  of  the  passenger's 
-ticket  by  the  conductor  of  a  previous  train,  in 
which  the  former  had  performed  part  of  his  jour- 
ney, does  not  exonerate  him  from  compliance  with 
this  regulation.  Townsend  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  B. 
1C.  Co.  56  N.  Y.  »6. 

In  Cheney  v.  Boston  &  M.  B.  Oo.  11  Met.  Ill,  the 
plaintiff  purchased  a  tioket  for  a  passage  from 
Dunham  to  Boston.  It  was  a  rule  of  the  defendant 
*hat  a  passenger  should  go  through  in  the  same 
*ram  of  oars.   The  pin  in  tiff,  after  taking  his  seat, 

12  L.  R.  A. 


denning  his  right  to  travel  on  that  train,  to  pay 
his  fare  or  quietly  leave  the  train  when  requested, 
and  resort  to  his  appropriate  remedy  for  the 
damages  he  has  sustained;  and  if  he  attempts  to 
retain  his  seat  without  paying  his  fare,  and  is 
ezpeDed  by  the  conductor,  using  no  more  force 
than  is  necessary,  he  can  recover  no  damages  for 
the  injury  incurred  by  such  expulsion. 
8.  When  it  is  admitted  that  a  railroad 
company  im  the  owner  of  a  railroad 
then  being  operated,  a  presumption  arises  that 


was  so  informed,  and  remonstrated.  He  stopped 
at  an  Intermediate  place,  and  went  aboard  of  the 
next  train  and  was  required  to  pay  fare  again. 
The  action  was  for  money  had  and  received  and 
for  breach  of  contract.  The  court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover.  This  case  is,  iu  prin- 
ciple, in  point.  See  also  Pierce,  Am.  Railway  Law, 
401. 

A  regulation  made  by  a  railroad  corporation 
requiring  passengers  to  exhibit  their  tickets  when- 
ever requested  by  the  conductor,  and  directing  the 
ejection  from  the  cars  of  those  who  should  refuse 
to  do  so,  is  a  reasonable  and  proper  one.  The  pas- 
senger is  bound  to  conform  to  such  regulation,  and 
forfeits  his  right  to  be  carried  further  by  his  refu- 
sal to  comply  with  it  Hibbard  v.  New  York  &  B. 
B.  Co.  16  N.  Y.  455. 

If  the  plaintiff  bad  forfeited  his  right  to  be  oar- 
ried  as  a  passenger  by  refusing  to  show  his  tioket 
when  requested  to  do  by  the  conductor,  and  if  the 
right  was  not  restored  by  subsequently  complying, 
then  his  expulsion  was  lawful  and  he  has  nothing 
to  complain  of,  unless  greater  force  and  violence 
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the  mm  it  operated  by  the  company  owning  it. 
and  the  burden  of  proof  it  upon  suoh  company 
to  thow  to  the  satlsf action  of  the  jury  that  suoh 
ll  not  the  fact 
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APPEAL  by  defecdant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Wasco  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  plaintiffs  alleged  wrongful 
expulsion  from  defendant's  train.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  W.  Cotton  and  Gilbert  * 
8now,  for  appellant: 

The  right  of  a  passenger  by  virtue  of  his 
payment  of  fare  is  a  right  to  a  continuous  ride, 
though  the  railway  company,  through  its  au- 
thorized agents,  may  by  express  agreement 
provide  otherwise. 

Drew  v.  Central  Pac.  B.  Co.  51  Cat  426; 
Wyman  v.  Northern  Pac.  B.  Co.  M  Minn.  210. 
22  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  402;  Townsend  v. 
New  York  Cent.  db  H.  B.  B.  Co.  56  N.  Y.  295. 

As  between  passenger  and  conductor,  and 
the  expulsion  of  the  former  by  the  latter,  the 
passenger  must  have  what  has  been  required 
dv  the  regulations  of  the  company  as  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  a  right  to  ride. 

Hibhard  v.  New  York  db  E.  B.  Co.  15  N.  Y. 
455;  Townsend  v.  New  York  Cent.  db  K  B.  B. 
Co.  56  N.  Y.  209;  Mother  v.  St.  Louis%  L  M.  db 
8.  R.  Co.  28  Fed.  Rep.  326,  127  U.  8.  890,  82 
L.  ed.  249;  Hall  v.  Memphis  db  0.  B.  Co.  15 
Fed.  Rep.  57;  Br  ads  hate  v.  South  Boston  R.  Co. 
185  Mass.  407. 16  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  886; 
Petri*  t.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  42  N.  J.  L.  449; 


AteJtison,  T.  db  8.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Gants,  88  Kan. 
618;  Pullman  Palace  Car.  Co.  v.  Reed,  75  111. 
125;  Chicago,  B.  db  Q.  B  Co.  v.  Griffin,  68  III 
499;  Prince  v.  International  db  Q.  N.B.Cb.6* 
Tex.  146;  Gulf,  C.  db  8.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Campbell  r 
76  Tex.  174;  Frederick  r.  Marquette,  H.  db  O. 
B.  Co.  87  Mich.  842;  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8.  B. 
Co.  v.  Pierce*  47  Mich.  277;  Hufford  v.  Grand* 
Rapids  db  1.  B.  Co.  58  Mich.  118;  WilleUs  v. 
Buffalo  dbBR.Co.ll  Barb.  590;  HiU  v.  8$ro- 
cu»e,  B.  dN.  Y.B.  Go.eS  N.  Y.  101;  Yorto* 
v.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  db  W.  B.  Co.  54  Wis.  239; 
Shelton  v.  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8.  B.  Co.  29  Ohio* 
St.  214:  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Bine,  41  Ohio  St. 
276;  LouinUUdbN.  B.  Co.  v.  Fleming,  14  Lea*. 
128, 18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  847;  Penntyl- 
vania  B.  Co.  v.  Conned,  112  111.  295;  Downs  v. 
New  York  db  K  H.  B.  Go.  86  Conn.  287: 
Jerome  v.  Smith,  48  Yt.  280. 

The  action  in  this  case  was  grounded  upon  a. 
supposed  lawfulness  on  the  train,  arising  from 
what  plaintiff  contended  was  a  right,  growing 
out  of  mere  contract,  and  without  any  evidence- 
of  his  right  to  exhibit  to  the  officers  in  charge 
of  the  train.  For  the  damage  recovered  In 
this  action,  this  character  of  action  was  im- 
properly brought 

Shelton  v.  Lake  Shore  &  If.  8.  R.  Co.  29  Ohio- 
8t.  214,  Mosher  v.  St.  Louis,  1.  M.db8.B.  Go. 
28  Fed.  Rep.  826, 127  U.  8.  890, 82  L.  ed.  249; 
St.  Louis  db  K.  0.  B.  Co.  v.  Marshall,  78  Mo. 
610,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R  Cas.  248. 

Where  a  party  has  no  evidence  of  his  rig/ht 
to  ride,  but  has  in  fact  some  contract  which 
might  give  him  a  right  if  specifically  enforced, 
he  cannot  undertake  its  specific  performance, 
invite  force  for  his  expulsion,  and  then,  having- 


weze  used  than  his  own  resistance  rendered  neces- 
sary.  Ibid. 

The  Wisconsin  Court  of  Appeals,  in  a  unanimous 
opinion  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  dole,  referring 
to  the  case  of  Townsend  y.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H. 
B.B.  Co.,  supra,  says:  *mie  oourt  held  that  he  was 
lawfully  put  off  the  train,  notwithstanding  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  previous  conductor  in  taking 
his  ticket.  The  case  is  well  considered,  and  the 
opinion  by  Judge  Grover  is  very  instructive.  Sub- 
stantially the  same  doctrine  as  to  the  rights  and 
duties  of  passengers  is  laid  down  In  Shelton  v.  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  8.  B.  Go.  29  Ohio  St.  214;  Downs  v.  Mew 
York  ft  N.  H.  B.  Co.  88  Conn.  287,  and  MoClure  v. 
Philadelphia  ft  W.B.B.  Co.  84  Md.  532."  SeeYorton 
v.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  ft  W.  R.  Oo.  54  Wia.  28M  Am  ft 
Bug.  B.  B.  Gas.  888. 

In  the  oase  last  above  cited  It  was  held:  A  regu- 
lation by  a  railway  company  by  which  one  who  has 
paid  his  fare  between  two  points  on  the  road,  who 
desires  to  stop  over  at  an  intermediate  point,  is 
required  to  procure  a  stop-over  ticket  from  the 
conductor  and  present  It  to  the  conductor  of  the 
train  on  which  he  seeks  to  complete  his  Journey,  as 
evidence  of  bis  risrht  to  do  so  without  further  pay- 
ment, is  a  reasonable  regulation. 

A  passenger  holding  a  ticket,  the  limitation  of 
which  has  expired,  cannot  Insist  that  the  conductor 
shall  take  it  in  violation  of  a  regulation  of  the  com- 
pany requiring  the  conductor  to  demand  train  fare 
of  persons  without  tickets,  although  he  may  have 
an  understanding  or  contract  with  the  station  agent 
of  whom  the  ticket  was  purchased  that  it  would  be 
received  after  the  time  limited  on  the  face  or  it; 
and  on  the  refusal  to  pay  the  fare,  ejection  from 
the  train  would  not  be  wrongful.  The  measure  of 
damages  in  a  suit  for  a  breach  of  the  alleged  con- 
tract is,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  special 
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damage  by  delay,  only  the  price  of  the  extra  fare- 
demanded  and  paid  for  transportation  to  the  place 
of  destination.  Hall  v.  Memphis  ft  C.  B.  Co.  15  Fed. 
Bep.  67, 9  Am.  ft  Eng.  B.  B.  Can.  848. 

In  another  case  the  conductor,  when  the  ticket 
was  presented,  saw  no  stamp  upon  it.  The  plain- 
tiff had  not  been  identified,  and  the  rules  of  tor 
company,  binding  upon  him  as  a  conductor,  re- 
quired him  to  remove  the  party  unless  he  paid  his* 
fare.  Mosher  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  ft  &  B.  Co.  28  Fed. 
Bep.  821 

A  rule  directing  conductors  to  remove  from  the- 
oars  those  who  refuse  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ment is  reasonable.  The  fact  that  a  ticket  has- 
been  purchased  by  a  passenger,  which  was  after- 
wards wrongfully  taken  up  by  a  oonductor  of  one 
of  the  defendant's  trains,  will  not  relieve  the  pas- 
senger from  the  duty  of  providing  himself  with  a. 
ticket  or  paying  fare  on  another  train  of  the  de- 
fendant in  which  he  may  be  a  passenger.  In  suoh 
oase,  the  right  of  action  of  the  passenger  would  be 
for  the  wrongful  taking  up  of  the  tioket,  and  not 
for  baring  been  removed  from  a  train  by  another 
conductor  for  refusing  to  pay  fare.  Shelton  v. 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  B.  Co. *  Ohio  St.  214. 

A  passenger  who  is  without  a  ticket  and  decline* 
to  pay  full  fare  may  ordinaril .  oe  ejected  from  a 
train  at  a  station,  as  one  may  who  absolute*  -e- 
fuses  to  pay  his  fare.  State  v.  Goold,  68  M*.  2T8; 
Stephen  v.  Smith,  28  Yt  160;  Hiliiard  v.  Goold,  84 
N.  H.  280.  See  also  Swan  v.  Manchester  ft  L.B.OO* 
188  Mass.  116. 

For  rules  and  regulations  respecting  passengere 
and  their  ejection  for  non-payment  of  fare,  see 
notes  to  McGowen  v.  Morgan's  L.  ft  T.  B.  ft  a  8.  Oow 
(La.)  6  L.  B.  A.  817;  McKay  v.  Ohio  River  B.  Co.  (W. 
Va.)  8  L.  B.  A.  188;  South  Florida  B.  Co.  v.  Bhoade 
(Fla.)  8  L.  B.  A.  783. 
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aggravated  his  damage,  recover  for  that  which 
he  bimself  has  brought  about. 

Townssnd  v.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co. 
96  N.  T.  298;  Hall  v.  Memphis  R  Co.  9  Fed. 
Rep.  585;  Ha'l  v.  Memphis  &  C.  B.  Co.  15 
Fed.  Rep.  57,  9  Am.  ft  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  848; 
Pennsylvania  R  Co.  v.  ConneU,  112  111.  295, 
18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.R.Cas.  889;  Atchison,  T.  &  8. 
F.  R  Co.  v.  Gants,  88  Kan.  618;  Bradshato  v. 
South  Boston  R  Co.  185  Maw.  407;  Houston  A 
T.  C.  R  Co.  v.  Ford,  68  Tex.  864;  Lake  Shore 
&  M.8.R  Co.  v.  Pierce,  47  Mich.  288;  Fred- 
erick v.  Marquette,  H.  &  0.  R  Go.  87  Mich. 
842;  Louisville  61V.  B.  Co.  v.  Fleming,  14  Lea, 
128, 18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  847;  Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.RCo.  v.  Griffin,  68  I1L  499;  Pullman 
Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Reed,  75  El.  125. 
Mr.  Alfred  8.  Bennett*  for  respondent: 
Where  a  railroad  company  is  shown  to  be 
the  owner  of  a  line  of  road,  and  that  line  is 
being  operated,  and  trains  of  cars  run  upon  it,  a 
presumption  arises  that  the  same  is  being  run  and 
operated  by  the  company  owning  it,and  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  upon  the  company  to  show  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  jury  that  this  is  not  the  case. 

fierguson  v.  Wisconsin  Cent.  B.  Co.  68  Wis. 
146;  Patterson,  Railway  Accident  Law,  $  879. 
A  railway  is  liable  where  it  permitted  tickets 
to  be  issued  in  its  name  for  transport  stion. 

Patterson,  Railway  Accident  Law,  §  182; 
Lockhart  7.  Little  Bock  &  M.  R  Co.  40  Fed. 
Rep.  681;  Washington,  A.  db  G.  B.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  84  U.  8. 17  Wall.  445,  21  L.  ed.  675; 
Bower  v.  B.  db  8.  W.  R  Co.  42  Iowa,  546. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  re- 
ceipt given  to  him  by  the  conductor  of  the  first 
train,  and  upon  his  representations  and  prom- 
ise that  upon  that  receipt  he  could  stop 
over  at  The  Dalles  and  ride  up  on  the  next 
train;  and  having  gone  upon  the  second  tram 
with  that  receipt,  and  pursuant  to  the  repre- 
sentations and  agreement  of  the  first  conductor, 
he  was  lawfully  upon  the  defendant's  train, 
and  his  expulsion  therefrom  was  unlawful,  and 
he  could  recover  damages  for  such  ejection. 

Toledo,  W.  db  W.  R  Co.  v.  McDonough,  58 
Ind.  289;  Burnham  v.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co.  68 
Me.  298;  Philadelphia,  W.  db  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Bice, 
64  lid.  68;  Hufford  v.  Grand  Rapids  db  I.  B. 
Co.  64  Mich.  681;  Murdoch  v.  Boston  &  A.  B. 
Co.  187  Mass.  298;  Wightman  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R  Co.  2  L.  R.  A.  185,  78  Wis.  169;  St. 
Louis,  A.  db  T.  B.  Co.  v.  MackU,  1  L.  R.  A. 
667.  71  Tex.  491;  Baltimore  A  0.  R  Co. 
v.  Bambrey  (Pa.)  Nov.  5,  1888;  Georgia  B. 
db  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Murden,  88  Ga.  758;  Lake  Brie 
dbW.ROo.  i.  Fix,  88  Ind.  881;  Godyrey  v. 
Ohio  dbM.R  Co.  116  Ind.  80;  Pittsburg,  0.  db 
8t.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Hennigh,  89  Ind.  509;  Penn- 
sylvania B.  Co.  v.  Bray,  125  Ind.  229;  Hamil- 
ton v.  Third  Ave.  R  Co.  58  N.  T.  25;  English 
i.  Delaware  el  H.  C.  Co.  66  N.  T.  454;  Maples 
v.  Mew  York  db  N.  H.  R  Co.  88  Conn.  557; 
TarbeU  v.  Northern  Cent.  R  Co.  24  Hun,  51; 
Palmer  v.  Charlotte,  0.  &  A.  B.  Co.  8  8.  G. 
580, 16  Am.  Rep.  750;  Bead  v.  Georgia  Pac 
B.  Co.  79  Ga.  858. 

The  regulations  of  a  railroad  company  and 
its  instructions  to  its  conductors  are  not  in  any 
way  binding  upon  the  plaintiff,  unless  they 
were  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  he  made  his  contract,  and  before 
he  went  upon  its  train. 
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McDonald  v.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  B.  Go.  2* 
Iowa,  124;  Sullivan  v.  Philadelphia  db  B.  R 
Co.  80  Pa.  288;  Hufford  v.  Grand  Rapids  db  L 
R  Co.,  Head  v.  Georgia  Pac  B.  Co.  and  St. 
Louis,  A.dbT.R  Co.  v.  Mackie,  supra;  Chicago* 
St.  L.  dbP.R  Co.  v.  Holdridge,  118  Ind.  281; 
Georgia  B.  db  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Murden,  Bum- 
ham  v.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co..  Toledo,  W.  db  W. 
B.  Co.  v.  McDonough  and  Hamilton  v.  Third 
Ave.  B.  Co.  supra;  English  v.  Delaware  db  H. 
Canal  Go.  66  N.  T.  454. 

Plaintiff,  having  paid  his  fare  from  Portland 
to  Grant's,  and  having  gone  upon  the  train  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  contract 
made  with  the  defendant  Company  by  its  agent, 
and  not  having  any  notice  of  any  contrary 
regulation  until  after  he  had  commenced  his. 
Journey,  was  not  compelled  to  pay  extra  fare 
or  leave  the  train;  but  he  might  stand  upon  his 
rights,  and  if  defendant's  servants  forcibly  and 
wrongfully  ejected  him,  recover  damages  for 
any  injury  which  he  suffered  by  reason  of 
such  ejection. 

English  v.  Delaware  db  H.  Canal  Go.  supra? 
Toledo,  W.  db  W.  B.  Co.  v.  McDonough,  68  Ind. 
289;  Pittsburg,  C.  db  8t.  L.  R  Co.  v.  Hennigh, 
89  Ind.  509;  Lake  Erie  db  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Fix,  88 
Ind.  881;  Godfrey  v.  Ohio  dbM.R  Co.  116  Ind. 
80;  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  v.  Bray,  125  Ind.  229. 
Burnham  v.  Grand  Trunk  R  Co.  68  Me.  298» 
18  Am.  Rep.  220;  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R 
Co.  v.  Bice,  64  Md.  68;  Head  v.  Georgia  Pac 
R  Co.  79  Ga.  858;  Clendenin  v.  Memphis  R 
Go.  15  Fed.  Rep.  69,  note;  Wightman  v.  Chi- 
cago &  tf.  W.  R  Co.  2  L.  R.  A.  185,  78  Wis. 
169;  St.  Louis,  A.  db  T.  ROo.y.  Mackie,  1  U 
R.  A.  667. 71  Tex.  491;  Baltimore  6  G.  R  Go. 
v.  Bambrey  (Pa.)  Nov.  5,  1888;  Poole  v.  North- 
ern Pac.  R  Co.  16  Or.  261;  Nelson  v.  Oregon, 
R  db  Nov.  Co.  18  Or.  141. 

Lord*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
This  is  an  action  in  tort  to  recover  damages 
for  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendant's  agents 
or  servants  in  ejecting  the  plaintiff  from  one 
of  its  cars.  There  are  mainly  two  questions 
presented  by  this  record,  but  the  controlling 
one  arose  substantially  out  of  this  state  of 
facts:  The  plaintiff,  who  is  a  stockdealer,  had 
shipped  stock  from  Grant's  Station  to  Port- 
land, and  had  received  from  the  Railroad 
Company  a  shipping  contract  which  entitled 
him,  upon  the  performance  of  certain  condi- 
tions, to  a  passage  from  Grant's  to  Portland 
and  return.  Going  to  the  office  of  the  Com- 
pany earlier  than  its  business  hours,  he  was 
unable  to  get  the  ticket  stamped,  and  other- 
wise perform  its  conditions  so  as  to  ride  upon 
it,  without  taking  a  later  train,  so  he  went  on 
the  train  then  ready,  and  seated  himself  in  the 
car.  When  the  conductor  came  around  for 
tickets,  he  presented  to  him  his  shipping  con- 
tract, but  it  not  being  stamped,  eta,  as  re- 
quired, the  conductor  refused  to  receive  it,  and 
informed  him  that  he  must  pay  his  fare,  which 
the  plaintiff  did,  giving  the  conductor  a  920 
gold  piece,  from  which  the  amount  of  his  fare 
from  Portland  to  Grant's  was  to  be  taken.  At 
this  time,  according  to  his  testimony,  he  asked 
the  conductor  if  he  would  be  allowed  to  stop 
over  at  The  Dalles,  and  go  to  Grant's  on  the 
next  train,  to  which  the  conductor  replied  thai 
be  could  do  so.  and  that  it  would  be  all  right 
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The  conductor,  not  being  able  to  make  the 
necessary  change  for  the  fare,  after  an  absence 
of  about  twenty  minutes,  during  which  time 
he  was  engaged  in  taking  up  tickets,  etc.,  re- 
turned with  the  change  and  a  drawback  check, 
which  he  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the 
back  of  the  drawback  check  was  a  receipt  for 
the  fare,  but  the  check  itself  had  printed  upon 
it  in  large  and  legible  words,  "Good  for  this 
day  and  train  only."  The  plaintiff  does  not 
seem  to  hare  given  any  attention  to  the  check, 
or  what  was  written  or  printed  upon  it,  but, 
acting  upon  the  assurance  of  the  conductor 
that  he  would  be  permitted  to  stop  over  at  The 
Dalles,  he  did  so,  and,  after  remaining  some 
hours,  he  took  another  train  for  the  completion 
of  his  journey  to  Grant's.  A  short  time  after 
he  entered  upon  this  train,  the  conductor  called 
upon  him  for  his  ticket,  and  he  presented  the 
drawback  check  and  the  receipt,  which  the 
conductor  refused  to  accept,  stating  that  it  did 
not  entitle  him  to  ride  upon  that  train,  when 
he  then  explained  to  him  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  delivered  to  him  by  the 
other  conductor,  and  claimed  the  right  to  con- 
tinue his  ride  to  Grant's  Station.  The  con- 
ductor told  him  that  nf  was  required  by  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Company  to  collect 
fare,  or  a  ticket  entitling  the  passenger  to  ride, 
and  that  none  of  the  papers  which  he  had  pre- 
sented entitled  him  to  ride  on  that  train,  and 
that,  unless  he  paid  his  fare,  his  duty  would  re- 
quire him  to  expel  him  from  the  cars.  After 
waiting  until  the  train  had  proceeded  several 
miles  and  arrived  at  a  station,  the  conductor  in- 
formed him  that,  unless  he  paid  his  fare,  he 
would  be  under  the  necessity  of  requiring  him 
to  leave  the  train.  The  plaintiff  pointedly  re- 
fused to  leave  or  to  pay  bis  fare,  when  the  con- 
ductor finding  he  would  do  neither  one  nor  the 
other,  with  the  aid  of  the  brakeman  undertook 
to  expel  him  from  the  car,  which  the  plaintiff 
resisted  with  all  his  force,  and  manifested  a 
disposition  to  fight,  but  when  finally  expelled 
from  the  train  be  tendered  his  fare,  was  re- 
ceived again  on  the  train,  and  carried  to  his  des- 
tination. His  own  evidence  concedes  that  the 
duty  of  expelling  was  an  unpleasant  task  to 
the  conductor,  and  performed  under  the  cir- 
cumstances indicated.  From  this  statement 
of  the  facts  it  is  apparent  that  the  plaintiff  was 
without  any  proper  evidence  or  token  of  his 
right  to  transportation  on  that  train,  other  than 
his  statements  to  the  second  conductor  of  the 
oral  representations  of  the  other  conductor  of 
such  permission.  Although  a  disputed  fact  at 
the  trial,  the  conductor  denying  be  ever  made 
such  representations  or  gave  such  permission, 
we  shall  assume  its  verity  after  verdict.  Un- 
der such  circumstances,  was  it  the  duty  of  the 
Elaintiff,  when  notified  by  the  conductor  that 
e  could  not  receive  the  drawback  check,  to 
pay  his  fare  under  protest,  or  leave  the  train 
without  rendering  it  necessary  for  the  con- 
ductor to  resort  to  force  to  secure  his  removal. 
The  drift  of  the  defendant's  contention  is  that 
it  is  a  recognized  right  of  every  railroad  com- 

1>any  to  make  such  reasonable  rules  and  regu- 
ations  for  the  conduct  of  its  business  as  may 
be  necessary,  and  that  it  is  a  reasonable  exer- 
cise of  this  right  to  require  that  every  passen- 
ger shall,  when  called  upon  by  the  conductor, 
present  a  ticket  conforming  to  it*  r*»nsonable 
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rules  and  regulations,  or,  if  he  is  unable  so  to 
do,  that  he  shall  pay  his  fare,  but  if  be  cannot 
produce  the  required  ticket,  and  refuses  to 
pay  his  fare,  that  be  may  be  lawfully  ejected 
from  the  train.  In  this  view,  as  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  conductor  of  the  train  from 
which  he  was  expelled,  unless  he  could  pro- 
duce the  required  ticket  as  evidence  of  his 
right  to  ride  on  that  train,  or  in  default  there- 
of to  pay  his  fare,  the  conductor  would  not  be 
authorized  to  allow  him  to  proceed  to  his  des- 
tination on  such  train  on  his  statement  of  the 
oral  representations  of  the  other  conductor, 
inconsistent  with  the  face  of  his  ticket,  and 
contrary  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Company.  To  that  conductor  the  ticket  w hich 
the  plaintiff  produced  was  to  be  taken  as  con- 
clusive evidence  of  his  right  to  travel  on  that 
train,  and,  it  failing,  the  conductor  could  not 
receive  the  statements  of  the  plaintiff  contra- 
dicting its  plain  terms,  and  allow  him  to  re- 
tain his  seat  Upon  this  assumption,  when 
the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  produce  the  re- 
quired ticket  evidencing  his  right  to  travel  on 
that  train,  and  refused  to  pay  his  fare  or  to 
leave  the  train  when  requested,  stopped  at  a 
proper  place,  the  conductor  was  authorized 
lawfully  to  expel  him  from  the  train,  and  the 
defendant  is  not  responsible  in  damages  for  in- 
juries incurred  in  resistance  to  such  expulsion. 
Summed  up,  then,  the  considerations  in  sup- 
port of  the  principle  invoked  are:  That  as 
between  the  conductor  and  passenger,  the 
right  of  the  latter  to  ride  must  be  evidenced  by 
some  proper  token  or  ticket;  that  neither  the 
time  nor  the  occasion  is  suitable  for  an  inves- 
tigation, whether  of  explanation,  or  represen- 
tations of  another  conductor  in  conflict  with 
the  terms  of  the  ticket,  and  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  the  Company;  that  it  is  better,  under 
such  circumstances,  that  the  passenger  comply 
if  he  is  unable  to  produce  the  required  ticket, 
and  pay  his  fare,  or  leave  the  train  quietly, 
and  suffer  the  temporary  inconvenience  which 
results,  than  that  the  business  of  the  road  be 
interrupted  to  the  annoyance  of  the  traveling 
public;  that  such  a  course  would  avoid  all  lia- 
bility to  unseemly  struggles,  often  occurring  in 
the  presence  of  women  and  children,  and  pre* 
vent  breaches  of  the  peace,  and  at  the  same 
time  secure  the  passenger  ample  redress  in  the 
remedies  which  the  law  provides.  The  appli- 
cation of  this  principle  includes  a  variety  of 
cases,  aa  where  the  passenger  is  unable  to  pro- 
duce any  token  or  ticket  as  evidence  of  his 
right  to  ride,  or  the  ticket  which  be  dees  pro- 
duce is  irregular  or  defective,  due  to  the  fault 
or  negligence  of  the  agents  of  the  company. 

In  Frederick  v.  Marquette,  H.  db  0.  R.  Oo.9 
37  Mich.  842,  the  plaintiff  held  an  insufficient 
ticket,  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  company's 
agent  in  delivering  to  him  a  ticket  to  the 
wroni?  station.  He  asked  and  paid  for  a  ticket 
to  a  given  station,  and  received  what  he  sup- 
posed was  such  ticket,  but  which  on  its  face 
was  only  good  to  a  point  short  of  his  destina- 
tion. In  passing  upon  this  question  the  court 
observed:  "  How,  then,  is  the  conductor  to 
ascertain  the  contract  entered  into  between  the 
passenger  and  the  railroad  company,  where  a 
ticket  is  purchased  and  presented  to  him? 
Practically  there  are  but  two  ways,— one,  the 
evidence  offered  him  by  the  ticket;  the  other. 
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the  statements  of  the  passenger  contradicted 
by  his  ticket.  Which  should  govern?  In  ju- 
dicial investigations  we  appreciate  the  neces- 
.siiy  of  an  obligation  of  some  kind,  and  the 
.benefit  of  a  cross-examination.  At  common 
Jaw,  parties  interested  were  not  competent  wit- 
nesses, and  even  under  our  Statutes  the  witness 
is  not  permitted,  in  certain  cases,  to  testify  as 
to  facts  which,  if  true,  were  equally  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party,  and  can- 
not be  procured.  Tet  here  would  be  an  inves- 
tigation as  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  where 
no  such  safeguards  could  be  thrown  around  it, 
-and  where  the  conductor,  at  his  peril,  would 
.have  to  accept  of  the  statement  of  the  interested 
party.  I  doubt  the  practical  workings  of  such 
a  method,  except  for  the  purpose  of  encourag 
ins  and  developing  fraud  and  falsehood,  and 
I  aoubt  if  any  system  could  be  devised  that 
would  so  much  tend  to  the  disturbance  and 
annoyance  of  the  traveling  public  generally. 
As  between  conductor  and  passenger,  and  the 
right  of  the  latter  to  travel,  the  ticket  pro- 
duced must  be  conclusive  evidence,  and  he 
must  produce  it  when  called  upon,  as  evidence 
-of  his  right  to  the  seat  he  claims.  Where  a 
passenger  has  purchased  a  ticket,  and  the  con- 
ductor does  not  carry  him  according  to  Its 
terms,  or  if  the  company,  through  the  mistake 
.of  its  agent,  feas  given  him  a- wrong  ticket,  so 
that  be  has  been  compelled  to  relinquish,  bis 
4eat,  or  pay  his  fare  a  second  time  in  order  to 
retain  it,  he  would  have  a  remedy  against  the 
company  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  but  he 
would  have  to  adopt  a  declaration  differing 
essentially  from  the  one  resorted  to  in  this  case. 
In  Townsend  v.  New  York  Cent.  db  H.  R  R 
Co.,  56  N.Y.  295,  the  court  says:  "The  ques 
tion  in  this  case  is  whether  a  wrongful  taking 
of  a  ticket  of  a  passenger  by  the  conductor  of 
•one  train  exonerates  him  from  compliance 
with  the  regulations  on  another  on  which  he 
wishes  to  proceed  upon  his  journey.  I  am 
enable  to  see  how  the  wrongful  act  of  the  pre- 
vious conductor  can  at  all  justify  the  passenger 
In  violating  the  lawful  regulations  upon  an- 
other train.  .  .  .  The  conductor  of  the  train 
upon  which  he  was  not  bound  to  take  his 
word  that  he  had  had  a  ticket  showing  his 
right  to  a  passage  to  Rhinebeck,  which  had 
.been  taken  up  by  the  conductor  on  the  other 
train.  His  statement  to  that  effect  was  wholly 
immaterial,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  con- 
ductor to  the  company  to  enforce  the  regula- 
tion, as  was  repeatedly  held  by  the  trial  Judge, 
by  putting  the  plaintiff  off  in  case  he  persist- 
ently jefused  to  pay  fare.  The  question  is 
whether,  under  the  facts  found  by  the  jury, 
his  resistance  in  the  performance  of  this 
duty  was  lawful  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff. If  so,  the  singular  case  is  presented  where 
the  regulation  of  the  company  was  lawful, 
where  the  conductor  owed  a  duty  to  the  com- 
pany to  execute  it,  and  at  the  same  time  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  repel  force  by  force, 
and  to  use  all  that  was  necessary  to  retain  his 
seat  in  the  car.  Thus  a  desperate  struggle 
might  ensue,  attended  by  very  serious  conse- 
quences, when  both  sides  were  entirely  in  the 
right,  so  far  as  either  could  ascertain.  All 
this  is  claimed  to  result  from  the  wrongful  act 
of  the  conductor  of  another  train  in  taking  a 
ticket  from  the  plaintiff,  for  which  wrong  the 
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plaintiff  had  a  perfect  remedy  without  inviting 
the  commission  of  an  assault  and  battery  by 
persisting  in  retaining  a  seat  upon  another 
train,  in  violation  of  the  lawful  regulations  by 
which  those  in  charge  were  bound  to  govern 
themselves. 

In  Yorton  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  db  W.  R.  R. 
Co. ,  54  Wis.  284,  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  a 
ticket  to  the  place  of  his  destination,  and  asked 
the  conductor  for  a  stopover  ticket,  and, 
through  the  fault  or  mistake  of  the  conductor, 
he  received  a  trip  or  train  check  instead  of  a 
stop-over  ticket  for  which  he  asked,  and  which 
the  conductor  undertook  to  give  him.  The 
conductor  of  the  second  train  refused  to  recog- 
nize it  for  fare,  and  demanded  passage  money 
or  a  ticket,  which  being  refused,  the  plaintiff 
was  ejected  from  the  train.  The  court  says: 
"Then  the  question  arises,  Was  the  plaintiff 
entitled  to  ride  on  a  subsequent  train,  not  hav- 
ing the  proper  stop-over  check,  or  was  the  sec- 
ond conductor  justified,  under  the  circum- 
stances, in  putting  him  off  the  train  when  he 
refused  to  pay  his  fare?  ...  He  was  per- 
fectly justified  in  electing  plaintiff  from  his 
train  when  plaintiff  had  no  proper  voucher, 
produced  no  sufficient  evidence  of  his  right  to 
ride  thereon,  and  refused  to  pay  fare,  and  he 
himself  was  igntrant  of  the  transaction  be 
tween  plaintiff  and  Conductor  Sherman  [the 
first  conductor].  It  seems  to  us  there  was  no 
other  course  for  him  to  pursue  under  the  rules 
of  the  company,  for  he  was  certainly  not  bound 
to  take  the  plaintiff's  word  that  he  had  paid 
his  fare,  and  that  8herman  bad  made  a  mistake 
in  not  giving  him  a  stop-over  check.  It  is  ap- 
parent that  the  right  of  plaintiff  to  ride  on  the 
train  without  a  proper  voucher,  and  the  right 
of  the  second  conductor  to  eject  him  for  want 
of  said  voucher,  were  inconsistent  rights. 
Each  could  not  coexist  at  the  same  time.  Mis- 
take or  fault  of  the  conductor  in  not  giving 
him,  on  request,  such  a  check,  would  not  give 
him  a  lawful  right  to  ride  on  the  second  train, 
though  he  might  require  damages  against  the 
company  for  the  wrongful  act  of  the  first  con- 
ductor.* 

In  Bradshaw  v.  8outh  Bottom  R  Oo.%  185 
Mass.  407,  the  court  says:  "It  is  no  hardship 
upon  the  passenger  to  put  upon  him  the  duty 
of  seeing  to  it  in  the  first  instance  that  he  re- 
ceives and  presents  to  the  conductor  a  proper 
ticket  or  check,  or,  if  he  falls  to  do  this,  to 
leave  him  to  his  remedy  against  the  company 
for  a  breach  of  its  contract.  Otherwise  the 
conductor  must  investigate  and  determine  the 
question  as  best  he  can  while  the  car  is  on  its 
passage.  The  circumstances  would  not  be  fa- 
vorable for  a  correct  decision  in  a  doubtful 
case."  See  also  Mother  v.  8t.  Louie,  1.  M.  db 
8.R  fo.  28  Fed.  Rep.  836;  Hall  v.  Memphis 
db  G.  R.  Co.  15  Fed.  Rep.  67;  Petrie  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  42  N.  J.  L.  440;  Atcfiiton,  T. 
db8.  F  R  Co.  v.  OanU,  88  Kan.  618;  Chica- 
go, B.  db  O.  R.  Co.  y.  Oriffln,  68  111.  490;  Shel- 
ton  v.  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8.  R  Co.  20  Ohio  St. 
214;  Louisville  db  N.  A.  R  Go.  v.  Fleming,  14 
Lea,  128;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Connell.  112 
III.  205;  Prince  v.  International  db  0.  N.  R. 
Co.  64  Tex.  146;  Hufford  v.  Grand  Rapids  db 
I.  R.  Co.  58  Mich.  118;  Downs  v.  New  York  db 
N.  H.  R.  Go.  86  Conn.  287;  Jerome  v.  Smith, 
48  Vt.  280. 
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On  tbe  other  band,  the  contention  for  the 
plain  tiff  is  that  when  be  paid  bis  fare  from 
Portland  to  Grant's,   upon  the  representation 
and  prpmise  of  the  conductor  that  he  could 
stop  over  at  The  Dalles  and  ride  upon  the  next 
train,  and  the  conductor  delivered  to  him  a 
drawback  check  with  a  receipt  for  the  money 
indorsed  on  the  back  thereof,  and  that,  in  pur- 
suance of  such  agreement  and  promise,  he, 
having  stopped  over,  and  then  gone  upon  the 
second  train  without  notice  ot  any  contrary 
regulation  until  after  he  commenced  bis  Jour- 
ney, was  not  compelled  to  pay  fare  or  leave 
the  train,  but  that  he  was  lawfully  there,  and 
might  stand  upon  his  rights,  and,  if  wrongfully 
ejected  by  the  conductor,  he  could  recover 
damages  for  any  injuries  which  he  suffered  in 
consequence  of  such  ejection.     Upon  the  facts 
there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  rales  or  regulations  of  the 
Company,  and,  as  the  agreement  for  a  ticket 
with  the  right  to  stop  over  was  made  before 
the  ticket  was  delivered,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
be  deemed  to  have  assented  to  any  part  of  the 
contract  expressed  by  the  ticket  different  from 
that  made  with  the  conductor.     Ajb  he  wished 
to  make  his  journey  over  the  road  on  different 
trains  to  accommodate   his  business  engage- 
ments, the  conductor  must  be  supposed  to  nave 
known  what  the  rules  and  regulations  required 
in  respect  to  the  matter  upon  which  he  desired 
information     He  was  the  person  appointed  by 
the  Company  to  impart  the  information  asked, 
and  to  sell  and  deliver  to  him  a  ticket  as  evi- 
dence of  his  right  to  ride.    This  agent  assures 
him  that  be  can  pay  his  fare  to  Grant's  8tation, 
and  that  he  can  stop  over  at  the  place  desig- 
nated, and  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  his  rep- 
resentations, pays  his  fare.    His  ticket  is  not 
delivered  to  him   immediately   for  want  of 
change,  and  not  until  some  twenty  minutes 
after  his  contract  or  understanding  of  permis- 
sion to  stop  over  was  made,  showing  that  he 
parted  witb  bis  money  in  reliance  upon  the 
contract  made  or  permission  given,  and  not 
upon  a  ticket  which  be  bad  not  seen,  express- 
ing different  terms,  or  terms  inconsistent  with 
his  right  to  pursue  his  Journey  upon  the  next 
train.    When  the  ticket  was  delivered  to  him, 
supposing  that  it  is  sufficient,  or  that  the  con- 
ductor whose  duty  it  was  to  furnish  it  would 
deliver  one  conforming  to  their  engagement, 
and  relying  upon  his  contract  as  made,  he  puts 
the  ticket  into  bis  pocket  without  observing  its 
terms,  or  that  it  expressly  limits  his  right  to 
ride  on  that  day  and  train  only,  and  stops  over 
at  The  Dalles;  and  when  he  commences   bis 
Journey  on  ibe  next  train,  and  his  ticket  is  de- 
manded of  him,  he  is  informed  by  the  conduc- 
tor that  it  is  insufficient,  when  he  explains  to 
him  the  contract  he  made  with  the  other  con- 
ductor, and  that  be  is  on  that  train  in  pursu- 
ance of  his  assurances  and  contract,  but  the 
second  conductor  refuses  to  receive  bis  expla- 
nations, and  demands  of  him  the  payment  of 
his  fare,  or  the  alternative  of  leaving  the  train, 
both  of  which  he  refuses  to  do,  claiming  that 
he  is  lawfully  upon  the  train,  and   resisting 
with  force  his  expulsion  from  it.    Under  such 
circumstances,  the  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
contract  established  tbe  relation  of  passenger 
and  carrier,  and,  if  tbe  ticket  furnished  by  its 
agent  was  insufficient  to  notify  the  second  con- 
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ductor  of  his  right  to  travel  on  that  train,  that 
it  was  the  negligence  of  the  other  conductor, 
and  that  he,  being  without  fault,  bad  a  lawful 
right  to  travel  on  that  train,  and  might  resist 
his  ejection,  and,  if  ejected,  he  could  recover 
damages  for  any  injury  which  he  suffered  by 
reason  of  such  ejection. 

In  support  of  this  contention  numerous  au- 
thorities are  cited,  to  which  it  is  not  possible  to* 
make  full  reference.  Perhaps  as  strong  a  case- 
as  any  is  Read  v.  Georgia  Pac.  EL  Co.,  79  Ga. 
858,  which,  like  the  case  at  bar,  was  an  action 
in  tort  for  the  expulsion  of  tbe  plaintiff  from* 
the  cars  of  the  defendant.  By  some  negli- 
gence of  the  company's  agent  the  plaintiff's- 
ticket  was  not  stamped  or  signed  as  required 
by  the  conditions  of  the  ticket  and  the  regula- 
tions of  the  company.  He  presented  tbe  tick- 
et for  his  fare,  but  ft  was  refused  by  the  con- 
ductor, and  for  bis  expulsion  the  court  held 
that  he  could  recover  "his  proper  damages  of 
all  sort,"  and  among  other  things  saying:. 
"The  company  could  no  more  be  heard  to  say 
that  an  error  was  committed  by  its  agent,  re- 
sulting in  a  breach  of  duty  on  its  part  to  the 
plaintiff,  than  it  can  be  beard  to  say  that  an 
error  was  committed  by  its  own  action.  .  .  . 
He  [the  plaintiff]  had  a  right  to  assume- 
that  all  these  agents  understood  their  duties- 
and  would  perform  them;  and,  if  be  performed 
his,  he  could  stand  upon  his  contract,  and  up- 
on his  relation  as  a  passenger  which  the  con- 
tract generated." 

In  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Oo.  v.  Jrfcs,  64 
Md.  68,  the  plaintiff  had  gone  upon  one  of  the- 
trains  of  the  company  with  a  proper  ticket,  and 
the  conductor  canceled  it  by  mistake,  but 
afterwards  attempted  to  correct  it,  and  assured 
tbe  plaintiff  that  it  would  be  all  right,  and  that 
he  could  ride  upon  it  on  the  next  train  in  that 
condition.  It  was  not  properly  corrected,  and 
when  the  plaintiff  went  upon  the  returning 
train  and  presented  the  ticket  tbe  conductor  re- 
fused to  take  it,  and  the  plaintiff,  refusing  to- 
pay  his  fare  or  leave  the  train,  was  expelled 
therefrom.  The  court  says:  "The  return 
coupon  was  canceled  through  the  mistake  of 
the  conductor.  This  error  be  attempted  to  cor- 
rect, and  informed  plaintiff  that  it  was  all  right. 
The  latter  bad  a  right  to  rely  on  this  assur- 
ance, and  that  the  ticket  for  which  he  had  paid 
his  money  entitled  him  to  return  to  Wilming- 
ton. If  the  servants  of  the  appellant,  under 
such  circumstances,  laid  their  hands  forcibly 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  compelled  him  to  leave* 
the  car,  there  was  not  merely  a  breach  of  con- 
tract on  the  part  of  the  company,  but  an  un- 
lawful interference  with  the  person  of  the- 
plaintiff  and  an  indignity  to  his  feelings  for 
which  an  action  will  lie,  and  for  which  he  is- 
entitled  to  be  compensated  in  damages.  Huch 
is  the  well-settled  law  of  this  State  and  of  thia 
country.  Tbe  mistake  by  which  plaintifTa 
ticket  was  canceled  was  the  mistake  of  the  ap- 
pellant's servants,  and  it  must  abide  the  conse- 
quences." 

In  Buford  v.  Grand  Rapids  db  I.  R.  6b.,  64 
Mich.  681,  the  plaintiff  purchased  in  good 
faith  of  the  ticket  agent  a  genuine  ticket,  issued 
by  the  company,  which  tbe  agent  had  a  right 
to  sell,  covering  the  distance  between  two  sta- 
tions, and  was  informed  by  the  agent  that  it 
"was  good,  and  entitled  him  to  ride  between 
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said  stations.*  The  court  says:  "When  the 
plaintiff  told  the  conductor  on  the  train  that 
he  had  paid  his  fare,  and  stated  the  amount  he 
paid  to  the  agent  who  gave  him  the  ticket  he 
presented,  and  told  him  it  was  good,  it  was  the 
-duty  of  the  conductor  to  accept  the  statement 
•of  the  plaintiff  until  he  found  out  that  it  was 
not  true,  no  matter  what  the  ticket  contained 
in  words,  figures  or  other  marks."  See  also 
Toledo,  W.  £  W.R.  Co.  v.  McDonough,  58  Ind. 
-289;  Burnhamv.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co.  68  Me. 
298;  Hamilton  v.  Third  Ave.  B.  Co.  58  N.  T. 
35;  Palmer  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &A.  B.  Co.  8  8. 
C.  580;  Lake  Brie  &  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Fix,  88  Ind. 
481;  English  v.  Delaware  AH.  Canal  Co.  66  N. 
Y.  454;  TarbeU  v.  NorVwm  Cent  B.  Co.  24 
Hun,  58. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  plaintiff  never  had 
any  valid  ticket  or  evidence  of  his  right  to  ride 
or  travel  on  the  train  from  which  he  was  ex- 
pelled.   His  ticket  was  not  even  apparently 
valid  on  its  face  when  offered,  and  is  not  with- 
in the  principle  or  reason  of  some  of  the  cases 
•cited  in  support  of  his  contention.    That  he  had 
paid  his  fare  to  his  destination,  and  that  the 
•conductor  represented  that  he  might  stop  over 
At  The  Dalles,  may  be  admitted,  but  the  ticket 
he  received  furnished  no  evidence  of  that  per- 
mission, was  inconsistent  with  it,  and  when 
offered  it  was  after  the  right,  according  to  its 
terms,  had  expired  to  travel  upon  it.    It  is  not 
the  case  of  a  passenger  with  a  valid  ticket  en- 
titling him  to  a  ride  on  the  train  from  which 
he  was  ejected,  or  with  such  a  ticket  as  he  was 
required  to  have,  and  by  some  mistake  or  fault 
of  the  conductor  wrongly  canceled,  as  in  Phil 
-adelphia,  W.  &B.  B.   Co.  v.  Bice,  64  Md.  68; 
or  surrendered  to  the  proper  agent  of  the  Com- 
pany on  demand,  and  receiving  back  what  the 
Agent  believed  to  be  the  proper  evidence  of  a 
right  to  ride  on  it,  and  when  presented  to  the 
other  conductor  refused,  despite  the  explana- 
tions offered,  as  in  Lake  Brie  dh  W.  B.  Co.  v. 
Fix,  88  Ind.  884;  or  as  in  Toledo,  W.  6W.  B 
Co.  v.  McDonough,  58  Ind.  298;  or  where  the 
ticket  appears  upon  its  face  to  be  good,  al- 
though not  a  regular  ticket,  but  which  the 
ticket  agent  assures  the  passenger  is  sufficient, 
■after  his  attention  has  been  recalled  to  it,  and 
is  afterwards  refused   by  the   conductor  on 
the  train,  as   in   Hufford  v.  Grand  Rapids 
d  1.  B  Ob.,  58  Mich.   118,  64  Mich.   681, 
or  where  the  plaintiff  has  paid  his  fare,  and 
4  be  same  conductor  to  whom  be  paid  it  asks 
for  it  again,  and  insists,  unless  it  is  paid, 
that  be  would  put  the  plaintiff  off,  and  the 
latter,  refusing  to  pay,  is  forcibly  ejected  from 
the  train,  as  in  English  v.  Delaware  <k  H.  Canal 
'  o.,  66  N.  Y.  454;  or  where  the  plaintiff  was 
not  guilty  of  any  negligence  in  accepting  his 
ticket,  but  carefully  examined  it,  saw  every- 
thing there  was  on  it,  and  received  explanation 
of  the  meaning  of  the  punched  holes,  and  as- 
surances that  the  ticket  in  the  condition  in 
which  it  was  would  be  good  for  the  trip,  and 
the  conductor  refused  to  receive  it,  as  in  Mvr- 
dock  v.  Boston  6  A.  BGo.,  187  Mass.  298,  and 
in  some  other  cases  cited  which  might  be  dis- 
tinguished.   It  is  true  that  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  some  of  the  authorities  cited  is  in 
conflict  with  the  contention  for  the  defendant, 
-and,  while  I  own  some  reluctance,  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  weight  of  authority  and  reason,  as 
19L.R.A. 


applicable  to  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  this 
record,  is  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  passenger  to 
pay  his  fare  or  quietly  to  leave  the  train  when 
requested,  if  he  has  not  the  proper  ticket,  and 
resort  to  his  appropriate  remedy  for  tbe  dam- 
ages he  has  sustained;  but  that  if  he  attempts 
to  retain  his  seat  without  paying  his  fare,  and 
is  expelled  by  the  conductor,  he  can  recover  no 
damages  for  the  injuries  incurred  by  the  ex- 
pulsion. This  result  will  tend  to  avoid  un- 
seemly struggles  occurring  on  railroad  trains, 
usually  filled  with  passengers,  including 
women  and  children,  and  thereby  prevent 
breaches  of  the  peace,  and  at  the  same  time  will 
fully  protect  the  passenger  by  making  the 
Company  responsible  for  all  damages  resulting 
from  any  breach  of  its  cod  tract.  It  is  not  dis- 
puted that  the  business  of  ejecting  the  plaintiff 
was  extremely  disagreeable  to  the  conductor, 
and  that  he  made  considerable  effort  to  induce 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  his  fare  or  peaceably  to  leave 
the  train,  but  that  the  plaintiff  not  only  insisted 
on  being  put  off  by  force,  but  resisted  with  all 
the  force  he  could  command.  It  is  hardly 
necessary  to  say  that  no  reference  is  intended 
to  apply  to  agents  of  the  company  who  act 
wantonly  or  willfully  or  maliciously,  or  that  a 
trespasser  upon  a  train  can  be  treated  in  a  will- 
ful, wanton  or  malicious  manner. 

2.  The  motion  for  nonsuit  was  based  prin- 
cipally upon  the  idea  that  the  evidence  for  the 
defendant  was  the  only  evidence  in  the  case, 
and  that  this  so  conclusively  showed  tbat  the 
defendant  had  leased  its  road  and  ceased  to  op- 
erate it  at  the  time  of  tbe  injury  tbat  the  court 
erred  in  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury.  The 
stipulation  and  pleadings  admit  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  owner  of  the  road.  When  it 
is  admitted  that  a  railroad  company  is  the  owner 
of  a  railroad  then  being  operated,  a  presump- 
tion arises  that  the  same  is  operated  by  the 
company  owning  it,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  such  company  to  show  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Jury  that  such  is  not  the  fact  Thus  in 
Ferguson  v.  Wisconsin  Cent.  B.  Co.,  68  Wis.  145, 
the  court  says:  "When  a  railroad  company 
owns  a  railroad  in  operation,  bearing  the  name 
of  the  company,  the  presumption  is  tbat  such 
company  operates  it,  and  in  order  to  relieve 
itself  from  liabilities  for  injuries  to  persons 
upon  such  road,  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
employes  operating  the  same,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  it  to  show  tbat  it  does  not  operate 
tbe  same."  Nor,  is  it  disputed  but  that  at 
common  law  tbe  general  rule  was,  where  un- 
impeached  witnesses  testify  distinctly  and  pos- 
itively to  a  fact  and  are  uncontradicted  their 
testimony  was  to  be  credited,  and  to  have  the 
effect  of  overcoming  a  mere  presumption. 
"  But  this  rule,"  as  Rapallo,  J.,  observed,  "  is 
subject  to  many  qualifications."  Elwood  y. 
Western  V.  Teleg.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  558.    OurCode 

Srovides  that  the  lury  "  are  not  bound  to  find 
i  conformity  with  the  declarations  of  any 
number  of  witnesses,  which  do  not  produce 
conviction  in  their  minds,  against  a  less  num- 
ber, or  against  a  presumption,  or  other  evidence 
satisfying  their  minds/'  Hill's  Code,  §  845. 
subd.  2.  This  seems  to  indicate,  as  was  con- 
tended, that  where  a  presumption  arises  in  any 
case  tbe  jury  are  not  bound  to  believe  the  dec- 
larations of  a  witness,  or  a  number  of  thein, 
contradicting  the  presumption,  but  that  the* 
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credibility  of  such  ■witness  or  witnesses  then 
becomes  a  question  for  them,  and,  if  they  are 
Dot  satisfied  of  the  truthfulness  of  the  evidence 
of  such  witnesses,  they  are  not  bound  to  believe 
it,  but  may  find  in  accordance  with  the  pre- 
sumption. The  execution  of  the  lease  is  ad- 
mitted, but  the  transfer  and  possession  under  it 
are  disputed,  and  the  establishment  of  that  fact 
is  dependent  upon  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Cook- 
inffbam,  and  certain  telegrams  and  circulars 
offered  through  him  for  that  purpose.  The 
lease  itself  purports  to  have  been  executed  in 
April,  1887,  and  before  the  statute  for  its  au- 
thorization bad  eone  into  effect;  but,  waiving 
this,  the  truth  of  the  transfer  and  possession, 
which  ought  to  have  been  clear  and  decisive, 
was  vague  and  unsatisfactory.  From  the  nat- 
ure of  the  circumstances,  and  as  Mr.  Cooking- 
ham  stood  related  to  them,  it  was  not  possible 
for  him  to  testify  positively  or  distinctly  as  to 
this  transaction.  Nor  do  the  telegram  and  cir- 
cular relied  upon  to  establish  the  transfer  and 
possession,  aided  by  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Cookingbam,'  render  the  proof  in  that  regard 
much  more  definite  and  satisfactory.  Owing 
to  their  vagueness  as  applied  to  the  subject 
matter  in  dispute,  without  his  testimony  they 
are  of  little  value  as  evidence.  Much  that  he 
testifies  to  is  but  hearsay,  much  mere  conclu- 
sions, and  as  to  what  may  be  regarded  as  rel- 
evant, it  was  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  his  statements  in  respect 
thereto,  and  bis  credibility.    Taking,  then, 


into  consideration  the  presumption  of  operation* 
of  the  road  from  its  ownership,  and  in  addition* 
thereto  that  the  stock  contract  upon  which 
plaintiff  shipped  his  cattle  and  rode  to  Portland* 
was  drawn  tn  the  name  of  the  defendant  Com- 
pany,  and  signed  by  the  agent,  as  the  agent  or 
the  defendant,  for  that  Company;  that  the  let- 
tering upon  its  cars  and  tickets,  drawback 
checks,  and  other  writings,  etc.,  were  likewise* 
in  the  name  of  the  defendant  Company;  to-. 

S ether  with  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff, 
eepingin  mind  that  the  jury  are  the  judges  of 
the  credibility  of  the  witnesses, — it  would  be 
difficult  on  this  record  to  assign  any  just  or  legal- 
reason  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury. 
Leaving  out  of  view  the  question  of  credibility, 
before  a  withdrawal  of  a  case  from  a  jury  can* 
be  justified,  the  facts  of  the  case  should  not  only . 
be  undisputed,  but  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
from  them  indisputable.  But,  whether  the- 
facts  be  disputed  or  undisputed,  if  different 
minds  may  honestly  draw  different  conclusions 
from  them  the  case  should  be  properly  left  to- 
the  jury.  Detroit  A  Jf.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Stein- 
burg,  17  Mich.  99;  Sioux  City  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stout,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  657,  21  L.  ed.  745. 

Upon  this  point  we  think  there  was  no  error 
in  refusing  the  motion  for  nonsuit.  But  in  view 
of  the  considerations  already  expressed  the- 
judgment  is  reverted,  and  the  plaintiff  remitted 
to  his  remedy  in  accordance  therewith. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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BIRMINGHAM  MINERAL  R.  CO..  Appt., 

v. 
Hannah  JACOBS,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  Peter  Ja- 
cobs, Deceased. 

(.—Ala ) 

1.  A  dummy  railroad  operated  by 
steam  and  running  beyond  the  lines  of 
a  municipality*  organized  under  Acts  Feb. 
25,  1887,  which  authorize  corporations  to  con- 
struct suck  roads  in  a  city  or  town  and  also  "upon 
any  of  the  public  roads  of  any  county,"  upon 
such  terms  and  in  such  manner  as  may  be  author- 
ized by  the  city  and  county  authorities  respective- 
ly, is  a  "railroad"  within  the  meaning  of  Code, 
1 1145,  requiring  trains  to  be  stopped  within  100 
feet  of  a  place  where  it  crosses  the  track  of  an- 
other railroad. 

8.  It  is  no  excuse  for  failure  to  step  a 
railroad  train  within  100  feet  of  a  place  where 
the  track  crosses  another  railroad,  as  required  by 
statute,  that  the  rear  of  the  train  would  thus  be 
left  standing  across  another  track. 

8*  Proof  that  an  act  was  negligently 
done  will  not  sustain  a  charge  that  it  was  will- 
fully done. 
(Stone,  Oh.  X,  and  Clopton,  J.,  dissent  from  propo- 

(MayJB,  189L) 


I  A  PPEAL  bv  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
A  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County  ir> 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  resulting 
in  death  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by- 
defendant's  wrong-doing.     Reversed. 

The  deceased  was  an  engineer  of  the  Ensley 
Railway  Company.  His  death  was  caused  by 
a  collision  between  defendant's  train  and  the- 
engine  upon  which  deceased  was  at  work,  at  a 
point  where  the  tracks  of  the  two  companies- 
crossed  each  other. 

The  other  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Messrs.  Hewitt,  Walker  *  Porter  for 
appellant. 

Messrs.  Bowman  &  Harsh  for  appellee. 

Coleman,  J.,   delivered  the  opinion  or 
the  court: 

The  important  question  involved  in  this- 
case  is  whether  the  Ensley  Railway  Company 
is  a  railroad  within  the  meaning  of  section 
1145  of  the  Code  of  1886.  which  reads  as  fol 
lows :    u  When  the  tracks  of  two  railroads 
cross  each   other,   engineers  and  conductors 
must  cause  the  trains  of  which  they  are  in, 
charge  to  come  to  a  full  stop  within  100  feet 


Not*.  -Railroads,  crossing  lines:  regulations  by  staU 


Statutes  in  relation  to  penalties  for  failure  of  a 
railroad  company  to  stop  its  trains  before  crossing: 
another  railroad,  are  constitutional.  Mix  v.  Illinois 
Oent.B.Oo.8West.Bm>  m  116  111.  508. 

12L.R.A. 


Railroads,  duty  at  crossings.  Seenototto  Ftetoher- 
v.  Fitohburg  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  8  L.  R.  A.  748;  Becker. 
Missouri  Pac.  EL  Oo.  (Mo.)  9  L.  B.  A.  107. 

Warning  on  approach  to  crossing,  slackening 
speed.    See  notes  toRupard  v.  Chesapeake  *  O.  R» 
Go.  (Ky.)  7  L.  R.  A.  816;  Beck©  v.  Missouri  Pac.  H.~ 
Co.  nupra. 
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of  such  crossing,  and  not  proceed  until  they 
know  the  way  to  be  clear.  It  is  contended 
that  this  law  does  not  apply  to  the  Ensley 
Railway  Company.  The  purpose  of  the  Stat- 
ute was  to  guard  against  collisions  at  these 
crossings.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Code 
of  1886,  the  distance  within  which  trains  were 
required  to  stop  was  60  feet,  and  the  distance 
was  extended  to  100  feet  on  account  of  the 
difficulty  of  controlling  the  large  engines  and 
heavily  loaded  trains.  The  purpose  of  the 
Statute,  as  we  have  said, is  to  prevent  collis- 
ion, and  the  fact  that  some  engines  and 
trains,  by  reason  of  their  structure  and  ap- 
pliances are  more  easily  managed  than  others, 
and  may  be  stopped  within  a  distance  of  20, 
80  or  50  feet,  is  no  reason  why  the  law  should 
not  apply  to  them.  It  may  be  conceded  in 
argument  that  there  are  many  sections  in  the 
Code  applicable  to  railroads  which  do  not 
and  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  street 
rai  1  ways.  We  bold  that  the  Ensley  Rai  1  way 
Company  is  not  a  street  railway,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  statutes 
which  provide  for  the  incorporation,  organi- 
zation and  government  of  street  railways, 
but  that  it  is  a  "railroad  company,"  within 
the  meaning  of  section  1178  of  the  Code  of 
1886.  The  constitutional  provision  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "  No  street  passenger  railway  shall  be 
constructed  within  the  limits  of  any  city' or 
town  without  the  consent  of  its  civil  authori- 
ties. n    Code,  p.  40,  §  34. 

The  statute  laws  pertaining  to  street  rail- 
ways are  found  in  chapter  7,  title  1,  of  the 
Code  of  1886,  beginning  with  section  1608 
and  ending  with  section  1612,  and,  so  far  as 
respects  the  question  under  consideration,  are 
substantially  the  same  as  section  1917  to  1929, 
inclusive,  of  the  Code  of  1876.  Section  1608 
of  the  Code  of  1886  reads  as  follows :  u  Cor- 
porations for  constructing,  maintaining  and 
operating  street  railways  in  a  town  or  city 
may  be  formed  in  the  mode  prescribed,  and 
have  the  capacity  and  powers  in  this  chapter 
expressed. "  It  is  evident  from  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  from  this  section  and  those  which 
follow,  that  street  railways  here  intended  are 
only  those  to  be  formed,  maintained,  and  ope- 
rated in  a  town  or  city.  The  phraseology  of  the 
law,  the  location,  uses  and  purposes  contem- 
plated of  street  railways,  and  their  subjection 
to  municipal  ordinance,  lead  to  this  conclusion. 

The  Ensley  Railway  Company  is  not  in- 
cluded within  this  class  of  corporations,  or 
within  the  meaning  of  u street  railways,"  as 
denned  by  Elliott,  in  his  excellent  work  on 
Roads  ana  Streets.  See  pages  557-560.  Its 
lines  extend  beyond  municipal  corporation 
control,  and  its  corporate  existence,  authority 
and  powers  are  not  derived  from  or  subject 
to  municipal  regulations.  It  was  incorpor- 
ated and  organized  by  virtue  of  an  Act  of  the 
Legislature  adopted  February  25,  1887,  page 
144.*  Until  the  adoption  of  this  Act,  there 
was  no  law  which  authorized  the  formation 
of  a  corporation  like  that  of  the  Ensley  Rail- 
way Company.    The  second  section  of  the 


♦This  Act  provides  the  manner  in  which  M  any 
number  of  natural  persons,  associating-  to  form  a 
corporation  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  and 
ueinjr  a  street  railroad  in,  or  in  and  near,  or  be- 
tween, any  of  the  cities  or  towns  of  this  State " 
may  be  incorporated.    ptep.1 

12  L.  R.  A 


Act  reads  as  follows :    "  Sec.   2.    Be  it  fur- 
ther enacted  that  section  1921  of  the  Code 
of  Alabama  be  amended  so  as  to  read  as  fol- 
lows,   namely:     'Sec.   1021.    Road  located 
by  authorities  of  cities  or  towns  and  counties ; 
power  to  make  and  alter  contracts:    Such 
corporation  shall  have  power  to  construct, 
maintain  and  use  a  street  railroad  upon  the 
streets  and  upon  the  lines  and  between  the 
termini  named  in  the  certificate  in  any  city 
or  town,  upon  such  terms  and  in  such  man- 
ner as  may  be  authorized  by  the  ordinance  or 
other  lawful  act  of  the  proper  authorities  of. 
such  city  or  town,  and  upon  any  of  the  pub- 
lic roads  of  any  county,  upon  such  terms  and 
in  such  manner  as  may  be  so  authorized  by 
the  proper  authorities  of  such  county;  and 
such  railroad  company  may  contract  with 
such  counties,  cities,  or  towns  therefor,  and 
the  contract  may  be  altered  when  both  par- 
ties agree  to  the  change. '"    Before  the  adop- 
tion of  this  Act,  it  must  be  admitted  there- 
were  no  street  railways  in  the  State  outside  of 
the  corporate  1  imits  o*f  a  city  or  town,  and  none 
were  contemplated  by  the  then  existing  laws. 
A  railroad  organized  under  this  Act  of  the 
Legislature,  running   beyond  the  corporate 
limits  of  any  city  or  town  and  through  coun- 
ties, is  not,  and  necessarily  cannot  be,  a  street 
railway,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  provisions  of  the  Code  in  regard 
to  street  railways.    Except  as  to  its  termini, 
it  is  entirely  independent  of  municipal  con- 
trol.   It  derives  its  corporate  powers  and  ex- 
istence under  the  Act  of  the  Legislature,  after 
leaving  the  city  boundaries,  by  contract  with 
the  counties  through  which  it  runs.    There  is 
no  limitation  to  the  extent  of  such  a  road. 
Under  its  provisions  a  road  could  be  con- 
structed from  Huntsville  to  Mobile,  travers- 
ing the  entire  length  of  the  State.     There  is 
no  limitation  upon  the  power  and  character  of 
the  propelling  force  or  the  business  to  be  con- 
ducted.   It  is  common  knowledge  that  rail- 
roads  incorporated  under  this  Act,  having 
in  use  heavy  dummy  engines,  run  from  Bir- 
mingham to  Bessemer  City,  and  to  other  parts 
of  the  State,  traversing  wide  scopes  of  conn* 
try  with  regular  stations,  soliciting  patron- 
age, and  competing  with  other  railroads  in 
carrying  both  freight  and  passengers.    The 
very  Act  itself,  in  the  second  section,  no  long- 
er designates  railroads  organized  under  its 
J  provisions,  after  they  leave  the  corporate  Uni- 
ts, as  street  railways,  but  as  "railroad  com- 
panies. "    They  are  engaged  in  the  same  busi- 
ness as  other  roads,  and  propelled  by  the  same 
dangerous  power  of  steam,  and  attended  with 
the  dangers  incident  to  the  operation  of  other 
railroads.     Is  there  any  reason  why  such  roads 
should  not  provide  comfortable  depots  for 
passengers,  in  the  country,   and  have  their 
freight  rates  regulated,    where  they  carry 
freight,  and  be  taxed  as  other  railroads  en- 
gaged in  like  business?    Is  there  any  reason 
why  they  should  not  be  required  to  put  up 
signboards,  and  ring  signal  bells,  and  stop 
their  trains  at  public  road  crossings  and  at 
railroad  crossings,  and  observe  all  the  safe- 
guards required  of  other  railroads  to  prevent 
collisions  and  for  the  protection  of  human 
life?    Is  it  reasonable  to  hold  that,  because 
of  the  structure  of  dummy  engines,  many  of 
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these  regulations  can  be  observed  and  com- 
plied with  by  those  in  control  of  them,  more 
easily  than  other  engines,  therefore  they  shall 
not  obey  tbem  at  all  ?  After  leaving  the  city 
limits,  as  we  have  shown,  they  are  no  longer 
street  railways,  subject  to  municipal  regula- 
tions ;  and  if  not  railroads,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  general  law,  we  may  well  inquire, 
What  kind  of  railroads  are  they  and  by  what 
laws  are  they  governed?  Can  it  be  presumed 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  provide  for 
the  incorporation  of  a  species  of  railroad 
companies  usui  generis"  not  subject  to  any 
law  except  the  common  law  for  common  car- 
riers, while  the  duties  and  liabilities  of  all 
other  railroad  companies  are  regulated  and 
control  led  by  statutoryenactment  T  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  JEnsley  Railway  comes 
directly  within  "railroad  companies"  as  de- 
fined by  section  1178  of  the  Code  of  1886, 
and  which  is  as  follows :  u  Sec.  1178.  Mean- 
ing of  'railroad  company:'  Unless  clearly 
otherwise  apparent  from  the  context,  the  term 
'railroad  company,'  as  used  in  this  chapter 
includes  any  person  or  corporation  owning 
or  operating  a  railroad."  This  Statute  is 
broad  and  comprehensive.  There  is  nothing 
in  this  section  to  indicate  that  the  number 
of  incorporators,  or  the  manner  of  the  or- 
ganization, enters  into  the  definition.  The 
only  exception  is,  where  it  is  tf  clearly  other- 
wise apparent  from  the  context."  We  should 
sav  a  horse- car  is  not  expected  to  carry  a  steam- 
whistle,  and  for  obvious  reasons  would  be 
clearly  excepted.  Section  1145,  which  requires 
engineers  and  conductors  to  stop  their  trains 
where  two  railroads  crosseach  other  is  included 
in  the  chapter  referred  to  in  section  1178. 

The  Act  of  February  28,  1889,  1020,  en- 
larging the  charter,  and  conferring  addi- 
tional powers  on  the  Ensley  Railway  Com- 
pany, strengthens  our  position.  That  Act 
declares,  among  other  things :  "The  Ensley 
Railway  Company  shall  have  and  possess  all 
rights,  powers  and  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties of  the  general  laws  of  this  State  con- 
ferred on  railroad  companies.1*  It  must  be 
admitted  that  this  Act  in  no  way  changes  the 
character  of  the  engines  used,  the  business  of 
the  company,  or  creates  a  necessity  for  hav- 
ing depots,  or  the  ringing  of  bells,  blowing 
of  whistles,  or  stopping  at  public  road  cross- 
ings or  railroad  crossings,  which  did  not 
exist  before  its  passage.  It  cannot  be  con- 
tended that  the  effect  of  this  Act  was  to 
change  the  relation  of  the  road  to  the  cities 
or  towns  in  which  are  located  its  termini,  or 
its  relation  to  the  country  through  which  it 
passes,  and  the  contract  with  the  cities  and 
county  under  which  it  was  incorporated  and 
organized.  The  number  of  incorporators 
and  the  mode  of  organization  remain  the 
same.  The  Act  may  have  been  passed  out 
of  abundant  caution,  or  for  some  purpose 
not  developed  on  this  trial,  but  we  can  see 
no  reason  why  the  Act  of  the  Legislature 
should  brlLg  the  Ensley  Railway  within  the 
definitions  of  u  railroad  companies, "  as  given 
in  section  1178  of  Code  1886,  supra,  which  did 
not  exist  prior  to  its  passage.  There  was 
nothing  in  its  incorporation,  its  motive 
power,  its  business  and  location,  to  exclude 
it  from  this  section.  Whether  the  Act  of  I 
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February  25,  1887,  is  obnoxious  to  the  consti- 
tutional provision  of  article  4,  §  2,  which 
declares  that  "each  law  shall  contain  but 
one  subject,  which  shall  be  clearly  expressed 
in  its  title, "  is  not  determined,  because  it  is 
not  deemed  necessary  to  a  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion before  us.  See  Ex  parte  Reynold*,  87  Ala. 
188 ;  Bx parte  Cowert  (Ala.)  0  South. Rep.  225. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  ques- 
tion, the  majority  of  the  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  trial  court  did  not  err  in 
holding  that  section  1145  of  the  Code  applied 
to  the  Ensley  Railway  Company.  The  court 
is  unanimous  in  all  other  respects. 

Since  writing  the  foregoing  opinion  we 
have  been  furnished  with  a  certified  copy  of 
an  opinion  recently  delivered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Tennessee  in  the  case  of  KaUenbwr- 
ger  v.  Lano,  16  8.  W.  Rep.  611,  by  Lurton, 
J,  In  that  case  the  court  holds  that  dummy 
engines,  whether  operated  within  or  beyond 
the  municipal  limits,  are  subject  to  the  gen- 
eral statutes  regulating  and  prescribing 
duties  for  the  government  of  railroads,  to 
prevent  accidents  and  injuries.  The  court 
uses  the  following  language:  "A  train 
pulled  by  a  small  engine  called  a  'dummy, ' 
although  exclusively  engaged  in  carrying 
passengers,  is  a  railroad,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  prescribing  precautions  to  be 
observed  by  railroads.  The  evil  intended  to 
be  remedied  pertains  as  much  to  this  sort  of 
railways  as  to  the  ordinary  railroads  of  com- 
merce. We  cite  the  case  as  an  authority 
fully  in  accord  with  the  conclusion  reached  by 
a  maj  ori ty  of  this  court.  It  is  unnecessary  for 
us  to  go  further  than  the  principles  declared 
in  our  opinion,  supra ;  and  consequently  we 
express  no  opinion  as  to  whether,  under  our 
statutes,  dummy  enginesoperated  who!  ly  with- 
in and  under  municipal  control  are  subject  to 
the  general  laws  governing  railroad  com- 
panies as  defined  in  section  1178,  Code  1886. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 

Stone,  Oh.  J.: 

The  intestate  of  plaintiff  in  the  court 
below,  Peter  Jacobs,  was  in  charge,  as  en- 
gineer, of  a  dummy  engine  and  train  of  two 
cars,  which  was  making  a  trip  over  the 
dummy  line  between  Birmingham  and  Ensley 
City.  Tbe  track  of  that  Tine  crosses  the 
track  of  the  appellant  corporation,  and,  at 
the  crossing,  intestate,  while  at  his  post 
of  duty,  was  struck  and  killed  by  a  train 
which  was  being  pushed  backward  over  the 
track  of  the  Birmingham  Mineral  Railroad 
Company.  The  suit~is  against  the  railroad 
corporation,  and  charges  that  the  collision 
and  injury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of 
the  Birmingham  Mineral  Company.  Pos- 
sibly the  most  important  charge  of  negli- 
gence consists  in  the  alleged  fact  that  the 
train  of  the  Birmingham  Mineral  *as  not 
brought  to  a  full  stop  within  100  feet  of  the 
crossing  of  the  railroad  and  dummy  tracks. 
Code  1886,  §  1145.  One  defense  to  the  action 
is  contributory  negligence.  The  trial  court, 
in  its  rulings,  treated  the  dummy  line  as  a 
railroad,  within  the  meaning  of  section 
1145  aforesaid.  There  was  a  recovery  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  contended  for  tbe  appellant  corporation 
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4hat  a  dummy  line  is  not  a  railroad,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  8tatute,  and  that  there- 
fore it  owed  no  duty  to  bring  its  train  to  a 
full  stop  before  crossing  the  dummy  track. 
If  this  point  be  well  taken,  there  can  be  no 
•question  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  sev- 
eral of  its  rulings.  But,  as  we  do  not  in- 
tend to  consider  this  question  until  we  shall 
have  disposed  of  the  other  questions  raised, 
we  need  say  no  more  on  this  point  at  this 
place. 

Moving  in  the  direction  the  appellant's 
train  was  coming,  it  would  first  encounter, 
And  must  needs  cross,  the  main  track  of  the 
Kansas  City,  Memphis  &  Birmingham  Rail- 
road Company.  Between  that  track  and  the 
track  of  the  dummy  line  is  a  space  of  only 
$25  feet.  The  approaching  train  consisted 
of  14  cars  besides  the  engine  and  tender, — 
much  longer  than  the  space  between  the 
two  tracks.  The  uncontroverted  testimony  is 
that,  if  the  train  had  stopped  at  any  point 
within  100  feet  of  the  dummy  track,  its  rear 
section  would  have  overlapped  the  track  of 
the  Kansas  City,  Memphis  &  Birmingham 
track  by  four  or  five  car- lengths. — more  than 
100  feet.  This,  it  is  contended,  must  ope- 
rate an  exception  to  the  statutory  require- 
ment, and  relieve  the  Railru*d  Company 
from  the  duty  of  stopping  before  crossing 
the  second  track.  The  Statute  in  question 
is  a  very  wise  and  humane  exercise  of  the 
-state's  police  power.  It  is  of  very  easy  ob- 
servance; and,  if  faithfully  ana  thought- 
fully conformed  to,  no  such  thing  as  a  col- 
lision of  trains  at  a  railroad  crossing  could 
•occur.  Each  train  must  come  to  a  full  stop 
within  100  feet  of  the  crossing  before  at- 
tempting to  cross.  It  must  not  only  be 
brought  to  a  full  stop,  but  it  must  "not 
proceed  until  they  know  the  way  to  be  clear. " 
The  Statute  then  declares  which  road  shall 
have  the  preference  in  crossing,  —the  one  hav- 
ing "the  older  right  of  way.  So  the  duty 
-of  learning  that  the  way  is  clear  before 
proceeding  is  equally  as  binding  as  is  the 
-command  to  come  to  a  full  stop.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  required  stop  is  that  the  situation 
•may  be  taken  in ;  and  if  the  officer  or  agent 
having  control  of  a  train  were  merely  to  go 
through  the  perfunctory  ceremony  of  coming 
to  a  stop,  and  were  then  to  proceed  without 
informing  himself  that  the  way  is  clear,  he 
would  be  as  derelict  in  duty  as  if  he  had 
mot  brought  his  train  to  a  stop.  We  cannot 
adopt  the  interpretation  contended  for.  It 
is  not  within  our  province  to  disregard  so 

ritive  language  of  the  Legislature,  nor 
we  think  policy  points  in  that  direction. 
To  disregard  the  Statute  is  to  make  collis- 
ions possible,  if  not  probable.  To  obey  it 
is  to  render  them  impossible.  If  it  were 
made  a  highly  penal  offense  in  all  persons 
•controlling  trains  who  fail  to  observe  this 
statutory  enactment,  such  collisions  would 
probably  be  much  less  frequent. 

The  first  count  of  the  complaint  charges 
that  the  defendant,  u  by  and  through  its  con- 
ductor, engineer,  servants  and  agents,  neg- 
ligently, wantonly,  recklessly  ana  willfully 
caused,  permitted  and  suffered  its  said  train 
to  run  into  and  against  the  said  engine  upon 
which  plaintiff's  intestate  was  as  aforesaid, 
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knocking  it  off  the  track,  and  so  scalding, 
bruising  and  wounding  plaintiff's  intestate 
that  he  died  in  consequence  thereof."  This 
count  in  terms  charges  that  the  defendant's 
train  was  willful lv  caused  to  be  "run  into 
and  against  the  said  engine"  of  the  dummy 
line.  There  is  no  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  the  collision  was  "willfully  caused"  by 
defendant's  servants,  but  the  trend  of  the 
whole  testimony  repels  such  inference.  The 
defendant's  sixth  charge,  which  was  refused, 
was  confined  to  the  first  count  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  in  effect  asserts  that  the  plaintiff 
failed  to  establish  the  truth  of  that  count. 
This  is  the  identical  question  which  was 
raised  and  ruled  on  in  Johnston's  Gate,  70  Ala. 
486.  While  the  point  may  be  somewhat 
technical,  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  depart 
from  the  nil  ing  then  made.  The  si  xth  charge 
asked  ought  to  have  been  given.  Dickson9 § 
Case,  88  111.  481;  1  GreenT.  Ev.  §§  51,  68; 
(button's  Case,  86  Ala.  120 ;  Ouinan's  Case, 
11  Lea,  08.  The  second  count  does  not 
charge  that  the  defendant  willfully  caused 
the  collision.  The  charge  is  that  the  train 
was  willfully  run  at  a  high  rate  of  speed 
"towards  and  to  said  crossing."  This  is  an 
entirely  different  question,  which  does  not 
fall  within  the  rule  declared  in  Johnston's 
Case,  supra. 

We  recur  to  the  question  first  raised :  Was 
the  Ensley  Railway  a  railroad,  within  the 
meaning  of  section  1145  of  the  Code  of  1886? 
Was  its  track  such  a  one  as  that,  before  cross- 
ing it,  the  train  of  the  defendant  railroad  must 
be  brought  to  a  "full  stop,"  with  no  author- 
ity to  proceed  until  those  having  it  in  charge 
knew  the  way  to  be  clear?  This  question,  it 
would  seem,  does  not  necessarily  depend  on 
a  partial  resemblance  of  the  Ensley  Railway 
to  railroads  proper.  It  depends  on  the  will 
and  intention  of  the  Legislature,  to  be  gath- 
ered from  its  language.  Much  light  will  be 
shed  on  this  subject  by  tracing  our  legisla- 
tive history  which  bears  upon  it.  The  clause 
which  now  constitutes  section  1145  of  the 
Code  of  1886  was  enacted  December  10,  1864. 
Sess.  Acts  1865-66,  p.  77.  That  clause  has 
undergone  no  change  since  its  enactment, 
with  this  exception.  When  first  enacted, 
the  train  was  required  to  be  brought  to  a  full 
stop  within  50  feet  of  every  railroad  cross- 
ing. The  Code  of  1886,  §  1145,  fixes  the 
maximum  of  the  distance  at  100  feet.  There 
is  much  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the 
train  of  the  Birmingham  Mineral  Railroad 
Company  which  collided  with  the  dummy 
engine,  of  which  deceased  was  the  engineer, 
was  not  brought  to  a  full  stop  within  100 
feet  of  the  track  of  the  Ensley  Railway.  So, 
if  the  Ensley  Railway  was  at  the  time  of  the 
collision  (February  22,  1889)  a  railroad, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute,  the  jury 
were  not  without  testimony  on  which  to  find 
that  that  feature  of  plaintiff's  case  was  made 
good.  Our  statutory  provisions  in  reference 
to  the  government,  regulation  and  supervis- 
ion of  railroads  have  been  of  steady  growth, 
dating  far  beyond  the  introduction  of  dummy 
engines  as  tractors  of  street-cars.  They  are 
embodied  in  the  Code  of  1886,  commencing 
with  section  1120  and  ending  with  section 

1 1178.     The  whole  of  chapter  2,  title  12,  pt. 
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1  of  the  Code,  is  devoted  to  this  subject. 
What  is  now  section  1144  of  the  Code  of  1886 
was  enacted  February  6,  1858.  Sess.  Acts,  15. 
It  constitutes  section  1899  of  the  Code  of 
1867,  and  section  1699  of  the  Code  of  1876. 
Section  1145,  as  we  have  seen,  was  approved 
December  10,  1864.  In  tha  Code  of  1867  it 
is  section  1408,  and  in  the  Code  of  1876, 
$  1702.  On  December  29,  1868  (Sess.  Acts, 
462),  the  law  was  approved  requiring  rail- 
road companies  to  erect  at  each  crossing  of  a 
public  road  a  sign,  "  with  large  and  distinct 
letters,1'  giving  notice  of  the  proximity  of 
the  railroad,  etc.  This  Statute  is  embodied 
in  section  1722  of  the  Code  of  1876,  and  is 
section  1146  of  the  Code  of  1886.  One  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  approved  December  10,  1864, 
requires  that  "the  chief  superintendent  of 
every  railroad  shall  instruct  the  engineers 
and  conductors  thereof  as  to  the  provisions  of 
what  now  are  £§  1144.  1145,  of  the  Code  of 
1886.  Code  1867,  $  1405 ;  Code  1876,  §  1708. 
So,  in  the  Act  approved  December  29,  1868, 
it  was  provided  u  that  every  railroad  com- 
pany in  this  State  shall  cause  all  its  trains 
of  cars  for  passengers  to  stop  upon  each  ar- 
rival at  a  station  advertised  by  such  com- 
pany as  a  station  for  receiving  passengers 
upon  such  trains  at  least  one  half  of  one  min- 
ute. w  This  is  section  1721  of  the  Code  of 
1876 ;  section  1157  of  the  Code  of  1886.  Rail- 
roads must  have  proper  depot  accommoda- 
tions "at  each  of  the  passenger  stations  along 
the  line  of  the  railroad. "  Seas.  Acts  1882-88, 
p.  154,  1886-87,  p.  74;  Code  1886,  §  1154. 
The  Act  creating  a  railroad  commission  for 
the  State  of  Alabama  was  approved  February 
26,  1881.  Sess.  Acts,  84.  Its  title  is,  "To 
Provide  for  the  Regulation  of  All  Railroad 
Companies  and  Persons  Operating  Railroads 
in  This  State."  It  was  certainly  intended 
to  apply,  and  does  apply,  to  all  railroads  in 
the  State,  as  the  Legislature  understood  that 
phrase.  The  powers  it  confers  on  the  com- 
missioners are  comprehensive.  They  are  em- 
bodied in  the  Code  of  1886,  §§  1120  to  1143, 
inclusive. 

To  comment  on  all  the  statutory  provisions 
relating  to  the  railroad  commissioners  and 
their  powers  which  apparently  shed  light  on 
the  Question  we  are  now  considering,  would 
swell  this  opinion  unduly.  To  be  fully  com- 
prehended the  entire  Statute  must  be  read. 
Certain  provisions  of  that  Statute,  as  well  as 
many  statutory  provisions  noted  above,  seem 
not  to  be  properly  adapted  to  street  railroads 
or  dummy  lines,  which,  as  a  rule,  are  con- 
structed for  the  transportation  of  passengers 
for  short  and  irregular  distances.  We  will 
mention  only  some  of  the  most  striking  pro- 
visions, in  the  enactment  of  which  the  Leg- 
islature, it  would  seem,  could  not  have  in- 
tended their  application  to  street  railways, 
whether  drawn  by  a  dummy  engine  or  other- 
wise. Section  1145  of  the  Code  requires 
trains  to  be  brought  to  a  full  stop  before 
crossing  another  track.  There  could  be  no 
question  that  the  difficulty  if  not  the  impos- 
sibility of  stopping  an  ordinary  train  of  cars 
on  an  ordinary  railroad  within  any  short  dis- 
tance, and  the  consequent  danger  of  a  collis- 
ion, supplied  the  motive  of  this  enactment. 
That  reason  cannot  apply  to  a  dummy  engine 
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and  its  train,  which,  under  all  the  testimony r 
can  be  stopped  in  from  10  to  80  feet.     Any- 
one reading  sections  1144.  1146,  1154,  1161r 
1164,  will  readily  perceive  their  inapplica- 
bility to  street  railways,  even  though  arawB* 
by  a  dummy  engine ;  and  it  is  not  perceived, 
how  section  1148  can  be  made  to  apply  to- 
street    railways.    If  street  railways  whose- 
cars  are  drawn  by  dummy  engines  are  there 
by  constituted  railroads  under  our  general 
statutory  system,  then  tbey  must  be  brought 
under  all  the  legislative  enactments  for  the 
government  of  railroads.    This   will    sub- 
ject them  not  alone  to  the  legislative  provis- 
ions noted  above.    Its  influence  has  a  much 
wider  sweep.    They  would  cease  to  be  taxa- 
ble as  the  great  bulk  of  property  is  taxed, 
but  must  be  assessed  under  section  494  of  the 
Code  by  the  state  board  of  assessment,  with 
all  the  formality  required  in  that  section. 
Does  the  reason  which  caused  that  enactment 
apply  to  street  railways  and  dummy  lines? 
Again,  if    they  are  railroads  under  our 
Statutes,  they  are  under  the  power  and  juris- 
diction of  the  railroad  commission.    Code, 
8  1129.    They  would  be  required  to  pay  a 
license  tax,  and  their  share  of  the  expenses  of" 
the  railroad  commission,  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  auditor.    Code,  §  1128.    It  would  sub- 
ject their  tracks  to  supervision  by  the  rail- 
road commissioners,   and  require   them   to- 
transport  the  commissioners  free  of  charge. 
Section  1129.    Their  tariff  would  be  subject 
to  revision  by  the  commissioners.     Section 
1180.     Can  it  be  possible  that  dummy  line* 
are  subject  to  the  provisions  requiring  rail- 
roads to  have  "at  each  of  the  passenger  sta- 
tions along  the  line  of  its  railroad    .     .     . 
sufficient  sitting  or  waiting  rooms    .     .     . 
for  passengers  waiting  for  trains,  having  re- 
gard to  sex  and  race,  which  shall  be  suita- 
bly heated  in  cold  weather  and  supplied  with 
sufficient  fresh  drinking  water,   when  pas- 
sengers waiting  for  trains  are  present,  and 
with  sufficient  and  comfortable  seats?"    Sec- 
tion 1154.     Confining  the  legislation  we  are 
discussing  to  railroads  proper,  every  clause 
in  the  54  sections   (1120-1178,  inclusive)   is 
germane   and   proper.     Extending  it  so  as- 
to  take  in  street  railway  service,  no  matter- 
how  propelled,  we  are  forced  to  declare  that 
many  of  the  more  important  provisions  of  the 
Statute  are  wholly  unsuited  to  the  new  serv- . 
ice  assigned  them.     We  are  on  safe  ground 
when  we  give  to  the  Statutes  such  operation 
as  the  Legislature  had,  and  could  only  have 
had  in  contemplation  when  the  Statutes  were 
enacted.    We  should  hesitate  before  extend- 
ing them  to  conditions  essentially  dissimilar. 
The  difficulties  of  interpretation  extend  far- 
ther than  is  suggested  above.    If  street  rail- 
ways which  employ  dummy  engines  as  mo- 
tors are  railroads,   what  are  similar  roads 
whose  coaches  are  propelled  by  electricity 
or  by  animal  power?    The  tracks  are  alike, 
and  the  coaches,  supported  on  flanged  wheels, 
run  only  on  the  rails,  as  do  the  coaches  of 
railroads  proper.     Are  some  street  railways 
"railroads,"  under  our  statutory  system,  and 
others  not?    And,  if  so,  what  class  or  classes- 
are  included,  and  what  excluded?    But  we 
are  not  left  in  doubt  as  to  what  the  Legis- 
lature intended.     The  statutory  provisioi 
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in  reference  to  the  incorporation  of  railroads 
commence  with  section  1578  of  the  Code  of 
1886.  There  must  be  at  least  seven  corpora- 
tors, and  the  declaration  must  be  filed  with 
the  secretary  of  state.  Section  1574.  The 
secretary  of  state  issues  the  commission  to 
open  books  of  subscription  (§  1578),  and 
keeps  a  record  of  it  (§  1579) .  Such  corpora- 
tions have  very  many  and  large  powers 
peculiar  to  railroads  proper,  which  are 
wholly  unadapted  to  dummy  lines.  To  state 
them  In  detail  would  swell  this  opinion  to 
unreasonable  dimensions. 

We  invite  attention  to  the  following  sec- 
tions of  the  Code:  1580-1588,  1586,  1588, 
and  1594.  And  we  also  invite  attention  to 
constitutional  provisions.  Street  railway 
companies  are  treated  as  a  separate  subject, 
and  a  chapter  of  the  Code  is  devoted  to  it, 
commencing  with  section  1608.  Five  or 
more  persons  constitute  the  requisite  number 
of  subscribers  to  obtain  such  incorporation. 
Section  1604.  The  Judge  of  probate  issues 
the  commission  for  opening  books  of  sub- 
scription (%  1605),  and  the  record  of  the  pro- 
ceedings is  made  and  kept  in  his  office 
(§  1607) .  The  powers  of  the  corporation  are 
set  forth  in  section  1608,  and  are  essentially 
unlike  those  conferred  on  railroad  corpora- 
tions proper.  These  statutory  provisions  are 
in  several  respects  unlike  those  theretofore  in 
force.  Code  1876,  §  1917  et  seg.  M  the  ses- 
sion of  the  Legislature  of  1886-87  before  the 
publication  or  the  Code  of  1886,  several  of 
the  statutory  provisions  found  in  the  Code  of 
1876  were  changed.  By  Act  approved 
December  10,  1886,  p.  122,  street  railways 
were  given  the  right  to  condemn  private  prop- 
erty to  corporate  purposes.  By  Act  approved 
February  25,  1887,  p.  144,  sections  1918  and 
1921  of  the  Code  of  1876  were  very  materially 
changed.  The  language  of  these  sections! 
before  the  amendment  authorized  such  incor- 1 
porationsonly  "  in  any  of  the  cities  or  towns 
of  this  State."  The  amendment  enlarged 
the  privilege,  and  authorized  the  formation 
of  such  corporations  "for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  and  using  a  street  railroad  in, 
or  in  and  near,  or  between  any  of  the  cities 
or  towns  of  this  State."  This  is.  in  point 
of  time,  the  first  legislative  authority  for 
constructing  a  street  railroad  outside  of  a 
city  or  town.  It  cannot  operate  on  any  rail- 
roads except  street  railroads,  for  its  caption 
is,  "To  amend  sections  1918  and  1921  of  the 
Code"  and  those  sections  are  in  the  article 
of  the  Code  devoted  exclusively  to  u  street 
railroad  companies."  Any  attempt,  under 
that  caption,  to  legislate  on  any  subject 
other  than  that  of  sections  amended, — street 
railroads, — would  render  the  enactment  un- 
constitutional and  inoperative.  Bx  parte 
Reynolds,  87  Ala.  188;  Ex  parte  Cknoert 
(Ala.)  9  So.  Rep.  225. 

There  was  a  further  amendment  of  sections 
1917  and  1923  of  the  Code  of  1876  by  Act 
approved  February  28,  1887.  Sess.  Acts,  149. 
The  effect  of  this  amendment  was  to  reduce 
the  requisite  number  of  subscribers  or  pro- 
moters of  a  street  railroad  corporation  from 
five  to  three.  All  of  these  enactments  have 
special  reference  to  street  railroads,  and  can- 
not, by  the  most  latitudinous  construction, 
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be  made  applicable  to  railroads  in  the  larger 
sense.  It  will  be  remembered  that  the  col- 
lision which  caused  the  death  of  plaintiff's 
intestate  occurred  February  22,  1889.  Six 
days  afterwards  (February  28,  1889)  the  Act 
was  approved.  tt  To  Amend  and  Enlarge  the 
Character  of  the  Ensley  Railway,  and  to 
Confer  Additional  Powers  on  Said  Corpora- 
tion." Sess.  Acta,  1020.  That  Act,  among 
other  things,  declares  that  "the  Ensley  Rail- 
way shall  have  and  possess  all  the  rights, 
powers,  privileges  and  immunities  by  the 
general  laws  of  this  State  conferred  on  rail- 
road companies. n  Why  was  that  Act  neces- 
sary, or  considered  necessary,  if  the  Ensley 
Railway  was  already  a  u  railroad"  under  the 
general  laws  of  the  State  regulating  railroads 
proper? 

In  the  recent  excellent  work  on  Roads  and 
Streets  by  Elliott  (pp.  580,  557  et  «?.),  there 
will  be  found  a  very  full,  and  in  many  re- 
spects an  able,  discussion  of  the  proper  classi- 
fication of  street  railways  which  extend  be- 
yond the  city  limits,  and  in  some  cases  con- 
nect one  city  with  another.  That  work, 
however,  had  mainly  two  aims  in  handling 
the  question :  first,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
construction  of  a  street  railway  along  a  pub- 
lic street  is  the  imposition  of  a  new  servi- 
tude, for  which  the  owner  of  the  ultimate  fee 
is  entitled  to  additional  compensation ;  and, 
second,  to  what  extent  the  use  of  6team  as  a 
tractor  enters  into  the  inquiry.  The  conclu- 
sion is  reached  that  the  street  railways  which 
employ  only  animal  power  impose  no  addi- 
tional servitude  which  justifies  the  demand  of. 
additional  compensation,  but,  if  steam  be 
used,  then  the  increase  of  annoyance  and  dan- 
ger consequent  upon  it  calls  for  further  dam- 
ages. It  is  further  stated  as  a  reason  for  a 
distinction  that  street  railways  whose  cars  are 
moved  only  by  animals  are  not  clothed  with 
any  powers  of  eminent  domain,  whereas  those 
which  employ  steam  may  condemn  private 
property  for  their  use.  Eminent  domain  is 
purely  an  attribute  of  the  sovereignty,  and 
can  be  exercised  alone  by  it  or  by  some  person, 
natural  or  artificial,  under  legislative  grant  of 
the  power.  With  the  exception  of  a  single 
provision  for  private  roads  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Alabama  (art.  1,  §  24),  it  is  only 
in  promotion  of  enterprises  of  a  public  nature 
that  the  sovereignty  can  exercise,  or  grant 
the  power  to  another  to  exercise,  the  right  of 
eminent  domain.  Sadler  v.  Langham,  84 
Ala.  811.  Can  it  be  maintained  that  street 
railways,  even  those  extending  from  city  to 
city,  if  their  cars  be  moved  by  steam-power, 
possess  this  element  of  public  benefit  which 
authorizes  them  to  invoke  and  employ  the 
sovereign  power  of  eminent  domain,  while 
the  less  pretentious  horse  or  mule  car  can 
aspire  to  no  such  eminence?  No  person, 
natural  or  artificial,  can  assert  the  power  of 
eminent  domain,  unless  that  power  is  con- 
ferred by  legislative  grant,  and  in  some  mat- 
ter which  has  in  itself  an  element  of  acknowl- 
edged public  benefit.  Can  it  be  affirmed 
that  street  railways  which  employ  steam  as 
a  motor  possess  that  element,  and  that  those 
which  employ  horses  or  mules  do  not?  Is 
not  the  true  inquiry,  at  last,  whether  the 
service  accommodates  the  public  with  a  ready 
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and  inexpensive  means  of  transportation, 
within  the  area  of  customary  business  calls, 
and  whether  the  Legislature  has  conferred 
upon  it  the  power  of  eminent  domain? 

We  have  traced  this  legislative  history  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  from  the  incep- 
tion two  systems  have  been  declared, — one 
for  the  regulation  of  railroads  proper,  and 
the  other  for  the  regulation  of  street  railways. 
That  there  is  a  natural,  inherent,  organic 
difference  in  the  two  systems,  and  their 
wants,  we  need  scarcely  assert.  Is  it  not 
necessarily  true  that,  if  some  of  the  provis- 
ions in  reference  to  railroads  apply  to  dum- 
my lines,  all  must  apply  to  them?  By  what 
statutory  authority  can  we  apply  regulations 
to  one  which  are  designed  for  the  other? 
And.  if  we  do  so  apply  them,  to  what  extent 
shall  the  application  be  made?  Who  shall 
determine  this  question,  and  by  what  cri- 
terion shall  it  be  determined?  Is  it  not  safer 
to  leave  this  delicate  duty  to  the  law-mak- 
ing power?  It  may  be  that  it  would  be 
wiser  and  safer  to  require  railroad  trains 
to  be  brought  to  a  full  stop  before  crossing 
a  dummy  track.  Let  the  Legislature  deter- 
mine that  grave  question. 

Whether,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  com- 
plained of  in  this  suit,  the  track  of  the 
Ensley  Railway  Company  was  a  "railroad, 
within  the  meaning  of  section  1145  of  the 
Code,  is  a  question  on  which  the  members 
of  this  court  are  not  agreed.  It  is  contended 
by  the  majority  of  the  court,  as  shown  in 
Judge  Coleman's  opinion,  that  section  1178 
of  the  Code  tends  to  support  their  view. 
That  section  declares  that,  u  unless  clearly 
otherwise  apparent  from  the  context,  the 
term  'railroad  company,'  as  used  in  this 
chapter,  includes  any  person  or  corporation 
owning  or  operating  a  railroad. n  I  think 
that  section  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  ques- 
tion. My  own  opinion  is  that  the  only  ob- 
ject of  that  section  was  to  fasten  responsibil- 
ity on  any  person  or  corporation  operating 
a  railroad,  whether  such  person  or  corpora- 
tion owned  the  road  or  not.  Under  its  provis- 
ions, any  person  having  a  cause  of  action 
traceable  to  the  running  of  the  road,  or  hand- 
ling of  its  rolling  stock,  is  not  necessarily 
confined  to  the  corporation  as  chartered  or  to 
the  owner  of  the  road  for  redress.  He  may 
proceed  against  any  person  or  corporation 


operating  the  road,  if  the  grievance  com- 
plained of  was  suffered  at  the  bands  of  suck 
person  or  corporation,  although  not  the  owner 
of  the  track.  It  is  common  knowledge  that 
railroads  are  sometimes  operated  under  lease, 
and  that  two  or  more  railroad  companies) 
sometimes,  under  an  arrangement  between 
themselves,  use  the  same  track  for  a  part  of 
their  respective  lines.  Under  this  section  of 
the  Statute,  liability  attaches  to  the  par- 
ticular person  or  corporation  whose  breach 
of  conduct  or  tort  is  complained  of.  My 
own  opinion  is  that  section  1145  of  the  Com 
is  a  strong  argument  in  favor  of  my  position. 
Under  its  terms,  it  is  shown  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  the  Ensley  Railway 
Company.  This  is  u  clearly  apparent  from 
the  context. "  That  section  is  part  and  parcel 
of  the  system  established  for  the  government 
of  railroads  proper,  as  we  have  heretofore 
shown.  It  is  both  preceded  and  followed  by 
statutory  provisions  which  are  palpably  in- 
applicable to  the  Ensley  Railway  or  any 
other  dummy  line.  This  is  the  context 
which  makes  it  clearly  apparent  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  chapter  in  which  section  1145 
is  found  do  not  and  cannot  apply  to  the 
Ensley  Railway.  On  the  other  hand,'  the 
Ensley  Railway  was  incorporated,  not  under 
the  Statutes  devoted  to  railroads  and  their 
regulation,  but  under  an  amendment  of  the 
Statutes  devoted  specially  and  separately  to 
street  railways  and  their  regulation.  How 
can  the  conclusion  be  resisted  that  the  con- 
text clearly  shows  that  none  of  the  provisions 
found  in  the  system  devoted  to  railroads 
proper  are  applicable  to  street  railways  or 
dummy  lines  which  are  chartered  under  and 
governed  by  an  entirely  different  statutory 
system,  with  entirely  different  objects, 
powers,  regulations  and  methods  of  service? 

If  regulations  enacted  for  railroads  are 
applicable  to  street  railways  and  dummy 
lines,  why  are  not  the  regulations  of  street 
railways  and  dummy  lines  equally  applica- 
ble to  railroads  proper?  Should  not  the  rule 
work  both  ways,  to  be  consistent? 

My  own  opinions  are  expressed  above,  and 
Judge  Clopton  concurs  with  me.  The  opinion 
of  the  majority  of  the  court  is  expressed  by 
Judge  Coleman.  According  to  that  opinion, 
there  is  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  circuit 
court,  save  the  single  one  pointed  out  above. 
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'John  Peter  EISENLORD,  Appt.t 

e. 
1  David  H.  CLUM  et  al.,  Rtspto. 

<-— N.Y ) 

1.   The  mother  of  an  alleged  Illegiti- 
mate son  has  no  "Interest  in  the  event" 


which  makes  her  Incompetent  under  Code  Civ. 
Proa,  0  880,  to  testify  to  the  fact  of  her  marrlaaw 
with  his  father  in  an  action  by  the  son  to  enforce 
his  claim  as  an  heir  of  his  father. 

8.   A  ndgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 

to  recover  damages  for  the  seduction  of  his 
daughter  is  not  competent  evidenoe  against  her 
son  in  an  action  to  enf oroe  his  claim  to  be  the 
lawful  heir  of  such  Judgment  defendant. 


Nora— Exclusion  of  testimony  against  decedent  on 
ground  of  interest. 
No  person  is  now  disqualified  as  a  witness  because 
of  interest,  except  in  certain  cases  enumerated  Id 
the  Code,  and  whoever  asserts  the  extetenoe  of  the 
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disqualification  must  point  out  the  way  m  which 
the  exception  lies.    Code  Civ.  Proc.  1 828;  Staples  v. 
Fairchlld,  8  N.  7.  41;  Van  Alatyne  v.  Brwine.  U  H. 
Y.  881, 841;  Lobdell  v.  Lobdeli,  88  N.  7. 887. 
At  common  law  the  agent  was  not  incompetent 


See  also  25  L.  R.  A.  477;  47  L.  R.  A.  548. 
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8.  Aw*mm?*dm6lm*mtl&oiMmibm*hmiBmmx*\ 
Had  and  that  »  certain  child  Lb  his  son 
and  heir,  although  not  admissible  to  prove 
marriage  as  part  of  the  res  gestce  when  he  never 
Mved  or  cohabited  with  the  alleged  wife  and 
never  had  anything  to  do  with  the  eon,  are  ad- 
missible as  hearsay  evidence  concerning  pedigree, 
en  the  question  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  son. 

<June8,189L> 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Third  department,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
Montgomery  County  Circuit  in  favor  of  de- 
fendants in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pos- 
session of  certain  real  estate.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Abbott,  for  appellant: 

The  mother  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  competent 
witness  for  all  purposes,  under  section  828  of 
the  Code.  Her  testimony  could  not  be  ex- 
cluded unless  brought  within  the  exceptions 
contained  in  said  section  829.  She  bad  no 
such  '  •interest"  such  as  contemplated  by  that 
section. 

Jackson  v.  Bard,  4  Johns.  280;  Jackson  v. 
Van  Dusenji  Johns.  144;  Van  Rensselaer  ▼. 
Kearny,  52  U.  S.  11  flow.  297,  18  L.  ed.  708; 
Jackson  v.  Brooks,  8  Wend.  481;  Hobart  v. 
Hobart,  83  N.  Y.  80;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  890;  Am- 
ford  t.  EUithrop,  95  N.  Y.  48. 

The  court  erred  upon  the  trial  in  excluding 
the  testimony  as  to  admissions  and  declarations 
of  Dr.  Eisenlord,  in  his  lifetime,  from  time  to 
time,  emphatically  going  to  prove  that  he  had 


been  married  in  his  lifetime  to  Margaret  lipe, 
the  plaintiff's  mother,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  his  son  and  heir. 

Revnold's  Stephen,  Ev.  pp.  42-54;  Abbott, 
Tr.  fiv.  pp.  89-91,  §§  82-84,  and  cases  cited; 
Cow.  &  Hill's  notes,  p.  828,  note  469,  and  cases 
there  cited;  Blackburn  v.  Oraiqford,  70  U.  S. 
8  Wall.  175.  18  L.  ed.  186;  Gaines  v.  New 
Orleans,  78  U.  S.  6  Wall.  642, 18  L.  ed.  950. 

The  record  of  a  Judgment  in  the  supremo 
court  in  an  action  between  John  A.  Lipe* 
plaintiff,  against  Peter  O.  Eisenlord,  defend* 
ant,  brought  by  Lipe  against  the  doctor  for 
the  seduction  of  Lipe's  daughter,  Margaret 
Lipe,  mother  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  wa» 
not  admissible. 

6  Wait,  Act  and  Def.  680,  g  8,  citing  Lan- 
sing  v.  Montgomery,  2  Johns.  882;  Id.  6*1,  $  6, 
767,  §  2.  770,  $  4,  771,  g  5,  784,  §8  25,  26,  785, 
§§  27,  28;  787, 788,  art.  2.  $  1.  8<fe,  g  8. 

Mr.  George  W.  Smith, with  Messrs,  Moss 
rell  &  Spravker,  for  respondent: 

The  judgment  in  the  case  of  Lips  v.  Eisen- 
lord established  the  status  of  Margaret  and 
Eisenlord,  and  that  Margaret  was  the  servant 
of  John  Lipe,  and  unmarried,  and  she  so  tes- 
tified in  that  action. 

Clemens  v.  Clemens,  87  N.  Y.  59;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  525;  Eisenlord  r.  Eisenlord,  49  Hun,  840; 
Pray  v.  Hegeman,  98  N.  T.  851. 

The  marital  relation  could  not  be  established 
by  declarations  of  Eisenlord.  There  was  no 
cohabitation,  no  apparent  marital  relation,  and 
therefore  no  basis  for  allowing  the  testimony 
to  characterize  it. 

Be  Taylor,  9  Paige,  617,  4  L.  ed.  839;  Van 


as  a  witness  because  of  interest  in  an  action  to 
which  his  principal  was  a  party,  where  no  question 
of  exoeedlng  his  powers  as  agent  was  involved. 
Bailey  v.  Ogdeu,  8  Johns.  80S,  480: 1  GreenL  Bv.  18th 
ed.  1 416;  Lowber  v.  Shaw,  5  Mason,  841;  Bioe  v. 
Gove,  88  Pick.  168, 88  Am.  Deo.  784;  Wainwrtght  v. 
8traw,  15  Vt.  815;  Gilpin  v.  Howell.  5  Pa.  41, 46  Am. 
Deo.  780;  Hoffman  v.  DeMhanty,  18  Abb.  Pr.  889; 
Lytle  T.Bond,  40  Vt.  618. 

Since  the  change  in  the  law  in  whloh  the  disquali- 
fication of  interest  was  removed,  no  more  stringent 
rale  Is  applied  now  than  when  the  common  law  ex- 
isted in  iu  rigor.  Hildebrant  V.  Crawford,  65  N.  Y. 
107;  Hobart  v.  Hobart,  68  N.  Y.  80;  Sherman  v. 
8cott,  87  Hun,  881:  Parker  v.  McCunn.  8  N.  Y.  Week. 
Dig.  602;  Wallace  v.  Straus,  118  N.  Y.888. 

The  Interest  that  will  disqualify  a  witness  under 
section  889  of  the  Code  must  be  present,  certain  and 
vested,  not  uncertain,  remote  or  contingent,  and 
must  be  in  the  event  of  the  action,  not  alone  in  the 
questions  involved.  It  must  be  such  that  he  will 
either  gain  or  lose  by  the  direct  legal  operation  and 
effect  of  the  judgment  of  theoourt  disposing  of  the 
facts  in  dispute.  Moore  v.  Oviatt,  86  Hun,  816; 
GreenL  Bv.  9890;  Steele  v.  Ward,  80  Hun,555;  Miller 
v.  Montgomery,  78  N.  Y.  888;  Hobart  v.  Hobart,  68 
N.  Y.  80;  Riddle  v.  Dixson,  8  Pa.  878,  44  Am.  Dec 
807, 810,  note. 

The  provisions  excluding  personal  transactions 
with  a  deceased  person  are  only  enforced  where 
the  case  Is  brought  strictly  within  the  wording  of 
the  Statute;  it  Is  not  enough  that  It  Is  within  Its 
spirit  Severn  v.  National  State  Bank  of  Troy,  18 
Hun,  888. 

It  is  error  to  hold  that  personal  oommunioatlons 
between  the  witness  and  deceased  cannot  be  proved 
for  any  purpose.  Such  evidence  can  only  be  ex- 
eluded  when  it  oonfllots  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Hobart  v.  Hobart,  68  N.Y.  801 
12L.RA. 


The  section  does  not  render  a  parly  incompetent 
as  a  witness  for  all  purposes,  even  in  an  action  by 
an  administrator,  but  only  as  to  personal  transac- 
tions or  communications  between  the  witness  and 
the  deceased.    Ham  v.  Van  Orden,  84  N.  Y.  867. 

The  primary  Intent  of  the  prohibition  is  very 
apparent,  and  is  to  prevent  a  surviving  party  from 
proving  by  his  own  testimony  a  personal  transac- 
tion or  communication  between  himself  and  the  de- 
ceased person,  whloh  but  for  the  prohibition  he 
might  do  without  fear  or  possibility  of  oontradto* 
tion.   Pinney  v.  Orth,  88  N.Y.  447-451. 

Extent  of  the  prohibition. 
It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  prohibition 
does  not  extend  to  conversations  had  between  the 
deceased  and  third  persons  which  were  overheard 
and  listened  to  by  the  witnesses.  Hildebrant  v. 
Crawford,  66  N.  Y.  Ill;  Simmons  v.  Sisson,  86  N.  Y» 
877;  Gary  v.  White,  69  N.  Y.  886. 

Fact  must  be  proved  dtrtcQy. 

A  fact  that  cannot  be  proved  by  a  party  or  inter*- 
ested  person  directly  cannot  be  established  Infer- 
eotlally  from  his  testimony.  Grey  v.  Grey,  47  N. 
Y.  658;  McOotter  v.  Lawrence,  4  Hun,  107;  Johnson 
v.  8ples,  6  Hun,  468;  Jacques  v.  Elmore,  7  Hun,  676$ 
Burnett  v.  Noble,  5  Bedf.  69;  Fisher  v.  Verplanok* 
17  Hun,  150. 

Strict  construction  usually  given  to  section  819. 

A  question  has  often  arisen  as  to  the  strictness1 
with  whloh  section  889  should  be  construed.  In  one 
class  of  cases  it  has  often  been  held  that  If  persons 
whose  testimony  Is  offered  are  dearly  within  the 
reason  and  spirit  of  the  law.lt  Is  sufficient  to  exclude 
their  testimony.  Dewey  v.  Goodenough,  56  Barb. 
54;  Mattoon  v.  Young,  46  N.  Y.  696;  Timon  v.  Glaffy, 
45  Barb.  488;  Van  Tuyl  v.  VanTuyl,  67  Barb.  88* 
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Tuyl  v.  Van  Tuyl,  57  Barb.  285;  Bishop,  Mar. 
and  Div.  §§488,489,541. 

The  offer  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  the  testi- 
mony of  Mrs.  Austin  as  to  personal  transac- 
tions with  the  deceased  was  properly  rejected. 

Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  829;  Eieenlord  v.  Eieen- 
lord, supra;  Lyon  v.  Snyder,  61  Barb.  172; 
Morrill,  Comp.  Witnesses,  28;  Re  Wilson,  4 
Cent.  Rep.  709,  108  N.  Y.  874;  Loder  t. 
Whtlplcy,  111  N.  Y.  289. 

The  evidence  rejected  as  to  the  declarations 
only  relates  to  "a  wife"  not  named,  and  to  the 
child,  except  that  of  Flanders.  He  Is  the  only 
witness  that  mentions  Margaret  Lipe  as  the 
wife.  -  He  says  the  declaration  was  that  Eisen- 
lord  said  that  he  "had  a  wife;  that  he  had 
Margaret  Lipe" — even  this  does  not  assert  the 
fact  in  question. 

Jaqucs  v.  Public  Administrator,  1  Bradf. 
506;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  71  N.  Y. 
426;  Badger  v.  Badger,  88  N.  Y.  555;  Harbeck 
v.  Harbeck,  8  Cent.  Rep.  480,  102  N.  Y.  714; 
Com.  v.  Stump,  53  Pa.  18*3;  Davit  v.  Brown, 
1  Redf.  259;  Smith  v.  Bmith,  52  N.  J.  L.  207; 
Sharon  v.  Sharon.  79  Cal.  668;  Blair  v. 
HovoeU,  68  Iowa,  619. 

Peckhavm,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

couii: 

The  plaintiff  brings  this  action  of  ejectment 
as  the  son  and  sole  heir-at-law  of  one  reter  O. 
Eisenlord,  who  died  in  Montgomery  County 
on  the  80th  day  of  June,  1885,  seised  in  fee- 
simple  and  possessed  of  the  premises  described 
in  the  complaint.  The  defendants  other  than 
Clum  are,  respectively,  the  brothers,  sisters  or 
nieces  of  the  deceased,  Eisenlord,  and  claim 
that  they  are  his  sole  heiro-at-law,  and  the  de- 
fendant Clum  is  in  possession  of  the  premises 
described  in  the  complaint,  and  claims  under 
the  other  defendants  as  tenant.  The  plaintiff 
is  the  son  of  one  Margaret  Lipe,  and  the  ques- 
tion in  issue  depends  upon  whether  she  was 


married  to  the  deceased,  Eisenlord,  prior  to 
this  son's  birth.  He  endeavored  to  prove  an 
actual  marriage  between  the  deceased  and  his 
mother  prior  to  his  birth,  on  the  21st  of  Octo- 
ber, 1857,  and  for  that  purpose  called,  among 
others,  his  mother,  then  married  to  one  Austin. 
The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  by  her  various 
conversations  between  the  witness  and  the 
deceased  upon  the  subject  of  their  setting  mar- 
ried, and  also  offered  to  prove  by  her  the  per- 
formance of  the  marriage  ceremony  between 
them,  by  a  Justice  of  the  peace  in  Montgomery 
County,  at  a  time  anterior  to  the  plaintiff's 
birth.  All  the  evidence  was  objected  to  by 
defendants'  counsel,  and  was  excluded  by  the 
court,  upon  the  ground  that  the  witness  was 
interested,  and  came  within  the  provisions  of 
section  829  of  the  Code;  because,  if  she  estab- 
lished the  fact  that  she  was  married  to  the  de- 
ceased, she  would  then  be  entitled  to  dower  in 
this  real  estate.  The  witness  was  not  a  party 
to  the  action,  and  hence  could  not  be  excluded 
as  having  any  interest  on  that  ground.  Nor 
was  she  a  person  from,  through,  or  under 
whom  the  plaintiff  derived  any  title  or  interest 
by  assignment  or  otherwise.  His  title  or  in- 
terest, if  any,  came  through  Eisenlord,  and 
that,  of  course,  depended  upon  the  question 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  his  legitimate  son. 
The  only  other  ground  of  exclusion  contem- 
plated by  the  Statute  refers  to  a  person  "in- 
terested in  the  event"  of  the  action.  Prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  the  law  ex- 
cluded interested  witnesses  from  testifying. 
What  amounted  to  such  an  interest  as 
would  exclude  a  witness  was  a  question 
which  was  frequently  presented,  and  in 
every  conceivable  phase,  and  the  courts  had 
finally  settled  down  to  a  general  rule  on  the 
subject,  which  had  long  prevailed  before 
the  Legislature  altered  it.  At  common  law, 
as  the  rule  became  developed  by  successive  de- 
cisions, the  interested  witness  was  excluded 


Howell  v.  Taylor,  11  Hun,  214;  Andrews  v.  New 
York  Nat.  Bank  of  North  America,  7  Hun,  20; 
Schoonmaker  v.  Wolford,  20  Hnn.  106. 

While  In  another  class  of  oases  it  is  held  that  it  is 
not  enough  that  a  case  be  within  the  spirit,  it  must 
t)e  within  the  letter,  of  the  Statute.  Lobdell  v.  Lob- 
dell,  85  N.  Y.  887:  He  Le  Baron.  67  How.  Pr.  846; 
Severn  v.  National  State  Bank  of  Troy,  18  Hun,  228. 

Declarations  as  to  marriage. 

In  civil  suits,  the  declarations  and  admissions  of 
the  husband  and  wife  are  generally  admissible  to 
prove  their  marriage  (Jones  v.  Reddlck.  79  N.  C. 
200.  And  see  Truman's  Case,  1  Bast,  P.  C.  470;  Woods 
v.  Woods.  2  Curt.  EocL  616;  Reg.  v.  Creamer,  10  L. 
C.  Rep.  404;  Patterson  v.  Gaines,  47  U.  8.  6  How. 
650. 12  L.  ed.  663:  Gaines  v.  Relf,  68  U.  8. 12  How.  472, 
18  L.  ed.  1071;  Cameron  v.  State,  14  Ala.  646;  Wil- 
liams y.  State,  64  Ala.  181;  Fuller  v.  Fuller,  17  Gal. 
606;  Cook  v.  State,  11  Ga.  68;  Murphy  ▼.  State,  60 
Ga.  160;  Squire  v.  State,  46  Ind.  469;  State  v.  Seals, 
16  Ind.  862;  Com.  v.  Jackson,  11  Bush,  670;  Barnum 
v.  Barnum,  42  Md.  261;  State  v.  Libby,  44  Me.  469; 
State  v.  McDonald,  26  Mo.  176;  Ham's  Case,  11  Me. 
891;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  71  N.  Y.  428;  Re 
Taylor,  9  Paige,  611, 4  L.  ed.  837;  Wolverton  v.  State, 
16  Ohio,  178;  Stanglein  v.  State,  17  Ohio  8t.  468;  Ken- 
yon  v.  Ashbridge,  86  Pa.  167;  Hill  v.  Hill,  82  Pa.  611; 
State  v.  Medbury,8  R.  I.  648;  State  v.  Hilton,  8  Rich. 
L.  434;  Warner  v.  Com.  2  Va.  Cas.  96;  O'Neale  v- 
Com.  17  Gratt.  682,  687);  in  the  case  of  the  husband, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


being  admissions  against  interest  (see  Greenawalt 
v.  McBnelley,  86  Pa.  862);  and  in  any  ease,  being 
part  of  the  res  gesUe  of  cohabitation  and  repute. 
See  Guardians  v.  Nathans,  2  Brewst*  148, 178;  Stew- 
art, Mar.  and  Div.  1 128. 

Hearsay  evidence  as  to  pedigree. 

Bat  it  is  now  settled,  that  the  law  resorts  to  hear- 
say evidence  in  oases  of  pedigree,  upon  the  ground 
of  the  interest  of  the  declarations  in  the  person 
from  whom  the  descent  Is  made  out,  and  their  eon- 
sequent  Interest  in  knowing  the  connections  of  the 
family.  The  rale  of  admission  is  therefore  restrict- 
ed to  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons  who 
were  related  by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  person, 
and  therefore  interested  in  the  succession  in  ques- 
tion. Towles  v.  Young,  18  Yes.  Jr.  140;  Goodright 
v.  Moss,  2  Cowp.  801,  as  expounded  by  Lord  Bdson, 
in  Whttelocke  v.  Baker,  18  Yes.  Jr.  614;  Johnson  v. 
Lawson,  2  Blng.  88;  Monkton  v.  Atty-Gen.  2  Buss. 
*  M.  147, 166:  Grease  v.  Barrett,  1  Cromp.  M.  *  R. 
919, 928;  Casey  v.  O'Sbauneesy,  7  Jnr.  1140;  Gregory 
v.  Baugh,  4  Rand.  611;  Jewell  v.  Jewell,  42  U.  8. 1 
How.  JBfl,  11 L.  ed.  118;  Kaywood  v.  Burnett,  8  Dev. 
ft  B.  L.  91;  Jackson  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.  87;  Chap- 
man v.  Chapman,  2  Conn.  847;  Waldron  v.  Tuttle,  4 
N.  H.  871.    Hargrave  v.  Hargrave,  2  Oar.  k  K.  70L 

General  repute  in  the  family,  proved  by  the  tes- 
timony of  a  surviving  member  of  it,  has  been  con- 
sidered as  falling  within  the  rule.  Doe  v.  Griffin, 
16  Bast,  293.    See  1  GreenL  Bv.  6 18s. 


See  also  35  L.  R.  A.  794. 
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only  when  be  bad  what  was  termed  a  "  legal 
interest"  in  tbe  event  of  the  action.  A  direct 
-and  certain  interest  in  tbe  event  of  the  cause, 
•or  an  interest  in  the  record,  for  the  purpose  of 
evidence,  became  necessary  in  order  to  exclude. 
Starkie,  Ev.  (9th  ed.  1840)  marg.  pp.  28,  24. 
Tbe  inclination  of  the  courts  was  that  the  fact 
•of  interest  should  go  to  the  credit,  rather  than 
the  competency,  of  the  witness,  and  hence  they 
aaid  that  tbe  party  alleging  incompetency  must 
show  it  beyond  doubt.  The  English  legislation 
interfered  with  the  rule  as  to  the  record,  and 
provided  that  it  should  not  be  evidence  in 
another  action  for  or  against  the  witness  who 
testified.  8  &  4  Wm.  IV.  chap.  42,  §  26. 
Then,  under  the  suggestion  of  Lord  Denman, 
another  Act  was  passed  limiting  very  greatly 
the  cases  in  which  a  person  should  be  excluded 
•by  reason  of  interest.    6  &  7  Vict.  chap.  86. 

In  this  State  the  question  arose  at  an  early 
•date,  and  in  one  of  the  pioneer  cases  ( Van  Nuys 
v.  Tcrhune,  8  Johns.  Cas.  82)  the  rule,  as  above 
elated,  was  declared  as  the  law.  It  was  therein 
•explained  that  a  witness  was  not  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  cause  unless  he  would  gain  or 
lose  by  the  event,  and  he  was  not  interested  by 
the  record,  unless  the  verdict  could  be  given  in 
•evidence  for  or  against  him  in  some  other  pro- 
ceeding. In  a  note  to  this  case  it  is  stated  that 
the  rule  was  formerly  that  an  interest  in  the 
•question  put  to  the  witness  excluded  him,  but 
it  was  admitted  that  such  rule  had  been  ex- 
plained away  and  limited,  so  that  the  one  an- 
nounced in  the  case  was  the  true  rule.  This 
•case  was  decided  in  1802.  In  Jackson  v.  Bard, 
A  Johns.  280,  it  was  held  that  the  widow  of  one 
Dickenson,  who  was  the  mediate  grantor  under 
whom  the  defendant  claimed  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, was  a  competent  witness,  although  it  was 
argued  she  might  claim  dower  in  case  the  deed 
had  not  been  executed.  Tbe  supreme  court 
toeld  the  decision  correct,  and  said  she  was  not 
an  interested  witness,  because  the  verdict  in  the 
•cause  could  never  be  given  in  evidence  in  an 
action  of  dower  brought  by  her.    Then  in 


Jackson  v.  Van  Dttsen,  5  Johns.  144,  which  was 
an  action  of  ejectment,  it  was  distinctly  held 
that  the  widow  of  a  person  deceased  was  a 
competent  witness  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
heir  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands  claimed 
under  her  husband,  though  she  would  be  enti- 
tled to  dower  in  such  land.  Van  Ness,  J.,  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  said  the 
witness  had  no  other  interest  in  the  case  than 
that  which  grew  out  of  her  right  of  dower  in 
the  premises,  and  as  to  that  the  verdict  in  the 
cause  would  be  no  evidence  in  a  suit  to  be 
brought  by  her  for  tbe  recovery  of  her  dower. 
In  Jackson  v.  Nelson,  6  Cow.  248,  it  was  bf  Id 
that,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  against  a  devisee, 
a  co-devisee  and  tenant  in  common  with  tbe 
defendant,  not  in  actual  possession,  might  be  a 
witness  for  defendant,  because  the  effect  of  a 
recovery  by  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  to  turn 
bim  out  of  any  possession,  nor  could  the  ver- 
dict be  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  any  other 
suit.  Again,  in  Jackson  v.  Brooks,  8  Wend. 
420,  481,  an  action  of  ejectment,  it  was  held 
that  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  was  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  who  was  tire  heir-at- 
law.  The  court  said  the  witness  could  not  use 
the  verdict,  if  the  plaintiff  recovered,  as  evi- 
dence in  his  favor  in  any  suit  he  might  bring 
to  enforce  his  title  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  ana 
hence  he  had  but  an  interest  in  the  question, 
and  not  in  the  event  of  the  suit  See  also 
Peake,  Ev.  (Norris'  notes)  p.  209,  pt.  1,  chap. 
8,  §  8;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  886**  seq.  The  interest 
must  be  certain,  direct,  not  contingent  or  re- 
mote, or  a  mere  possible  benefit. 

Under  the  rule  of  the  common  law  on  the 
subject  of  interest  it  is  plain  that  the  mother  in 
this  case  would  have  been  a  competent  witness. 
She  bad  no  "  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,*9 
as  that  expression  bad  been  defined  by  the 
courts,  and  the  judgment  would  not  have  been 
any  evidence  for  or  against  her  in  any  action 
she  might  bring.  I  think  the  expression  "in- 
terest in  the  event/'  as  used  in  our  Statute,  was 
never  intended  to  enlarge  the  class  to  be  ex- 


Proof  by  one  of  tbe  family  that  a  younger  brother 
•of  the  penon  last  seised  had  many  yean  before 
ajone  abroad,  and  that  the  repute  of  the  family  was 
that  he  had  died  there,  and  that  the  witness  had 
never  heard  in  the  family  of  his  having  been  mar- 
ried, has  been  admitted  as  good  prima  fade  evi- 
dence of  such  person's  death  without  lawful  issue. 
Doe  v.  Griffin,  supra. 

Evidence  of  hearsay  may  be  given  to  prove  a 
pedigree.  The  declarations  of  persons  uninterest- 
ed, and  who  are  then  dead,  are  admissible.  Strick- 
land v.  Poole,  1 TJ.  8. 1  Dall.  14, 1 L.  ed.  17;  Stein  v. 
Bowman,  88  TJ.  8. 18  Pet  200, 10  L.  ed.  120. 

Declarations  of  servants  and  Intimate  acquain- 
tances are  not  admissible  in  questions  of  pedigree, 
but  only  those  of  kindred.  Johnson  v.  Lawson,  2 
Blng.86. 

The  facta  of  family  history  which  may  be  proved 
toy  hearsay  from  proper  sources  are  the  following: 

Birth:  North  Brookneld  v.  Warren,  16  Gray,  174; 
American  L.  Ins.  ft  T.  Go.  v.  Bosenagle,  77  Pa.  807. 

Living  or  survival:  Doe  v.  Pembroke,  11  Bast. 
904. 

Marriage:  Oaujolle  v.  Ferrie,  28  N.  Y.  80;  Cun- 
ninghams v.  Cunninghams,  2  Dow,  482, 611;  Com.  v. 
Stamp,  68  Pa.  188;  Hill  v.  Burger,  8  Bradf.  485;  Lyle 
v.  EUwood,  L.  B.  19  Bq.  96, 11  Moak.  Bng.  Bep.  708. 

Issue  or  want  of  issue:   People  v.  Fulton  F.  Ins. 
Co.  26  Wend.  206;  King  v.  Fowler,  11  Piok.  802. 
32L.R.  A. 


Death:  Mason  v.  Fuller,  46  V t  29;  1  Taylor,  By. 
H  570, 672. 

The  time,  either  definite  or  relative,  of  those 
facts:  Boe  v;  Bawling  7  Bast,  290;  Webb  v.  Bioh- 
ardson,  42  V t  466:  Bridger  v.  Huett,  2  Post.  *  F.  36, 

Relative  age  or  seniority:  Doe  v.  Pembroke,  11 
Bast,  504. 

Name:   Monkton  v.  Atty-Gen.  2  Buss.  *  M.  158. 

Relationship  generally,  and  its  degree:  Doe  v. 
BandaU.  2  Moore  *  P.  20,  20;  Vowles  v.  Young.  18 
Ves.  147;  Webb  v.  Richardson,  supra;  Chapman  v. 
Chapman,  2  Conn.  85a 

Evidence  admitted  from  necessity. 

From  necessity,  in  oases  of  pedigree,  hearsay  evi- 
dence is  admissible.  But  this  rule  Is  limited  to  tbe 
members  of  tbe  family  who  may  be  supposed  to 
have  known  the  relationship  which  existed  in  the 
different  branches.  Tbe  declaration  of  these  indi- 
viduals, they  being  dead,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
to  prove  pedigree.  And  so  is  reputation,  which  is 
the  hearsay  of  those  who  may  be  supposed  to  have 
known  the  fact,  handed  down  from  one  to  another 
as  evidence.  As  evidence  of  this  description  must 
vary  with  the  oirou  instances  of  each  case,  it  is  diffi- 
cult, if  not  impracticable,  to  deduce  from  tbe  books 
any  precise  and  definite  rule  on  the  subject  Stein 
v.  Bowman,  88  TJ.  8. 18  Pet  200, 10  L.  ed.  128. 
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eluded  under  it  beyond  what  the  common  law 
excluded  in  using  the  tame  language.  All  leg 
illation  on  the  subject  has  been  in  favor  of 
greater  liberality  in  the  rules  relating  to  the 
competency  of  witnesses.  Upon  referring  to 
the  cases  which  have  been  decided  under  the 
section  of  the  Code  already  referred  to,  we  find 
that  the  rule  defining  what  is  an  interest  in  the 
event  is  laid  down  in  about  the  same  terms  as 
those  used  by  the  common  law.  Eobart  v. 
Bobart,  62  K.  T.  80;  Nearpau  v.  Oilman,  104 
N.  T.  506,  6  Cent.  Rep.  667;  Wallace  v.  Straw. 
118  tf .  Y.  288;  Connelly  v.  O'Connor,  117  N. 
Y.  91.  But  the  learned  general  term,  upon  the 
appeal  in  this  case,  has  held  that  the  exclusion 
was  proper  on  the  ground  that  the  Judgment 
would  furnish  the  witness  with  important  evi- 
dence to  establish  her  claim  to  dower  in  the 
J  remises  described  in  the  complaint.  The  cases 
have  cited  show  conclusively  that  such  a 
Judgment  would  not  have  been  admissible  in 
evidence  at  common  law  in  any  such  action, 
either  for  or  against  the  witness,  and  in  this  re- 
spect the  Code  has  not  changed  the  rule. 

The  case  of  Miller  v.  Montgomery,  78  N.  Y. 
282,  is  cited  to  show  that  the  record  would  be 
legal  evidence  for  or  against  her.  A  surety 
upon  the  bond  of  a  nonresident  executor  was 
there  held  to  be  interested  in  the  event  of  the 
accounting  of  his  principal.  This  was  so  held 
because  the  surety  is  bound  by  the  decree  of  the 
surrogate  made  upon  a  regular  accounting,  and 
such  decree  would  be  evidence  against  the 
surety  in  a  suit  upon  the  bond.  Within  all 
rules,  such  a  witness  is  interested,  and  is  in- 
competent to  testify  to  a  personal  transaction 
with  the  deceased.  The  general  term  also 
thought  the  judgment  would  be  evidence  as  a 
declaration  or  admission  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
facts,  or  some  of  them,  which  the  witness 
would  have  to  prove  in  her  action  against  him 
for  dower.  Any  declaration  or  admission  made 
by  the  plaintiff  as  to  any  fact  material  for  the 
witness  to  prove  in  her  action  is  undoubtedly 
admissible  as  an  admission.  If  found  in  a 
pleading,  and  it  be  shown  that  it  was  placed 
there  with  the  knowledge  and  sanction  of  the 
plaintiff  herein,  such  pleading  would  be  ad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  admis- 
sion. Cook  v.  Barr,  44  N.  Y.  156\  In  order, 
however,  to  prove  such  admission,  it  is  not 
necessary  or  proper  to  put  in  evidence  the 
judgment  in  the  action,  for  it  is  not  the  judg- 
ment which  furnishes  the  proof ,  but  the  ad- 
mission contained  in  the  pleadings,  and  the 
judgment  is  not  in  that  case  the  least  evidence 
in  favor  of  the  witness  in  any  action  she  might 
bring.  The  admission  would  exist  without  the 
judgment,  and  regardless  of  it 

That  the  witness  has  an  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion is  very  plain,  but  I  am  aware  of  «o  prin- 
ciple that  would  permit  the  introduction  of  this 
judgment  as  any  proof  for  or  against  the  wit- 
ness in  any  other  action.  I  see  no  foundation 
.  for  any  estoppel  as  against  the  plaintiff  herein 
i  in  an  action  brought  by  the  witness  to  recover 
ber  dower.  If,  as  I  say,  be  has  made  admis- 
sions, tbey  may  be  proved;  but  to  say  that  he 
is  estopped  in  the  action  for  dower  from  deny- 
ing any  fact  upon  which  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  such  action  depends,  because  in  another 
action  between  himself  and  a  third  party  it  was 
necessary  for  him  to  prove  the  same  fact,  would 
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be  a  great  extension  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
If,  in  the  course  of  such  first  trial,  the  plaintiff' 
bad  proved  by  bis  own  testimony  any  fact  ma- 
terial to  the  dower  action,  it  would  be  an  ad- 
mission which  could  be  taken  advantage  of  by- 
proving  that  it  was  made;  but  if  the  fact  had 
been  proved  by  some  third  party,  instead  of  by 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  in  that  event  an  admission* 
or  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  therein  which 
renders  a  judgment  in  that  action  proof  against 
him  in  any  future  controversy  with  a  third 
party.  The  cases  cited  from  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
$  527a,  are  those  where  it  was  claimed  the  party 
bad  made  an  admission  in  a  declaration  or  other 
pleading,  or  had  suffered  default;  and  it  waav 
held  such  express  admission,  or  such  construc- 
tive admission  by  suffering  a  default,  was  com- 
petent evidence  against  him.  We  do  not  doubt 
the  correctness  of  this  rule.  It  is  not  the  Judg- 
ment which  is  to  form  the  evidence.  It  is  the 
admission  contained  in  the  pleading  or  by  the 
suffer! ng  of  the  default.  Our  conclusion  is  that 
the  mother  of  the  plaintiff  was  a  competent 
witness  to  prove  any  or  all  facts  of  which  she 
was  cognisant,  and  which  were  material,  and 
which  were  not  inadmissible  upon  some  ground 
other  than  the  alleged  interest  of  the  witness  inr 
the  event  of  the  action. 

2.  Another  question  arises  upon  the  reception* 
in  evidence,  against  tbe  objection  of  the  plain- 
tiff, of  the  judgment  in  the  action  of  John  A. 
Lipe  v.  Peter  0.  Sisenlord.  It  was  an  action 
brought  by  Mr.  Lipe  (who  was  the  father  of 
Margaret  Lipe,  the  mother  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  action)  against  the  defendant  on  account 
of  his  alleged  seduction  of  the  plaintiff** 
daughter,  Margaret,  and  in  which  action  the 
plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict,  on  which  judg- 
ment was  entered  in  his  favor.  I  see  no  ground 
upon  which  to  permit  its  introduction  in  this- 
action.  The  plaintiff  was  no  party  to  it,  nor 
was  his  mother,  Margaret  Lipe.  The  judgment 
established  no  status  of  the  plaintiff's  mother. 
As  a  judgment,  it  simply  established  tbe  fact 
which  was  conclusive  on  all  parties  and  priviee 
thereto  that,  in  1856,  the  defendant  had  se- 
duced the  plaintiff's  daughter  Margaret  Lipe. 
Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  his  mother  was  a  party 
or  privy  to  it.  In  that  class  of  judgmental 
which  touch  the  subject  of  marriage  or  divorce,, 
and  either  establish  a  marriage  or  decree  a  di- 
vorce between  the  parties,  it  has  been  held  that, 
under  certain  circumstances  and  within  proper 
limitations  of  jurisdiction,  such  judgments  are 
binding  and  of  universal  obligation.  It  is  upon 
the  same  principle  that  the  decree  of  a  court  tn. 
rem  is  conclusive  upon  the  title  to  the  ret  ad- 
judicated upon.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §ft  548, 544,  and 
notee.  But  this  is  no  such  judgment  It  ad- 
judges no  status,  and  is  conclusive  of  the  facte 
therein  adjudged  simply  between  the  partiee 
and  privies  thereto,  and  the  plaintiff  occupies* 
neither  position.  If  the  witness  had  been 
sworn,  and  bad  testified  to  facts  upon  this  trial 
which  it  was  claimed  were  inconsistent  with- 
what  she  swore  to  on  the  trial  of  the  seduction 
case,  upon  her  attention  being  called  thereto, 
and  a  proper  foundation  laid,  such  contrary 
and  inconsistent  declarations  or  evidence,  if 
material,  could  have  been  proved  with  a  view 
to  impeach  her  evidence  upon  this  trial  We 
think  tbe  judgment  spoken  of  was  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  the  plaintiff. 
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A  third  question  arises  upon  the  exclusion  of 
declaration*  said  to  have  been  made  by  Eisen- 
lord  at  times  long  subsequent  to  the  time  when 
this  alleged  marriage  ceremony  took  place. 
One  witness  was  called,  and  the  plaintiff  offered 
to  prove  by  him  that  Eisenlord  had  said  to  him, 
in  1888  or  1884,  that  he  was  married,  and  had 
a  wife,  and  that  it  was  Margaret  Lipe.  The 
plaintiff  offered  to  prove  by  another  witness 
that  Eisenlord  bad  said  he  was  married,  and 
had  an  heir, — a  son,— the  one  witness  had 
teased  him  about,  the  plaintiff  herein.  This 
was  in  1887  or  1888.  Eisenlord  died  in  1885. 
The  evidence  was  objected  to  as  incompetent, 
and  as  not  characterizing  any  act  or  thing 
which  could  render  it  admissible.  The  objec- 
tion was  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
The  fact  is  undisputed  that  the  deceased, 
Eisenlord,  and  Margaret  Lipe  never  lived  to- 
gether or  cohabited  as  man  and  wife.  No  dec- 
larations of  his  could  therefore  characterize  or 
explain  the  nature  of  a  cohabitation  which 
confessedly  never  existed.  It  is  equally  undis- 
puted that  Eisenlord  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  this  alleged  son.  They  never  lived  to- 
gether, and,  if  they  ever  met,  there  is  no  proof 
of  such  fact  aside  from  the  possible  inference 
arising  from  some  of  the  alleged  declarations, 
and  thev  only  went  to  the  extent  of  an  inference 
that  Eisenlord  bad  seen  the  plaintiff.  These 
declarations,  therefore,  did  not  in  any  manner 
characterize  or  explain  the  footing  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  and  Eisenlord  had  ever  lived 
together  or  even  met  Under  such  circum- 
stances, the  question  arises  as  to  the  admissibil- 
ity of  the  proposed  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  or  as  corroborative  proof  of  a  marriage 
in  an  action  of  this  nature.  They  would  be 
admissible  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  to  which 
the  person  making  them  was  a  party. 

It  has  been  held  in  Eogland,  and  in  some  of 
the  States  of  this  Union,  that  evidence  of 
declarations  as  to  a  former  marriage  was  com- 
petent in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  bigamy 
against  the  party  making  them.  1  Wharton, 
Ev.  §  88,  and  note:  Mites  v.  United  States,  108 
U.  8.  804,  28  L.  ed.  481.  But  in  this  State  it 
has  been  held  that  such  evidence  was  not  suffi- 
cient in  a  prosecution  for  bigamy,  to  establish 
a  marriage,  even  against  the  party  making  the 
admissions.  People  v.  Humphrey,  7  Johns.  814; 
Qahagan  v.  People,  1  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  878. 
The  court  held  them  admissible  to  corroborate 
the  proof  of  the  actual  marriage.  In  cases 
where  a  cohabitation  between  a  man  and 
woman  was  proved  at  the  time  when  the  dec- 
laration of  the  parties  were  made,  they  have 
been  admitted  in  evidence,  even  in  the  life- 
time of  the  parties  making  them,  upon  the 
principle  that  thev  were  a  part  of  the  res  gesta, 
accompanying,  characterizing  and  explaining 
the  nature  of  that  cohabitation  as  being  matri- 
monial, rather  than  meretricious.  They  were 
admitted  as  competent  proof  corroborative  of 
the  claim  of  a  marriage  between  the  parties  so 
cohabiting.  It  was  stated  that  proof  of  co- 
habitation, conduct,  reputation,  reception  in 
family  and  in  society,  holding  each  other  out 
as  husband  and  wife,  all  tended  to  prove  a 
marriage,  and  that  in  a  perfect  case  they  all 
combined,  the  lesser  facts  attending  upon  and 
explaining  the  material  and  important  fact  of 
cohabitation.  These  principles  are  illustrated 
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in  the  authorities  herein  cited.  1  Bishop,  Mar. 
and  Div.  §  439;  1  Phil.  Ev.  (Cow.  &  H.  & 
Edw.  notes,)  p.  262,  note  91;  Bead  v.  Passer,  1 
Esp.  218;  Leader  v.  Barry,  Id.  858;  Mathews. 
Presumptive  Ev.  288;  Fen  ton  v.  Seed,  4  Johns. 
62;  Be  Taylor,  9  Paige,  611,  4  L.  ed.  887; 
(TGara  v.  Eisenichr,  88  K.  Y.  298;  Chamber- 
lain  v.  Chamberlain,  71  N.  T.  428;  Badger  v 
Badger,  88N.Y.  648. 

All  these  cases  do  not  speak  of  the  princi- 
ple upon  which  the  declarations  were  admitted, 
but  it  plainly  appears  that  there  was  cohab- 
itation, and  the  declarations,  reputation,  hold- 
ing themselves  out  as  married  persons,  etc.,  all 
came  in  as  adjuncts  to  strengthen  the  inference 
and  to  corroborate  the  presumption  of  marriage 
resulting  from  such  cohabitation,  and  as  ex- 
planatory thereof,  and  therefore  as  part  of 
the  res  gesta.  How  far  the  principle  of  res . 
gesUs  extends  was  somewhat  discussed  in 
Badger  v.  Badger,  supra,  by  Finch,  J.,  but  the 
point  here  was  not  decided.  I  do  not  see  that 
these  declarations,  in  the  face  of  evidence  that 
there  never  was  any  cohabitation  between  the 
parties,  can  be  claimed  to  have  been  part  of 
the  res  gesta,  even  under  the  most  extended 
definition  of  that  term,  and  some  other  ground 
must  be  sought  for  their  admission,  If  they 
be  competent  at  alL 

It  seems  to  me  that  they  are  competent  as 
hearsay  evidence  in  a  case  of  pedigree.  Such 
a  case  is  a  well-known  and  recognized  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  excluding  hearsay  evi- 
dence. This  case  involves  without  doubt  a 
question  of  pedigree  simply.  It  is  what  is 
termed  in  the  books  a  purely  genealogical  con- 
troversy. Peter  O.  Eisenlord  is,  upon  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  the  common  ancestor  of  all 
the  parties,  while  the  defendants  only  deny 
the  plaintiff's  relationship  to  him.  The  sole 
question  involved  is  as  to  this  relationship  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  depends  upon  the  fact  of 
a  marriage  having  taken  place  between  Eisen- 
lord and  the  plaintiff's  mother  before  his 
birth.  The  exception  regarding  the  admission 
of  hearsay  evidence  in  case  of  a  pedigree  is 
not  confioed  to  ancient  facts,  but  extends  also 
to  matters  of  pedigree  which  have  recently 
transpired;  and  the  hearsay  as  to  deceased  wit- 
nesses is  admitted  as  to  facts  which  have  oc- 
curred in  the  presence  of  living  witnesses.  1 
Phil.  Ev.  (Cow.  &  H.  &  Edw.  notes),  p.  248; 
Vowles  v.  Young,  18  Ves.  Jr.  140.  Matters  of 
pedigree  consist  of  descent  and  relationship, 
evidence  of  declarations  of  particular  facts, 
such  as  births,  marriages  and  deaths.  1  Phil. 
Ev.  (Cow.  &  H.  &  Edw.  notes)  p.  261.  In 
cases  of  pedigree,  hearsay  evidence  of  persous 
who  from  their  situation  were  likely  to  know, 
is  admissible  when  the  person  making  them  is 
dead.  Jackson  v.  Cooley,  8  Johns.  128.  It  is 
not  the  question  whether  such  evidence  is  suf- 
ficient to  prove  the  marriage,  but  only  whether 
it  is  competent  In  many  cases  it  will  be 
readily  seen  such  evidence  may,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, be  the  only  evidence  which  can  be 
obtained,  and  there  might  be  no  evidence  of 
cohabitation.  In  those  cases  the  declarations 
might  be  less  open  to  criticism,  and  entitled  to 
much  greater  credence,  than  where  the  facts 
were  recent,  and  other  evidence  readily  at- 
tainable, if  the  truth  were  in  that  direction. 
The  weight  to  be  given  this  kind  of  evidence 
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depends  upon  tbe  facts  surrounding  each  par- 
ticular case.  It  is  plain,  however,  that  in  cases 
of  pedigree,  the  declarations,  to  be  admissible, 
need  not  be  a  part  of  the  res  aestm;  for,  if  they 
were,  they  would  be  admissible  on  that  ground, 
irrespective  of  any  question  of  their  admissi- 
bility as  in  a  case  of  pedigree.  The  exception 
to  the  general  rule  in  the  latter  case  takes  a 
wide  ranee.  Traditionary  declarations  be- 
come the  nest  evidence  sometimes,  when  those 
best  acquainted  with  the  fact  are  dead.  When 
derived  from  those  who  are  most  likely  to 
know  the  truth,  and  are  under  no  bias  to  mis- 
represent the  fact,  such  evidence  affords  a  rea- 
sonable presumption  of  the  truth.  Starkie, 
Ev.  9th  Am.  ed.  1879,  p.  47.  Upon  questions 
of  pedigree,  i.  e.,  in  a  controversy  merely  gen- 
ealogical, hearsay  evidence  is  allowed  as  to  the 
time  of  birth  of  a  certain  party,  as  to  a  mar- 
riage, death,  legitimacy  or  the  reverse,  consan- 
gunity,  generally,  and  particular  degrees  there- 
of, and  of  affinity.  Per  Knight-Bruce,  V.  0., 
in  Shields  v.  Boucher,  1  De  G.  &  8.  40-52. 
The  term  "pedigree,"  says  Greenleaf,  em- 
braces not  only  descent  and  relationship,  but 
also  the  facts  of  birth,  marriage  and  death, 
end  the  times  when  these  events  happened, 
and  the  rule  permits  hearsay  evidence  of  the 
declarations  of  deceased  members  of  tbe  family 
upon  these  points  in  any  case  Involving  pedi- 
gree. 1  Greenl.  Ev.  $§  108, 104.  The  declara- 
tions, to  be  admissible,  need  not  be  upon  tbe 
knowledge  of  the  declarant.  If  this  were  so, 
the  main  object  of  permitting  hearsay  evi- 
dence would  be  frustrated,  as  it  seldom  hap- 
pens that  the  declarations  of  deceased  relations 
embrace  matters  within  their  own  personal 
knowledge.  Thus,  evidence  that  a  deceased 
member  of  the  family  said  that  he  heard  from 
others  of  his  family  the  facts  which  he  states 
is  admissible.  1  Whart.  Ev.  §205;  Doe  v. 
Griffin,  15  East.  298;  Doe  v.  Randall,  2  Moore 
&  F.  20.  The  evidence  is,  of  course,  not  ren- 
dered less  admissible  where  the  declarant 
knows  tbe  fact  which  be  declares.  For  the 
purpose  of  proving  a  marriage  in  cases  of 
pedigree,  where  tbe  object  is  to  trace  relation- 
ship, the  declarations  of  deceased  members  of 
the  family  are  competent.  1  Wharton,  Ev. 
§  212.  It  has  been  stated  that  declarations  in 
regard  to  particular  facts  are  not  competent. 
This  is  true  in  cases  where  proof  of  custom, 
right  of  way.  of  common,  and  the  like  is  of- 
fered. But,  in  a  case  of  pedigree,  it  is  always 
a  particular  fact  that  is  to  be  proved,  and  in 
relation  to  which  the  declarations  of  tbe  de- 
ceased person  are  offered,  and  in  such  cases 
the  particular  facts  stated,  such  as  birth 
{place  or  time,  where  material),  marriage  and 
death,  are  competent.  1  Phil.  Ev.  (Cow.  & 
H.  &  Edw.  notes),  »251;  1  Wharton,  Ev. 
§209. 

In  respect  to  such  proof  of  particular  facts, 
it  has  been  said  that  ••  a  birth,  however,  from 
a  single  woman,  a  birth  from  a  married  woman, 
a  death,  a  marriage,  is  a  particular  fact,  or  a 
single  act,  which,  of  course,  is  provable  by 
hearsay  (hearsay  from  a  proper  quarter)  on  a 

Question    of  pedigree."    Per   Vice  Chancellor 
[night-Bruce  in  Shields  v.  Boucher,  supra, 
Tbe  onlv  case  looking  to  the  contrary,  that 
I  have  found,  is  Westfield  v.  Warren,  8  N.  J. 
L.  806,  where  Ewing,  Oh.  J.,  said  that,  where 
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marriage  was  to  be  shown  as  a  substantive, 
independent  fact,  it  was  within  none  of  tbe 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  and  that  hear- 
say evidence  could  not  be  received.  The  case 
was  one  regarding  the  settlement  of  a  pauper, 
and  might  perhaps  have  been  placed  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  a  case  of  pedigree  at  all. 

In  Bex  v.  JSrith,  8  East,  589,  Chief  Justice 
Ellenborough  held,  in  a  case  of  a  settlement  of 
a  pauper,  that  it  was  not  a  case  of  pedigree, 
but  simply  a  question  as  to  what  place  an  un- 
disputed birth  derived  from  acknowledged 
parents  had  taken  place  in.  I  think  it  entirely 
clear  that  from  tbe  nature  of  the  case,  as  weft 
as  upon  authority,  a  case  of  pedigree  forms  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule  as  to  proof  of  a 
particular  fact  by  hearsay,  reputation  or  tra- 
dition. As  to  what  is  a  case  of  pedigree,  an 
examination  of  the  question  shows  that  a  case 
is  not  necessarily  one  of  that  kind,  because  it 
may  involve  questions  of  birth,  parentage,  age 
or  relationship.  Where  these  questions  are 
merely  incidental,  and  the  judgment  will  sim- 
ply establish  a  debt  for  a  person's  liability  on 
a  contract,  or  his  proper  settlement  as  a  pauper, 
and  things  of  that  nature,  the  case  is  not  one  of 
pedigree,  although  questions  of  marriage,  legit- 
imacy, death  or  birth  are  incidentally  inquired 
of.  Whittuck  v.  Waters,  4  Car.  &  P.  875. 
Thus  in  Haines  v.  Guthrie,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div. 
818,  it  was  held,  both  in  the  queen's  bench  di- 
vision, and  in  the  court  of  appeal,  that  declara- 
tions of  a  deceased  father  were  not  admissible 
in  evidence  to  prove  tbe  age  of  his  son  who 
had  been  sued  for  the  price  of  a  horse  sold 
him,  and  who  had  set  up  the  defense  of  in- 
fancy. They  would  have  been  admissible,  the 
court  stated,  if  the  case  had  been  one  of  pedi- 
gree. Prett,  if.  i?.,  in  the  course  of  his  opin- 
ion in  the  court  of  appeal,  shows  the  absence 
of  those  facts  which  make  up  a  case  of  pedi- 
gree; for  he  says:  "  What  the  family  of  tbe 
defendant  is.  is  immaterial;  whose  son  he  is, 
is  immaterial;  whether  he  is  a  legitimate  or  an 
illegitimate  son  is  immaterial;  and  whether  he 
is  an  elder  or  a  younger  son  is  immaterial;  no 
question  of  family  \p  raised  in  the  case."  It 
simply  involved  tbe  point  of  the  age  of  the  de- 
fendant for  the  purpose  of  thereby  determining 
bis  liability  upon  a  contract  which  he  had 
made,  and  upon  which,  if  of  age,  he  was  liable. 
Tbe  Judgment  would  in  such  case  establish  no 
fact  in  any  contest  the  defendant  might  have 
in  regard  to  property  depending  upon  his  be- 
ing a  member  of  his  father's  family*  and  bis 
age  at  any  particular  time.  It  was  not  at  all  a 
genealogical  controversy,  but  a  mere  collateral 
issue,  and  hence  the  rule  in  pedigree  cases  did 
not  apply.  In  tbe  case  at  bar,  however,  the 
case  is  solely  one  of  pedigree,  snd  the  evidence 
must  be  judged  of  with  regard  to  this  fact 

Tbe  case  of  Be  Taylor,  9  Paige,  611,  4 
L.  ed.  887,  where  the  chancellor  held  that  the 
declarations  of  one  of  the  parties,  made  after 
the  cohabitation  bad  ceased,  could  not  be 
admitted  in  evidence,  was  not  a  pedigree  case, 
but  only  involved  the  appointment  of  a  com- 
mittee for  the  father,  who  was  insane,  and 
such  declarations  were  held  inadmissible,  as 
not  being  a  part  of  the  res  gestm. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  question  has 
led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  of 
Flanders  and  Saltsman,  regarding  Eisen  lord's 


i*9L 


Peil  y.  Rbimbabt. 


848 


•declarations,  should  hare  been  received  as  in 
a  ease  of  pedigree.  Other  evidence,  of  course, 
may  be  offered  that  may  be  definite  enough  to 
be  competent,  though  most  of  what  was  offered, 
•other  than  that  to  which  I  have  alluded,  was 
altogether  too  vague  to  be  admissible.  It 
identified  no  one,  and  really  amounted  to  noth- 
ing. Although  admissible,  the  evidence  is 
liable  to  grave  suspicion.  Indeed,  we  are 
bound  to  say  that  this  whole  case  presents  it- 
«elf  as  full  of  suspicion.  The  silence  of  the 
woman  during  all  these  years  as  to  the  mar- 
riage, silence  which  was  continued  until  the 
-death  of  her  alleged  husband,  is,  in  and  of  it- 
-self,  a  suspicious  fact.  Admissions  of  a  mar- 
riage are,  under  such  circumstances,  most  un- 
satisfactory, and  open  to  grave  doubt.  If 
such  declarations  were  in  truth  ever  made, 
there  are  many  motives  which  it  is  impossible 


to  fathom,  and  which  may  at  the  same  time 
operate  upon  an  individual,  and  induce  him  to 
make  an  admission  of  this  kind  when  it  is 
wholly  untrue.  Where  the  facts  are  of  com- 
paratively recent  occurrence,  and  the  alleged 
declarations  of  the  deceased  are  at  war  with  nis 
known  actions  during  his  life,  and  where  there 
was  no  cohabitation  or  recognition  of  the  party 
as  wife  or  husband,  it  may  oe  averred  that  the 
evidence  is  to  be  looked  upon  with  very  great 
distrust  Still,  within  the  authorities  the  evi- 
dence is  competent.  Under  our  rulings  there 
may  be  evidence  enough  in  the  case  to  require 
its  submission  to  a  jury. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  event. 

All  concur,  Andrews  and  Finch,  JJ„  on 
first  two  grounds.    Gray,  J.,  absent 
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Ida  PEIL,  Appt.f 

v. 

James  M.  REINHART,  R*pt. 

(.— N.Y.....) 

1.  Paraststlaa;  a  stairway  carpet  with 
holes  In  it  to  remain  on  the  stairs  of  a  tene- 
ment house  with  notice  of  its  condition  renders 
the  owner  liable  for  injuries  to  a  tenant  from  a 
fall  caused  by  catching  her  foot  in  one  of  the 


8.  The  fall  of  a  tenant  In  a 
bongo,  caused  by  a  hole  in  a  stair  carpet,  does 
not  as  matter  of  law  show  contributory  negli- 
gence, although  she  knew  of  the  holes  in  the  oar- 
pet  and  the  stairway  was  well  lighted  at  the  time. 

(June  28, 1891.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
the  General  Term  of  the  City  Court  of 


Brooklyn,  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Trial 
Term  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  granting  a  new 
trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted 
from  defendant's  negligence.    Bevereed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Fernando  Sollnger,  for  appellant: 

A  landlord  who  lets  rooms  in  a  building  to 
different  tenants,  with  a  right  of  way  in  com- 
mon over  the  staircase,  is  bound  to  use  reason- 
able care  to  keep  such  staircase  in  repair;  if  he 
fails  to  do  so  he  is  liable  to  a  tenant  injured 
thereby  while  in  exercise  of  reasonable  care. 

Looney  v.  McUan,  129  Mass.  83;  Donohue 
v.  Kendall,  18  Jones  &  S.  889;  Neyer  v.  Miller, 
19  Jones  &  8.  516;  Lindeey  v.  Leighton,  150 
Mass.  285. 

While  previous  knowledge,  by  a  party  in- 
jured, of  a  dangerous  situation,  or  impending 
danger,  from  which  a  person  of  ordinary  in- 
telligence might  reasonably  apprehend  injury, 
generally  imposes  upon  him  greater  care  and 


NOTB.-0/  the  landlord's  UdMUty. 

A  landlord,  whose  neglect  to  use  ordinary  skill  in 
making  repairs  on  the  demised  premises  causes  a 
personal  injury  to  the  tenant,  is  liable  therefor,  al- 
though his  undertaking  to  make  the  repairs  was 
^gratuitous  and  by  the  tenant's  solicitation.  Gill  v. 
Mlddleton,  106  Mass.  477. 

It  is  well  settled  that,  for  an  injury  occasioned  by 
want  of  due  care  and  skill  in  doing  what  one  has 
promised  to  do,  an  action  may  be  maintained 
against  him  in  favor  of  the  party  relying  on  suoh 
promise  and  Injured  by  the  breach  of  It,  although 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise.  Ben- 
den  v.  Manning,  2  N.  H.  289;  Thorne  v.  Dees,  4 
Johns.  84;  Blsee  v.  Gatward,  5  T.  B.  148;  8hieUs  v. 
Blaokburne.lH.  B1. 168;  Half  e  v.  West,  22  Bng.  L. 
*Eq.  606. 

A  landlord,  having  let  to  different  tenants  the 
'Ave  tenements  with  a  common  passageway,  was 
bound  to  keep  the  passageway  in  repair.  Looney 
v.  McLean,  129  Mass.  88. 

But  the  duty  to  repair  does  not  include  the  re- 
moval of  snow  or  ice  which  might  accumulate  on 
the  passageway,  and  render  the  use  of  it  diffloult 
and  dangerous.  Woods  v.  Naumkeag  Steam  Cot- 
ton Co.  184  Mass.  867;  Watkina  v.  Goodall,  188  Mass. 
408. 
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It  is  equally  well  settled  that  the  landlord  is  lia- 
ble to  respond  to  either  the  tenant  or  to  a  stranger 
for  damages  arising  from  either  the  improper  or 
unworkmanlike  construction  of  the  premises. 
White  v.  Montgomery,  68  Ga.  204:  Learoyd  v.  God- 
frey, 188  Mass.  816;  McCarthy  v.  York  County  Sav. 
Bank,  74  Me.  816:  Nash  v.  Minneapolis  Mill  Co.  24 
Minn.  601;  GodJey  v.  Hagerty,  20  Pa.  887;  Kimmell 
v.  Burfelnd,2  Daly,  156;  Scott  v.  Simons,  64  N.  H. 
426;  Gear,  Land,  and  Ten.  1 178. 

And  the  same  degree  of  liability  attaches  to  the 
negligence  of  the  landlord,  or  of  his  duly  author- 
ized agents,  in  the  care  or  management  of  the  lease- 
hold premises,  so  far  as  the  same  are  under  his  con- 
trol. Center  v.  Davis,  80  Ga.  211;  Giickauf  v. 
Maurer.  76  111.  280;  Milf  ord  v.  Holbrook,  01  Mass.  17; 
Learoyd  v.  Godfrey,  138  Mass.  816;  Toole  v.  Beckett, 
67  Me.  644.  See  Campbell  v.  Portland  Sugar  Co.  02 
Me.  662;  Powers  v.  Harlow,  68  Mich.  607;  Jones  v. 
Freidenburg,  86  Ga.  606;  Totten  v.  Phipps,  62  N.  Y. 
864;  Vann  v.  Bouse,  94  N.  Y.  401;  Stapenhorst  v. 
American  Mfg.  Co.  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  866;  Lansing  v. 
Stone,  87  Barb.  16;  Williams  v.  Macready,  2  Cin.  L. 
Bull.  272. 

Where  by  either  contractual  agreement  or  ope- 
ration of  law  it  becomes  the  landlord's  duty  to 
make  pertain  repairs,  any  failure  or  neglect  to  per- 


See  also  17  L.  R.  A.  577. 


844 


New  Yobs  Court  of  Appeal* 


Jqhsv 


caution  in  approaching  ft,  the  degree  of  care 
required  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

Dowd  v.  Fittpatrick,  18  N.  T.  Week;  Dig. 
348;  Pomfrey  v.  Saratoga  Spring*,  7  Cent.  Rep. 
44,  104  N.  T.  469,  469;  Hawley  v.  Northern 
Cent.  R  Co.  82  N.  Y.  371;  Looney  v.  McLean, 
eupra;  Pareon*  v.  New  York  Cent,  dt  H.  R  R 
Co.SL.1LA.  688, 113  N.  Y.  864. 

The  law  holds  a  defendant  to  stricter  ac- 
countability if  be  holds  out  inducements  or 
makes  promises  to  repair,  upon  which  a  per- 
son injured  has  relied. 

Lamng  v.  New  York  Cent.  R  Co.  49  N.  Y. 
686;  Palmer  v.  Bearing,  98  N.  Y.  7. 

In  proving  the  condition  of  the  carpet  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  the  evidence  that  other 
persons  fell  on  it  at  about  the  same  time  was 
not  improper. 

Pomfrey  v.  Saratoga  Springe,  eupra. 

Mr.  George  F.  Elliott*  for  respondent: 

The  plaintiff  should  have  been  nonsuited, 
because  upon  the  facts  as  stated  by  herself 
(assuming,  but  not  conceding,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  chargeable  with  the  condition  of  the 
carpet)  it  cannot  be  by  anybody  deliberately 
concluded  that  she  used  the  proper  care  to 
avoid  the  danger  so  well  known  to  her.  The 
circumstance,  itself,  of  her  catching  her  foot 
was  evidence  of  negligence  on  her  part. 

Koch  v.  Edgeuater,  14  Hun,  544;  Niten  v. 
Rochester,  76  N.  Y.  619;  Lanigan  v.  New  York 
Qae  Light  Co.  71  N.  Y.  29. 

The  plaintiff  went  down  these  stairs  very 
often.  If  so,  the  greater  care  was  necessary, 
and  it  would  have  been  easy  for  her  to  have 
avoided  the  danger  of  falling  by  just  putting 
in  a  few  tacks  in  the  carpet,  the  labor  of  a  few 
moments,  which  would  at  least  temporarily  re- 
move the  danger  even  if  the  defendant  had 
contracted  to  keep  this  carpet  in  repair;  she 
could  have  properly  done  this. 

Myere  v.  Burn*,  35  N.  Y.  269. 

But  the  defendant  was  not  liable 'for  the  de- 
fect in  the  stairway,  or  chargeable  with  legal 
negligence  to  its  tenants  for  its  being  out  of 
repair. 

1.  He  had  not  covenanted  to  keep  the  carpet 
in  good  condition. 

O'Brien  v.  Capwell,  59  Barb.  497. 

2.  Even  if  there  was  an  agreement  to  keep  in 
repair  in  this  respect,  the  halls,  such  agree- 


ments have  reference  to  the  pecuniary  use  and 
the  benefit  to  be  derived  from  their  enjoyment. 
If  the  covenant  is  broken,  the  tenant  may  sue- 
for  his  damage  for  loss  of  enjoyment  or  annul 
the  lease,  or  make  the  repairs  himself  on  notice 
and  recover  the  amount,  but  cannot  sue  for  in- 
juries to  persons  in  his  family,  who  knew  of 
the  defects  as  well  as  himself,  and  yet  continue- 
the  occupation  of  the  rooms  without  repairing^ 
himself,  or  abandoning  the  premises. 

Flynn  v.  Hatton,  48  How.  Pr.  888;  Walker 
t.  Swayeee,  8  Abb.  Pr.  186;  Hexter  v.  Knox, » 
N.  Y.  561;  Myere  v.  Burn*,  eupra. 

8.  In  the  absence  of  a  contract  the  landlord 
is  not  liable  to  any  extent  for  the  want  of  re- 
pair in  the  premises. 

McQlaehan  v.  Tallmadge,  87  Barb.  813; 
Sherwood  v.  Seaman,  2  Bosw.  180;  Howard  v. 
Doolittie,  8  Duer,  464-478,  and  cases  cited; 
Bart  v.  Windeor,  12  Mees.  &  W.  68;  Doupe  v. 
Qenin,  45  N.  Y.  119. 

Bradley,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff,  as  tenant  of  the  defendant,  oc- 
cupied some  rooms  in  a  tenement-house  of  the 
latter,  and  had  access  to  such  rooms  by  mean* 
of  a  stairway  common  to  the  occupants -of  the 
building.  It  appears  by  the  evidence  on  her 
part  that  in  descending  the  stairway  in  the 
evening  of  January  15,  1888,  the  plaintiff  fell 
and  received  the  injuries  complained  of  and 
that  such  fall  was  caused  by  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  stair  carpet;  that  the  carpet  had 
been  in  such  condition  for  several  months;  and 
that  the  attention  of  the  defendant  had  in> 
December  previous  been  called  to  it  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  said  he  would  remove  it. 
There  was  some  conflict  in  the  evidence  of  the 
parties  as  to  tbe  latter  fact,  and  as  to  the  sub- 
ject of  the  injury  and  its  cause;  but  that  there 
were,  and  for  considerable  time  had  been,  hole* 
in  tbe  stairway  carpet,  was  not  seriously  ques- 
tioned. It  was  the  doty  of  the  defendant  to> 
use  reasonable  care  to  keep  this  stairway  iu  re- 
pair and  suitable  condition  for  the  safe  passage 
of  his  tenants  over  it  in  their  way  to  and  from 
their  rooms,  and  for  failure  to  do  so  he  was- 
chargeable  with  liability  for  injuries  suffered 
by  them  without  their  fault  while  properly  us- 
ing it  for  such  purpose.    Looney  v.  McLean* 


form  that  duty  will  fasten  tbe  liability  upon  the 
landlord,  under  which  the  tenant  by  an  appropriate 
action  may  recover.  Dempsey  v.  Hertzfleld,  30  Ga. 
866;  Whittle  v.  Webster,  66  Ga.  180;  Lowell  v.  Spauld- 
ing,  4  Cuflh.  277;  Grtdley  v.  Bloomington,  68  IU.  47; 
Flynn  v.  Trask.  98  Mass.  660:  Benson  v.  Suarex,  19 
Abb.  Pr.  61;  Dowd  v.  Fitzpatrlck,  18  N.  Y.  Week. 
Dig.  843;  Donohue  v.  Kendall,  18  Jones  4t  8. 886;  Al- 
legheny v.  Campbell,  107  Fa.  680. 

Landlord's  ignorance  of  defect,  no  excuee. 
It  has  been  decided  m  a  recent  case  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  show  that  the  landlord  had  actual 
knowledge  of  the  defect  complained  of.  His  duty 
was  that  of  due  care;  and  ignorance  of  the  defect 
was  no  defense.  Gill  v.  Middleton,  106  Mass.  477. 
8ee  also  Readman  v.  Conway,  126  Mass.  874;  Looney 
v.  McLean,  129  Mass.  88;  Watkins  v.  Goodall,  188 
Mass.  688;  Iindsey  v.  Lelghton,  160  Mass.  285. 

Effect  of  notice. 
After  tbe  landlord  has  been  duly  apprised  of  the 
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defective  condition  of  the  demised  premises,  and  *- 
reasonable  time  has  elapsed  since  the  notice  of  such 
defect  was  Imparted,  he  will  become  liable  for  any 
Injury  resulting  from  the  dangerous  condition 
aforesaid.  Beichenbaoher  v.  Pahmeyer,  8  HL  App. 
217;  Coke  v.  Gutkeee,  80  Ky.  698,  44  Am.  Rep.  489; 
Cesar  v.  Karuts,  60  N.  T.  289;  Minor  v.  Sharon,  lit" 
Mass.  477, 17  Am.  Rep.  122;  Albert  v.  State,  6  Gent. 
Rep.  447, 66  Md.  825;  Owlngs  v.  Jones,  9  Md.  108. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  deceit,  there  is  no  Im- 
plied covenant  that  the  demised  premises  are  fit 
for  occupation  or  for  the  particular  use  which  Un- 
tenant intends  to  make  of  them.  The  maxim  of 
caveat  emptor  applies,  deves  v.  Wflloughby,  T 
Hill,  88;  Post  v.  Vetter,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  248;  Howard  v. 
Doolittle,  8  Duer,  464;  Rabbins  v.  Mount,  4  Root.  662; 
Flynn  v.  Hatton,  48  How.  Pr.  888;  Jafle  y.  Harteau, 
66  N.  Y.  896;  O'Brien  v.  CapwelU  89  Barb.  427;  Bos- 
ton v.  Gerrlsh,  9  Cush.  89;  Foster  v.  Peyser,  9  Cosh. 
242;  Royoe  v.  Guggenheim,  106  Mass.2Us  MoAdasa*. 
Land,  and  Ten.  6  242. 
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139  Mass.  83;  Lindety  v.  Leigh  ton,  150  Mass. 
285;  Donahue  v.  Kendall,  18  Jones  &  S.  886; 
Heyer  v.  MiUer,  19  Jones  &  8.  518. 

The  conclusion  was  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence that  the  condition  of  the  carpet  was 
such  as  to  justify  apprehension  of  danger  of 
tripping  in  passing  upon  the  stairway,  and 
that  at  the  time  in  question  the  plaintiffs  foot 
was  caught  in  a  hole  in  the  carpet,  thus  caus- 
ing her  fall  and  injury;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  chargeable  with  negligence  for  per- 
mitting it  to  remain  in  such  condition,  and 
with  its  consequences  to  the  plaintiff,  unless 
her  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury  which 
she  sustained.  It  is  urged  that  as  she  was 
cognizant  of  the  situation,  and  the  hall  of  the 
stairway  was  well  lighted  by  a  lamp,  her  fall 
was  necessarily  attributable  to  the  fault  or 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff.  Her  previous 
knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  passageway 
on  the  stairs  imposed  upon  her  the  duty  to  ex- 
ercise a  greater  degree  of  care  than  otherwise 
may  have  been  required  of  her  in  passing  over 
them,  but  she  was  not  required  to  desist  from 
using  the  stairway  by  reason  of  the  ruptures 
Id  the  carpet;  and,  while  the  question  may 
have  been  a  close  one  of  fact,  it  could  not 
properly  be  held  as  matter  of  law  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  therefore  the  motion  for  nonsuit  was  prop- 
erly denied.  Palmer  y.  Bearing,  98  N.  Y.  7; 
Ijooneg  v.  McLean,  129  Mass.  88. 

The  Question  presented  would  have  been 
quite  different  if  the  staircase  had  been  part  of 
the  premises  demised  to  the  plaintiff.  Then 
the  evidence  may  not  have  warranted  a  recov- 
ery by  her,  and  many  of  the  cases  cited  by 
the  defendant's  counsel  would  have  been  ap- 
plicable. But  the  stairway  was  not  under  the 
control  of  any  of  the  tenants,  but  was  pro- 
vided by  the  defendant  for  the  common  use  of 
those  bavins;  occasion  to  pass  to  and  from  the 
rooms  which  they  occupied  as  his  tenants  and 
the  weight  of  the  evidence  bearing  upon  the 
question  of  negligence  of  the  defendant,  or  of 
contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  is  not 
here  for  consideration.  The  appeal  to  the  gen- 
eral term  having  been  taken  only  from  the 
judgment  entered  on  the  verdict,  presented 
there  for  review  questions  of  law  only,  de- 
pendent upon  exceptions.  To  review  in  gen- 
eral term  questions  of  fact  arising  upon  a  trial 
of  an  action  at  law  by  jury,  it  is  essential  that 
a  motion  be  made  for  a  new  trial,  at  circuit,  on 
the  minutes,  or  at  special  term  on  a  case,  and 
that  an  appeal  be  taken  from  the  order  there- 
upon made  as  well  as  from  the  judgment,  if 
one  has  been  unqualifiedly  entered  upon  the 
result  of  the  trial  Wright  v.  JBvnter,  46  N. 
Y.  409.  And  in  such  case  an  order  reversing 
that  denying  a  new  trial,  and  granting  it,  is  not 
reviewable  in  this  court.  Earrie  v.  Burdett, 
78  N.  Y.  186. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  reception  of  the 
evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  stair  carpet 
the  morning  following  the  injury,  as  without 
proof  to  the  contrary  it  was  reasonable  to 
assume  that  its  then  condition  was  substantial- 
ly the  same  as  at  the  time  in  question. 
'  The  order  ehould  be  reverted,  and  the  judgment 
entered  an  the  verdict  affirmed. 

All  concur, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Cornelius  W.  CARNWRIGHT,  Rapt., 

v. 

Morgan  GRAY  et  al„  Exrs.,  etc,,  of  Samuel 

P.  Freligh,  Deceased,  Appte. 

c„-  -N.  r.~~  > 

1«  Ap^omiaaory-Bote,  avlthoiifi;hBOB-Be- 
ffotikble,  need  not  express  any  consideration, 
nor  need  evidence  of  consideration  be  given  in 
the  tlrst  instance  in  a  suit  to  recover  on  it. 

8.  ▲  note  payable  "thirty  days)  after 
death9*  may  be  a  valid  instrument. 

(JtoOett,  Oh.  J.,  and  Vantu  X,  dissent.) 
( June  8, 199L) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Third  Department,  affirming  a  Judgment  of 
the  Ulster  Circuit  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged 
to  be  due  on  a  promissory  note.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Brown*  J.: 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  upon  a 
written  instrument,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy: 

"  Quarryville,  September  2, 1871. 

"  Thirty  days  after  death  I  promise  to  pay  to 
Cornelius  Carnwright  fifteen  hundred  dollars, 
with  interest. 

"Samuel  P.  Freligh." 

The  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  of  the  trans- 


Notb.— Commercial  paper,  consideration. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  whether 
negotiable  or  not,  the  plaintiff  sustains  the  burden 
of  proof  by  producing-  the  note  and  proving;  its  ex- 
ecution. It  is  evidence,  under  the  hand  of  the 
promisor  of  a  oontraot  made  upon  a  good  consid- 
eration, even  if  the  words  "value  received"  axe 
omitted.  Townsend  v.  Derby,  8  Met.  808;  Burnham 
v.  Alien,  1  Gray,  488;  Dean  v.  Oarruth,  108  Mass.  848. 

The  early  nJUna. 

Although  It  was  once  held  to  be  necessary  to  have 
In  the  body  of  the  Instrument  an  express  acknowl- 
edgment of  consideration.  In  order  to  raise  the  pre- 
sumption of  consideration  (Cramlington  v.  Bvans, 
1  Show.  5),  It  is  now  generally  held.  In  England 
(PopleweU  v.  Wilson,  1  Strange,  884;  Claxton  y. 
Swift  8  Show.  488;  Grant  v.  DaOosta,  8  Maule  ft  8. 
851:  Maokleodv.Hnee,8Iid.Baym.l481),andlnthe 
United  States,  to  be  unneoessary.  MandevlUe  v. 
Welch,  18  IT.  8. 6  Wheat.  277, 6  L.  ed.  87;  Kendall  v. 
Oalvln,  15  Me.  181;  Townsend  v.  Derby,  8  Met.  868; 
Dean  v.  Oarruth,  108  Mass.  848;  Goshen  ft  M.  Turnp. 
Go.  v.  Hurtln,  8  Johns.  817;  Hughes  v.  Wheeler,  8 
Cow.  88;  Underbill  y.  Phillips,  10  Hun,  881;  Kinsman 
v.  BirdaaU,  8  H.  D.  Smith,  885;  Peasley  v.  Boat- 
wright,  8  Leigh,  185;  Hubble  v.  Fogartle,  8  filch.  L. 
418;  Hunley  v.  Lang,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  154;  Murry  v. 
Glayborn,  8  Bibb,  800;  Matlock:  v.  Livingston,  8 
SmedesftM.480;  People  v.  McDennott.8  Cai.  888. 
See  Tledeman,  Com.  Paper,  1 158. 

When  eoneideration  is  implied. 
An  absolute  Indorsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
promissory  note  imports  a  valid  consideration 
passing  from  the  indorsee  to  the  lndoner;  but  la 
order  that  this  quality  should  attend  the  instru- 
ment It  should  be  for  the  payment  of  money  only, 
absolutely  and  at  all  events.  8  Kent,  Com.  74;  1 
Dan.  Meg.  Inst.  8;  Chitty,  Bills,  168, 154, 181, 818, 818| 
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action  out  of  which  the  instrument  arose,  and 
none  of  the  actual  consideration  thereof,  but, 
having  offered  testimony  tending  to  prove  the 
genuineness  of  the  maker's  signature,  put  the 
note  in  evidence,  and  rested  his  case. 

Messrs.  Peter  Cantine  and  Joha  J.  Lin- 
eon,  for  appellants: 

A  negotiable  promissory  note,  expressing 
value  received,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  a 
consideration. 

Edwards,  Bills  and  Prom.  Notes,  pp.  78, 811; 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  163;  1  Parsons,  Bills  and 
Notes,  p.  127. 

If  the  note  is  not  strictly  speaking  a  promis- 
sory note,  such  as  one  payable  in  chattels,  a 
consideration  must  be  alleged  and  proved. 

Spear  v.  Downing,  84  Barb.  522. 

Where  a  note  contains  the  words  •* value  re- 
ceived" and  the  complaint  alleges  a  particular 
consideration,  that  consideration  must  be 
proved. 

Jerome  v.  Whitney,  7  Johns.  821;  Saxtony. 
Johnson,  10  Johns.  418;  Walrad  v.  Petrie,  4 
Wend.  575. 

A  non  negotiable  note,  without  the  words 


"value  received/'  or  other  equivalent  words,  is* 
not  evidence  from  which  a  consideration  can* 
be  implied. 

Edgerton  v.  Edgerton,  8  Conn.  6;  Bristol  v. 
Warner,  19  Conn.  7;  Courtney  v.  Doyle,  10  Al- 
len. 122;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  162,  1  Parsons, 
Bills  and  Notes,  p.  127. 

While  cases  can  be  found  in  this  State,  where 
the  courts  have  suggested  in  their  opinions  that 
non-negotiable  promissory  notes,  without 
words  expressing  value  received,  import  a  con- 
sideration, yet  on  examination,  they  show  that 
either  the  plaintiff  did  affirmatively  prove  sv 
consideration  on  the  trial  or  that  the  words  ex- 
pressing a  consideration  appeared  in  the  body 
of  the  note. 

See  Saxton  v.  Johnson,  supra;  KimbaU  v.. 
Huntington,  10  Wend.  675;  Goshen  &  M. 
Tump.  Co.  v.  Hurtin,  9  Johns.  217;  Cruger  v. 
Armstrong,  8  Johns.  Cas.  5;  Conroy  v.  War- 
ren. 8  Johns.  Cas.  259;  Raubitschek  v.  Blank, 
80  N.  T.  479;  Kinsman  v.  Birdsatt,  2  B.  D. 
Smith,  895;  Dean  v.  Oarruth,  108  Mass.  242; 
Richards  v.  Barlow,  1  New  Eng.  Rep.  577, 140 
Mass.  218;  Paine  v.  NbeWs,  58  How.  Pr.  878. 

The  burden  of  proving  a  consideration  re- 


Story,  Prom.  Notes,  9  128;  Dean  v.  Hall,  17  Wend. 
221:  Overton  v.  Tyler,  8  Pa.  348. 

But  this  rule  ceases  to  operate  in  case  of  a  re- 
strictive indorsement.  The  paper  is  no  longer  ne- 
gotiable, imports  no  consideration  from  an  indor- 
see, nor  does  it  by  implication  disclose  a  promise  to 
pay.  Dan.  Neg.  In/*.  516;  Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes, 
H  111,  112;  Bayley,  Bills  and  Notes,  107;  Chitty. 
Bills,  268,  258;  8  Kent,  Com.  82;  Power  v.  Finale,  4 
Call,  411:  Wilson  v.  Holmes,  5  Mass.  548;  Sigourney 
v.  Lloyd,  8  Barn.  ft  C.  822;  Treuttel  v.  Barandon,  8 
Taunt.  100;  Ancher  v.  Bank  of  England,  DougL 
837:  Blaine  v.  Bourne,  11 B.  I,  119;  Edle  v.  Bast  In- 
dia Co.  2  Burr.  1216,  1227;  HoUiday  v.  Atkinson,  6 
Barn.  ft  C.  501;  Sweeney  v.  Easter,  88  U.  8. 1  Wall. 
166, 17  L.  ed.  681;  Averett  v.  Booker,  15  Gratt.  168; 
Brown  v.  Jackson,  1  Wash.  C  0. 512;  Snee  v.  Pres- 
eot,lAtk.247. 

A  bill  negotiable  on  its  face  implies  a  valid  con- 
sideration, and  hence  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
holder  to  allege  and  prove  its  presence.  Smith  v. 
Gardner,  4  Bosw.  54:  Bayley,  Bills  and  Notes,  67; 
Bank  of  Orleans  v.  Barry,  1  Denlo,  118;  Warren  v. 
Lynch,  5  Johns.  289;  Central  Bank  of  Brooklyn  v. 
Lang.  1  Bosw.  202:  Jerome  v.  Whitney,  7  Johns.  821; 
Bigelow  v.  Co i ton,  13  Gray,  809;  Lines  v.  Smith,  4 
Fla.  47;  Plets  v.  Johnson,  8  Hill,  112;  United  States 
v.  White,  2  Hill,  69;  Edwards,  Bills  and  Notes,  165, 
166;  Bank  of  Troy  v.  Topping,  18  Wend.  657;  1  Par- 
sons, Bills,  227;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  161. 

Reetrictwe  indorsement. 

The  restrictive  indorsements  which  are  held  to 
negative  the  presumption  of  a  consideration  are 
such  as  indicate  that  they  are  not  intended  to  pass 
the  title,  but  merely  to  enable  the  indorsee  to  col- 
lect for  the  benefit  of  the  indorser,  such  as  indorse- 
ments "for  collection11  or  others  showing  that  the 
indorser  is  entitled  to  the  proceeds.  These  create 
merely  an  agency,  and  negative  the  presumption  of 
the  transfer  of  the  bill  and  the  indorsee  for  a  valu- 
able consideration.    Hook  v.  Pratt,  78  N.  Y.  871. 

Where  the  indorsement  purports  to  pass  the  title 
to  the  bill  therein  from  the  indorser,  and  devest 
him  of  all  beneficial  interest,  a  consideration  for 
such  transfer  is  presumed.  The  citation  from  8 
Kent,  Com.  92,  states  the  principle  to  be  that  when 
the  indorsement  is  a  mere  authority  to  receive  the 
money  for  the  use  or  according  to  the  directions  of 
the  indorser.  It  Is  evidence  that  the  Indorsee  did  not 
12  L.  R.A. 


give  a  valuable  consideration  for  it  and  is  notthe- 
absolute  owner.  This  accords  with  the  statement 
of  the  principle  by  Wilmot,  J"„  in  Bdle  v.  Hast  In- 
dia Co.  2  Burr.  1227.    See  also  Hook  v.  Pratt,  supra. 

Kffect  of  a  oondttton  as  to  payment. 

If  the  Instrument  is  made  payable  out  of  a  par- 
ticular fund,  or  hinges  upon  some  condition,  or  In 
something  besides  money,  it  loses  its  character  as  a> 
bill  of  exchange,  and  no  longer  Imports  a  consider- 
ation. In  an  action  upon  such  a  note,  considera- 
tion must  be  alleged  and  proved,  unless  it  be  stated 
in  the  body  of  the  instrument  that  it  was  given  for 
value  received.  Atkinson  v.  Manks,  1  Cow.  681;  De- 
Forrest  v.  Prary,  6  Cow.  151;  Bilderbaok  v.  BurUn- 
game,  27111.  811. 

The  effect  of  the  phrase  "for  value  received." 

The  words  4f or  value  received,"  so  frequently  tn- 
oorporated  with  the  body  of  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment, are  no  longer  considered  necessary  to  denote 
the  presence  of  a  consideration.  Beu  jamin  v.  Till- 
man, 2  McLean,  213;  People  v.  McDermott,  8  GaL. 
288;  HoUiday  v.  Atkinson,  5  Barn.  ft  C.  508;  Grant  v. 
Da  Costa,  8  Maule  ft  8.  851;  Townsend  v.  Derby,  * 
Met.  868;  Hatch  v.  Trayes,  11  Ad.  ft  KL  702;  Hubble 
v.  Fogartie,  8  Bioh.  L.  418;  Kendall  v.  Galvln,  l5Me» 
181;  Hughes  v.  Wheeler,  8  Cow.  77;  Clayton  v.  Gos- 
ling, 5  Barn,  ft  C.  860;  Maokleod  v.  6oee,  2  Ld. 
Baym.  1481;  Arnold  v.  Sprague,  84  Yt.  408;  Pople- 
well  v.  Wilson,  1  Strange,  284;  White  v.  Ledwicav 
4  DougL  247;  Jones  v.  J  ones,  6  Mees.  ft  W.  84;  Story,. 
Prom.  Notes,  M  51-58. 

It  remains  to  add  that  by  statutory  enactment  in 
some  of  the  States,  notably,  Arkansas  (Rev.  Stat. 
1874,  M  568, 653),  Missouri  (Bev.  Stat.  1879, 1 545),  and 
Pennsylvania  (Purdon.  Dig.  (1872)  p.  1178,  81),  it  Is 
required  that  all  promissory  notes  must  contain  the- 
words  "for  value  received,"  in  order  to  make  them 
negotiable:  but  the  note  or  bill  does  not  necessarily 
presume  a  consideration  eilstlng  prior  to  Its  execu- 
tion—it  does  import  consideration,  that  is  at  least 
contemporaneous,  Johnston  v.  Zane,ll  Graft,  SBL 
SeeTiedeman,  Com.  Paper,  1 158. 

As  between  the  original  parties,  the  considera- 
tion of  a  note  is  open  to  inquiry.  Wilson  v.  Ells- 
worth, 25  Neb.  246.  See  note  to  Kulenkamp  v.  Groft 
(Mich.)  1 L.  B.  A.  504. 
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mains  upon  the  plaintiff  notwithstanding  the 
presumption,  and  if  there  is  any  evidence  in 
the  case  on  this  point  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  plaintiff  must  show  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  the  whole  evidence  that  the  note  was 
given  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

Perleyv.  Parley,  8  New  Eng.  Rep.  727,  144 
Mass.  .104;  Powers  v.  BusseU,  13  Pick.  09;  De- 
lano v.  Bartleit,  6  Gush.  864;  Simpson  v.  Davis, 
119  Mass.  269;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  164;  Bruyn 
v.  BusseU,  52  Hun,  17. 

The  presumption  of  consideration  and  de- 
livery can  be  overcome  by  proving  facts  and 
circumstances  which  overcome  the  presump- 
tion. 

Anthony  v.  Harrison,  14  Hun,  218,  affirmed 
in  74  N.  Y.  618;  Sawyer  v.  Warner,  16  Barb. 
282;  1  Greed.  Ev.  §§  79-81,  and  note;  Dryer  v. 
Brown,  52  Hun,  821. 

Meter*.  F.  L.  Westbrook  and  J.  N. 
Fierov  for  respondent: 

Anon-negotiable  note  need  not  express  on  its 
face  a  consideration. 

Kimball  v.  Huntington,  10  Wend.  676;  Go- 
sJien  A  M.  TUrnp.  Go.  v.  Hurtin,  9  Johfls.  217; 
Paine  y.  NoeUce,  54  How.  Pr.  885;  Town  send  v. 
Derby,  8  Met.  864;  Underbill  v.  Phillips,  10 
Hun,  592;  Payne  v.  Gardiner,  29  N.  Y.  146; 
lAtqueer  v.  Proeeer,  1  Hill,  258. 

Promissory  notes  partake  in  a  very  high  de- 
cree of  the  character  of  specialties  and  are 
deemed,  prima  facie,  to  be  founded  upon  a  val- 
uable consideration,  and  may  be  generally  de- 
clared on  without  specially  stating  what  the 
particular  consideration  is;  in  which  circum- 
stance they  differ  from  other  unsealed  con- 
tracts whether  written  or  unwritten. 

Story,  Prom.  Notes.  §  7;  8  Kent,  Com.  77, 
78;  Downing  v.  Baekenstoes,  8  Cai.  187;  Go- 
shen AM.  Tump.  Co.  v.  Hurtin,  supra;  Bank 
of  Troy  v.  Topping,  9  Wend.  277;  Kimball  v. 
Huntington,  supra;  Lugueerv.  Prosser,  1  Hill, 
267;  Paine  v.  NoeUce,  68  How.  Pr.  278,  54 
How.  Pr.  835;  Powers  v.  French,  1  Hun,  588; 
UnderhiU  v.  Phillips,  supra;  Hughes  v.  Wheel- 
er, 8  Cow.  88;  Townsend  v.  Derby,  8  Met.  863; 
Dean  v.  Carruth,  108  Mass.  242;  Sibley  v. 
Phelps,  6Cush.  178;  Richard* v.  Barlow,  1  New 
Eng.  Rep.  577,  140  Mass.  218;  People*.  Me- 
Dermott,  8  Cal.  288;  Dvgan  v.  Campbell,  1 
Ohio.  115;  Richmond  v.  Patterson,  8  Ohio, 
869;  Cummings  v.  Freeman,  2  Humph.  148; 
Coursin  v.  Ledlie,  81  Pa.  506;  Flint  v.  Phipps, 
16  Or.  444;  Hunley  v.  Lang,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  157. 

Brown*  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

■  When  the  plaintiff  rested  his  case,  and  again 
at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  defendants 
moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the 
ground  that  no  proof  had  been  given  that  the 
instrument  sued  upon  had  any  consideration. 
These  motions  were  denied,  and  the  court  in- 
structed the  Jury  that  the  instrument  was  a 
promissory  note,  and  imported  a  consideration 
and  that  the  burden  rested  upon  the  defend- 
ants to  show  that  it  was  without  a  considera- 
tion. The  exceptions  to  these  rulings  present 
the  principal  question  argued  upon  this  ap- 
peal. The  Statute  of  this  State  in  reference 
to  promissory  notes  provides  as  follows  (1  Rev. 
Stat.  768):  7'  Section  1.  All  notes  in  writing, 
made  and  signed  by  any  person,  whereby  he 
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shall  promise  to  pay  to  any  other  person,  or 
his  order,  or  to  the  order  of  any  other  person, 
or  unto  the  bearer,  any  sum  of  money  therein 
mentioned,  shall  be  due  and  payable  as  therein 
expressed;  and  shall  have  the  same  effect,  and 
be  negotiable  in  like  manner,  as  inland  bills  of 
exchange,  according  to  the  custom  of  mer- 
chants." "  Sec  4.  The  payees  and  indorsees, 
of  every  such  note  payable  to  them  or  their 
order,  and  the  holders  of  every  such  note  pay- 
able to  bearer,  may  maintain  actions  for  the* 
sums  of  money  therein  mentioned  against  the* 
makers  and  indorsers  of  the  same,  respectively, 
in  like  manner  as  in  cases  of  inland  bills  of 
exchange,  and  not  otherwise." 

Our  Statute  is  a  substantial  re-enactment  of 
the  Statute  of  Anne  (3  &  4  Anne,  chap.  9), 
which  provided  that  "  all  notes  signed  by  a 
person  promising  to  pay  to  another,  his,  her  or 
their  order,  or  to  bearer,"  should  be  construed 
to  be  by  virtue  thereof  due  and  payable  to  any 
such  person  to  whom  the  same  is  made  pay- 
able, etc.  This  statute  was  held  by  the  court* 
of  England  to  include  within  its  terms  a  non- 
negotiable  note.  Smith  v.  KehddU,  6  T.  R. 
123;  BureheU  v.  Sloeoek,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1545;  8 
Kent,  Com.  77.  In  the  case  first  cited  Lord 
Kenyon  said:  "  A  note  may  be  made  payable 
to  A.  or  bearer,  A  or  order,  or  to  A.  only." 
Similar  decisions  were  made  by  the  courts  of 
this  State  under  our  own  Statute.  Downing* 
v.  Baekenstoes,  8  Cat  187;  Goshen  6  M. 
Turnp.  Co.  v.  Hurtin,  9  Johns.  217;  Kimbalt 
v.  Huntington,  10  Wend.  675;  Hall  v.  Farmer, 

5  Denio,  484.  In  Downing  v.  Baekenstoes  a 
non-negotiable  note  was  declared  on  as  within 
the  Statute,  and  the  defendant  demurred  on 
the  ground  that  the  declaration  did  not  allege 
the  transaction  and  consideration  upon  which 
the  note  was  given.  The  courtgave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  saying:  "The  very  point 
was  settled  in  Green  v.  Long,  April  Term, 
1798,  in  conformity  to  the  adjudications  in 
Westminster  Hall."  In  Goshen  <Sb  M.  Turnp. 
Co.  v.  Hurtin  it  was  said :  "  The  note  set  forth 
is  a  good  promissory  note  within  the  Statute, 
though  it  has  no  words  'bearer  or  order/  This 
is  the  established  English  law,  and  the  same 
rule  is  recognized  by  this  court." 

In  Kimball  v.  Huntington  the  action  waa 
upon  a  due-bill  in  this  form:    "Due  Kimball 

6  Kenston  three  hundred  and  twenty-five  dol- 
lars, payable  on  demand."  Judge  Nelson  said: 
"The  instrument  is  a  promissory  note  within 
the  Statute.  Neither  the  acknowledgment  of 
value  received  nor  negotiable  words  are  essen- 
tial to  bringit  within  the  Statute."  See  also 
Carver  v.  Hayes,  47  Me.  257;  Franklin  v. 
March,  6  N.  H.  864. 

No  authority  is  cited  in  the  courts  of  thla 
State  or  of  England  holding  that  a  non-ne- 
gotiable note  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the 
laws  cited,  and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
language  of  our  Statute  includes  a  note  pay- 
able to  a  person  without  words  of  negotiability. 
The  instrument  sued  upon  being,  therefore.' a 
promissory  note  within  the  Statute  of  this 
State,  it  follows  that  it  imports  a  consideration. 
By  tbe  express  terms  of  the  Statute  the  sum 
of  money  therein  mentioned  is  declared  to  bo 
"due  and  payable,  as  therein  expressed.* 
That  it  is  "due  and  payable"  according  to  lis. 
terms  is  the  legal  conclusion  which  the  court 
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mist  draw  from  the  instrument  itself.  A  valid 
contract  ia  thus  declared  to  exist,  and  of  course 
a  consideration  must  be  implied.  Hence 
"value  received"  need  not  appear  on  tbe  face 
of  the  note,  as  those  words  express  only  what 
the  law  implies.  Hatch  v.  Trayee,  11  Ad.  & 
El.  702;  Ball  v.  Farmer,  5  Denio,  484.  The 
effect  of  laws  which  make  promissory  notes 
negotiable,  or  which  authorize  actions  of  debt 
upon  them,  though  non-negotiable,  is  to  take 
them  out  of  the  common-Taw  rule  which  re- 

Suires  that  every  contract  must  be  shown  by 
lie  party  who  sues  upon  it  to  be  supported  by 
a  consideration,  and  enables  the  holder  to  main- 
tain an  action  thereon  without  alleging  or 
proving  a  consideration.  In  other  words,  a 
consideration  is  implied  from  the  character  of 
the  instrument.  Peadey  v.  Boattoright,  2 
Leigh,  195;  Hatch  v.  Trayee,  eupra.  The 
English  Statute  was  enacted  to  settle  the  con- 
troversy that  prevailed,  whether,  under  the 
customs  of  merchants,  promissory  notes  were 
negotiable.  They  were  thereby  declared  to 
be  assignable  or  indorsable  over  in  the  same 
manner  as  inland  bills  of  exchange  were  ac- 
cording to  the  customs  of  merchants,  and 
holders  were  empowered  to  maintain  actions 
thereon  in  the  same  manner  as  they  might  do 
upon  any  inland  bill  of  exchange  made  or 
drawn  according  to  tbe  custom  of  merchants. 
Our  Statute  contains  similar  provisions. 
Promissory  notes  and  inland  bills  of  exchange 
were  by  virtue  of  these  laws  put  upon  an 
equality.  They  were  made  negotiable  if  they 
contained  words  of  negotiability;  but,  whether 
negotiable  or  not,  and  whether  they  expressed 
value  received  or  not,  it  was  no  longer  neces- 
sary in  actions  thereon  to  aver  and  prove  con- 
sideration. Such  was  and  is  the  rule  as  to  in- 
land bills  of  exchange.  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst. 
§  101;  Raubitechek  v.  Blank,  80  N.  T.  479; 
Aeerett  v.  Booker,  15  Gratt.  168;  Wells  v.  Brig- 
ham,  8  Cush.  6.  And  the  same  rule  under  the 
Statute  was  made  applicable  to  promissory 
notes.  Towieend  v.  Derby,  8  Met.  868;  Dean 
v.  Carruth,  108  Mass.  242;  Bank  of  Troy  v. 
Topping,  9  Wend.  277,  and  18  Wend.  557; 
Chitty,  Bills,  9th  Am.  ed.  78-181;  Paine  v. 
Noelke,  58  How.  Pr.  278;  Story,  Prom.  Notes, 
|  51;  8  Kent,  Com.  77.  78;  1  Parsons,  Cont. 
0th  ed.  249;  1  Parsons,  Notes  and  Bills,  p.  198. 
The  Statute  does  not  require  a  note  to  ex- 

Sress  value  received  upon  its  face,  and  no 
efinition  of  such  an  instrument  requires  the 
expression  of  that  fact  The  note  sued  upon, 
although  by  its  terms  payable  after  the  death 
of  the  maker,  was  a  valid  instrument  A 
promissory  note  is  defined  to  be  a  written  en 
gagement  by  one  person  to  pay  absolutely  and 
unconditionally  to  another  person  therein 
named,  or  to  the  bearer,  a  certain  sum  of 
money  at  a  specified  time  or  on  demand. 
Story,  Prom.  Notes,  §  1;  Coolidge  v.  Rvgglee, 
15  Mass.  887.  It  must  contain  the  positive  en- 
gagement of  the  maker  to  pay  at  a  certain 
definite  time,  and  the  agreement  to  pay  must 
not  depend  on  any  contingency,  but  be  abso- 
lute, and  at  all  events.  Tried  by  this  standard, 
the  instrument  set  out  in  the  complaint  was  a 
valid  promissory  note.  The  fact  that  it  was 
payable  after  the  death  of  tbe  maker  did  not 
affect  its  character.  8  Kent,  Com.  76.  It  fol- 
lows from  these  views  that  tbe  motion  to  dis- 
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miss  the  complaint  was  properly  denied,  and 
there  was  no  error  in  tbe  charge  of  the  court. 

The  point  made  by  the  appellants  that  tbe 
court  erred  in  its  charge  as  to  the  burden  of 
proof  on  the  question  of  consideration,  assum- 
ing that  evidence  pro  and  eon  upon  that  ques- 
tion was  given,  was  not  raised  at  the  trial. 
The  proposition  made  by  the  defendants  at  tbe 
close  of  the  judge's  charge,  and  the  only  one 
to  which  an  exception  appears  in  the  record, 
was  as  follows:  "  In  order  that  there  may  be 
no  doubt  about  our  position,  we  ask  tbe  court 
to  charge  the  jury  that  there  has  been  no  evi- 
dence given  of  consideration,  and  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants  upon  that  ground." 
The  defendants,  having  thus  squarely  planted 
themselves  on  the  ground  that  there  waa  do 
evidence  of  consideration,  and  asked  the  court 
to  direct  a  verdict  in  their  favor,  cannot  now 
claim  that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury,  and 
that  they  were  entitled  to  a  different  instruction 
from  that  given.  The  defendants'  claim  all 
through  the  trial  was  that  the  note  did  not  im- 
port a  consideration,  and  that  tbe  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  without  proof  of  that  fact; 
and  his  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  to 
direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  and  his  exceptions 
to  the  charge,  all  sharply  present  that  question, 
but  he  nowhere  claimed  that  he  had  given  evi- 
dence which,  if  believed  by  the  jury,  over- 
came the  presumption  arising  in  favor  of  the 
note.  This  clearly  appears  from  the  statement 
I  have  quoted. 

The  exceptions  to  the  admission  of  evidence 
present  no  error,  and  the  judgment  ehotdd  be 
affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Follett,  Oh.  J.,  and 
Vaum,  J.,  dissenting,  and  Parker,  J.$  not 
voting. 


Alfred  GOLVILLB,  Beept., 

e. 

William  J.  MILES,  AppU 

(....N.Y.....I 

Title  to  tbe  hay,  oats  and  straw,  Is  mot 
reserved  to  tbe  owner  of  a  farm  as  against 
attaching  creditors  of  a  tenant,  under  a  lease  by 
which  the  tenant  agrees  to  raise  enouga  stuff  to 
feed  the  stock  of  tbe  place,  or,  if  he  fails  to  do  so, 
buy  what  may  be  necessary. 

(JunellftU 


Norm.— Riontt  of  the  landlord  at  again*  aUacMng 
eredttareot  the  tenant. 

The  stipulation  not  to  remove  the  produce— hay . 
oats  and  straw— is  in  the  nature  of  a  covenant  no- 
on which.  If  broken,  the  lessors  may  base  an  action 
for  damages,  bnt  which  does  not  affect  the  lessee's 
title  to  the  prod  notion  of  the  farm.  Smith  v.  Put- 
nam, 8  Pick.  221:  Walker  v.  Pitta,  24  Pick.  ML 

The  principle  established  by  the  case  under  review 
is  vindicated  by  a  deoision  of  the  New  York  su- 
preme oourt,  holding  that  where  tbe  lease  contain- 
ing a  security  clause  for  the  rent  reserved  had  not 
been  tiled  as  a  chattel  mortgage  when  the  levies 
were  made,  such  lease  became  invalid  and  nugatory 
as  against  the  parties  plaintiff  in  an  attachment 
suit  who  had  by  superior  diligence  secured  a  Judg- 
ment and  perfected  a  levy  before  the  landlord  had 
filed  his  lease.  Stewart  v.  Beale,  7  Bun,  406,  affirmed. 
68  N.  T.  829. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
Second  Department,  affirming  a  Judgment  of 
the  Orange  County  Circuit  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  possession 
of  certain  farm  produce  which  defendant  had 
seised  under  executions  against  a  third  person. 
Reversed. 

Statement  by  Follett.  Oh.  J.: 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  General 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Second 
Judicial  Department,  affirming  a  judgment  en- 
tered on  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  This  action 
(replevin)  was  begun  October  18, 1886,  to  re- 
cover a  quantity  of  hay,  oats  and  straw  grown 
in  that  year  by  a  tenant  on  a  farm  owned  by 
the  plaintiff,  which,  in  April,  1884,  was  leased, 
with  stock  in  which  the  landlord  and  tenant 
were  jointly  interested,  for  an  annual  rent  of 
$980,  payable  in  monthly  installments  of  $80 
each.  The  tenant,  Patrick  Kane,  occupied  the 
farm  until  the  1st  of  October,  1886,  when  he 
left,  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  $100  rent,  and 
to  various  persons.  On  the  5ib,  6th  and  14th 
of  that  month  the  defendant,  a  constable,  seized 
a  part  of  the  hay,  oats  and  straw  crown  on  the 
farm,  by  virtue  of  six  warrants  of  attachment 
issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  The  property 
was  taken  by  the  sheriff  under  the  process 
issued  in  this  action,  and  was  subsequently 


delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  From  April,  1880, 
to  April,  1884,  Kane  worked  the  farm  on 
shares,  he  having  one  third  and  the  plaintiff 
two  thirds  of  its  products;  but  in  April,  1884, 
the  farm,  the  stock  owned  by  the  landlord,  as 
well  as  that  in  which  both  were  interested,  was 
let  as  above  stated.  On  the  trial  the  value  of 
the  property  was  assessed  at  1 1,000,  and  the 
title  was  found  to  be  in  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  BL  N.  Kane,  for  appellant: 

Under  this  lease  the  title  to  these  crops  vested 
in  the  tenant. 

Hawkins  v.  Giles,  45  Hun,  818;  McOombs  v. 
Becker,  8  Hun,  842,  5  Thomp.  &  C.  550;  John- 
eon  v.  Orofoot,  58  Barb.  574,  87  How.  Pr.  59; 
8teffln  v.  8teMn.  4  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  179, 
17  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig. 418;  Brian  v.  Austin,  29 
N.  Y.  8.  R.  249;  Symonds  v.  Had,  87  Me.  854. 
59  Am.  Dec.  58;  Turner  v.  Bach  elder,  17  Me. 
257. 

There  must  be  a  clear  express  contract  that 
the  title  shall  be  and  remain  in  the  landlord  in 
order  to  effect  that  result. 

Van  Hooter  v.  Cory,  84  Barb.  9;  Oressey  v. 
Sabre,  17  Hun,  120;  Reynolds  v.  Ellis,  4  Cent. 
Rep.  282, 108  N.  Y.  115;  Benjamin,  Sales,  §  79, 
note  K;  Andrew  v.  Newcomb,  82  N.  Y.  417. 

Assuming  that  this  arrangement  gave  the  title 
to  this  property  to  Colville,  it  is  perfectly  ap- 
parent that  Kane's  interest  in  it  waa  a  leviable 


It  is  a  well-authenticated  general  rule  that  if  a 
lease  contains  no  reservations,  the  tenant  is  en- 
titled to  remove  all  the  crops  harvested  during;  his 
term.  Willey  v.  Conner,  44  Vt.  68;  Clark  v.  Harvey, 
£4  Pa.  142. 

Incase  of  crops  to  be  sown,  it  vests  potentially 
from  the  time  of  the  bargain,  actually  as  soon  as 
the  suit  arises.    Andrew  v.  Newoomb,  82  N.  Y.  417. 

Where  a  tenant  sold  crops  covered  by  a  mortgaoe 
-clause  in  a  lease  to  a  vendee  who  had  full  notice  of 
suoh  clause,  the  crops  went  Into  his  hands  im- 
pressed with  the  lien  thereof;  and  when  he  sold 
them,  be  took  the  proceeds  In  trust  for  the  pur- 
chaser of  said  premises  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  be- 
came liable  to  him  for  the  amount.  Butt  v.  Ellett, 
86  U.  B.  19  Wall.  644, 28 1*,  ed.  188. 

When  a  state  statute  confers  upon  the  landlord 
a  lien  upon  the  crops  upon  the  demised  premises  in 
any  year  for  the  rent  of  that  year,  but  gives  no 
specific  lien  upon  other  property  of  the  tenant, 
prior  to  the  levy  of  a  distress  warrant  by  the 
landlord,  he  has  no  lien  on  property  of  the  tenant 
on  the  premises  except  the  crops.  Morgan  v. 
Ounpbell,  89  U.  8. 22  Wall.  881, 28  L.  ed.  786. 

Where  the  lessee  of  a  tenant  for  life  has  grow- 
ing crops  unharvested  at  the  time  of  the  latter* 
death,  he  Is  entitled  to  them.  Bradley  v.  Bailey,  1 
L.  K.  A.  427, 66  Conn,  874, 7  Am.  St.  Hep.  816. 

A  landlord  can  make  a  valid  agreement  with  a 
tenant  that  the  title  to  the  crop  raised  by  the  latter 
on  the  landlord's  premises  shall  remain  In  the  land- 
lord until  he  has  been  paid  his  rent  and  advances. 
De  Vaughn  v.  Howell,  88  Ga.  886;  Pelton  v.  Draper, 
<61Vt.a64. 

The  lessee  of  a  farm  for  one  half  the  crops  as 
rent  owns  the  other  half  free  from  the  landlord's 
debts.   Stlokney  v.Stlokney,  77  Iowa,  699. 

New  York  Code,  6 1784,  vests  the  possession  of  the 
crop  in  the  landlord  only  In  order  to  secure  a  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  of  the  lease;  as  against  all 
other  persons  the  title  Is  In  the  tenant  or  his 
assignees.  Kesler  v.  Cornelison,  98  N.  G.  888:  Brldg- 
•ers  v.  Dill,  97  N.  0.222. 

In  certain  cases  of  leases,  covenants  that  the  les- 
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sor  shall  have  all  the  grain  to  be  grown  upon  the 
lands  rented  as  security  for  unpaid  rent  have  been 
held  good,  Oonderman  v.  Smith.  41  Barb.  404;  Van 
Hooser  v.  Cory,  84  Barb.  9;  McCaffrey  v.  Woodin, 
66  N.  Y.  469,  and  cases  cited.  See  Cressey  v.  Sabre, 
17  Hun,  120. 

Where  lease  of  farm  provides  that  half  of  the 
hay  raised  on  It  shall  be  consumed  thereon  by  cattle 
kept  by  the  lessee,  and  the  other  half  be  divided  be- 
tween the  lessor  and  lessee,  the  property  in  the 
whole  of  the  hay  remains  in  the  lessee  until  the  di- 
vision Is  made.  The  lessor  has  no  claim  in  rem 
upon  It  before  division.  When  the  division  Is  made 
under  the  contract,  the  portion  divided  vests  sepa- 
rately In  the  lessor  and  lessee,  but  the  other  undi- 
vided half  to  be  consumed  on  the  farm  still  remains 
the  property  of  the  lessee.  Symonds  v.  Hall,  87 
Me.  864, 69  Am.  Dec.  68. 

It  has  been  held,  and  Is  stated  In  Waples  on 
Attachment,  p.  498,  that  one  who  has  a  lien  on  goods 
for  money  advanced  must  have  it  reoorded  or  must 
give  notice  to  an  attaching  creditor  if  he  would 
maintain  his  lien  as  superior  to  that  of  such  credi- 
tor.   Qulnn  v.  Halbert,  66  Vt.  224. 

If  the  attaoher  knows  of  the'exlstenoe  of  the  lien 
for  advances,  or  that  of  a  vendor  for  purchase 
money.  It  Is  Immaterial  from  what  source  his 
knowledge  Is  obtained;  he  Is  bound  to  respect  it 
MoPhall  v.  Gerry,  66  Vt.  174. 

Any  notice  of  suoh  pre-existing  liens  answers 
the  purpose  of  recording,  so  far  as  the  attacher  Is 
concerned.  Kelsey  v.  Kendall,  48  Vt.  27;  Allen  v. 
MoCalla,  26  Iowa,  464;  McOavran  v.  Haupt,  9  Iowa, 
83;  Boyd  v.  Beck.  29  Ala.  708;  De  Vendal  v.  Malone, 
26  Ala.  272;  Bearing  v.  Watkms,  16  Ala.  20;  Smith  v. 
Zuroher,  9  Ala.  208;  Magee  v.  Carpenter,  4  Ala.  469. 

The  burden  is  on  the  prior  lienholder  to  show  no- 
tice (Whitoomb  v.  Woodworth,  64  Vt.  644),  and  It 
has  been  thought  that  he  must  show  that  the  notice 
emanated  from  himself  (Stearns  v.  Wrlsley,  80  Vt. 
661;  Farmers  &  M.  Bank  v.  Drury,  85  Vt.  489);  but 
If  the  attaoher  knew  of  that  fact  it  ought  to  mat- 
ter whence  his  Information  came.  See  Waples, 
Attaohm.  p.  499. 
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oqe.  For  Kane's  interest  was  not  only  a  pos- 
sessory right,  but  be  had  the  right  to  absolute- 
ly dispose  of  it,  and  use  it,  to  consume  it  and 
convert  it  into  milk  there  upon  this  farm,  and 
with  this  dairy  of  cows.  This  was  a  leviable 
interest,  and  was  properly  attached  by  Kane's 
creditors. 

Van  Antwerp  v.  Newman,  2  Cow.  543.  ap- 

5 roved  in  22  N.  Y.  282;  Putnam  v.  Wyley,  8 
ohns.  482;  Hull  v.  Gamley,  11  N.  Y.  501,  17 
N.  Y.  202;  Edw.  Baflm.  §  268;  BeinmiUer  v. 
Bkidmore.  7  Lans.  161. 

Mr.  John  Vincent,  for  respondent: 

Kane  could  not,  during  the  pendency  of  the 
lease,  sell  or  carry  away  the  crops,  nor  give 
any  title  to  them.  He  had,  then,  no  right  of 
property  in  them,  and  no  leviable  interest,  even 
while  on  the  farm  as  tenant.  If  he  had  none 
while  on  the  farm,  he  certainly  had  none  after 
he  left  it. 

Beald  v.  Builder*  Mitt.  F.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Mass. 
88;  Wilton  v.  Holmes,  26  N.  Y.Week.  Dig.  24. 

A  tenant  who  abandons  bis  lease  by  his  own 
act  or  default  loses  ail  claim  to  crops  or  im- 
plements. 

Talbot  v.  Hill,  68  111.  106;  Samson  v.titow, 
65  N.  Y.  411;  Beeder  v.  Say  re,  70  N.  Y.  180. 

Follett,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Frequently  the  title  to  the  products  of  lands 
leased  for  agricultural  purposes  is  reserved  by 
the  lessor,  or  a  lien  is  created  as  security  for 
the  payment  of  rent;  but  no  such  claim  is  put 
forward  in  this  case.  It  is  not  asserted  that 
the  landlord  and  tenant  owned  the  products 
Jointly,  and  title  was  in  the  one  or  the  other  in 
severalty.  This  actiou  was  brought  and  main- 
tained on  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff  held  the 
legal  title  to  the  property  in  question.  The 
only  witness  who  gave  evidence  in  support  of 
the  action  was  the  plaintiff,  who  testified: 
4 'As  near  as  I  can  recollect,  he  (Kane)  was  to 
take  charge  of  the  stock.  He  was  to  raise 
enough  stuff  on  the  place  to  feed  the  stock; 
and,  if  there  was  not  enough  to  carry  them 
through  the  year,  he  was  to  buy  what  was 
necessary  to  carry  it  out,  which  be  has  not 
been  doing  for  the  last  two  years.  The  stuff 
was  not  to  be  sold.  There  was  forty  odd  head 
of  cattle.  You  do  not  raise  stuff  to  sell  when 
you  have  cattle.  .  .  .  The  bay  and  grain  were 
not  to  be  removed;  it  was  not  raised  to  sell;  it 
belonged  to  the  cattle.  Q.  Did  you  have  any 
interest  in  the  farm  after  you  made  the  lease 
to  Mr.  Kane,  or  the  products  of  it  in  any 
way?  A.  No;  I  gave  that  up  with  the  lease 
of  the  cows.  I  leased  the  cows,  and  leased 
everything.  I  gave  him  all  that  the  ground 
produced.  I  never  received  any  of  the  pro- 
ducts for  the  sale  of  young  stock  or  produce 
sold  from  said  farm.  I  never  gave  any  direc- 
tion about  working  the  farm,  or  made  any 
inquiry  of  Kane  as  to  what  he  was  using  on 
the  farm,  or  what  he  sold  off  the  farm.  I  did 
not  care  so  long  as  he  raised  the  milk.  I  told 
him  he  could  use  anything  he  wanted  except 
the  stock.  I  was  entitled  to  two  thirds  of  the 
stock  when  it  was  sold.  He  sold  it  all  and 
pocketed  it;  and  I  never  got  my  two  thirds. 
...  He  put  on  seven  cows.  He  kept  sheep  on 
the  farm.  I  do  not  know  what  he  did  with 
them.  .  .  .  When  the  farm  was  leased  the  hay 
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and  grain  was  not  mentioned  at  all.  He  waa  to* 
raise  enough  stuff  on  the  farm  to  keep  the 
cattle.  If  there  was  not  enough  raised  on  the 
place  be  was  to  buy  what  was  requisite.  What 
was  raised  on  the  place  was  to  be  fed  to  the 
cattle.  .  .  .  There  was  no  conversation  par- 
ticularly in  which  anything  waa  said  about 
feeding  the  cattle  from  the  products  raised  on 
the  farm.  He  was  to  raise  the  stuff  and  sup- 
port the  cattle.  If  the  place  did  not  support 
the  cattle  he  was  to  buy  whatever  was  neces- 
sary. That  was  the  agreement.  I  cannot  state 
what  he  said.  I  am  stating  what  I  said.  I 
said  it,  and  he  agreed  to  it." 

This  is  all  the  testimony  given  in  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  tends  to  show*  that  he 
reserved  the  title  to  the  products  of  the  farm. 
The  tenant,  and  a  witness  who  heard  the  bar- 
gain, testified  that  it  was  not  agreed  that  the 
crops  were  to  be  fed  on  the  place,  and  that  no 
reservation  was  made  in  respect  to  them.  The 
court  instructed  the  jury,  in  effect,  that  if 
the  plaintiff's  evidence  was  true  the  title  to 
the  property  was  in  him,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  recover;  to  which  the  defendant 
excepted.  The  court  was  also  asked  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  had  failed  to  establish  title,  which  was 
refused,  and  an  exception  taken.  In  this,  we 
think,  the  court  erred.  If  the  plaintiff  had  the 
title  to  this  property,  it  might  have  been  taken 
in  execution  for  his  debts,  or  he  could  have 
sold  it  to  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  and  for 
value,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  tenant  and  all 
claiming  under  him.  Such  consequences  do 
not  flow  from  the  contract  testified  to  by  the 

Elaintiff.  He  did  not  testify  that  title  to  the 
ay  and  grain  was  reserved  by  him,  but  that 
the  tenant  agreed  to  feed  enough  of  it  on  the 
farm  to  support  the  stock.  This  did  not  amount 
to  a  reservation  of  title,  but  was  an  executory 
contract,  for  a  violation  of  which  the  landlord 
could  have  recovered  damages. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  has  been* 
several  times  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  this  State.  In  Johnson  v.  Orofoot,  58  Barb. 
574, 87  How.  Pr.  59,  a  farm  was  let  by  a  writ- 
ten lease  for  an  annual  money  rent  The  lease 
contained  a  stipulation  that  the  tenant  "  should 
feed  out  the  hay  and  straw  in  a  careful  and 
farmer-like  manner;"  and  it  was  further  agreed 
that  if  sufficient  hay  and  straw  were  not  raised 
to  keep  the  stock  the  landlord  was  to  supply  the 
deficiency.  It  was  also  provided:  "The  par- 
ties of  the  first  part  [landlords]  are  to  have  full 
title,  with  the  privilege  of  taking  possession,  at 
any  and  all  times,  of  any  and  all  products  of  the 
farm  in  payment  of  the  balance  due  on  the  rent."9" 
A  Judgment  was  recovered  against  the  tenant 
during  the  existence  of  the  lease,  and  an  exe- 
cution issued  to  the  defendant,  who  levied  up- 
on and  sold  about  sixty  tons  of  hay  raised  on 
the  farm  by  the  tenant,  and  then  being  in  his 
actual  possession  on  the  farm.  The  plaintiff" 
brought  trover,  claiming  that  under  the  lease 
the  title  to  the  hay  never  passed  to  or  vested  in 
the  tenant,  but  that  it  was  to  remain  on  the 
farm  for  the  purpose  of  feeding  the,  stock. 
Verdict  was  directed  for  the  defendant '  at  the- 
circuit,  which  direction  was  sustained  at  gen- 
eral term,  the  court  saying:  "But  it  is  argued 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  that  it  [lease} 
was  not  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  title  to  such. 
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hay  as  should  grow  on  the  place  did  not  pass 
to  Tift  [the  tenant]  because  be  stipulated  in 
the  lease  that  he  would  cut  and  get  in  in  good 
order  all  the  hay,  and  that  be  would  feed  out 
the  hay  and  straw  in  a  saving  manner;  and  be- 
cause it  was  further  stipulated  that  he  was  to 
have  the  privilege  of  keeping  a  span  of  bones 
all  tbe  time,  and  a  third  horse  during  haying, 
which,  it  is  claimed,  is  inconsistent  with  the 
idea  that  the  title  to  the  hay  was  to  be  in  him." 
In  answer  to  this  contention  the  court  said: 
"Tbe  covenant  on  the  part  of  Tift  was  to  save 
all  the  hay  and  straw,  and  to  carefully  feed  it 
to  the  stock;  and  to  keep  but  two  horses  ex- 
cept during  haying  time  was  only  an  agree- 
ment binding  on  him  at  law,  and  if  he  chose 
to  keep  more  horses,  or  to  sell  and  improvi- 
dently  use  the  hay,  it  did  not  authorize  Miller 
and  Rumble,  the  lessors,  to  interfere  with  him, 
either  by  taking  possession  of  it  (for  they  were 
entitled  to  possession  only  as  security  for  the 
unpaid  rent),  or  to  restrain  such  use  of  it  by 
injunction." 

In  MeCbmbsY.  Becker,  8  Hun,  843, 5  Thomp. 
&  C.  550,  the  defendant  leased  his  farm  and 
forty  cows  for  a  money  rent.  It  was  stipu- 
lated that  the  tenant  should  take  good  care  of 
the  cows,  and,  in  case  the  hay  raised  on  the 
farm  should  be  insufficient  to  winter  them,  the 
landlord  should  supply  the  deficiency  at  the 
rate  of  $8  per  ton,  and  if  there  should  be  a 
surplus,  the  landlord  should  have  it,  and  pay 
the  tenant  $8  per  ton  for  it.  A  Judgment  was 
recovered  against  the  tenant,  and  an  execution 
issued  under  which  part  of  the  hay  was  pur- 
chased by  the  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  the  de- 
fendant (the  landlord)  converted  it  to  his  own 
use.  In  an  action  brought  for  the  conversion 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover, the  court  saying:  "True,  the  landlord 
was  to  have  the  surplus  hay,  and  pay  $8  per 
ton  for  it,  but  this  was  an  executory  contract 
for  its  purchase,  the  breach  of  which  would  be 
compensated  In  damages.  It  follows  that  the 
bay  was  the  tenant's,  and  subject  to  sale  upon 
execution  against  him." 

Hawkins  v.  Giles,  45  Hun,  818,  arose  over  a 
lease  of  a  farm  and  seven  cows  from  April  1, 
1888,  to  April  1,  1884,  for  $175  rent  The  les- 
see agreed  "to  feed  out  all  the  fodder  on  said 
farm  that  is  raised  on  said  farm,  .  .  .  and 
winter  said  stock— seven  cows— through  to 
grass  in  the  spring  of  1884  on  bay."  In  De- 
cember, 1888,  an  execution  creditor  of  the  les- 
see levied  upon  about  25  tons  of  hay  grown 
upon  the  farm  during  that  year  which  was  sold 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  The  owner  of 
tbe  farm  prevented  him  from  taking  the  hay 
claiming  (1)  that  the  tenant  left  without  fully 
paying  the  rent;  (2)  that  the  hay  was  required 
to  keep  tbe  cows  through  to  grass  of  1884;  (8) 
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that  he  was  entitled  to  the  manure  which 
would  be  made  by  the  hay  being  fed  on  the 
farm.  It  was  held  that  the  title  to  the  bay  was 
in  the  tenant,  and  was  subject  to  sale  under  the 
execution,  and  the  judgment  entered  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  was  affirmed.  Steffin  v.  Steffln, 
4  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proa  179, 17  N.  Y.  W.  Dig.  418, 
arose  over  an  agreement  to  cultivate  a  farm  on 
shares,  the  occupant  agreeing  to  deliver  "one 
hah!  of  all  the  products  of  said  farm  to  [tbe 
owner]  Mary  A.  Lock  wood."  An  execution 
was  issued  against  the  occupant,  and  levied 
upon  grain  grown  on  the  farm.  It  was  held 
that  the  title  to  the  property  was  in  the  occu- 
pant, the  owner  having  a  lien. 

In  Turner  v.  Bachelder,  17  Me.  257,  a  farm, 
with  tools,  four  cows,  and  other  stock,  was 
leased  for  a  term  of  years,  the  landlord  to  have 
"one  half  of  all  the  corn  and  grain  and  pota- 
toes that  shall  grow  on  the  farm,  and  half  of 
the  calves,  and  half  of  the  lambs,  and  half  of 
the  wool.  There  was  a  clause  in  the  lease  that 
the  lessor  was  to  furnish  four  cows,  one  horse 
and  other  stock  sufficient  to  eat  up  all  the  hay 
that  should  grow  on  said  farm. "  The  hay  was 
levied  upon  and  sold  by  a  creditor  of  tbe  les- 
see, who  was  held  to  have  a  leviable  interest  in 
it,  and  that  the  lessor  had  no  title  to  it. 

In  Symonds  v.  Ball,  87  Me.  854,  a  farm  was 
worked  upon  shares.  By  one  of  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  "one  half  of  the  hay  cut  on  the 
farm  is  to  be  eat  by  the  stock  kept  on  the 
farm,  and  tbe  other  half  of  the  hay  is  to  be  di- 
vided equally  between  the  contracting  parties." 
An  execution  creditor  of  the  occupier  seized 
and  sold  the  hay.  The  owner  of  the  land 
brought  trover.  It  was  held  that  the  title  to 
the  hay  before  division  was  in  the  occupier, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recov- 
er for  the  undivided  hay  sold  under  the  execu- 
tion. 

In  Orcutt  y.  Moore,  184  Mass.  48,  the  prin- 
ciple decided  in  the  three  cases  last  cited  was 
held  to  be  the  law  in  Massachusetts.  The  case 
at  bar  was  decided  upon  tbe  authority  of  Heald 
y.  Builder*  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Mass.  88,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  clause  in  a  lease  sim- 
ilar in  effect  to  the  agreement  testified  to  by 
the  plaintiff  amounted  to  a  reservation  of  the 
title  to  the  owner  of  the  land.  This  case 
seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  uises  decided 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State;  and,  be- 
lieving the  rule  declared  by  our  courts  rest* 
upon  well-recognized  principles,  we  must  de- 
cline to  follow  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chusetts and  overrule  the  judgments  of  our 
own  courts. 

The  Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur,  except  Brown*  J.t  not  sitting. 
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•A  local  statute  which  confers)  upon  the 
munieipal  goTemmant  power  and  au- 
thority to  aesees  one  third  of  the  oost  of 
grading,  paving,  msnadamimlng  and  otherwise 
Improving  the  roadway  or  street  proper,  on  real 
estate  abutting  on  each  tide  of  the  street  im- 
proved, subjects  alike  all  real  estate  owned  by  In- 
dividuals or  private  corporations  without  respect 
to  the  purpose  or  use  for  which  the  property  is 
held  or  to  which  it  Is  devoted.  Churches  are  not 
exempt;  and,  after  paying  such  assessment,  the 
religious  corporation  to  whioh  a  church  belongs 
cannot  recover  back  the  money  so  paid  into  the 
city  treasury.  Trustee*  of  First  M.  E.  Ohureh  v. 
Atlanta,  76  Ga,  18L,  overruled. 

(February  87, 1801.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  back 
money  paid  under  protest  in  satisfaction  of  a 
street  assessment  alleged  to  have  been  errone- 
ously made.    Beversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  B.  Goodwin*  J.  T.  Pendleton 
and  J.  A*  Anderson  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Hop  Smith  «V  Barton  Smith 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Bleckley,  Oh.  J.t  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

This  was  an  action  by  the  church,  a  body 
corporate  and  politic,  against  the  City, 
brought  in  February,  1887,  to  recover  the  sum 
of  $616.87,  the  amount  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant  in  January,  1885,  In  satis- 
faction of  a  ft.  fa.  which  the  city  bad  issued 
against,  and  caused  to  be  levied  upon,  the 
church  building  and  the  premises  on  which 
the  same  was  situate,  said  premises  fronting 
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and  abutting  on  Marietta  Street  The  rt.  /a. 
was  issued  for  the  pro  rata  share  of  these 
premises  of  the  cost  incurred  in  the  year  1888 
by  the  City  in  paving  with  Belgian  blocks 
the  roadway  or  street  proper  on  which  the 
premises  abutted.  The  payment  was  made 
under  protest,  and  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the 
property  in  pursuance  of  the  levy.  The 
street  was  paved  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 8,  1881,  amending  the  charter  of  the 
City,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  were  fully 
complied  with.  The  church  building  was 
used  only  for  church  purposes  and  religious 
worship.  At  the  trial  the  facto  were  agreed 
upon,  and  reduced  to  writing,  and,  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  the  only  question  raised  was 
stated  thus:  "Is  property  occupied  by  a 
church,  and  used  for  church  purposes  only, 
and  religious  worship,  liable  for  street  im- 
provement under  the  said  Act  of  1881?*  The 
court  instructed  the  Jury  to  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff ;  and  after  verdict  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  new  trial  because  of  error  in  this  in- 
struction, and  because  the  verdict  was  con- 
trary to  law  and  to  evidence.  The  motion 
was  overruled. 

The  Act  in  question  (Acts  1880-81,  p. 
858)  was  construed  by  a  majority  of  this 
court  as  then  constituted,  in  Trustees  of  First 
M.  B.  Church  v.  Atlanta.  76  Ga.  181 ;  and 
that  decision  was  afterwards  held  by  a  full 
bench  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  parties  in 
that  case,  the  same  case  haying  again  come 
up  for  review.  The  principle  of  res  acfjudi- 
eata  made  the  latter  ruling  a  necessary  corol- 
lary to  the  former,  whether  the  first  in  order 
was  correct  or  incorrect.  But  as  the  present 
case,  although  it  involves  the  same  question 
touching  the  right  construction  of  the  Act 
of  1881,  is  a  new  case,  and  between  different 
parties,  or  with  one  of  the  parties  different, 
the  duty  of  construing  the  Act  de  novo  cannot 
be  declined  by  the  present  bench,  save  upon 
the  ground  that  the  former  construction  is 
satisfactory,  or,  if  not,  that  it  should  be  ac- 
quiesced in  because  of  some  mischief  or  pub- 
lic inconvenience  likely  to  result  from  adopt- 
ing and  promulgating  a  different  construction 


Norm.— Exemption  from  taxes  generally  doss  not 
exempt  church  properly  from  special  assessment. 

The  fact  that  property  is  occupied  for  purposes 
of  religious  worship  will  not  exempt  it  from  assess- 
ment for  street  Improvements.  Re  New  York,  11 
Johns.  80;  Northern  Liberties  v.  St.  Johns  Church, 
13  Pa.  104;  Second  Unlversallst  Soc.  v.  Providence, 
6  R.  L  286;  Lefevre  v.  Detroit,  8  Mloh.  687;  Trustees 
of  M.  B.  Church  v.  Bills,  88  Ind.  8;  Bamesch  v.Unlted 
Brethren  Christ  Church,  4  West.  Rep.  7X0, 107  Ind.  1; 
Broadway  Baptist  Church  v.  MoAtee,  8  Bush,  608. 

A  charter  of  a  religious  corporation,  providing* 
that  its  property  shall  be  "exempt  from  all  taxa- 
tion and  assessments,  special  or  general,  for  any 
and  all  purposes  whatever,"  does  not  exempt  it 
from  paying*  for  the  opening*  of  a  street  in  propor- 
tion to  the  benefit  or  advantage  derived  from  it. 
Such  local  assessment  is  not  within  the  meaning  of 
the  word  kitax."  Chicago  v.  Baptist  Theological 
Union,  8  West  Rep.  96, 116  HI.  246. 

The  exemption  of  a  corporation,  in  'its  charter, 
"from  all  taxation  of  every  kind,"  does  not  ex- 
empt It  from  the  special  taxation  of  contiguous 
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property  for  local  Improvements.  Illinois  Oen&R. 
Co.  v.  Decatur,  1 L.  R.  A.  618, 126  DL  98. 

An  Act  providing  that  lands  belonging*  to  incor- 
porated cemetery  associations  should  be  exempt 
from  taxes,  rates,  assessments,  eta,  does  not  extend 
to  municipal  assessments  levied  to  defray  the  ex- 
penses of  local  improvements.  Buffalo  Cemetery 
Asso.  v.  Buffalo,  48  Hun,  187. 

A  tax  for  street  Improvements  is  not  against  the 
person,  but  against  the  property.  Hawthorne  v. 
Bast  Portland,  18  Or.  871. 

Special  assessment  for  tooal  improvements.  See 
note  to  Chester  v.  Black  (Pa.)  6  L.  B.  A.  80s. 

Street  assessments.  See  note  to  Birmingham  v. 
Klein  (Ala.)  8  K  R.  A.  869. 

Exemptions  from  taxation,  not  to  apply  to  spe- 
cial assessments.  See  note  to  Adams  County  v. 
Quincy  OIL)  6  L.  R.  A.  185. 

Church  property  not  exempt  from  special  assess- 
ments. Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Decatur  OIL)  II*.  R. 
A.  618;  Wallace  v.  Myers  (N.  Y.)  4  L.  R.  A.  171. 

Strict  construction.  See  notes  to  Catlin  v.  Trinity 
College  (N.Y.)  8  L.B.  A.  806;  Church  of  St  Monica 
v.  New  York  (N.  Y.)  7  L.  R.  A.  70. 


See  also  13  L.  R.  A.  668. 
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after  the  first  has  stood  undisturbed  for  a 
period  of  nearly  five  years.  The  rule  of  stare 
decisis  is  a  wholesome  one,  but  should  not 
be  used  to  sanctify  and  perpetuate  error  in  so 
short  a  term  as  five  years,  without  very 
weighty  reasons  in  behalf  of  public  policy. 

At  the  last  term  of  this  court,  we  recog- 
nized the  rule  in  Scott  v.  Steward,  48  Ga.  772, 
as  a  right  rule  of  decision  where  many  trans- 
actions of  the  public  at  large,  based  on  an 
exposition  of  the  law  declared  ten  or  eleven 
years  ago,  would  probably  be  disturbed  or 
vitiated  by  expounding  the  law  differently 
now.  We  deprecate  and  distrust  rash  inno- 
vation as  much  as  the  most  conservative 
magistrates  ought ;  but  it  has  never  been  the 
doctrine  of  any  court  of  last  resort  that  the 
law  is  to  be  a  refuge  and  safe  asylum  for  all 
the  errors  that  creep  into  it.  Indeed,  the 
mind,  private  or  official,  which  closes  down 
upon  ail  the  errors  it  embraces,  refusing  to 
eject  them  when  exposed,  is  no  longer  fit  for 
the  pursuit  of  truth.  Courts,  like  individ- 
uals, but  with  more  caution  and  delibera- 
tion, must  sometimes  reconsider  what  has 
been  already  carefully  considered,  and  rectify 
their  own  mistakes.  If  this  is  to  be  done  in 
any  case,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  a  change  of  decision  would 
uproot  no  transaction  founded  on  the  prior 
decision,  and  where  the  effect  in  the  partic- 
ular controversy  at  the  bar  would  be  simply 
to  leave  the  parties  where  they  had  placed 
themselves  by  doing  aright  what  one  of  them 
now  seeks  to  nave  undone.  If,  in  very  truth, 
according  to  the  real  law  of  the  matter,  the 
church  corporation  paid  to  the  City  a  debt 
which  it  Justly  owed,  and  for  which  it  was 
legally  liable,  it  could  not  recover  back  the 
money  consistently  with  Christian  morality, 
were  there  no  other  obstacle  to  withdrawing 
the  cash  from  the  city  treasury.  Nor  does 
the  corporation  desire  so  to  do,  for  it  has 
united  with  the  city  in  formulating  thus  the 
question  to  be  decided :  "Is  property  occu- 
pied by  a  church,  and  used  for  church  pur- 
poses only  and  religious  worship,  liable  for 
street  improvement  under  the  said  Act  of 
1881  ?w  We  could  not  answer  truly  accord- 
ing to  our  judicial  convictions  by  citing  and 
following  the  case  in  76  Ga.,  for  we  think 
that  case  misconstrues  the  Act,  and  unduly 
restricts  its  application. 

The  Act,  after  conferring  power  to  grade, 
pave,  macadamize  and  otherwise  improve  the 
streets,  invests  the  mayor  and  general  coun- 
cil with  "power  and  authority  to  assess  one 
third  of  the  cost  of  grading,  paving,  macad- 
amizing, .  .  .  and  otherwise  improving 
the  roadway  or  street  proper,  on  the  real  estate 
abutting  on  each  side  of  the  street  improved ; 
provided,  that  before  any  street,  or  portion 
of  a  street,  shall  be  so  improved,  the  persons 
owning  real  estate  which  has  at  least  one  third 
of  the  fronting  on  the  street,  or  portion  of  a 
street,  the  improvement  of  which  is  desired, 
shall,  in  writing,  request  the  commissioners 
of  streets  and  sewers  to  make  such  improve- 
ments, and  said  commissioners  shall  have  ap- 
proved the  same,  and  shall  forward  the  same, 
with  their  approval,  to  the  mayor  and  gen- 
eral council,  with  a  statement  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  improvement  proposed  to  be  made, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


and  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  same,  and 
said  mayor  and  general  council  shall  by  or- 
dinance direct  the  said  work  to  be  done." 
Acts  1880-81,  pp.  859,  860. 

The  Act  proceeds  to  confer  power  to  adopt 
by  ordinance  a  system  of  equalizing  assess- 
ments, and  prorating  the  cost  "on  the  real  es- 
tate according  to  its  frontage  on  the  street,  or 
portion  of  a  street,  so  improved. "  It  declares 
"that  the  amount  of  assessment  on  each  piece 
of  real  estate  shall  be  a  lien  on  said  real  es- 
tate from  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  ordi- 
nance providing  for  the  work  and  making 
the  assessment  r  and  it  gives  the  mayor  ana 
general  council  "  authority  to  enforce  the 
collection  of  the  amount  of  any  assessment  so 
made  for  work  .  .  .  upon  streets,  .  .  . 
by  executions  to  be  issued  by  the  clerk  of 
council  against  the  real  estate  so  assessed,  and 
against  the  owner  thereof,  at  the  date  of  the 
ordinance  making  the  assessment,  which  exe- 
cution may  be  levied  by  the  marshal  of  said 
City  on  such  real  estate ;  and  after  advertise- 
ment and  other  proceedings,  as  in  cases  of 
sale  for  city  taxes,  the  same  may  be  sold  at 
public  outcry  to  the  highest  bidder,  and  such 
sale  shall  vest  an  absolute  title  in  the  pur- 
chaser: provided,  that  the  defendant  shall 
have  a  right  to  file  an  affidavit"  to  contest 
the  amount  due,  etc.    Id.  p.  360. 

It  only  requires  that  language  shall  be 
taken  in  its  ordinary  signification,  in  confor- 
mity to  the  rule  of  construction  laid  down 
in  section  4  of  the  Code,  for  us  to  be  able  to 
hold,  not  as  a  conjecture,  but  with  absolute 
certainty,  that  the  terms,  "real  estate  abut- 
ting on  each  side  of  the  street  improved, n  in- 
clude all  lands  so  abutting,  no  matter  to 
whom  they  belong,  nor  how  the  buildings 
upon  them  may  be  occupied  or  used.  Church 
property,  therefore,  is  manifestly  within  the 
letter  of  the  Act,  and  as  clearly  within  it 
as  any  other  property  whatsoever.  The 
grant  of  power  to  assess  it  is  no  less  express 
than  is  the  grant  of  power  to  assess  any  other. 
The  Act  neither  makes  nor  hints  at  any  dis- 
crimination, but  uses  words  which  embrace 
all  real  estate  as  appropriately  and  com- 
pletely as  they  embrace  any  part  of  the  same. 
It  would  be  as  consistent  with  the  letter  of 
the  Statute  to  deny  that  it  comprehends  any 
real  estate  at  all  as  to  deny  that  it  compre- 
hends all  that  abuts  on  the  street.  This  is 
the  plain  truth ;  and  yet  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  76  Ga.  187,  188,  launches  the  argu- 
ment by  referring  to  the  rule  that  no  corpo- 
ration can  exercise  any  power  not  expressly 
conferred  or  necessarily  implied ;  ana  after 
observing  that  places  of  religious  worship, 
etc.,  are  not  brought  directly  by  name  within 
the  provisions  of  the  Act,  adds :  "  And  we 
do  not  think  they  can  be  brought  within  it 
by  construction  or  necessary  implication, 
unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that  the  property 
so  exempted  from  taxation  is  used  for  pur- 
poses of  *  private  or  corporate  profit  or  in- 
come.' n  This  seems  to  be  the  fundamental 
error  of  the  opinion.  It  treats  the  City  as 
invoking  implication,  whereas  the  City 
points  to  an  express  grant,  and  the  Church 
invokes  implication  to  limit  the  words  of  , 
the  grant.  True,  church  property  is  not 
brought  in  by  its  special  name,  nor  is  any 
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other ;  the  name  applied  to  all  alike  being 
"real  estate  abutting  on  each  side  of  the 
street  improved."  The  property  now  in 
question,  though  belonging  to  a  religious 
corporation,  and  used  exclusively  for  wor- 
ship and  church  purposes,  is  "real  estate, n 
and  it  abuts  on  Marietta  Street,— the  street 
improved.  The  true  and  only  problem  is 
whether  it  can  be  taken  out  of  the  Act  by 
implication,  not  whether  it  can  be  brought 
in.  The  Legislature,  by  not  excepting  any 
real  estate  whatever,  has  put  it  in;  and  no 
consistent  and  enforced  construction  of  the 
Act  can  be  arrived  at  without  setting  out 
from  this  standpoint.  To  deny  the  natural 
import  of  the  words  of  a  statute,  and  thus 
exclude  from  them  something  that  they 
evidently  comprehend,  and  then  to  argue  that 
this  same  thing  cannot  be  brought  in  by  im- 
plication, is  to  expel  -the  occupant,  and  then 
keep  him  out  because  he  was  never  in.  If 
the  words,  "  the  real  estate  abutting  on  each 
side  of  the  street  improved, "  are  not  definite 
and  free  from  all  manner  of  ambiguity, 
no  words  can  be.  And  yet,  clear  and  definite 
as  they  are,  we  can  be  morally  certain 
that  they  comprehend  more  than  the  Legis- 
lature intended  they  should ;  for  they  cover, 
by  their  letter,  public  as  well  as  private 
property,  and  subject  the  whole  alike  to  as- 
sessment, lien,  levy  and  sale.  That  the  pub- 
lic property  of  the  United  States,  the  State, 
the  county  or  the  city  was  intended  to  be 
dealt  with  thus  is  so  improbable  that  we 
can  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  an 
implied  exception  as  to  all  public  property 
can  and  should  be  engrafted  upon  the  Act 
by  construction.  And  just  here  the  real 
question  in  its  ultimate  form  emerges :  Can 
a  like  exception  iu  favor  of  church  prop- 
erty— which  all  will  agree  is  not  public, 
but  strictly  private,  property — be  recog- 
nized and  the  words  of  the  Statute  still  fur- 
ther narrowed  L<y  construction  so  as  to  exclude 
it  also?  No  answer  to  this  question  is 
afforded  by  citing  the  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution which  authorizes  the  General  Assem- 
bly to  exempt  church  property  as  well  as 
public  property  from  taxation,  and  citing 
with  it  the  Act  of  1878  (Code,  §  798),  by 
which  the  power  was  exercised  throughout 
its  whole  extent,  and  thereby,  for  the  time 
being,  exhausted.  This  court  has  ruled  in 
Hayden  v.  Atlanta,  70  Ga.  817,  —a  case  which 
arose  out  of  the  identical  Statute  we  are 
now  construing, — that  the  taxation  to  which 
that  power  relates  is  taxation  for  revenue, 
and  not  local  assessments  for  the  improve- 
ment of  streets,  which  latter  are  in  the  nat- 
ure of  an  interchange  of  equivalents  be- 
tween the  public  and  the  owners  of  property 
locally  benefited  by  the  improvement.  By 
general  and  now  almost  unanimous  concur- 
rence  throughout  the  jurisprudence  of  the 
American  States,  there  is  an  essential 
difference  between  the  two  species  of  taxa- 
tion; and  many  rules,  whether  constitutional 
or  statutory,  which  govern  the  former  are 
without  application  to  the  latter.  See,  be- 
sides, the  citations  in  Hayden  v.  Atlanta, 
supra;  Birmingham  v.  Klein,  89  Ala.  461,  8 
L.  R.  A.  869 ;  Speer  v.  Athens,  85  Ga.  49,  9  L. 
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R.  A.  402 ;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.   4th  ed. 

§§  777,  778. 

Consistency  requires  that  when  the  Con- 
stitution has  been  ruled,  as  in  Hayden  v. 
Atlanta,  not  to  apply  to  local  assessments, 
its  provisions  on  the  subject  of  taxation 
should  not  be  treated  as  authority,  direct  or 
indirect,  for  holding  property  of  any  kind 
exempt  from  such  assessments.  If  it  sup- 
plies no  rule  for  levying  assessments,  and 
declares  no  exemption  from  their  imposition, 
what  control  can  it  possibly  have  when  a  stat- 
ute on  the  subject  of  assessments  is  under 
construction?  To  appeal  to  it  in  the  discus- 
sion is  either  to  recede  from  the  doctrine  that 
it  is  silent  on  assessments,  or  to  invoke 
what  it  says  on  one  subject  to  limit  what 
the  Legislature  has  expressly  said  when 
treating  of  another.  Surely,  the  mere  group- 
ing of  church  property  with  public  prop- 
erty, first  by  the  Constitution,  and  then  by 
the  Statute,  in  dealing  with  taxation  proper, 
is  no  sufficient  reason  for  concluding  that 
the  Legislature  intended  that  they  should 
stand  upon  the  same  footing  in  the  law  of 
local  assessments,  where  no  such  intention 
has  been  anywhere  declared.  The  argument 
that  because  the  Legislature,  under  express 
authority  granted  to  it  by  the  Constitution, 
has  expressly  exempted  church  property 
from  taxation,  therefore  it  has  impliedly 
exempted  it  from  local  assessment,  is  mani- 
festly fallacious.  The  Constitution  itself 
exempts  nothing,  not  even  public  property ; 
it  only  gives  authority  to  the  General  Assem- 
bly to  make  certain  exemptions.  Without 
some  express  promulgation  of  the  legisla- 
tive will,  no  private  property  whatever 
could  claim  exemption  from  general  taxa- 
tion. How  can  a  system  of  express  exemp- 
tion from  such  taxation  be  a  legitimate 
E remise  from  which  to  conclude  that  the 
legislature  intends  a  system  of  implied  ex- 
emption as  to  certain  private  property  to  run 
through  its  enactments  on  the  subject  of  local 
assessments?  Having  once  made  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  two  species  of  taxation, 
and  professing  still  to  adhere  to  it,  we  ought 
to  accept  its  consequences.  In  no  other  way 
can  consistency  be  maintained ;  and  nothing 
inconsistent  is  law,  for  the  law  is  never  in 
conflict  with  itself,  nor  one  part  with  another 
part. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  the  opinion 
we  are  reviewing  does  not  cite  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  btatute  under  it  exempting 
church  property  from  taxation,  as  authority, 
direct  or  indirect,  but  only  as  evincing  on 
the  part  of  the  State  a  friendly  spirit  and 
disposition  towards  religious  institutions  and 
instrumentalities.  For  this  purpose  we  con- 
cede the  citation  would  be  legitimate.  The 
Constitution  defines  very  explicitly  the  fiscal 
relation  which  the  State  is  to  bear  to  religion. 
It  declares,  on  the  one  hand  (Code,  §  5006)  : 
"No  money  shall  ever  be  taken  from  the 
public  treasury,  directly  or  indirectly,  in 
aid  of  any  church,  sect,  or  denomination  of 
religionists,  or  of  any  sectarian  institution." 

This  settles  it  that  the  State  shall  pay 
nothing  to  the  Church.  It  declares,  on  the 
other  hand  (Id.  §§5181,  5182,  5184)  :    aAU 
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taxation  shall  be  uniform  upon  the  same  class 
of  subjects,  and  ad  valorem  on  all  property 
subject  to  be  taxed  within  the  territorial  lim- 
its of  the  authority  levying  the  tax,  and  shall 
be  levied  and  collected  under  general  laws. 
.  .  .  The  General  Assembly  may,  by  law, 
•exempt  from  taxation  all  public  property; 
places  of  religious  worship  or  burial ;  all 
institutions  of  purely  public  charity;  all 
buildings  erected  for  and  used  as  a  college, 
incorporated  academy,  or  other  seminary  of 
learning ;  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  any 
public  library,  and  that  of  any  other  literary 
association,  used  by  or  connected  with  such 
library;  all  books  and  philosophical  ap- 
paratus ;  and  all  paintings  and  statuary  of 
any  company  or  association  kept  in  a  public 
hall,  and  not  held  as  merchandise,  or  for 
purposes  of  sale  or  gain :  provided,  the  prop- 
erty so  exempted  be  not  used  for  purposes 
of  private  or  corporate  profit  or  income. 
.  .  .  All  laws  exempting  property  from 
taxation,  other  than  the  property  herein 
enumerated,  shall  be  void.n  This  settles  it 
that  the  church,  like  other  proprietors,  shall 
pay  taxes  upon  its  whole  property,  unless 
the  Legislature  shall  think  proper  to  exempt 
its  places  of  religious  worship,  etc.,  not  used 
for  purposes  of  private  or  corporate  profit 
or  income.  All  property  of  the  church  not 
embraced  in  this  power  of  exemption  stands, 
with  reference  to  the  State,  upon  exactly  the 
same  footing  as  if  it  belonged  to  individuals, 
And  hbd  no  connection  with  religious  uses 
whatever.  With  respect  to  it,  there  can  be 
do  exemption  from  general  taxation  ex- 
pressly granted;  much  less  any  resulting 
from  Implication  only.  And  the  scheme  of 
the  Constitution  evidently  is  to  have  no  im- 
plied exemptions  at  all ;  certainly  none  other 
than  of  public  property.  It  may  be  that 
were  the  Legislature  to  lay  a  tax  for  the 
benefit  of  the  State  upon  all  property,  with- 
out having  declared  any  exemption  what- 
ever, the  Statute  might  be  construed  as  im- 
pliedly excepting  public  property ;  but  no 
court,  we  apprehend,  would  feel  warranted 
in  extending  the  implication  to  church  prop- 
erty. Thus  the  matter  stands  with  reference 
to  the  species  of  taxation  with  which  the 
Constitution  deals,  to  wit,  taxation  for  reve- 
nue. The  policy  of  the  State,  as  indicated 
by  the  Constitution,  is  to  make  no  discrim- 
ination in  favor  of  property  devoted  to  re- 
ligious purposes  save  by  express  statute. 
While  the  Legislature  is  empowered  to  ex- 
tend favor  to  such  property,  it  is  expected 
to  do  so,  if  at  all,  by  express  provision.  And 
such  is  now  our  whole  statutory  scheme 
with  reference  to  churches  and  rel igion.  The 
policy  is  to  favor  them,— favor  them 
highly. — but  to  leave  no  favor  whatever  to 
implication.  This  is  shown  by  the  opinion 
we  are  reviewing.  It  correctly  refers  to  a 
great  number  of  topics  in  respect  to  which 
favors  have  been  granted,  but  they  have  all 
been  exage  rated.  In  the  whole  range  of  our 
state  legislation  since  the  adoption  of  the 
Code,  we  know  of  no  instance  in  which  the 
Legislature  has  been  understood  to  intend 
any  favor  or  privilege  in  behalf  of  the 
church  which  it  has  failed  to  set  down  and 
specify  in  express  terms.  Taking  the  Code 
13  L.  R.  A. 


and  all  our  statutes  together,  we  have  a  com- 
prehensive and  specific  enumeration  of  par- 
ticulars, in  respect  to  which  religion  and 
those  engaged  in  its  ministrations  are  pre- 
ferred or  favored.  But  surely  this  is  no 
warrant  for  a  court  to  add  to  these  favors  by 
construction  or  implication.  On  the  con- 
trary, as  the  Legislature  has  expressed  so 
much,  the  inference  ought  to  be  that  its 
expressions  are  co- extensive  with  its  will  and 
intention. 

Glancing  now  at  the  current  of  authority, 
let  us  see  how  the  stream  runs.  In  People 
v.  McCreery,  84  Cal.  456,  the  supreme  court 
of  that  State  says:  "The  meaning  of  taxa- 
tion must  be  kept  in  view;  and  that  is,  a 
charge  levied  by  the  sovereign  power  upon 
the  property  of  its  subject.  It  was  not  * 
charge  upon  its  own  property,  nor  upon 
property  over  which  it  has  no  dominion. 
This  excludes  the  property  of  the  State, 
whether  lands,  revenue  or  other  property,  and 
the  property  of  the  United  States. "  Accord- 
ingly, it  was  held  in  Doyle  v.  Austin,  47 
Cal.  858,  that  a  statute  providing  for  the 
opening  of  a  street,  and  for  the  payment  of 
the  expenses  by  assessment  upon  the  lands 
benefited,  was  not  vitiated  by  an  express 
exception  from  liability  in  making  the  as- 
sessment of  lands  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  the  State  of  California,  and  the  city, 
respectively,  although  it  appeared  by  the  re- 
port of  the  assessors  that  these  lands  would  be 
benefited  to  the  extent  of  $800,000.  That 
property  belonging  to  the  public,  and  held 
for  public  uses,  is  exempt  from  taxation  when 
not  expressly  subjected  thereto,  is  held  in 
the  following  cases:  Rochester  v.  Bush,  80 
N.  Y.  802;  Schuylkill  County  Directors  of 
Poor  v.  North  Manheim  Twp.  School  Directors, 
42  Pa.  21 ;  Louisville  v.  Com.  1  Duvall,  295. 
The  same  rule  prevails  as  to  assessments  for 
local  improvements  of  a  public  nature. 
Worcester  County  v.  Worcester,  116  Mass. 
108;  Baltimore  County  Comrs.  v.  Board  of 
Managers  of  Maryland  Hospital,  62  Md.  127 ; 
State  v.  Hartford,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Gas. 
610,  the  editor  citing  49  Conn.  89,  which  is 
a  mi 8- citation. 

In  Missouri,  it  would  seem,  an  exemption 
is  not  implied  in  favor  of  all  public  prop- 
erty. 8t.  Louis  Public  Schools  v.  St.  Louis, 
26  Mo.  468.  And  in  Illinois,  under  the 
Constitution  of  1870,  such  exemptions  are 
not  implied.  Adams  County  v.  Quincy,  180 
111.  566.  In  New  York,  certain  words  con- 
tained in  a  city  charter  were  construed  to  sub- 
ject property  of  the  State  to  assessment  for 
the  improvement  of  a  street.  Hassan  v. 
Bodiester,  67  N.  Y.  528.  In  Texas  (Harris 
County  v.  Boyd,  70  Tex.  287),  an  exemp- 
tion in  the  Constitution  protecting  the  prop- 
erty of  counties,  cites  and  towns,  held  only 
for  public  purposes,  from  forced  sale  and 
from  taxation,  was  ruled  to  extend  to  an  as- 
sessment against  a  court-house  for  the  im- 
provement of  a  street.  It  is  manifest,  how- 
ever, that  this  decision  could  have  been 
rested  upon  the  general  principle  announced 
by  the  courts  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland 
and  Connecticut,  to  the  effect  that  public 
property  is  not  included  in  the  statutes  for 
local   assessments  unless  specially  named. 
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Implied  exceptions  in  favor  of  public  prop- 
erty also  prevail  over  general  words  in  a  stat- 
ute founded  on  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain.  Atlanta  v.  Central  B.  & 
Bkg.  Co.  58  Ga.  120;  St.  Loud*,  J.  A  C.  B. 
Oo.  v.  Trustees,  48  111.  808. 

We  thug  see  that  to  engraft  an  exception 
upon  the  amended  charter  of  Atlanta  in 
favor  of  public  property  has  the  sanction 
of  authority.  But  no  such  rule  prevails,  so 
far  as  we  know  or  have  been  able  to  ascertain, 
in  favor  of  private  property  used  for  religious 
purposes.  In  the  following  cases,  churches, 
although  not  expressly  named  in  assessment 
statutes,  were  held  to  be  subject  to  assessment 
for  local  improvements,  notwithstanding  they 
were  exempt  by  express  law  from  general  tax- 
ation :  Be  New  York,  11  Johns.  77.  And  see 
Harlem  P.  Church  v.  New  York,  5  Hun,  442 ; 
Be  Second  Ate,  M.  B.  Church,  66  N.  Y.  895 ; 
People  v.  Syracuse.  2  Hun,  488;  Northern 
Liberties  v.  St.  John's  Church,  18  Pa.  104 ; 
Lefevrev.  Detroit,  2  Mich.  586;  Ottawa  v. 
Trustees  of  Free  Church,  20  111.  428 ;  Broad- 
way  Baptist  Church  v.  McAtee,  8  Bush,  508; 
Lockwdod  v.  8t.  Louis,  24  Mo.  20.  And  see 
Ft.  Wayne  First  P.  Church  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  86 
IncL  888;  Second  Uhiversalist  Soc.  v.  Provi- 
dence, 6  R.  I.  285.  The  like  rule  has  been 
applied  to  cemeteries.  Baltimore  v.  Qreen 
At.  Cemetery,  7  Md.  517 ;  Buffalo  City  Ceme- 
tery v.  Buffalo,  46  N.  Y.  506;  Lima  v. 
Cemetery  Asso.  42  Ohio  St.  128.  And  to  hos- 
pitals, asylums,  and  other  charitable  institu- 
tions, aheehan  v.  Good  Samaritan  Hospital, 
50  Mo.  155 ;  Lafayette  v.  Male  Orphan  Asy- 
lum, 4  La.  Ann.  1 :  Boston  Seaman's  Friend 
Soc.    t.  Boston,    116  Mass.    181.      And  see 


Chicago  v.  Baptist  Theological  anion,  115  m. 
245,  8  West.  Rep.  06 ;  Be  St.  Joseph's  Ajsylum 
60  N.  Y.  858.     Also,  to  institutions  of  learn- 
ing, etc.     Re  College  Street,  8  R.  I.  474. 
If  express  words  are  requisite  to  exempt 

Srivate  property  from  general  taxation  there 
»  no  reason  why  like  words  are  not  equally 
necessary  to  exempt  it  from  assessments. 
Lima  v.  Cemetery  Asso.  supra.  Instances 
of  such  express  exemption  are  furnished  by 
State  v.  Newark,  86  N.  J.  L.  478 ;  State  v. 
St.  Paul,  86  Minn.  529.  But  in  Chicago  v. 
Baptist  Theological  Union,  115  111.  245,  8  West. 
Rep.  06,  it  was  held  that  even  an  express) 
exemption  from  assessment  could  not  be 
granted,  under  the  Constitution  of  Illinois, 
because  violative  of  the  principle  of  equality. 
Inasmuch  as  the  Constitution  of  Georgia  nei- 
ther expressly  nor  by  implication  lays  down 
any  principle  whatever  touching  local  assess- 
ments, being  entirely  silent  on  the  subject, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  defect  of  power 
in  the  Legislature  to  spare  churches  from 
such  assessments  at  pleasure.  We  rule,  not 
that  the  Legislature  might  not  have  granted 
the  exemption  now  contended  for,  had  it  been 
so  disposed,  but  that  it  has  not  done  so.  The 
question  of  legal  discrimination  in  favor  of 
church  property  over  secular  property,  in 
the  matter  of  bearing  burdens,  is  one  of  pub- 
lic policy ;  and  it  is  for  the  Legislature,  not 
the  courts,  to  mould  that  policy  and  pro- 
claim it  The  services  of  religion  to  the 
State  are  of  untold  value ;  but  it  is  the  glory 
of  religion  in  this  country  that  it  serves  as 
a  volunteer,  without  money  and  without 
price. 
Judgment  reversed 
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Overruling1  decisions  of  the  state  court 
of  lsvst  resort  which  were  In  force  at  the  time 
a  mortgage  was  given  by  a  married  woman,  and 
which  upheld  its  validity  under  the  statutes,  does 
not  affect  the  right  of  the  mortgagee, , 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  Minnie  E.  Farrier 
from  a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  for 
Lowndes  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to. foreclose  a  mortgage.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion: 
Messrs.  Watts  «s  Son  for  appellant 
Messrs.  Webb  A  Tillman,  for  appellee: 
At  the  time  the  mortgage  was  made  to  the 
loan  company,  the  court  had  decided  in  favor 
of  its  validity. 

Goodlett  v.  HanseU,  66  Ala.  151;  Turner  v. 
Kelly  and  Mason  v.  Kelly,  70  Ala.  85. 


Nora.— Judicial  power  in  Interpretation  and  con- 
struction of  statutes. 

It  is  a  part  of  the  judicial  power  to  determine 
what  the  law  la,  and  all  questions  involving  the  va- 
lidity and  effect  of  statutes  when  thus  determined 
are  authoritatively  settled.  Smith  v.  Judge  or 
Twelfth  Dlst.  17  Cal.  658;  Sears  v.  Cottrell,  5  Mich. 
254;  Shumway  v.  Bennett,  29  Mloh.  466;  Taylor  v. 
Porter,  4  Hill,  146;  Murray  v.  Hoboken,  L.  &  I.  Oo. 
69  U.  8. 18  How.  278,  15  L.  ed.  872;  State  v.  Dexter, 
10  R.  L  841;  Yanzant  v.  WaddelL,  2  Y/erg\  260;  8tate 
Bank  v.  Cooper,  Id.  599;  Jones  v.  Perry,  10  Yerg\ 
69:  State  v.  Dews,  R.  M.  Charl.  400;  Greene  v.  Brlggs, 
1  Curt.  C.C.  311;  Reiser  v.  William  Tell  Sav.  Fond 
Asso.  89  Pa.  146. 

The  Legislature  as  the  representative  of  the  na- 
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tion  expresses  the  national  will  by  means  of  stat- 
utes. These  statutes  are  expounded  by  the  court* 
so  as  to  form  the  body  of  the  statute  law.  Wil- 
berf oroe,  Statute  Law,  8. 

The  best  exposition  of  a  statute  or  any  other 
document  is  that  which  it  has  received  from  con- 
temporary authority  (Philadelphia  ft  K  R.  Oo.  v. 
Catawissa  K.  Co.  63  Pa.. 20,  61;  Grant  v.  Hiokox, 
64  Pa.  884;  Packard  v.  Richardson,  17  Mass.  12D; 
and  this  Is  also  the  rule  of  the  civil  law.  See  Dig. 
L,  8,  87;  2  Inst  11,  cited  in  Bndlioh,  Interpretation 
of  Statutes,  500;  Trustees  of  Catholic  a  Church  v. 
Manninflr.78Md.116. 

Where  the  principles  applicable  and  oontroUfnf 
in  respect  to  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  have 
been  determined  by  adjudications  in  support  of  a 
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The  statute  of  Alabama  having  received  this 
construction,  and  the  decision  remaining  on- 
reversed  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage,  no  sab- 
sequent  judicial  decision  reversing  the  former 
construction  can  affect  the  rights  of  the  con- 
tracting parties. 

Qelpcke  v.  Dubuque,  68  U.  S.  1  Wall.  908, 
17  L.  ed.  526;  Olcott  v.  Fond  du  Lac  County 
Suprs.  88  U.  S.  16  Wall.  678,  21  L.  ed.  882, 
and  other  cases  cited  therein;  Douglass  v.  Pike 
County,  101 U.  S.  686,  25  L.  ed.  971,  reaffirmed 
in  Taylor  v.  YpsVanti,  105  U.  8.  72,  26  L.  ed. 
1012;  Balls  County  v.  Douglass,  105  U.  S.  782, 
26  L.  ed.  958. 

Mr.  Caldwell  Bravdshatw  also  for  appel- 
lee. 

Colemavn*./.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Many  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings in  this  case  nave  been  considered  and  ad- 
judicated in  recent  decisions  of  this  court. 
New  England  Mort.  Secur.  Co.  v.  Ingram 
(Ala.)  9  Bo.  Rep.  140;  Nelmsv.  Edinburgh  Am. 
L.  Mort.  Co.  Id.  141;  American  F.  L.  Mart. 
Co.  v.  SeveU,  Id.  148. 

The  one  question  of  supreme  importance 
presented  for  review  in  this  record  did  not  arise 
in  either  of  the  foregoing  cases  cited.  On  or 
about  May  1,  1888.  in  order  to  procure  a  loan 
from  the  New  England  Mortgage  Security  Co., 
J.  S.  Farrior  and  his  wife,  Minnie  E.  Farrior, 
executed  a  promissory  note  to  the  company, 
and  secured  the  same  by  mortgage  on  certain 
lands  in  Lowndes  County,  Ala.  By  deed  of 
conveyance  executed  by  J.  8.  Farrior  to  his 
wife  on  the  8d  of  October,  1882,  apart  of  these 
lands  were  conveyed  to  her  to  pay  and  satisfy 
an  indebtedness  of  the  husband  to  the  wife. 
The  consideration  of  this  deed  is  stated  to  be  for 
"  two  thousand  and  seven  dollars,  the  amount 
of  money  and  property  used  and  converted  of 
the  corpus  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife/' 
At  the  time  the  note  and  mortgage  was  made  to 
secure  the  loan,  the  wife  had  no  legal  capacity 
to  bind  her  statutory  estate  by  mortgage  or 
other  contract,  but  she  could  bind  her  equi- 
table separate  estate  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole. 
By  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  in  reference 
to  the  Married  Woman's  Law  creating  in  the 
wife  a  statutory  separate  estate,  it  was  held 
that  a  conveyance  of  lands  from  the  husband 
to  the  wife  vested  in  the  wife  an  equitable 
separate  estate;  and  this  was  the  effect  of  such 
conveyance,  notwithstanding  the  considera- 
tion was  property  the  corpus  of  her  statutory 
estate,  or  indebtedness  of  the  husband  on  ac- 
count of  money,  the  corpus  of  her  statutory 
estate,  used  and  converted  by  him.    These  de- 


cisions of  the  supreme  court  of  this  State,  thus 
construing  the  Statute,  and  declaring  the  char- 
acter of  the  estate  conveyed  to  the  wife,  and 
her  capacity  to  incumber  it  by  contract,  were 
in  force  at  the  time  the  note  and  mortgage 
involved  in  the  present  case  were  executed. 
Turner  v.  Kelly,  70  Ala.  85;  Goodlettr.  Han, 
sell,  66  Ala.  161;  McMillan  v.  Peacock.  57  Ala. 
129. 

Subsequent  to  this  time,  but  before  the  filing 
of  complainant's  bill,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  State  overruled  these  authorities,  and  held 
that "  by  no  contract  between  the  husband  and 
wife  can  her  statutory  separate  estate  be  con- 
verted into  an  equitable  estate,  with  power  in 
the  wife  to  charge  it,"  and  expressly  and  "in- 
tentionally" overruled  the  former  decisions 
which  hold  to  the  contrary.  Loeb  v.  McCul- 
lough,  78  Ala.  588;  Jordan  v.  Smith,  88  Ala. 
802;  Parker  v.  Marks,  82  Ala.  548.  The  rea- 
sons pro  and  con,  upon  which  the  different  de- 
cisions rest,  need  not  be  here  reconsidered. 
The  court  adheres  to  the  ,  later  decisions  and 
reaffirms  the  rule  of  law  declared  in  Loeb  v. 
McCuUough,  and  quoted  supra. 

The  question  presented  for  consideration  is 
the  effect  of  the  later  decision  upon  contracts 
and  rights  of  property  acquired  under  the 
Statute,  as  construed  by  the  former  decisions, 
and  while  those  decisions  were  in  force.  It 
has  been  repeatedly  declared  in  repeated  de- 
cisions by  the  highest  tribunal  in  this  country, 
and  many  eminent  jurists,  that  a  fixed  and  re- 
ceived construction  of  a  statute  made  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  State  makes  a  part  of 
such  statute  law.  Green  v.  Neal,  81  U.  S.  6 
Pet.  297,  8  L.  ed.  404;  Shelby  v.  Quy,  24  U.  S. 
11  Wheat.  868,  6  L.  ed.  497. 

In  the  case  of  Ohio  L.  Ins.  A  T.  Co.  v.  De- 
bolt,  67  U.  S.  16  How.  482,  14  L.  ed.  1008, 
Taney,  Oh.  J.,  held  "  that  the  sound  and  true 
rule  was,  that,  if  the  contract  when  made  was 
valid  by  the  laws,  of  the  State,  as  then  ex- 
pounded by  all  the  departments  of  its  govern- 
ment, and  administered  in  its  courts  of  justice, 
its  validity  and  obligation  cannot  be  impaired 
by  any  subsequent  Act  of  the  Legislature  or 
decisions  of  its  court  altering  the  construction 
of  the  law." 

In  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Tpsilanti,  105  U.  S. 
72, 26  L.  ed.  1012,  this  authority  was  reaffirmed, 
and  also  the  case  of  Douglass  v.  Pike  County ; 
reported  in  101  U.  S.  677,  25  L.  ed.  986,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  "the  true  rule  is  to  give 
a  change  of  judicial  construction  in  respect  to 
a  statute  the  same  effect  in  its  operation  on  con- 
tracts and  existing  contract  rights  that  would 
be  given  to  a  legislative  amendment,  that  is  to 
say,  make  it  prospective,  but  not  retroactive. 


statute,  such  adjudications  are  conclusive.  People 
t.  Briggs,  114  N.  T.  68;  People  v.  Arensberg,  7 
Cent.  Rep.  247, 106  N.  T.  128;  People  v.  West,  8  Gent. 
Rep.  758.  108  N.  Y.  298;  People  v.  Kibler,  8  Gent 
Rep.  761. 106  N.  Y.  82L 

After  a  statute  has  been  settled  by  Judicial  con- 
struction, the  construction  becomes,  so  far  as  con- 
tract rights  acquired  under  It  are  concerned,  as 
much  a  part  of  the  statute  as  the  text  itself.  Da- 
venport German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Franklin  County, 
128  U.  8.  626,82  L.  ed.  619,  citing;  Douglass  v.  Pike 
County,  101  U.S. 677, 26 L.ed. 968;  Burgees  v. Selig- 
man,  107  U.  8.  20, 27  L.  ed.  860;  Green  County  v. 
Conn  ess,  100  U.  6.  104.  27  L.  ed.  872;  Anderson  v. 
Santa  Anna  Twp.  116  XJ.  &  806, 29 L.  ed.  688. 
U  L.  li.  A. 


So  where  a  judicial  construction  has  been  given 
to  a  statute,  the  re-enactment  of  the  statute  is 
generally  held  to  be  in  effect  a  legislative  adoption 
of  the  construction.  Dollar  Sav.  Bank  v.  United 
States,  86  U.  8. 19  WalL  227, 22  L.  ed.  80. 

And  the  Legislature,  In  adopting  the  statute  of 
another  State,  adopts  with  it  the  judicial  construc- 
tion of  that  State,  as  understood  at  the  time.  Tra- 
bant  v.  Rummell,  14  Or.  17;  Lindley  v.  Davis,  6  Mont. 
468;  Pratt  v.  American  Bell  Teleph.  Go.  1  New  Eng. 
Rep.  764, 141  Mass.  226. 

The  judicial  construction  of  a  statute  is  part  of 
the  law.  See  note  to  ttyalls  v.  Mechanics  Mills 
(Mass.)  6  L.&  A.  667. 
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After  a  statute  has  been  settled  by  judicial 
construction,  the  construction  becomes,  so  far 
as  contract  rights  acquired  under  it  ace  con- 
cerned, as  much  a  part  of  the  statute  as  the 
text  itself,  and  a  change  of  decision  is  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  the  same  in  its  effect  on 
contracts  as  an  amendment  of  the  law  by 
means  of  a  legislative  enactment."  The  fol- 
lowing authorities  hold  the  same  rule:  Olcott 
v.  Fond  du  Lot  County  Suprs.  88  TJ.  S.  16 
Wall.  689,  21  L.  ed.  886;  Fairfield  v.  Gallatin 
County,  100  U.  8.  52,  25  L.  ed.  546:  Carroll 
County  Suprs.  v.  United  States,  85  U.  8.  18 
Wall.  71,  21  L.  ed.  771;  Oelpcke  v.  Dubuque, 
68  U.  8.  1  Wall.  206,  17  L.  ed.  525. 

Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  (§  819), 
says:  "A  judicial  construction  of  a  statute 
becomes  a  part  of  it,  and  as  to  rights  which 
accrue  afterwards  it  should  be  adhered  to  for 
the  protection  of  these  rights.  To  devest  them 
by  a  change  of  the  construction  is  to  legislate 
retroactively.  The  constitutional  barrier  to 
legislation  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts 
applies  also  to  decisions  altering  the  law  as 
previously  expounded,  so  as  to  affect  the  obli- 
gations or  existing  contracts  made  on  the  faith 
of  the  earlier  adjudications." 

In  the  case  of  Geddes  v.  Brown,  5  Phila,  180, 
the  facts  were  that  in  the  year  1848  the  Legis- 
lature passed  a  law  enlarging  the  power  of 
married  women  over  their  property,  and  en- 
abling them  to  deal  with  it  in  many  respects  as 
if  they  were  single.  The  supreme  court  of  the 
State  declared  that  under  this  law  a  married 
woman  might  convey  or  incumber  property 
settled  to  her  separate  use.  On  the  faiib  of 
this  case,  the  mortgagee  took  his  mortgage. 
By  a  subsequent  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
the  former  decision  was  overruled,  and  it  was 
held  that  property  settled  to  the  separate  use  of 
%  married  woman  could  not  be  alienated  unless 
the  power  was  conferred  by  the  deed.  The 
decision  of  the  court  in  Geddes  v.  Brown  was 
<and  it  is  only  the  conclusion  of  the  court  that 
we  cite)  that  a  party  who  acts  in  accordance 
with  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  highest 
tribunal  in  the  State,  while  it  is  still  law,  shall 
not  suffer  because  it  is  subsequently  set  aside, 
and  another  and  inconsistent  rule  substituted  for 
it.  The  validity  of  the  mortgage  was  upheld 
in  the  case  cited.  Endlich,  on  the  Interpreta- 
tion of  Statutes  (§  868),  holds  that  a  "  judicial 
interpretation  of  a  statute  becomes  a  part  of 
the  statute  law,  and  a  change  of  it  is,  in  prac- 
tical effect,  the  same  as  a  change  of  the  stat- 
ute." The  author  cites,  with  other  cases  to 
vustain  the  text,  the  case  of  Qeddee  v.  Broum, 
4upra. 

It  is  contended  that  the  reverse  of  these 
principles  have  been  recognized,  if  not  fairly 
held,  in  this  State,  and  we  have  been  referred 
to  the  case  of  Prince  v.  Prince,  67  Ala.  565, 
and  Boyd  v.  State,  58  Ala,  608.  In  the  first 
case  the  contention  was  that,  as  the  Statute 
had  not  been  construed  when  the  mortgage 
which  gave  rise  to  the  litigation  was  executed, 
the  grave  doubt  among  members  of  the  legal 
profession  "as  to  the  proper  construction  of 
the  Statute  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
uphold  a  compromise  of  the  mortgage  debt." 
The  court  held  that  everyone  was  required  to 
know  the  proper  construction  of  the  Statute, 
applying  the  mnxim,  ignorantia  faeti  excusat, 
12  L.  R.  A. 


ignorantia  juris  non  excusat.  The  question 
was  not  before  the  court  in  that  case.  In  the 
latter  case  {Boyd  v.  State,  58  Ala,  615)  the 'pres- 
ent chief  justice  rendered  the  opinion,  and  on 
an  application  for  a  rehearing  expressly  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  a  different  principle 
controlled  the  conclusion  of  the  court  in  the 
Boyd  Case  from  that  held  in  the  authorities  re- 
ferred to  in  this  opinion,  and  declared  that  "in 
none  of  them  was  it  decided  or  contended  that 
any  right  existed  or  could  be  maintained  which 
rested  alone  on  a  statute  which  the  court  pro- 
nounced unconstitutional"  This  case  was  af- 
firmed by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
8tates  (94  U.  8.  648,  24  L.  ed.  808),  in  which 
it  was  held  that  "the  constitutionality  of  the 
Act  was  not  drawn  in  question "  by  the  pre- 
vious decisions  of  the  state  court  so  as  to 
necessitate  a  decision  of  that  question.  The 
case  of  Bibb  v.  Bibb,  79  Ala.  444,  though  lim- 
iting the  principle  in  its  application  to  tne  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  particular  litigation,  clearly 
recognized  the  right  of  parties  acquired  under 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  following 
pertinent  language:  "The  quieting  of  litiga- 
tion; the  public  peace  and  repose;  respect  ior 
judicial  administration  of  the  law,  and  confi- 
dence in  its  reasonable  certainty,  stability  and 
consistency;  and  all  considerations  of  public 
policy,— call  for  permanently  upholding  acts 
done,  contracts  executed,  rights  vested,  and 
titles  to  property  acquired  on  the  faith  of  de- 
cisions of  the  court  of  last  resort."  Persons 
contracting  are  presumed  to  know  the  existing 
law.  but  neither  they  nor  their  legal  advisers 
are  expected  to  know  the  law  better  than  the 
courts,  or  to  know  what  the  law  will  be  at 
some  future  day.  Any  principle  or  rule  which 
deprives  a  person  of  property  acquired  by  him, 
or  the  benefit  of  the  contract  entered  into,  in 
reliance  upon  and  strict  compliance  with  the 
law  in  all  respects  as  interpreted  and  promul- 
gated by  the  court  of  last  resort  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction,  and  no  fault  can  be  imputed 
to  him  unless  it  be  held  a  fault  not  to  foresee 
and  provide  against  future  alterations  in  the 
construction  of  the  law,  must  be  radically 
wrong.  Such  a  principle  or  rule  of  law  would 
clog  business  transactions,  unsettle  titles,  and 
destroy  all  confidence  in  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  State.  We  hold  the  doc- 
trine to  be  sound  and  firmly  established  by  the 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and  enunciated  by  many  eminent  text- 
writers,  that  rights  to  property,  and  the  bene- 
fits of  investments  acquired  by  contract,  in  re- 
liance upon  a  statute  as  construed  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  State,  and  which  were 
valid  contracts,  under  the  statute  as  thus  inter- 
preted, when  the  contracts  or  investments  were 
made,  cannot  be  annulled  or  devested  by  sab- 
sequent  decisions  of  the  same  court  overruling 
the  former  decisions;  that  as  to  such  contracts 
or  investments  it  will  be  held  that  the  decisions 
which  were  in  force  when  the  contracts  were 
made  had  established  a  rule  of  property  upon 
which  the  parties  had  a  right  to  rely,  and  that 
subsequent  decisions  cannot  retroact  so  as  to 
impair  rights  acquired  in  good  faith  under  a 
statute  as  construed  by  the  former  decisions. 
The  application  of  these  principles  leads  to  an 
affirmance  of  the  decision  of  the  lower  court. 
Affirmed. 
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Frank  U.  RICH. 

<....Me...~) 

1.  An  Inffcnt's  board-bill  while  attending 
school  fe  included  among  the  necessaries  for 
which  he  may  be  compelled  to  nay. 

2.  One  who  pay*  an  infant's  debt  for 
necessaries  at  the  infant*  request  has  a  good 
cause  of  action  against  him  for  the  reasonable 
value  of  such  necessaries. 

(April  7,1861.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Courtfor  Waldo  County 
(Walton,  J.)  made  during  tbe  trial  of  an  action 
upon  an  account  to  which  defendant  interposed 
the  plea  of  infancy,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
in  plaintiff's  favor.    Exception*  overruled. 


The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  William  H.  Fogler,  for  defendant: 

Until  a  person  is  twenty-one  years  of  age  he 
is,  in  law,  an  infant,  and  \s  incapable  of  enter 
tag  into  a  binding  contract. 

If  he  live  with  nis  parents  or  guardian,  who 
duly  care  and  provide  for  him,  he  cannot  bind 
himself  for  necessaries. 

Wailing  v.  ToU%  9  Johns.  141;  Swift  v.  Ben- 
nett, 10  Cush.  486;  Connolly  v.  Hull,  8  Mc- 
Cord,  L.  6.  See  Bainbridge  v.  Pickering,  2 
W.  Bl.  1825;  Ford  v.  FothergiU,  1  Esp.  211. 

Nor  can  he  bind  himself  for  necessaries  be- 
cause his  father  is  poor  and  unable  to  pay  for 
them. 

Hoyt  v.  Casey,  114  Mass.  807. 

He  is  liable  tor  money  borrowed  by  him  to 
pay  for  necessaries,  even  if  the  money  bor- 
rowed be  expended  for  such  necessaries. 

Schouler,  Dom.  ReL  556:  1  Bl.  Com.  468, 
note. 

An  infant  is  liable  for  necessaries  suitable  to 


Nora— The  governing  rule. 
The  question  of  necessaries  is  governed  by  the 
real  circumstances  of  the  infant,  and  not  by  what 
its  situation  may  appear  to  be.  An  infant  when  at 
home,  under  the  care  of  his  father  and  supported 
by  him.  cannot  be  made  liable  for  necessaries.  If 
he  oould  be  made  liable,  the  father  would  be  de- 
prived of  the  right  of  exercising  bis  discretion  as 
to  the  manner  and  degree  of  his  support  Bain- 
bridge v.  Pickering,  8  W.  BL  1805;  Angel  v.  MoLel- 
lan,16  Haas.  81;  Blrod  v.  Myers.  2  Head,  88;  Con- 
nolly v.  Hull,  8  MoCord,  L.  6;  Tyler,  Infancy  and 
Coverture,  p.  107. 

Oocftylcatfon  of  infants*  contracts. 
The  contracts  of  infants  are  usually  divided  into 
three  classes,  namely:  such  as  are  binding,  suoh  as 
are  void  and  such  as  are  voidable  only.  The  dis- 
tinctions laid  down  in  a  case  which  has  been  fre- 
quently approved  are,  that  where  the  court  can 
pronounce  that  the  contract  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
infant,  as,  for  instance,  for  necessaries,  there  it 
shall  bind  him;  when  it  can  pronounce  it  to  be  to 
his  prejudice,  it  is  voidable  only,  and  It  is  in  the 
election  of  the  Infant  to  affirm  it  or  not  Keane  v. 
Boycott,  2  H.  BL  511.  And  see  Beg.  v.  Lord,  12  Q. 
B.  757;  United  States  v.  Bainbridge,  1  Mason,  82: 
Wheaton  v.  Bast 6  Yerg.  41;  Cronise  v.  Clark,  4  Md. 
Ch.  408;  2  Kent  Com.  286;  Robinson  v.  Weeks,  56 
Me.  102;  Baltimore  Monumental  Bldg.  Asso.  No.  2  v. 
Herman,  88  Md.  128. 

Infant?  contracts  for  necemttie*  enforcQAc 
It  isa  well-established  doctrine  that  contracts  for 
"necessaries"  are  binding  upon  an  infant;  but  even 
upon  suoh  contracts,  only  the  value  of  the  articles 
furnished  can  be  recovered  (Hyer  v.  Hyatt  8 
Orancb,  a  C.  276;  Parsons  v.  Keys,  48  Tex.  567);  and 
all  the  authorities  concur  in  the  rule  that  if  an 
infant  live  with  his  parent  or  guardian,  who  duly 
cares  and  provides  for  him,  he  cannot  bind  himself 
for  necessaries.  Kraker  v.  Byrum,  18  Rich.  L.  163; 
Wailing  v.  Toll,  9  Johns.  141;  Guthrie  v.  Murphy,  4 
Watts,  80. 

Nor  is  he  liable  for  necessaries  merely  because  his 
father  is  poor  and  unable  himself  to  pay  for  them. 
Hoyt  v.  Casey,  114  Mass.  807, 19  Am.  Ben.  871. 

Law  fmpKst  a  promise  to  pes* 
Ordinarily  when  one  renders  to  another  valuable 
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service,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  pay  there- 
for by  him  for  whom  suoh  service  is  rendered,  and 
this  upon  the  ground  that  as  suoh  party  cannot 
Infer  service  of  this  character  to  be  gratuitous,  it 
must  be  implied  that  he  promised  to  pay  for  it*  but 
no  suoh  implication  can  arise  against  a  minor  resid- 
ing with  his  father,  delivering  over  to  him  his 
wAges  and  entitled  to  look  to  him  for  support 
Hoyt  v.  Casey,  114  Mass.  897, 19  Am.  Rep.  871. 

We  consider  it  by  all  means  the  better  and 
sounder  doctrine  that  an  action  can  be  maintained 
against  an  Infant  upon  his  negotiable  paper  given 
for  necessaries,  either  by  the  original  payee  or  by 
one  subsequent  holder,  and  that  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  the  full  faoe  of  the  paper,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  represents  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
necessaries,  for  infancy  can  be  shown,  and  the  con- 
sideration, therefore,  of  the  paper  be  Inquired  Into, 
no  matter  who  may  be  plaintiff.  Bradley  v.  Pratt 
23  Vt  878;  Barle  v.  Reed,  10  Met  887;  Dubose  v. 
Wheddon,  4  McCord,  L.  221;  Aaron  v.  Harley,  6 
Rich.  L.  26;  Askey  v.  Williams,  74  Tex.  294.  And  see 
Rainwater  v.  Durham,  2  Nott  *  Mod.  524,  10  Am. 
Deo.  647. 

In  Bradley  v.  Pratt  supra,  Bedfleld,  X,  said:  MI 
do  not  well  comprehend  why,  upon  principle,  any 
express  contract  may  not  be  said  to  be  binding 
upon  him,  when  it  is  shown  to  have  been  given  for 
necessaries,  and  the  price  to  have  been  reasonable. 
If  It  be  one  where  the  consideration  may  be  in- 
quired into.  .  . .  And  as  confessedly  the  Infant  may 
prima  facie  avoid  his  note  or  bill  by  merely  sho  wing 
the  fact  of  his  infancy  at  the  time  of  making  tbe 
contract  what  is  the  impropriety  In  allowing  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  in  ail  cases  by  showing  the  con- 
sideration to  be  for  necessaries?" 

In  Askey  v.  Williams,  74  Tex.  294,  it  was  well  re- 
marked: "We  apprehend  the  better  doctrine  to  be 
that  an  infant  may  make  an  express  written  con- 
tract for  necessaries  upon  which  he  may  be  sued, 
but  that  by  showing  that  the  price  agreed  to  be 
paid  was  unreasonable,  he  can  reduce  the  recovery 
to  a  just  compensation  for  the  necessaries  reoeived 
by  him.  It  is  to  his  benefit  to  hold  the  express  con- 
tract not  void,  but  voidable;  for  if  It  be  voidable 
merely,  he  can  secure  tbe  advantage  of  a  good  bar- 
gain, and  may  relieve  himself  of  it  if  it  be  a  bad 
one,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  to  hold  it  void  would 
deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  an  advantageous 
contract"  See  extended  note  to  the  case  of  Craig 
v.  Van  Bebber,  100  Mo.  564,  IB  Am.  St  Ren.  569. 


See  also  25  L.  R.  A.  618. 
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bis  rank  and  condition,  when  he  can  obtain 
them  only  by  pleading  his  personal  credit. 

Kline  v.  L'Amoureuz,  2  Paige,  419,  2  L.  ed. 
•71. 

An  infant  is  liable  to  a  person  who  famishes 
or  advances  money  on  credit  for  the  purchase 
of  necessaries,  provided  he  would  be  liable  if 
the  necessaries  were  purchased  on  bis  own 
credit. 

Conn  v.  Ooburn,  7KH.  868;  8urift  v.  Ben- 
nett, supra. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  at  the  time  the  money  was 
paid  by  the  plaintiff,  the  board  had  been  fur- 
nished to  the  defendant  upon  either  his  credit 
or  that  of  his  father.  Neither  the  defendant's 
necessities,  his  comfort  nor  his  welfare  re- 
quired that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  debt 
thereby  contracted. 

Mr.  Joseph  Williamson,  for  plaintiff: 

Since  the  days  of  Lord  Coke,  education  has 
been  recognized  as  one  of  the  necessaries  for  an 
Infant  equally  with  proper  meat,  drink,  and 
appareL 

Co.  Litt  172. 


Money  paid  for  an  infant  for 
recoverable  from  him. 

Chitty,  Cont.  142. 

If  money  be  laid  out  for  reasonable 

ries  furnished  an  infant,  he  is  liable  to  the  per- 
son advancing  the  money. 

Metcalf ,  Cont.  79. 

An  infant  is  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of 
a  person  advancing  money  to  a  third  party  to 
pay  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the  infant. 

Swift  v.  Bennett.  10  Cush.  486;  Randall  v. 
Sweet,  1  Denio,  460;  Conn  v.  Coburn,  7  N.  H. 
868;  8  Bacon.  Abr.  824. 

Peters,  Oh.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Jury  found  that  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, then  an  infant,  the  plaintiff  paid  for 
him  a  board  bill  which  he  had  previously  con- 
tracted while  attending  school.  It  was  ruled 
at  the  trial  that  the  expense  of  an  infant's  board 
while  attending  school  might  be  regarded  as 
necessaries.  The  correctness  of  this  ruline  is 
perhaps  unquestioned.    At  all  events.  Coke's 


What  art  necemariee. 

To  determine  In  nil  eases  what  article*  are,  under 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  case,  and 
what  are  not,  necessaries,  is  a  determination  of 
great  delioaoy.  Mr.  Lawson,  In  his  well-known 
work  on  "Bights,  Remedies  and  Practice,**  In  voL  2, 
at  1 89,  gives  an  exhaustive  enumeration  of  the  ar- 
ticles deemed  necessary  and  others  considered  not, 
and  sustains  the  position  of  his  text  by  a  formidable 
array  of  authority.  From  the  decisions  there  cited 
It  appears  that  necessaries  are  not  simply  such 
things  as  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the  existence 
and  support  of  the  infant,  but  include  all  such  ar- 
ticles as  are  requisite  to  maintain  him  in  his  station 
of  life.  Leake,  Cont.  640;  Breed  v.  Judd,  1  Gray, 
468;  Story,  Sales,  84, 85. 

While  Infants  are  liable  for  necessaries  purchased 
by  them  when  not  supplied  by  the  parent  or  guar- 
dian, they  are  not  bound  by  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
particular  sum.  Whether  the  articles  purchased 
were  neoesearles,  and  whether  the  sum  agreed  to  be 
paid  was  a  fair  price,  are  questions  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court.    Parsons  v.  Keys,  48  Tex.  657. 

In  MoKanna  v.  Merry,  61  111.  179,  the  rule  Is  stated 
to  be,  that  "the  articles  furnished  or  money  ad- 
vanced must  be  actually  necessary,  in  the  partic- 
ular case,  for  use,  not  mere  ornament;  for  substan- 
tial good,  not  mere  pleasure;  and  must  belong  to 
the  class  which  the  law  generally  pronounces  nec- 
essary for  infants.  Boarding,  lodging,  food,  mod- 
cine  and  ed  uoation  are  clearly  necessaries.  Watson 
v.  Cross,  2  Duv.  147;  Hyman  v.  Gain,  8  Jones,  L.  Ill: 
Bradley  v.  Pratt,  28  Vt.  878;  Glover  v.  Ott,  1 
McOord,  L.  572;  Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  Mees.  *  W.  48; 
Stone  v.  Dennison,  18  Pick.  6,  23  Am.  Deo.  654; 
Squier  v.  Hydliff,  9  Mich.  274;  Wllhelm  v.  Hardman, 
18  Md.  144. 

But  an  oversupply  of  goods,  otherwise  necessary, 
ceases  to  be  a  supply  of  necessaries  as  to  the  excess. 
Johnson  v.  Lines,  6  Watts  &  S.  80, 40  Am.  Deo.  548. 

An  infant  who  buys  goods  not  necessaries,  on 
credit,  and  does  not  return  them,  is  liable  for  so 
much  of  the  price  as  Is  equal  to  the  benefit  derived 
from  the  purchase.  Hall  v.  Butterfield,  69  N.  H. 
854, 47  Am.  Bep.  209;  Bartlett  v.  Bailey,  69  N.  H.  408. 

But  other  things  also  tall  within  the  definition. 
Accordingly,  the  following  have  been  held  to  be 
necessaries:  an  attorney's  services  in  defending 
him  in  a  bastardy  proceeding  (Barker  v.  Hlbbard, 
54  N.  H.  689, 20  Am.  Bep.  160);  or  counsel  fees  in  re- 
covering his  estate  (Epperson  v.  Nugent,  57  Miss. 
45, 34  Am.  Bep.  484);  or  prosecuting  an  action  for 
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breach  of  promise  of  marriage  (Mnnson  v.  Wash- 
band,  81  Conn.  808, 88  Am.  Dec  151);  horses,  in  Bog- 
land  (Hart  v.  Prater,  1  Jar.  60S);  contra,  in  this 
country  (Balnwater  v.  Durham,  2  Nott  ft  If oC  504, 
10  Am.  Deo.  687;  Grace  v.  Hale,  2  Humph.  27,  85 
Am.  Dec  296);  livery  for  a  servant  (Hands  v. 
Slaoey,  8  T.  B.  578);  watches  (Peters  v.  Fleming,  5 
Mees.  ft  W.  42);fwedd!ng  clothes  (Sams  v.  Stockton, 
14  B.  Moo.  282);  or  a  bridal  outfit  (Jordan  v.Coffleld, 
70  N.  C. 110).  And  the  following  have  been  held  to* 
be  not  necessaries:  articles  merely  for  adornment 
(Leflls  v.  Sugg,  15  Ark.  187);  cigars  and  tobaceo 
(Bryant  v.  Blohardson,  L.  B.  8  Bxoh.  98,  uaUti  • 
college  education  (Middlebury  College  v.  Chandler, 
16  Vt.  668,  42  Am.  Dec  587);  an  insurance  policy 
(New  Hampshire  Mut.  P.  Ins.  Oo.  v.  Noyes,  32  N. 
H.  846);  jewelry  (Byder  v.  Wombwell.  L.  B.  8  Bxoh* 
90);  repairs  to  the  infant*s  dwelling-house  (Tupper 
v.  Gadwell,  12  Met.  569,  46  Am.  Dec  704);  rent  of  a 
building  for  carrying  on  a  trade  or  manual  occu- 
pation (Lowe  v.  Griffith,  1  Scott,  468, 1  Hodges,  80k 
goods  to  carry  on  his  trade  with  (Mason  v.  Wright, 
18  Met  806;  Stone  v.  Withipool,  1  Latch,  21;  Wblt- 
tlngham  v.  Hill,  1  Oro.  Jac  494;  Whywall  v.  Cam- 
pion, 2  Strange,  1068;  Tuberville  v.  Whltehouse,  1 
Oar.  ft  P.  94:  DeoeU  v.  Lewenthal,  07  Miss.  381,  84 
Am.  Dec  449);  lumber  to  build  a  house  (Freeman 
v.  Bridger,  4  Jones,  L.  1, 67  Am.  Dec  268);  the  board 
of  horses,  the  principal  use  of  which  was  in  the  in- 
fant's business  of  hackman,  though  occasionally 
used  to  carry  his  family  out  to  ride  (Merriman  t. 
Cunningham,  11  Cush.  40);  that  where  horseback 
exercise  Is  prescribed  by  a  physician,  it  is  a  neces- 
sary (Hart  v.  Prater.  1  Jur.  628);  nor  Is  %  farrier's 
bill  for  work  looking  after  the  infant's  horses 
(Clowes  v.  Brooke,  2  Strange,  1100,  Andrew,  277n 
nor  are  saddles,  bridles,  whips,  liquors,  fiddles. 
fiddle-strings,  powder  and  pistols,  etc  (fieeler  v. 
Young,  1  Bibb,  619;  Glover  v.  Ott,  1  MoCord,  U  CT2; 
MoKanna  v.  Merry,  61 HL 179);  nor  Is  money  lent  to 
the  minor  a  necessary  (Barle  v.  Peale,  1  Balk.  88T» 
Beeler  v.  Young,  supra;  Smith  v.  Gibson,  Peaks, 
Adm.  Oas.  52;  Darby  v.  Bouober,  1  Balk.  279;  Pro- 
bart  v.  Knouth,  2  Bsp.  472,  note;  MoKanna  v. 
Merry,  61  111.  177),  even  though  raised  by  mortgage- 
to  pay  off  a  prior  mortgage  on  property  Inherited 
by  the  infant  (Magee  v.  Welsh,  18  OsL  155;  West  v. 
Gregg,  1  Grant,  Gas.  58, 114;  Bicknell  v.  Bloknelt 
111  Mass.  265);  nor  though  paid  at  the  request  of 
the  Infant  to  relieve  him  from  a  draft  for  military 
duty  (Dorrell  v.  Hastings,  28  Ind.  478);  though  if 
lent  to  procure  a  release  from  arrest  for 
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enumeration  of  the  kinds  of  necessaries  bat  al- 
ways been  accepted  as  true  doctrine,  which  are 
these:  "necessary  meat,  drink,  apparel;  neces- 
sary physic,  and  such  other  necessaries,  and 
likewise  his  good  teaching  or  instruction, 
whereby  he  may  profit  himself  afterwards." 

It  was  also  ruled  at  the  trial  that  an  infant, 
being  liable  to  one  person  for  such  a  bill,  could 
make  himself  liable  to  another  who  should  pay 
such  bill  for  him  at  his  request,  the  liability  to 
such  other  person  not  to  be  measured  by  the 
amount  actually  paid,  but  limited,  irrespective 
of  the  contract  price,  to  such  sum  as  would  be 
a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  board. 
This  ruling  does  not  appear  to  infringe  against 
any  legal  principle,  and  an  examination  of  the 
case  satisfies  us  that  it  is  well  supported  by  the 
authorities. 

The  infant's  liability  is  in  no  way  enlarged 
by  owing  the  debt  to  one  rather  than  to  anoth- 
er. The  rule  lends  no  temptation  to  create  a 
debt  as  it  is  already  created.    The  right  to 


transfer  the  liability  from  one  to  another  might 
be  a  great  convenience  to  a  minor.  One  cred- 
itor might  be  unable  or  unwilling  to  wait  foi 
payment,  while  a  friend  and  acquaintance,  as 
a  substituted  creditor,  might  be  accommodat- 
ing in  that  respect  It  would  give  a  self-sup- 
porting minor  more  facilities  for  support.  We 
nave  not,  in  our  examination  of  authorities,  no- 
ticed any  case  that  opposes  the  principle. 

In  Clarke  v.  Leslie,  5  Esp.  3d,  it  was  held 
that  an  infant  who  was  threatened  with  arrest 
upon  a  process  sued  out  against  him  on  a  debt 
for  necessaries  would  be  liable  to  a  person  who, 
at  his  request,  advanced  money  to  release  him. 
In  that  case  there  was  legal  pressure,  but  in 
many  instances  moral  pressure  would  be  great. 

Swift  ▼.  Bennett,  10  Cuba.  486,  is  a  case 
where  an  infant  bought  an  outfit  for  a  whaling 
voyage,  drawing  for  the  amount  of  the  bill  on 
the  plaintiffs,  who  accepted  the  bill,  and  paid 
it  when  it  became  due.  They  were  allowed  to 
collect  of  the  infant  what  the  goods  were  rea- 


earies,  or  if  the  infant  is  charged  in  execution,  It  is 
held  to  be  recoverable;  but  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
■so  to  recover,  he  must  show  that  the  money  was 
advanced  under  such  circumstances.  Clarke  ▼. 
Leslie,  5  Esp.  28. 

So  an  infant  is  liable  for  money  paid  at  his  r  •- 
'quest  to  satisfy  a  debt  which  he  had  contracted 
for  neccssarica.    Randall  v.  Sweet,  1  Denio,  460. 

SUU  of  the  common  lom. 

The  common  law  has  failed  to  make  provision  for 
enforcing-  moral  or  legal  obligations  of  the  parent 
to  maintain  and  educate  his  minor  child.  Statutory 
enactment  baa,  in  part,  supplied  this  omission,  but, 
in  the  absence  of  such  provision,  the  liability  of 
the  parent  for  the  necessaries  furnished  in  the  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  his  minor  child  Is  re- 
garded as  a  legal  obligation  reposing  upon  an  im- 
plied authorization  from  the  parent. 

The  situation  Is  well  expressed  by  the  Supreme 
Oourt  of  the  State  of  New  York.  In  the  case  of 
Raymond  v.Loyl,  10  Barb.  488,  Mr.  Justice  Hand, 
writing  for  reversal,  and  voicing  the  unanimous 
sentiment  of  the  court,  holds  that  there  is  no  legal 
•obligation  on  a  parent  to  maintain  his  child  inde- 
pendent of  the  statute.  Hence  the  third  person, 
who  supplies  an  infant  with  necessaries,  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  parent  therefor, 
unless  the  latter  has  expressly  or  impliedly  con- 
tracted to  pay  the  amount. 

In  Van  Yalkinburgh  v. Watson,  18  Johns.  480,  the 
•court  says,  that  if  the  parent  neglects  that  duty 
any  other  person  who  supplies  such  necessaries  is 
deemed  to  have  conferred  a  benefit  on  the  delin- 
quent parent,  for  which  the  law  raises  an  implied 
promise  on  the  part  of  the  parent  to  pay:  and 
Simpson  v.  Robertson,  1  Hep.  17,  and  Ford  v. 
FothergiU,  Id.  2U,  are  cited. 

An  extract  is  also  given  from  Bainbridge  v. 
Pickering,  2  W.  BL  1325.  And  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth said,  in  Be  Ryder,  11  Paige,  188, 5  L.  ed.  101, 
that  a  stranger  may  furnish  necessaries  for  the 
•child,  and  recover  of  the  parent  compensation 
therefor,  where  there  Is  a  clear  and  palpable  omis- 
sion of  duty,  on  the  part  of  the  parent,  in  supply- 
ing a  minor  child  with  necessaries.  He  cites  Van 
Yalkinburgh  v.  Watson,  supra. 

Chancellor  Kent  advances  the  same  doctrine,  and 
-cites  the  same  case,  one  in  Connecticut,  the  two 
nisi  prim  cases  from  Espinasse  (supra)  and  Stone  v. 
Out,  8  Hsp.  L 

Though  stated  so  broadly,  and  by  such  eminent 
Jurists,  an  examination  of  the  oases  throws  doubt 
'Upon  this  position.  Reeve  was  not  a  very  careful 
writer.  He  cites  1  Bl.  Com,  446,  to  show  that  it  is  a 
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oommon-law  duty  of  parents  to  support  minor 
children.  Blackstone  says  this  duty  is  **  a  principle 
of  natural  law**  (1  BL  Com.  447).  That  "it  is  a 
principle  of  law,  that  there  is  an  obligation  on 
every  man,  to  provide  for  those  descended  from 
his  loins;  and  the  manner  In  which  this  obligation 
shall  be  performed  is  thus  pointed  out;*'  and  im- 
mediately refers  to  the  provisions  of  the  statutes 
on  the  subjeot;  and  adds,  on  the  next  page:  "No 
person  is  bound  to  provide  a  maintenance  for  his 
Issue,  unless  where  the  children  are  impotent  and 
unable  to  work,  either  through  infancy,  disease, 
or  accident,  and  then  Is  only  obliged  to  find  them 
with  neoessarles,  the  penalty  on  refusal  being  no 
more  than  90s.  a  month.*'  And  Mr.  Chitty,  in  bis 
note  (1  BL  Com.  448  a),  says  there  is  no  legal  obliga- 
tion on  a  parent  to  maintain  his  child,  independent 
of  the  statutes,  and  therefore  a  third  person,  who 
may  relieve  the  latter,  even  from  absolute  want* 
cannot  sue  the  parent  for  reasonable  remuneration, 
unless  he  expressly  or  Impliedly  contracted  to  pay, 
and  cites  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Cooper  v.  Martin,  4  Bast,  84; 
Hunt  v.  Wotton,  T.  Raym.  280;  Besfloh  v.  Coggll, 
Palmer,  869;  Baker  v.  Keen,  S  Starkie,  60L  He 
adds  that  "the  common  law  considered  moral 
duties  of  this  nature,  like  others  of  imperfect  obli- 
gation, as  better  left  in  their  performance  to  the 
impulses  of  nature.** 

The  doctrine  here  laid  down  which  relieves  a 
father  from  liability  for  necessaries  furnished  to 
bis  Infant  son  in  the  absence  of  an  express  promise 
to  defray  such  expense,  or  proof  of  such  facts  and 
circumstances  as  may  imply  such  promise.  Is  ap- 
proved in  Gotta  v.  Clark,  78  HI.  280;  McMillen  v. 
Lee,  78 IIL  445;  Murphy  v.  Ottenheimer,  84  HI.  40; 
Johnson  v.  Small  wood,  88  IIL  75;  Sohnuokle  v.  Bier- 
man,  89  111.  456. 

That  a  parent  Is  under  an  obligation  to  provide 
for  the  maintenance  of  his  infant  children  is  a  prin- 
ciple of  natural  law;  and  it  is  upon  this  natural  ob- 
ligation alone  that  the  duty  of  a  parent  to  provide 
his  infant  children  with  necessaries  of  life  rests; 
for  there  is  no  rule  of  municipal  law  enforcing  this 
duty.  Hunt  ▼.  Thompson,  4  HI.  1TB,  86  Am.  Dec 
688. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  father  has  deserted  his 
family,  or  has  driven  a  child  by  cruel  treatment 
from  his  home,  the  infant  is  said  to  have  taken  with 
him  an  authorization  from  the  father  for  necessa- 
ries furnished  him,  in  order  to  relieve  him  from 
absolute  want.  Stanton  v.  Wlllson,  8  Bay,  87; 
Poook  v.  Miller,  1  Hilt.  108;  Townsend  v.  Burnham, 
88  N.  H.  270:  Pidgin  v.  Oram,  8  N.  H.  360;  Owen  v. 
White,  SPort.  (Ala.)  48k 
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sonably  worth  to  him,  tn  an  action  for  money 
paid  on  his  account.  So  in  Conn  v.  Coburn,  7 
N.  H.  868,  a  person  who  signed  an  infant's 
note  given  for  necessaries,  as  a  surety,  was  al- 
lowed, after  payment  of  the  note,  to  recover 
the  amount  paid,  not  upon  the  note,  but  as 
money  paid  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant.  Ran- 
datt  v.  Sweet,  1  Denio,  460,  is  precisely  in  point 
in  tbe  present  case. 

The  defendant  relies  on  the  rule  generally 
prevailing  in  the  cases  that  money  is  not  a 
necessary,  though  lent  to  an  infant  who  after- 
wards purchases  necessaries  with  it  "But," 
says  Mr.  Bishop,  "one  who  pays  money  at  his 
[infant's]  request  to  a  third  person  for  neces- 
saries can  recover  it."  Bishop,  Gont  §  914. 
The  difference  is  between  lending  or  paying. 
Mr.  Wharton  (Wharton,  Cont.  §  72)  finds  tbe 
doctrine  adopted  in  late  American  cases,  that  a 
person  who  lends  money  to  an  infant  to  pur- 
chase "specific  necessaries  stands  in  the  posi- 
tion of  tbe  tradesman  who  furnishes  tbe  neces- 
saries. .  In  tbe  case  at  bar  the  plaintiff  could 
have  taken  an  assignment  of  tbe  claim,  and 
been  entitled  to  recover  it;  and  there  really  is 
no  good  reason  to  defeat  his  claim  as  it  is  here 
presented. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

Walton,  Virgin,  Libbejr,  Haskell  and 
Whitehonae,  JJ.,  concur. 


Inhabitants  of  PHILLIPS 

v. 
:  Inhabitants  of  MADRID. 

(....Me.....) 

1*   Statutory  prohibition  of  the  guilty 
party  to  remarry  within  a  certain  time  after 


a  decree  of  divorce  has  no  f oroc  out  of  the  8tate 
in  which  the  decree  is  granted. 
8.   The  Maine  Statute  prohibiting  the  guilty 
party  In  a  divorce  suit  to  remarry  applies  only 
to  divorces  granted  by  the  oourts  in  that  Mate. 

(March  12, 18BL) 

CASE  from  Franklin  County  submitted  upon* 
an  agreed  statement  of  facts  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  full  court  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  compensation  for  poor  supplies  alleged 
to  have  been  furnished  by  plaintiff  to  persona, 
having  a  legal  settlement  in  defendant  Town. 
Judgment  far  plaintiff. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Prince  A.  Sawyer,  for  plaintiff: 

While  tbe  courts  of  one  State  can  sunder  the 
bonds  of  matrimony  when  the  libelant  is  a 
resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  thus  free  both  parties,— for  when  one- 
ceases  to  be  a  husband  the  other  ceases  to  be  a 
wife, — yet  no  extraterritorial  penalty  or  con- 
dition can  be  pronounced. 

Stearns  v.  United  States,  2  Paine,  O.  O.  801. 

The  marriage  prohibition  connected  with 
the  Massachusetts  Divorce  Laws  does  not 
affect  a  marriage  contracted  by  the  libelee  in 
another  State. 

West  Cambridge  v.  Lexington,  1  Pick.  510. 

Tbe  prohibition  of  the  libelee  to  marry  again 
is  in  tbe  nature  of  a  penalty  enacted  by  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  but  "the  courts  of  one 
sovereignty  will  not  take  cognizance  of  and 
enforce  the  Penal  Code  of  another." 

Stearns  v.  United  States,  supra. 

Mr.  BL  I*.  Whiteomb  for  defendant 

Libbey,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
Assumpsit  for  pauper  supplies  furnished  by 


Nora— Scope  of  legislative  enactments. 

Legislative  enactments  have  no  extraterritorial 
force,  and  when  a  state  law  forbids,  in  unqualified 
terms,  the  doing  of  an  act,  it  must  always  be  un- 
derstood that  the  thing  is  only  forbidden  within 
the  State.  Charles  v.  People,  1  N.  Y.  180;  Sims  v. 
Sims,  75  N.  Y.  406;  National  Trust  Go.  v.  Gleason,  77 
N.  Y.  400;Van  Voorhis  v.  Brlntnall,  86  N.  T.  18; 
Western  Transp.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Kllderhouse,  87  N.  Y. 
430. 

The  rights  and  incidents  of  a  marriage,  in  the 
country  where  celebrated,  shall  follow  and  be  al- 
lowed everywhere.  Royal  Bank  of  Scotland  v. 
Cuthnert,  1  Rose,  Cas.  Bk.  App.  481;  Andrews  v. 
Herriot,  4  Cow.  606,  note  a,  512. 

The  statute  and  decree  prohibiting  the  marriage 
of  the  guilty  party  can  have  no  effect  beyond  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  State.  Moore  v.  Hegeman, 
92N.Y.52L 

A  statute  providing  in  general  terms  that  the 
guilty  party  shall  not  marry  after  divorce  applied 
only  to  divorces  granted  within  the  State.  Bullock 
v.  Bullock,  122  Mass.  8. 

But  whether  a  prohibition  has  any  effect  out  of 
the  State  where  the  divorce  is  granted  has  been 
much  disputed.  In  most  States  suoh  a  prohibition 
is  regarded  as  a  penalty.  Van  Yoorhles  v.  Brlnt- 
nall, 86  N.  Y.  18, 40  Am.  Rep.  506,  citing  most  of  the 
cases  decided  prior  to  1881. 

In  suoh  States  the  incapacity  to  marry  depends 
entirely  upon  the  prohibition;  the  marriage  rela- 
tion is  wholly  dissolved.  People  v.  Hovey,  6  Barb. 
117;  Moore  v.  Hegeman,  27  Hun,  68;  Dickson  v.  Dick- 
son. 1  Yerg.  110. 
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Constitutional  provisions  on  the  subject* 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  provfdes- 
that  'full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each 
State  to  tbe  Public  Acts,  records  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings of  every  other  State.**  U.  8.  Const,  art  V 
IL 

And  the  Act  of  Congress  of  May  26,  1790,  after 
providing  for  the  mode  of  authenticating  the  Acts, 
records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  the  State,  has 
declared,  "And  the  said  records  and  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have- 
such  faith  and  credit  given  to  them  in  every  court 
within  the  United  States  as  they  have  by  law  or 
usage  in  the  courts  of  the  State  from  whence  the- 
said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken.**  1  U.S.  Stat,  at 
L.  p.  122,  chap.  11;  U.S.  Rev.  Stat  p.  170, 1 905.  See- 
Shumway  v.  StUlman,  4  Cow.  292;  D'Aroy  v.  Ketch- 
urn.  52  U.  8. 11  How.  166, 12  L.ed.  648;  Mills  v.Dur- 
yee,  11 U.  8. 7Cranch,481. 8  L.  ed.  411;  Wood  v.  Wat- 
kinson,  17  Conn.  500. 

If  a  Judgment  is  conclusive  In  the  State  where  It- 
is  pronounced,  It  is  equally  conclusive  everywhere. 
See  Story,  Const  1 1812. 

It  therefore  follows  that  "if  a  court  has  Jurisdic- 
tion in  a  divorce  cause,  valid  according  to  the  law 
of  the  State  in  which  it  is  taken,  and  not  obnoxious 
to  principles  of  interstate  comity,  and  it  pro- 
nounces a  divorce,  and  the  decree  has  beoome  mat- 
ter of  record  in  the  court  it  is  Dtndlc*  in  all  the 
other  States  of  the  Union.**  2  Bishop,  Mar.  and  Div. 
1 199;  Wait,  Act  and  Def.  1 10. 


The  general  doctrine  I 
The  general  doctrine  is,  that  a  decree  of  divorce 


1801. 
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tbe  plaintiff  Town  for  the  relief  of  Lorestein 
Hinkley,  Ella  R,  Hinkley,  as  bis  wife,  and 
Barnard  C.  Hinkley  and  Harry  L.  Hinkley, 
their  sons. 

By  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  it  appears 
that  Lore8tein  Hinkley  had  his  legal  settlement 
in  the  defendant  town,  and  the  right  to  recover 
for  what  was  furnished  him  is  admitted.  Tbe 
right  to  recover  for  the  supplies  furnished  Ella 
R.  and  tbe  two  sons  depends  upon  the  legality 
of  the  marriage  of  said  Loreatein  and  Ella  R. 

By  the  agreed  facts,  it  appears  that  said  Ella 
R.  was  legally  married  to  one  Wardwell  of 
Clinton,  in  this  State,  May  26,  1879;  that  she 
and  her  husband  afterwards  moved  to  Massa- 
chusetts, where  they  separated,  and  she  re- 
turned to  this  State:  that  while  she  was  resid- 
ing here  a  libel  for  divorce  was  commenced  by 
her  husband  in  the  court  of  Massachusetts, 
duly  served  on  her  in  this  State,  and  that  a 
decree  nisi  of  divorce  was  granted  by  the  court 
there  in  November,  1882,  for  the  adultery  of 
the  wife,  which  was  duly  made  absolute  in 
November,  1888.  Said  Ella  R.  remained  in 
this  State,  and  on  the  6th  of  September,  1884, 
was  duly  married  to  said  Hinkley,  in  said 
Town  of  Phillips. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  that  by  the 
Statute  of  Massachusetts,  and  of  this  State,  in 
1888,  a  husband  or  wife  for  whose  fault  a  di- 
vorce was  granted  could  not  marry  again 
within  two  years  from  the  decree  of  divorce, 
and  as  that  time  bad  not  elapsed  when  the 
paupers  were  married,  Jn  September,  1884, 

from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  when  unincumbered 
by  any  statutory  limitations  or  restrictions,  oper- 
ates to  release  the  parties  respectively  from  all  the 
obligations  which  the  dissolved  marriage  imposed. 
In  other  words  "with  the  dissolution  the  obliga- 
tions arising  from  the  marriage  are  completely  dis- 
charged* and  the  parties  stand  in  the  same  position 
as  though  such  marriage  had  never  been  contract- 
ed." Field,  Oh,  X,  in  Barber  v.  Barber.  16  Cat  878. 
And  see  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  8  Bosw.  661,  9  Abb.  Pr. 
289;  People  v.  Hovey,  5  Barb.  117. 

But  in  many  of  the  States  statutory  restrictions 
and  prohibitions  have  been  placed  on  one  or  both 
of  the  parties  to  the  divorce,  and  questions  of 
much  Interest  have  arisen  in  respect  to  the  extent 
of  such  restraints.  Thus,  under  a  general  statute 
which  authorizes  a  divorce  and  also  forbids  the 
guilty  party  to  contract  a  second  marriage  during 
the  lifetime  of  tbe  innocent  party,  arises  the  ques- 
tion whether  such  guilty  party  may  marry  in  any 
other  State  or  country.  And  although,  agreeably 
to  the  weight  of  authority,  this  question  should  be 
answered  affirmatively  (see  West  Cambridge  v. 
Lexington,  1  Pick.  506;  Ponsford  v.  Johnson,  2 
Blatchf.  51;  Clark  v.  Clark.  8  Gush.  386;  Dickson  v. 
Dickson,  1  Yerg.  110);  yet,  an  opposite  view  has 
been  entertained  in  some  of  the  New  York  cases. 
See  Cropsey  v.  Ogden,  11 N.  F.  228:  Smith  v.  Wood- 
worth,  44  Barb.  196.  See  also  Williams  v.  Oates,  6 
Ired.  L.  686;  Wait,  Act  and  Def .  art.  2. 1 2. 

In  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Me.  140,  it  was  held,  by 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  in  Maine,  that  a  decree 
of  divorce  did  not  fall  within  the  rule  that  a  judg- 
ment rendered  against  one  not  within  the  State, 
nor  bound  by  Its  laws,  nor  amenable  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion, was  not  entitled  to  credit  against  the  defend- 
ants in  another  State;  and  that  divorces  pro- 
nounced according  to  the  law  of  one  jurisdiction, 
and  the  new  relations  thereupon  formed,  ought  to 
be  recognized,  In  the  absence  of  all  fraud,  as  opera- 
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their  marriage  was  Illegal,  and  that  Ella  Tt. 
and  ber  two  sons  do  not  take  the  pauper  settle- 
ment of  said  Lorestein. 

We  think  this  contention  is  not  sound. 
When  the  divorce  was  granted,  Ella  R.  was 
no  longer  the  wife  of  Wardwell.  Burlen  v. 
Shannon,  115  Mass.  438;  Oom.  v.  Putnam.  1 
Pick.  186.  The  prohibition  to  remarry  within 
the  time  named  was  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty. 
It  had  no  force  as  a  disability  to  remarry  out 
of  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  It  did  not  at- 
tach to  the  person  of  the  wife  in  this  State. 
This  rule  is  held  in  many  courts.  Cox  v.  Oombs, 
8  B.  Mon.  281;  People  v.  Chase,  28  Hun,  810; 
Ponsford  v.  Johnson,  2  Blatchf.  51;  Moore  v. 
Hegeman,  92  N.  Y.  521;  Van  Voorhis  v.  Brint- 
nall,  86  N.  Y.  18;  Thorp  v.  Thorp,  90  N.  Y. 
602;  Van  Storeh  v.  Griffin,  71  Pa.  240;  Oom. 
v.  Lane,  118  Mass.  458. 

Nor  does  the  prohibition  upon  the  guilty 
party  to  remarry  by  the  Statute  of  this  State 
attach  to  said  Ella  R  Our  statute  applies 
only  to  divorces  granted  by  the  courts  m  this 
State.  It  has  no  reference  to  a  decree  granted 
in  another  State.  Bullock  v.  Bullock,  122  Mass. 
3. 

We  think  the  marriage  of  said  Lorestein  and 
Ella  R.  was  legal,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  Judgment  for  the  full  amount 
claimed. 

Defendants  defaulted. 

Peters,  Oh.  J.,  and  Walton,  Virgin, 
Haskell  and  Wbitehouse,  J  J. ,  concur. 

ttve  and  binding  everywhere,  so  far  as  related  to 
tbe  dissolution  of  tbe  marriage,  though  not  as  to 
other  parts  of  the  decree,  such  as  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  by  the  husband.  This  is  an  Im- 
portant and  valuable  decision,  and  settles  the  ques- 
tion, so  far  as  the  judicial  authority  of  a  single 
State  can  do  It,  against  the  English  rule,  and  places 
it  upon  the  same  principles  of  justice,  good  morals 
and  policy  which  render  a  marriage  valid  by  the 
law  of  the  place  where  it  was  solemnized,  valid 
everywhere.   2  Kent,  Com.  18th  ed.  110,  note  a. 

A  decree  in  a  divorce  suit  will  have  no  extrater- 
ritorial effect  when  the  defendant  is  domiciled  In 
another  State,  and  is  not  served  with  process,  nor 
with  notice  of  the  proceedings.  Doughty  v. 
Doughty.  28  N.  J.  Bq.  68L 

We  must  concede  that  a  State  may  adjudge  th* 
status  of  Its  citizen  towards  a  nonresident;  and 
may  authorize  to  that  end  such  judicial  proceed- 
ings as  it  sees  fit;  and  that  other  States  must  acqui- 
esce, so  long  as  the  operation  of  the  judgment  is 
kept  within  its  own  confines.  But  that  judgment 
cannot  push  its  effect  over  the  borders  of  another 
State,  to  the  subversion  of  its  laws  and  the  defeat 
of  its  policy,  nor  seek  across  its  bounds  the  person 
of  one  of  its  citizens,  and  fix  upon  him  a  status, 
against  his  will  and  without  his  consent,  and  in 
hostility  to  the  laws  of  the  sovereignty  of  his  alle- 
giance.   People  v.  Baker,  76  N.  Y.  78. 

The  courts  of  New  York  have  no  common-law 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  of  divorces,  and  their 
authority  is  confined  altogether  to  the  exercise  of 
such  express  and  incidental  powers  as  are  conferred 
by  the  statute.  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  47  N.  Y.  184;  Da- 
vis v.  Davis,  75  N.  Y.  221;  Kamp  v.  Kamp,  60  N.  Y. 
219. 

The  subject  of  divorce  is  exclusively  regulated 
by  statute,  and  actions  relating  thereto  can  only 
be  maintained  pursuant  to  statutory  provisions. 
Combs  v.  Combs,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  286. 


Bvfbmmm  Coon. 
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POSTAL  TELEGRAPH  CABLE  CO. 
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Compensation  fbr  the  erection  of  a  tele- 
graph line  in  a  street  must  be  made  to 
abutting  owners  although  the  fee  of  the  street 
Is  in  the  public  and  the  right  thereto  oannot  be 
defeated  by  the  action  of  the  municipal  author- 
ities. 

(May4.189L> 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Court  for  Warren  County 
sustaining;  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
which  had  been  granted  to  restrain  defendant 
from  erecting  poles  in  the  street  in  front  of 
complainant's  property  in  the  City  of  Vicks- 
burg.    Reverted. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Birehett  at  Shelton  for  appel- 
lant 

Mean.  Warren  Cowan  and  Mcintosh, 
Williams  *  Russell  for  appellee. 

Cooper*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  is  some  conflict  in  the  authorities, 
but  the  decided  weight  is  to  the  effect  that 
telegraph  lines  form  no  part  of  the  equip- 
ment of  a  public  street,  out  are  foreign  to 
its  use,  and  that  where  the  abutting  owner 
is  the  owner  of  the  fee  to  the  center  of  the 
street  be  is  entitled  to  additional  compensation 
for  the  additional  burden  placed  upon  his  land. 
Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  131,  citing  Board  of  Trade 
Teleg.  Co.  t.  Barneit,  107  HI.  607;  Dueenbury 


▼.  Mutual  Teleg.  Co.  11  Abb.  N.  C.  440;  Metro- 
politan Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  OolteeU  Lead  Go. 
18  Jones  &  S.  488;  Tiffany  v.  United  States 
mum.  Co.  19  Jones  &  8.  280;  Broome  v.  Jfew 
York  d>  if.  J.  Teleg.  Co.  42  N.  J.  Eq.  141,  5 
Cent.  Rep.  814.  Contra,  EeweU  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  4  Mackey,  424;  Pierce  v.  Drew,  188 
Mass.  75;  Julia  Bldg.  Asso.  t.  BeU  Teleph.  Co. 
88  Mo.  268,  5  West  Rep.  867,  though  the  ques- 
tion was  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case 
then  before  the  court,  Arnold,  OK  J.t  in  Theo- 
bold  ▼.  Louisville,  N.  0.  A  T.  B.  Co.,  66  Miss. 
279,  4  L.  R.  A.  785,  stated,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  that  there  was  no  differ- 
ence in  right  in  cases  where  the  owner  of  the 
abutting  land  owned  the  fee  to  the  center  of  the 
street,  and  those  in  which  the  fee  was  in  the 
public.  To  that  declaration,  and  upon  the  au- 
thorities there  cited,  we  now  give  the  force  of 
decision.  It  follows  that  it  was  not  compe- 
tent for  the  City  of  Vicksburg,  by  the  action 
of  its  municipal  authorities,  to  authorize  the 
erection  of  the  telegraph  wires  by  the  Tele- 
graph Company,  to  the  injury  of  appellant, 
without  having  first  made  compensation  to  him 
for  the  injury  inflicted  upon  him.  The  author- 
ity granted  by  the  municipality  will  protect 
the  Company  in  its  interference  with  the  rights 
of  the  public,  which  is  represented  by  the  lo- 
cal authorities;  but  it  cannot  operate  to  with- 
draw from  the  appellant  his  right  of  property, 
and  confer  it  upon  the  Company.  That  right 
is  secured  by  constitutional  provision,  and  can 
only  be  secured  by  the  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  and  upon  due  compensation 
being  first  made. 

The  decree  is  reverted,  the  injunction  rein- 
stated, and  cause  remanded. 


Ken*.— Construction  of  telegraph  Une;  rights  of  abuU 
ttfiQ  owners. 

The  construction  of  a  telegraph  and  telephone 
ine  on  a  railroad  company's  right  of  way  Imposes 
an  additional  servitude  or  burden  on  the  land,  for 
which  the  owners  are  entitled  to  compensation,  un- 
less constructed  in  good  faith  for  the  use  of  the 
railroad,  and  to  facilitate  the  operation  of  its  road. 
American  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Oo.  v.  Smith,  7  L.  B.  A. 
*»,  71  Md.  586. 

A  telegraph  company  cannot  invoke  the  equita- 
ble power  of  the  court  to  restrain  interference  by 
abutting  owners  with  its  poles  in  city  streets,  even 
though  Its  lines  have  been  erected  by  legislative 
sanction.  Metropolitan  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ool- 
lrell  Lead  Co.  87  How.  Pr.  868. 
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Authority  to  construct,  amersHeense. 

Statutes  giving  the  right  to  telegraph  companies 
to  erect  lines  upon,  over  or  under  streets  grant  no 
interest  In  the  streets,  but  at  most  confer  a  license 
which  can  be  revoked  by  the  Legislature  at  any 
time.  American  Bapld  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hess,  U6  N. 
Y.64L 

Even  if  they  gave  them  any  interest  therein.  It 
would  be  subject  to  the  general  power  of  the  Leg- 
islature to  regulate  their  use  and  remove  such  lines 
if  they  should  become  a  nuisance,    ibid. 

Telegraph  lines  erected  in  the  streets  of  oltJes 
may  be  removed  therefrom  as  a  nuisance,  under 
proper  authority  from  the  Legislature;  and  i 
removal  Is  not  a  taking  of  property  forpuhuov 
ibid. 
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SHOWING  the  Changes,  Progress  and  Development  of  the  Law  during  the  Last  Quarter 
of  the  Judicial  Tear  Beginning  with  Oct  1, 1890,  Classified  as  Follows. 

I.  Public,  Official  and  Statutory  Matters. 
IL  Contractual  and  Commercial  Relations. 

III.  Corporations  and  Associations. 

IV.  Domestic  Relations;  Personal  Capacity. 
Y.  Fiduciaries  and  Representatives, 

VI.  Torts;  Negligence;  Injuries;  Nuisances. 
VIL  Property  Rights  ;  Liens  ;  Gifts  ;  Wills 
VIII  Civil  Remedies;  Rules  and  Principles. 
IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Practice. 


L  Public,  Official  and  Statutory  Matters. 


(hnttitutional  Law. 

An  exceedingly  interesting  case  discussing 
what  is  meant  by  "the  law  of  the  land,"  ana 
the  constitutional  provision  as  to  depriving 
persons  of  "property,"  decides  that  a  statute 
providing  that  personal  property  of  an  intestate 
lunatic,  if  derived  from  an  intestate  husband 
or  wife,  shall  go  to  the  tatter's  next  of  kin,  is 
unconstitutional.    (Tenn.)  70. 

A  license  tax  on  peddlers  is  not  an  unconsti- 
tutional regulation  of  commerce.    (D.  C.)  624. 

An  Indiana  case  of  great  importance  upholds 
the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  regulate  the 
pressure  of  natural  gas  in  pipes  within  the  State, 
and  holds  that  such  an  exercise  of  police  power 
does  not  constitute  an  unlawful  regulation  of 
interstate  commerce.    (Ind.)  652. 

A  mere  innovation  or  change  in  the  law 
does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion.   (Pa.)  290. 

The  constitutional  protection  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  u  contract,  and  the  rule  that  it  cannot 
be  impaired  by  a  change  of  decisions,  is  illus- 
trated by  a  case  deciding  that  a  mortgagee's 
right  under  a  mortgage  given  by  a  married 
woman  when  the  state  decisions  held  that  she 
had  capacity  to  make  it  cannot  be  affected  by 
the  overruling  of  those  decisions.    (Ala.)  856. 

An  important  decision  on  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  Act  of  Congress  known  as  the 
Anti-Trust  Law  sustains  it  in  all  respects.  (C. 
C.  M.  D.  Tenn.)  758. 

Extradition. 

That  there  is  no  duty  to  surrender  fugitives 
to  another  government  under  the  law  of  na- 
tions is  declared  by  a  very  exhaustive  opinion 
reviewing  the  authorities,  both  judicial  and 
executive,  although  in  conflict  with  the  rule 
laid  down  by  Kent  and  Story;  and  therefore 
under  the  Treaty  of  Mexico,  which  creates  no 
obligation  on  the  part  of  either  government  to 
surrender  its  own  citizens,  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  cannot  be  surrendered  to  Mexico 
as  a  fugitive.  (D.  C.  W.  D.  Tex.)  589. 
►       Appropriation*;  AmssmenU;  Taxe$. 

The  disposal  of  sewage  by  cities  and  towns 
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forming  one  sixth  of  the  State  in  population 
is  a  public  purpose  for  which  the  Legislature 
can  appropriate  money.    (Mass.)  417. 

This  does  not  prevent  the  Legislature  from 
requiring  such  cities  and  towns  to  repay  it, 
although  they  do  not  have  the  title  to  the 
works  constructed  for  that  purpose.    Id. 

The  delegation  to  commissioners  of  the  ap- 
portionment of  the  expense  on  the  different 
cities  and  towns  may  be  made  without  giving 
them  any  other  rule  than  to  apportion  it  as 
they  shall  deem  Just  and  equitable,  subject  to 
approval  by  a  court,  and  the  apportionment 
need  not  be  based  entirely  on  benefit  to  proper- 
ty.   Id. 

Coal  in  its  natural  state  may  be  severed  from 
the  ownership  of  the  realty  for  purposes  of 
taxation.    (HI.)  247. 

The  "capital  stock"  of  a  corporation  liable 
to  taxation  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1857,  chap.  456, 
§  8,  is  the  actual  capital  owned  try  the  corpora- 
tion and  not  the  shares  of  stock.    (N.  T.)  762. 

An  elaborate  discussion  of  the  question  of 
the  exemption  of  church  property  from  street 
assessments  is  presented  in  a  case  which  de- 
cides that  no  such  exemption  is  implied  by  an 
express  exemption  from  taxation.     (Ga.)  852. 

The  tax  on  that  part  of  a  telegraph  line  in 
any  town  is  to  be  assessed,  under  N.  Y.  Laws, 
not  according  to  its  value  as  part  of  a  line  in 
operation,  but  according  to  the  actual  value  of 
the  property  actually  in  the  town.  (N.  Y.) 
251. 

Personal  property  of  a  non-resident  invested 
or  habitually  kept  within  the  State  is  subject 
to  collateral  inheritance  tax  under  N.  Y. 
Laws  1887.    (N.  Y.)401. 

A  certificate  by  the  proper  officer  that  there 
are  no  unpaid  taxes  on  certain  lands  is  con- 
clusive against  the  public  in  favor  of  one  who 
purchases  in  reliance  thereon.    (Pa.)  751. 

The  power  of  the  municipal  corporations  to 
tax  a  bridge  across  a  navigable  river  in  Arkan- 
sas extends  only  to  that  part  which  is  above 
high-water  mark,  although  one  half  of  the 
bridge  is  within  the  county  in  which  the  cor- 
poration is  situated.    (Ark.)  487. 
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(PCBIiZO,  OmOXAZ.  AMD  STATUTORY  MATTXBS.) 


1  Eminent  Domain. 

There  It  no  taking  of  property  within  the 
constitutional  provision  as  to  compensation  in 
the  case  of  damage  to  rice  fields  by  a  dam 
made  in  harbor  improvements,  which  raises 
the  low-water  level  in  a  navigable  river,  and 
destroys  the  drainage  of  the  fields,  and  in- 
creases their  liability  to  overflow  in  time  of 
freshets.    (C.  C.  8.  D.  Ga.)  678. 

A  railroad  is  located  so  as  to  exclude  appro- 
priation of  the  land  by  another  road  when  the 
company  has  made  a  definite  location,  but  not 
merely  by  staking  out  the  line.    (Pa.)  2*0. 

A  telegraph  line  in  a  street  is  held  in  Mis- 
sissippi to  be  such  an  additional  burden  that 
the  abutting  owners  are  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion, even  if  they  do  not  own  the  fee.  (Miss.) 
861 

Municipal  Matter*. 

An  ordinance  prohibitingsecond-hand cloth- 
ing to  be  brought  into  or  offered  for  sale  with- 
in a  town  without  first  proving  that  it  did  not 
come  from  a  place  where  contagion  or  infection 
is  or  has  been  prevailing,  is  unreasonable  and 
void  in  the  absence  of  any  epidemic  or  other 
apparent  necessity  therefor.    (Miss.)  528. 

The  validity  of  an  ordinance  establishing 
fire  limits  is  upheld  by  a  decision  which  de- 
clares it  not  unreasonable  because  the  power  is 
reserved  to  grant  special  permits  for  wooden 
buildings  within  such  limits.    (Wash.)  150. 

A  city  owning  the  fee  of  streets  in  trust  for 
the  public  can  maintain  trespass  for  the  taking 
of  coal  beneath  the  surface,  although  the  sur- 
face of  the  streets  is  not  injured,  and  recover 
the  full  value  of  the  coal    (111.)  826. 

A  public  pump  in  a  city  street  maintained 
by  city  authorities  is  not  a  nuisance  to  an  abut- 
ting fotowner,  and  a  well  abandoned  by  a 
former  owner  of  the  land  may  be  fitted  up  for 
public  use  without  consent  of  the  abutting 
owner.    (Ind.)  259. 

The  revocation  of  licenses  by  tbe  mayor  of 
a  city  without  notice  to  the  licensee  is  not  so 
unreasonable  or  oppressive  as  to  make  ordi- 
nances giving  him  that  power  invalid.  (R.  L) 
57. 

A  privilege  by  a  town  to  a  private  person  to 
place  weighing  scales  in  a  street  is  authorized 
by  Iowa  Code,  §  456,  and  after  he  has  incurred 
expenses  on  the  faith  of  it,  it  cannot  be  revoked 
unless  the  public  interest  requires  it.  (Iowa) 
115. 

Court*. 

An  action  arising  under  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  is  held  by  the  Louisiana  Supreme 
Court  not  to  be  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  state 
courts.    (La.)  725. 

Membership  in  a  state  bar  association,  which 
may  be  liable  for  the  costs  of  a  proceeding  to 
disbar  an  attorney,  does  not  disqualify  a  judge 
to  sit  therein.    (Ala.)  184. 

Amieu*  Ourim. 

An  interesting  case  involving  the  rights  and 
duties  of  an  attorney  as  amieu*  cutub  holds 
that  he  may  and  should  move  to  dismiss  a  suit 
if  he  knows  it  to  be  fictitious.    (Nev.)  815. 
Officer*. 

That  the  rule  as  to  officers  de  facto  does  not 
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apply  to  a  mere  usurper  is  illustrated  by  a  de- 
cision holding  an  election  void  when  held  by  a 
mere  usurper  of  the  office  of  registrar.  (N.  CL> 
202. 

A  citizen  of  the  State  may  be  eligible  to  as 
county  office,  although  he  has  moved  into  the 
county  so  recently  that  he  cannot  vote.  (Tex.> 
864. 

Election*. 

Votes  may  be  given  for  the  same  man  as  s> 
candidate  for  two  incompatible  offices.  (HL> 
125. 

The  decision  of  a  tie  vote  by  lot  is  not  a  vio- 
lation of  the  constitutional  provision  that  elec- 
tions shall  be  by  ballot.    (Ind.)  285. 

The  prohibition  by  Connecticut  Election 
Laws  of  words  other  than  those  expressly  per- 
mitted on  ballots  does  not  make  the  ballot  void 
by  the  use  of  the  word  "for"  before  tbe  name 
of  the  office  to  be  filled,  but  does  make  it  void 
by  the  addition  of  other  words  to  the  legal 
name  of  the  office,  or  by  addition  of  the  name 
of  a  candidate  for  an  office  not  then  to  be  filled 
at  that  election.    (Conn. )  551. 

This  case  also  holds,  in  substance,  that  a  cit- 
izens' party  may  be  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
a  single  town  meeting  without  any  steps  to 
perpetuate  itself.    M. 

A  candidate  independently  nominated  is  en- 
titled, under  the  Maryland  Election  Laws,  to  a 
place  on  the  official  ballot  in  addition  to  that 
among  the  group  of  candidates  of  a  political 
party  which  has  also  nominated  him  in  con- 
vention   (Md.)  586. 

The  word  "canvass"  in  the  8outh  Dakota 
statutes,  within  twenty  days  after  which  notice 
of  a  contest  of  election  must  be  given,  includes 
the  decision  of  a  tie  vote  by  lot,  as  provided  by 
statute.    (8.  Dak.)  705. 

Statutory  Construction:  Repeal. 

The  question  whether  provisions  of  a  statute 
are  directory  or  mandatory  is  raised  in  a  case 
holding  that  a  provision  that  the  "clerk  of  the 
court  shall  cite  the  Judge  of  another  district 
in  certain  cases  is  merely  directory  and  that  a 
citation  by  tbe  Judge  with  the  assent  of  the 
clerk  is  sufficient.    (Conn.)  858. 

The  maxim  of  eju*dem  generi*  is  discussed 
in  a  case  holding  that  tbe  words  "all  other  of- 
ficers," following  an  enumeration  of  county, 
township  and  precinct  officers,  includes  officers 
of  school  districts.    (111.)  125. 

A  dummy  railroad  operated  by  steam  is  held 
by  an  Alabama  decision  to  be  a  railroad  within 
the  meaning  of  statutes  regarding  the  operation 
of  railroads.    (Ala.)  880. 

A  person  selling  and  delivering  goods  from 
house  to  house  being  included  in  fie  descrip- 
tion of  a  "peddler"  in  a  Legislative  Act  is  not 
taken  out  of  it  by  the  fact  that  he  is  paid  only 
by  a  salary.    (D.  C.)  624. 

The  term  "month"  in  a  statute  is  held  by  a 
Florida  decision  reviewing  numerous  decision* 
to  mean  calendar,  not  lunar,  month.  (Fla.) 
770. 

A  statute  applying  to  a  certain  class  of  coun- 
ties created  by  the  Constitution  is  not  repealed 
by  a  general  statute  without  negative  words. 
(Pa.)m 
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I.  CONTRACTUAL    ATO    COMKBBOIAL   ABLATIONS. 


Construction  and  Effect  of  Contract*. 

That  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  a  contract 
unless  made  so  by  express  agreement,  or  the 
nature  of  the  contract  or  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  is  made,  is  reaffirmed  and  illus- 
trated by  an  Oregon  decision.    (Or.)  289. 

Support  of  an  Incompetent  person,  which  is 
by  a  declaration  in  trust  made  a  charge  on  a 
form,may  be  required  to  be  furnished  elsewhere 
than  on  the  farm,  where  there  is  nothing  in 
the  declaration  of  trust  to  limit  it  to  that  place. 
(N.  Y.)  667. 

A  contract  to  leave  all  one's  property  at 
death  to  an  adopted  child  will  not  prevent  him 
from  transferring  it  without  an  attempt  to  de- 
fraud the  child.    (Ind.)120. 

A  corporation  is  liable  for  money  loaned  to 
h  although  on  the  security  of  the  note  of  indi- 
viduals only  r  the  test  is  whether  the  note  was 
the  consideration  or  only  a  security  for  the 
money.    (Pa.)  228. 

A  contract  is  invalidated  by  the  subsequent 
enactment  of  police  regulations  which  render 
its  performance  illegal  as  to  one  of  the  parties. 
(Ind.)  662. 

Signature. 

A  cross-mark  alone  opposite  a  seal  may  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  signature  to  a  deed  when 
placed  under  a  clause  containing  the  grantor's 
name  and  saying  that  he  signed  his  name  and 
affixed  his  seal. 

The  letters  "D.  8.  C."  may  also  constitute  a 
sufficient  signature  by  a  witness  to  the  deed 
whose  name  was  Solomon  Davis.    Id. 
Delivery. 

Delivery  by  a  mortgagor,  a  few  hours  before 
killing  himself,  of  a  mortgage  for  record  at 
his  own  expense,  is  a  good  delivery  to  the  mort- 
gagee, although  the  latter  has  no  knowledge  of 
it  until  after  the  mortgagor's  death.  (Minn.) 
171. 

Consideration;  Public  Policy. 

A  minor's  abstinence  from  intoxicating 
liquors,  eta,  is  a  good  consideration  for  a 
promise  by  his  uncle  to  pay  him  money.  (N. 
Y.)488. 

The  establishment  of  a  new  butter  store  is  no 
consideration  for  an  agreement  of  grocers  to 
buy  no  butter  from  the  makers  for  two  years, 
and  such  an  agreement  is  void  as  tending  to 
create  a  monopoly.    (Iowa)  428. 

A  purchase  of  stock  by  a  broker  for  a  cus- 
tomer, who  puts  up  a  margin,  is  a  sale  of  stock 
on  margin  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Cali 
fornia  Constitution.    (Cal.)  511. 

An  agreement  to  prevent  competition  in  the 
manufacture  of  fish  glue  under  a  patent  mak- 
ing an  article  of  great  value  out  of  one  nearly 
worthless  is  not  against  public  policy.  (Mass.) 
668. 

Statute  of  Frauds. 

A  writing  may  constitute  a  sufficient  memo- 
randum under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  although 
it  is  made  subject  to  the  terms  of  another  not 
yet  in  existence  where  the  latter  is  subsequently 
procured  in  writing.    (Mass.)  661. 

Entry  under  a  parol  agreement  for  a  writ- 
ten lease  on  certain  conditions  creates  only  a 
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tenancy  at  will  until  a  written  agreement  is 
made.    (N.  M.)67. 

A  promise  by  the  owner  of  a  building  to  pay 
for  work  partly  finished,  made  to  induce  its 
completion,  where  the  principal  contractor  for 
whom  the  work  was  begun  had  made  default 
in  payment,  is  an  original  and  not  a  collateral 
contract    (Ind.)  602. 

Assignment, 

The  rule  that  a  contract  for  service  involving 
personal  skill  cannot  be  assigned  applies  to  a 
lawyer's  contract  for  an  option  to  purchase 
lands  in  consideration  of  the  use  of  his  skill  in 
removing  clouds  on  the  title.  (HI.)  406. 
Rescission. 

A  formal  re-entry  by  a  lessor,  who  has  re- 
mained in  actual  possession  of  the  premises,  is 
not  necessary  in  order  to  terminate  an  oil  and 
gas  lease,  and  his  election  to  forfeit  it  is  a  con- 
structional entry.    (Pa.)  290. 

A  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  a  return  of 
money  paid  or  of  unpaid  purchase-money  notes 
on  the  vendor's  retaking  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty for  default  in  payment  of  an  installment, 
where  the  contract  gives  him  a  right  to  do  so 
and  reserves  title  until  all  is  paid.    (Mich.)  446. 

False  statements  as  to  the  market  value  of 
an  article,  made  to  a  dealer  therein  to  induce  a 
purchase,  does  not  Justify  a  rescission,  at  least 
where  it  is  clear  that  he  did  not  believe  them. 
(Mass.)  821. 

Sales. 

A  conditional  sale  valid  where  it  is  made, 
by  which  the  title  is  retained  until  the  pur- 
chase money  is  paid,  may  be  upheld  against 
an  innocent  purchaser  from  the  original  ven- 
dee in  another  State  to  which  the  property  Is 
taken  without  payment,  although  by  the  laws 
of  the  former  State  the  conditional  sale  would 
be  held  invalid  as  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  be- 
cause not  recorded.    (Ala.)  700 

Acceptance,  after  inspection  or  fair  oppor- 
tunity to  inspect  it,  of  wheat  furnished  under 
a  contract  for  wheat  of  a  certain  grade,  pre- 
cludes the  buyer  from  denying  that  the  con- 
tract is  satisfied.  (Ky.)  899. 
Warranty. 

A  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  horses  is 
made  by  a  bill  of  sale  stating  that  they  are 
sound  and  kind.    (Vt.)  698. 
Bailment. 

Riding  a  hired  horse  a  few  miles  beyond  the 
point  to  which  be  was  hired  to  go  will  not 
make  the  hirer  liable  for  loss  of  the  horse, 
where,  after  returning  from  the  extra  trip,  he 
fell  on  the  homeward  road  and  died  a  day  or 
two  afterwards,  unless  the  extra  ride  caused 
or  materially  contributed  to  this  result.  (Ga.) 
897 

Innkeepers. 

A  check  for  a  valise  given  by  a  porter  with- 
out authority  to  a  transient  guest  on  his  de- 
parture is  not  sufficient  to  male  the  innkeeper 
liable  for  it    (Ala.)  882. 

Carriers. 

A  passenger  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the 
stipulations  of  a  ticket  for  a  voyage  which 
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plainly  purporU  to  be  a  contract,  although  he  I  thereby,  is  shown  by 
did  not  read  them.    (Mass.)  840.  ..*n~*- 

Oregon  case   extensively  reviews  the 


An  Oregon  case 
right  of  a  passenger  to  damages  for  forcible  ex 
pulsion  from  a  train  where  he  refuses  to  pay 
fare  and  his  ticket  does  not  on  its  face  entitle 
him  to  passage,  although  he  has  paid  for  it 
supposing  he  could  ride  on  it  The  case  holds 
that  he  should  leave  the  train  quietly  and  seek 
a  proper  remedy  for  damages  or  else  pay  his 
fare.    (Or.)  828. 

A  contract  exempting  a  carrier  from  liabil- 
ity, valid  where  it  was  made,  will  be  upheld 
by  the  courts  of  a  State  in  which  such  con- 
tracts are  held  void  as  against  public  policy. 
(Mass.)  840. 

A  stipulation  fairly  and  voluntarily  entered 
into,  limiting  the  amount  of  recovery  for  loss 
of  goods  shipped  where  their  value  is  not  spec- 
ified, is  valid  even  if  the  loss  is  due  to  slight 
or  ordinary  negligence.    (Kan  J  799. 

Stage  property,  paraphernalia,  etc.,  are  not 
baggage  for  which  a  carrier  is  liable  as  an  in- 
surer unless  accepted  as  such  by  the  carrier. 
(Or.)  818. 

That  joint  through  rates  for  transportation 
of  freight  may  be  compelled  by  statute  is  de- 
cided in  Iowa.  The  decision  also  holds  that 
carriers  may  be  compelled  to  send  carload  lots 
to  destination  without  unloading,  unless  at  the 
carriers'  expense,  and  that  the  transfer  of  less 

Suantities  to  other  cars  must  be  a  cost  which 
i  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  through  rate. 
(Iowa)  486. 

Insurance. 

The  option  of  the  insurer  to  refund  the  pre- 
miums or  pay  the  policy  according  to  the  equi- 
ties of  the  case,  where  the  insured  died  by  his 
own  hand  while  insane,  is  not  waived  by  failure 
to  exercise  it  within  the  sixty  days  after  proofs 
of  loss  allowed  for  payment  if  it  is  made  with- 
in a  reasonable  time.    (Wis.)  890. 

Knowledge  of  an  insurance  agent  as  to  the 
deafness  of  the  insured  constitutes  a  waiver  of 
the  objection  that  such  deafness  is  a  bodily  in- 
firmity contrary  to  a  representation  in  his  ap- 
plication.   (N.  0.)815. 

A  promise  to  pay  to  the  wife  of  the  person 
insured  a  sum  of  money  upon  his  death  for 
permission  to  take  out  the  insurance  is  void 
where  the  payee  has  no  insurable  interest  in 
the  life.    (N.  C.)409. 

Life  insurance  payable  to  the  wife  of  the  in- 
sured or  in  case  of  her  death  to  his  children 
vests  in  her  if  she  survives  him,  although  she 
dies  before  obtaining  it,  and  her  estate  therein 
will  not  go  to  his  children.  (Colo.)  209. 
Bills  and  Note*. 

A  note  payable  to  a  certain  person  *'et  al., 
or  order,"  is  not  negotiable.    (Iowa)  488. 

A  promissory  note,  although  non-negotiable, 
need  not  express  any  consideration.  (N.  Y.) 
o4o. 

That  the  materiality  of  an  alteration  of  a 
note  does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  that  it  is 
a  detriment  to  the  party  claiming  to  be  released 


a  decision  that  adding 

&  Co"/'  to  the  name" of  the  maker  of  a  note  is 
a  material  alteration  as  to  an  indorser.  (Ala.) 
140. 

Signature  of  a  payee  to  an  assignment  writ- 
ten out  on  the  back  of  a  note  makes  him  liable 
as  an  ordinary  indorser.    (Minn.)  870. 

An  indorser  of  a  forged  bill  is  liable  to  the 
indorsee  on  its  dishonor  without  proof  of  de- 
mand or  notice.    (Utah)  484. 

The  time  for  notice  of  dishonor  of  a  note 
which  is  indorsed  when  overdue  is  the  same  as 
in  case  of  notes  indorsed  before  maturity,  al- 
though the  same  diligence  is  not  necessary  in 
respect  to  demand.    (Tenn.)  727. 

An  assignment  of  a  note  carries  a  guaranty 
not  referred  to,  but  which  i*  all  that  gives  the 
note  value.    (Conn.)  270. 

An  assignee  of  a  mortgage  and  note  secured 
thereby  as  collateral  security,  to  whom  a  forged 
copy  of  the  note  is  delivered  with  the  mort- 
gage, has  a  good  title  to  the  note  as  against  one 
to  whom  the  assignor  after  maturity  transfers 
the  genuine  note.    (Ohio)  41. 

Collateral  security  for  a  note  or  any  other 
liability  of  the  maker  does  not  constitute  a 
special  pledge  or  give  an  indorser  any  claim  to 
preference  in  the  application  of  the  proceeds. 
(Mass.)  181. 

Banks. 

Certification  of  a  check  by  a  bank  on  the 
drawee's  application  releases  the  drawer.  (HI.) 
492. 

A  check  given  by  an  insolvent  to  his  cred- 
itor is  held  worthless  after  the  Insolvent's 
death  if  not  previously  presented  or  certified, 
although  by  the  law  of  the  State  checks  are 
regarded  as  assignments.    (La.)  802. 

A  case  of  the  highest  importance  to  banks  and 
depositors,  decided  by  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals  in  almost  exact  conflict  with  the 
already  famous  Vagliano  v.  Bank  of  England 
Case,  decides  that  a  depositor  without  negli- 
gence is  not  prejudiced  by  the  fact  that  the 
bank  has  paid  money  on  checks  with  indorse- 
ments of  the  payees'  names  forged  by  his  clerk, 
who  stole  the  checks;  that  the  fact  that  the 
checks  were  payable  to  a  fictitious  person  does 
not  make  them  payable  to  bearer  under  the 
New  York  statute,  where  the  maker  supposed 
the  payee  to  be  a  real  person.  (N.  Y.)  791. 
Interest. 

A  good  illustration  of  the  law  as  to  interest 
on  contracts  between  citizens  of  different 
States  is  presented  by  a  decision  that  notes  and 
a  deed  of  trust  signed  and  dated  in  Texas  but 
delivered  by  an  agent  in  New  York,  may  bear 
interest  according  to  the  law  of  Texas.  (Tex.) 
98. 

Money. 

Spanish  milled  dollars  constitute  a  good  ten- 
der for  ground  rent  reserved  in  such  dollars  at 
a  time  when  they  were  legal  tender,  although 
they  have  been  demonetized  by  Act  of  Congress 
and  Spain  has  ceased  to  coin  them.    (Pa.)  219. 


IIL  Corporations  and  Associations. 

8ee  also  infra,  VI.,  Electricity.  I  poration  to  bring  its  funds  within  the  control 

The  promotion  of  the  cause  of  temperance  is  of  equity  as  a  public  charity  and  prevent  divis- 
too  vague  a  description  of  the  objects  of  a  cor- 1  ion  thereof  among  the  members.    (Cal.)  117. 
18  L.  R.  A. 
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The  state  toard  of  agriculture  is  held  in  In 
diana  to  be  a  private  corporation,  although  no 
shares  of  stock  are  issued.    (Ind.)  604. 

The  State  only  can  question  the  right  of  for- 
eign corporations  to  hold  lands  in  excess  of 
the  amount  limited  by  statute.    (Oa.)  529. 

The  deed  of  a  corporation  may  be  lawfully 
acknowledged  by  a  representative  having  au- 
thority to  execute  it.    (NT.  T.)  588. 

The  doctrine  that  a  corporation  is  estopped 
to  deny  the  validity  of  a  contract  under  which 
it  has  received  benefits  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  made  in  conformity  to  statutory  re- 
quirements is  upheld  in  the  case  of  a  water- 
works company  which  had  issued  bonds.  (C. 
C.  W.  D.  Pa.)  168. 

Director*. 

Directors  are  personally  liable  for  a  contract 
made  by  them  before  they  have  any  authority 
to  create  a  corporate  obligation.    (Ohio)  846. 
Stockholders. 

The  right  of  pledgors  and  pledgees  of  cor- 
porate stock  and  of  the  holders  of  a  majority 
of  the  stock  in  respect  to  voting  for  directors 
is  extensively  discussed  in  a  case  from  North 
Dakota.    (N.  Dak.)  781. 

The  rights  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  stock 
issued  by  a  corporation  having  legal  authority 
to  do  so,  in  place  of  surrendered  stock,  are  to 
be  protected  where  he  had  no  notice  of  any 
illegality  in  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of 
the  original  certificate.    (Ind.)  498. 

The  doctrine  that  payment  of  subscriptions 


to  a  corporation,  made  in  property,  must  be  at 
its  real  value,  is  discussed  and  well  illustrated 
by  a  case  in  which  subscriptions  amounting  to 
$200,000  were  paid  by  $5,000  worth  of  prop- 
erty.   (Ala.)  307: 

The  liability  of  stockholders  as  partners, 
where  they  have  formed  a  foreign  corporation 
solely  because  they  could  not  organized  corpora- 
tion under  the  laws  of  their  own  State,  is  as- 
serted by  a  decision  of  the  Texas  Court  of  Ap- 
peals.   (Tex.)  866. 

Receiver. 

The' powers  of  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration are  held  not  to  extend  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  claims  against  stockholders  which 
creditors  of  the  company  might  enforce,  but 
as  to  which  the  corporation  is  estopped.  (HI.) 
828. 

Church. 

A  church  site  and  edifice  may  be  sold  to  pay 
the  salary  of  the  pastor.    (Ga.)  155. 
Partnership. 

The  right  of  a  surviving  partner  to  borrow 
money  in  good  faith  to  pay  the  debts  of  the 
firm  is  upheld  as  a  valid  claim  on  the  firm 
assets  under  an  assignment  for  creditors,  al- 
though the  firm  was  in  fact  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  loan.    (N.  Y.)  146. 

The  right  of  individual  creditors  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  separate  property  of  a  partner  in 
preference  to  firm  creditors  is  discussed  and 
upheld  on  a  review  of  the  authorities.  (Mo.) 
254. 


IV.  Domestic  Relations;  Personal  Capacity. 


Statutory  prohibition  to  remarry  within  a 
certain  time  has  no  force  out  of  the  State  in 
which  the  decree  of  divorce  is  granted.  (Me.) 
862. 

Connivance  of  a  husband  in  his  wife's  adul- 
tery is  not  shown,  where  he  already  suspects 
her  to  be  guilty,  by  merely  suffering  her  in  a 
single  instance  to  avail  herself  of  an  opportu- 
nity therefor  which  she  has  already  arranged 
without  his  knowledge,  even  though  he  pur- 
posely refrains  from  warning  her  because  he 
hopes  to  obtain  evidence  which  will  entitle  him 
to  a  divorce.    (Mass.)  524. 

The  right  to  alimony  on  decreeing  the  nullity 
of  a  void  marriage  cannot  be  conferred  by  a 
statute  passed  after  such  marriage  took  place. 
(W.  Va.)50. 

The  right  to  dower  does  not  exist  in  favor  of 
the  wife  on  annulment  of  a  marriage  which 
was  contracted  in  good  faith,  because  the  hus- 
band had  a  former  wife  living,  although  she 
had  not  been  heard  from  in  five  years  before 


the  second  marriage,  and  this  was  therefore 
valid,  under  New  York  laws,  until  its  nullity 
was  proclaimed  by  a  court.  .  (N.  Y.)  859. 

Disaffirmance  of  deeds  by  infants  is  discussed 
in  a  case  which  holds  that  any  unequivocally 
expressed  intention  to  disaffirm  after  coming 
of  age  is  sufficient;  but  where  the  infant  is  the 
grantee,  this  does  not  reinvest  title  without 
reconveyance.    (Ala.)  186. 

Insane  delusions  are  discussed  in  a  case 
which  defines  them  as  conceptions'  that  origi- 
nate spontaneously  without  evidence  of  any 
kind  to  support  them,  and  can  be  accounted  for 
on  no  reasonable  hypothesis,  and  which  holds 
that  they  do  not  include  a  belief  or  aversion, 
formed  on  an  apparent  cause,  however  insuf- 
ficient.   (Or.)  161. 

The  discharge  of  a  person  from  an  insane 
asylum  is  held  to  be  in  itself  a  restoration 
to  his  capacity  to  sue,  under  California 
utes.    (Cal.)104. 


V.  FmUClABIBS  AND  REPRESENTATIVES. 


A  letter  acknowledging  indebtedness  and  say- 
ing that  the  money  is  in  Dank  and  to  be  consid- 
ered on  interest,  not  to  be  interfered  with  by  the 
writer  until  the  other  is  capable  of  taking  care 
of  it,  creates  a  trust.    (N.  Y.)  468. 

The  right  to  support  out  of  the  net  rents  of 
a  farm,  or  interest  on  its  price  if  sold,  which  is 
given  by  a  declaration  of  trust  made  by  a 
grantee,  is  held  to  be  not  limited  to  support  on 
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the  farm,  and  the  trustee  is  held  to  have  a  duty 
of  actual  supervision  and  a  responsibility  which 
is  not  escaped  by  transferring  the  land  charged 
with  the  support.    (N.  Y.)  667. 

A  person  can  recover  back  money  paid  to  a 
broker  as  commissions  on  discovering  that  ha 
was  acting  as  agent  for  the  other  party  also. 
(Pa.)  895. 

A  foreign  executor  who  takes  out  ancillary 
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(Tobok  Kwauxaasam  In jubxbs;  NoisAjross.) 
letters  is  subject  to  suit  even  by  a  non-resident  I  the  laws  of  Missouri,  as  the  statutory  system 
creditor.    (N.  Y.)  287.  of  administration  is  inconsistent  with  the  < — 

Executors  de  son  tort  are  not  recogniied  by  |  mon  law  in  that  regard.    (Mo.)  187. 


VL  Touts;  Negligence;  Injuries;   Nuisances. 


GOflWTtWfl, 

Wrenching  machinery  from  a  mill  against 
the  protest  of  a  co-tenant,  and  carrying  it 
away,  may  constitute  conversion.    (N.  0.)  $61. 

Buildings. 

Permitting  a  stairway  carpet  with  holes  in 
it  to  remain  on  the  stairs  of  a  tenement  bouse 
with  notice  of  its  condition  renders  the  owner 
liable  for  injuries  to  a  tenant  from  a  fall  caused 
by  catching  her  foot  in  one  of  the  holes.  (N. 
Y.)  843. 

A  contractor  is  not  liable  to  a  stranger  to  the 
contract  for  injuries  caused  by  defects  in  a 
building  which  has  been  completed  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  owner.    (Pa.)  822. 

A  presumption  of  negligence  from  the  fact 
of  an  accident  arises  in  the  case  of  the  fall  of 
a  heavy  sign  by  its  own  weight    (Ark.)  189. 

In  Public  Service. 
Negligence  in  blasting  for  a  schoolhouse  is 
within  tbe  rule  that  negligent  or  defective  per- 
formance of  public  service  creates  no  liability. 
(Mass.)  160. 

Infants. 
A  child  of  tender  years  may  be  chargeable 
with  the  consequences  of  his  own  negligence 
when  injured  while  trespassing.    (Pa.)  216. 

Railroad  Injuries. 

It  is  negligence  to  run  a  railway  train  with- 
out a  cow-catcher  on  the  engine.    (Ala.)  108. 

Riding  on  the  platform  of  a  street-car  when 
there  is  room  inside  is  not  negligence  per  se. 
(Mich.)  129. 

It  is  not  negligence  as  matter  of  law  for  a 
person  who  has  stepped  off  from  a  railroad 
track,  to  allow  a  train  to  pass,  to  step  on  again 
without  looking  out  for  the  rear  section  of  tbe 
train,  which  was  broken  off  and  following  it 
some  distance  away.    (Tenn.)  184. 

An  attempt  to  board  a  moving  train  is  negli- 
gence as  matter  of  law  if  made  by  one  in  a 
safe  position,  and  without  necessity,  where  a 
misstep  would  involve  serious  consequences. 
(N.  Y.)  429. 

Tbe  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  have 
lookouts  on  the  front  of  a  train  is  held  to 
apply  to  the  rear  section  of  a  train  which  is 
broken  in  two,  if  there  were  employes  upon  it 
who  could  have  acted  as  lookouts.  (Tenn.)  184 

A  railroad  company  contracting  to  furnish 
cars  for  stone  at  a  quarry,  and  charged  with 
the  duty  of  selecting  them,  is  liable  to  a  ser- 
vant of  the  quarry  man  for  failure  to  use  ordi- 
nary care  to  select  safe  cars,  although  it  would 
not  be  liable  to  him  for  breach  of  duty  arising 
purely  under  the  contract.    (Mo.)  746. 

Injury  by  Servant. 
A  street-railway  company  is  liable  for  its 
driver's  abuse  of  a  passenger  and  threatening 
to  arrest  him  for  giving  him  counterfeit  money, 
but  not  for  an  arrest  which  the  driver  causes 
to  be  made  without  any  instructions  to  do  so. 
(La.)  837. 
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Injury  to  Servants. 

Proper  rules  for  the  conduct  of  his  business 
must  be  furnished  by  a  master  in  order  to  pre- 
vent liability  to  a  servant  for  negligence  of 
fellow  servants.    (N.  Y.)  464. 

The  duty  of  a  roaster  to  warn  or  instruct  his 
servants  as  to  danger  is  discussed  in  a  case 
which  holds  that  no  warning  is  necessary  of 
tbe  obvious  danger  from  molten  iron  which 
will  flow  into  a  trench  where  men  are  working 
if  a  wall  is  broken  through,  but  is  necessary  as 
to  the  danger  from  the  flying  of  the  metal 
when  the  "boil"  is  punctured  and  the  shell 
broken.    (Ala.)  282. 

A  rule,  not  expressly  assented  to  by  an  em- 
ploy6,  that  be  must  take  all  risks,  and  that 
remaining  in  the  service  is  an  acceptance  of 
the  rule,  does  not  bind  him.    (Ga.)  842. 

The  assumption  of  known  risks  applies  to 
the  case  of  a  brakeman  who  is  injured  by  a 
low  bridge  over  a  railroad  track,  of  which  he 
had  knowledge.    (W.  Ya.)  297. 

A  panic-stricken  employe  is  not  relieved 
from  tbe  duty  of  diligence  to  escape  from 
danger,  although  less  diligence  may  be  required 
ofbim.    (Ala.)  282. 

A  very  vigorous  discussion  of  the  true  rule 
of  liability  for  negligence  of  fellow  servants  is 
presented  in  a  North  Dakota  case,  which  de- 
cides that  the  character  of  the  work  in  which 
tbe  negligence  occurred  is  the  test,  and  not  the 
relative  rank  of  the  servants.    (N.  Dak.)  97. 

Failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  furnish 
transportation  to  a  place  where  food  and  shelter 
can  be  procured  to  a  car  repairer,  sent  out  to  . 
repair  a  car,  on  account  of  which  he  is  com- ' 
polled  to  walk  nine  miles  in  the  night  in  cold 
and  dangerous  weather  in  order  to  find  shelter, 
renders  the  company  liable  for  injuries  thereby 
sustained,  and  is  the  proximate  cause  of  such 
injuries.    (Minn.)  257. 

Proximate  Cause. 
See  also  last  point,  supra. 

The  question  of  proximate  cause  is  again  il- 
lustrated in  a  case  where  the  negligence  which 
caused  a  collision  at  one  crossing  is  held  the 
cause  of  injury  at  a  second  crossing.  (Pa.) 
268. 

The  rule  that  a  negligent  act  or  omission 
will  not  constitute  negligence  if  it  was  merely 
a  condition  and  not  a  proximate  cause  of  tbe 
injury  is  applied  to  tbe  ease  of  a  servant  who 
was  injured  by  a  falling  wall  of  which  he  had 
no  warning,  while  he  was  disregarding  a  warn- 
ing of  another  danger.  (Conn.)  279. 
Injury  on  Highway  or  Bridge. 

A  town  is  not  relieved  from  liability  for  in- 
jury to  a  traveler  by  the  fact  that  the  innocent 
act  of  another  traveler  co-operated  with  a  de- 
fect in  the  highway  in  producing  the  injury. 
(Mass.)  249. 

A  telegraph  wire  hanging  so  low  across  a 
highway  as  to  cause  an  injury  will  render  a 
town  liable  if  it  had  notice  or  ought  to  have 
had  notice  of  the  defect.    (Minn.)  249. 


Rtecnrf  of 
(Pbopbbtt  Rights; 
The  narrowness  of  a  bridge  and  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  its  railings  are  not  the  proximate 
cause  of  an  injury  to  one  whose  cotter  was 
dragged  off  the  bridge  by  his  horse,  which  fell 
and  broke  the  railing  in  consequence  of  dis- 
>or  choking  by  the  harness.    (Iowa)  482. 


Act  of  God. 
An  injury  caused  by  a  March  wind   not 
stronger  than  might  be  expected  at  that  season 
Is  not  the  act  of  God.    (Ark.)  189. 

Nuisances. 
The  history  and  nature  of  nuisances  and  the 
femedies  therefor  are  discussed  in  a  very  clear 
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opinion  in  a  West  Virginia  case  concerning  an 
alleged  nuisance  of  the  noise  of  a  manufactory. 
(W.  Va.)  58. 

Deposits  of  coal  slack,  etc.,  by  a  mining 
company  where  they  are  washed  down  by  a 
stream  to  the  injury  of  others  make  the  com- 
pany liable  for  the  damages,  if  the  results 
could  have  been  anticipated  by  persons  of  or- 
dinary intelligence  and  prudence.    (Ohio)  577. 

A  public  pump  in  a  street  maintained  by  a 
city  is  held  not  to  be  a  nuisance  to  an  abutting 
owner  where  the  well  bad  been  abandoned  by 
a  former  owner  and  fitted  again  for  use  by  the 
city.    (Ind.)  259. 


VH  Pbopebtt  Rights;  Lzbhb;  Gifts;  Wills. 


Property. 

The  right  to  transmit  property  by  inherit- 
ance is  "  property "  within  the  meaning  of  a 
constitutional  provision  as  to  depriving  of 
property;  but  the  next  of  kin  of  a  living  person 
have  no  "property"  in  his  estate  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  provision.  (Tenn.)  70. 
Loss. 

The  rule  as  to  repairs,  rather  than  that  as  to 
building  contracts,  governs  on  the  destruction 
by  fire  of  a  building  nearly  completed,  for 
which  the  contractor  was  to  furnish  part  only 
of  the  labor  and  materials.    (Mass.)  571. 

The  loss  by  fire  of  a  house  in  possession  of  a 
vendee  under  a  defective  deed  falls  upon  him 
where  be  is  the  equitable  owner  of  the  premi- 
ses.   (Wis.)  178. 

The  question  who  must  bear  the  loss  in  case 
of  the  neglect  of  an  officer  to  record  a  deed 
delivered  for  record  is  decided  against  the 
grantee  as  between  him  and  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser.   (Wash.)  884. 

Transfer  of  Possession. 

On  an  exchange  by  husband  and  wife  of  his 
wagon  for  her  sleigh,  which  were  both  kept 
before  and  after  in  a  barn  leased  by  him,  there 
is  no  such  change  of  possession  as  will  uphold 
her  title  to  the  wagon  against  the  husband's 
creditors.    (Vt.)  600. 

Eeirs. 

A  widow  is  an  heir  of  her  husband  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  in  a  will  to  the  extent 
of  $5,000  up  to  wh?ch  she  is  given  an  estate  in 
fee  by  the  Massachusetts  Statute,  but  not  as 
to  the  estate  which  she  has  the  option  of  tak- 
ing in  lieu  of  dower.    (Mass.)  721. 

The  question,  "  who  are  the  heirs-at-law"  of 
a  person  within  the  meaning  of  a  Massachusetts 
will  which  gives  them  an  estate  in  a  certain  event, 
if  he  is  not  then  living,  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  law  of  Massachusetts,  although  the  person 
named  is  domiciled  in  another  State.    Id. 

The  statutory  right  of  children  not  named  in 
a  will  to  share  as  in  case  of  intestacy  is  not 
affected  by  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  the 
will.    (Cal.)46\ 

The  estate  of  an  heir-at-law  in  property  sub- 
ject to  sale  under  a  power  is  not  an  actual 
•estate  until  the  power  is  exercised,  which  is 
alienable,  devisable  and  descendible ,  or  is  de- 
termined by  sale  under  the  power.  (N.  J.)  62. 
Electricity. 

A  question  of  very  great  importance  at  the 
present  time  is  discussed  in  two  important 
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opinions,  each  of  which  decides  that  no  vested 
rights  of  a  telephone  company  are  interfered 
with  by  the  introduction  of  an  electric  railway 
the  use  of  which  interferes  with  the  ground 
circuit  of  the  telephone  system.  (Ohio)  584; 
(C.  0.  M.  D.  Tenn.)  544. 

lee. 
A  recent  opinion  as  to  the  right  to  cut  ice 
on  a  meandered  un  navigable  stream  holds  that 
the  same  rights  exist  in  the  ice  that  exist  in 
the  water,  and  that  any  person  who  can  get 
access  to  it  without  repassing  on  the  land  of 
riparian  owners  may  cut  the  ice  and  acquire 
property  therein.    (Iowa)  588. 

Trees. 

The  rights  of  adjoining  owners  to  trees  on 
the  boundary  line  are  those  of  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  one  may  enjoin  the  other  from  cut* 
ting  them  down.    (Iowa)  484. 
Private  Way. 

A  fence  may  be  made  along  a  statutory  pri- 
vate road  if  necessary  to  its  reasonable  en- 
joyment, as  for  driving  cattle,  especially 
where  the  owner  of  the  soil  has  land  on  one 
side  only.    (Mich.)  601. 

>  Docks  and  Wharves. 

The  right  to  a  dock  between  low-water  mark 
and  the  channel  of  a  river  may  be  reserved  on 
conveyance  of  the  adjacent  land,  under  a  stat- 
ute giving  owners  the  right  to  construct  such 
docks  below  low- water  mark. .  (Mass.)  617. 

A  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  extensively  reviewing 
the  authorities,  holds  that  a  riparian  proprietor 
on  the  shore  of  the  sea  or  its  arms  has  no 
right,  as  against  the  State  or  its  grantees,  to 
extend  wharves  in  front  of  his  land  below 
high- water  mark.  (Wash. )  682. 
Patents. 

The  patentability  of  a  combination  of  old 
elements  is  clearly  discussed  in  a  case  deciding 
that  the  result  produced  by  the  combination 
must  be  due  to  their  cooperative  action;  and 
that  an  element  which  does  not  affect  the  ac- 
tion of  all  the  others  destroys  the  patentability 
of  the  combination,  making  it  a  mere  aggrega- 
tion. (C.  C.  S.  D.  N.  Y.)  107. 
Tenancy. 

Title  to  the  hay,  oats,  and  straw  is  not  re- 
served to  the  owner  of  a  farm  as  against  at- 
taching creditors  of  a  tenant,  under  a  lease  by 
which  the  tenant  agrees  to  raise  enough  stuff 
to  feed  the  stock  of  the  place,  or,  if  he  fails  to 
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do  so,  buy  what  may  be  necessary.    (N.  Y.) 
848. 

The  right  of  a  person  under  a  lease,  giving 
him  the  exclusive  right  to  quarry  stone  for  a 
term  of  years,  is  merely  an  incorporeal  heredit- 
ament and  not  an  estate  in  the  land;  and  such 
lease  gives  him  no  right  to  recover  as  owner 
for  stone  quarried  and  taken  away  by  tres- 
passers.   (N.  Y.)  60. 

Life  Tenant. 

A  life  tenant  cannot  make  a  valid  agreement 
for  the  removal  of  buildings  erected  on  the 
land  if  they  are  not  within  any  of  the  excep- 
tions to  the  rule  against  removal  of  fixtures. 
(Ark.)  97 

Lien*;  Judgments. 

The  doctrine  of  exemption  of  a  public  cor- 
poration from  mechanics'  liens  in  Pennsyl- 
vania applies  to  a  water  company  which  is 
bound  to  furnish  water  at  reasonable  rates  and 
after  twenty  years  to  transfer  its  works  to  a 
municipality  if  required  at  a  certain  amount 
above  cost,  and  which  is  protected  from  com- 
petition until  it  can  pay  a  certain  dividend. 
(Pa.)  824. 

Mechanics'  liens  on  a  building  erected  on 
land  purchased  under  a  contract  are  superior 
to  the  vendors'  lien.    (Neb.)  88. 

One  who  has  attached  real  estate,  but  ha? 
not  obtained  judgment,  is  a  "creditor  having  a 
lien"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Minnesota 
Statute  relating  to  redemption  of  land. 
(Minn.)  741. 

The  technical  common-law  rule  that  a  judg- 
ment lien  did  not  attach  to  a  mere  equity  is 
not  in  force  in  Minnesota,  although  not  abro- 

fated  by  statute  as  all  reasons  for  the  old  law 
ave  ceased  to  exist    Id. 
A  purchaser  of  land  from  Daniel  J.  Murphy 
Is  not  charged  with  notice  of   a   judgment 
docketed  against  Daniel  Murphy.    (Pa.)  58. 

Homestead. 

In  a  hotel  which  is  exempt  as  a  family  home- 
stead rooms  used  for  hotel  purposes,  but 
which  cannot  be  reached  without  going 
through  rooms  used  by  the  family,  are  part  of 
the  homestead.    (Iowa)  477. 

A  tenant  in  common  has  no  homestead  right 
in  the  premises  in  Tennessee.    (Tenn.)   519. 

Land  held  by  husband  and  wife  as  tenants 
by  entireties  is  subject  to  the  Tennessee  Home- 
stead Laws,  making  an  exemption  of  real  es- 
tate belonging  to  the  head  of  a  family  to  the 
amount  of  $1,000.  (Tenn.)  514. 
Powers. 

No  limitation  of  time  is  imposed  upon  a 
power  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  not  limited  in 
terms,  unless  the  rule  against  perpetuities  is 
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involved  or  the  power  is  controlled  by  an  in- 
herent quality  in  the  nature  of  the  trust  oi  in 
the  object  for  which  the  power  was  granted. 
(N.  J.)  62. 

Trust. 

The  rights  of  creditors  to  income  given  by  a 
trust  in  favor  of  their  debtor,  free  from  hia 
creditors,  with  another  disposition  provided 
the  court  should  hold  it  subject  to  his  debts, 
extend  only  to  income  accrued  before  such  de- 
cision.   (Ky.)87. 

A  deed  in  trust  for  a  married  woman  and 
her  children,  she  having  none  at  the  time, 
gives  her  the  whole  estate.    (Ga.)  157. 
Gift.      . 

A  gift  of  a  note  without  delivery  cannot  be 
made  even  by  a  sealed  instrument,  at  least 
where  this  shows  an  intent  merely  to  give  the 
money  when  the  note  was  collected.  (ln&> 
506. 

Wills. 

The  lack  of  testatrix's  signature  at  the  end 
of  an  instrument  written  by  her  own  hand  and 
containing  her  own  name  at  the  beginning  is 
not  supplied  by  her  statement  that  the  instru- 
ment is  her  will  and  a  request  to  a  subscribing 
witness  to  sign  it.  (N.  Y.)  452.  See  also 
supra,  II.,  Signature. 

A  widow's  election  to  take  against  the  will 
of  her  husband  is  equivalent  to  her  death  aa 
respects  the  distribution  of  the  estate  under  the 
will,  and  any  loss  to  beneficiaries  by  reason 
thereof  must  come  out  of  the  residuary  legacy 
alone,  if  there  is  enough  left  to  pay  the  specific 
legacies.    (Pa.)  227. 

A  bequest  or  personalty  to  a  "community" 
in  a  foreign  country  is  valid  if  it  has  capacity 
to  take  by  the  laws  of  that  country.  (N.  Y.> 
620. 

Legal  incapacity  of  a  legatee  to  perform  t> 
condition  on  which  the  gift  is  made  will  pre- 
vent it  from  taking  effect,  although  the  time 
for  performance  was  subsequent  thereto. 
(Mass.)  110. 

The  legal  incapacity  of  a  town  to  support 
a  clergyman  entirely  defeats  a  bequest  to  be 
made  "  strictly  on  this  condition,"  that  it  shall 
support  him.    Id. 

A  bequest  for  an  art  institute  when  one 
worthy  of  the  city  is  founded  by  contribution 
of  citizens  is  not  void  for  indefiniteness,  and  ia- 
charitable;  nor  is  it  void  for  remoteness  where 
the  income  is  to  be  given  annually  in  the  mean- 
time in  prizes  for  the  best  works  of  art  pro- 
duced by  artists  of  the  State.    (R.  I.)  414. 

Silence  of  the  legatee,  who  had  said  she 
was  to  be  paid  $10,000  on  the  reply  of  the 
testatrix  that  $8,000  of  it  had  been  paid,  is  not 
an  admission  of  such  payment.    (Mass.)  566. 


VII.  Civil  Remedies,   Rules  ahd  Principles, 


Law  and  Equity. 

The  distinction  between  law  and  equity  Ju- 
risdiction in  federal  courts  is  illustrated  by  a 
decision  that  a  remedy  in  an  action  at  law  to 
enforce  a  specific  lien  upon  property  conveyed 
to  secure  a  note  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  federal 
court    (CO.  S.  D.  Ga.)  681. 

Abstract  Questions. 

The  refusal  of  a  court  to  decide  abstract 
questions  is  well  illustrated  in  a  case  where 
12L.R.A. 


the  court  refused  to  decide  aa  to  the  legal- 
ity of  a  proposed  contract  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  in  an  action  for  trespass 
which  they  presented  by  a  stipulation  as  a> 
basis  for  a  Judgment  in  the  case.  (Di> 
826. 

For  Breach  of  Statutory  Duty. 
An  action  of  tort  will  lie  for  a  railroad  com- 
pany's breach  of  its  statutory  duty  to  stop  at  a. 
station  for  a  passenger.    (2*.  C.)  118. 
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Malicious  Prosecution. 

The  finding  of  an  examining  magistrate  is 
only  prima  facie  evidence  of  probable  cause  in 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  (Kan.) 
760. 

The  rule  that  a  malicious  prosecution  must 
have  terminated  before  a  suit  for  damages  will 
lie  does  not  apply  where  the  complaint  is  not 
of  the  action  but  of  an  excessive  attachment 
of  goods,  not  for  security  but  to  injure  the  de- 
fendant   (Mass.)  288. 

Recovering  Back  Money  Paid. 

The  right  to  recover  back  money  paid  un- 
der a  mistake  of  law  is  upheld  by  a  Connecti- 
cut decision  in  the  case  of  an  overpayment 
by  an  administrator  to  a  creditor,  both  mis- 
takenly supposing  the  estate  to  be  solvent 
(Conn.)  285. 

Money  paid  to  redeem  from  a  tax  sale  may 
be  recovered  back  where  the  sale  was  void  be- 
cause of  a  double  assessment    (Pa.)  688. 
Reformation  of  Iked, 

The  fact  that  a  grantor  intended  to  convey 
only  his  own  land,  which  he  did  convey  as 
bounded  by  one  of  an  adjoining  owner,  will 
not  prevent  reformation  of  the  deed  for  mu- 
tual mistake  of  fact  where  both  parties  sup- 
posed that  the  land  staked  and  pointed  out  all 
belonged  to  him,  although  it  did  not;  and 
damages  for  breach  of  covenant  may  be  had 
on  the  deed  as  reformed.    (Conn.)  278. 

Specific  Performance. 

Specific  performance  will  be  granted  to  the 
seller  of  stock  on  the  ground  of  mutuality  of 
right  and  remedy,  where  the  purchaser  would 
be  entitled  to  such  relief  if  he  asked  it  (W. 
Va.)  776. 

An  option  for  shares  of  stock  may  be  speci- 
fically enforced  if  they  have  a  unique  and 
special  value  to  the  purchaser.    Id. 

Exemption;  Outtody  of  Law. 

A  "teamster  or  other  laborer"  who  "habitu- 
ally earns  his  living"  with  a  horse  or  team, 
within  the  meaning  of  an  Exemption  Law,  in- 
cludes one  who  sells  oil,  delivering  it  by  a  tank 
wagon  usually  driven  by  his  boy,  although  he 
makes  a  few  sales  and  delivers  the  oil  at  the 
room  where  it  is  stored.    (Iowa)  476. 

Funds  set  apart  by  an  assessment  society  to 
be  paid  to  the  families  of  members  are  exempt, 
under  Minnesota  Statutes,  from  seizure  by  le- 
nd process  for  debts  due  from  members  of  the 
family  of  a  deceased  member  or  from  the  so- 
ciety Itself.    (Minn.)  278. 

Money  sued  for  is  not  in  the  custody  of  the 
law  so  as  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  garnish- 
ment, where  both  suits  are  in  the  same  juris- 
diction.   (R  L)  801. 

A  distributee's  share  of  money  in  the  hands 
of  a  clerk  of  court  is  subject  to  garnishment 
after  final  decree  and  order  of  distribution. 
(CaL)  508. 

Remedy  of  Landlord. 

A  landlord's  lien  on  crops  for  rent  under  ID. 
Rev.  Stat,  chap.  80,  can  give  him  no  right  to 
maintain  a  personal  action  for  damages  against 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the  tenant,  although 
he  may  follow  the  goods  and  distrain  for  his 
rent    (UL)  605. 

Injunction. 

The  rule  that  an  injunction  will  not  lie  to 
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prevent  a  libel  does  not  apply  to  the  circulation 
of  posters,  etc.,  in  carrying  out  a  boycott,  but 
the  boycott  will  be  enjoined.  (C.  C.  8.  D.  Ohio) 
198. 

Money  paid  in  condemnation  proceedings 
may  be  kept  by  injunction  while  it  is  under  the 
control  of  the  court  and  applied  on  a  mortgage 
debt  where  the  mortgagee  has  been  omitted  by 
mistake  from  the  condemnation  proceedings. 
(LI.)  84. 

Mandamus. 

Mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel  a 
railroad  company  to  build  a  farm  crossing. 
(Wis.)  180. 

Writ  of  Possession. 

The  common-law  rule  requiring  a  writ  of 

r session  in  aid  of  a  judgment  in  ejectment  to 
issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  is  not  in 
force  in  Illinois,  where  execution  on  judgments 
can  be  had  at  any  time  within  seven  years. 
(III.)  81. 

Limitation. 
An  application  of  a  payment,  if  made  to  a 
debt  already  barred,  will  not  remove  the  bar  as 
to  the  balance,  but  if  made  to  one  not  barred 
wil  1  interrupt  the  running  of  the  Statute.  (Me. ) 
712. 

Preference  by  Confessing  Judgment 
Confessions  of  judgment  made  in  contempla- 
tion of  a  general  assignment  for  creditors  are 
held  in  New  York  in  harmony  with  most  de- 
cisions in  other  jurisdictions  to  be  within  the 
Statute  governing  preferences  in  general  as- 
signments.   (N.  Y.)  808. 

Judgment  on  Penal  Bond. 
An  extended  discussion  of  the  rule  as  to 
judgment  on  a  penal  bond  is  presented  in  a 
case  deciding  that  where  the  bond  is  for  a  con- 
tinuing liability,  judgment  should,  be  for  the 
penalty,  with  an  assessment  of  damages  so  far 
as  they  have  accrued,  leaving  future  damages 
to  be  recovered  bv  after  process  of  scire  facias. 
(Me.)  90. 


The  price  to  be  paid  to  a  volunteer  for  en- 
during suffering  caused  by  a  personal  injury 
cannot  be  regarded  as  the  standard  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  damages  in  an  action 
for  such  injury.    (Pa.)  698. 


Set-Off. 
sed  bv  unskiflf u 
off  aeainst  a  claim  for  wages,  and  the  set-off  is 


Loss  caused  by  unskillful  work  may  be  set 


not  limited  to  the  particular  days  during  which 
the  damage  was  done.    (Pa.)  821. 

Question  for  Jury. 
The  right  of  the  jury  to  determine  the  trade 
meaning  of  words  does  not  extend  to  the  de- 
termination whether  such  terms  in  a  contract 
relating  to  that  business  were  used  in  that 
meaning.    (S.  C.)  875. 

View  of  Jury. 

The  power  of  a  court  at  common  law  to  per- 
mit a  view  by  the  jury  of  premises  in  a  suit  for 
damages  to  them  is  exhaustively  discussed  in 
a  case  which  decided  in  favor  of  that  power. 
(HI.)  689. 

Presumptions. 

The  presumption  in  favor  of  the  validity  of 
a  judgment  does  not  extend  to  a  case  of  per- 
sonal service  on  a  defendant,  who  is  a  non- 
resident, where  the  proof  does  not  show  whether 
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or  not  the  service  was  made  within  the  State. 
(Mass.)  574. 

The  presumption  of  continuance  applies  to  a 
foreign  law  which  has  been  proved  by  a  gov- 
ernmental publication.    (N.  Y.)  820. 
Evidence. 

The  opinion  of  an  expert  mav  be  given  on 
the  question  whether  the  word  in  the  date  of  a 
written  instrument  is  "Jany"  or  "July."  (N. 
Y.)456. 

The  admissibility  of  opinions  of  witnesses  is 
discussed  in  a  case  in  which  opinions  as  to  the 
danger  of  a  broad  step  or  raised  part  of  a  sta- 
tion platform  were  excluded.    (Fa.)  298. 

Experienced  advertisers  and  distributors  of 
samples  are  competent  to  testify  whether  or 
not  a  certain  number  of  samples  is  a  reasonable 
number  to  furnish  an  agent  in  one  year  for 
distribution.    (Pa.)  898. 

The  competency  of  declarations  of  a  man 
that  he  is  married  and  has  a  son  is  denied  so 
far  as  it  depends  on  the  rule  as  to  res  geeto, 
where  he  never  lived  with  the  alleged  wife  or 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  son,  but  are  held 
admissible  to  show  the  legitimacy  of  the  son 
as  hearsay  in  case  of  pedigree.    (N.  Y.)  886. 


Decisions. 

AND  PBAOEICn.) 

In  the  same  case  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  in 
an  action  for  seduction  of  his  daughter  is  held 
inadmissible  against  her  son  in  an  action  to  en- 
force his  rights  as  heir  of  the  Judgment  defend- 
ant.   Id. 

And  the  mother  in  such  a  case  is  held  not  to 
have  "any  interest  in  the  event"  which  makes 
her  incompetent  to  testify  to  the  fact  of  the 
marriage.    Id. 

Declarations  of  voters  made  before  or  after 
election,  and  not  as  part  of  the  rm  getta,  are 
not  admissible  in  an  election  contest  to  show 
their  disqualification.    (Ark.)  862. 

A  convincing  opinion  in  a  Massachusetts 
case  decides  that  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show  subsequent  precautions  against  other  ac- 
cidents as  an  admission  of  negligence  at  the 
time  of  an  accident    (Mass.)  654. 

A  note  with  nothing  on  its  face  to  show  any 
intent  to  bind  anyone  but  the  signer  cannot  be 
shown  by  parol  to  have  been  given  by  him  as 
president  of  a  corporation.    (Mo.)  714. 

Books  of  a  corporation  are  not  evidence 
against  a  director  or  stockholder  to  prove  an 
account  against  him  in  an  action  on  behalf  of 
the  corporation.    (N.  Y.)  478. 


IX  Criminal  Law  and  Pbaotcob. 


One  who  holds  intoxicating  liquors  for  mem- 
bers of  a  club  as  tenants  in  common  is  liable 
for  making  a  sale  without  license,  when  he 
furnishes  the  drinks  to  members  on  payment 
of  the  cost  price.    (N.  0.)  412. 

Authority  from  parent  or  guardian  to  sell  in- 
toxicating liquors  to  a  minor,  under  Georgia 
8tatutes,  must  be  special  for  each  occasion,  and 
a  general  permit  without  limitation  as  to  time 
or  quantity  is  void  even  as  to  a  single  sale. 
<Oa.)488. 

A  gift  enterprise  includes  a  sale  of  coffee  on 
each  package  of  which  is  a  slip  concealing  the 
name  of  some  article  of  crockery,  to  which  the 
buyer  is  entitled.    (Md .)  89. 
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But  if  it  does  not  involve  the  element  of 
chance  it  cannot  be  prohibited  by  the  Legisla- 
ture, even  though  carried  on  by  a  merchant  to 
secure  custom.    (Md.)  425. 

An  arrest  for  a  misdemeanor  cannot  be  made 
without  warrant  on  the  authority  of  a  letter 
from  a  police  officer  of  another  State.  (Mass.) 
879. 

The  error  of  allowing  a  prosecuting  attorney 
to  comment  on  defendant's  failure  to  give  evi- 
dence of  good  character  is  not  altered  by  the 
fact  that  the  defendant's  counsel  had  gone  out- 
side of  the  evidence  in  making  statements  as  ts> 
his  good  character.    (Ga.)449. 
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Action;  effect  of  collusion  816 

Advancement*;  doctrine  of;  distinguished 

from  gift;  intention;  effect  on  legacy  666 

Aliens;  disabilities  of;  escheat  of  property       69 
Alteration  of  instruments);  ratification  of 

altered  or  forged  note  U0 

Appeal;  exceptions  to  exclusion  of  evidence; 
purpose  and  effect;  when  must  be  taken; 
must  be  specific  664 

Assignment;  of  contracts  for  personal  ser- 
vices 406 
Bailment;  letting  of  horse  for  hire  887 
s;  effect  of  oertifloatlon  of  oheok  488 
Belation  to  depositors;  pass  book  as  evidenoe 
of  right  to  draw  money;  paying  out  cus- 
tomer's funds;  loss  by  payment  on  forged 
signature  Tel 
wieties.  See  Irbubasoh. 
ad  notes*   See  also  Ai/tsiuttosj  or 
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Constructive  notice  to  purchaser  after  ma- 
turity 41 
Indorsement  and  transfer  without  recourse  870 
Indorser  cannot  question  maker's  signature  484 
Presentation,  demand  and  notios                  727 
Implication  of  consideration                         846 
Boycotting*.   See  CoimraiAOT. 
Buildings.  See  Muhigepal  OoBPORAnoirs. 
Carriers;  passengers  on  oar  platform             126 
Liability  for  torts                                           118 
Liability  for  tortious  acts  of  agents;  assault- 
ing passenger;  ejecting  passongor  from 
train                                                             887 
VSeotion  of  passenger  for  refusal  to  pay 

fare  828 

Stipulation  in  ticket  840 

Railroads  as;  rates  of  freight;  long  and  short 
hauls;  Interstate  regulations;  duty  to  pub- 
lic; reasonableness  of  rates  for  local  traf- 
fic; through  rates;  connection  with  bridge 
company;  refusal  to  furnish  oars  486 

Duty  to  furnish  proper  oars  746 

Limiting  liability  by  contract;  valuation 
fixed  in  bill  of  lading  790 

Charitable.uses  and  trusts;  what  consti- 
tute; for  benevolent  purposes;  uncertainty 
as  to  bequests  414 

Checks.   SeeBAHK*. 

Citizenship;  of  State      *  864 

Collusion*  See  Actios. 
Commerce;  interstate,  power  of  Congress  to 
regulate;  Wilson  Bill  684 

Domestic,  state  sovereignty  over  678 

Conditional  sales*  Seeasxss. 
Conflict  of  laws}  extra-territorial  fores  of 

statutes  888 

Conspiracy?  defined;  ooereing  choice  of  em* 
ployment;  lawful  combinations  of  work- 
men; boycotting;  combination,  when  s 
conspiracy;  printers*  unions;  dictation  to 
and  coercion  of  employers  and  employes; 
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intimidation  and  threats;  when  conspira- 
cies actionable  168 
Contracts;  Statute  of  Frauds  as  to  lease  for 
not  more  than  three  years  67 
Validity  of;  In  fraud  of  statute;  gambling; 

illegality  as  a  defense;  secret  agreement     186 
Equity  jurisdiction  to  oorrect  mistakes;  ef- 
fect of  parol  agreement  on  sealed  instru- 
ments; reformation  of  deed;  mistake  In  de- 
scription, boundaries,  eta  08 
Construction  of  terms  used  in  878 
Consideration,   necessity   and  sufficiency; 
mutual  and  concurrent  promises;  past  act; 
marriage;  benefit  to  promisor  and  detri- 
ment to  promisee;  waiver  of  legal  right; 
illegality  or  Immorality  of  consideration; 
performance  of  legal  obligation;  moral 
obligation  468 
For  building;  extra  work  808 
Bfleot  of  destruction  of  building  upon  671 
Option;  election  600 
Option  oontraots;  when  not  illegal  778 
Corporation;  estopped  to  deny  liability  on 
oontraots  168 
Individual  liability  on  contracts;  foreign; 
law  of  comity;  estoppel  to  deny  Incorpo- 
ration 888 
Execution  of  deed  by  888 
Liability  for  acts  of  offloers  714 
Stock  certificates,  ownership  of;  pledge; 
mode  of  transfer;  right  to  vote  upon;  di- 
rectors, how  chosen                                   781 
Courts;  federal;  suit  by  assignee  of  ohoaeln 
action                                                          681 
Concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  federal  and  state  726 
Power  to  interpretand  construe  statutes      666 
Custody  of  law.  See  Gabnibhiunt. 
Damages;  measure  of  for  personal  Injuries, 

pain  and  suffering  688 

Debtor  and  creditor;  one  reoeiving  credit 
responsible  for  the  debt;  effect  of  taking 
security  888 

Deed;  necessity  and  sufficiency  of  delivery; 
delivery  to  third  person;  In  escrow;  by  re- 
cording; presumptions  or  evidenoe  of  de- 
delivery  171 
Signature  by  mark  or  cross                           106 
Drains  and  sewers;  authority  of  Legisla- 
ture over;  taxation  for;  construction  of     417 
Eminent  domain;  rights  of  mortgagee  84 
Location  of  railroad;  when  sufficient  to  ex- 
elude  another  road                                     £86 
Market  value  of  property                             606 
Bight  of?  power  of  general  government        675 
Entireties,   flee  Hobbahd  ahd  Wirs, 
Equity;  Jurisdiction  to  oorrect  mistakes          278 
Escheat;  defined;  question  how  determined; 
procedure  to  declare;  Interest  subject  to; 
title  or  possession  of  State                         688 
Evidence;  opinion,  when  not  admissible         888 
Expert  and  opinion  testimony  as  to  hand- 
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writing  and  weight  of:  qualilloatlon  of  ex- 
perts; comparison  of  band  writing  468 
Of  books  of  account  of  corporation  478 
Of  precautions  after  accident                        508 
Of  offer  to  sell  property;  admissions  of  parly; 

view  of  jury  600 

Presumptions  of  continuance  080 

Proof  of  oral  warranty  when  sale  is  in  writ- 

t»ff  60S 

Declarations  as  to  marriage  or  pedigree        888 
Executor*  and  administrators;  execu- 
tor da  aon  tort  19 
Bale  of  choses  in  action                                  486 
Fences;    statutory    proyisions   concerning; 
rights  of  adjoining  owners;  unlawful  re- 
moval                                                        oTO 
Garnishment;  of  property  in  custody  of  law  608 
Gas;  natural,  as  article  of  commerce                 852 
Gift  enterprise;  as  a  lottery  80 
Guaranty;  transfer  by  assignment  of  com- 
mercial paper                                             290 
Heirs;  who  are;  meaning  of  term                      TBI 
Highways;  obstructions  authorized                118 
Homestead;  exemption  of  portion  of  build- 
ing; use  of  portion  for  business  purposes; 
effect  of  renting  portion;  double  house      477 
In  estate  held  in  common                              518 
Husband  and  wife;  second  marriage,  when 
void  db  initio                                               50 
Effect  in  other  States  of  prohibition  against 

re-marrying  356 

Tenancy  by  the  entirety;  right  of  husband; 

lease  or  conveyance  of  property  514 

Connivance  as  a  defense  to  divorce  suit;  ef- 
fect of  abandonment  564 
Fraudulent  transactions  between                 600 
lee;  on  river,  common  right  to  use  or  take; 
rights  of  riparian  owner;  on  private  wa- 
ters; sale  of  by  parol                                  5B8 
Infants;  what  necessary  to  disaffirm  contract  it) 
Liability  for  necessaries;  classification  of " 
contracts;  what  are  necessaries                  888 
Injunction;  against  co-tenant;  in  partition 

suit;  as  to  water  right  454 

Innkeeper;  responsibility  as  bailee;  for 
what  property:  for  property  lost  or  stolen; 
when  not  liable;  relation  of  guest  and  host 
must  exist;  who  is  guest;  mere  depositary  888 
Insolvency;  preferences  in  assignments; 
general  or  partial  assignment;  schedule; 
preference  by  Judgment  806 

Insurance;  certificates  in  benefit  society; 
distinction  between  certificate  and  life 
policy  608 

Wager  policy  on  life  400 

Intoxicating  liquors;  sale  by  social  club  418 
Sale  to  minor  186 

Joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common; 
liability  of  tenant  in  common  to  action  of 
trover,  exclusive  possession  of  property; 
destruction;  loss  or  conversion  of  proper- 
ty; refusal  to  permit  division  or  severance; 
sale  of  property  by  one  of  tenants;  misuse 

Of  property;  permanently  Ah^ngfng  fnym; 

trover  against  co-tenant  661 

Bight  to  injunction  against  each  other; 
fiduciary  relations  484 

Judgment;  notice  of  entry  68 

Constitutional  provision  as  to  faith  and 
credit;  presumption  of  validity;  jurisdic- 
tional facts  574 
UL.RA. 


Judgment—Continued. 

By  confession;  statement  to  741, 8M> 

Validity  of  610 

Landlord  and  tenant;  liens  of  t> 

Bights  of  landlord  as  against  wttnirhlng 

creditors  848 

Liens;  of  meohaniot,  priority;  rule  in  various 

States  88- 

Lottery;  by  gift  enterprise  88 

Malicious  prosecution;  defense  of  rea- 
sonable and  proper  cause  708 

ras;  to  compel  performance  of  cor- 
porate duties  188- 

1  servant;  liability  of  master 
for  negligence  of  co-servant  acting  under 
authority  87 

Assumption  of  ordinary  risks  by  employe; 
master^  duty  to  secure,  safety  of  servant  34* 
1;  leases  of  oil  lands,  covenants  in  880- 

Mortgage;  sufficiency  of  description    of 

premises  177 

Municipal  corporations;  power  to  pre- 
scribe fire  limits,  and  restrict  erection  of 
wooden  buildings  160* 

Negligence;  liability  for  injuries  caused  by 
materials  falling  into  street  188 

Contributory,  of  infant  216- 

Oontributory,    as   a   defense:    proximate 
cause;  voluntary  assumption    of  peril; 
concurrent  or  co-operative  causes:  inter- 
vening agency  87* 
Duty  as  essential  element  of                          828 
Notice;  constructive;  as  to  overdue  paper        41 
By  entry  of  judgment  68 
Nuisance;  of  noise                                        58- 
By  pollution  of  stream                                  897 
Injunction  against                                         TB8» 
OIL   SeeMnrss. 

Patent;  for  combination  107 

Payment;  application  by  creditor  fit: 

Pleading;  plea  puto  darrein  continmrnm        881 
Pledge;  right  of  surety  to  oontrol  181 

~  i;  writ  of  8L 

Principal  and  agent;  agent's  responsibil- 
ity on  contracts  346- 
Agent  acting  in  double  capacity;  bis  pur- 
chase of  the  subject  of  agency  8» 
Principal  and  surety;  right  of  surety  to 

oontrol  application  of  collaterals  131 

Proximate  cause;  m  negligence  oases; 
concurrent  or  co-operating  oausestfnter- 
vening  agency  2T8* 

Public  improvements;  what  are:  taxa- 
tion for  417 
Effect  of  exemption  from  taxes  as  to  special 


11* 
18* 


Railroads;  liability  of  company  for  torts 

Duty  to  fence  tracks 
Real  property;  Recording  Acts:  when  in- 
strument regarded  as  recorded;  who  suf- 
fers by  failure  of  clerk  to  make  record  or 
by  his  mistake  in  recording 
Records.   See  Bbai.  Pbopsbtt. 
Sale;  effect  of  acceptance  of  goods 

Conditional;  doctrine  of  waiver  of  condi- 
tion; transfer  of  title;  change  of  posses- 
sion 
Of  personal  property  on  installment  plan; 

late  decisions 
Warranty  of  soundness  of  hone 
Set-off*  for  damage  by  negligence  and  want 
of  skill  in  performance  of 


108 
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Specific  performance;  when  granted;  dis- 
cretion of  court;  forfeiture  olausein  con- 
tract; incapacity  to  perform;  materiality 
of  time;  time,  when  essence  of  contract; 
mutuality  of  rights  and  remedies  289 

Of  contract  for  corporate  stook  778 

States;  sovereignty  of;  relation  of  general 
government  as  to  commerce  and  naviga- 
ble waters;  admission  of  074 

Statute  of  Frauds,  flee  Contracts. 

Statutes) ;  prospective  operation  SO 

When  mandatory  and  when  directory;  en- 
abling; imposing  duties;  conferring  new 
lights  and  remedies;  grant  of  special 
powers;  authority  conferred  by;  words 
•♦may"  "Bhall"  and  "must;"  permissive 
*  words  In:  protection  of  personal  and 
properly  rights;  tax  laws;  mode  and  man- 
ner of  doing  act;  provisions  ss  to  time 
for  doing  sot  868 

Street  railways,  flee  Cabrisrs. 

Taxes;  on  successions  and  collateral  inheri- 
tances; validity  of  statutes;  under  New. 
York  statutes;  what  legacies  and  Inter- 
ests liable  or  exempt;  exemption  of  bene- 
ficent and  charitable  associations;  con- 
tingent estates;  gifts  to  children  by  adop- 
tion; corporations,     associations,    eta, 
when  not  exempt;  assessment  and  ap- 
praisement; payment  SOI 
Levy  by  mistake                                         618 
Negligent  acts  of  tax  officers  781 
On  corporate  stock;  ascertaining  value;  dto- 
tinotion  between  capital  and  shares  fsf 

JftL.HA. 


Time;  meaning  of  "month"  ,  7T8 

Trial;  comments  of  prosecuting  attorney        441 
Offer  of  proof  56S 

Trusts;  creation  or  declaration  of  687 

Voters)  and  elections;  voting  for  the 
same  person  for  incompatible  offices  126 

Election  contest;  notice  to  contested;  pro- 
cedure 706 
Warranty.   BeeSAxa. 
Waters.  See  aJro  NuiBAjrcx;  VW"habvbb. 
Inland  seas  and  lakes;  great  ponds;  terri- 
torial Jurisdiction  of  State;  establishment 
of  dock  and  harbor  lines;  right  and  title 
of  littoral  proprietors;  ownership  of  tide 
lands;  qualified  property  In  water  front; 
title  to  Islands  in  river;  law  of  accretion; 
riparian  rights  661 
Public  right  of  navigation;  state  sovereign- 
ty over  inland  navigable  waters          638, 678 
Title  to  soil  under  navigable  waters        688, 67T 
Wharves;  right  of  riparian  owners  to  dock 

to  low-water  mark  617 

Wills;  testamentary  capacity  as  affected  by 
Insane  delusion  161 

Election  between  inconsistent  rights,  how 
made;  acts  which  determine;  election  by 
widow  tm 

Gift  to  heirs  721 

Witness  obi   cross  examination    of;  extent 
and  restrictions  606 

Bxeluslon  of  testimony  against  decedent  on 
ground  of  interest  666 
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OPINIONS,  NOTES  AND  BRIEFS. 

(Separate  Index  to  Notes  precede*  thtaj 


ABORTION. 

Conspiring  to  commit  an  abortion  is  not 
a  felony  at  common  law.  Bcott  v.  Eldridge 
(Mass.)  879 


ACCRETIONS. 

TEBCOUBSBS,  8. 


See   Waters  and  Wi- 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

The  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  of  a  corpo- 
ration aggregate  may  be  made  by  a  representa- 
tive of  the  corporation  who  has  authority  to 
execute  the  deed,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute 
particularly  relating  to  tbe  acknowledgment  or 
proof  of  such  deeds.    Hopper  v.  Lovejoy  (N.  JJ) 

ACTION  OR  SUIT. 

1.  An  action  of  tort  will  lie  for  a  railroad 
company's  breach  of  its  statutory  duty  to  stop 
at  a  station  for  a  passenger.  Pureeil  v.  Rich- 
mond 4  D.  B.  Co.  (N.  C.)  118 

2.  A  creditor  of  a  decedent  cannot  base  a 
right  of  action  against  a  third  person  on  the 
tatter's  conversion  of  assets  of  the  estate,  in  a 
State  where  the  law  does  not  recognize  execu 
tors  de  eon  tort.    Boeelle  v.  Harmon  (Mo.)   187 

8.  A  claim  for  the  reformation  of  a  deed, 
•  nd  one  for  damages  for  breach  of  covenants  of 
tbe  deed  as  amended,  may  be  Joined  in  tbe  same 
action,  under  Conn.  Gen.  Stat.  §  877,  provid- 
ing that  legal  and  equitable  remedies  may  be 
enforced  in  one  action.  Butler  v.  Barnes 
(Conn.)  278 

4.  The  rule  that  a  malicious  prosecution 
must  have  terminated  before  a  suit  for  dam- 
ages can  be  based  thereon  does  not  apply  to  a 
just  cause  of  action,  in  respect  to  which  the 
only  grievance  is  that  an  excessive  attachment 
of  goods  was  made,  not  to  secure  the  debt,  but 
to  injure  the  defendant.    Zinn  v.  Bice  (Mass.) 

5.  A  city,  having  the  legal  title  to  its 
streets  in  trust  for  the  public,  can  maintain 
trespass  for  the  removal  of  coal  underlying 
the  streets  and  recover  the  full  value  of  the 
coal,  although  no  actual  damage  has  been  done 
to  the  surface  of  tbe  streets.  Union  Coal  Co. 
v.  La  8aUe  (111)  826 

6.  An  action  commenced  by  collusion,  with- 
out any  real  controversy,  will  be  dismissed. 
Haley  v.  Eureka  County  Hank  (Nev.)  815 

7.  A  judgment  by  default  and  the  a89ign- 
12L.K.A. 


ment  thereof  will  not  prevent  dismissal  of  the 
suit  as  collusive.  2& 

Notes  and  Bumfs, 
Action;  effect  of  collusion.  81& 

ACT  OF  GOD. 

An  injury  is  not  attributable  to  an  act 
of  God,  but  to  neglect,  where  it  is  caused  by  the 
fall  of  a  sign  in  a  wind  such  as  might  be  ex- 

rted  in  the  regular  course  of  the  seasons. 
Louie,  L  M.  &  &  B  Co.  v.  Hopkins  (ArlU 

ADVANCEMENTS. 

Notes  and  Bbjjefs. 

Advancements;  doctrine  of;  distinguished 
from  gift;  intention;  effect  on  legacy.        068 

AGRICULTURAL  SOCIETIES. 

A  state  board  of  agriculture,  created  a  body 
corporate  with  perpetual  succession,  including 
as  ex  officio  members  the  president  of  each  coun- 
ty agricultural  society,  and  which  is  in  a  sense 
an  educational  institution,  required  to  hold  an 
annual  meeting  and  receive  reports  from  coun- 
ty societies  and  make  an  annual  report  to  the 
Legislature,  its  funds  having  been  received  for 
the  most  part  from  other  sources  than  the  State, 
is  a  private,  and  not  a  public  corporation,  al- 
though no  shares  of  stock  are  issued.  Downing 
v.  Indiana  State  Board  of  Agri.  (Ind.)        664 

ALIENS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Aliens;  disabilities  of;  escheat  of  property. 


ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 

8ee  also  Bills  and  Notes,  6;  Evidence, 
6. 


1.  The  indorser  of  a  note  before  it 
signed,  who  gave  it  to  the  maker  to  be  signed, 
for  tbe  purpose  of  raising  money  for  both  of 
them,  is  not  released  as  indorser  by  the  fact 
that  the  maker  changed  his  signature  to  that  of 
his  firm  by  adding  "&  Co.,  since,  so  far  as 
the  indorser  was  concerned,  he  could  have 
signed  the  firm  name  in  the  first  place.  Mont- 
gomery v.  Oroethwait  (Ala.)  140 

2.  A  material  alteration  of  a  promissory 
note  by  any  of  the  parties  thereto  discharges 

87* 
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from  liability  all  other  parties  Dot  consenting 
to  or  authorizing  the  alteration,  whether  or  not 
it  is  apparently  or  presumably  to  their  benefit 
or  detriment.  Id. 

8.  Adding  "  &  Co."  to  his  name  by  the 
maker  of  a  note  is  a  material  alteration  of  it, 
which  will  release  the  indorser  if  done  with- 
out his  consent  or  authority.  Id. 

4.  The  fact  that  the  addition  of  "ft  Co.* 
to  the  maker's  name  on  a  note  is  ineffectual  to 
bind  his  partners  will  not  prevent  it  from  being 
a  material  alteration  as  to  an  indorser.         Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Alteration  of  instruments;  ratification  of  al- 
tered or  forged  note.  140 

AMICUS  CURLS.    Bee  also  Motion. 

An  attorney  as  amicus  curia  may  move  to 
dismiss  an  action  as  collusive;  and  it  is  his  duty 
to-  do  so  if  he  knows  or  has  reason  to  believe 
that  the  action  is  fictitious.  Haley  v.  Eureka 
County  Bank  (Nev.)  815 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

1.  A  freehold  is  involved  so  as  to  give  Ju- 
risdiction to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  of 
an  appeal  from  an  order  overruling  a  motion  to 
quash  a  writ  of  possession  in  aid  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  ejectment.  Bowar  v.  OhieagoW.  D.  R. 
Oo.  (HI.)  81 

&  It  will  be  presumed  upon  appeal  that 
the  court  found  against  a  counterclaim,  if  it 
omitted  to  set  out  any  finding  in  regard  to  it 
and  the  evidence  clearly  Justifies  a  finding 
against  it     WetOer  v.  Duffy  (Wis.)  178 

8.  The  certificate  of  the  Judge  that  a  tran- 
script contains  all  the  evidence  will  be  accepted 
as  true  against  an  objection  that  the  evidence 
is  not  all  included,  in  the  absence  of  any  spe- 
cific reference  to  show  that  fact  Spencer  v. 
Andrew  (Low*)  115 

4.  An  order  will  be  treated  as  a  part  of  the 
record  and  legitimately  before  the  court  for 
examination  on  the  rehearing  of  an  appeal,  if 
the  case  was  submitted  by  both  parties  at  the 
first  hearing,  upon  the  theory  that  the  order 
was  properly  in  the  record.  Republic  L.  Ins. 
Oo.  v.  Sittigert  (111.)  828 

5.  Error  may  be  assigned  upon  an  interlocu- 
tory order  which  is  continued  in  force  by  the 
final  decree,  and  involves  and  determines  a 
matter  of  substantial  right  Id. 

6.  An  order  for  the  payment  of  a  dividend 
to  creditors,  made  during  the  course  of  pro- 
ceedings for  the  winding  up  of  an  insolvent  in- 
surance company,  to  which  no  objection  was 
taken  until  a  rehearing  of  an  appeal  from  the 
final  decree  in  the  case  bad  been  granted,  and 
upon  which  the  receiver  has  acted  and  had  his 
report  confirmed, —  will  not  oe  disturbed.    Id. 

7.  The  rule  that  the  dissolving  of  an  injunc- 
tion is  discretionary,  and  that  the  refusal  of  the 
court  below  to  dissolve  it  will  not  be  disturbed 
unless  the  discretion  is  abused,  d  «s  not  apply 
to  cases  involving  questions  of  law  arising  up- 
on the  face  of  the  pleading.  Burlington,  u. 
R.  dh  JV.  R.  Co.  v.  Bey  (Iowa)  486 

8.  An  exception  to  the  exclusion  of  a  ques- 
12  L.  R.  A. 


lion  cannot  be  maintained  where  there  is  noth- 
ing to  show  what  the  answer  would  have  been 
or  what  there  was  an  offer  to  prove.  Skinner* 
v.  Proprietors  of  Lock*  &  Canals  (Mass.)     654 

9.  Neglect  to  make  a  finding  not  requested 
cannot  be  objected  to  on  appeal,  if  the  evidence 
is  not  sufficient  to  require  it  as  matter  of  law. 
Wettierr.  Duffy  (Wis.)  178 

10  Findings  that  a  judgment  was  confessed 
in  contemplation  of  an  assignment  fAr  creditors 
and  in  fraud  of  the  statute  governing  such  as- 
signments, though  classified  among  conclusions 
of  law,  will  be  given  the  same  effect  to  uphold 
the  judgment  as  if  they  were  designated  a* 
fit'dingB  of  fact  Berger  v.  Varrelmann  fN. 
Y)  806 

11.  The  right  result  of  a  case  on  its  merits 
will  not  be  disturbed  because  the  record  of  a 
judgment  referred  to  in  the  petition  was  not 
copied  and  annexed  as  an  exhibit  Lyons  v. 
Planters  Loan  A  Sat.  Bank  (Ga.)  165 

12.  An  instruction  subject  to  criticism  in 
the  abstract  is  not  prejudicial  if  it  was  correct 
when  tested  by  the  only  evidence  in  the  case 
to  which  it  could  relate.  Holland  v.  Tennessee 
Coal,  I.  <*  R.  Oo.  (Ala.)  282 

18.  Allowing  the  State's  counsel  to  argue  be- 
fore the  jury,  after  objection  by  the  pruouer's 
counsel,  that  the  defendant's  character  is  bad 
because  he  had  a  right  to  prove  his  good  char- 
acter and  has  not  done  so,  is  an  error  which 
will  require  a  reversal  of  a  conviction.  Ben 
neU  v.  State  (Ga.)  449 

14.  A  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for  im- 
properly allowing  a  former  verdict  to  go  to  the 
jury  with  other  papers,  where  it  was  not  known 
or  read  by  them  until  their  own  verdict  was 
agreed  upon.  Georgia  P.  R.  Oo.  v.  Doolv 
(Ga.)  843 

15.  Permitting  a  paper  to  be  read  in  evidence 
which  was  set  out  in  the  complaint,  and  thus 
made  a  part  of  the  record  in  the  cause,  cannot 
be  detrimental  to  the  objecting  party  so  as  to 
constitute  reversible  error,  (htteens  Street  R 
Co.  v  Bobbins  (lnd.)  498 

16.  An  order  for  a  new  trial  on  plaintiff's 
motion,  even  if  inadvertently  granted  as  to  one 
of  the  defendants,  whose  right  to  an  undi- 
vided half  of  real  property  in  dispute  was  ad-  t 
mitted  to  be  as  the  judgment  determined  it,  • 
must  be  reversed  as  to  him.  Lee  v.  Fletcher 
(Minn.)  171 

17.  A  rehearing  will  not  be  granted  in  order 
to  consider  points  not  made  in  the  argument 
upon  which  the  case  was  originally  submitted. 
Kellogg  v.  Cochran  (Cal)  104 

18.  A  writ  of  possession  which  has  been  exe- 
cuted will  not  be  quashed  unless  a  writ  of  res- 
titution should  be  granted,  as  the  quashal 
would  otherwise  do  no  good.  Bou*ar  v.  Chi- 
cago W.  D.  R.  Oo.  (IU.)  81 

Notes  aot  Bbiefs. 

Appeal;  exceptions  to  exclusion  of  evidence; 

gurpose  and  effect;  when  must  be  taken;  must 
e  specific,  684 

ARREST. 

An  arrest  for  a  misdemeanor  cannot  be  made 
without  warrant,  on  the  authority  of  a  letter 
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from  a  police  officer  of  another  State.    Scott  v. 
Bldridge  (Mass.)  879 

Notes  and  Briefs 
Arrest;  legality;  of  fugitive.  879 

ASSIGNMENT.     Bee    also    Bills    and 
Notes,  18, 19. 

A  lawyer  cannot  make  a  valid  assignment  of 
a  contract  giving  bim  an  option  as  to  certain 
lands  in  consideration  of  the  use  of  his  profes- 
sional skill  in  removing  clouds  on  the  title,  un- 
less the  contract  has  been  fully  performed  on 
bis  part.    Sloan  v.  Williams  (111.)  496 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Assignment;  of  contracts  for  personal  ser- 

496 


ASSUMPSIT. 

1.  Money  paid  to  a  broker  for  effecting  the 
sale  of  real  estate  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that 
he  is  also  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  may  be 
recovered  back,  even  if  the  sale  is  an  advanta- 
geous one.    GanneU  v.  Smith  (Pa.)  895 

2.  An  overpayment  by  an  administrator  to 
to  a  creditor,  in  the  mistaken  belief  that  the  es- 
tate is  solvent,  'where  the  mistake  is  one  of  law 
or  of  fact,  maybe  recovered  back  although  the 
creditor  received  it  in  good  faith  believing  that 
be  was  lustlv  entitled  thereto.  Mantfield  v. 
Lynch  (Conn.')  285 

8.  Advancements  to  a  contractor,  made  by 
the  owner  of  a  building,  may  be  recovered  for 
failure  of  consideration,  on  its  destruction  by 
lire  before  completion,  although  the  contractor 
can  set  off  bis  claim  on  an  implied  assumpsit 
for  the  value  of  what  was  already  done,  where 
he  is  discharged  by  the  fire  and  entitled  to  such 
compensation  because  the  contract  was  for 
part  only  of  the  labor  and  materials.  BuiUr- 
tUld  v.  Byron  (Mass.)  571 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Assumpsit;  right  to  recover  back  overpay- 
ment by  executor  or  administrator.  285 

ATTORNEYS'  FEES.     Bee    Constitu- 
tional Law,  6;  Costs  and  Fees. 

BAGGAGE.    See  Carriers,  9-13. 

BAILMENT. 

1.  One  who  hires  a  horse  to  go  to  a  certain 
point  has  no  right,  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  to  go  with  the  horse  beyond  that  point, 
unless  forced  to  do  so  by  circumstances  which 
he  cannot  control.    Farkas  v.  Powell  (Ga.)  897 

3.  Riding  a  hired  horse  a  few  miles  beyond 
the  point  to  which  he  was  hired  to  go  will  not 
make  the  hirer  liable  for  loss  of  the  horse, 
where,  after  returning  from  the  extra  trip,  he 
fell  on  the  homeward  road,  and  died  a  day  or 
two  afterwards,  unless  the  extra  ride  caused  or 
materially  contributed  to  this  result.  Id. 


Notes  and  Bbibfs. 
Bailment ;  letting  of  horse  for  hire. 
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BANKS.    See  also  Checks,  1. 

1.  A  depositor  has  the  right  to  assume  when 
checks  are  returned  to  him  by  the  bank  that  it 
12  L.  R.  A. 


has  ascertained  the  genuineness  of  indorsements 
thereon.  Shipman  v.  Bank  of  the  State  of  Now 
YorkQX.Y.)  Wl 

2.  Payment  of  checks  stolen  from  the  depos- 
itor without  negligence  on  his  part,  by  his  clerk, 
who  forged  the  indorsements  of  the  payees' 
names,  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  bank  against 
an  action  by  the  depositor  for  its  deposit,  espe- 
cially where  the  bank  made  no  inquiry  as  to  the 
genuineness  of  the  indorsements,  but  relied  up- 
on the  responsibility  of  the  persons  presenting 
the  checks  for  payment.  Id. 

8.  The  fact  that  the  forger  of  indorsements 
on  checks  has  made  good  the  amount  to  tbe 
payees  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  bank  which 
has  paid  out  money  on  the  checks,  in  an  action 
by  the  depositor  on  his  deposit  money  founded 
upon  the  checks,  where  he  has  not  profited  by 
such  payment.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Banks;  relation  to  depositor  or  holder  of 

check.  8u3 

Effect  of  certification  of  check.  493 

Relation  to  depositors;  passbook  as  eviderce 

of  right  to  draw  money;  paying  out  customer's 

funds;  loss  by  payment  on  forged  signature. 

791 
BASTARDY.    See  Judgment,  8. 

BENEVOLENT  SOCIETIES.  Fee  In- 
surance, 1,  2,  Notes  and  Bkiehs. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES.  See  also  Alter- 
ation op  Instruments,  >.oteb  am> 
Briefs;  Corporations,  5;  Dkbtok  and 
Creditor;  Evidence,  39,  40. 

1.  A  note  payable  to  a  certain  person  "et  a!., 
or  order,"  is  not  negotiable,  because  of  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  unnamed  payees.  This  ruJe  is 
not  changed  by  Iowa  Code,  §  2085.  making  an 
instrument  promising  to  pay  mouey  or  property 
to  another  negotiable  if  such  is  the  manifest 
intent  of  the  maker.  Gordon  v.  Anderson 
(Iowa)  4*8 

2.  A  negotiable  paper  note  made  payable  to 
a  fictitious  person  and  negotiated  by  tbe  ma*er, 
which  is  given  the  same  validity  as  against  the 
maker  and  all  persons  having  knowledge  of  the 
facts  as  if  payable  to  bearer,  by  N.  Y.  Rev. 
Stat.  768,  §  5,  includes  only  paper  made  with 
knowledge  that  tbe  payee  is  fictitious,  and  does 
not  include  paper  marie  by  one  who  supposes 
the  payee  to  be  ^  real  person  and  which  is 
fraudulently  negotiated  by  a  third  person  with- 
out tbe  maker's  fault.  Shipman  v.  Bank  of 
the  State  of  New  York  (N.  Y.)  791 

8.  A  promissory  note,  although  non-negotia- 
ble, need  not  express  any  consideration.  Cam- 
wright  v.  Gray  (N.  Y.)  845 

4.  A  note  payable  "thirty  days  after  death" 
may  be  a  valid  instrument  Id. 

5.  A  stipulation  in  a  promissory  note,  to  pay 
all  costs  of  collecting  if  not  paid  al  maturity, 
does  not  destroy  its  negotiability.  Montgomery 
v.  Groethwait  (Ala.)  140 

6.  No  new  consideration  Is  necessary  in 
order  to  make  valid  a  ratification  of  a  note  by 
one  who  was  entitled  to  his  release  therefrom  be- 
cause of  an  alteration.  Id. 
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•  7.  The  Indorsement  of  a  waiver  off  protest 
and  notice  of  protest  implies  knowledge  of  all 
the  paper  contains  at  the  time,  and  precludes 
any  defense  based  on  matters  then  apparent  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  Montgomery  v. 
CWAtoort  (Ala.)  140 

8.  Acknowledgment  of  liability  by  an  indors- 
er  will  not  prevent  bis  discharge  for  lack  of 
notice  of  dishonor,  unless  made  with  full  know- 
ledge of  his  discharge.  Bo—on  v.  Carrol 
(Tenn.)  727 

9.  Statements  by  an  indorser  to  third  persons, 
merely  showing  that  he  thought  himself  still 
liable  on  a  note  from  which  he  had  been  dis- 
charged by  failure  to  give  him  notice  of  dis- 
honor, does  not  establish  an  admission  of  lia- 
bility. Id. 

10.  One  who  sends  paper  for  collection, 
whether  he  indorses  it  or  not,  is  entitled  to  no- 
tice of  dishonor  and  to  one  day  thereafter  to 
notify  prior  indorsers.  Id, 

11.  Demand  of  •payment  of  a  note  indorsed 
when  overdue,  which  is  ineffectual  because  not 
followed  by  protest  or  notice,  prevents  any  ef- 
fectual demand  and  protest  on  a  subsequent 
date.  Id, 

12.  The  time  for  notice  of  dishonor  of  a  note 
Is  the  same  whether  it  was  indorsed  before  or 
after  maturity.  Id. 

18.  An  indorser  of  a  forged  bill  is  liable  to 
the  indorsee  on  its  dishonor,  without  proof  of  de- 
mand or  notice.  Harnwv.Brainard  (Utah)  481 

14  The  signature  of  the  payee  to  an  assign- 
ment written  out  on  the  back  of  a  negotiable 
note  makes  him  liable  as  an  ordinary  indorser. 
Mains  Trust  d  Bkg.  Oo.  v.  Butler  (Minn.)    870 

15.  The  phrase  "without  recourse."  or  its 
equivalent,  must  be  used  to  limit  and  qualify 
an  indorsement  made  on  the  back  of  a  nego- 
tiable note.  Id. 

16.  Payments  by  the  maker  of  a  note  which 
are  not  indorsed  upon  it  are  of  no  effect  as 
against  a  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the 
note  before  maturity  without  notice  of  the 
payments.    Kernohan  v.  Durham  (Ohio)    41 

17.  An  equitable  claim  of  right  or  title  to  a 
negotiable  note  may  be  asserted  by  a  third 
party  not  a  party  to  the  instrument,  against  an 
indorsee  after  maturity.  Id, 

18.  An  assignment  of  a  mortgage  and  the 
note  secured  thereby  as  collateral  security, 
before  maturity  of  the  note,  accompanied  by 
a  delivery  of  the  mortgage  and  what  purported 
to  be  the  note,  but  which  was  in  fact  a  forgery 
of  it,  will  pass  a  valid  title  to  the  note  as 
against  one  to  whom  the  assignor  transfers  the 
genuine  note  after  maturity.  Id. 

19.  An  assignment  of  a  note  on  which  is  in- 
dorsed a  guaranty  not  referred  to  in  the  assign- 
ment, but  which  is  all  that  gives  the  note  any 
value,  assigns  the  guaranty  also.  Lemmon  v. 
Strong  (Conn.)  270 

Notes  and  Bbirfb. 

Bills  and  notes;  constructive  notice  to  pur- 
chaser after  maturity.  41 
Negotiability  of.                               141,  488 
Indorsement  and  transfer  without  recourse. 

870 
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Indorser  cannot  question  maker's  signature. 

484 
Presentation,  demand,  and  notice*  W 

Implication  of  consideration.  84* 

BLASTING.    See  Municipal  Cobpoba- 
txons,  2. 

BOARD.    See  Contracts,  12, 

BOND.    See  Judgment,  8. 

BOUNDARIES. 

1.  The  same  rule  governs  as  to  the  bounda- 
ries on  streams  of  water  of  incorporated  terri- 
tories and  of  lands  of  individuals.  Ft.  Smith 
4  V.  B.  Bridge  Oo.  v.  Bawkins  (Ark.)       48T 

2.  The  boundary  of  an  incorporated  town 
or  city  on  a  navigable  river  in  Arkansas,  Hke- 
that  of  an  individual  proprietor,  extends  only 
to  high-water  mark,  although  the  county 
boundary  goes  to  the  middle  of  the  channel.  Ja\ 

Notes  and  Busts. 

Boundaries;  of  land  on  navigable  stream.  487 

BOYCOTT.    See  also  Conspiracy,  Noras 
and  Bbdbfs;  Injunction,  L 

A  boycott  Is  an  illegal  conspiracy  fa  re- 
straint of  trade.  Casey  v.  Cincinnati  Typo- 
graphical Union  No.  3  (0.  O.  8.  D.  Ohio)  If* 

BROKERS.    See  also  Assumpsit,  L 

It  is  against  public  policy  for  one  to  act  a* 
broker  for  both  parties,  unless  that  fact  is  fully 
communicated  to  them.  Canned  v.  Smith 
(Pa.)  ** 

BUILDINGS.    See  also  Municipal  Oob- 
pobatioks,  Notes  and  Bbusfb. 

1.  An  ordinance  establishing  fire  limits 
within  which  wooden  buildings  cannot  he 
erected  is  authorised  by  a  city  charter  giving; 
the  city  power  to  make  regulations  for  the  pre- 
vention of  fire,  provided  such  means  are  proper 
or  necessary  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
in  view.    Olpmpia  v.  Mann  (Wash.)  188 

2.  The  reservation  by  a  city  council  to 
itself,  in  an  ordinance  establishing  fire  limits 
within  which  the  erection  of  wooden  buildings 
is  prohibited,  of  the  right  to  grant  special  per- 
mite  for  the  erection  of  such  buildings  within 
such  limits,  does  not  make  the  ordinance  so  un- 
reasonable as  to  render  it  void.    Id. 


BURDEN  OF  PROOF.    See 

n. 


CANCELLATION.    8ee  EquiTT. 

CARRIERS.    See  also  Evroncs,  9;  Mas- 
ter AND  8EBVANT,  17. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  passenger  does  not  sign 
a  ticket  which  constitutes  a  contract  and  has  a 
blank  space  for  his  signature  does  not  relieve 
him  from  the  effects  of  its  stipulations.  Fon- 
seca  v.  Cunard  Steamship  Oo.  (Mass.)  84a 

&  A  ticket  for  a  voyage,  purporting  to  be 
a  contract,  containing  written  and  printed 
folios  which  cover  the  greater  part  of  two 
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quarto  pages,  bearing  the  signature  of  the  car- 
rier's agent,  with  a  blank  space  for  that  of  the 
passenger,  charges  him  with  notice  of  the 
stipulations;  and  they  are  binding  on  him  al- 
though he  did  not  read  them.  Id. 

8.  A  passenger  who  refuses  to  pay  fare  or 
leave  the  train,  and  who  furnishes  only  a  ticket 
which  does  not  on  its  face  entitle  him  to  pas- 
sage on  that  train,  although  he  was  told  by  the 
carrier's  agent  that  he  could  ride  upon  it,  can- 
not recover  for  injuries  received  in  putting  him 
off  the  train  without  more  force  than  is  neces- 
sary. He  should  either  pay  his  fare,  or 
quietly  leave  the  train  and  resort  to  his  ap- 
propriate remedy  for  any  damages  sustained. 
Ptabody  v.  Oregon  R.  d  Nat.  Co.  (Or.)      828 

4  It  is  contributory  negligence,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  for  one  under  no  coercion  or  neces- 
sity, to  attempt  to  get  upon  a  moving  train,  no 
matter  what  the  speed,  in  a  place  where  a 
false  step  or  a  misstep  would  possibly,  if  not 
certainly,  be  serious.  Hunter  v.  Oooperetoum 
4&F.J2LO».(N.Y.)  420 

5.  Ordinary  care  is  required  of  a  passenger 
In  alighting  from  a  train  and  leaving  the  plat- 
form; and  in  the  absence  of  such  care  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  for  injuries  sustained  by 
falling  over  a  raised  portion  of  the  platform. 
Graham  v.  P&nnsyhania  Co.  (Pa.)  208 

ft.  Riding  on  the  platform  of  a  street  car 
when  there  Is  room  inside  is  not  negligence  per 
§e.     Upham  v.  Detroit  City  B.  Oo.  (Mich.)  129 

7.  For  abuse  and  defamation  of  a  passen- 
ger by  the  driver  of  a  street  car,  who  charges 
the  passenger  with  having  given  him  counter- 
feit money  and  threatens  to  have  him  arrested, 
the  street-car  company  may  be  held  liable. 
LaJUte  v.  New  Orleans  Oity  A  L.  B.  Co.  (La,) 

8.  A  street-railroad  company  is  not  liable 
for  the  act  of  a  driver  without  instructions  in 
causing  the  arrest  of  a  passenger  on  a  charge 
of  passing  counterfeit  money.  Id. 

9.  Carriers  are  the  insurers  of  baggage  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  of 
goods  or  freight  Oakee  v.  Northern  P.  B.  Co. 
(Or.)  818 

10.  Carriers  of  passengers  are  responsible 
for  the  carriage  and  safe  delivery  of  such  bag- 
gage as  by  custom  and  usage  is  ordinarily 
carried  by  travelers;  and  the  payment  of  the 
usual  fare  includes,  in  legal  contemplation,  a 
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compensation  for  the  conveyance  of  such  baj 

11.  Baggage,  within  the  rule  of  a  carrier's 
liability,  is  confined  to  articles  usually  carried  as 
such  for  the  personal  use  of  the  passenger,  or  for 
his  convenience,  instruction,  or  amusement  on 
the  Journey,  and  does  not  include  that  which  is 
carried  for  the  purpose  of  business,— such  as 
merchandise  or  the  like.  Id. 

12.  Articles  which  are  not  properly  person- 
al baggage,  but  which  are  taken  by  the  passen- 
ger as  such  with  the  carrier's  knowledge,  either 
with  or  without  payment  of  an  extra  charge, 
will  be  regarded  as  such  in  respect  to  the 
carrier's  liability.  Id. 

18.  Stage  properties,  costumes,  parapher- 
nalia, advertising  matter,  etc.,  are  not  "bag- 
12  L.  R.  A 


gage"  within  the  rule  of  a  carrier's  liability, 
unless  accepted  as  such.  Id. 

14  A  receipt  or  contract  stipulating  that 
the  carrier  shall  be  liable  only  zor  a  certain 
sum  on  the  loss  of  an  article,  unless  its  Just 
and  true  value  is  stated  therein,  will  be  upheld 
where  no  value  is  stated,  if  it  was  freely  and 
voluntarily  entered  into,  although  the  loss  re- 
sults from  slight  or  ordinary  negligence. 
Pacific  Bxp.   Co.  v.  Foley  (Kan.)  790 

15.  A  statute  giving  railroad  commissioners 
authority  to  fix  Joint  rates  for  a  railroad  make* 
the  rules  thus  fixed  only  prima  facie  evidence,, 
although  not  expressly  limiting  them  to  that 
effect,  where  the  only  penalties  are  for  charging 
unjust  and  unreasonable  rates,  and  a  former 
statute  which  did  not  extend  to  Joint  rates,  and 
of  which  this  was  an  amendment,  expressly 
limited  the  effect  of  the  commissionerr  order 
as  to  rates,  to  prima  facie  evidence.  Burling- 
ton,  O.  R  d  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Bey  (Iowa)  485 

10.  There  is  no  uncertainty  in  a  statute 
prescribing  a  penalty  for  unreasonable  railroad 
charges,  and  declaring  that  rates  fixed  by  rail- 
road commissioners  as  the  maximum  shall  be 
Srima  facie  reasonable,  on  the  ground  that 
;  does  not  permit  any  charge  with  certainty  of 
its  reasonableness,  as  the  State  is  precluded 
from  denying  that  the  commissioners  rates  are 
reasonable.  Id. 

17.  A  statute  requiring  freight  In  car-load 
lots  to  be  transferred  without  unloading,  un- 
less the  unloading  is  done  without  charge,  and 
that  smaller  quantities  shall  be  transferred  into 
the  cars  of  the  connecting  carrier  at  cost, 
which  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the  Joint  rate, 
does  not  interfere  with  the  constitutional  guar- 
anties for  the  protection  of  the  rights  and 
property  of  the  carriers.  Id. 

18.  The  power  to  establish  joint  "through 
rates"  for  connecting  carriers  is  Included  with- 
in the  power  of  the  State  to  regulate  rates  of 
charges  for  transportation  of  freight  by  rail- 
roads. Id. 

19.  A  railroad  company  is  not  compelled  to 
enter  involuntarily  into  contract  relations  with 
other  companies,  by  a  statute  requiring  the 
adoption  of  Joint  rates,  or,  in  default  thereof, 
the  fixing  or  such  rates  by  railroad  commis- 
sioners, as  in  the  latter  case  the  obligation  of 
the  company  as  to  the  rates  is  one  imposed  by- 
law, and  not  by  contract  li^ 

Notbs  jjiD  Briefs. 

Carriers;  liability  for  torts.  118 

Passengers  on  car  platform.  199 

Liability  for  tortious  acts  of  agents;  assault- 
ing passenger;  ejecting  passenger  from  train. 

887 

Ejection  for  refusal  to  pay  fare.     *  •     828 

Stipulation  in  ticket.  ~     840 

Negligence  in  boarding  a  moving  train.  480 

Railroads  as;  rates  of  freight;  long  and  short 

hauls;  interstate  regulations;  duty  to  public; 

reasonablenessof  rates  for  local  traffic;  through 

rates;  connection  with  bridge  company;  refusal 

to  furnish  cars.  486 

*    Duty  to  furnish  proper  cars,  740 
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Charitable  Uses — Conflict  or  Laws. 


Limiting  liability  by  contract;  valuation  fixed 
in  bill  of  lading.  799 

CHARITABLE  USES. 

1.  The  legal  incapacity  of  a  town  to  support 
a  clergyman  entirely  defeats  a  bequest  to  it 
made  "strictly  on  this  condition/'  that  it  shall 
support  him.  BuUard  v.  Shirty  (Mass.)  110 
.  2.  A  bequest  for  an  "art  institute "  is  not 
void  forindeflniteness,— especially  when  a  cod- 
icil refers  to  its  distribution  of  prizes  for  works 
"  of  the  fine  arts."    AVmy  v.  Jones  (R  L)    414 

8.  The  phrase  "  worthy  of  the  city/'  in  a 
will  giving  a  fund  for  an  art  institute  when  cit- 
izens have  contributed  funds  necessary  to 
found  one  worthy  of  the  city,  does  not  make 
the  gift  void  forindeflniteness.  Id. 

4.  A  bequest  is  not  void  for  remoteness 
where  it  gives  a  fund  for  an  art  institute,  to  take 
effect  when  the  necessary  funds  to  found  one 
are  contributed,  and  uTthe  meanwhile  the  in- 
come is  to  be  distributed  annually  in  prizes  for 
the  best  works  of  art  by  artists  belonging  to  or 
residing  in  the  State.  Id. 

5.  A  bequest  is  a  lawful  charity  in  every 
respect,  where  it  is  given  for  an  art  institute 
when  established,  and  the  income  is  to  be  given, 
in  the  mean  time,  in  annual  prizes  for  works  of 
art.  Id. 

6.  The -promotion  of  the  cause  of  temperance 
is  too  vague  and  uncertain  as  a  description  of 
the  objects  for  which  a  corporation  was  formed 
to  enable  a  court  to  say  that  funds  contributed 
for  the  use  of  the  corporation  constitute  a  pub- 
lic charity  which  can  be  administered  by  a 
court  of  equity.  Hence  a  division  of  the  fund 
by  the  corporation  among  its  own  members  is 
not  such  a  perversion  thereof  as  amounts  to  an 
injury  to  the  public  so  as  to  demand  a  forfeit- 
ure of  the  corporate  charter.  People,  Attorney- 
General,  v.  Dashaway  Aseo.  (Cal.)  117 

Notes  and  Briefs, 

Charitable  uses;  validity  of  gifts  for.       110 

What  constitute;   for  benevolent  purposes; 

uncertainty  as  to  bequests.  414 

CHECKS.    See  also  Banks,   Notes  and 
Briefs. 

1.  Certification  of  a  check  by  a  bank  on 
the  drawee's  application  releases  the  drawer. 
Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jones  (111.)         492 

2.  A  check  given  by  an  insolvent  to  a  cred- 
itor cannot  be  collected  after  the  insolvent's 
death,  without  previous  presentment  or  certi- 
fication.   Bernard  v.  Whitney  Nat.  Bank  (La.) 

802 
CITIZENS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Citizenship;  of  State.  864 

CLAIMS.    See  Courts,  6. 

CLUBS.    See  Intoxicating  Liquors,  1. 

COAL.    See  Taxes,  1,  2. 

COLLATERAL     SECURITY.      See 

Pledge  and  Collateral  Security. 
12  L.  R.  A 


COLLUSION.  See  Action  or  8urrf  Notes 

AND  BbIBFS. 

COMMERCE.    See  also  Conspiracy. 

1.  A  license  tax  on  peddlers  is  not  an  uncon- 
stitutional regulation  of  commerce.  Be  Wilson 
(D.  C)  624 

2.  Small  packages  of  goods  sold  from  house 
to  house  have  lost  their  distinctive  character  of 
imports,  where  wholesale  packages  have  been 
sold  by  an  agent,  for  each  of  which  he  credits 
the  purchaser  with  the  retail  price  of  one  of 
the  small  packages  therein  contained,  and  then 
sells  these  as  an  advertisement  for  the  pur- 
chasers, if  these  small  packages  are  either 
taken  from  the  packages  sold  at  wholesale,  or 
are  shipped  in  a  larger  package  directly  to  the 
agent.  Id. 

8.  State  regulation  of  the  pressure  of  nat- 
ural gas  transported  in  pipes  within  the  State, 
which  operates  upon  all  alike,  is  not  an  unlaw- 
ful regulation  of  interstate  commerce.  Jami- 
eson  v.  Indiana  Natural  Qae  db  0.  Co.  (Ind.) 

662 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

Commerce;  interstate;  power  of  Congress  to 

regulate.  624,  755 

Wilson  Bill  as  to  intoxicating  liquors.      755 

Domestic;  state  sovereignty  over.  678 

CONDITION.    See  Charitable  Uses,  1; 
Wills,  11. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 

1.  A  contract  to  carry  a  passenger,exempting 
the  carrier  from  liability  even  for  negligence, 
if  it  was  valid  where  it  was  made,  will  be  up- 
held by  the  courts  of  a  State  in  which  such  con- 
tracts are  held  void  as  against  public  policy. 
Foneeea  v.  Ounard  Steamship  Go.  (Mass.)    840 

2.  The  rate  of  interest  on  a  contract  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  States  may  be  made 
according  to  the  law  of  either  State.  Dugan 
v.  Lewis  (Tex.)  98 

8.  The  law  of  Texas  governs  the  rate  of 
interest  on  notes  secured  by  a  trust  deed  given 
for  money  borrowed  in  New  York,  where  the 
bargain  was  made  and  the  money  and  papers 
delivered  by  an  agent  in  behalf  of  a  citizen  of 
Texas,  who  signed  and  dated  the  papers  in  the 
latter  State,  where  the  stipulated  rate  of  inter- 
est would  have  been  usurious  in  New  York, 
but  not  in  Texas,  and  the  deed  of  trust  provides 
that  the  contract  "shall  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  State  of  Texas,  where  the 
same  is  made."  Id. 

4.  A  conditional  sale  valid '  where  it  is 
made,  by  which  the  title  is  retained  until  the 
purchase  money  is  paid,  may  be  upheld  against 
an  innocent  purchaser  from  the  original  vendee 
in  another  State  to  which  the  property  is  taken 
without  payment,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 
that  State,  although  by  the  laws  of  the  former 
State  the  conditional  sale  would  be  held  invalid 
as  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  because  not  re- 
corded.    Weinstein  v.  Freyer  (Ala.)  700 

5.  A  bequest  of  personalty  to  a  "community'* 
in  a  foreign  country  is  valid  if  it  has  capacity 
to  take  by  the  laws  of  that  country.  Be  Hues 
(N.  Y.)  020 


COHSPIRACY— CONTRACTS. 


6.  The  question  as  to  who  are  the  heirs  at 
law  of  a  person,  within  the  meaning  of  a  Mas- 
sachusetts will  which  gives  ihem  an  estate  in  a 
certain  event  if  he  is  not  then  living,  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts,  al- 
though the  person  named  is  domiciled  in  an- 
other State.    Proctor  v.  Clark  (Mass.)      721 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Conflict  of  laws;  as  to  usurious  agreements. 

98 
Extra-territorial  force  of  statutes.  862 

CONSPIRACY.    See  also  Abortion;  Boy- 
cott. 

A  combination  between  coal  producers 
in  one  State  and  coal  dealers  in  another  to  reg- 
ulate prices  of  coal  in  a  certain  city,  and  to 
divide  any  advances  in  price  in  excess  of  the 
advances  in  freights,  and  tending  to  monopo- 
lize the  coal  trade  of  the  city  among  members 
of  the  combination,  is  in  violation  of  Act  of 
Congress  July  2, 1890,  prohibiting  conspiracies 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce.  United 
State*  v.  JeUico  Mountain  Coke  &  0.  Co.  (C. 
C.  M.  D.  Tenn.)  768 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 

Conspiracy;  defined;  coercing  choice  of  em- 
ployment; lawful  combinations  of  workmen; 
boycotting;  combination,  when  a  conspiracy; 
printers'  unions;  dictation  to  and  coercion  of 
employers  and  employes;  intimidation  and 
threats;  when  conspiracies  actionable.        198 

CONSTITUTIONAL   LAW.     See   also 
Contracts,  25,  26. 

1.  Constitutional  provisions  are  to  be  con- 
strued  with  reference  to  prior  well-known 
practices  and  usages.  Johnston  v.  State,  Sef- 
tondnd.)  285 

2.  The  next  of  kin  of  a  person  are  not  de- 
prived of  any  ''property"  by  a  statute  which 
provides  that  on  the  death  of  the  person  the 
personal  property  shall  go  to  other  persons; 
and  therefore  the  constitutional  provision  as  to 
depriving  persons  of  '•property"  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  statute  so  far  as  it  relates  to  them. 
DibreU  v.  Lanier  (Tenn.)  70 

8.  The  right  to  transmit  property  by  in- 
heritance to  one's  descendants  or  next  of  kin  is 
"property,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tutional provision  that  a  person  shall  not  be 
deprived  of  property  except  by  judgment  of 
bis  peers  or  of  the  law  of  the  land.  Id. 

4.  A  statute  providing  that  the  personal 
estate  of  an  intestate  lunatic,  if  derived  from 
an  intestate  husband  or  wife,  shall  go  to  the 
tetter's  next  of  kin,  is  unconstitutional  because 
the  classification  of  persons  thereby  made  is 
unnatural,  arbitrary,  and  capricious,  in  conse- 

Suence  of  which  the  statute  is  not  a  "law  of 
ie  land"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. Id. 

5.  Special  proceedings  applicable  to  the 
specified  subject-matter,  and  conformable  to 
the  rules  requiring  notice  and  the  acquisition 
of  jurisdiction,  and  which  affect  all  persons 
alike  whose  property  or  rights  come  within  the 
lawful  scope  of  the  proceedings,  are  prosecuted 
1SLR.A. 


with  "due  process  of  law."    Burlington,  C. 
R  dbN.  R.  Co.  v.  Ley  (Iowa)  486 

6.  Permitting  the  recovery  of  attorneys' 
fees  on  recovery  against  a  railroad  company 
for  violation  of  a  statute  regulating  rates  does 
not  violate  the  constitutional  provision  as  to 
equality.  Id. 

7.  The  regulation  of  the  pressure  of  natur- 
al gas  transported  in  pipes  is  within  the  police 
power  of  the  Legislature,  to  be  exercised  so- 
cording  to  its  discretion,  in  the  absence  of 
facts  to  show  oppression  or  usurpation  under  a 
pretext  of  exercising  police  power.  Jamieson 
v.  Indiana  Natural  Qa$  db  0.  Go.  (Ind.)       659 

Notes  and  Bbibfb. 

Constitutional  law;  validity  of  class  legisla- 
tion. 70 

CONTRACTS.    See  also  Mistake;  Muni- 
cipal Corporations,  4. 

1.  A  promise,  in  consideration  of  permis- 
sion to  insure  the  life  of  a  person,  to  pay  his 
wife  a  sum  of  money  after  his  death,  is  on  a 
void  consideration  where  the  promisor  has  no 
insurable  interest  in  the  life  on  which  the 
insurance  is  taken,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
enforced.    Burbage  v.  Windley  (N.  C.)     400 

2.  An  agreement  by  grocers  not  to  buy 
any  butter  from  the  makers  for  two  years,  if  a 
firm  shall  open  a  butter  store  in  the  place,  is 
void  for  lack  of  consideration,  where  such  firm 
neither  pays  anything  therefor  nor  buys  any 
established  plant,  place  of  business,  or  good- 
will.    Chaplin  v.  Brown  (Iowa)  428 

8.  A  minor's  abstinence  from  intoxicating 
liquors  and  tobacco,  and  from  swearing  and 
playing  cards  or  billiards  for  money,  is  a  good 
consideration  for  a  promise  by  his  uncle  to  par 
him  a  sum  of  money.  Earner  v.  Sidway  (N. 
Y.)  468 

4.  There  is  sufficient  consideration  for  a 
contract  to  settle  litigation  between  corpora- 
tions, under  a  patent  which  both  parties  sup- 
pose to  be,  but  which  is  not  in  fact,  valid, — 
especially  where  the  contract  includes  mutual 
covenants  as  to  the  conduct  of  their  business* 
and  is  partly  executed  before  the  invalidity  of 
the  patent  is  discovered.  Gloucester  Isinglass 
A  O.  Co.  v.  Russia  Cement  Co.  (Mass.)        668 

6.  A  promise  by  a  board  to  pay  for  heat- 
ing apparatus  for  a  public  building,  made  to 
induce  the  completion  thereof  by  the  other 
party,  who  had  already  partly  furnished  it  un- 
der agreement  with  the  chief  contractor  for 
the  building,  who  had  made  default  in  pay- 
ment, is  an  original,  and  not  a  collateral,  con- 
tract within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Gibson 
County  Comrs.  v.  Cincinnati  Steam  Heating  Co. 
(Ind.)  503 

6.  The  words  "two-thirds  part  at  the  least 
of  the  thing  demised,"  in  the  exception  as  to 
leases  for  not  more  than  three  years,  in  the 
8tatute  of  Frauds,  mean  two- thirds  part  of  the 
rental  value  of  the  demised  premises,  and  not 
of  the  value  of  the  fee.  Ohilders  v.  Lee  (N. 
M.)  67 

7.  A.  series  of  papers  appearing  to  relate  to 
the  same  contract  may  constitute  a  sufficient 
memorandum  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
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although  only  one*  of  them  fa  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged.     Freeland  v.  Bits  (Mass.) 

661 

8.  A  written  agreement  for  a  sublease,  "to 
be  made  subject"  to  a  lease  not  vet  in  exist- 
ence, but  which  is  to  be  obtained,  is  not,  for 
that  reason,  insufficient  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  after  such  lease  is  obtained  in  writing. 

9.  A  parol  agreement  to  adopt  a  child  as 
heir  and  to  leave  her  all  one's  property  at  death 
is  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  where  the  es- 
tate at  death  consists  of  property  of  which  a 
parol  transfer  is  not  valid  under  the  statute. 
Austin  v.  Davis  (Ind.)  120 

10.  Performance  on  the  part  of  a  girl,  of  a 
parol  contract  to  live  with  a  man  and  nis  wife 
during  their  lives,  in  consideration  of  their 
agreement  to  leave  her  all  their  property,  will 
not  take  the  agreement  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  Id. 

11.  A  man  is  not  prevented  from  transferring 
bis  property,  by  an  agreement  to  leave  all  his 
property  at  death  to  an  adopted  child,  if  the 
transfer  is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing the  latter.  Id. 

12.  A  bond  reciting  the  proposal  of  a  board 
of  commissioners  "to  advance*  the  money  to 
the  obligor,  who  binds  himself  to  complete  the 
lob  of  furnishing  heating  apparatus  for  a  pub- 
lic building,  in  consequence  of  the  default  of 
the  principal  contractor  for  the  building,  is  a 
contract  to  pay  for  the  work  when  completed, 
and  not  merely  to  "advance"  money.  Gibson 
County  Comrs.  v.  Cincinnati  Steam  Beating 
Co.  (Ind.)  602 

18.  The  word  "shipped,"  in  a  contract  by 
a  lessee  of  a  quarry  to  pay  certain  rates  for 
stone  shipped,  cannot  be  construed  to  include 
stone  not  shipped,  although  quarried  and  ready 
for  shipment.  Crawford  v.  Oman  &  8.  Stone 
Co.  (S.  C.)  876 

14.  The  words  "dimension  stone,**  in  a 
quarry  lease  fixing  prices  for  such  stone,  must 
be  construed  in  their  technical  trade  meaning, 
in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  contract  to 
indicate  the  contrary,  where  both  parties  are 
quarry  men.  Id. 

15.  Time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  unless  made  so  by 
the  express  agreement  of  tbe  parties,  or  by  the 
nature  of  the  contract  itself,  or  by  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  made.  Courts  of 
equity  will  ordinarily  infer  that  interest  on  tbe 
deferred  payments  will  be  a  sufficient  compen- 
sation for  thedelay.    Frink  v.  Thomas  (Or.)  239 

16.  Although  there  is  no  stipulation  in  the 
contract  that  time  shall  be  essential,  or  any- 
thing in  the  nature  or  circumstances  of  the 
agreement  to  make  it  so,  it  can  nevertheless  be 
made  so  by  a  performance,  or  tender  of  per- 
formance, by  one  party  and  a  demand  of  the 
other.  Id. 

17.  Where  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money  and  the  making  of  the  deed  are  to  oc- 
cur simultaneously,  they  are  regarded  as  con- 
current acts  which  disable  either  party  from 
putting  an  end  to  the  contract  without  per- 
formance, or  a  valid  offer  to  perform,  on  his 
part.  Id. 

18.  The  agreement  is  void  as  tending  to 
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create  a  monopoly,  where  all  the  grocers  in  a 
town  agree  to  give  up  dealing  in  butter  if  a 
new  firm  shall  establish  a  butter  store  in  the 
place  and  pay  as  much  as  dealers  in  neighbor- 
ing towns.     Chaplin  v.  Brown  (Iowa)      428 

19.  A  purchase  of  stock  by  a  broker  for 
his  customer,  who  puts  up  a  margin,  and, 
aside  from  commissions  and  interest,  simply 
receives  or  pays  the  difference  between  the 
buying  and  selling  values,  is  invalid  under  Cal. 
Const,  art.  4, 8  2C  as  a  sale  of  stock  on  margin, 
and  can  five  the  broker  no  right  to  enforce  the 
customers  indebtedness  to  him  thereon.  Cash- 
man  v.  Boot  (Cal)  611 

20.  An  agreement  to  prevent  competition 
between  two  corporations  in  the  manufacture 
of  fish  glue  under  a  patent,  whereby  an  article 
nearly  worthless  is  to  be  converted  into  one 
of  large  value,  is  not  against  public  policy. 
Gloucester  Isinglass  6  G.  Co.  v.  Russia  Cement 
Co.  (Mass.)  66S 

21.  Objection  to  a  variance  between  a  lease 
agreed  upon  and  the  one  delivered  is  waived 
by  refusal  to  accept  any  lease.  Freeland  v. 
Bits  (Mass.)  661 

22.  Mere  failure  to  pay  the  purchase  money 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  will  not 
entitle  the  vendor  to  have  a  contract  rescinded. 
Frink  v.  Thomas  (Or.)  289 

28.  On  the  destruction  by  fire  of  a  building 
towards  the  erection  of  which  the  contractor  hi 
to  contribute  only  part  of  the  labor  and  ma- 
terials, while  tbe  owner  is  to  do  the  grading, 
excavating,  stone  work,  brick  work,  painting, 
and  plumbing,  the  contractor  is  discharged 
from  nis  obligation,  and  can  recover  on  an  im- 
plied assumpsit  for  the  value  of  what  he  has 
already  done.    Butterjidd  v.  Byron  (Mass.)  571 

24.  A  contract  is  invalidated  by  the  subse- 
quent enactment  of  police  regulations  which 
render  its  performance  illegal  as  to  one  of  the 
parties.  Jamieson  r.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  A 
0.  Co.  and.)  662 

26.  An  innovation  or  change  in  the  law  by 
a  Judicial  decision  does  not  impair  the  obliga- 
tion of  an  existing  contract,  where  neither  the 
Constitution,  nor  a  statute,  nor  any  enactment 
that  has  the  force  of  the  law,  is  applied  to  af- 
fect the  contract.  Bay  v.  Western  Pennsylvania 
Natural  Gas  Co.  (Pa.)  290 

26.  A  statute  empowering  the  state  auditor 
to  institute  proceedings  for  the  dissolution  of 
insurance  companies  which  upon  examination 
seem  to  be  insolvent,  or  in  such  condition  aa  to 
render  their  further  continuance  in  business 
hazardous  to  the  insured  or  to  the  public,  and 
to  apply  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  their  fur- 
ther proceeding  with  the  business,  and  for  a  re 
ceiver, — is  not  unconstitutional  as  impairing 
the  obligation  of  contracts.  BepuUie  L.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Swigert  (111.)  828 

27.  Overruling  decisions  of  the  state  court 
of  last  resort  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  a 
mortgage  was  given  by  a  married  woman,  and 
which  upheld  its  validity  under  the  statutes, 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  mortgagee. 
Farrior  v.  New  England  Mortg.  8.  Co.  (Ala.) 
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Validity  of;  in  fraud  of  statute;  gambling; 
illegality  as  a  defense;  secret  agreement.  130 
Equity  Jurisdiction  to  correct  mistakes;  ef- 
fect of  parol  agreement  on  sealed  instruments; 
-reformation  of  deed;  mistake  in  description, 
•boundaries,  etc  873 

Construction  of  terms  used  in.  875 

Consideration;  necessity  and  sufficiency; 
mutual  and  concurrent  promises:  past  act; 
-marriage;  benefit  to  promisor  and  detriment  to 
promisee;  waiver  of  legal  right;  illegality  or 
-immorality  of  consideration;  performance  of 
Jegal  obligation;  moral  obligation.  408 

For  building;  extra  work.  602 

Effect  of  destruction  of  building  upon.  571 
To  prevent  competition.  508 

Option;  election.  600 

Sales  on  margins  or  options.  511 

Option  contracts;  when  not  illegal.  776 

-CONVERSION.    Bee  Tboter,  9. 
-CORPORATIONS.     See  also  Acknow- 

LRDQKBKT;  CHABITABLB  USRS,   6;    CON- 
TRACTS, 26;  Evidence,  15;  Likns,  2. 

1.  The  State  alone  can  complain  of  a 
-completed  contract  entered  into  by  a  corpora- 
tion in  violation  of  constitutional  or  statutory 
requirements.     Woody.  Carry  Waterworks  Co. 

«C.  C.W.  D.  Pa.)  168 

2.  A  corporation  which  has  received  and 
-enjoyed  the  fruits  of  its  mortgage  bonds  can- 
not assail  their  validity  in  the  hands  of  a  bona 
Ude  holder  for  value,  on  the  ground  that  they 
-exceeded  in  amount  one  haft  of  the  capital 
4tock  paid  in,  contrary  to  the  statute.  Id. 

&  The  fact  that  the  constitutional  require- 
ment as  to  notice  to  stockholders  was  not  com- 
plied with  before  the  execution  of  a  mortgage 
of  the  corporate  property  is  not  a  valid  defense 
to  a  suit  on  the  mortgage,  if  every  stockholder 
was  present  when  the  mortgage  was  determined 
•on  and  voted  in  favor  of  It,  and  the  corpora- 
tion has  received  the  benefit  of  the  money 
rained  thereby.  la. 

4.  A  corporation  which  has  entered  into 
-and  received  the  benefits  of  a  contract  which  it 
bad  the  power  to  make  will  not  be  permitted 
to  avoid  paying  the  consideration  money,  by 
ahowingthat  in  making  the  contract  it  did  not 
•conform  to  the  statutory  requirements  and 
limitations  imposed  on   it.  Id. 

5.  A  corporation  which  used  mules  in  its 
business  Is  liable  on  notes  for  mules  given  in 
tta  name  by  its  president,  where  he  had  fre- 
-ouently  bought  mules  of  the  payee  and  given 
therefor  notes  of  the  corporation,  which  it  had 
-always  paid,  and  the  seller  bad  no  reason  to 
-suppose  that  the  present  purchase  was  not 
-made  for  the  corporation  as  the  president  rep- 
resented it  to  be.  Sparks  v.  Despatch  Trans- 
fer Co.  (Mo.)  714 

6.  Persons  acting  as  directors  of  a  corpora- 
tion when  less  than  the  necessary  amount  of 
etock  baa  been  subscribed,  and  they  are  with- 
-out  authority  to  create  any  corporate  obligation . 
Income  personally  liable  though  acting  in  good 
-faith.    Farmers  Co  Op.  T.  Co.  v.  Floyd  (Ohio> 
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7.  A  director  or  stockholder  is  not  charge- 
able as  such  with  actual  knowledge  of  the 
business  transactions  of  the  corporation.  Budd 
t.  Robinson  (N.  Y.)  478 

8.  The  denial  of  his  right  to  vote  will  not 
Justify  one  who  has  a  majority  of  the  stock  of 
a  corporation  in  withdrawing  from  a  meeting 
and  organizing  another  meeting  and  voting 
there;  but  his  vote  at  the  original  meeting 
would  have  been  effective  notwithstanding  the 
rejection.    Be  Argus  Printing  Co.  (N.  D.)781 

9.  Holders  of  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  a 
corporation,  after  acquiescing  in  the  organiza- 
tion of  a  meeting  and:  participating  in  its  busi- 
ness, cannot  withdraw  and  organize  another 
meeting  at  the  same  time  and  place.  id. 

10.  A  vote  of  stockholders  representing  a 
majority  of  the  subscribed  capital  stock  is 
necessary  to  the  choice  of  a  director.  Id. 

11.  The  pledgee  of  stock,  in  whose  name 
it  stands  on  the  corporate  records,  has  a  right 
to  vote  the  stock  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors, 
and  the  pledgor  has  not;  but  equity  may  com- 
pel the  pledgee  in  a  proper  case  to  give  him  a 
proxy.  ld\ 

12.  To  be  eligible  as  a  director  under  a  stat- 
ute which  requires  directors  to  be  stockholders, 
a  person  must  appear  to  be  a  stockholder  on 
the  corporate  records.  Id. 

18.  The  transferee  of  stock  upon  the  cor- 
porate records  is  qualified  to  vote  and  become 
a  director,  although  the  transfer  was  made  for 
the  express  and  sole  purpose  of  so  qualifying 
him,  if  it  was  not  in  furtherance  of  a  fraudu- 
lent scheme.  Id. 

14.  Before  a  corporation  can  safely  permit 
a  transfer,  upon  its  books,  of  stock  which  be- 
longed to  a  deceased  person,  and  wbtch  it 
knows  has  been  directed  by  order  of  court  to 
be  sold  by  the  administrator  at  private  sale,  it 
should  ascertain  whether  or  not  such  a  sale  baa 
been  made  under  the  order  as  vests  title  in  the 
purchaser.  If  it  fails  to  do  so,  it  is  liable  to 
make  good  any  loss  occasioned  by  its  permit- 
ting the  transfer.  Citizens  Street  B.  Co.  v. 
Bobbins  (Ind.)  488 

15.  One  who,  In  good  faith  and  without  no- 
tice, purchases  in  the  market  a  certificate  of 
stock  which  has  been  wrongfully  issued  by  the 
corporation  in  lieu  of  certificates  which  be- 
longed to  a  decedent's  estate,  and  which  were 
not  legally  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  admin- 
istrator, receives  a  good  title  as  against  the 
decedent's  estate,  if  there  was  nothing  on  the 
face  of  the  certificate  to  put  him  on  inquiry  or 
to  give  him  notice  of  the  infirmity  of  the  title. 
Such  purchaser  cannot  be  required  to  make  an 
examination  of  the  records  to  ascertain  the  va- 
lidity of  the  title,  before  he  can  safely  purchase 
it.  Id. 

16.  Payment  of  a  stock  subscription 
amounting  to  $250,000,  by  a  bond  for  title  to 
land  on  which  only  $5,000  had  been  paid  and 
which  was  worth  no  more  than  the  price  at 
which  it  was  bought,  leaves  the  subscribers 
liable  to  creditors  for  the  difference  between 
the  actual  value  of  the  land  and  the  amount  of 
the  subscription,  where  the  State  Constitution 
prohibits  the  issue  of  stock  except  for  money 
or  property  actually  received,  and  statutes  re- 
quire payments  by  property  to  be  at  its  money 
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value.    Elyion  Land  Cb.  r.  Birmingham  Ware- 
house db  Kiev.  Co.  (Ala.)  807 

17.  A  corporation  may,  if  it  acta  in  good 
faith,  lawfully  receive  from  its  subscribers  who 
have  paid  a  certain  percentage  of  their  sub- 
scriptions, a  surrender  of  the  certificates  held 
by  them,  and  issue,  in  lieu  thereof,  certificates 
for  as  many  fully  paid  shares  of  stock  as  the 
money  paid  in  will  buy,  thereby  releasing  them 
from  further  liability,  as  far  as  the  claims  of 
the  company  itself  are  concerned.  Republic 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smgert  (HI.)  328 

18.  In  a  statutory  proceeding  by  the  state 
auditor  to  wind  up  a  corporation,  to  which  the 
stockholders  are  not  made  parties,  the  corpora- 
tion has  the  duly  to  protect  their  rights;  and 
it  may  therefore  object  to  the  making  of  an  or- 
der directing  the  receiver  to  bring  suits  for  un- 
paid stock  subscriptions.  Ia\ 

19.  Stockholders  are  liable  as  partners  on 
contracts  of  a  corporation  which  they  have  un- 
dertaken to  form  for  a  certain  business  under 
the  laws  of  another  State,  solely  because  a 
corporation  for  such  business  could  not  be 
legally  organized  in  the  State  where  it  was  to 
be  carried  on.  Empire  Miile  v.  Alston  Grocery 
Oo.  (Tex.  App.)  866 

20.  The  State  only  can  question  the  right 
of  foreign  corporations  to  bold  lands  in  excess 
of  the  amount  limited  by  statute.  American 
Moitg.  Co.  v.  Tennille(Q&.)  629 

21.  The  law  of  comity  does  not  require  that 
a  mercantile  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  another  State  shall  be  allowed  to  do 
business  in  Texas,  as  the  repeal  in  1886  of  a 
statute  granting  the  privilege  of  organizing 
mercantile  corporations  is  a  direct  prohibition 
against  the  operation  of  such  corporations  in 
the  State.  Empire  Mills  v.  Ahton  Grocery  Go. 
(Tex.  App.)  866 

Notes  ajtd  Bbibfs. 

Corporation;  estopped  to  deny  liability  on 

contracts.  168 

Liability  of  stockholder.  807 

Individual  liability  on  contracts:   foreign; 

law  of  comity;  estoppel  to  deny  incorporation. 

866 
Disposition  of  property  on  dissolution.  828 
Execution  of  deed  by.  6 

Liability  for  acts  of  officers.  714 

Stock  certificates,  ownership  of;  pledge; 
mode  of  transfer;  right  to  vote  upon;  direc- 
tors, how  chosen.  781 

COSTS  AND  FEES. 

1.  A  stipulation  to  pay  all  costs  of  collecting, 
not  less  than  10  per  cent,  "refers  to  attorney^ 
fees,  as  the  parties  are  liable  for  court  costs 
without  any  stipulation.  Montgomery  v.  Oros- 
thwail  (Ala.)  140 

2.  A  provision  allowing  attorneys'  fees 
on  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  does  not  impose  a 
'•  penally  for  exercising  the  right  of  defense." 
Burlington,  CR.dbN.RCo.  v.  Ley  (Iowa)  486 

COURTS.     See   also    Fibbs;   Municipal 
Corporations,  1. 

1.  Where  a  controversy  concerning  the  title 
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to  government  land  is  still  pending  fa  and  un- 
determined by  the  land  department  of  the 
United  States,  the  courts  of  a  State  will  not 
interfere.    Frink  v.  Tfiomas  (Or.)  28* 

2.  A  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  bee 
no  Jurisdiction  in  an  action  at  law  upon  a  note 
to  enforce  a  specific  lien  upon  property  con- 
veyed to  secure  it,  according  to  a  remedy  and 
practice  given  by  state  law,  without  foreclos- 
ure proceedings.  American  freehold  Land  dk 
Mortg.  Co.  v.  Thomas  (C.  C.  S.  D.  Ga.)       981 

8.  Circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  may 
constitutionally  be  given  jurisdiction  of  suite 
by  the  government  to  enjoin  illegal  combina- 
tions in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce;  and 
it  does  not  depend  on  diverse  citizenship  of  the 
parties.  United  States  v.  JeUico  Mountain 
Coke  &  C.  Cb.  (C.  C.  M.  D.  Tenn.)  75$ 

4.  Congress  may  give  the  federal  courts  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  when  a  right  arises  under 
a  law  of  the  United  States.  Copp  v.  Louisvul* 
db  N.  B.  Co.  (La.)  72» 

5.  A  state  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  of  an. 
action  for  damages  against  a  carrier  for  viola- 
tion of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law,  as  that 
provides  for  redress,  either  by  procedure  before 
the  Commission  or  suit  before  a  federal  court. 

Id. 

6.  A  claim  against  the  United  States  for 
damages  to  rice  fields  by  the  construction  of  a 
dam  in  making  harbor  improvements  is  one 
sounding  in  tort,  and  is  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  circuit  court  Midi  v.  United 
States  (C.  C.  S.  D..Ga.)  67* 

7.  Membership  in  a  state  bar  association 
does  not  disqualify  a  Judge  to  hear  a  proceed- 
ing brought  by  it  for  the  disbarment  of  an  at- 
torney, although  the  association  may  be  liable 
for  the  cost  8  if  defeated.  Ba  parte  Alabama 
State  Bar  Asso.  (Ala.)  184 

8.  Proceedings  before  a  special  judge,  even 
by  consent  of  parties,  are  coram  nonjudice  and 
void  if  the  regular  judge  is  not  in  fact  disquali- 
fied, although  he  supposes  he  is  and  refuses  to> 
sit.  Id. 

9.  A  probate  judge  cited  by  the  probate 
judge  of  another  district  to  act  in  his  place, 
who  acts  with  the  assent  of  the  clerk.  Is  a  judge 
de  jure,  although  the  statute  prescribes  that 
the  "clerk  of  the  court  shall  cite"  the  Judge  in 
such  cases,  as  that  provision  is  merely  direc- 
tory.   Gallup  v.  Smithy  Conn.)  85S 

10.  Officers  of  school  districts  are  included 
in  the  words  "all  other  officers/'  in  111.  Act 
April  8,  1872  (HI.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  48),  giving 
the  county  court  jurisdiction  of  contests  of 
election  of  county,  township,  and  precinct  offi- 
cers, and  all  other  officers  for  the  contest  of 
whose  election  no  provision  is  made.  Misch  v. 
BusseU  (111.)  125- 

11.  Courts  must  uphold  a  statute  unless  it 
is  so  plainly  and  palpably  in  conflict  with  the 
Constitution  as  to  leave  no  doubt  or  hesitation 
in  the  judicial  mind  as  to  its  invalidity.  Bur- 
lington, C.  B.  db  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Bey  (Iowa)    48* 

12.  A  question  not  raised  by  the  pleading* 
as  to  the  power  of  a  city  to  sell  coal  under  ite 
streets,  cannot  be  raised  for  adjudication  by 
stipulation  of  the  part)**,  in  an  action  by  the 
city  for  trespass  in  removing  such  coal,  where 
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no  contract  has  been  in  fact  made  or  attempted 
before  tbe  suit,  but  one  is  agreed  on  in  such 
stipulation,  providing  the  court  will  uphold  tbe 
power  of  the  city  to  make  it  Union  Coal  Oo. 
v.  La  Salle  (111)  826 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Courts;  federal;  suit  by  assignee  of  chose  in 

action.  881 

Concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  federal  and  state. 

726 
Power  to  interpret  and  construe  statutes, 

866 

COVENANT.    See  also  Mistake. 

1.  An  action  for  reformation  of  a  deed 
as  to  the  description  of  the  property,  as  well  as 
for  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  war- 
ranty, may  be  brought  against  the  remote 
grantor  who  conveyed  to  plaintiff's  grantor 
with  tbe  same  covenants  that  were  contained 
in  plaintiff's  deed.    Butter  v.  Barnes  (Conn.) 

278 

2.  The  support  of  an  incompetent  person 
who  has  always  lived  on  a  certain  farm,  to 
which  a  vendee  of  the  farm  binds  himself  by  a 
declaration  of  trust  to  apply  the  net  rents  of  the 
farm,  or  tbe  interest  on  the  purchase  price  if  it 
should  be  sold,  and  which  is  made  a  first  lien 
on  the  farm  in  case  of  a  sale  thereof,  is  not 
limited  to  support  on  the  farm,  where  there  is 
nothing  in  the  declaration  to  show  that  intent. 
Mc Arthur  ▼.  Gordon  (N.  T.)  667 

CROPS.    Sea  Landlord  abd  Tenant,  6,  6. 

CUSTODY  OF  LAW.  See  GARNISH- 
ment, notbs  and  briefs;  money  in 
Court,  2. 

CUSTOM  AND  USAGE. 

1.  A  custom  of  others  to  be  equally  negligent 
is  no  defense  to  one  charged  with  negligence. 
Oolvmbus  &  H.  O.  &  L  Oo.  v.  Tucker  (Ohio) 

677 

9.  A  usage  which  is  not  according  to  law, 
though  universal,  cannot  be  set  up  to  control 
the  law.  Id. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  Punitive  damages  are  recoverable  of  a 
railroad  company  for  disregard  of  its  statutory 
duty  to  stop  at  a  station  for  a  passenger,  when 
it  has  advertised  for  passengers  for  that  train 
and  has  room  for  them,  or  could  by  reasonable 
diligence  have  bad  cars  enough  to  accommodate 
them.  PureeU  v.  Richmond  dk  D.  R  Oo.  (N. 
C.)  118 

2.  Damages  resulting  directly  from  a 
wrongful  act  are  recoverable,  as  a  general  rule, 
whether  they  could  or  could  not  have  been 
foreseen  or  contemplated  as  a  probable  result. 
Sehumaker  v.  St.  Paul  &D.R  Oo.  (Minn.)  267 

8.  The  measure  of  damages  for  quarrying 
and  carrying  away  stone  by  trespassers,  in  a 
suit  by  lessees  merely  of  the  exclusive  right  to 
quarry  the  stone,  does  not  extend  to  the  full 
value  of  the  stone,  but  merely  to  the  dam- 
ages actually  occasioned  by  invasion  of  such 
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exclusive  right;  but  nominal  damages  at  least 
should  be  granted.    Baker  v.  Hart  (N.Y.)  60 

4.  The  measure  of  damages  in  an  action 
against  an  agent  for  making  a  contract  with 
plaintiff  without  authority  is  tbe  loss  sus- 
tained by  the  failure  of  the  contract.  Farmer* 
Oo-Op.  T.  Oo.  t.  Floyd  (Ohio)  846 

6.  The  price  to  be  paid  to  a  volunteer  for 
enduring  suffering  caused  by  a  personal  in- 
jury cannot  be  regarded  as  the  standard  in  de- 
termining the  amount  of  damages  in  an  action 
for  such  injury;  and  an  instruction  which  sug- 
gests such  an  idea  of  a  price,  in  connection  with 
the  difficulty  in  fixing  the  amount,  is  mislead- 
ing.   Bpautding  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (Pa.)  69a 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Damages;  measure  of,  for  personal  injuries, 
pain,  ana  suffering.  69* 

DEBTOR  AND    CREDITOR. 

A  loan  of  money  to  a  corporation  will 
render  it  liable  for  the  debt,  although  the  note 
of  individuals,  instead  of  the  note  of  the  cor- 
poration, was  taken  therefor  because  it  was 
supposed  to  be  better  security.  The  test  is 
whether  the  note  was  received  as  a  considera- 
tion for  the  money,  or  only  as  a  security. 
Philadelphia  Third  Nat.  Bank?*  Appeal  (Pa.) 

22a 

NOTBS  AND  BRIEFS. 

Debtor  and  creditor;  one  receiving  credit 
responsible  for  the  debt;  effect  of  taking  secu- 
rity. 228 

DEED.    See  also  Acknowledgment;   Ev- 
idence, 7, 18, 14;  Infants,  6. 

1.  Delivery  of  a  deed  for  record,  though  not 
known  to  the  grantee,  is,  if  followed  by  his  as- 
sent, a  good  delivery.    Lee  v.  Fletcher  (Minn.) 

2.  The  letters  "D.  S.  C.,"  written  by  the 
witness  to  a  deed  whose  name  is  Solomon  Da- 
vis, may  constitute  a  sufficient  signature  as  a 
witness.    Devereux  v.  McMahon  (N.  C.)     206 

8.  A  cross-mark  opposite  a  seal,  made  by 
the  grantor  of  a  deed  immediately  under  a 
clause  containing  his  name  and  stating  that  he 
has  "signed  his  name  and  affixed  his  seal," 
constitutes  a  sufficient  signature  and  may  be 
construed  as  an  adoption  of  the  name  in  such 
clause  as  a  signature.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Deed;  necessity  and  sufficiency  of  delivery; 
delivery  to  third  person;  in  escrow;  by  record- 
ing; presumptions  or  evidence  of  delivery.  171 

Signature  by  mark  or  cross.  206 

DEFINITIONS.    See   also   Voters  and 
Elections.  9. 

1.  A  debt  is  any  kind  of  obligation  of  one 
man  to  pay  money  to  another.  Duntmoor  v. 
Furetenfeldt  (Cal.)  603 

2.  Delusions  are  conceptions  that  originate 
spontaneously  in  the  mind,  without  evidence 
of  any  kind  to  support  them,  and  can  be  ac- 
counted for  on  no  reasonable  hypothesis.  PoU 
terr.  Jo***  (Or.)  161 
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8.  A  belief  or  aversion  formed  on  Apparent 
cause,  leading  to  an  erroneous  view  of  conduct, 
however  insufficient  the  state  of  facts  on  which 
k  fs  based  may  be,  shows  only  an  error  of 
Judgment  or  want  of  reasoning  power,  bat  not 
an  absolute  want  of  intellect  on  the  subject, 
and  therefore  does  not  constitute  an  insane  de- 
lusion.   Potter  v.  Jonee  (Or.)  161 

DELEGATION    OF  POWER.     See 

Public  Imfboyemem tb,  4,  6. 

DELIVERY.    See  Deed,  1;  Mobtoaot,  8. 

DESCENT     AND     DISTRIBUTION. 

See  also  Cobtbactb.  11. 

1.  Where  a  will  contains  no  devise  of  lands, 
but  the  testator  has  disposed  of  his  entire  estate 
by  means  of  a  power  to  sell  and  divide  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale,  the  lands  descend  to  his  heirs  at 
law  subject  to  the  power  of  sale  and  the  trusts 
declared  thereon  contained  in  the  will.  Mores 
v.  Hackeneack  8av.  Bank  (N.  J.)  68 

3.  The  estate  of  an  heir  at  law  intermediate 
the  testator's  death  and  the  exercise  of  a  power 
of  sale  is  an  actual  estate  which  is  alienable, 
devisable,  and  descendible,  and  liable  to  seizure 
and  sale  of  lands;  but  when  the  power  of  sale 
is  executed,  the  estate  of  the  heir  or  his  alienee 
is  determined,  and  the  purchaser  under  the 
power  becomes  seised,  under  the  devisor,  by  a 
title  paramount  to  the  title  of  the  heir  by  de- 
scent Id. 

8.  A  widow  is  an  "  heir"  of  her  Husband 
to  the  extent  of  $5,000.  up  to  which  she  is 
given  an  estate  in  fee  by  Mass.  8tat  1880, 
chap.  211.  but  not  in  respect  to  the  life  estate 

given  by  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  00,  g  15  (Mass. 
tat.  1854,  chap.  406,  $  1),  which  is  a  purely 
optional  interest  in  lieu  of  dower.  Conse- 
quently she  can  take  only  the  sum  of  $5,000 
under  a  will  in  favor  of  bis  "heirs."  Proctor 
T.  Clark  (Mass.)  721 

DIVORCE.    See  Hubbahd  ahd  Wife,  4-4. 

DOWER. 

1.  A  widow  cannot  be  compelled  to  release 
her  dower  in  lands  sold  by  her  husband  by  a 
contract  which  she  did  not  sign.  Sloan  v. 
Williams  (111.)  406 

2.  The  express  denial  of  dower,  In  New 
York  statutes,  where  a  divorce  is  granted  for 
the  wife's  adultery,  does  not  by  implication 
give  dower  in  case  of  annulment  of  a  marriage 
made  in  good  faith,  because  the  husband  had  a 
former  wife  living.     Price  v.  Price  (N.T.)  850 

8.  No  dower  right  exists  in  favor  of  a  wo- 
man whose  marriage  was  annulled  because  the 
husband  had  a  wife  living,  although  she  had 
not  been  beard  from  within  five  years  before 
the  second  marriage,  which  was  contracted  by 
both  parties  in  good  faith,  and  was  therefore 
valid  under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  189,  §  6,  until 
its  nullity  was  pronounced  by  a  court.        Id. 

Notes  and  Busts. 

Dower;  right  of  wife  on  annulment  of  mar- 
riage. 850 
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DRAINS.    See  also  Public  Ikfbovbkbbvb, 
8.5,6. 

Norn  and  Bbibfs. 

Drains  and  sewers;  authority  of  Legislature 
over;  taxation  for;  construction  of.  417 

DUMMY  RAILROADS. 

A  dummy  railroad  operated  by  steam 
and  running  beyond  the  lines  of  a  municipal- 
ity, organized  under  Ala.  Act  Feb.  25,  1887, 
which  authorizes  corporations  to  construct  such 
roads  in  a  city  or  town  and  also  "upon  any  of 
the  public  roads  of  any  county,"  upon  such 
terms  and  In  such  manner  as  may  be  author- 
ized by  the  city  and  county  authorities  respect- 
ively, is  a  "railroad"  within  the  meaning  of 
Ala.  Code,  $  1145,  requiring  trains  to  be  stop- 
ped  within  100  feet  of  a  place  where  the  track 
crosses  the  track  of  another  railroad.  Bir- 
mingham Mineral  B.  Co.  v.  Jacob*  (A1&.)  889 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  A  writ  of  restitution  will  not  be  granted 
to  restore  to  a  defendant  in  electment  the  pos- 
session of  property  taken  under  a  writ  of  pos- 
session, merely  because  the  latter  was  not 
issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment  Boxcar  v.  Chicago  Wm 
D.  B.  Co.  (111.)  81 

18.  The  common-law  rule  that  a  writ  of 
possession  cannot  be  issued  to  enforce  a  judg- 
ment in  ejectment  after  the  lapse  of  a  year  and 
a  day  is  abrogated  in  Illinois  by  the  statute, 
which,  though  making  no  express  provision  aa 
to  writs  of  possession,  provides  that  execution 
may  issue  upon  a  judgment  at  any  time  within 
seven  years,— especially  when  construed  with 
another  statute  providing  that  rules  of  plead- 
ing and  practice  in  other  actions  are  applied  to 
actions  of  ejectment  Id. 

ELECTION.    See  also  Exboutobs  ahd  Ab- 

MIltlBTBATORS,  2,  8. 

Notes  akd  Brieve, 
Election;  to  take  gift  under  wOL  ft 

ELECTRICAL   USES   AND  APPLI- 
ANCES. 

1.  In  the  present  state  of  electrical  science  a 
telephone  company  cannot  maintain  a  bill  for 
an  injunction  against  the  operation  of  an  elec- 
tric railway,  to  prevent  damages  incidentally 
sustained  by  the  escape  of  electricity  from  ita 
rails.  Cumberland  Teleph.  <fe  Tetev.  Co.  v. 
United  Electric  B.  Co.  (C.  C.  M.  D.  Tenn.)   544 

2.  Interference  with  the  ground  circuit  of 
a  telephone  system  by  the  subsequent  introduc- 
tion of  the  "single-trolley  system"  of  electric- 
street  railways,  of  which  the  ground  also  is  a 
constituent  part,  interferes  with  no  vested 
right  of  the  telephone  company,  and  gives  it  no 
right  of  action,  Cincinnati  Inclined  Piano  B. 
Co.  v.  City  &  S.  Teleg.  Am.  (Ohio)  584 

8.  Disturbance  of  a  telephone  system 
previously  established,  the  poles  and  wires  of 
which  are  upon  the  streets,  by  the  introduction 
of  electro  motive  power  upon  a  street  railway, 
entitles  the  telephone  company  to  no  remedy 
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except  to  readjust  Its  methods  to  meet  the  new 

conditions.  Id. 

Notes  and  Brook. 

Electricity:  relative  rights  of  electric  rail- 
ways and  telegraph  companies  in  the  use  of. 

587 

ELECTRIC  RAILROADS.  See  Elec- 
trical Usrs  and  Appliances,  2,  3; 
telephones. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN* 

1.  The  building,  by  a  State  or  its  grantees, 
of  wharves  upon  the  shore  of  navigable  waters, 
will  not  constitute  either  a  taking  or  damaging 
of  the  private  property  of  riparian  proprietors 
for  public  use.    Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield  (Wash.) 

682 

2.  Damage  to  rice  fields  by  the  construc- 
tion of  a  dam  in  harbor  improvements,  thus 
raising  the  low-water  level  in  a  navigable  river, 
and  destroying  the  drainage  of  the  fields,  and 
increasing  their  liability  to  overflow  in  time  of 
freshets,  does  not  constitute  a  taking  of  the 
property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  for  compensation.  The  rights 
«f  riparian  owners  are  subordinate  to  the  power 
of  the  government  to  control  and  improve 
navigation.  Mills  v.  United  States  (0.  O.  8. 
D.  Ga.)  678 

8.  A  railroad  is  located  so  as  to  exclude  the 
Appropriation  of  the  land  selected  by  another 
road,  when  a  definite  location  has  been  adopted 
by  the  action  of  the  company;  but  the  act  of 
the  eogineer  in  staking  out  the  line  is  not  a 
sufficient  location.  WUUamsport  &  tf.  B.  R. 
Go.  v.  Philadelphia  dk  B.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)         220 

4.  The  wjiole  improvement  must  be  tak- 
-en  into  consideration  in  determining  whether 
property  is  damaged  by  a  public  improvement, 
— such  as  the  change  of  grade  of  a  street. 
■Springer  v.  Cliicago  QXL)  609 

5.  No  damages  can  be  recovered  on  ac- 
•count  of  a  public  improvement,  where  no 
property  is  actually  taken,  if  its  fair  market 
Talueisasmucb  immediately  after  as  before 
the  improvement  Id. 

6.  Compensation  |f  or  the  erection  of  a  tel- 
-egraph  line  in  a  street  must  be  made  to  abut 
tug  owners,  although  the  fee  of  the  street  is  in 
the  public;  and  the  right  thereto  cannot  be  de- 
feated by  action  of  the  municipal  authorities. 
JStovers  t.  Postal  Teleg.  C.  Co.  (Miss.)      864 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Eminent  domain;  rights  of  mortgagee.      84 
Location  of  railroad;  when  sufficient  to  ex- 
•dude  another  road.  220 

Market  value  of  property.  610 

Right  of;  power  of  general  government   675 

ENTIRETIES.    See  Homestead,  1;  Hub* 

BAND  AND  WlFE,  NOTES  AND  BRIEFS. 

EQUITY. 

A  suit  to  cancel  a  deed  to  an  infant,  after 
liis  disaffirmance  on  coming  of  age,  can  be 
maintained  on  his  subsequently  claiming  to 
affirm  H,  as  the  disaffirmance  did  not  reinvest 
12  L.  R.  A. 


the  grantor  with  title.    McCarty  v.  Woodstock 
Iron  Oo.  (Ala.)  186 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Equity;  Jurisdiction  to  correct  mistakes.  278 

ESCHEAT. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Escheat;  defined;  question  how  determined; 
procedure  to  declare;  interest  subject  to;  title 
or  possession  of  State.  529 

ESTOPPEL.    See  also  Highways,  2. 

1.  Where  a  vendee  enters  into  possession 
of  land  under  a  contract  of  purchase,  he  will 
not  be  permitted  to  obtain  an  outstanding  title 
and  assert  it  against  his  vendor,  but  such  title 
will  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  vendor.  Frink 
v.  Thomas  (Or.)  289 

2.  Where  the  vendor  is  prevented  from 
complying  with  his  contract  by  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  vendee  in  obtaining  an  outstanding 
title  to  a  portion  of  the  land,  so  far  as  that  por- 
tion of  the  land  is  concerned,  in  a  suit  by  the 
vendor  to  rescind,  the  vendee  is  estopped  from 
claiming  that  no  tender  of  the  deed  has  been 
made.  Id. 

8.  Specific  performance  of  a  contract  will 
not  be  defeated  for  failure  of  consideration, 
where,  after  knowledge  of  the  failure,  the  de- 
fendant has  chosen  to  avail  himself  of  the 
benefits  of  the  contract  and  to  go  on  under  it. 
Gloucester  Isinglass  db  O.  Co.  v.  Russia  Cement 
Co.  (Mass.)  568 

4.  A  person  is  not  estopped  from  denying 
that  a  so-called  corporation  with  which  he  has 
made  a  contract  is  In  fact  a  legal  corporation, 
and  from  claiming  that  the  stockholders  are 
individually  liable  on  the  contract.  Empire 
Mills  v.  Alston  Grocery  Co.  (Tex.  App.)      866 

5.  Silence  of  a  legatee  who  had  said  she 
was  to  be  paid  $10,000,  on  the  reply  of  the  tes- 
tatrix that  $8,000  of  it  had  been  paid,  is  not 
an  admission  of  such  payment.  Jaques  v. 
Bwasey  (Mass.)  566 

6.  A  candidate  is  not  estopped  from  obtain- 
ing a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  election 
officers  to  decide  a  tie  vote  by  lot,  according  to 
law.  by  the  fact  that  he  requested  them  not  to 
do  so,  since  all  parties  had  equal  knowledge  of 
the  law,  and  the  duty  was  to  the  public,  and 
not  simply  to  the  candidate.  Johnston  v. 
State,  Sefton  (Ind.)  285 

EVIDENCE. 

I.  Judicial  Notice. 
IL  Presumptions;  Burden  of  Proof. 
WL  Documentary;  Parol  as  to  Writings. 
IV.  View  of  Jury. 
Y.  Opinions. 

VL  Declarations;  Relevancy;   Weight. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

L  Judicial  Notice. 

1.  Courts  must  take  Judicial  notice  of  a  treaty 
with  a  foreign  government.  Ex  parte  McCabe 
(D.  0.  W.  D.  Tex.)  589 
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2.  Judichl  notice  will  be  taken  of  tbe  relative 
distances  from  a  certain  place  to  another  part 
of  tbe  same  State  and  to  neighboring  States. 
Jamieson  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  db  0.  Co. 
(Ind.)  652 

3.  Judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  the 
course  of  business  of  railroad  companies  to 
transfer  cars  over  more  than  one  railroad  with- 
out breaking  bulk.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  v.  Dey  (Iowa)  486 

4.  Courts  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that 
natural  gas  is  a  dangerous  agency.  Jamieson 
v.  Indiana  Natural  Ga$  <6  0.  Co.  (Ind.)     662 

IL   PRE8UMPTIOH8;  BUBDEN  OF  PROOF. 

6.  A  foreign  law  proved  by  a  governmental 
publication  is  presumed  to  continue  until  the 
present  time,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
coutrary.    Re  Hun  (N.  Y.)  620 

6.  The  burden  of  proving  that  a  note  was 
altered  after  indorsement  is  upon  the  indoraer, 
where  he  relies  on  that  fact  as  a  defense. 
Montgomery  v.  Orosthwait  (Ala.)  140 

7.  Tbe  signing  of  a  deed  by  the  grantor 
and  its  possession  by  the  grantee  constitute 

Sri  ma  facie  evidence  of  delivery.    Devereux  v. 
tcMahon  (N.  C.)  205 

8.  Tbe  fall  of  a  large  wooden  sign  of  its 
own  weight  from  its  position  over  a  public 
sidewalk  raises  the  presumption  of  negligence 
in  respect  to  its  fastenings.  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins  (Ark.)  189 

0.  The  provision  of  a  statute  that  rates 
fixed  by  railroad  commissioners  shall  be  re- 
garded, as  prima  facie  reasonable  is  within  the 
power  of  the  State  as  to  prescribing  rules  of 
evidence  in  all  proceedings  under  the  laws  of 
the  State.  Burlington,  O.  B.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Dey  (Iowa)  486 

10.  The  presumption  is  that  county  officers 
in  making  changes  in  the  heating  apparatus  of 
a  new  public  building  made  only  such  as  were 
proper.  Gibson  County  Comrs.  v.  Cincinnati 
Steam  Heating  Co.  (Ind.)  502 

11.  The  presumption  in  favor  of  the  valid- 
ity of  a  judgment  does  not  extend  to  a  case  of 
personal  service  on  a  defendant  who  is  a  non- 
resident, where  tbe  proof  does  not  show 
whether  or  not  tbe  service  was  made  within 
the  Slate.     Rand  v.  Hanson  (Mass.)  574 

12.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  a  company 
owning  a  railroad  in  operation,  to  show  that  it 
does  not  itself  operate  it.  Peabody  v.  Oregon 
R.  &  Nav.  Co.  (Or.)  828 

III.     DOCUMKTSTABT;    PAROL    AS    TO    WRIT- 
INGS. 

13.  A  mistake  of  the  register  of  deeds  in 
copying  tbe  true  name  of  a  witness  to  a  deed 
on  the  records,  instead  of  the  letters  "D.  S. 
C,"  which  constituted  tbe  actual  signature  of 
tbe  witness,  will  not  annul  tbe  probate  or  de- 
stroy tbe  competency  of  a  copy  of  the  record 
as  evidence.    Devereux  v.  McMahon  (N.  C.) 

205 

14.  An  objection  that  there  is  a  variance  be- 
tween the  original  and  a  copy  of  tbe  record  of 
a  deed,  which  copy  is  made  evidence  by  N.  C. 
Code,  §  1251,  without  accounting  for  the  origi- 
12L.R  A. 


nal  unless  upon  a  rule  or  order  of  court  sug- 
gesting a  variance  or  other  sufficient  ground, 
will  not  avail  after  the  copy  has  been  read  in 
evidence,  and  the  original  thereafter  voluntari- 
ly furnished  the  other  party  without  any  order 
of  court.  JUL 

15.  Books  of  account  of  a  corporation  are  not 
competent  evidence  of  themselves  to  establish 
an  account  or  claim  against  a  trustee  or  stock- 
holder, in  an  action  brought  in  behalf  of  the 
corporation.    Rvdd  r.  Robinson  (N.  Y.)     478 

16.  A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  tbe  seduction  of  his  daughter  is  not 
competent  evidence  against  her  son,  in  an 
action  to  enforce  his  claim  to  be  the  lawful 
heir  of  such  judgment  defendant.  Eisenlord 
Y.GtumQX.Y.)  886 

17.  An  oral  'condition  that  an  order  shall 
"  be  no  sale  "  if  the  market  price  is  not  as  it  is 
represented  is  a  condition  subsequent,  and  not 
precedent,  and  cannot  be  proved  to  affect  the 
terms  of  an  unconditional  written  order. 
Lilienthal  v.  Suffolk  Brew.  Co.  (Mass.)     821 

18.  Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show 
that  a  negotiable  note  signed  by  an  individual 
in  his  own  name  merely,  with  nothing  on  its 
face  to  show  any  intent  to  bind  anyone  but 
himself,  was  given  by  him  as  president  of  a 
corporation.  Sparks  v.  Despatch  Transfer  Co. 
(Mo.)  714 

19.  Evidence  that  no  witnesses  were  sworn 
or  hearing  had  before  a  probate  judge  as  stated 
in  the  records  of  the  probate  court  is  inadmiwi 
ble.     Gallup  v.  Smith  (Conn.)  85& 

IV.  Vikw  op  Jury. 

20.  Courts  have  power  to  permit  a  view  by 
the  jury  of  premises  the  damage  to  which  is 
the  subject  of  controversy  in  a  civil  action. 
Springer  v.  Chicago  (TIL)  609 

21.  A  statute  making  it  obligatory  on  sv 
court  to  permit  a  jury  in  eminent-domain  pro 
ceedings  to  view  the  premises,  on  application 
of  either  party,  does  not  exclude  the  common- 
law  right  of  a  court  in  other  cases  to  permit  a 
view  in  its  discretion.  U. 

V.   Opinions, 

22.  Opinions  of  witnesses,  expert  or  other, 
are  not  admissible  where  the  circumstances  can 
be  fully  and  adequately  described  to  the  jury, 
and  are  such  that  their  bearing  on  tbe  issue 
can  be  estimated  by  all  men  without  special 
knowledge  or  training.  Graham  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  (Pa.)  29a 

28.  Opinions  of  witnesses  that  a  raised  part 
of  a  depot  platform  or  broad  step  4  feet  wide 
and  9  inches  high  is  a  dangerous  place  are  not 
admissible,  as  a  brief  statement  would  convey 
a  perfect  comprehension  of  the  place,  and  jury- 
men are  capable  of  judging  of  the   danger. 

Id. 

24.  The  opinion  of  an  expert  may  be  given 
on  the  question  whether  the  word  in  the  date 
of  a  written  instrument  is  "  Jany"  or  "  July." 
Dresler  v.  Hard  (N.  Y.)  496 

25.  On  the  question  whether  or  not  a  proper 
distribution  of  samples  in  a  city  was  made  by 
an  agent,  a  witness  may  testify  that  he  made 
an  investigation  and  could  not  find  that  any 
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distribution  was  being  made.  Ferry  v.  Jenj^n 
(Pa.)  898 

-  26.  An  experienced  advertiser  and  distrib- 
utor of  samples  is  competent  to  testify  that 
distribution  of  samples  of  a  medicine  for  dys- 
pepsia through  a  district  telegraph  company  is 
not  a  proper  method  of  distribution  by  an  agent 
to  whom  samples  are  furnished,  and  whose 
contract  requires  him  to  use  "  his  best  reason- 
able endeavors  to  introduce  and  sell  the  medi- 
cine." Id. 

27.  One  who  has  been  in  the  advertising 
business  more  than  twenty  years,  and  has  dis- 
tributed pamphlets  and  samples,  including 
some  of  a  medical  nature,  for  various  business 
establishments,  in  several  large  cities  and  in 
different  States,  is  competent  to  testify  whether 
or  not  481,000  samples  of  a  medicine  for  dys- 
pepsia was  a  reasonable  number  to  be  furnished 
to  an  advertising  agent  in  one  year  for  his  dis- 
tribution. So  also  is  a  witness  who  for  several 
years  has  been  manager  of  a  chemical  company 
which  dealt  in  infants'  food  and  pepsin  prepa- 
rations, and  which,  he  say9,  has  distributed 
many  samples  and  at  least  a  half  million  circu- 
lars throughout  the  United  8tates,  in  different 
localities.  Id. 

28.  Statements  of  a  witness  that  a  party 
"examined  the  note  thoroughly"  is  admissible, 
where  the  issue  is  as  to  the  party  8  knowledge 
of  the  way  the  note  was  signed.  Montgomery 
v.  Crosthwait  (Ala.)  140 

VI.  Declarations;  Relevancy;  Wkight. 

29.  Declarations  of  voters,  made  before  or 
after  election,  and  not  as  part  of  the  res  gesta, 
are  not  admissible  in  an  election  contest  to 
show  their  disqualification.  Rucks  v.  Ren/row 
<Ark.)  862 

80.  Statements  of  advertisers  in  a  newspaper 
at  the  time  of  withdrawing  their  patronage, 
that  it  was  because  they  had  been  visited  by  a 
committee  of  a  typographical  union  and  were 
threatened  with  loss  of  business,  are  admissible 
as  part  of  the  re$  gesta  in  an  action  to  enjoin  a 
boycott  Casey  v.  Cincinnati  TypograpJiical 
Union  No.  S  (G.  C.  8.  D.  Ohio)  193 

81.  A  man's  declarations  that  be  is  married 
and  that  a  certain  child  is  his  son  and  heir, 
although  not  admissible  to  prove  marriage,  as 
part  of  the  res  gestm,  when  he  never  lived  or 
cohabited  with  the  alleged  wife  and  never  bad 
anything  to  do  with  the  son,  are  admissible  as 
hearsay  evidence  concerning  pedigree,  on  the 
question  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  son.  Eisen- 
lord  v.  Clum  0St.  Y.)  886 

82.  Communications  to  an  attorney  acting 
as  the  agent  of  both  parties  to  a  controversy 
are  not  privileged  in  an  action  between  such 
parties.    Haley  v.  Eureka  County  Bank  (Nev.t 

815 
88.  A  conversation  in  the  presence  of  an 
attorney  is  not  a  privileged  communication  in 
an  action  between  the  parties  to  the  contro- 
versy. Id. 
84.  What  a  witness  has  heard  as  to  the 
character  of  a  person  cannot  be  given  in  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  person  for  whom  he 
has  testified  that  he  knows  the  character  under 
inquiry,  although  such  matters  may  be  brought 
12  L.  R.  A. 


out  on   cross-examination.      Montgomery  v. 
Crosthwait  (Ato.)  140 

86.  Evidence  that  many  well-regulated  fur- 
naces habitually  employ  inexperienced  men  for 
a  particular  service  is  admissible  on  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  in  employing  such  men  for 
that  kind  of  work  in  a  furnace.  Holland  v. 
Tennessee  Coal,  I.  &  R  Co.  (Ala.)  233 

86.  Precautions  after  an  accident,  to  pre- 
vent other  accidents,  cannot  be  proved  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  they  were  needed  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  as  an  admission  of 
neeligence.  Bhinners  v.  Proprietors  of  Locks 
dCanaU(VLsjSR.)  654 

87.  An  offer  to  sell  property  may  be  proved 
against  the  owner  as  an  admission  of  its  value 
at  or  near  the  time  of  the  offer.  Springer  v. 
Chicago  (111.)  609 

88.  Testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  their  offers 
for  horses  need  not  be  admitted  to  show  the 
soundness  of  the  horses,  where  they  have 
already  testified  fully  that  the  horses  were 
sound.    Hobart  y.  Young  (Vt.)  693 

89.  Testimony  that  a  notice  of  dishonor 
was  given  by  a  witness  a  "day  or  two  after  he 
received  notice,"  and  that  it  was  "on  the  16tU 
or  17th  of  April,  immediately  after"  be  re- 
ceived notice,— is  insufficient  to  show  that  it 
was  given  in  due  time.  Rosson  v.  Carrol 
(Tenn.)  727 

40.  A  notary's  testimony  that  he  has  an 
"impression"  that  he  sent  a  notice  of  protest 
to  a  certain  person  by  mail  is  not  sufficient 
proof  of  that  fact,  where  his  certificate  stales 
merely  that  be  handed  the  notices  to  an  ex- 
press agent  from  whom  the  notes  had  been  re- 
ceived. Id, 
Notes  axtd  Briefs. 

Evidence;  opinion  evidence,  when  not  ad- 
missible. 293 
Expert  and  opinion  testimony  as  to  band- 
writing,  and  weight  of;  qualification  of  ex- 
perls;  comparison  of  handwriting.              456 
Of  books  of  account  of  corporation.         473 
Of  precautions  after  accident.                  559 
Of  offer  to  sell  property;  admissions  of  pai  ly; 
view  of  jury.                                               609 
Presumptions  of  continuance.                 620 
Proof  of   oral   warranty  when  sale  is  in 
writing.                                                        693 
Declarations  as  to  marriage  or  pedigree.  888 

EXECUTION.  See  also  Levy  ahd  Seiz- 
ure. 
A  sheriff's  deed  on  the  sale  of  lands  un- 
der an  execution  takes  effect  as  an  actual  con- 
veyance from  the  date  of  the  sale,  and  not  from 
the  date  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
deed.    Morse  v.  Haekensaek  8av.  Bank  (N.  J.) 

62 

EXECUTORS   AND   ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

1.  There  can  be  no  executor  de  son  tort 
where  the  statute  laws  of  a  State  on  the  subject 
of  administration,  taken  together  as  forming 
one  entire  system,  are  wholly  repugnant  to 
and  inconsistent  with  the  common  law  in  that 
respect    Rosette  v.  Harmon  (Mo.)  18? 
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8.  Where  a  testator  by  bis  will  directs  the 
■ale  of  his  lands  and  the  division  of  the  proceeds 
among  his  heirs  at  law,  the  latter  may  dispense 
with  the  sale,  and  elect  to  take  the  lands  in 
Meu  of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  Morm  v.  Backen- 
tack  8av.  Bank  (N.  J.)  68 

8.  The  principle  on  which  the  doctrine  of 
election  rests  is  the  identity  of  the  interest  the 
heirs  take  as  heirs  at  law  and  in  the  proceeds 
of  the  conversion.  When  the  testator  charges 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  with  the  payment 
of  his  debts,  and  directs  his  executors  to  sell 
his  real  and  personal  estate  and  divide  the  pro- 
ceeds between  his  two  children,  the  latter  can- 
not elect  to  take  the  lands  as  heirs  at  law,  and 
by  such  election  impair  or  defeat  the  rights  of 
testator's  creditors.  id. 

4.  A  nonresident  plaintiff  may  sue  a 
foreign  executor  who  has  taken  out  ancillary 
letters,  although  the  precise  force  and  effect  of 
the  judgment  in  such  a  case  is  not  determined. 
Bopper  v.  Hopper  (N.  Y.)  887 

5.  A  foreign  executor  becomes  a  domestic 
executor  liable  to  be  sued  as  such,  when  he 
takes  out  ancillary  letters.  Id. 

6.  Although  the  common-law  right  of  the 
administrator  to  dispose  of  decedent's  personal 
property  does  not  exist,  and  the  terms  of  an 
order  of  court  allowing  property  to  be  disposed 
of  at  private  sale  must  be  strictly  complied  with, 
yel  an  approval  of  the  sale  by  the  court  is  not 
necessary  to  pass  the  title  if  the  court's  order 
does  not  require  a  confirmation.  The  title 
passes  upon  the  purchaser's  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  the  sale.  Citizen*  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Bobbins  {Ind.)  488 

7.  A  private  sale,  by  an  administrator,  of 
personal  property  of  the  decedent  upon  a 
credit  of  ten  years,  with  the  purchaser's  indi- 
vidual note  as  security,  is  void  if  made  under 
an  order  of  the  court  which  permits  a  private 
sale  but  directs  the  taking  or  good  and  suffi- 
cient security  for  payment  of  purchase  money, 
without  naming  the  time  of  credit  to  be  al- 
lowed, where  the  statute  allows  a  credit  of  only 
one  year.  la. 

Noras  and  Bbibps. 

See  also  Assumpsit. 

Executors  and  administrators*  executor  de 
$on  tart.  187 

Sale  of  choses  in  action.  488 

EXEMPTION.    See  Ihsubaxcb,  8;  Lbvt 

ACT)  SbIZUBB,  1. 

EXPECTANCY.     See    Constitutional 
Law,  8. 

EXTRADITION. 

1.  The  law  of  nations  does  not  require 
the  surrender  of  a  fugitive,  whether  citizen  or 
alien,  to  a  foreign  government,  in  the  absence 
of  a  treaty  stipulation  requiring  it  Bm  parte 
McCabe  (D.  C.  W.  D.  Tex.)  888 

2.  A  citizen  of  the  United  States  cannot 
be  surrendered  to  Mexico  as  a  fugitive,  under 
the  treaty  with  that  country,  which  provides 
that  "neither  of  the  contracting  parties  shall 
be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  citizens.'*  The 
12  L.  R.  A. 


surrender  is  not  to  be  made  according  to  the 
will  or  discretion,  of  the  Executive,  But  only 
when  required  by  the  treaty.  Id. 

8.  A  warrant  to  compel  a  person  demanded 
as  a  criminal  by  a  foreign  government  to  ap- 
pear and  submit  to  a  preliminary  examination, 
when  issued  by  a  county  judge  under  U.  8. 
Rev.  Stat.  §  5270.  although  he  styles  himself 
also  an  extradition  agent,  is  not  invalid  because 
it  does  not  recite  the  source  of  his  authority  to- 
issue  it  Id, 

4.  A  complaint  made  under  oath  is  neces- 
sary to  authorize  a  warrant  to  compel  a  pre- 
liminary examination  of  a  person  demanded  br 
a  foreign  government  as  a  criminal.  Id. 

FENCES. 

Notes  ahd  Brum. 

Fences;  statutory  provisions  conoernin*;. 
rights  of  adjoining  owners;  unlawful  removal. 

601 

FINES. 

Penalties  imposed  upon  railroad  corpora- 
tions for  violation  of  statutes  are  not  excessive,, 
if  no  greater  than  are  necessary  to  enforce  obe- 
dience to  the  statute,  although  they  might  ap- 
idividu  " 


pear  excessive  if  imposed  upon  ind 
Burlington,  O.H  dbN.BCo.Y.  Dey  (Iowa)  486- 

FIRES. 

Where  a  city  is  given  power  to  make- 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  fire,  and  the 
propriety  or  necessity  of  the  methods  to  be 
pursued  to  accomplish  that  object  is  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  council,  the  courts  will  not  be 
warranted  in  setting  aside  as  improper  an  or- 
dinance adopting  means  which  the  council  has- 
by  its  acts  declared  proper.  (Hynvpi*  v.  Mann 
(Wash.)  160* 

FIXTURES. 

An  agreement  by  a  life  tenant  tha# 
buildings  erected  on  the  land  shall  remain  chat- 
tels and  be  removable  by  the  builder  Is  not 
valid  as  to  remaindermen,  so  as  to  authorize 
their  removal  after  the  expiration  of  the  life 
tenancy.    Demby  v.  Paree  (Ark.)  8T 

FORFEITURE.    See  Landlord  amd  Ten- 
ant, 8,  4. 

FRAUD  AND  FRAUDULBHT  CON- 
VETANCES. 

1.  False  statements  as  to  the  market  price 
of  hops,  made  to  the  president  of  a  brewing- 
company  to  induce  tha  purchase  of  a  car-load, 
do  not  Justify  its  rescission,  where  he  had  said' 
as  to  the  statements  first  made  that  he  did  not 
believe  tbem,  and  as  to  others  that  he  had  no 
means  of  information,  and  in  addition  made 
an  oral  condition,  on  giving  a  written  order  for 
the  hops,  that  it  should  be  no  sale  if  the  price 
was  not  as  represented.  Lttienthal  v.  8ifoik 
Brew.  Co.  (Mass.)  ttl 

2.  There  may  be  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions under  which  the  default  of  creditors  in- 
not  requiring  the  execution  of  a  power  of  sale 
in  their  favor  may  amount  to  laches  which  a 
court  of  equity  will  lay  hold  of  as  proof  of; 
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fraud;  bat  In  such  cases  the  ground  of  relief  Is 
f mud  in  knowingly  permitting  a  power  of  sale 
to  be  kept  outstanding  as  a  standing  menace, 
with  intent  to  protect  trust  property  from  tbe 
creditors  of  the  person  ultimately  entitled. 
MorMY.BackensackSai.BankQX.  J.)  62 

Nona  and  Briefs. 

Fraud;  false  representations  a*  to  matters  of 
•pinion.  881 

GARNISHMENT.   Bee  also  Insurance,  6; 

MONEY  IX  COUBT,  2. 

Money  sued  for  is  not  in  the  custody  of 
the  law,  so  as  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  gar- 
nishment, where  both  suits  are  in  the  same  ju- 
risdiction.   9mith  v.  OarroU  (R  L)  801 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Garnishment;  of  life  insurance  fund.      878 
Of  property  in  custody  of  law.  608 

GAS.    See  also  Constitutional  Law,  7. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Gas;  natural,  as  article  of  commerce.      668 

GIFT. 

1.  In  dation  en  paiement,  delivery  and 
possession  are  essential  to  operate  a  transfer  so 
as  to  exclude  third  persons;  and  everything 
doubtful  or  ambiguous  must  be  interpreted 
against  the  transferee.  Bernard  v.  Whitney  Nat. 
Bonk  (La.)  802 

2.  A  valid  gift  of  a  note  retained  In  the 
holder's  possession  Is  not  made  by  a  sealed  in- 
strument acknowledged  and  attested  by  wit- 
nesses, which  declares  that  he  does  "  hereby 
rive  "  the  note,  and  says,  in  a  later  clause,  that 
the  money  is  ••  to  be  riven  .  .  .  when  the  note 
falls  due,"  for  specified  purposes.  Gammon 
Theo.  8em.  v.  Bobbins  (Ind.)  606 

GIFT    ENTERPRISE.    See   also  Lot- 
tery. 

A  gift  enterprise  which  does  not  involve 
the  element  of  chance  cannot  be  prohibited 
by  the  Legislature,  even  though  it  is  carried  on 
by  a  merchant  to  induce  customers  to  buy  his 
goods.    Long  v.  State  (Md.)  426 

Notes  and  Brieve, 
Gift  enterprise;  as  a  lottery,  89 

GUARANTY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Guaranty;  transfer  by  assignment  of  com- 
mercial paper.  270 

BACKS. 

To  confer  upon  the  mayor  power  to  re 
voke  hackmen's  licenses  does  not  exceed  the 
authority  given  to  a  city  council  ''to  make  laws, 
ordinances,  and  regulations  relative  to  hackney 
carriages."    Child  v.  Bemus  (R.  I.)  67 

HEIRS.    See  also  Wills,  A 
12  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

Heirs;  who  are;  meaning  of  term.    "      781 

HIGHWAYS.  See  also  Action  or  Suit,  5; 
Electrical  Uses  ahd  Appliances,  2,  3; 
Eminent  Domain,  4;  Public  Improve- 
mbnts,  7, 8;  Telephones. 

1.  Permission  may  be  granted  by  an  in- 
corporated town,  under  Iowa  Code,  §  466,  to 
a  private  person  to  place  weighing  scales  in  a 
street  in  front  of  his  lots,  where  they  will  serve 
the  public  convenience  and  do  not  constitute 
an  obstruction  to  travel.  Bpeneer  r.  Andrew 
(Iowa)  116 

2.  A  town  is  estopped  from  revoking  per- 
mission to  a  person  to  place  scales  in  a  street  in 
front  of  his  lot,  until  the  interests  of  tbe  public 
require  a  revocation,  where,  on  the  faith  of  tbe 
permission,  he  baa  purchased  scales  and  in- 
curred other  expenses, — such  ss  enlarging  a 
building  with  which  they  were  to  be  connected, 
—for  the  purpose  of  preparing  them  for  use. 

Id. 
&  Tbe  use  by  a  firm  of  a  privilege  granted 
to  one  member  to  place  scales  in  a  street,  where 
it  was  granted  with  the  knowledge  and  expecta- 
tion that  it  was  to  be  used  by  the  firm,  is  no 
ground  for  revoking  the  privilege.  Id. 

4.  A  well  in  a  city  street,  abandoned  by  a 
former  owner  of  the  land,  may  be  fitted  up  and 
maintained  for  public  use  by  the  municipal 
authorities,  without  the  consent  of  the  abutting 
owner.    Lostutter  r.  Aurora  (Ind.)  26$ 

5.  A  public  pump  in  a  city  street  is  not  a 
nuisance  to  an  abuttfng-lot  owner,  when  main- 
tained by  the  city  authorities.  Id. 

6.  A  telegraph  wire  across  a  highway, 
hanging  so  low  as  to  cause  an  injury  to  a  trav- 
eler, is  a  defect  for  which  the  town  is  liable, 
if  it  had,  or  ought  to  have  bad,  notice  thereof. 
Hayes  v.  Byds  Park  (Mass.)  24ft 

7.  Tbe  co  operation  of  the  act  of  a  traveler 
who  is  not  guilty  of  negligence  or  any  wrong- 
ful act,  with  a  defect  in  a  highway,  in  causing 
an  injury  to  another  traveler,  will  not  relieve 
the  town  from  liability.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Highways;  obstructions  authorized.        116 
Liability  of  town  for  accident  upon.        21ft 

HOMESTEAD. 

1.  Real  estate  held  by  husband  and  wife 
jointly  as  tenants  bv  entireties  is  subject  to  the 
right  of  homestead  exemption,  under  Tenn. 
Code,  §  2985,  exempting  real  estate  belonging 
to  the  head  of  a  family  to  the  amount  of  61,000; 
and  the  right  may  be  claimed  by  the  wife  after 
a  decree  of  divorce  by  which  she  is  given  the 
homestead.    Sfielton  v.  Orr  (Tenn.)  514 

2.  A  tenant  in  common  has  no  homestead 
right  in  the  premises,  under  Tenn.  Code,  §  2985, 
exempting  "a  homestead  or  real  estate  in  the 
possession  of  or  belonging  to  each  bead  of 
the  family,"and  §  2986,  givingeach  head  of  the 
family  tbe  right  to  elect  where  the  "exemption 
shall  be  set  apart,  whether  living  on  the  same 
or  not."  Joyce  v.  «T.  I  Case  Threshing  Math. 
Co.  (Tenn.)  51ft 

3.  A  separate  building  used  for   business 
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purposes,  nnd  a  stable  used  for  hotel  purposes, 
ou  ibe  same  lot  with  a  hotel  which  is  exempt 
as  a  family  homestead,  are  not  part  of  the 
homestead.    Cass  County  Bonk  v.  Weber  (Iowa) 

477 
4.  The  homestead  exemption  extends  to 
tbe  entire  building  used  both  for  a  family  resi- 
dence and  a  hotel,  where  no  rooms  used  exclu- 
sively for  hotel  purposes  could  be  used  without 
passing  through  rooms  occupied  by  the  family, 
and  the  rooms  used  for  the  office  and  bar-room, 
sitting  and  dining  room,  were  also  in  common 
use  by  the  family.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Homestead;  exemption  of  portion  of  build- 
ing; use  of  portion  for  business  purposes; 
effect  of  renting  portion;  double  house.      477 

In  estate  held  in  common.  519 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  also  Con- 
tracts, 27. 

1.  A  void  contract  by  a  married  woman 
to  leave  to  an  adopted  child  all  her  property 
at  death  cannot  be  ratified  after  she  becomes 
sole.    Austin  v.  Davis  (Ind.)  120 

2.  A  marriage  between  a  man  and  a  woman 
who  had  a  husband  then  living  is  absolutely  void 
without  a  decree,  under  W.  Va.  Code  I860, 
chap.  109,  §  l,and  confers  no  right  to  alimony. 
Stewart  v.  Vandervort  (W.  Va.)  60 

8.  A  marriage  void  in  toto  at  tbe  time  it  is 
made  cannot  be  made  valid  by  a  subsequent 
statute,  so  as  to  impose  upon  the  husband  the 
burden  of  alimony.  Id. 

4.  Connivance  of  a  husband  in  his  wife's 
adultery  is  not  shown,  where  he  already  sus- 
pects her  to  be  guilty,  by  merely  suffering  her 
in  a  single  instance  to  avail  herself  of  an  op- 
portunity therefor  which  she  has  already  ar- 
ranged without  his  knowledge,  even  though  he 

Surposely  refrains  from  warning  her  because 
e  hopes  to  obtain  evidence  which  will  entitle 
him  to  a  divorce.     Wilson  v.   Wilson  (Mass.) 

524 

5.  Statutory  prohibition  to  remarry  within 
a  certain  time  after  divorce  has  no  force  out 
of  the  State  in  which  the  decree  is  granted. 
Phillips  v.  Madrid  (Me.)  862 

6.  The  Maine  statute  prohibiting  the  guilty 
party  in  a  divorce  suit  to  remarry  applies  only 
to  divorces  granted  by  the  courts  in  that  State. 
Id 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Husband  and  wife;  second  marriage,  when 
void  ab  initio.  .50 

Effect  in  other  States  of  prohibition  against 
remarrying.  862 

Tenancy  by  the  entirety;  right  of  husband; 
lease  or  conveyance  of  property.  514 

Connivance  as  a  defense  to  divorce  suit;  ef- 
fect of  abandonment.  524 

Fraudulent  transactions  between.  600 

ICE. 

1.  The  same  rights  exist  in  ice  upon  a  stream 
that  exist  in  the  waters  of  the  stream.  Brown 
v.  Cunningham  (Iowa)  683 
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2.  Ice  on  an  unnavigable  stream  which 
was  meandered  in  the  government  survey,  and 
the  ice  of  which  has  never  been  transferred  by 
the  United  States,  may  be  cut  and  property 
therein  acquired  by  any  person  who  can  get 
access  to  it  without  trespassing  upon  the  lands 
of  riparian  owners.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbikfs. 

Ice;  on  river,  common  right  to  use  or  take; 
rights  of  riparian  owner;  on  private  waters; 
sale  of,  by  parol.  688 

INFANTS. 

1.  An  infant's  board  bill  while  attending 
school  is  included  among  the  necessaries  for 
which  he  may  be  compelled  to  pay.  KUgore 
v.  2fccft(Me.)  869 

2.  One  who  pays  an  infant's  debt  for 
necessaries,  at  the  infant's  request,  has  a  good 
cause  of  action  against  him  for  the  reasonable 
value  of  such  necessaries.  Id. 

8.  A  child  of  tender  years  may  be  a  tres- 
passer and  be  subject  to  tbe  consequences  of  his 
trespass.  Rodger*  v.  Lees  (Pa.)  216 

4.  A  letter  by  the  grantee  in  a  deed,  soon 
after  coming  of  age,  demanding,  without  quali- 
fication or  condition,  the  repayment  of  money 
which  he  had  paid,  on  the  sole  ground  that  he 
was  a  minor  at  tbe  time  of  the  purchase,  al- 
though claiming  that  he  was  morally  justified, 
under  the  circumstances,  in  repudiating  the 
trade,— is  a  sufficient  disaffirmance  of  the  pur- 
chase.   MeCarty  v.  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  (Ala.) 

196 

5.  Disaffirmance  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee 
on  coming  of  age,  because  of  his  infancy  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  does  not,  propria 
vigors,  devest  him  of  the  legal  title  and  rein- 
vest it  in  the  grantor.  Id. 

6.  Disaffirmance  of  a  deed  by  the  grantee 
on  coming  of  age,  because  of  his  infancy  when 
it  was  made,  is  conclusive;  and  he  cannot  there- 
after affirm  it  without  the  other  party's  consent, 
although  no  other  action  has  been  taken  by 
either  party  to  restore  the  other  to  his  original 
condition  by  transfer  of  the  title  or  considera- 
tion. Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Infants;  what  necessary  to  disaffirm  con- 
tract. 136 

Liability  for  necessaries;  classification  of 
contracts;  what  are  necessaries.  859 

INJUNCTION.    See  also  Electrical  Uses 
and  Appliances,  1;  Tkial,  1. 

1.  An  injunction  may  be  issued  to  restrain 
the  publication  and  circulation  of  posters,  cir- 
culars, etc.,  for  carrying  out  a  conspiracy  to 
boycott  the  complainant.  Casey  v.  Cincinnati 
Typographical  Union  No.  S  (C.  C.  S.  D.  Ohio) 

198 

2.  Upon  the  hearing  of  a  motion  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction,  the  rules  of  evidence  are 
applied  less  strictly  than  upon  the  final  hearing 
of  the  cause ;  and  consequently  evidence  that 
would  not  be  competent  in  support  of  an  ap- 
plication for  a  perpetual  injunction  may  be 
admitted.  Id. 
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8.  The  cutting  down  of  trees  on  a  boun- 
dary line  by  one  of  the  common  owners  may  be 
enjoined  at  the  suit  of  the  other.  Mueeh  v. 
Burkhart  (Iowa)  484 

4.  That  one  owner  has  cut  down  and  appro- 
priated part  of  the  trees  on  a  boundary  line  will 
not  defeat  his  right  by  injunction  to  prevent 
the  other  owner  from  cutting;  down  the  re- 
mainder. Id. 

5.  Courts  of  equity  should  proceed  with 
great  caution  in  abating  or  restraining  a  factory 
as  a  nuisance  by  injunction,  and  not  enjoin  un- 
less the  fact  of  nuisance  is  made  in  some  way  to 
appear  dearly  beyond  all  ground  of  fair  ques- 
tioning. PoweU  v.  BentUy  db  Q.  Furniture  Oo. 
<W.  Va.)  58 

Notbb  and  Briefs. 

Injunction;  against  cotenant;  in  partition 
suit;  as  to  water  right  484 

INNKEEPERS. 

An  innkeeper  is  not  liable  for  the  theft 
of  a  valise  left  by  a  transient  guest  who  has 
paid  bis  bill  and  gone  away,  although  it  was 
•checked  for  him  by  a  porter,  where  the  latter 
had  no  authority  to  check  it,  and  no  other  per- 
son at  the  hotel  had  any  notice  that  the  valise 
was  left.    Glenn  v.  Jackson  (Ala.)  882 

Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

Innkeeper;  responsibility  as  bailee;  for  what 
property;  for  property  lost  or  stolen;  when  not 
liable;  relation  of  guest  and  host  must  exist; 
who  is  guest;  mere  depositary.  882 

INSANE  PERSONS.    See  also  Defini- 
tions, 2,  8. 

1.  The  power  of  a  court  to  restore  to 
•capacity,  under  CaL  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1766, 
persons  adjudged  insane  or  incompetent,  is  ap- 
plicable only  to  incompetent  persons  for  whom 
guardians  have  been  appointed  under  §  1764. 
Kellogg  v.  Cochran  (Cal.)  104 

2.  A  person  committed  to  an  insane  asy- 
lum is  restored  to  his  legal  capacity  to  sue,  by 
his  discharge  from  the  asylum  by  the  resident 
physician.  In  accordance  with  the  California 
statutes  (Cal.  Pol.  Code,  §  2107;  Cal.  Act 
March   9V  1886;  Deer  PoL  Code,    p.    860). 

Id\ 
Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

Insane  persons;  conclusiveness  of  adjudica- 
tion as  to  insanity.  104 

INSOLVENCY. 

1.  A  confession  of  Judgment,  made  in  con- 
templation of  a  general  assignment  for  credi- 
tors which  immediately  follows,  must  be 
treated  as  part  of  the  assignment  in  respect  to 
prohibited  preferences.  Berger  v.  Varrel- 
mann  (N.  Y.)  806 

2.  The  lack  of  the  knowledge  of  a  creditor 
•on  receiving  a  confession  of  Judgment,  that 
bis  debtor  intends  immediately  to  make  a  gen- 
■eral  assignment,  does  not  exempt  the  Judg- 
ment from  the  provisions  of  the  New  York 
statute  in  respect  to  preferences  in  such  as- 
signments. Id. 
12  L.  R.  A.  67 


Notes  aot-  Briefs. 

Insolvency;  preferences  in  assignments;  gen 
eral  or  partial  assignment;  schedule;  prefer 
ence  by  Judgment  806 

INSURANCE.    8ee  also  Contracts,  1. 

1.  An  incorporated  association  for  the  pur-  , 
pose  of  obtaining  employment  for  its  members 
while  living,  and  to  render  pecuniary  assist- 
ance in  a  stated  amount  to  the  families  of  de- 
ceased members  by  assessments  upon  the  sur- 
vivors, is  a  life  insurance  company  within  the  . 
meaning  of  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  84, 
§  888.    Brown  v.  Balfour  (Minn.)  878 

2.  An  association  engaging  in  the  business    , 
of  life  insurance  must  be  treated  to  that  extent 
as  a  mutual   benefit  association.    Brace  v. 
Chartrand  (Colo.)  209 

8.  A  policy  of  life  insurance  will  be  con- 
strued, so  far  as  possible,  as  a  will.  Id.    ■ 

4.  Life  insurance  payable  to  the  wife  of  * 
the  insured  upon  his  death,  and  in  case  of  her 
death  to  his  children,  is  vested  in  ber  if  she 
survives  him,  and  becomes  a  part  of  ber  estate 
although  she  dies  before  obtaining  the  money; 
and  her  estate  will  not  go  to  nis  children. 

Id. 

5.  A  claim  that  deafness  is  a  bodily  inflrmtty  . 
which  is  covered  by  a  representation  by  an  ap- 
plicant for  accident  insurance  that  he  is  free 
from  bodily  infirmities  is  deemed  to  have  been 
waived  where  the  insurer's  agent,  by  personal 
observation,  knew  or  had  abundant  opportunity 
to  know  the  extent  of  applicant's  deafness,  be- 
fore the  application  was  signed,  notwithstand- 
ing a  provision  in  the  policy  that  the  company's 
agents  shall  have  no  power  to  waive  its  condi- 
tions. FoUett  v.  United  StaUeMuL  Aed.  A$$o. 
(N.  C.)  815 

6.  No  part  of  the  fund  set  apart  or  appro- 
priated in  accordance  with  the  rules,  regula- 
tions, and  by-laws  of  either  of  the  societies  or 
associations  enumerated  in  Minn.  Gen.  Stat 
1878,  chap.  84,  §  868,  or  by  any  society  or  as- 
sociation similar  thereto  (§  889),  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  family  of  a  deceased  member  (un- 
less the  amount  exceeds  the  sum  of  $5,000),  can 
be  seized  or  appropriated  by  legal  process  to 
satisfy  a  debt  due  from  a  member  of  the  family, 
or  from  the  society  or  organization  itself. 
Brown  v.  Balfour  (Minn.)  878 

7.  An  option  of  the  insurer  to  refund  pre- 
miums paid,  with  interest,  or  pav  the  amount 
of  the  policy  on  the  life  of  one  who  died  by  his 
own  hand  while  insane,  according  to  the  equi- 
ties of  the  case,  is  not  waived  by  failure  to 
make  it  within  sixty  days  allowed  after  proofs 
of  loss  for  payment,  if  it  is  made  within  a 
reasonable  time.  Salentine  v. Mutual  Ben.  L. 
In*.  Oo.  (Wis.)  090 

Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

Insurance;  certificates  in  benefit  society;  dis- 
tinction between  certificate  and  life  policy.    209 
Effect  of  misrepresentations.  819 

Wager  policy  on  life.  409 

INTEREST.    See  also  Conflict  of  Laws. 
2,8. 
Interest  may  be  awarded  or  withheld  in 


fclto 
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the  discretion  of  the  Jury  In  actions  for  dam 
ages  for  negligence.  EU  v.  Northern  P.  J2L  O?. 
(N.D.)  87 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS. 

1.  One  who  furnishes  drinks  to  members  of 
a  club  as  tenants  in  common,  from  intoxicating 
liquors  which  they  have  given  him  to  hold  for 
them,  on  payment  to  him  of  the  coat  price, 
which  he  uses  to  replenish  the  stock,  makes  a 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  within  the  meaning 
of  a  statute  requiring  a  license  for  such  sales. 
State  v.  NeU  (N.  C.)  412 

2.  Written  authority  required  by  statute 
from  the  parent  or  guardian  for  selling  or  fur- 
nishing intoxicating  liquors  to  a  minor  must 
be  special  for  each' occasion.  A  general  per- 
mit or  license  for  the  minor  to  drink  beer  and 
whiskey  in  a  specified  bar-room,  without  limi- 
tation as  to  time  or  quantity,  is  void  and  will 
not  justify  even  one  sale.    QiU  v.  State  (Qa.l 

Notes  awd  Briefs. 

Intoxicating  liquors;  sale  by  soda!  club.    412 
8ale  to  minor.  433 

JOINT  TENANTS  AND  TENANTS 

IN  COMMON.    See  also  Homestead, 
2;  Teres. 

A  tenant  in  common  may  be  liable  for  con- 
version in  wrenching  and  carrying  away  ma- 
chinery from  a  mill,  against  hiscotenanrs  pro- 
teat.     Waller  v.  Bowling  (N.  C.)  261 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common;  liabil- 
ity of  tenant  in  common  to  action  of  trover; 
exclusive  possession  of  property;  destruction, 
loss,  or  conversion  of  properly;  refusal  to  per- 
mit division  or  severance;  sale  of  property  by 
one  of  tenants;  misuse  of  property;  perma- 
nently changing  form;  trover  against  cotenant. 

261 

Right  to  injunction  against  each  other;  fidu- 
ciary relations.  484 


action  on  a  bond  conditioned  to  pay 


a  single 


JUDGMENT. 

Name. 


See  also  Evidence,  11, 16; 


1.  In  Judgment  by  confession,  a  statement 
of  the  facts  out  of  which  the  confessed  indebt- 
edness arose  is  sufficient  if  it  contains  enough 
to  enable  creditors  and  others  to  investigate  the 
bona  fides  of  the  judgment.  Atwater  v.  Man- 
chester Sat.  Bank  (Minn.)  741 

2.  The  order  of  commitment  of  a  person 
to  an  insane  asylum  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
against  him,  in  an  action  for  the  malicious 
prosecution  of  him  as  an  insane  person.  Kel- 
logg v.  Cochran  (CaL)  104 

8.  A  Judgment  for  a  penalty, with  an  assess- 
ment of  damages,  so  far  as  they  have  accrued, 
leaving  future  damages  to  be  recovered  by  af- 
ter process  of  scire  facias,  is  required  in  an  ac- 
tion on  a  penal  bond  by  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  chap. 
82,  £  82,  where  the  liability  of  the  party  in  the 
bond  is  a  continuing  liability,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
bond  given  in  bastardy  proceedings;  but  such 
a  judgment  is  not  required  by  that  Act  in  an 
12L.R.  A. 


sum  on  a  day  certain,  because  in  i 
there  can  be  out  one  breach  and  one  assess- 
ment   Corson  v.  Dunlap  (Me.)  90> 

4.  A  motion  to  vacate  what  purports  tone- 
a  judgment,  but  which  is  a  nullity  because  of 
lack  of  jurisdiction,  may  be  granted  even  after 
the  term  in  which  the  entry  is  made.  America* 
Freehold  Land  db  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Thomas  (C.  C. 
S.  D.  Ga.)  681 

6.  A  ruling  on  a  demurrer  does  not  bind* 
the  court  to  follow  it  in  deciding  whether  or 
not  the  facts  proved  as  alleged  in  the  petition 
demurred  to  entitle   the  plaintiff  to  recover. 
Brown  v.  Cunningham  (Iowa)  588- 

NOTESAHD  BBTJEra. 

Judgment;  notice  of  entry.  58 

Constitutional  provision  as  to  faith  and  credit; 

presumption  of  validity;  jurisdictional  facta. 

574 
By  confession;  statement  in,  741,  810- 

Validity  of  judgment  by  confession.        810 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE.    Bee  Evidence,  I. 


TENANT. 

a   parol  agreement  to- 


LANDLORD  AND 

1.  An  entry  under  „   F 

lease  a  room  for  a  vear,  provided  the  lessor 
obtains  a  renewal  of  the  ground  lease,  does  not 
create  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  but  only  a 
tenancy  at  will,  although  the  ground  lease  is 
obtained,  where  no  written  lease  of  the  room 
is  accepted  or  tendered.  ChUders  v.  Lee  (N. 
M.)  87 

2.  Permitting  a  stairway  carpet  with  holes- 
in  it  to  remain  on  the  stairs  of  a  tenement- 
house,  with  notice  of  its  condition,  renders  the 
owner  liable  for  injuries  to  a  tenant  from  a 
fall  caused  by  catching  her  foot  in  one  of  the 
holes.    PeU  v.  Beintuirt  (N.  Y.)  84E 

8.  The  election  of  a  lessor  who  is  in  the  act- 
ual possession  of  the  premises,  to  forfeit  an  oil. 
and  gas  lease  for  default  of  the  lessee,  may  be- 
regarded  as  a  constructive  entry  under  his  title. 
Ray  v.  Western  Pennsylvania  Natural  Qas  Go. 
(Pa.)  280 

4.  A  lessee  cannot  set  up  his  own  default  aa 
a  defense  to  an  action  for  money  due  by  him 
on  the  lease,  on  the  ground  of  a  forfeiture- 
created  by  such  default.  Id. 

5.  A  landlord's  lien  on  crops  for  rent,  un- 
der 111.  Bev.  Stat.  chap.  80,  can  give  him  no- 
right  to  maintain  a  personal  action  for  dam- 
ages against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  the- 
tenant,  although  he  may  follow  the  goods  and 
distrain  for  his  rent.    Finney  v.  Harding  (HI.  > 

60F> 

6.  Title  to  the  hay,  oats,  and  straw,  is  not 
reserved  to  the  owner  of  a  farm  as  against  at- 
taching creditors  of  a  tenant,  under  a  lease  by 
which  the  tenant  agrees  to  raise  enough  stuff 
to  feed  the  stock  of  the  place,  or,  if  he  fails  to- 
do  so,  buy  what  may  be  necessary.  OoMUe  v. 
Miles  (N.T.)  848- 

NOTES  AMD  BBIKn. 

Landlord  and  tenant;  liens  of.  005- 

Rights  of  landlord  as  against  attaching  cred- 
itors. 


899 


LEASE.     8ee    Landlord    and   Thnaht; 

MlNES,  NOTES  AND  BRIRFB. 

LEVY  AND  SEIZURE. 

1.  The  words  ''teamster  or  other  laborer" 
who  "habitually  earns  his  living"  with  a  horse 
or  team,  In  the  Iowa  Code,  which  makes  such 
horse  or  team  exempt,  include  one  whose  busi- 
ness is  to  sell  oil  which  he  delivers,  for  the 
most  part,  by  a  tank  wagon  usually  driven  by 
his  boy,  although  a  few  sales  are  made  and  the 
oil  delivered  at  a  room  where  it  is  stored,  Con- 
solidated Tank-Line  Co.  v.  Hunt  (Iowa)      476 

2.  The  residuary  interest  or  estate  of  the 
grantor  in  land  conveyed  in  trust  to  pay  cer- 
tain charges  and  debts  is  subject  to  the  lien  of 
an  attachment  or  Judgment  and  to  sale  on  ex- 
ecution. Atwater  v.  Manchester  Sav.  Bank 
(Minn.)  741 

LICENSE.    See  also  Hacks;   Highways, 

L  A  vested  right  cannot  be  acquired  In  a 
license  granted  under  an  ordinance  that  elves 
xr  reserves  the  power  to  revoke  It.  ChUd  v. 
Bemus  (R.  I.)  57 

2.  The  power  to  revoke  licenses  In  his 
discretion,  conferred  on  the  mayor  by  the  com- 
mon council  of  a  city.  Is  not  unreasonable  or 
•ppressive,  though  exercised  without  his  giv- 
ing notice  to  the  licensee.  Id. 

LIENS.    See  also  Landlord  and  Tenant, 
5. 

1.  A  mechanics'  lien  on  a  public  corpora- 
tion Is  not  authorized  by  Pa,  Act  April  7, 1870, 
providing  for  the  sale  of  the  property  and 
franchises  of  a  corporation  on  execution. 
Quest  v.  Lower  Merion  Water  Co.  (Pa.)       824 

2.  A  water  company  Is  a  public  corporation 
exempt  from  mechanics'  liens,  where  it  is 
bound  to  furnish  water  at  reasonable  rates  and 
after  twenty  years  to  transfer  its  works  to  a 
municipality  at  10  per  cent  above  cost  less  div- 
idends received,  if  required  to  do  so,  and  which 
is  protected  from  competition  until  it  is  able  to 
declare  an  8  per  cent  dividend.  Id. 

3.  A  laborer  or  materialman  is  entitled  to  a 
lien  against  the  property  paramount  to  the 
vendors  lien  .where  a  vendee  of  lands,  under  a 
contract  of  sale  containing  a  stipulation  that  he 
■hall  construct  a  building  upon  the  premises, 
erects  a  building  thereon,  but  the  labor  per- 
formed and  material  furnished  are  not  fully 
paid  for.    Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Kouniu  (Neb.) 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Liens;  of  mechanics;  priority;  rule  in  various 
States.  83 

LIFE  TENANT.    See  also  Fixtures. 
Notes  and  Brief*. 

Life  tenants;  agreement  as  to  removal  of 
buildings.  87 

I4MITATION  OF  ACTIONS.     . 

1.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  begins  to  run 
at  the  date  of  payment,  against  the  right  to  re- 
12  L.  K.  A 


cover  back  money  paid  for  lands  at  a  tax  sale 
which  is  void  because  resulting  from  a  double 
assessment,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  conceal- 
ment.   Clapp  v.  Pinegrote  Twp.  (Pa.)        618 

2.  An  application  of  a  payment  to  a  debt 
not  already  barred  will  interrupt  the  running 
of  the  statute  and  extend  the  time  as  to  the 
balance.    Blake  v.  Sawyer  (Me.)  712 

8.  An  application  of  a  payment  by  a 
creditor  to  a  debt  already  barred  by  statute  will 
not  remove  the  bar  as  to  the  balance  of  the 
debt  Id. 

LOSS.    See  Vendor  and  Purgbasbr,  1. 

LOTTERY.    See  also  Gift  Enterprise. 

A  sale  of  packages  of  coffee,  on  each  of 
which  Is  a  slip  of  paper  to  be  torn  off,  having 
on  the  under  side  the  name  of  some  article  of 
crockery  that  the  buyer  of  the  package  Is  enti- 
tled to,  Is  a  violation  of  Md.  Code  Gen.  Pub. 
Law,  art  27,  $  186,  prohibiting  gift  enterprises. 
Long*.  State  QI&.)  82 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Lottery;  by  gift  enterprise*  82 

What  constitutes.  426 

MALICIOUS     PROSECUTION.     See 

also  Action  or  Burr,  4 

The  finding  of  an  examining  magistrate 
that  an  offense  has  been  committed,  and 
that  there  "is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  de- 
fendant guilty  thereof ,"  is  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  probable  cause,  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  brought  by  such  defend- 
ant against  the  prosecuting  witness.  Boss  v. 
Exxon  (Kan.)  761 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Malicious  prosecution;  probable  cause  and 

termination  of  action.  288 

Defense  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  760 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Mandamus  'Is  the  proper  remedy  to  com- 
pel a  judge  to  act  in  proceedings,  where  he  has 
improperly  refused  on  the  ground  of  supposed 
disqualification.  Etc  parte  Alabama  Slate  Bar 
Asso.  (Ala.)  184 

2.  A  writ  of  mandamus  Is  properly  direct- 
ed to  a  corporation  in  its  corporate  name. 
State,  Grady,  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  2T.  B.  Co. 
(Wis.)  180 

8.  Mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to  com- 
pel a  railroad  company  to  perform  its  statutory 
d  uty  to  make  a  farm  crossing.  Id. 

4.  Actions  for  penalties  for  the  refusal  of 
a  railroad  company  to  make  a  farm  crossing  do 
not  constitute  such  an  adequate  remedy  at  law 
as  to  bar  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  the 
construction  of  a  crossing.  Jd. 

Notes  ahd  Brieve. 

Mandamus;  to  compel  performance  of  cor- 
porate duties.  180 

HARK.    See  Deed,  8. 


900 

MARSHALING. 

The  principle  that  a  person  having  two 
fundi  to  satisfy  his  demand  should  not  by  his 
election  disappoint  a  party  having  but  one 
fund  applies  to  a  mortgagee  omitted  by  mis- 
take from  condemnation  proceedings,  and  who 
has  a  right  either  to  foreclose  upon  the  land  or 
take  the  money  paid  for  condemnation;  and 
while  the  money  is  in  the  hands  of  the  court  he 
may  be  compelled  to  accept  it  before  resorting 
to  the  land,  where  his  right  is  saved  to  contest 
the  sufficiency  of  the  compensation  assessed  in 
the  condemnation  proceedings  to  which  he  was 
not  a  party.  Calumet  River  R  Go.  v.  Brown 
(Dl.)  84 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.     See  also 
Cabbuba,  7,  8;  Bht-Off  ahd  Couhtbb- 


MABSHALura;  Hajbtbb  amd  Servant. 


1.  If  work  may  be  well  done  by  unskilled 
and  inexperienced  persons,  a  master  is  not 
negligent  in  respect  to  his  duty  to  other  em- 
ployes by  employing  them.  Holland  v.  Ten- 
nessee Goal,  I.  dt  R  Co.  (Ala.)  282 

3.  The  danger  of  flying  molten  iron  when 
a  boil  of  iron  is  punctured  should  be  pointed 
out  to  employes  working  in  a  trench  into 
which  the  iron  would  flow  if  a  wall  of  earth 
was  punctured,  and  who  would  be  instantly 
enveloped  by  the  flying  metal  if  it  should  be 
thrown  out.  Id. 

8.  A  master  need  not  instruct  his  em- 
ployes as  to  an  open  and  unobscured  danger 
from  a  boil  of  iron  so  situated  that  the  melted 
iron  would  flow  into  the  trench  where  the  men 
are  working,  if  a  wall  of  earth  between  the 
trench  and  the  boil  was  broken  through.      Id. 

4.  A  failure  to  make  proper  rules  or  estab- 
lish a  proper  method  for  the  conduct  of  his 
business  will  make  the  master  liable  for  in- 
juries to  his  servant,  caused  by  improper  or 
negligent  conduct  of  the  work  by  coemployes, 
which  the  observation  of  a  proper  and  suffi- 
cient rule  would  have  prevented.  Ford  v. 
Lake  Share  &  M.  8.  R.  Go.  (N.  Y.)  464 

5.  A  general  rule  that  freight  is  to  be 
safely  loaded  so  that  it  cannot  fall  off  the  cars 
is  not  sufficient  as  a  rule  for  loading  timber 
above  the  sides  of  the  car,  so  as  to  relieve  the 
railroad  company  from  liability  for  injury  to  a 
servant  by  the  fall  of  timber  from  a  gondola 
car  on  which  it  was  piled  above  the  sides  with- 
out stakes  to  hold  it,  although  stakes  were  fur- 
nished by  the  company  to  be  used  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  its  servants.  Id. 

6.  An  employe  is  not  bound  by  a  rule 
that  the  regular  compensation  for  services 
covers  all  risks,  and  that  remaining  in  the  ser- 
vice will  be  considered  an  acceptance  of  such 
condition  of  employment,  where  he  has  not  ex- 
pressly agreed  to  the  rule.  Georgia  P  R  Go. 
v.  Dooly  (Ga.)  842 

7.  Abrakeman  assumes  the  risk  on  account 
of  a  highway  bridge  over  the  track,  which  is  so 
low  that  be  cannot  pass  under  it  while  stand- 
ing erect  on  top  of  a  car,  where  he  knows 
the  facts  as  to  the  bridge  and  continues  in  the 
employment.  Williamson  v.  Newport  News  dt 
M.V.  Co.  (W.Va.)  297 

8.  A  servant  is  not  Justified  in  assuming 
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that  a  car  furnished  his  employer  by  a  railroad 
company  is  in  good  repair  and  supplied  with 
proper  brakes,  if  he  knows  that  other  cars  am 
furnished  have  many  of  them  been  defective. 
Roddy  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  748 

8.  A  railroad  company  which  has  con- 
tracted to  furnish  cars  for  stone  at  a  quarry  is 
not  liable  to  a  servant  of  the  other  party  to  the 
contract  for  injuries  resulting  from  any  breach 
of  duty  arising  purely  under  the  contract;  bat 
if  it  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  selecting 
the  cars,  it  is  liable  to  such  servant  for  injuries 
resulting  from  a  failure  to  use  ordinary  care  to 
provide  cars  which  are  reasonably  safe.       Id. 

10.  Running  a  freight  train  without  a  cow- 
catcher attached  to  the  engine  is  negligence 
which  will  entitle  an  employe"  to  recover  for 
injuries  occasioned  by  derailment  of  the  train 
in  running  over  a  cow.  Tennessee  Cool,  L&R 
Go.  v.  KyU  (Ala.)  108 

11.  An  employe*  struck  by  brick  from  a 
falling  wall,  while  standing  on  a  platform 
helping  to  put  ice  in  a  brick  building,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  be  was  knocked  or  fell  to 
the  ground,  is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence which  will  defeat  a  recovery  for  his 
injuries  because,  in  violation  of  his  orders,  he 
had  left  the  part  of  the  platform  which  had  a 
railing  and  gone  to  a  part  which  had  none,  and 
on  which  he  bad  been  warned  not  to  stand  on 
account  of  the  danger  of  falling,  where  be  had 
no  warning  of  any  danger  from  the  wall,  and 
his  injuries,  though  chiefly  caused  by  his  fall, 
would  have  been  greater  if  he  had  not  fallen 
out  of  the  way  of  the  brick.  Smithwick  v.  Bolt 
&  U.  Go.  (Conn.)  278 

12.  The  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  sus- 
tained by  an  employe  in  walking  to  find 
shelter,  because  of  the  employer's  failure  of 
duty  to  furnish  him  transportation  from  the 
place  to  which  he  had  been  sent  to  repair  a 
wrecked  car,— is  the  neglect  of  the  employer. 
Sehumoker  v.  St.  Paul  dD.ROo.  (Minn.)  257 

18.  Failure  of  duty  to  furnish  an  employe 
who  has  been  sent  out  to  repair  a  wrecked  car, 
transportation  to  some  place  where  he  can  pro- 
cure food  and  shelter,  for  which  he  is  com- 
pelled to  walk  8  miles  in  the  night,  in  cold  and 
dangerous  weather,  renders  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable   for  injuries   thereby  sustained. 

Id. 

14.  The  negligence  of  the  foreman  of  a 
gang  in  failing  to  block  a  pile  which  was  shoved 
against  a  servant,  injuring  him,  because  it  was 
not  blocked,  is  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  ser- 
vant, although  the  foreman  had  authority  to 
employ  and  discharge  him  and  hac  control  of 
nil  a  in  doing  the  work.  EU  v.  Nbrtnern  P.  R. 
Co.  (N.  D.)  87 

15.  Whether  a  negligent  servant  is  a  fellow 
servant  of  an  employe  who  is  injured  by  his 
negligence  depends,  not  on  their  relative  rank, 
but  on  the  character  of  the  work  the  negli- 
gence with  respect  to  which  resulted  in  the 
injury.  Id. 

16.  The  negligence  of  another  servant  en- 
gaged in  the  same  general  business  with  the 
injured  servant  is  the  negligence  of  a  fellow 
servant,  whatever  position  the  former  occupies 
with  respect  to  the  latter,  as  to  all  acts  which 
pertain  to  the  duties  of  a  mere  servant  as  con- 
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tradistingulshed  from  the  duties  of  the  master 
to  hi*  employes.  Id. 

17.  Street-railroad  compaoies  are  not  liable 
for  willful  and  tortious  acts  of  their  servants 
committed  outside  of  the  scope  of  their  em- 
ployment LajUte  v.  New  Orleans  City  &  L. 
JLOo.  (La.)  887 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Master  and  servant;  liability  of  master  for 
negligence  of  coservant  acting  under  author- 
ity. 97 
Care  for  safety  of  servant.  257,  842 
Assumption  of  risk.  282,  297,  842 
Sufficiency  of  rule  for  servants.              454 


1.  Aqua  carrit  et  debet  currere  ut  currere 
solebat.    Brown  y.  Cunningham  (Low*)     588 

2.  Damnum  absque  injuria.  Columbus  <£ 
H.  C.  d  1.  Co.  t.  Tucker  (Ohio)  577 

8.  Nova  constitutio  futuris  formam  debet 
imponere  non  pneteritis.  Stewart  v.  Vander- 
wrt  (W.  Va.)  50 

4.  Qui  facit  per  aliumfadt  perse.  Devereuz 
v.  McMahon  (N.  C.)  205 

5.  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Hedas.  Cin- 
einnaU  Inclined  Plane  JBL  Co.  v.  Oity  <£  B. 
TeUg  Asso.  (Ohio)  584;  Columbus  &E.O.&I. 
0$.  v.  Tucker  (Ohio)  577 

MECHANICS'  LIENS.    See  Liens. 

HIKES.    8ee  also  Nuisances,  8. 

1.  Lessees  bavin*  a  right  merely  to  quarry 
stone  on  the  premises,  which  is  a  mere  incor- 
poreal hereditament,  are  under  no  implied  ob- 
ligation to  protect  the  premises  from  trespass- 
ers, and  are  therefore  not  entitled,  on  that 
ground,  to  recover  as  owners  for  the  conver- 
sion of  the  stone  by  trespassers.  Baker  v. 
Hart  (N.  Y.)  50 

2.  A  lease  giving  the  sole  and  exclusive 
right  to  quarry  stone  on  certain  lands  for  a 
term  of  years  does  not  transfer  the  land,  or 
make  the  lessees  owners  of  any  stone  which 
they  do  not  actually  quarry  out  and  sever 
from  the  land,  or  entitle  them  to  recover  as 
owners  for  the  conversion  of  stone  quarried 
and  taken  away  by  trespassers,  although  they 
are  entitled  to  the  damages  sustained  by  inva- 
sion of  their  exclusive  right  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Mines;  right  as  to  quarrying  and  cutting 
granite.  60 

i  of  oil  lands;  covenants  in.  290 


MISTAKE.    See  also  Assumpsit,  %, 

A  mutual  mistake  of  covenantor  and 
covenantee  in  supposing  that  land  staked  and 
pointed  out  to  the  grantee  all  belonged  to  the 
grantor,  while  in  fact  it  included  a  strip  be- 
longing to  an  adjoining  owner  whose  land  was 
made  a  boundary  by  the  description  of  the 
premises  in  the  deed,  entitles  the  grantee  to 
have  the  deed  reformed  so  as  to  include  such 
strip,  and  then  to  damages  for  breach  of  the 
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covenant  of  warranty  and-seWn  for  failure  of 
title  to  such  strip.    Butler  v.  Barnes  (Coun.) 

278 

HONEY. 

A  reservation  of  the  ground  rent  in 
''Spanish  milled  silver  dollars,"  without  speci- 
fying their  weight  or  fineness,  at  a  time  when 
they  were  legal  tender  by  Act  of  Congress;  is 
presumed  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of 
the  rent;  and  a  tender  of  such  dollars  for  the 
rent  is  good,  even  after  Congress  has  demone- 
tized them  and  Spain  has  ceased  to  coin  them 
and  provided  for  tneir  withdrawal,  substituting 
a  new  coinage,  the  use  of  which  is  obligatory. 
Johnson  yTIsh  (Pa.)  210 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Money;  what  is  valid  tender.  810 

HONEY  IN  COURT. 

1.  Money  in  the  hands  of  a  county  treas- 
urer for  a  person  entitled  to  the  compensation 
paid  in  condemnation  proceedings  may  be 
withheld  by  injunction  from  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  where  a  mortgagee  has  been  omitted 
by  mistake  from  the  condemnation  proceed- 
ings; and  a  decree  may  be  made  for  the  appli- 
cation thereof  upon  the  mortgage,  saving  the 
mortgagee's  right  to  contest  the  sufficiency  of 
the  amount.  Calumet  River  B.  Co.  v.  Brown 
(El.)  84 

2.  A  distributee's  share  of  money  in  tie 
custody  of  a  clerk  of  court  after  final  decree 
and  order  of  distribution,  if  nothing  remains 
to  be  done  except  to  pay  over  the  money,  is  a 
"debt"  of  record  ana  subject  to  garnishment 
by  a  creditor  of  the  distributee,  although  money 
in  custody  of  the  court  cannot,  as  a  general 
rule,  be  reached  by  garnishment.  Dunsmoor 
v.  Furstenfeldt  (Cal.)  508 

MONOPOLY.    See  Contracts,  18. 

MORTGAGE.     See   also  Contracts,  27; 
Corporations,  2,  8. 

1.  A  mortgage  may  be  valid  without  a  note 
or  bond,  although  it  purports  to  secure  and 
substantially  describes  one.  Lee  v.  Fletcher 
(Minn.)  171 

2.  A  mortgage  is  not  invalid  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  debt  actually  due,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  because  it  is  made,  without 
the  mortgagor's  knowledge,  for  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  debt.  Id. 

8.  Delivery  of  a  mortgage  by  the  mort- 
gagor, for  record  at  his  own  expense,  a  few 
hours  before  he  killed  himself,  may  constitute 
a  good  delivery  to  the  mortgagee,  although  the 
latter  had  no  knowledge  of  the  instrument  un- 
til after  the  mortgagors  death.  Id. 

4.  An  attaching  creditor  who  has  not  yet 
obtained  judgment  has  a  lien  on  the  real  estate 
attached,  within  the  meaning  of  Minn.  Gen. 
Stat.  1878,  chap.  68,  §  828,  and  chap.  81,  g  16, 
relating  to  the  redemption  of  real  estate.  At- 
water  v.  Manchester  Sac.  Bank  (Minn.)    741 

5.  Confession  of  judgment  to  enable  an 
attorney  to  redeem  land  from  a  mortgage  and 
thereby  secure  compensation  for  his  services 


909 
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Is  not  a  fraud  on  purchaser!  at  the  mortgage 
•ale.  Ahoater  v.  Manchester  Am.  Bank(Mhm.) 

741 
Notes  and  Bbufs. 

Mortgage;  sufficiency  of  description  of  prem- 
ises. 177 

MOTION. 

No  notice  need  be  {riven  of  a  motion  by  an 
amicus  curia  to  dismiss  an  action  as  fictitious. 
Haley  v.  Eureka  County  Bank  (Nev.)  815 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.    See 

also  Action  or  Suit,  5;  Boundaries; 
Buildings;  Ftbbs;  License;  QUARAN- 
TINE. 

1.  A  court  should  not  set  aside  a  munici- 
pal ordinance  for  unreasonableness,  unless  it 
is  manifestly  so  on  its  face,  or  is  based  on 
fraud,  or  was  passed  in  wanton  disregard  of 
private  rights,  or  exceeded  the  power  of  the 
council.    (Hympia  v.  Mann  (Wash.)  160 

2.  Negligence  in  blasting  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  schoolhouse,  the  work  being  purely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  cannot  create  any 
liability  against  a  city  unless  by  force  of  some 
statute.    Howard  v.  Worcester  (Mass.)         160 

8.  Only  that  part  of  a  bridge  across  a  navi- 
gable river  which  is  above  high-water  mark 
can  be  taxed  by  a  municipal  corporation  in 
Arkansas,  although  one  half  of  the  bridge  is 
within  the  county  in  which  the  municipality  is 
situated.  Ft.  Smith  &  F.  B.  Bridge  Oo.  v. 
Hawkins  (Ark.)  487 

4.  A  change  in  a  matter  of  detail— such  as 
In  the  heating  of  a  public  building— may  be 
made  without  filing  plans  and  specifications 
and  advertising  for  proposals  as  required  by 
statute  in  letting  the  original  contract  for  the 
building.  Gibson  County  Oomrs.  v.  Cincinnati 
Steam  Seating  Oo.  (Ind.)  609 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Municipal  corporations;  power  to  prescribe 
fire  limits  and  restrict  erection  of  wooden 
buildings.  160 

Liability  of,  for  negligence  of  agent       100 

NAME. 

The  record  of  a  judgment  against  Daniel 
Murphy  is  not  notice  of  the  judgment  to 
one  who  takes  a  conveyance  of  lands  from 
the  judgment  debtor,  whose  name  appeared  in 
the  title  deeds  as  Daniel  J.  Murphy.  Grouse 
v.  Murphy  (Pa.)  68 

NEGLIGENCE.  Bee  also  Cabbjers,  4,  6; 
Evidence,  8;  Master  and  Servant,  0; 
Municipal  Corporations^;  Proximate 
Caube. 

1.  The  negligence  of  a  common  carrier 
cannot  be  imputed  to  a  passenger,  so  as  to  de- 
feat his  right  to  recover  against  a  third  person 
for  negligence.   Bunting  v.  Hogsett  (Pa.)      268 

2.  It  is  the  duty  of  one  who  knows  that 
his  office  sign  fastened  over  a  sidewalk  has 
been  removed  from  its  fastenings  by  workmen 
of  an  electric  light  company  and  replaced  by 
them,  to  see  that  the  fastenings  are  safely  re- 
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stored;  and  he  is  liable  for  failure  to  do  so,  if 
anyone  is  injured  by  its  fall.  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
<*&  A.  ft.  v.  Hopkins  (Ark.)  181 

8.  A  contractor,  after  completing  and  de- 
livering possession  of  a  building  and  its  accep- 
tance by  the  owner,  is  not  liable  to  a  stranger 
to  the  contract  for  injuries  resulting  from 
defects  in  the  construction  of  the  building. 
Ourtin  v.  Somerset  (Pa.)  828 

4.  A  car  with  defective  brakes  is  not  such 
an  imminently  dangerous  instrument  as  to 
make  the  owner  liable,  for  the  simple  act  of 
leaving  it  upon  the  track,  to  one  who  is  injured 
by  it,  If  he  has  no  contractual  or  other  relation 
to  the  owner.  Roddy  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Go. 
(Mb.)  748 

6.  A  millowner  is  not  liable  for  injury  to 
a  boy  who  was  a  trespasser,  by  a  fall  from  a 
ball  and  chain  used  for  hoisting  material,  where 
the  boy  got  upon  it  while  it  was  in  motion 
produced  in  some  way,  only  a  moment  after  it 
had  been  stopped  and  hung  up  out  of  reach, 
and  not  left  carelessly  dangling  in  condition  to 
move.    Badgers  v.  Lets  (Pa.)  216 

6.  A  boy  six  or  seven  years  old,  who  gets 
upon  a  bail  attached  to  a  chain  used  as  a  hoist- 
ing apparatus  for  a  mill,  while  it  is  in  motion, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  riding  up  on  it,  al- 
though warned  by  a  companion  not  to  do  it,  is 
chargeable  with  the  consequences  of  his  reck- 
lessness, and  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  his 
death  by  falling.  Id. 

7.  An  act  or  omission  that  merely  increases 
or  adds  to  the  extent  of  a  loss  or  injury  will 
not  have  the  effect  of  contributory  negligence 
to  defeat  a  recovery,  though  it  will  affect  the 
amount  of  damages.  Smtthwick  v.  Hall  &  U. 
Co.  (Conn.)  2TO 

8.  A  negligent  act  or  omission,  to  consti- 
tute contributory  negligence,  must  operate  as 
a  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  or  one  of  the 
proximate  causes,  and  not  merely  as  a  condi- 
tion, let. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Negligence:  liability  for  injuries  caused  by 

materials  falling  into  street  188 

Contributory;  of  infant  816 

Contributory,  as  a  defense;  proximate  cause; 

voluntary  assumption  of  peril;  concurrent  or 

co-operating  causes;  intervening  agency.     279 

Duty  as  essential  element  ot  823 

Doctrine  of  privity  of  contract  as  affecting 

liability.  746 

NOTICE. 

A  clerk's  knowledge  of  his  own  wrong  in 
forging  checks  and  fabricating  false  papers  to 
conceal  his  crime  cannot  be  imputed  to  his 

Srincipal.    Shipman  v.  Bank  of  the  State  of 
7eu>  fcr*(N.  Y.)  781 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Notice;  constructive;  as  to  overdue  paper. 

By  entry  of  judgment  68 

NUISANCES.    See  also  Highways,  8;  In- 
junction, 6. 

1.  The  standard  as  to  the  effect  of  an  al- 
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leged  nuisance  must  be  the  man  of  normal 
nervous  sensibility  and  ordinary  mode  of  liv- 
ing. Powell  t.  BenUey  <t  O.  Furniture  Co.  ( W. 
Vi)  58 

2.  The  noise  of  a  factory,  which  materially 
Interferes  with  and  impairs  the  ordinary  phy- 
sical comfort  of  human  existence,  may  be 
treated  as  a  nuisance.  Id. 

8.  Deposits  of  coal  slack,  dirt,  and  refuse, 
by  a  mining  compauy  upon  its  own  lands,  in 
*  place  from  which  they  are  washed  down, 
polluting  a  stream  and  injuring  the  lands  of 
other  persons,  render  the  company  liable  for 
the  damages,  if  the  deposits  were  made  inten- 
tionally and  the  result  might  have  been  antici- 
pated by  persons  of  ordinary  intelligence  and 
prudence,  although  they  were  made  without 
malice  and  upon  the  only  feasible  place  or 
places  in  which  the  company  could  make  them 
and  carry  on  its  business  of  mining  coal.  Co- 
lumbvs  &E.G.  A  L  Co,  v.  Tucker  (Ohio)   577 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Nuisance;  of  noise.  58 

What  constitutes  in  highway*  259 

By  pollution  of  stream.  577 

Injunction  against.  758 

OFFICERS. 

1.  A  citizen  of  the  State  is  not  Ineligible 
to  hold  office  in  the  county  of  his  residence, 
because  he  moved  there  so  short  a  time  before 
election  that  he  cannot  vote,  where  neither 
the  Constitution  nor  statutes  provide  that  a 
county  officer  must  be  a  voter  in  the  county. 
JSteusoffy.  6taU,  Zo«wr(Tex.)  864 

2.  A  mere  intruder  who,  without  color  of 
authority,  simply  assumes  to  act  as  an  officer, 
is  not  an  officer  de  facto,  where  the  public  know 
or  ought  to  know  that  he  is  an  usurper;  and  his 
acts  are  absolutely  void  for  all  purposes.    State, 

Van  Amringe,  v.  Taylor  (N.  C.)  202 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Officers;  de  facto,  who  are. 
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OIL.    See    Landlord   and    Tenant,    8; 
Mines,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

OPINIONS.    See  Evidence,  V. 

PARLIAMENTARY  LAW.    See  Cor- 
porations, 10. 

PARTNERSHIP.    See    also     Corpora- 
tions, 12. 

1.  Money  loaned  to  a  surviving  partner  for 
the  express  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  of  the 
firm,  and  so  used,  creates  a  valid  claim  in  equi- 
ty against  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  may  be 
treated  as  such  in  a  subsequent  assignment  for 
creditors  of  the  firm,  although  the  firm  was  in 
fact  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  where 
this  fact  was  not  known  either  by  the  lender 
or  the  survivor.    Durant  v.  Pierson  (N.  "¥.) 

146 

2.  Individual  creditors  of  one  partner  have 

the  exclusive  right  to  the  satisfaction  of  their 

<iebts  out  of  his  separate  property,  in  the  same 

12  Jx  R.  A. 


way  that  partnership  creditors  have  the  right 
to  payment  from  the  firm  property;  and  until 
such  primary  claims  are  satisfied  in  either  case, 
neither  class  of  creditors  is  entitled  to  any  share 
of  the  fund  thus  primarily  devoted  to  the  other 
class  of  debts.    Hundley  v.  FarrU  (Mo.)     254 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Partnership;  power  of  surviving  partner;  li- 
ability of  firm  assets  for  individual  debt    146 
Bights  of  firm  or  individual  creditors.     266 

PATENTS. 

1.  A  new  result  produced  by  a  combina- 
tion of  old  elements  must  be  due  to  their  co- 
operative action;  they  must  so  act  that  each 
qualifies  every  other.  If  they  act  independ- 
ently, or  if  one  acts  independently  of  the 
others,  it  is  an  aggregation,  and  not  a  patent- 
able combination.  National  Progress  Bunch- 
ing-MaeA.  Co.  v.  John  B.  Williams  Co.  (C.  C. 
S.  D.  N.  Y.)  107 

2.  A  combination,  to  be  patentable,  must 
not  only  be  new, but  it  must  produce  anew 
result,  or  an  old  result  in  a  better  form.      Id. 

8.  A  patent  for  a  cigar  bunching  machine 
which  consists  of  a  combination  of  old  ele- 
ments, one  of  which  is  a  "bunch  receiver"  or 
receptacle  which  performs  no  function  except 
to  hold  the  bunch  after  it  is  finished,  instead 
of  letting  it  fall  to  the  floor  or  into  a  box  or 
into  the  hand  of  the  operator,  is  invalid  because 
there  is  only  an  aggregation  of  the  parts,  and 
not  a  combination,  the  function  of  the  other 
parts  being  entirely  independent  of  the  bunch 
receiver.  Id. 

4.  An  unusually  specific  description  of 
the  parts  in  a  claim  for  a  combination  of  ele- 
ments all  of  which  are  old,  where  the  patent 
is  only  for  an  improvement  upon  prior  ma- 
chines, cannot  be  broadened  by  construction 
so  as  to  cover  the  use  of  a  combination  which 
leaves  oat  some  of  the  elements  described.   Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Patent;  for  combination.  107 

PAYMENT.  See  also  Bilia  and  Notes, 
16. 
A  promissory  note  given  by  the  trustees 
and  officers  of  a  church,  and  a  suit  thereon 
prosecuted  to  judgment  against  the  makers,  - 
will  not  necessarily  extinguish  a  debt  of  the 
church  for  which  it  was  given.  The  question 
of  fact  whether  it  was  {riven  in  payment,  or  as 
collateral  only,  remains  open.  Lyons  v. 
Planters  Loan  &  Sav.Bank  (Ga.)  156 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Payment;  application  by  creditor.  712 

PEDDLER. 

1.  A  person  selling  and  delivering  goods 
from  house  to  house,  being  included  in  the  de- 
scription of  a  "peddler,"  in  a  legislative  Act,  is 
not  taken  out  of  it  by  the  fact  that  he  is  paid 
only  by  a  salary.    Be  Wilson  (D.  C.)  624 

2.  A  peddler,  within  a  legislative  descrip- 
tion which  includes  those  who  sell  and  deliver 
wares  from  house  to  house,  need  not  be  per- 
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tonally  interested  In  the  alee,  but  may  work 
on  a  salary.  Be  Wilson  (D.  C.)  624 

PENALTY.    See    Costs    and    Fees,    9; 
Fines;  Usuky. 

PERPETUITIES.    See  also  Chakitablb 
Uses,  4. 

A  gift  over  Ms  not  affected  by  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  where  the  primary  sift 
fails  at  once  and  as  matter  of  law  on  the  face 
of  a  will.    Bullard  y.  Shirley  (Ussa.)  110 

PLEADING. 

1.  The  omission  of  a  prayer  for  process  is 
amendable,  and  is  waived  by  appearance  and 
pleading.  Lyons  v.  Planters  Loan  &  Bat. 
Bank  (Ga.)  155 

3.  Where  the  material  fact  ra  controversy 
is  only  the  existence  of  a  debt,  the  judge  may 
decree  the  appropriate  equitable  relief  under 
the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  and  the  admis- 
sions of  the  answer,  upon  a  verdict  of  the  Jury 
finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  so  much  for 
principal  and  so  much  for  interest.  Id. 

8.  Demurring  generally  to  the  plaintiff's 
petition  is  pleading  to  the  merits.  After  ap- 
pearance at  the  first  term,  and  demurring  gen- 
erally at  a  subsequent  term,  it  is  too  late  to 
raise  the  question  of  service,  by  motion  or 
otherwise.  Id. 

4.  In  a  suit  by  a  vendor  for  a  rescission  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  on  account 
of  a  failure  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  the 
complaint  must  allege  that  he  has  tendered  to 
the  vendee  a  valid  deed  conveying  to  him  all 
the  land  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  demanded  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  vendee.     Frink  v.  Thomas  (Or.)      239 

5.  A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  is  suffi- 
cient to  set  up  a  defense  that  defendant  bas 
been  garnished  in  another  suit  as  trustee  of  the 
plaintiff.    Smith  v.  Carroll  (R.  I.)  801 

6.  Allegations  of  a  petition  for  an  injunc- 
tion, that  the  right  and  liberty  of  contracting 
'  with  reference  to  its  business  is  denied  to  the 
petitioner,  and  that  its  property  is  therefore 
faken  from  it  without  its  consent,  and  that  it 
is  compelled  to  enter  into  involuntary,  unrea- 
sonable, and  unprofitable  contracts,— do  not 
amount  to  allegations  of  facts,  but  to  mere 
statements  of  conclusions,  and  are  not,  there- 
fore, admitted  by  a  motion  to  dissolve  the 
injunction.  Burlington,  0.  R.  &  N.  R.  Oo.  v. 
Bey  (Iowa)  486 

7.  Waiver  as  a  defense  for  nonperformance 
of  a  contract  must  be  pleaded.  FreelandY. 
Bits  (Mass.)  561 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Pleading;  plea  puis  darrein  continuance.  801 

PLEDGE   AND    COLLATERAL  SE- 
CURITY. 

1.  Collateral  security  given  by  the  maker 
of  a  note  "for  the  payment  of  this  note  or  any 
of  my  liabilities,  .  .  .  due  or  to  become  due, ' 
gives  an  indorser  of  such  note  no  right  to  a  pref- 
erence in  the  application  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
security  to  such  note  as  against  other  notes  not 
12L.R  A 


indorsed  by  him.    FaU  River  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Slade  (JAwbb.)  181 

2.  The  rights  of  an  indorser  as  to  the  ap- 
plication of  collateral  security  given  bv  the 
maker  to  the  holder  of  a  note  are  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  terms  of  the  pledge  as  they 
exist  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  security,  and 
are  not  affected  by  pledges  formerly  made  to 
secure  different  notes,  in  a  series  of  renewals  of 
which  the  present  note  is  the  last  Id. 

Notes  and  Burps. 
Pledge;  right  of  surety  to  control  131 

POLICE  POWER.    See  Constitutional 

Law,  7. 

POSSESSION. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs, 
Possession;  writ  of.  81 

POWER.    See  also   Fraud  ahd   Fraud- 
ulent Conveyances.  2. 

No  limitation  of  time  is  imposed  upon  a 
power  in  the  nature  of  a  trust,  not  limited  in 
terms,  unless  the  rule  against  perpetuities  is 
involved,  or  the  power  is  controlled  by  an  in- 
herent quality  in  the  nature  of  the  trust  or  in 
the  object  for  which  the  power  was  granted. 
Morse  v.  Hackensaek  Sat.  Bank  (N.  J.)       88 

PRESUMPTIONS.    8ee  Evidence.  IL 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  See  also 
Assumpsit,  1;  Bbokbbs. 
A  person  who  contracts  as  agent,  having 
in  fact  no  authority  to  do  so,  u  personally 
responsible  to  those  who  contract  with  him  in 
ignorance  of  bis  want  of  authority,  though  he 
acts  in  good  faith,  believing  that  he  is  invested 
with  such  authority.  Farmers  Oo-Op.  T.  Oo. 
y.  Floyd  (Ohio,  84ft 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Principal  and  agent;  agent's  responsibility 
on  contracts.  84ft 

Agent  acting  in  double  capacity;  his  pur- 
chase of  the  subject  of  agency.  88ft 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Notes  and  Bbibfb. 

Principal  and  surety;  right  of  surety  to  con- 
trol application  of  collaterals.  181 

PRIVATE  ROADS. 

A  fence  may  be  maintained!  along  a 
statutory  private  road  across  the  end  of  the 
farm  of  another  person,  when  necessary  to  the 
owner's  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  road,— as, 
for  instance,  where  its  use  is  for  driving  stock 
through  it,— especially  where  the  owner  of  the 
soil  has  land  only  on  one  side  of  the  road. 
Honey  v.  Orane  (Mich.)  601 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS, 

See  Evidence,  82,  88. 

PROPERTY. 

The  law  favors  vested  rather  than-  contin- 
gent estates,    Brace  y.  Ghartrand  (Colo.)    309 
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PROXIMATE  CAUSE.     Bee  also  Mas- 
ter AND  SERVANT,  11, 12;  NEGLIGENCE, 

8;  Railroads,  8;  Trial,  5,  8. 

1.  Where  an  efficient  adequate  cause  for  In- 
juries has  been  found,  it  must  be  considered  as 
the  true  cause,  unless  another,  not  incident  to 
it,  but  independent  of  it,  is  shown  to  have  in- 
tervened. Bchumaktrv.  8L  raxddbD.R.  Co. 
(Minn.)  267 

2.  The  narrowness  of  a  bridge  and  the  in- 
sufficiency of  its  railings  are  not  the  proximate 
cause  of  an  injury  to  an  occupant  of  a  cutter 
dragged  off  the  bridge  by  a  horse  which  fell 
and  broke  the  railing  in  consequence  of  disease 
or  choking  by  the  harness.  McClain  v.  Qar- 
ien  Orate  (Iowa)  482 

8.  Negligence  of  the  engineer  of  a  donkey 
engine  operated  on  a  track  used  in  connec- 
tion with  a  furnace,  which  caused  a  collision 
with  a  railroad  train  where  the  tracks  crossed, 
is  the  proximate  cause  of  injuries  to  a  passen- 
ger on  the  train,  received  in  a  collision  at  a 
second  crossinjr,  where  the  rear  coach  of  the 
train  was  derailed  in  the  first  collision  and  the 
train  came  to  a  full  stop  on  the  second  crossing, 
where  it  was  struck  by  the  donkey  engine, 
from  which,  after  reversing  it  and  shutting  off 
the  steam,  the  engineer  and  fireman  had  jumped 
before  the  first  collision,  bat  which  started 
again  at  once,  the  throttle  being  reopened  by  the 
jar  of  the  collision  or  otherwise,  and  ran  into 
the  train  on  the  second  crossing.  Bunting  v. 
Eogettt  (Pa.)  268 

NOTES  AND  BrIRFS. 

Proximate  cause;  in  case  of  collision  with 
train.  268 

In  negligence  cases;  concurrent  or  co-operat- 
ing causes;  intervening  agency.  279 


PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS.    See  also 
Eminent  Domain,  4,  5. 

1.  The  title  to  works  of  public  improve- 
ment need  not  be  given  to  cities  or  towns  by 
the  Legislature,  in  order  to  subject  them  to 
the  expense  of  such  works.  Re  Kingman 
(Mass.)  417 

2.  Cities  and  towns  are  not  exempted 
from  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to  subject 
them  to  the  burden  of  assessments  for  local 
improvements,  by  the  fact  that  the  improve- 
ments are  of  such  general  public  utility  that 
the  Legislature  might  lawfully  pay  the  ex- 
pense thereof  with  money  of  the  State.    Id. 

3.  The  disposal  of  sewage  from  a  number 
•f  cities  and  towns  containing  one  sixth  of  the 
population  of  the  State  is  a  matter  of  general 
public  utility  for  which  the  Legislature  can 
properly  appropriate  money  from  the  state 
treasury.  Id. 

4.  The  Legislature  can  delegate  to  commis- 
sioners to  be  appointed  by  a  court  the  power 
to  determine  the  proportions  of  expense  to  be 
paid  by  different  counties,  towns,  or  cities  for 
a  local  improvement.  Id. 

5.  No  rule  need  be  laid  down  by  the  Legis- 
lature for  the  guidance  of  commissioners  in 
making  an  apportionment  among  cities  and 
towns,  subject  to  acceptance  by  a  court,  of  the 
expense  of  a  system  of  sewage  disposal,  other 
12  L.  R.  A. 


than  to  direct  them  to  determine  it  as  they 
shall  deem  just  and  equitable,  where  the  State 
Constitution  gives  power  to  make  "all  manner 
of  wholesome  orders,  laws,"  eta.  not  repug- 
nant thereto.  Id. 

6.  Benefit  to  property  is  not  the  only  con- 
sideration to  be  regarded  in  apportioning 
among  cities  and  towns  the  expense  of  a  sys- 
tem of  sewage  disposal,  but  there  are  many 
elements  to  be  considered,  some  of  which  are 
the  exigencies  or  special  need  of  such  improve- 
ments, the  area  to  be  accommodated,  the 
present  or  probable  population  and  wealth, 
the  value  of  the  land,  and  its  adaptability  for 
homes  and  other  uses.  Id. 

7.  An  express  exemption  of  church  prop- 
erty from  taxation  does  not  extend  by  impli- 
cation to  assessments  for  street  improvement*. 
Atlanta  v.  Fir*  Preeby.  Ohureh  (Ga.)         852 

8.  Property  occupied .  by  a  church  and 
used  only  for  church  purposes  and  religious 
worship  is  not  exempt  from  assessments  for 
improvements  to  a  street  on  which  it  abuts, 
under  a  statute  authorizing  such  assessments 
to  be  made  on  abutting  property.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Public  improvements;  what  are;  taxation 
for.  417 

Effect  of  exemption  from  taxes  as  to  special 
assessment  852 

PUBLIC  POLICY.    See  Brokers;  Con- 
tbaots,  18-20. 

PUBLIC  PUMP.    See  Highways,  5. 

PUMP.    See  Highways,  5. 

QUARANTINE. 

An  ordinance  prohibiting  second-hand  cloth- 
ing to  be  brought  into  or  offered  for  sals 
within  a  town,  without  first  proving  that  it  did 
not  come  from  a  place  where  contagion  or  in- 
fection is  or  has  been  prevailing,  is  unreason- 
able and  void  in  the  absence  of  any  epidemic 
or  other  apparent  necessity  therefor.  Koed- 
usJco  v.  BUm&erg  (Miss.)  528 


QUARRIES.    See  Mines. 

RAILROADS.  See  also  Eminent  Do- 
main, 8;  Master  and  Servant,  10; 
Trial,  9. 

1.  It  is  no  excuse  for  failure  to  stop  a 
railroad  train  within  100  feet  of  a  place  where 
the  track  crosses  another  railroad,  as  required 
by  statute,  that  the  rear  of  the  train  would 
thus  be  left  standing  across  another  track. 
Birmingham  Mineral B.  Co.  v.  Jacobs  (Ala.) 


2.  When  a  railroad  train  breaks  in  two, 
leaving  servants  of  the  company  on  the  rear 
section,  which  is  permitted  to  continue  on  its 
way  by  force  of  gravitation,  the  company  owes 
the  duty,  even  to  persons  trespassing  on  its 
tracks,  to  station  lookouts  in  such  positions  on 
the  moving  cars  that  they  can  watch  the  tracks 
ahead  of  them  and  warn  persons  thereon  of 
their  danger,  a  neglect  of  which  may  render 
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the  company  liable  for  the  Injuries  caused 
thereby.  Button  v.  Bait  Tenneuee,  V.  d  Q. 
B.  Co.  (Tenn.)  184 

8.  Negligence  of  a  railroad  company  in 
falling  to  use  proper  appliances  and  employ 
competent  servants,  which  results  in  the  break- 
ing  in  two  of  a  moving  train,  will  not  warrant 
a  recovery  against  it  by  one  who,  after  wait- 
ing for  the  first  section  of  the  train  to  pass  him, 
and  without  observing  the  approach  of  the 
other  section,  steps  on  to  the  track  in  front  of 
it  and  is  injured.  Such  negligence  is  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury.  Id. 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 

Railroads;  liability  of  company  for  torts. 

113 

i    Duty  to  fence  tracks.  180 

Liability  for  death  of  person  struck  by  train. 

184 

RATIFICATION.       See  also  Bills  and 
Notes,  6. 

An  act  which  may  be  authorized  or  con- 
vented  to  in  limine  may  be  effectually  rati- 
fied after  it  has  been  performed.  Montgomery 
v.  Oroethutait  (Ala.)  140 

REAL    PROPERTY.    See  also   Deed; 
Infants,  5;  Name;  Taxes,  7. 

1.  Children  born  subsequent  to  the  execu- 
tion of  a  deed  to  a  trustee  for  their  mother  and 
her  children,  she  being  married  but  having  no 
children  at  the  time,  take  no  interest  thereun- 
der, but  the  mother  takes  the  whole  estate. 
Baird  v.  Brookin  (Ga.)  157 

2.  The  record  of  a  deed  is  not  complete,  so 
as  to  constitute  constructive  notice  of  its  exist- 
ence, under  Wash.  Sess.  Laws  1809,  pp.  818- 
315,  §S  18, 19,  24,  until  it  is  filed,  recorded, 
and  entered  in  the  index  book  in  the  manner 
required  by  those  sections.  Ritchie  v.  Grif- 
fith* (Wash.)  884 

8.  A  recording  officer  who  fails  to  record 
a  deed  delivered  to  him  by  the  grantee  for  rec- 
ord is  not  to  be  considered  as  the  agent  of  sub- 
sequent bona  fide  purchasers,  but  as  the  agent 
of  the  grantee;  and  in  such  case  the  rule  ap- 
plies that,  when  one  of  two  innocent  persons 
must  suffer,  the  misfortune  must  rest  on  the 
person  in  whose  business  and  under  whose  con- 
trol it  happened  and  who  had  it  in  his  power 
to  avert  it.  Id. 

4.  A  certificate  given  by  the  recorder  to  a 
.grantee,  that  a  deed  is  properly  recorded,  does 
not  relieve  the  latter  from  the  responsibility  of 
seeing  that  it  is  actually  so  recorded.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 

Real  property;  Recording  Acts;  when  in- 
strument regarded  as  recorded;  who  suffers  by 
failure  of  clerk  to  make  record,  or  by  his  mis- 
take in  recording.  884 

RECEIVERS. 

A  receiver  appointed  in  a  statutory  proceed- 
ing instituted  by  the  state  auditor  to  wind  up 
an  insolvent  insurance  company  has  no  author- 
ity to  sue  for  unpaid  stock  subscriptions  which 
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the  company  has  released  by  a  contract  brad 
ing  on  itself,  either  by  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute, or  by  the  order  of  appointment,  or  by  an 
assignment  to  him  by  the  company  of  its  ef- 
fects, made  in  pursuance  of  such  order.  8uch 
receiver  does  not  represent  the  rights  of  credi- 
tors.   Republic  L.  In*.  Co.  v.  8u>wert(1\L)  828 

RECORDS.    8ee  Real  Property,  2,  8, 
Notes  and  Bbikfs. 

REHEARING.    See  Appeal  and  Rubor. 
17. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETIES. 

A  church  site  and  edifice  may  be  sold  to 
pay  the  salary  of  the  pastor.  In  contemplation 
of  law,  Justice  is  not  only  a  cardinal,  but  the 
pontifical,  virtue.  Lyons  v.  Ptanten  Loan  4 
Sav.  Bank  (Ga.)  155 

RESTITUTION.    See  Ejectment,  1. 

RESUME. 

Subjects  discussed  and  points  decided.    865 

RIPARIAN  RIGHTS.   See  Wharves,  3. 

SALE. 

1.  Acceptance,  after  inspection  or  fair  op- 
portunity to  inspect  it,  of  wheat  furnished  un- 
der a  contract  for  wheat  of  a  certain  grade, 
precludes  the  buyer  from  denying  that  the  con- 
tract was  satisfied.    Jonee  v.  MeBwan  (  EyO 

2.  On  a  sale  reserving  title  until  ail  pay 
ments  are  made,  retaking  possession  under  ex- 
press provision  of  the  contract  for  default  in 
payment  of  installments  does  not  rescind  the 
contract,  or  excuse  performance  by  the  pur- 
chaser, or  entitle  him  to  a  return,  either  of  the 
installments  already  paid  or  of  his  unpaid  pur- 
chase-money notes.  Tuft*  v.  ITAreambal 
(Mich.)  446 

8.  On  an  exchange  bv  husband  and  wife 
of  his  wagon  for  her  sleigh,  which  were  both 
kept,  before  and  after,  In  a  barn  leased  by 
him,  there  is  no  such  change  of  possession  ss 
will  uphold  her  title  to  the  wagon  against  the 
husband's  creditors.     Wheeler  v.  8elden  (Yt) 

600 

4.  An  express  warranty  of  soundness  is 
made  by  a  bill  of  sale  of  horses,  which  de- 
scribes them  as  "  sound  and  kind,"  especially 
where  the  buyer  had  not  the  peculiar  means 
which  the  seller  possessed  of  knowing  the 
facts.    Hobart  v.  Young  (Vt)  693 

5.  A  verbal  warranty  of  horses  on  a  day 
when  the  price  was  fixed,  but  prior  to  the 
actual  purchase,  when  a  written  bill  of  sale 
was  made,  may  be  binding  on  the  seller.     Id. 

Notes  and  Bsnera. 
Sale;  effect  of  acceptance  of  goods.        899 
Of  personal  property  on  installment  plan;  late 

decisions.  446 

Warranty  of  soundness  of  horse.  695 

Conditional;   doctrine  of;  waiver  of  oondi 

tion :  transfer  of  tide;  change  of  possession.  700 
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SCALES.     896  HIGHWAYS,  1. 

SCHOOLS.    See  Coubts,  10. 

BET-OFF     AND    COUNTERCLAIM. 

See  also  Assumpsit,  8. 

Loss  caused  by  the  unskillful  work  of  a 
servant  may  be  set  off  against  his  claim  for 
wages;  and  the  set-off  is  not  limited  to  his  wages 
for  the  particular  days  during  which  the  dam- 
age was  done.  Olennon  v.  Lebanon  Mfg.  Co. 
<Pa.)  821 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Set-off;  for  damage  by  negligence  and  want 
•of  skill  in  performance  of  services.  821 

SHIPPING.    See  Carriers,  2. 
SIGNATURE.    See  Dbbd,  2,  8;  Wills,  8. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Equity  can  enforce  an  agreement  when 
-the  remedy  at  law  would  be  inadequate  for  in- 
ability to  give  a  conditional  or  modified  judg- 
ment, or  to  preserve  the  benefit  of  the  agree- 
ment to  all  parties  interested.  Bumgardner  v. 
LeaviU  (W.  Va.)  776 

2.  Where  specific  performance  would  be 
.granted  to  the  purchaser  if  he  were  to  apply, 
the  seller  is  entitled  to  like  relief  on  the  ground 
of  mutuality  of  right  and  remedy.  Id. 

8.  Specific  execution  of  a  contract  for 
.  shares  of  stock  may  be  enforced  when  they 
have  a  unique  and  special  value  to  the  pur- 
chaser,  and  the  loss  cannot  be  adequately  com- 
pensated by  damages  at  law.  Id. 

4.  The  modification  of  a  contract  in  de- 
tails by  common  understanding  and  mutual 
-consent  will  not  defeat  a  right  to  specific  per- 
formance, if  it  is  still  clear  what  the  rights  of 
the  parties  are  under  the  contract  as  modified. 
Gloucester  Isinglass  &  O.  Oo.  ▼.  Russia  Cement 
Ob.  (Mass.)  568 

6.  The  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
to  deliver  fish  skins  may  be  compelled  on  the 
.ground  that  damages  for  failure  to  perform 
would  be  irreparable,  where  both  parties  are 
-engaged  in  manufacturing  the  skins  into  glue, 
and  complainant  would  be  able  to  procure  them 
•elsewhere  and  thus  continue  its  business,  only 
with  great  difficulty,  if  at  alL  Id. 

Notes  aitd  Briefs. 

Specific  performance;  when  granted;  discre- 
tion of  court;  forfeiture  clause  in  contract:  in- 
capacity to  perform;  materiality  of  time;  time, 
when  essence  of  contract;  mutuality  of  rights 
and  remedies.  289 

Of  contract  for  corporate  stock.  776 

STATE. 

Notes  ahd  Briefs. 

State;  sovereignty  of;  relation  of  general 
government  as  to  commerce  and  navigable 
waters;  admission  of.  674 

STATUTE    OF    FRAUDS.    See    Con- 
tracts;  Notes  and  Brikfs. 
12L.R.A. 


STATUTES.    See  also  Courts,  ft. 

1.  A  statute  which  applies  only  to  a 
limited  number  of  counties,  although  not  local 
or  special  for  the  reason  that  it  applies  to  all  of 
a  certain  class  created  by  the  Constitution  itself, 
is  not  impliedly  repealed  by  a  general  statute 
without  negative  words.  Rymer  v.  Luzerne 
County  (Pa.)  192 

2.  By  application  of  the  maxim  ejusdem 
generis"  which  is  only  an  illustration  of  specific 
application  of  the  broader  maxim  noscitur  a 
*****  .general  and  specific  words  which  are  capa- 
ble of  an  analogous  meaning,  being  associated 
together,  take  color  from  each  other  so  that  the 
general  words  are  restricted  to  a  sense  analogous 
to  the  less  general;  but  the  rule  does  not  re- 

3uire  the  enure  rejection  of  the  general  terms. 
iisch  v.  BuueU  (fil)  126 

8.  A  statute  must  be  construed  as  prospec- 
tive in  operation,  except  where  the  intent  that 
it  shall  operate  retrospectively  is  expressed  in 
clear  and  unambiguous  terms,  or  is  necessarily 
implied  from  its  language,  which  would  be 
inoperative  otherwise  than  retrospectively. 
Stewart  v.  Vandervort  (W.  Va.)  50 

4.  The  most  satisfactory  and  conclusive 
test  of  the  question  whether  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  are  mandatory  or  directory  is  whether 
the  prescribed  mode  of  action  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  thing  to  be  accomplished;  in  other  words, 
whether  it  relates  to  matters  material  or  im- 
material, to  matters  of  convenience  or  of  sub- 
stance.   OaUup  v.  Smith  (Qovn.)  863 

5.  Where  a  statute  is  susceptible  of  con- 
flicting and  doubtful  construction,  that  con- 
struction should  be  adopted  which  supports  it 
in  all  its  parts.  Burlington,  O.R.&N.R  Co. 
v.  Dey  (Iowa)  486 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Statutes;  prospective  operation.  60 

When  mandatory  and  when  directory;  en- 
abling; imposing  duties;  conferring  new  rights 
and  remedies;  grant  of  special  powers;  author- 
ity conferred  by;  words  "may,"  "shall."  and 
"must;"  permissive  words  in;  protection  of 
personal  and  property  rights;  tax  laws;  mode 
and  manner  of  doing  act;  provisions  as  to  time 
for  doing  act  868 

STIPULATIONS.    See  Coubts,  12. 

STREET-RAILWAY     COMPANIES. 

See  Cabbibbs,  6-8,  Notes  and  Briefs, 

SUPPORT.    See  Tbusts,  4. 

TAXES.    See  also  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 8. 

1.  The  right  to  coal  and  minerals  in  their 
natural  state  can  be  severed  from  the  owner- 
ship of  the  land  by  a  contract,  so  as  to  subject 
such  property  to  taxation.  Consolidated  Coal 
Co.  ▼.  Baker  (111.)  247 

2.  The  separation,  for  purposes  of  taxation, 
of  coal  or  other  minerals  from  the  ownership 
of  the  land,  is  not  prohibited  by  SI.  Rev.  Stat. 
chap.  120,  requiring  real  property  containing 
minerals  to  be  valued  at  tbe  price  for  which  it 
would  sell,  including  the  minerals.  ld\ 
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8.  In  assessing  that  part  of  a  telegraph 
"line"  in  any  town,  for  taxes,  under  K.  Y. 
Laws  1886,  chap.  659,  providing  for  its  assess 
ment  in  the  same  manner  as  lands  of  residents, 
its  value  as  part  of  a  telegraph  line  in  operation 
is  not  to  be  considered, — especially  since  a  tax 
on  the  business  and  franchises  of  the  company 
is  provided  for  by  another  statute;  but  the 
property  actually  in  the  town— such  as  the 
wires,  poles,  and  interest  and  easement  in  the 
land  occupied— is  to  be  assessed  at  its  full  val- 
ue. People,  Weetern  U  Teleg.  Co.  v.  DolanCX. 
Y.)  251 

4.  The  "capital  stock"  of  a  corporation 
liable  to  taxation  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1857,  chap. 
456,  §  8.  is  the  actual  capital  owned  by  the 
corporation,  and  not  the  shares  of  stock.  Peo- 
ple, Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Coleman  (N.  Y.)  762 

5.  Assessors  have  no  discretion  to  take  the 
value  of  the  shares  of  stock  of  a  corporation  as 
that  of  its  capital  stock,  where  they  know  the 
value  of  the  latter.  Id. 

6.  Personal  property  of  a  nonresident,  in- 
vested or  habitually  kept  within  the  State,  is 
subject  to  the  collateral-inheritance  tax  imposed 
by  K.  Y.  Laws  1887,  chap.  718,  $  1,  on  proper- 
ty of  a  resident  which  passes  by  will  or  by  the 
intestate  laws  of  the  State,  or,  if  the  decedent 
was  a  nonresident,  on  property  "within  the 
State."    BeRomaineQX.Y.)  401 

7.  A  certificate  by  the  register  of  unpaid 
taxes,  that  be  finds  none  against  certain  land, 
is  conclusive  in  favor  of  one  who  purchases  it 
in  reliance  upon  the  certificate.  Philadelphia 
v.  Baxter  (Pa.)  751 

8.  The  holder  of  a  lax  certificate,  who  re- 
deems the  land  from  a  subsequent  tax  sale  to 
the  county,  which  is  void  because  of  a  double 
assessment,  all  taxes  due  having  been  paid  by 
the  landowner,  may  recover  back  the  money 
paid  the  county  for  such  redemption.  Clapp 
v.  Pinegrove  Twp.  (Pa.)  618 

Notes  and  Briefs, 

Taxes;  on  successions  and  collateral  inheri- 
tances; validity  of  statutes;  under  New  York 
statutes;  what  legacies  and  interests  liable  or 
exempt;  exemption  of  beneficent  and  charita- 
ble associations;  contingent  estates;  gifts  to 
children  by  adoption;  corporations,  associa- 
tions, etc.,  when  not  exempt;  assessment  and 
appraisement;  payment  401 

Levy  by  mistake.  618 

Negligent  acts  of  tax  officers.  751 

On  corporate  stock  ;  ascertaining  value;  dis- 
tinction between  capital  and  shares.  762 

TELEGRAPHS.    See  Eminent  Domain, 
6;  Highways,  6;  Taxes,  8. 

TELEPHONES. 

A  franchise  granted  to  a  telephone 
company,  of  constructing  and  operating  its 
lines  along  and  upon  streets,  is  subordinate  to 
the  rights  of  the  public  in  the  street  for  the 

Surpose  of  travel.     Cincinnati  Inclined  Plane 
I  Co.  v.  City  4  8.  Teleg.  Auo.  (Ohio)       534 

TIME.    See  also  Writ  and  Process, 

The  term  "months,"  used  in  a  statute 
12  L.  R.  A.  • 


[  concerning  the  publication  of  orders  In  chan- 
j  eery  cases  for  absent  defendants  to  appear  and 
plead  and  for  decrees  pro  eonfesso  &  default 
thereof,  mean  calendar,  and  not  lunar  months, 
unless  there  is  something  in  the  statute  indi- 
cating that  a  contrary  meaning  was  intended. 
Guaranty  Trust  db  8.  D.  Co.  v.  Buddington 
(Fla.)     .  TH* 

Notes  and  Brtbps. 
Time;  meaning  of  "  month."  770- 

TREES.    See  also  Injunction,  8,  4. 

Trees  standing  on  a  boundary  line  belong  to 
the  adjoining  owners  as  tenants  in  common. 
Mutch  v.  Burkhart  (Iowa)  484 

TRESPASS.    See  Action  ob  Suit,  5;  In- 
fants, 3. 

TRIAL.     See  also  Evtdbnos,  14;  Judg- 
ment, 5. 

1.  An  injunction  by  a  federal  court 
against  illegal  combinations  in  restraint  of  in- 
terstate commerce,  although  they  are  made  mis- 
demeanors, does  not  violate  the  provisions  of 
U.  8.  Const,  requiring  the  trial  of  crimes  to  be 
by  Jury.  United  State*  v.  Jellieo  Mountain 
Coke  AC.  Co.  (C.  C.  M.  D.  Tenn.)  76» 

2.  A  stipulation  in  a  note,  that  the  entire 
amount  shall  be  due  after  thirty  days'  default 
in  payment  of  interest,  creates  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  an  action  brought  before  the  date 
named  for  the  maturity  of  the  principal,  and 
prevents  a  trial  without  a  Jury,  as  provided  by 
Ga.  Const,  §  4,  T  7,  Ga.  Code,  5145,  in  case  of 


''unconditional  contracts,"  where  an  issuable 
defense  is  not  filed  under  oath  or  information. 
American  FreefiM  Land  A  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Thom- 
as (C.  C.  S.  D.  Ga.)  681 
8.  Failure  to  demand  a  jury  is  a  waiver  of 
the  right  to  a  jury  trial.  Haley  v.  Eureka 
County  Bank  (Rev.)                                    81* 

4.  Improper  argument  by  defendant** 
counsel,  by  making  statements  outside  the  evi- 
dence as  to  his  client's  good  character,  will  not 
Justify  the  State's  counsel  in  arguing,  against 
defendant's  objection,  that  his  failure  to  offer 
proof  of  good  character  raises  an  inference 
that  his  character  was  not  good.  Bennett  v. 
State  (Ga.)  449 

5.  The  question  of  proximate  cause  is  ordi- 
narily one  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Sohumaker  v. 
St.  Paul  dtD.RCo.  (Minn.)  26T 

6.  But  it  is  for  the  court  where  the  facts  are 
not  in  dispute.    Bunting  v.  Eogsett  (Pa.)    368 

7.  Whether  terms  of  art  were  used  in  their 
ordinary  meaning  or  not,  in  a  contract  between 
men  familiar  with  the  business  to  which  the 
terms  relate,  cannot  be  left  to  the  jury,  al- 
though they  may  determine  the  meaning  of  the- 
term8  in  that  business.  Crawford  v.  Oman  dt 
8.  Stone  Co.  (S.  C.)  S75- 

8.  An  instruction  that  there  is  proof  that 
plaintiff  was  suffering  from  Blight's  disease, 
and  that  it  was  a  dangerous  disease  and  should 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  hia- 
expectalion  of  life  and  loss  of  earning  power, 
in  a  suit  for  personal  injuries,  is  proper  where- 
there  is  testimony  of  medical  experts  that  he  la 
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fluttering  from  that  disease,  with  little,  if  any, 
•evidence  to  the  contrary.  Bunting  v.  Hogeett 
<Pa.)  268 

9.  The  jury  must  determine  whether  or 
not  a  person  was  guilty  of  such  contributory 
negligence  as  will  prevent  bis  recovering  dam- 
ages from  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  re- 
ceived while  he  was  walking  upon  its  tracks, 
where  he  had  left  the  track  to  allow  a  train  to 
overtake  and  pass  him,  and  then  returned  to  It 
in  front  of  a  section  of  the  train  which  had 
become  detached  and  was  following  the  first 
section  by  the  force  of  gravitation,  the  approach 
of  which  he  failed  to  discover  because  he  was 
crossing  a  bridge  over  a  waterfall,  the  noise  of 
which  prevented  his  hearing  the  approaching 
train.  Patton  v.  Bast  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  & 
Co.  (Tenn.)  184 

10.  The  fall  of  a  tenant  in  a  tenement-house, 
caused  by  a  hole  in  a  stair  carpet,  does  not,  as 
matter  of  law,  show  contributory  negligence, 
although  she  knew  of  the  holes  in  the  carpet 
and  the  stairway  was  well  lighted  at  the  time. 
PeU  v.  Beinhart  (N.  Y.)  848 

11.  The  breach  of  an  injunction  bond  re- 
quires the  question  of  a  right  to  recover  at  least 
nominal  damages  thereon,  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury.    Brawn  v.  Cunningham  (Low*)    588 

1&  An  instruction  that  a  railroad  bed  u  in 
a  defective  condition  when  it  is  not  reasonably 
safe  for  the  passage  of  trains  over  it  need  not 
be  qualified  by  reference  to  other  railroads  in 
the  8tate.  Georgia  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Dooly  (Qa.)  843 

NOTES    AND   BBUEFS. 

Trial;  comments  of  prosecuting  attorney.  449 
Offer  of  proof.  656 

TROVER.  See  also  Joint  Tenants  and 
Tenants  or  Common;  Landlobd  and 
Tenant,  5l 

1.  No  demand  is  necessary  before  suit  for 
conversion  of  property  carried  away  in  the 
face  of  plaintiff's  protest  Walter  v.  Bawling 
(N.  C.)  961 

2.  After  suit  is  brought  for  conversion, 
plaintiff  cannot  be  compelled  to  take  back  the 
property.  Id. 

TRUSTS.    See  also  Covenant,  9. 

1.  A  trust  is  created  by  a  letter  from  an 
uncle  to  a  nephew  who  had  written  claiming  a 
sum  of  money,  acknowledging  that  the  nephew 
had  earned  it  and  saying,  "I  bad  the  money  in 
the  bank,  the  day  you  were  twenty-one  years 
old,  that  I  intended  for  you;"  and,  "I  don't 
intend  to  interfere  with  the  money  in  any  way 
until  I  think  you  are  capable  of  taking  care  of 
it:"  then  adding  in  a  postscript,  "You  can 
consider  the  money  on  interest."  Hamer  v. 
Sidway  (N.  Y.)  468 

9.  A  declaration  of  trust,  made  in  consid- 
eration of  a  conveyance  of  land,  although  at  a 
later  date,  is  valid  and  irrevocable,  and  cannot 
be  limited  or  affected  by  subsequent  acts  or 
contracts  of  the  trustee  with  a  stranger  to  the 
parties  named  in  the  instrument.  Me  Arthur 
v.  Gordon  (N.  Y.)  667 

&  The  liability  of  a  trustee  who,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  deed,  has  charged  property  with 
19L.R.A. 


a  trust  for  the  support  of  an  incompetent  per- 
son, cannot  be  avoided  by  transferring  the 
property  charged  with  such  support;  but  he  is 
liable  for  such  part  of  the  expense  thereof,  if 
not  furnished  by  his  grantee,  as  cannot  be  re- 
covered from  the  land  itself  or  from  a  second 
grantee.  Id. 

4.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  trustee  to  exercise  a 
supervision  over  the  care  and  comfort  of  an  in- 
competent person  for  whose  support,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  conveyance  of  a  farm,  he  has 
made  a  declaration  of  trust  to  appropriate  the 
-net  rents  of  the  farm  or  the  interest  on  its  price 
if  sold;  and  he  should  apply  the  proceeds,  so 
far  as  necessary  to  that  purpose,  wherever, 
within  reasonable  limits,  such  person  may  be 
cared  for  and  supported.  Id. 

5.  Under  a  statute  providing  for  the  sub- 
jection of  beneficial  interests  to  the  payment  of 
the  beneficiary's  debts,  if  a  fund  is  devised  to 
trustees  with  directions  to  pay  the  income  to  tes- 
tator's son  during  his  life,  free  from  the  claims 
of  creditors,  and  with  further  directions  that  if 
a  court  of  last  resort  shall  at  any  time  deter- 
mine that  the  income  is  liable  to  be  subjected 
to  the  payment  of  the  son's  debts  then  the  trus- 
tees shall  pay  it  to  the  son's  wife  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  income  which  accrues  prior  to  a  de- 
cision by  a  court  of  last  resort  authorizing  the 
application  is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
son's  debts,  but  not  that  which  accrues  after 
such  decision.  Bull  v.  Kentucky  Nat.  Bank 
(Ky.)  87 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Trusts;  provision  against  alienation  of  trust 

property  by  beneficiary.  87 

Creation  or  declaration  of.  667 

USURY. 

A  stipulation  in  a  deed  of  trust  to  se- 
cure notes  and  interest  coupons,  that  in  default 
of  any  payment  the  whole  sum  of  the  principal 
shall  become  due  at  the  lender's  option,  is  to  be 
construed  as  a  penalty,  and  will  not  be  enforced 
except  upon  canceling  unearned-interest  notes, 
and  therefore  it  does  not  make  the  contract 
usurious.    Duganv.  Lewis  (Tex.)  98 

VENDOR   AND   PURCHASER.     See 

also  Estoppel,  1, 2:  Real  Pbopebty,  8. 

1.  The  loss  by  fire  of  a  house  on  land  in 
the  actual  possession  of  a  vendee  as  owner,  he 
having  secured  part  of  the  purchase  money  by 
mortgage  and  paid  the  balance,  must  be  borne 
by  him,  although  he  holds  under  a  defective 
deed,  as  he  is  the  equitable  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises.    Wetsler  v.  Duffy  (Wis.)  178 

2.  Upon  the  correction  by  the  court  of  a 
deed  which  defectively  describes  premises  the 
equitable  title  to  which  is  in  the  vendee,  his  legal 
title  relates  back  to  its  execution  and  delivery. 

Id. 
8.  Where  the  vendee  has  paid  part  of  the 
purchase  money  and  riven  his  notes  for  the  bal- 
ance, before  the  vendor  can  rescind  the  con- 
tract he  must  return  or  offer  to  return  the 
money  paid,  with  legal  interest,  less  reason- 
able rental  value  of  the  premises  if  the  vendee 
has  been  in  possession,  and  also  all  unpaid 
notes.    Frink  v.  Tfiomas  (Or.)  230 
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VESTED  ESTATE.    Bee  Pbofkrtt. 

VIEW.    See  Evidence,  20,  21. 

VOTERS  AND  ELECTIONS.    See  also 
Coubtb,  10;  Estoppel,  6. 

1.  An  election  is  not  valid,  although  con- 
ducted fairly  and  honestly,  if  the  statutory 
provisions  and  rules  are  not  substantially  ob- 
served.   State,  Van  Amringe,  v.  Taylor  (N.  G.) 

2.  Ao  election  held  by  a  mere  usurper  of  the 
office  of  registrar,  who  had  fraudulently  ob- 
tained the  books  and  set  up  bis  claim  to  the 
office  for  the  first  time  on  election  day,  when 
the  lawful  registrar  publicly  demanded  the  re- 
turn of  the  books,  is  void.  ld\ 

8.  A  statute  providing  that  a  tie  vote  mar 
be  determined  by  lot  does  not  violate  a  consti- 
tutional provision  that  all  elections  shall  be  by 
ballot    Johnston  v.  State,  Befton  (Ind.)     285" 

4.  A  candidate  nominated  independently 
by  the  requisite  number  of  voters,  under  Md. 
Ciode  Gen.  Laws.  §  181,  who  has  also  been 
nominated  by  a  party  convention,  is  entitled 
by  implication  to  another  place  on  the  official 
ballot,  in  addition  to  that  in  the  group  of  can- 
didates of  the  political  party  which  has  nomi- 
nated him  in  convention.  Fisher  v.  Dudley 
(Md.)  586 

5.  A  political  party  the  name  of  which 
can  be  placed  on  ballots,  under  the  Connecti- 
cut election  law,  is  formed  where  a  republican 
caucus  votes  to  adjourn  for  the  organization 
of  a  citizens'  caucus,  and  thereupon  some  dem- 
ocrats unite  with  the  republicans  present  and 
nominate  a  citizens'  ticket  which  is  voted  at  a 
town  meeting,  although  no  committees  are  ap- 
pointed or  any  steps  taken  to  effect  a  perma- 
nent organization.    Fields  v.  Osborne  (Conn.) 
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6.  The  use  of  the  word  "for,"  before  the 
name  of  each  office  named  in  a  ballot,  does 
not  invalidate  the  ballot,  under  Conn.  Pub. 
Acts  1889,  chap.  247,  §  1,  prohibiting  any 
words  thereon  except  the  official  indorsement, 
the  names  of  candidates,  the  office  voted  for, 
and  the  name  of  the  political  party.  Id. 

7.  Ballots  cast  at  a  town  meeting,  which 
include  the  name  of  a  candidate  for  judge  of 
probate,  who  can  be  legally  elected  only  at  a 
state  election,  or  which  have  the  words  "and 
ex  officio  registrar  of  births,  marriages,  and 
deaths,"  added  to  the  name  of  the  office  of 
town  clerk,  are  invalid  under  Conn.  Pub.  Acts 
1889,  chap.  247,  §  1,  which  provides  that  bal- 
lots shall  contain,  in  addition  to  the  official 
indorsement,  only  the  "names  of  the  candi 
dates,  the  office  voted  for,  and  the  name  of  the 
political  party."  Id. 

8.  An  elector  may  lawfully  vote  for  the 
6ame  man  as  a  candidate  for  two  incompatible 
offices,  at  the  same  election.  Much  v.  Russell 
(111.)  125 

9.  The  term  "canvass,"  in  Dak.  Comp. 
Laws,  §  1489,  requiring  notice  of  a  contest  of 
election  within  twenty  days  after  canvass  of 
the  votes,  includes  a  decision  by  lot  of  a  tie 
vote,  as  provided  by  8.  D.  Laws  1890,  chap.  84, 
g  26;  and  notice  within  twenty  days  after  such 
12  L.  R.A. 


decision  is  sufficient.    Bottler  v.  Eisenheod  (8. 
D.)  lot 

Notes  jun>  Huron. 

Voters  and  elections;  voting  for  same  person 
for  incompatible  offices.  186 

Effect  of  irregularities.  808 

.  Improper  marks  on  ballots.  551 

Election  contests;  notice  to  contested;  pro- 
cedure. 705 

WATER  COMPANIES.    See  Lmn,  2. 

WATERS   AND   WATERCOURSES. 

See  also  Eminent  Domain,  1,  2;  Igb,  8. 

1.  Riparian  rights  in  the  several  States  are 
settled  by  the  respective  States  for  themselves. 
Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield  (Wash.)  *&* 

2.  The  soil  under  navigable  waters  up  to 
high-water  mark  is,  in  the  State  of  Washington, 
by  express  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  a* 
well  as  by  the  common-law  rule,  the  property 
of  the  State.  IcL 

8.  There  is  no  vested  right  to  (future  accre- 
tions to  land.  Id. 

4  One  having  valuable  improvements  ot» 
tide-lands  in  actual  use  for  commerce,  trade 
and  business,  prior  to  Wash.  Act  March  26, 
1890,  has  a  right,  as  against  the  riparian  pro- 
prietor, who  has  never  erected  any  improve- 
ments on  the  shore,  to  maintain  them  as  they 
were  on  the  passage  of  that  Act,  but  not  to  en- 
large them  prior  to  purchase  of  the  lands  from 
the  State.  IdL 

Notes  and  Bbtefsl 

See  also  Nuisances;  Whabvm. 

Waters;  public  right  of  navigation;  state- 
sovereignty  over  inland  navigable  waters.  678 

Navigable  as  public  highways;  state  sover- 
eignty over;  inland  seas  and  lakes;  Great  Ponds;, 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  State;  establishment 
of  dock  ana  harbor  lines;  right  and  title  of  lit- 
toral proprietors;  ownership  of  tide-lands^ 
qualified  property  in  water  front;  title  to 
islands  in  river;  law  of  accretion;  riparian 
rights.  082- 

Title  to  soil  under  navigable  waters.  682, 67T 

WELL.    See  Highways,  4. 

WHARVES. 

1.  A  riparian  proprietor  on  the  shore  of 
the  sea  or  its  arm  has  no  right,  as  against  the 
State  or  its  grantees,  to  extend  wharves  in  front 
of  his  land  below  high-water  mark.  Eisenbach 
v.   Hatfield  (Wash.)  682 

2.  Under  Wash.  Const,  art  15,  providing 
for  the  appointment  of  a  commissioner  to  es- 
tablish harbor  lines,  and  the  leasing  of  the  right 
to  build  wharves,  no  right  to  build  them  be- 
yond high-water  mark  can  be  claimed  by  a  ri- 
parian proprietor,  even  if  he  would  have  such, 
right  at  common  law.  Id. 

8.  The  right  to  a  dock  between  low-water 
mark  and  the  channel  of  Acushnet  River  may 
be  reserved  under  Mass.  Acts  1806,  chap.  l&V 
authorizing    owners   to   build    and  extend 
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whams  below  low-water  mark  in  said  river, 
on  conveyance  by  the  owner  of  the  adjacent 
land  to  low-water  mark  or  a  point  below  it. 
Bastings   v.  Qrimsliaw  (Mass.)  617 

Notes  akd  Bbiefb. 

Wharves;  right  of  riparian  owners  to  dock 
to  low-water  mark.  617 

WILLS.  Bee  also  Conflict  of  Laws,  5,  6; 
Definitions,  2,  3;  Descent  and  Distri- 
bution, 1,  8;  Estoppel,  5;  Executors 
and  Administrators,  2,  8;  Perpetu- 
ities; Power. 

1.  The  connection  of  a  delusion  with  a 
will  must  be  made  manifest  and  shown  to 
have  influenced  its  provisions,  before  the  will 
can  be  set  aside  and  declared  void  because  of  it. 
Potter  v.  Janet  (Or.)  161 

2.  An  unworthy  motive  for  disinheriting  a 
child  by  will,  whether  pride  or  aversion,  spite 
or  prejudice,  if  it  is  not  resolvable  into  mental 
perversion,  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  a 
wilL  Id. 

8.  The  lack  of  testatrix's  signature  at  the 
end  of  an  instrument  written  by  her  own  hand 
and  containing  her  own  name  at  the  beginning 
is  not  supplied  by  her  statement  that  the  in- 
strument is  her  will,  and  a  request  to  a  sub- 
scribing witness  to  sign  it.  Be  Booth9*  Will 
(N.  Y.)  452 

4.  The  "then  heirs"  of  a  person  to  whom 
an  estate  is  given  if  he  is  not  living  on  the 
death  of  another  are  to  be  ascertained  as  of  the 
moment  of  the  fetter's  death.  Proctor  v.  Clark 
(Mass.)  721 

5.  A  sift  of  the  residue  of  testator's  prop- 
erty to  children  of  a  sister  and  of  a'  deceased 
brother,  to  be  equally  divided,  limited  by  a 
codicil  "to  the  children  of  the  first  genera- 
tion," gives  nothing  to  the  children  of  a  nephew 
who  died  before  the  will  was  made,  under  R. 
I.  Pub.  Btat.  chap.  182,  %  14,  giving  the  share 
of  a  deceased  devisee  or  legatee  to  his  descend- 
ants.   Almy  v.  Jon*  (R.  L)  414 

6.  A  direction  that  the  executor  pay  the 
debts  of  a  testator  out  of  his  real  or  personal 
estate  is  a  charge  of  debts  upon  lands,  creating 
a  trust  which  creditors  can  enforce  by  compel- 
lingthe  executor  to  execute  the  trust.  Morse 
v.  Haekensaek  Sav.  Bank  (N.  J.)  62 

7.  The  shares  of  children  who  are  not  men- 
tioned in  the  will  of  their  father,  and  who  are 
entitled  by  statute  to  the  same  shares  in  his  es- 
tate "as  if  he  had  died  intestate,"  are  not  af- 
fected by  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  will. 
Smith  v.  Ohnstead  (CaL)  46 

8.  The  residuary  estate  must  bear  the  whole 
loss  caused  to  the  beneficiaries  by  the  widow's 
election  to  take  against  the  will,  and  cannot 
share  it  with  specific  legacies  if  there  remains 
enough  to  pay  the  latter,  unless  there  is  a  plain 
intention  in  the  will  that  the  residuary  legatee 
is  a  preferred  object  of  testator's  bounty.  Re 
Vance's  Mate  (Pa.)  227 

8.  The  election  of  a  widow  to  take  against 
12L.K.A. 


the  will  is  equivalent  to  her  death,  as  respects 
the  payment  of  legacies  and  the  distribution  of 
that  part  of  the  estate  which  is  distributed  un- 
der the  will.  Id. 

10.  A  receipt  for  money  advanced  by  a  tes- 
tatrix, to  be  deducted  from  a  legacy  in  a  will 
of  a  certain  date,  does  not  authorize  any  de- 
duction from  a  legacy  of  the  same  amount  in  a 
subsequent  will.    Jaques  v.  Bwasey  (Mass.)  666 

11.  Legal  incapacity  of  a  legatee  to  perform 
a  condition  on  which  the  gift  U  made  will  pre- 
vent it  from  taking  effect,  although  the  time 
for  performance  was  subsequent  thereto.  Bill- 
iard v.  Shirley  (Mass.)  110 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Wills;  testamentary  capacity  as  affected  by 
insane  delusion.  161 

Selection  between  inconsistent  rights,  how 
made;  acts  which  determine;  election  by  wid- 
ow. 827 

Sufficiency  of  signature,  4SSs 

Gift  to  heirs.  721 

WITNESSES. 

1.  The  mother  of  an  alleged  illegitimate  sod 
has  no  "interest  in  the  event"  which  makes 
her  incompetent  under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Prdb. 
§  829,  to  testify  to  the  fact  of  her  marriage 
with  his  father,  in  an  action  bv  the  son  to. en- 
force hi*  claim  as  an  heir  of  his  father.  Eti- 
enlord  v.  Glum  (N.  Y.)  886 

2.  Cross-examination  of  a  witness  about 
coming  on  a  pass  need  not  be  permitted  with- 
out offering  to  connect  the  party  who  produces 
him  with  the  pass  if  he  had  one.  Hobart  v. 
Young  (Vt)  608 

8.  An  insurance  agent's  knowledge  of  an  ap- 
plicant's deafness,  before  the  signing  of  the  ap- 
plication, may  be  shown  by  cross-examination 
of  the  company's  witnesses  in  a  suit  on  the 
policy.  FotUtt  v.  United  State*  Mui.  Acei. 
Ajsso.  (N.  C.)  81ft 

Notes  and  Bbtjbtb, 

Witnesses;  cross-examination  of;  extent  and 
restrictions.  608 

Exclusion  of  testimony  against  decedent  on 
ground  of  interest  886 

WRIT  AND  PROCESS. 

Jurisdiction  is  not  acquired  of  a  nonresident 
defendant  by  publishing  for  four  lunar 
months,  but  less  than  four  calendar  months, 
where  the  statute  requires  the  publication  to 
be  made  for  four  months  without  showing  that 
lunar  months  were  intended;  and  a  decree  ren- 
dered upon  such  publication  is  void.  Guar- 
anty Trust  &  8.  2).  Co.  y.  Buddington  (Fla.) 
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WRIT  OF  POSSESSION.    deeApPHAi 
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OASES  IX  12  L.RA. 


12  L.  R.  A.  33,  BOHN  MFG.  CO.  v.  KOUNTZE,  30  Neb.  719,  46  N.  W.  1123. 
Priority  of  mechanic'!  over  antecedent  liem. 

Followed  in  Millsap  v.  Ball,  30  Neb.  732,  46  N.  W.  1125,  and  Ragon  v.  Howard; 
97  Tenn.  343,  37  S.  W.  136,  upholding  mechanic's  lien  as  against  vendor  under 
contract  requiring  vendee  to  construct  building. 

Cited  in  Shapleigh  v.  Hull,  21  Colo.  425,  41  Pac.  1108;  Colorado  Iron  Works  v 
Taylor,  12  Colo.  App.  455,  55  Pac.  942;  Sheehy  v.  Fulton,  38  Neb.  693,  41  Am. 
St.  Rep.  767,  57  N.  W.  395,  holding  vendor's  interest  subject  to  mechanics'  liens 
where  contract  requires  construction  of  building;  Pickens  v.  Plattsmouth  Invest. 
Co.  37  Neb.  280,  55  N.  W.  947,  holding  lien  of  vendor  contracting  in  conjunction 
with  vendee,  for  improvements,  subject  to  mechanic's  lien;  Cummings  v.  Emslie, 
49  Neb.  489,  68  N.  W.  621,  holding  mechanic's  lien  superior  to  lien  of  mortgage 
agreed  to  be  subordinated  to  cost  of  building;  Shearer  v.  Wilder,  56  Kan.  26?, 
43  Pac.  224,  holding  interest  of  vendor  contracting  with  purchaser  of  lot  to  con- 
struct building,  subject  to  mechanics'  liens;  West  v.  Reeves,  53  Neb.  474,  73 
N.  W.  935,  holding  lien  of  vendor  not  promoting  improvement  superior  to  me- 
chanic's lien;  Kilpatrick  v.  Kansas  City  &  B.  R.  Co.  38  Neb.  655,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
741;  57  N.  W.  664  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  mechanics'  liens  superior 
to  mortgage  given  to  company  advancing  money  to  construct  railroad. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Green  v.  Williams,  19  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  that 
purchaser  takes  premises  subject  to  lien  subsequently  filed  within  time  allowed. 

Distinguished  in  Burlingim  v.  Warner,  39  Neb.  497,  58  N.  W.  132,  holding 
vendor  not  chargeable  with. liens  arising  from  construction  of  buildings  by  vendee 
taking  possession  without  vendor's  consent;  Anglo-American  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v. 
Campbell,  13  App.  D.  C.  598,  43  L.  R.  A.  626,  holding  purchase  money  mortgage 
superior  to  mechanic's  lien;  Hoagland  v.  Lowe,  39  Neb.  411,  58  N.  W.  197,  holding 
purchase  money  mortgage,  subordinated  by  agreement  to  mortgage  securing 
building  loan,  superior  to  mechanic's  lien;  Holmes  v.  Hutchins,  38  Neb.  607,  57 
N.  W.  514,  holding  grantor's  knowledge  of  grantee's  intention  to  build  does  not 
postpone  purchase  money  mortgage  to  mechanic's  lien. 

Mechanics'  Hens;  liability  of  one  making  Imllcllnar  loan. 

Distinguished  in  Fuller  v.  Detroit  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  119  Mich.  73,  77  N.  W. 
642,  holding  vendor  agreeing  to  advance  money  to  complete  building  not  liable 
for  mechanics'  liens;  Chappell  v.  Smith,  40  Neb.  581,  59  N.  W.  110,  holding  lender 
of  money  to  erect  building  not  liable   fcr  mechanic's  liens  j   Rogers  v.  Central 
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Loan  &  T.  Co.  49  Neb.  685,  08  N.  W.   1048,  holding  lender  of  money  to  erect 
building  not  liable  to  mechanics'  lienors  for  amount  applied  on  prior  mortgage. 

12  L.  R.  A.  37,  BULL  v.  KENTUCKY  NAT.  BANK,  90  Ky.  452,  14  S.  W.  425. 
Rights   of  creditors   of  beneilci»ry  of  trust. 

Cited  in  Re  Luscombe,  109  Wis.  199,  85  N.  W.  341,  raising,  without  deciding, 
question  whether  income  of  testamentary  trust  may  be  reached  by  creditors. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Roberts  v.  Stevens,  17  L.  R.  A.  2G6,  which  authorizes 
establishment  of  spendthrift  trust,  free  from  rights  of  creditors;  Leigh  v.  Harri- 
son, 18  L.  R.  A.  49,  which  denies  creditor's  right  to  reach  debtor's  interest  under 
spendthrift  trust;  Murphy  v.  Delano,  55  L.  R.  A.  727,  which  holds  income  of 
spendthrift  trust  not  within  reach  of  creditors  by  void  agreement  of  trustee  to 
pay  certain  portion  of  income  absolutely  to  beneficiary;  Re  Qua  v.  Graham,  52 
L.  R.  A.  641,  which  holds  annuity  in  wife's  will  in  lieu  of  other  interest,  accepted 
by  husband,  not  trust  beyond  reach  of  creditors;  Hutchinson  v.  Maxwell,  57 
L.  R.  A.  384,  which  denies  power  to  create  equitable  life  estate  free  from  debts  of 
beneficiary. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  213)  on  limitation  in  trust  estates. 

12  L.  R.  A.  41,  KERNOHAN  v.  DURHAM,  48  Ohio  St.  1,  26  N.  E.  982. 
Rights  of  Indorsee*. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Wyman,  161  Mass.  99,  36  N.  E.  692,  holding  note  and  mort- 
gage transferred  before  maturity  good,  although  previously  paid ;  Bishop  v.  Chase, 
150  Mo.  174,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  515,  56  S.  W.  1080,  holding  note  and  mortgage 
assigned  before  maturity,  as  collateral,  subject  to  equities. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  760)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable  paper  trans- 
ferred after  maturity. 

Distinguished  in  Kemohan  v.  Manss,  53  Ohio  St.  135,  29  L.  R.  A.  320,  41  N.  E. 
258,  holding  bona  fide  indorsee  of  genuine  note  before  maturity  secured  by  re- 
corded mortgage  entitled  to  proceeds  of  mortgage  over  prior  assignee  of  forged 
copy  of  note,  accompanied  by  assignment  and  delivery  of  mortgage. 
Payment  of  -written  obligation   to  one  not  In  possession. 

Cited  in  Shelly  v.  Mikkelson,  5  N.  D.  44,  G3  N.  W.  210  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  vendee  under  land  contract  giving  notes  protected  by  payment 
to  subsequent  transferee  of  land;  Storey  v.  Kerr,  2  Herdman  (Neb.)  571,  89 
N.  W.  601,  holding  no  legal  presumption  of  indorsement  of  payment  on  note 
arises  from  such  payment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harrison  Nat.  Bank  v.  Austin,  59  L.  R.  A.  294,  which 
holds  nonpossession  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  by  one  to  whom  debt  paid  not 
conclusive  as  to  lack  of  authority;  Kohl  v.  Beach,  50  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds 
mortgagee  not  bound  by  collection  of  principal  by  subagent  authorized  to  collect 
overdue  interest. 

12  L.  R.  A.  46,  SMITH  v.  OLMSTEAD,  88  Cal.  582,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  336,  26  Pac 

521. 
Omission  to  provide  for  child  In  will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Callaghan,  39  L.  R.  A.  689,  which  holds  inoperative 
devise  of  land  not  owned  by  testator  not  omission  to  provide  for  child;  Carpenter 
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v.  Snow,  41  L.  R.  A.  820,  which  holds  that  intention  not  to  provide  for  child 
already  born  need  not  be  shown  by  will  itself. 

Rlffhts  of  helm  to  decedent'*  realty. 

Cited  in  Re  Packer,  125  Cal.  397,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  58,  58  Pac.  59,  holding  real 
estate  vested  in  heirs  cannot  be  sold  by  administrator  for  their  benefit  under  sub- 
sequent statute. 

Administrator's   Hem   on   decedent's  realty. 

Distinguished  in  Murphy  v.  Clayton,  113  Cal.  159,  45  Pac.  267,  denying  admin- 
istrator's right  to  possession  of  lands  held  in  trust  by  decedent. 

12  L.  R.  A.  50,  STEWART  v.  VANDERVORT,  34  W.  Va.  524,  12  S.  E.  736. 
Statutory  construction. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Burgess,  44  W.  Va.  400,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  775,  30  S.  E.  99, 
and  State  v.  Mines,  32  W.  Va.  133,  18  S.  E.  470,  holding  statute  of  limitations 
operates  prospectively,  unless  otherwise  expressly  stated  or  necessarily  implied; 
Casto  v.  Greer,  44  W.  Va.  334,  30  S.  E.  100,  holding  statute  limiting  time  to 
attack  preferences  does  not  apply  to  prior  transfers;  Johnson  v.  Sanger,  49  W. 
Va.  411,  38  S.  E.  645,  holding  act  prescribing  mode  of  alienation  of  married 
women's  estates  not  retrospective;  Walker  v.  Boggess,  41  W.  Va.  592,  23  S.  E. 
550,  holding  deed  of  trust  not  affected  by  subsequent  statute  changing  terms  of 
sale;  Fowler  v.  Lewis,  36  W.  Va.  133,  14  S.  E.  447,  holding  remedial  statute  re 
lating  to  sale  under  deed  of  trust  operates  prospectively;  Despard  v.  Despard, 
53  W.  Va.  446,  44  S.  E.  448,  holding  statute  limiting  time  to  complete  appeal  not 
retroactive. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dugger  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  796,  which 
refuses  to  construe  as  retrospective,  act  making  void,  stipulations  limiting  liability 
on  policy  to  less  than  full  amount  of  loss. 

12  L.  R.  A.  53,  POWELL  v.  BENTLEY  &  G.  FURNITURE  CO.  34  W.  Va.  804, 

12  S.  E.  1085. 
Operation  of  legitimate  business  as  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Davis,  40  W.  Va.  474,  21  S.  E.  906,  holding  merry-go-romnS, 
annoying  to  persons  of  ordinary  sensibility,  nuisance;  McGregor  v.  Camden,  47 
W.  Va.  196,  34  S.  E.  936,  holding  oil  well,  seriously  interfering  with  ordinary 
comfort  of  nearby  dwellers,  nuisance;  Harper  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  78  Mo.  App. 
345,  holding  gasoline  tank  on  adjoining  property  not  nuisance  in  absence  of  evi- 
dence showing  apprehension  of  danger  by  persons  of  normal  sensibility;  McGregor 
v.  Camden,  47  W.  Va.  200,  34  S.  E.  936,  holding  court  may  direct  question 
whether  oil  well  a  nuisance  to  be  tried  by  jury;  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co. 
(W.  Va.)  63  L.  R.  A.  898,  46  S.  E.  366,  holding  owner  negligently  "blowing  out" 
gas  well  liable  for  frightening  team  on  nearby  highway. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pfingst  v.  Senn,  21  L.  R.  A.  569,  which  denies  right  to 
enjoin  as  nuisance  prospective  use  of  premises  as  beer  garden;  Hill  v.  McBurney 
Oil  &  Fertilizer  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  blowiny 
of  loud  factory  whistle  at  unreasonable  hours  in  populous  community;  Froelichti 
v.  Oswald  Iron  Works,  64  L.  R.  A.  228,  granting  injunction  a^ciinst  operation  of 
machine  shop,  disturbing  comfort  of  adjoining  owner  to  injurious  extent;  Louis* 
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ville  &  N.  Terminal  Co.  v.  Jacob6,  61  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  holds  construction  of 
roundhouse  for  housing  engines  not  render  owner  liable  for  nuisance  created  by 
tenant's  improper  manner  of  using. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  165)  on  power  of  equity  to  grant  mandatory  injunc- 
tions. 

Necessity  of  dearly  proving  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Chambers  v.  Cramer,  49  W.  Va.  402,  54  L.  R.  A.  548,  38  S.  E.  691, 
holding  fact  of  nuisance  must  appear  clearly  to  warrant  injunction  against  black- 
smith shop;  Pope  Bros.  v.  Bridgewater  Ga3  Co.  52  W.  Va.  254,  43  S.  E.  87,  hold- 
ing possible  danger  of  fire  no  ground  for  enjoining  drilling  of  oil  well  near  an- 
other producing  well. 

12  L.  R.  A.  57,  CHILD  v.  BEMUS,  17  R,  I.  230,  21  Atl.  539. 
Municipal  power  to  license. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Finch,  46  L.  R.  A.  437,  which  sustains  validity  of 
license  on  express  wagons  greatly  in  excess  of  that  imposed  on  hacks. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  724)  on  delegation  of  municipal  power  as  to  licenses. 
Power  to  revoke  license. 

Cited  in  Wallace  v.  Reno  (Neb.)  62  L.  R.  A.  342,  73  Pac.  528,  sustaining  stat- 
ute empowering  city  board  to  revoke  business  licenses,  without  notice  to  licensee. 

12  L.  R.  A.  58,  CROUSE  v.  MURPHY,  140  Pa.  335,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  21  Atl. 

358. 
Identity  of  name. 

Cited  in  Work  v.  Darby  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  272,  holding  record  of  judgment  against 
Jane  Thomas  no  notice  to  one  relying  on  conveyance  by  Sarah  Jane  Thomas;  De- 
laney  v.  Becker,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  395,  Reversing  29  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  347,  hold- 
ing prior  judgments  against  George  A.  Baker  postponed  to  judgments  against 
George  A.  Becker,  debtor's  correct  name;  Davis  v.  Steeps,  87  Wis.  477,  23  L.  R. 
A.  821,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  51,  58  N.  W.  769,  holding  record  of  judgment  against 
Edward  Davis  not  notice  of  lien  on  real  estate  of  E.  A.  or  Edward  A.  Davis; 
Shaver's  Case,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  203,  denying  priority  of  judgment  entered  against 
A.  C.  Shaver  over  antecedent  judgment  against  Mary  Shaver,  debtor's  name  being 
Anna' Mary  Shaver;  Massey  v.  Noon,  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  203,  37  W.  N.  C.  525,  hold- 
ing writ  of  sci.  fa.  against  Lewis  R.  Renshan  to  revive  judgment  not  notice  to 
remote  grantee  under  Lewis  S.  Renshan. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Beattie  v.  National  Bank,  43  L.  R.  A.  654,  holding  middle 
initial  letter  not  part  of  Christian  name;  Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  53  L.  R.  A.  562, 
which  holds  that  mistake  in  Christian  name  of  defendant,  duly  served  and  notified 
that  he  is  person  intended,  does  not  prevent  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  544)  on  form  of  Christian  name  required  by  record- 
ing acts;  (14  L.  R.  A.  394)  on  index  as  part  of  records  of  title;  (17  L.  R.  A.  825) 
on  presumption  of  identity  of  person  from  identity  of  name. 

Distinguished  in  Butts  v.  Cruttenden,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  456,  holding  judgment 
against  William  has  priority  over  subsequent  mortgage  given  by  William  J.. 
designated  in  deed  by  both  names;  Fincher  v.  Hanegan,  59  Ark.  156,  24  L.  R.  A. 
646,  26  S.  W.  821,  holding  mistake  in  initial  of  chattel  mortgagor's  middle  nam* 
does  not  defeat  effect  of  record  as  notice. 
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Protection  of  purchasei   relying  on   official  certificate. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  v.  Anderson,  142  Pa.  364,  12  L.  R.  A.  751,  21  Atl.  976, 
holding  purchaser  on  faith  of  certificate  that  no  taxes  are  unpaid,  protected 
thereby. 

12  L.  R.  A.  60,  BAKER  v.  HART,  123  N.  Y.  470,  25  N.  E.  948. 
Construction  of  arrant  of  rlgrht   to  remove  mineral*. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  McGorrisk,  52  C.  C.  A.  214,  114  Fed.  302,  construing  deed  as 
conveying  only  all  coal  mined  before  certain  date ;  Phelps  v.  Church  of  Our  Lady 
Help  of  Christians,  40  C.  C.  A.  74,  99  Fed.  684,  holding  lease  for  years,  with  "right 
to  quarry  and  appropriate  all  marble,"  etc.,  passes  right  of  property  therein. 

License  to  take  minerals  as  chattel  Interest. 

Cited  in  Sanford's  Appeal,  75  Conn.  595,  54  Atl.  739,  holding  leased  quarry  not 
taxable  as  property  of  lessee. 

Rigrht  of  lessee  of  mine  to  sne  for  conversion* 

Distinguished  in  Hartford  Iron  Min.  Co.  v.  Cambria  Min.  Co.  93  Mich.  93,  32 
Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  53  N.  W.  4,  holding  lessee  of  mine,  obligated  to  pay  royalty 
on  certain  amount  yearly,  may  maintain  action  for  conversion  of  unmined  ore. 

Damagei  recoverable  by  licensee  for  taking  of  ore. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Bennett,  92  Mo.  App.  161,  holding  value  of  ore  removed  by 
trespasser  not  recoverable  by  licensee  of  mine. 

Liability  for  waste. 

Cited  in  Dix  v.  Jaquay,  94  App.  Div.  556,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  228,  holding  life  ten- 
ant may  recover  full  damages  for  waste. 

12  L.  R.  A.  62,  MORSE  v.  HACKENSACK  SAV.  BANK,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  279,  20  Atl. 

961. 
When  deed  acquired  through  Judicial  proceedings  takes  effect. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thompson,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  204,  48  Atl.  333,  holding 
master's  deed  in  partition  takes  effect  from  date  of  sale;  Wimpfheimer  v.  Pru- 
dential Ins.  Co.  56  N.  J.  Eq.  591,  39  Atl.  916,  holding  ueed  on  confirmation  of 
foreclosure  relates  back  to  time  of  sale;  Missouri  Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Barwick,  50 
Kan.  61,  31  Pac.  685,  holding  sheriff's  deed  on  foreclosure  entitles  purchaser  to 
crops  growing  at  time  of  sale. 
Rla-ht  to  income  of  land  subject  to  power  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Hatt  v.  Rich,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  509,  45  Atl.  969,  holding  residuary  devisees 
entitled  to  use  of  lands  intermediate  testator's  death  and  execution  of  power  of 
sale. 
Priority  of  creditors  of  heir  and  decedent. 

Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thompson,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  204,  48  Atl.  333, 
holding  attachment  issued  by  creditor  of  heir  more  than  year  after  decedent's 
death,  superior  to  rights  of  decedent's  creditors. 
Rla*ht  of  election  under  will. 

Cited  in  Wooster  v.  Cooper,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  229.  45  Atl.  381,  and  Huber  v.  Donog- 
hue,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  128,  23  Atl.  495,  holding  devisees  of  proceeds  of  lands  which  ex- 
ecutors have  power  to  sell  may  elect  to  take  lands. 
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Effect  of  lapse  of  time  on  testamentary  power  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Hatt  v.  Rich,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  507,  45  Atl.  969,  holding  lapse  of  time  will 
not  affect  executor's  power  to  sell  realty,  when  testator's  purpose  may  still  be 
accomplished. 

12  L.  R.  A.  67,  CHILDERS  v.  LEE,  5  N.  M.  576,  25  Pac.  781. 
Lease;   statute  of  frauds. 

Oited  in  footnote  to  Hand  v.  Osgood,  30  L.  R.  A.  379,  which  holds  oral  lease 
of  land  for  one  year,  with  privilege  of  three,  within  statute  of  frauds. 

12  L.  R.  A.  70,  DIBRELL  v.  LANIER,  89  Tenn.  497,  15  S.  W.  87. 
Private  statutes. 

Cited  in  note    (16  L.  R.  A.  252)    on  constitutionality  of  private  statutes  to 
authorize  disposal  of  property. 
Rlarht  to  transmit  or  transfer  property. 

Cited  in  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery  Co.  97  Tenn.  611,  34  L.  R.  A.  448, 
37  S.  W.  390,  holding  act  forbidding  transfers  having  effect  to  prefer  creditors, 
not  limited    to  cases  of  insolvency,  unconstitutional. 

Class  legislation. 

Cited  in  Harbison  v.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  103  Tenn.  436,  56  L.  R.  A.  319,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  682,  53  S.  W.  955,  holding  general  statute  embracing  all  persons  who  are 
or  may  be  in  like  situation  and  circumstances  valid  as  "law  of  the  land;"  Harbi- 
son v.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  103  Tenn.  434,  56  L.  R.  A.  319,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  682, 
53  S.  W.  955,  holding  statute  requiring  payment  of  wages  in  lawful  money  consti- 
tutional; Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Freeman,  54  L.  R.  A.  686,  48  C.  C.  A.  702,  109  Fed. 
856,  holding  basis  of  classification  adopted  by  statute  "must  be  natural,  not 
arbitraiy;  Henley  v.  State,  98  Tenn.  698,  39  L.  R.  A.  136,  41  S.  W.  352.  holding 
classification  adopted  by  statute  must  be  natural  and  reasonable,  resting  upon 
some  sound  legal  ground;  Peters  v.  State,  96  Tenn.  686,  33  L.  R.  A.  115,  36  S.  W. 
399,  holding  exemption  of  lakes  of  15  square  miles  and  over  from  operation  of 
game  law,  valid  classification ;  Dugger  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  257,  28 
L.  R.  A.  800,  32  S.  W.  5,  holding  statute  regulating  liability  on  policies,  excepting 
insurance  upon  cotton  in  bales,  constitutional;  Condon  v.  Maloney,  108  Tenn.  94. 
65  S.  W.  871,  holding  road  law  applying  to  counties  having  population  of  not 
less  than  70,000  nor  more  than  90,000  under  census  of  1900,  or  any  subsequent 
Federal  census,  constitutional;  Knoxville  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  99  Tenn.  706,  53 
L.  R.  A.  929,  43  S.  W.  115,  holding  act  imposing  privilege  tax  on  railroads  not 
paying  ad  valorem  tax  constitutional;  Debardelaben  v.  State,  99  Tenn.  652,  42 
S.  W.  684,  holding  act  forbidding  betting  outside  of  race-track  inclosure  constitu- 
tional; Breyer  v.  State,  102  Tenn.  106,  50  S.  W.  769,  holding  Sunday  barbering 
law  constitutional;  State  ex  rel.  Astor  v.  Schlitz  Brewing  Co.  104  Tenn.  732,  78 
Am.  St.  Rep.  941,  59  S.  W.  1033,  holding  arbitrary  and  capricious  classification 
renders  statute  unconstitutional ;  School  District  v.  School  District,  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
236,  holding  act  providing  for  education  of  soldiers'  children  at  public  expense  un- 
constitutional; Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  156,  41  L.  ed.  668,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  255,  holding  statute  requiring  railroad  companies  to  pay  attorney's  fees 
to  parties  successfully  maintaining  stock-killing  action  unconstitutional;  Sutton 
v.  State,  96  Tenn.  709,  33  L.  R.  A.  592,  36  S.  W.  697,  holding  statute  prohibiting 
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stock  from  running  at  large  in  certain  counties  void  as  based  on  arbitrary  classi- 
fication; Henley  v.  State,  98  Tenn.  746,  39  L.  K  A.  147,  41  S.  VV.  352,  dissenting 
opinion  by  Snodgrass,  Ch.  J.,  who  holds  act  based  upon  unnatural,  arbitrary,  and 
capricious  classification  not  "law  of  the  land." 

Scope  of  legislative  power. 

Cited  in  Henley  v.  State,  98  Tenn.  681,  39  L.  R.  A.  132,  41  S.  W.  352,  holding 
-scope  of  legislation  limited  only  by  state  and  Federal  Constitutions;  Henley  v. 
State,  98  Tenn.  735,  39  L.  R.  A.  144,  41  S.  W.  352,  dissenting  opinion  by  Snod- 
grass, Ch.  J.,  who  holds  act  authorized  by  one  constitutional  provision  must  be 
unobjectionable  under  every  other. 

Keceasltjr    of    clearly    proving*    wherein    statute    la    unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  Leeper  v.  State,  103  Tenn.  511,  48  L.  R.  A.  169,  53  S.  W.  962,  and 
Henley  v.  State,  98  Tenn.  682,  39  L.  R.  A.  132,  41  S.  W.  352,  holding  act  cannot  be 
annulled  upon  general  or  vague  interpretation  of  Constitution;  Dayton  Coal  &  I. 
Co.  v.  Barton,  103  Tenn.  613,  53  S.  W.  970,  holding  opposition  to  natural  equity  or 
inherent  rights  no  ground  for  annulling  statute;  Reel  foot  Lake  Levee  District  v. 
Dawson,  97  Tenn.  159,  34  L.  R.  A.  728,  36  S.  W.  1041,  holding  statute  constitu- 
tional unless  clearly  violating  specific  provision  of  state  or  Federal  Constitution. 

12  L.  R.  A.  81,  BO  WAR  v.  CHICAGO  WEST  DIV.  R.  CO.  136  111.  101,  26  N.  E. 

702. 
When  writ  of  poaaeaalon  iaauable. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Trustees  of  Schools,  138  111.  290,  27  N.  E.  1103,  holding  exe- 
cution not  issuable  upon  judgment  in  ejectment  after  seven  years,  without  revival 
by  scire  facias. 

12  L.  R.  A.  84,  CALUMET  RrVER  R.  CO.  v.  BROWN,  136  111.  322,  26  N.  E.  501. 
Rlarbta  of  lienor  to  award  ok  condemnation. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co.  110  Mo.  163,  19  S.  W.  77, 
holding  award  on  condemnation  applicable  to  mortgage;  Thomas  v.  St.  Louis,  B. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  164.  111.  636,  46  X.  E.  8,  holding  vendor's  lien  attaches  to  award  for 
property  condemned. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  115.  116)  on  rights  of  mortgagee  of  premises  taken 
by  eminent  domain.  * 

Distinguished  in  Stopp  v.  Wilt,  177  111.  623,  52  N.  E.  1028,  Affirming  76  III. 
App.  535,  holding  vendor  relinquishing  all  claims  to  award  on  condemnation  not 
entitled  to  have  fund  applied  on  purchase  money  mortgage. 

Rlarht  of  owner  ajralnat  railroad  law  fall  y  In  poaaeaalon. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Vaughn,  99  111.  App.  390,  denying  right 
of  remainder-man  to  recover  possession  of  land  purchased  by  railroad  from  life 
tenant. 

Rlg-ht  of  atranarer  to  proceeding-  to  question  validity. 

Cited  in  Payson  v.  People.  175  111.  272,  51  N.  E.  588,  holding  landowner,  not 
party  to  drainage  assessment  proceedings,  not  concluded  by  judgment  of  confirma- 
tion. 

L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 34. 
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Power  of  court  over  money  paid  into  court. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Rochester,  19  L.  R.  A.  161,  which  holds  power  of  court 
over  fund  in  court  not  devested  by  conditional  transfer  to  one  of  parties;  Jones 
v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  35  L.  R.  A.  698,  which  holds  money  paid  into  court  ex- 
empt from  process  of  litigant,  unless  consent  of  court  obtained. 

12  L.  R.  A.  87,  DEMBY  v.  PARSE,  53  Ark.  526,  14  8.  W.  8»9. 
Remainderman's  rlffbts  in  buildings. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Melms  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds 
removal  of  worthless  dwelling  house  by  life  tenant  not  waste. 

Fixtures. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.  R.  A.  443)  on  effect  of  agreement  to  prevent  fixtures  from 
becoming  part  of  realty. 

12  L.  R.  A.  89,  LONG  v.  STATE,  73  Md.  527,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  21  Atl.  683. 
Lottery  achemei. 

Second  appeal  in  74  Md.  565,  12  L.  R.  A.  425,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  22  Atl.  4, 
which  holds  gift  enterprise  not  involving  element  of  chance  cannot  be  prohibited. 

Cited  in  Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Columbia,  11  App.  D.  C.  529.  holding  distribu- 
tion of  "trading  stamps"  within  statute  prohibiting  gift  enterprise. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meyer  v.  State,  51  L.  R.  A.  496,  which  holds  giving  cus- 
tomers chance  to  operate  slot  machine  and  secure,  in  addition  to  purchase,  article* 
whose  value  determined  by  place  where  revolving  wheel  stops,  a  lottery;  Lynch 
v.  Rosenthal,  31  L.  R.  A.  835,  which  holds  sale  of  lots  to  be  drawn  by  lot,  with 
one  prize  lot  to  be  given  to  one  of  purchasers  as  result- of  chance,  void;  State  ear 
rel.  Prout  v.  Nebraska  Home  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  holds  scheme  by  which 
common  fund  distributed  among  contributors,  a  valuable  preference  in  distribu- 
tion depending  on  chance,  a  lottery;  Thornhill  v.  O'Rear,  31  L.  R.  A.  792,  which 
holds  agreement  by  one  person  to  take  all  chances  of  raffle  not  unlawful. 

Rlffht  to  lottery  prise. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Martin  v.  Richardson,  19  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  holds  unlaw- 
ful purchaser  of  lottery  ticket  entitled  to  recover  proceeds  from  one  fraudulently 
obtaining  after  prize  drawn. 

12  L.  R.  A.  90,  CORSON  v.  DUNLAP,  83  Me.  32,  21  Atl.  173. 
Judgments  on   penal   bonds. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.  R.  A.  437,  443,  444)  on  form  of  judgment  on  penal  bonds. 

12  L.  R.  A.  93,  DUGAN  v.  LEWIS,  79  Tex.  246,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  14  S.  W. 

1024. 
Interest  on   contracts  between  cltlsens  of  different  states. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  American  Mortg.  Co.  88  Ga.  762,  15  S.  E.  812;  Lanier  v. 
Union  Mortg.  Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  64  Ark.  49,  40  S.  W.  466;  New  England  Mortg.  Secur. 
Co.  v.  McLaughlin,  87  Ga.  4.  13  S.  E.  81;  American  Freehold  Land  Mortg.  Co.  v. 
Sewell,  92  Ala.  174,  13  L.  R.  A.  302,  9  So.  143,— holding  parties  residing  in  dif- 
ferent states  may  contract  for  either  rate  of  interest,  without  regard  to  usury 
laws  of  place  of  payment;  Andruss  v.  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  36  C.  C.  A. 
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341,  94  Fed.  580;  Manship  v.  New  South  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  110  Fed.  860;  United 
States  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Shain,  8  N.  D.  140,  77  N.  W.  1006,— holding  borrower  and 
lender  residing  in  different  states  may  agree  that  laws  of  either  shall  govern. 

Cited  in  notes   (55  L.  R.  A.  936)   on  whether  lex  rei  sites  as  to  interest  and 
usury  necessarily  control  in  action  to  foreclose  mortgage  on  real  property;    (62 
L.  PL  A.  51)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  interest  and  usury. 
Stipulation*  as  to  maturity  of  loan. 

Cited  in  Glover  v.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  31  C.  C.  A.  107,  59  U.  S.  App.  151,  87 
Fed.  520,  holding  provision  giving  mortgagee  right  to  declare  principal  due  if 
mortgage  is  taxed  not  usurious. 

12  L.  R.  A.  97,  ELL  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  1  N.  D.  336,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  621, 

48  N.  W.  222. 
Liability  for  superior  servant's  neffllajence. 

Cited  in  Barnicle  v.  Connor,  110  Iowa,  240,  81  N.  W.  452,  denying  master's  lia- 
bility to  employee  for  negligence  of  foreman  undertaking  to  keep  column  from 
rolling:  Atchison.  T.  &  S.  K.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  7  N.  M.  172,  34  Pac.  536,  holding 
foreman  fellow  servant  of  section  hand  injured  through  former's  failure  to  ob- 
serve approaching  train;  Southern  Indiana  R.  Co.  v.  Martin.  160  Ind.  289,  66  N. 
E.  886,  denying  railroad's  liability  for  negligence  of  foreman  engaged  in  stretching 
cable  used  in  unloading  stone. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  825)  on  negligent  superiors;  (54  L.  R.  A.  39,  43,  61) 
on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which 
caused  injury;  (51  L.  R.  A.  519,  520.  529,  618)  on  vice  principalship  considered 
with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Standard  Cement  Co.  v.  Minor.  27  Ind.  App.  483,  61  N.  E. 
(584,  holding  complaint  alleging  injuries  received  by  employee  in  regular  line  of 
employment  through  negligence  of  boss,  insufficient. 

Who  are  fellovr  servants. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Northern  R.  Co.  2  N.  D.  116,  13  L.  R.  A.  468,  49  N.  W.  408, 
holding  car  inspector  not  fellow  servant  of  one  coupling  cars;  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  v.  Hogan,  11  C.  C.  A.  53,  27  U.  S.  App.  184.  63  Fed.  105.  holding  brakeman  and 
conductor  fellow  servants;  Jackson  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  391,  46  L. 
K.  A.  347,  27  S.  E.  278,  holding  conductor  assisting  in  coupling  cars  brakeman 's 
fellow  servant;  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  153  Mo.  405,  48  L.  R.  A. 
408,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108,  holding  engineer  and  conductor  of  freight 
train  fellow  servants  of  fireman;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  640,  75  N. 
W.  13,  holding  members  of  two  switching  crews  working  in  same  yard  fellow 
servants:  Jaques  v.  Great  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  66  N.  H.  485,  13  L.  R.  A.  826,  22  Atl. 
552.  holding  loom-fixer  in  cotton  mill  not  fellow  servant  of  weaver;  Parker  v. 
Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  378,  18  L.  R.  A.  807,  19  S.  W.  1119  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  track  repairer  and  crew  of  construction  train  not  fel- 
low servants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clarke  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds 
section  boss  of  one  gang  and  member  of  another  gang  fellow  servants;  Baltimore? 
&  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Andrews,  17  L.  R.  A.  190.  which  holds  conductor  and  engineer  fel- 
low servants  of  brakeman  on  other  train;  Fisher  v.  Orogcn  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  R. 
Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  519.  which  holds  section  foreman  and  conductor  not  fellow  serv- 
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ants;  Daniel  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R,  Co.  16  L.  R,  A.  383,  which  holds  conductor 
and  brakeman  on  different  trains  not  fellow  servants;  Palmer  v.  Michigan  C.  R- 
Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  assistant  roadmaster  not  fellow  servant  of  gang 
of  men  working  under  him. 

Interest  on  damagei  in  neffllareuce  actions. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  14  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
denies  interest  before  judgment  in  action  for  personal  injuries. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  449)  on  interest  on  sum  allowed  as  damages. 

12  L.  R.  A.  103,  TENNESf- r.E  COAL,  IRON  &  R.  CO.  v.  KYLE,  93  Ala.  1,  8  So. 

764. 
Duty  to  furnish  safe  appliances. 

Cited  in  Lutz  v.  Atlantic  &  P.  R.  Co.  6  N.  M.  528,  16  L.  R.  A.  833,  30  Pac.  912, 
upholding  railroad's  liability  to  conductor  for  failure  to  furnish  suitable  caboose. 

12  L.  R.  A.  104,  KELLOGG  v.  COCHRAN,  87  Cal.  192,  25  Pac.  677. 
EJffect  of  failure  to  consider  point  on  rehearing-. 

Cited  in  Wilcox  v.  Luco,  118  Cal.  643,  45  L.  R.  A.  584,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  50 
Pac.  758,  holding  failure  to  reconsider  opinion  not  decision  adverse  to  point  first 
raised  on  motion  for  rehearing. 

12  L.  R.  A.  107,  NATIONAL  PROGRESS  BUNCHING  MACH.  CO.  v.  JOHN  R. 

WILLIAMS  CO.  44  Fed.  190. 
patent  for  combinations. 

Cited  in  Fuller  &  J.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bender,  69  Fed.  1001,  holding  patent  on  addi- 
tion of  fertilizer  hopper  to  transplanting  machine  void ;  Paul  Boynton  Co.  v.  Mor- 
ris Chute  Co.  82  Fed.  445,  holding  combination  of  inclined  railway,  body  of  water, 
and  boat-shaped  car  not  patentable;  Merritt  v.  Middleton,  55  Fed.  979,  holding 
aggregation  of  old  elements,  not  producing  new  result,  not  patentable;  Dunbar  v. 
Eastern  Elevating  Co.  75  Fed.  571,  holding  combination  of  movable  elevator  tower 
and  storage  warehouse  patentable. 
Enlargement  of  patent  by  construction. 

Cited  in  Parry  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hitchcock  Mfg.  Co.  58  Fed.  404,  holding  claim  nar- 
rowed to  precise  mechanism  of  patent  cannot  be  enlarged  by  construction. 

12  L.  R.  A.  110,  BULLARD  v.  SHIRLEY,  153  Mass.  559,  27  N.  E.  766. 
Charitable  bequests. 

Cited  in  Teele  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  168  Mass.  342,  38  L.  R.  A.  630,  60  Am.  St 
Rep.  401,  47  N.  E.  422,  holding  court  will  not  frame  scheme  to  carry  out  be- 
quest of  charitable  nature,  impossible  of  performance  in  manner  provided. 

Distinguished  in  Sears  v.  Chapman,  158  Mass.  401,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  33  N. 
E.  604,  holding  bequest  for  educational  purposes  "to  be  under  control  of  inhab- 
itants of  Q."  valid. 

I<egac7  on  condition. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Jones,  48  L.  R.  A.  580,  which  sustains  legacy  condi- 
tioned on  legatee  being  declared  retormttl  man  at  expiration  of  specified  time. 
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Effect  of  Inability  to  perform  condition  of  »lft. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ellicott  v.  Ellicott,  48  L.  R.  A.  58,  which  holds  gift  con- 
ditioned on  graduation  from  specified  university  not  devested  by  death  during 
college  course. 
Municipal   corporation   as   trustee   of   charity. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  70)  on  municipal  corporation  as  trustee  of  charity. 
Suspension   of  power   of  alienation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Murphy  v.  Whitney,  24  L.  R.  A.  123,  whic»  uolds  agreement 
that  land  descending  to  brothers  and  sisters  shall,  on  death  of  last  survivor,  pass 
to  child  of  only  married  one,  not  void  as  perpetuity. 
instruments  construed  as  written. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Parker,  163  Mass.  568,  40  N.  E.  1044,  construing  covenant 
thereafter  to  heat  and  light  demised  premises  as  requiring  presence  of  apparatus 
therefor  at  beginning  oi  term. 

Distinguished  in  Quincy  v.  Atty.  Gen.  160  Mass.  434,  35  N.  E.  1066,  construing 
bequest  to  town,  "to  be  kept  as  perpetual  fund  guaranteed  by  town  with  6  per 
cent  forever,"  as  not  requiring  giving  of  guaranty. 

12  L.  R.  A.  113,  PURCELL  v.  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  CO.  108  N.  C.  414,  12  S.  E. 

954,  956. 
Actions   In   tort   for  breach   of   duty. 

Cited  in  Pickens  v.  South  Carolina  &  G.  R.  Co.  54  S.  C.  502,  32  S.  E.  567,  hold- 
ing action  against  railroad  for  failure  to  carry  passenger  to  destination  sounds 
in  tort;  Solomon  v.  Bates,  118  N.  C.  315.  54  Am.  Ft.  Rep.  725,  24  S.  E.  478,  hold- 
ing action  for  damages  for  bank  director's  failure  to  discharge  duties  sounds  in 
tort;  Richardson  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  126  X.  C.  102,  35  S.  E.  235,  holding 
action  for  tort  may  grow  out  of  breach  of  contract;  Hood  v.  Sudderth,  111  N.  C. 
222,  16  S.  E.  307,  holding  plaintiff  may  elect  whether  ambiguous  complaint  be 
construed  as  one  in  tort  or  on  contract. 

Damaa-es  aaralnst  carrier. 

Followed  in  Thomas  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  122  N.  C.  1006,  30  S.  E.  343,  and  Cable 
v.  Southern  R.  Co.  122  N.  C.  900,  29  S.  E.  377,  as  to  damages  recoverable  for 
breaah  of  statutory  duty  to  stop  at  regular  station. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  130  N.  C.  312,  41  S.  E.  481  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  denying  railroad's  liability  for  carrying  passenger 
past  destination,  in  absence  of  evidence  of  actual  damage;  Story  v.  Norfolk  &  S. 
R.  Co.  133  N.  C.  62,  45  S.  E.  349.  holding  exemplary  damages  allowable  for  ex- 
clusion of  passenger  for  alleged  intoxication,  made  with  malice,  undue  force,  or 
insult;  Brooks  v.  Jamesville  &  W.  R.  Co.  115  N.  C.  625,  20  S.  E.  535  (dissenting 
opinion),  as  to  carrier's  liability  for  exemplary  damages,  though  not  physically 
injured. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  545)  on  liability  to  passenger  for  default  or  delay 
in  running  train. 

Distinguished,  explained,  and  reinstated  in  ITansley  v.  Jamesville  &  W.  R.  Co. 
117  N.  C.  568,  32  L.  R.  A.  552,  53  Am.  St.  Rnp.  600,  23  S.  E.  443,  Modifying 
on  rehearing  115  X.  C.  614,  32  L.  R.  A.  548,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  20  S.  E.  528 
(which  overruled  the  main  case),  denying  railroad's  liability  for  punitive  damages 
for  failure,  by  reason  of  defective  equipment,  to  return  excursionist  to  starting 
point. 
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Who  may  recover  statutory  penalty  for  railroad's  breach  of  duty. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Wilmington  &  VV.  R.  Co.  126  N.  C.  442,  36  S.  E. 
14,  holding  penalties  imposed  on  common  carrier  for  refusal  to  receive  freight 
recoverable  by  individuals. 

Construction  of  pleading**. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Brown,  134  N.  C.  407,  46  S.  E.  762,  dissenting  opinion  by 
Walker,  J.,  who  holds  pleadings  should  be  construed,  so  far  as  possible,  as  pleader 
intended. 

12  L.  R.  A.  115,  SPENCER  v.  ANDREW,  82  Iowa,  14,  47  N.  W.  1007. 
Obstruction  of  highway  as  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Costello  v.  State,  35  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  holds  permanent 
appropriation  of  part  of  sidewalk  for  fruit  stand  indictable  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  660,  b62)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affect- 
ing highways  and  waters;  (42  L.  R.  A.  824)  on  injunctions  by  municipalities 
against  nuisances  on  highways  and  streets. 

Revocation  of  permission  to  use  street. 

Cited  in  Levis  v.  Newton,  75  Fed.  897,  holding  mere  license  to  use  streets 
revocable. 

Distinguished  in  Laing  v.  Americus,  86  Ga.  758,  13  S.  E.  107,  holding  city  not 
estopped  from  revoking  permission  to  maintain  structure  in  street,  granted  with- 
out authority. 

Municipalities!   Implied  powers. 

Cited  in  Levis  v.  Newton,  75  Fed.  888,  holding  authority  to  light  streets  implies 
power  to  grant  franchise  to  use  streets  for  gas  and  electric  plants. 

12  L.  R.  A.  117,  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  DASH  A  WAY  ASSO.  84  Cal. 
114,24  Pac.  277. 

Forfeiture  of  corporate  charter. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Snyder  v.  Portland  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  153  Ind.  487, 
53  L.  R.  A.  415,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  314,  53  N.  E.  1089,  holding  corporation's  mis- 
conduct gives  state  right  to  declare  franchise  forfeited;  People  v.  Rosenstein- 
Cohn  Cigar  Co.  131  Cal.  156,  63  Pac.  163,  holding  (obiter)  corporation's  charter 
forfeited  by  violation  of  its  terms;  People  ex  rel.  Skelton  v.  Los  Angeles,  133  Cal. 
341.  65  Pac.  749,  holding  that  complaint  in  action  by  state  to  exclude  city  from 
■control  over  certain  territory  annexed,  may  charge  usurpation  of  franchise  in  gen- 
eral terms  or  may  set  out  specific  grounds  relied  on. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.  R.  A.  273)  on  proceedings  to  forfeit  corporate  franchise. 
Dellnlteness  of  charitable  fflfts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thompson  v.  Brown,  62  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  sustains  devise 
of  fund  to  be  distributed  "to  the  poor"  at  executor's  discretion. 

12  L.  R.  A.  120,  AUSTIN  v.  DAVIS,  128  Ind.  472,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  456,  26  N.  E. 

890. 
Agreement  to  care  for  person  dnrlns;  life. 

Cited  in  Hershman  v.  Pascal,  4  Ind.  App.  o33,  30  N.  E.  932,  holding  parol 
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agreement  to  convey  land  if  promisee  would  live  with  promisor  during  lifetime 
within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  862-863)  on  agreement  to  pay  money  or  give  prop- 
erty after  death  of  promisor;  (53  L.  R.  A.  368)  on  moral  obligation  as  consid- 
eration for  promise. 

Contract  contained  In  more  tban  one  Instrument. 

Cited  in  Maris  v.  Masters,  31  Ind.  App.  243,  67  N.  E  699,  upholding  land  con- 
tract in  two  parts,  executed  at  different  times,  one  containing  terms,  and  other  a 
receipt  describing  property. 

Effect  of  part  performance  of  contract  within  statnte  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  v.  Thirston,  93  Md.  219,  48  Atl.  709,  holding  performance  by 
promisee  of  parol  contract  to  devise  property  will  not,  in  action  at  law,  take  case 
out  of  statute;  Swash  v.  Sharpstein,  14  Wash.  436,  32  L.  R.  A.  799,  44  Pac.  862, 
holding  oral  agreement  to  devise  property,  in  settlement  of  suit,  not  validated  by 
promisee's  surrender  of  rights;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co. 
•86  Fed.  845,  holding  possession  in  common  with  grantor  insufficient  to  take  verbal 
grant  of  lands  out  of  statute  of  frauds. 

Disapproved  in  Bryson  v.  McShane,  48  W.  Va.  130,  49  L.  R.  A.  529,  35  S.  E. 
848,  holding  oral  agreement  to  convey  property  to  persons  caring  for  promisor 
during  lifetime  enforceable. 

Effect  of  agreement  to  devise  on  power  of  disposition. 

Distinguished  in  Whiton  v.  Whiton,  76  111.  App.  570,  holding  agreement  to  de- 
vise property  prevents  transfer  in  lifetime,  which  is  in  effect  a  testamentary  dis- 
posal. 

Adoption  of  child  as  affect  I  na-  previous  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Gregory,  15  Misc.  409,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  925,  holding  adopted  child's 
right  of  inheritance  subject  to  parents'  testamentary  power. 

Contracts  by  women  after  disability  removed. 

Distinguished  in  Purviance  v.  Purviance,  14  Ind.  App.  273,  42  N.  E.  364,  hold- 
ing widow's  agreement  to  pay  deceased  husband's  debt  valid;  Lackey  v.  Boruff,  152 
Ind.  375,  53  N.  E.  412,  holding  married  woman's  mortgage  securing  renewal  of 
note  signed  as  surety  prior  to  enabling  act  of  1881  valid  as  to  creditors. 

12  L.  R.  A.  125,  MiSCH  v.  RUSSELL,  136  111.  22,  26  N.  E.  528. 

■Jurisdiction  of  election  contests. 

Cited  in  Murdock  v.  Weimer,  55  111.  App.  527,  holding  election  of  drainage 
<»ommissioners  contestable  in  county  court;  Snowball  v.  People,  147  111.  264,  35 
N.  E.  538,  holding  that  county  court's  jurisdiction  of  contests  of  school  elections 
•does  not  exclude  quo  warranto  proceedings  in  another  court. 

-"EJnsdem  grenerls." 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  People.  155  111.  107,  29  L.  R.  A.  83,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40 
N.  E.  454,  construing  act  "to  regulate  manufacture  of  clothing,  wearing  apparel, 
and  other  articles."  as  embracing  only  manufacture  of  articles  of  kind  expressly 
•enumerated;  Union  Lounty  v.  Ussery,  147  111.  208.  35  X.  E.  618.  holding  words 
"or  other  public  measure,"  following  "constitutional  amendment,"  not  limited  to 
measures  affecting  whole  state;  Spalding  v.  People.  172  111.  49,  49  N.  E.  993,  con- 
struing statute  concerning  "state,  county,  township,  city,  town,  village,  or  other 
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officer,"  as  applying  to  other  like  officers;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
199  111.  520,  59  L.  R.  A.  644,  65  N.  E.  451,  construing  general  words  "all  others 
pursuing  the  occupations"  as  limited  by  specific  words  immediately  preceding; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Adam,  138  111.  500,  28  N.  E.  955,  restricting  words  "or  other 
property"  to  meaning  analogous  to  that  of  preceding  words  "goods"  and  "chat- 
tels ;"  Cameron  v.  Sexton,  110  111.  App.  386,  holding  claims  against  land  only,  as- 
sumed by  grantee  taking  deed  "subject  to  mortgages,  liens,  taxes,  and  claims  of 
any  and  every  description." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Capehart  v.  Burrus,  42  L.  R.  A.  152,  which  holds  live  stock 
not  included  in  bequeBt  of  "notes,  bonds,  stock,  and  money." 

Distinguished  in  Adams  v.  Akerlund,  168  111.  637,  48  N.  E.  454,  holding  maxim,. 
Ejusdem  generis  not  applicable  to  construction  of  phrase  "goods  and  effects.**' 

12  L.  R.  A.  129,  UPHAM  v.  DETROIT  CITY  R.  CO.  85  Mich.  12,  48  N.  W.  199. 
Riding:  on  car  platform  or  step  as  nes;lls;ence. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  Tacoma  Traction  Co.  16  Wash.  63,  47  Pac.  241 ;  Seymour  v. 
Citizens'  R.  Co.  114  Mo.  271,  21  S.  W.  739;  Matz  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  52  Minn. 
163,  53  N.  \V.  1071, — holding  standing  on  street  car  platform  not  negligence  per 
8e,  in  absence  of  regulation  to  contrary;  Archer  v.  Ft.  Wayne  &  E.  R.  Co.  87  Mich. 
106,  49  N.  W.  488,  and  East  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Godola,  50  Neb.  909,  70  N. 
W.  491,  holding  standing  on  platform  of  crowded  car  not  negligence  per  se;  Pray 
v.  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  44  Xeb.  173,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  62  N.  W.  447,  holding 
standing  on  step  of  crowded  car  not  negligence  per  se ;  Noble  v.  St.  Joseph  &  B. 
Harbor  R.  Co.  98  Mich.  255.  57  X.  W.  126,  holding  {obiter)  not  negligence  to  ride- 
on  platform  of  crowded  horse  car:  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Baur,  179  111. 
129,  45  L.  R.  A.  110,  footnote  p.  108.  53  N.  E.  568,  which  holds  standing  on  street- 
car  platform,  with  back  against  dashboard,  not  necessarily  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Watson  v.  Portland  &  C.  E.  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  157,  which 
holds  riding  on  front  platform  of  electric  cars  not  negligence  per  se;  Fisher  v. 
West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  69,  which  holds  riding  on  car  platform* 
and  refusing  to  go  inside  at  request,  negligence;  Sweetland  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co. 
51  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  sustain*  rule  forbidding  passengers  to  ride  on  front  plat- 
form of  electric  car;  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Barton,  52  L.  R.  A.  471,  which  denies 
right  of  passenger  on  running  board  of  street  car  to  recover  for  injuries  by  con- 
tact with  pillar  near  track,  while  passing  around  conductor;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Money h n n,  34  L.  R.  A.  141,  which  holds  it  negligent  to  go  on 
lower  step  of  rapidly  moving  railroad  car  to  vomit. 

12  L.  R.  A.  131,  FALL  RIVER  NAT.  BANK  v.  SLADE,  153  Mass.  415,  26  N.  E. 

843. 
Application  of  collateral  to  several  debts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hallowell  v.  Blackstone  Nat.  Bank,  13  L.  R.  A.  315,  which 
holds  pledge  of  securities  for  certain  note,  with  right  to  apply  surplus  to  any 
other  claims,  entitles  pledgee  to  apply  it  to  such  other  claims  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  principal  note  is  paid. 

12  L.  R.  A.  134,  Ex  parte  ALABAMA  STATE  BAR  ASSO.  92  Ala.  113,  8  So.  768. 
Mandamus;   when  Issuable. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Harmon  v.  Hamil,  97  Ala.  109,  11  So.  892,  holding  man- 
damus does  not  lie  to  compel  recanvass  of  votes  by  board  of  supervisors. 
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—  To  compel  exercise  of  Judicial  functions. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  County  v.  Cochran,  116  Fed.  1002,  holding  performance 
of  judicial  duty  compellable  by  mandamus;  Crook  v.  Newborg,  124  Ala.  484,  82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  190,  27  So.  432,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  compel  judge  to  certify 
his  incompetency  to  try  case;  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Pitts,  139  Ala.  155,  36  So.  20, 
holding  mandamus  issuable  to  correct  judge's  erroneous  adjustment  of  incompe- 
tency; Schintz  v.  Morris,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  594,  35  S.  W.  516,  holding  mandamus 
issuable  to  compel  court  to  retry  issue  after  setting  aside  verdict;  Wilson  v. 
Duncan,  114  Ala.  672,  21  So.  1017,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  correct  rulings 
of  judge  failing  to  require  proper  bond  from  contestant  in  election  case;  Ex  parte 
Hurn,  92  Ala.  104,  13  L.  R.  A.  122,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  23,  9  So.  515,  holding  man- 
damus not  issuable  to  compel  court  to  hear  motion  already  overruled;  Steele  v. 
Donehoo,  116  Ala.  567,  22  So.  896,  holding  {obiter)  mandamus  proper  to  com- 
pel court  to  exercise  jurisdiction. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Burbridge  v.  Call,  41  Fla.  459,  26  So.  1016,  hold- 
ing mandamus  improper  to  compel  revocation  of  appealable  decision. 

What  disqualifies  Juda-e. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  County  v.  Cochran,  116  Fed.  1001,  holding  citizen  and  tax- 
payer not  disqualified  to  hear  case  to  which  county  is  party;  Medlin  v.  Taylor, 
101  Ala.  242,  13  So.  310,  holding  judge  whose  election  contested  incompetent  to 
hear  contest  growing  out  of  same  election. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meyer  v.  San  Diego,  41  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  holds  judge 
owning  land  in  city  disqualified  to  sit  in  suit  contesting  validity  of  contract  to  is- 
sue city  bonds;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McGuire,  47  L.  R.  A.  413,  which  holds  judge 
disqualified  to  try  case  in  which  plaintiff  is  corporation  of  which  his  wife  is 
shareholder. 
Judare's  adjudication  of  own  disqualification. 

Cited  in  Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala.  241,  13  So.  310,  holding  adjudication  by 
judge  of  own  incompetency  to  hear  cause  not  conclusive. 

12  l.  r.  a.  136,  Mccarty  v.  Woodstock  iron  co.  92  Ala.  463,  8  So.  417. 

Disaffirmance   of  Infant**  contracts. 

Cited  in  Pippen  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  130  N.  C  27,  57  L.  R.  A.  508,  40 
S.  E.  822,  holding  surrender  of  insurance  policy  not  disaffirmable  by  insured's 
administrator  on  ground  of  infancy;  Shroyer  v.  Pittenger,  31  Ind.  App.  161,  67 
N.  E.  475,  holding  infant's  deed  may  be  disaffirmed  by  any  act  of  positive  dissent 
upon  reaching  majority. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bullock  v.  Sprowls,  47  L.  R.  A.  327,  which  holds  restoration 
of  consideration  unnecessary  on  infant's  disaffirmance  of  deed  after  dissipating 
consideration. 
Legal   title  unaffected  by  estoppel. 

Cited  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  120  Ala.  610,  24  So.  933;  South 
&  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  102  Ala.  237,  14  So.  747   (obiter)  ; 
Hawkins  v.  Ross.  100  Ala.  464,  14  So.  278, — holding  that  legal  title  to  land  does 
not  pass  by  parol  estoppel. 
Jurisdiction   of  equity   to  cancel  written  instruments. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ada  County  v.  Bullen  Bridge  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  367,  which 
denies  rijjht  to  maintain  equitable  action  to  cancel  county  warrants. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  140,  MONTGOMERY  v.  CROSTHWAIT,  90  Ala.  553,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
832,  8  So.  408. 

Effect  on  negotiability  of  note  of  provision  for  collection  costs. 

Cited  in  Shenandoah  Nat.  Bank  v.  Marsh,  89  Iowa,  276,  48  Am.  St  Rep.  381, 
56  N.  W.  458,  and  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Anglin,  6  Wash.  407,  33  Pac.  1056,  holding 
negotiability  of  note  unaffected  by  stipulation  to  pay  attorney's  fees  in  case  of 
suit;  Stapleton  v.  Louisville  Bkg.  Co.  95  Ga.  804,  23  S.  E.  81,  holding  stipulation 
to  pay  all  costs  and  10  per  cent  counsel  fees  if  placed  with  attorney  dees  not  de- 
stroy negotiability;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Slaughter,  98  Ala.  603,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
88,  14  So.  545,  holding  note  containing  provision  for  paying  attorney's  fee  on 
collection  negotiable;  Lockwood  v.  Lindsey,  6  App.  D.  C.  400,  holding  negotiability 
of  note  containing' stipulation  for  payment  of  collection  fees  determined  by  law 
of  place  where  payable;  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  90  Ala.  553,  8  So.  42, 
raising,  without  deciding,  whether  stipulation  in  note  to  pay  costs  of  collection 
destroys  negotiability;  Sylvester  Blackley  Co.  v.  Alewine,  48  S.  C.  311,  37  L.  R. 
A.  88,  26  S.  E.  609,  holding  (obiter)  note  rendered  non-negotiable  by  provision 
for  attorney's  fees. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pattillo  v.  Alexander,  29  L.  R.  A.  616,  which  sustains 
payee's  guaranty  of  attorney's  fees  if  note  has  to  be  collected  by  law. 

Material  alteration  of  instrument. 

Cited  in  Jordan  v.  Long.  109  Ala.  418,  19  So.  843,  holding  unauthorized  altera- 
tion of  indorsement  by  holder  by  inserting  waiver  of  exemptions  releases  imlorser; 
Green  v.  Sneed,  101  Ala.  207,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  13  So.  277,  holding  filling 
blanks  by  party  in  excess  of  authority  vitiates  instrument;  White  Sewing  Mach. 
Co.  v.  Saxon,  121  Ala.  409,  25  So.  784,  holding  unauthorized  attestation  after 
execution  vitiates  instrument;  Hollis  v.  Harris,  96  Ala.  290,  11  So.  377,  holding 
unauthorized  substitution  of  name  of  another  grantee  invalidates  deed;  Brown 
v.  Johnson  Bros.  127  Ala.  295,  51  L.  R.  A.  404,  footnote,  p.  403,  85  Am.  St.  Rep. 
134,  28  So.  579,  which  holds  maker  released  by  payee's  addition  of  name  of  other 
person  as  comaker;  Payne  v.  Long,  121  Ala.  390.  25  So.  780,  holding  (o6i/er)  de- 
tachment of  memorandum  from  note  avoids  it;  Lesser  v.  Scholze,  93  Ala.  339,  9 
So.  273,  holding  {obiter)  unauthorized  alteration  of  date  vitiates  note;  Rudulph 
v.  Brewer,  96  Ala.  193,  11  So.  314,  holding  (obiter)  signature  of  another  as  joint 
maker  after  delivery  of  note  releases  surety. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gleason  v.  Hamilton,  21  L.  R.  A.  210,  which  holds  mort- 
gage not  invalidated  by  alteration  by  attorney  drawing  same  without  mort- 
gagee's knowledge;  Simmons  v.  Atkinson  &  L.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  599,  which  holds 
insertion  of  words  "or  bearer,"  and  place  of  payment,  a  material  alteration; 
Rochford  v.  McGee.  61  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  holds  removal  of  note  written  below 
perforated  line  on  application  for  insurance,  material  alteration  rendering  it  void; 
Foxworthy  v.  Co) by,  62  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds  insertion  of  "gold"  before  "dol- 
lars," material  alteration. 

Distinguished  in  Winter  v.  Pool,  104  Ala.  582,  16  So.  543,  Modifying  100  Ala. 
504,  14  So.  411,  holding  maker  negligently  leaving  blank,  rendering  possible  altera- 
tion of  note,  liable  to  bona  fide  holder;  Alabama  State  Land  Co.  v.  Thompson,  104 
Ala.  573.  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  80,  16  So.  440,  holding  unauthorized  material  alteration 
by  grantee  of  deed  does  not  devest  title. 
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Ratification  of  alteration. 

Cited  in  Dickson  Bros.  v.  Bamberger,  107  Ala.  299,  18  So.  290,  holding  offer  to 
pay  and  request  for  time,  made  with  knowledge  of  alteration  of  bond,  constitute 
ratification. 

Necessity    of   consideration    for    ratification. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Paxton,  65  Neb.  131,  90  N.  W.  983,  holding  ratification  by 
sureties  of  instrument  as  altered  requires  no  new  consideration. 

Borden  of  proof  a*  to  alteration. 

Cited  in  Bouldin  v.  Barclay.  121  Ala.  428,  25  So.  827,  holding  burden  of  proof 
on  maker  to  show  unauthorized  alteration  of  note  after  execution,  unless  appar- 
ently tampered  with;  Hart  v.  Sharpton,  124  Ala.  642,  27  So.  450,  holding  burden 
■of  proof  on  mortgagee  to  explain  suspicious  alterations;  United  States  Fidelity 
<fc  G.  Co.  v.  Damskibsaktieselskabet  Habil,  138  Ala.  365,  35  So.  344,  holding  burden 
of  proof  on  party  alleging  alteration  not  apparent  on  face  of  instrument. 

Construction   of  stipulation   to   pay  costs   of  collecting;   note. 

Cited  in  Laning  v.  Iron  City  Nat.  Bank,  89  Tex.  602,  35  S.  W.  1048,  and  Reeves 
v.  Estes,  124  Ala.  306,  26  So.  935,  holding  stipulation  in  note  for  paying  costs  of 
■collection  includes  attorney's  fees;  Tompkins  v.  Drennen,  95  Ala.  466,  10  So.  638, 
holding  stipulation  in  note  to  pay  costs  of  collection,  not  less  than  10  per  cent, 
■covers  reasonable  attorney's  fees;  McGhee  v.  Importers  &  T.  Nat.  Bank,  93  Ala. 
195,  9  So.  734,  holding  guaranty  of  payment  "with  all  legal  or  other  expenses  of  or 
for  collection"  covers  reasonable  attorney's  fees. 

12  L.  R.  A.  146,  DURANT  v.  PIERSON,  124  N.  Y.  444,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  686,  26 
N.  E.  1095. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Miller  v.  Pierson,  124  N.  Y.  654,  27  N.  E.  413. 

Powers   of  surviving:   partner. 

Cited  in  Bell  v.  Hepworth,  134  N.  Y.  449,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  812,  31  N.  E.  918,  hold- 
ing surviving  partner  has  power  to  mortgage  firm  assets  in  aid  of  business;  Burch- 
inell  v.  Koon,  8  Colo.  App.  465,  46  Pac.  932.  holding  surviving  partner  may  mort- 
gage firm  assets  to  secure  firm  debt;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cody,  93  Ga.  149.  19  S. 
E.  831,  holding  partnership  assets  liable  for  payment  of  renewal,  by  surviving 
partner,  of  firm  note;  McCann  v.  Hazard,  36  Misc.  11,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  45,  and 
Dawson  v.  Parsons,  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  724,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  65,  holding  {obiter)  surviv- 
ing partner  has  sole  control  of  assets  for  purpose  of  closing  up  business;  Rogers 
v.  Flournoy,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  558,  54  S.  W.  386,  holding  {obiter)  surviving  part- 
ner may  make  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Legral   title   to  assets  of  partnership  dissolved   by  death. 

Cited  in  Willis  v.  McKinnon.  37  Misc.  388,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  770,  holding  devisees 
of  deceased  partner  acquire  no  legal  title  to  assets  until  final  settlement  of  firm 
business. 
Equitable    lien    of    firm    creditors. 

Cited  in  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Williams.  35  N.  Y.  S.  R.  544,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  678. 
holding  firm  note  given  for  individual  debt  invalid  as  against  firm  creditors; 
Schwab  v.  Kaughran,  42  N.  Y.  S.  R.  408.  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  926,  holding  partner's 
payment  of  individual  debt  out  of  firm  assets  invalidates  general  assignment. 
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Distinguished  in  Dexter  v.  Dexter,  43  App.  Div.  275,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  371,  holding 
creditors  of  business  carried  on  by  surviving  partner  have  no  preference  over 
individual  creditors. 

12  L.  R.  A.  150,  OLYMPIA  v.  MANN,  1  Wash.  389,  25  Pac.  337. 
Municipal  power  to  regulate  erection  of  buildings. 

Cited  in  Hubbard  v.  Medford,  20  Or.  318,  25  Pac.  640,  upholding  city  ordinance 
prohibiting  erection  of  wooden  buildings  within  fire  limits. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eiehenlaub  v.  St.  Joseph,  18  L.  R.  A.  590,  which  holds  or- 
dinance prohibiting  wooden  buildings  within  fire  limits  cannot  be  suspended  by 
simple  resolution;  Bostock  v.  Sams,  59  L.  R.  A.  282,  which  holds  unauthorized, 
ordinance  permitting  refusal  of  permits  for  erecting  buildings  not  conforming  ilk 
size,  appearance,  etc..  to  existing  buildings;  Sioux  Falls  v.  Kirby,  25  L.  R.  A- 
621,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  making  owner's  right  to  improve  and  use  prop- 
erty depend  on  decision  of  city  inspector. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  171,  174)  on  municipal  power  over  buildings  and 
other  structures  as  nuisances. 

Reasonableness   of  municipal   ordinance*. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Slaughter  v.  O'Berry,  48  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  holds  void,, 
ordinance  making  city  provide  materials  and  make  sewer  connections  to  within  3 
feet  of  building;  Beiling  v.  Evansville,  35  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  refuses  to  hold  void, 
ordinance  prohibiting  maintenance  of  slaughterhouse  within  city  when  author- 
ized by  statute. 

12  L.  R.  A.  155,  LYONS  v.  PLANTERS'  LOAN  &  SAV.  BANK,  86  Ga.  486,  12  S. 

£.  882. 
Effect  of  general  demurrer. 

Cited  in  Paulk  v.  Tanner,  106  Ga.  220,  32  S.  E.  99;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  106- 
Ga.  453,  32  S.  E.  585 :  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Atkinson,  94  Ga.  782,  21  S. 
E.  1010, — holding  general  demurrer  precludes  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
process. 

Necessity  of  exhibit*  to  pleading:". 

Cited  in  Harp  v.  Abbeville  Invest.  &  Constr.  Co.  108  Ga.  179,  33  S.  Jfi.  998,  hold- 
ing exhibits  unnecessary  to  accompany  averment  of  termination  of  suit. 

Liability  of  church  property  for  debta. 

Cited  in  Josey  v.  Union  Loan  &  T.  Co.  106  Ga.  612,  32  S.  E.  628,  holding  church, 
edifice  and  site  liable  for  debt  incurred  by  congregation. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  689)  on  liability  for.  salary  of  pastor. 

Church    property    aa    private    property. 

Cited  in  Macon  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Riggs,  87  Ga.  159,  13  S.  E.  312,  holding  church- 
property  Bubject  to  railroad  condemnation  proceedings. 

12  L.  R.  A.  157,  BAIRD  v.  ^ROOKIN,  86  Ga.  709,  12  S.  E.  981. 
Intereat  of  afterborn  cl.      :ren   under  deed  or  devlae. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Hoi  lings  worth,  113  Ga.  211,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  38  S.  E.  827, 
holding  deed  to  woman  "and  her  children  should  any  be  born"  conveys  no  interest 
to  subsequently  born  children;  Hollis  v.  Lawton,  107  Ga.  106,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  114» 
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32  S.  E.  846,  holding  conveyance  in  trust  for  woman  and  issue  does  not  include 
subsequently  born  children;  McCord  v.  Whitehead,  98  Ga.  385,  25  S.  E.  767,  hold- 
ing devise  to  parent  and  children  vests  fee  in  parent  and  child  living  at  date  of 
will  and  at  testator's  death. 

Distinguished  in  Riggins  v.  Adair,  105  Oa.  730.  31  S.  E.  743,  holding  deed  in 
trust  for  use  of  beneficiary  "during  natural  life,"  and  at  death  "then"  to  bene- 
ficiary's children,  includes  children  subsequently  born;  Sumpter  v.  Carter,  115  Ga. 
•902,  60  L.  R.  A.  278,  42  S.  E.  324,  construing  devise  of  estate  to  "daughters  and 
their  children"  at  termination  of  life  tenancy  as  vesting  interest  in  children  living 
at  life  tenant 's  death. 

Rale  of  count  ruction  of  Code. 

Cited  in  Lamar  v.  McLaren,  107  Ga.  599,  34  S.  E.  116.  holding,  unless  contrary 
manifestly  appears,  language  of  Code  sections  regarded  as  declaratory  of  existing 
law. 

12  L.  R.  A.  160,  HOWARD  v.  WORCESTER,  153  Mass.  426,  25  Am.  8t.  Rep.  651, 

27  N.  E.  11. 
Liability  of  municipality  for  negrllarence. 

Cited  in  Johnson  County  v.  Reinier,  18  Ind.  App.  121,  47  N.  E.  642,  and  Jasper 
■County  v.  Allman,  142  Ind.  577,  39  L.  R.  A.  62,  42  X.  E.  206,  denying  county's  lia- 
bility in  absence  of  statute  for  negligence  in  failing  to  repair  bridge;  Huges  v. 
Monroe  County,  79  Hun,  126,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  495,  denying  county's  liability  for 
negligence  of  persons  in  charge  of  lunatic  asylum;  Russell  v.  Tacoma,  8  Wash. 
15!),  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  35  Pac.  605,  denying  city's  liability  for  negligence  of 
•employees  improving  public  park;  Ulrich  v.  St.  Louis,  112  Mo.  147,  34  Am.  St. 
Rep.  372,  20  S.  W.  466.  denying  city's  liability  for  negligence  of  workhouse  superin- 
tendent; Brown  v.  New  York,  32  Misc.  574,  66  X.  Y.  Supp.  382,  denying  city's  lia- 
bility for  defect  in  floor  of  school  building;  Ernst  v.  West  Covington,  25  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1028,  63  L.  R.  A.  654,  76  S.  W.  1089,  denying  municipal  liability  for  injury 
to  child  falling  from  unfenced  playground  into  street;  Freel  v.  Crawfordsville, 
142  Ind.  29,  37  L.  R.  A.  304,  41  N.  E.  312,  denying  liability  in  absence  of  statute, 
of  school  corporation  fbr  negligence  of  agent;  McKay  v.  Reading,  184  Mass.  142, 
68  N.  E.  43,  denying  municipality's  liability  to  person  injured  by  defect  in  walk 
•on  public  common. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Snider  v.  St.  Paul,  18  L.  R.  A.  151,  which  holds  city  not 
liable  for  negligence  of  agents  in  providing  and  maintaining  city  hall. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  301)  on  liability  of  school  district  or  school  corpora- 
tion to  action  for  damages  from  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Butman  v.  Newton,  179  Mass.  6,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  349,  60  N.  E. 
401.  holding  city  liable  for  negligence  of  agent  making  repairs  on  highway;  Miles 
▼.  Worcester,  154  Mass.  513,  13  L.  R.  A.  842,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  264,  28  N.  E.  676, 
holding  city  liable  for  encroachment  of  retaining  wall  on  adjoining  premises: 
Buchanan  v.  Barre,  66  Vt.  132,  23  L.  R.  A.  489,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  829,  28  Atl.  878, 
denying  liability  of  town  renting  town  hall  for  private  use,  for  defective  sidewalk 
for  which  village  responsible. 
Olatlnctlon  between  public  and  private  municipal  enterprises. 

Cited  in  Mt.  Hope  Cemetery  v.  Boston,  158  Mass.  513,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  515,  33 
N.  E.  695,  holding  city's  title  to  cemetery  not  subject  to  legislative  control. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  161,  POTTER  v.  JONES,  20  Or.  239,  25  Pac.  769. 
Insane  delusions. 

Cited  in  Skinner's  Will,  40  Or.  579,  67  Pac.  951,  holding  idea  based  upon  untrue 
statements  of  others  not  insane  delusion;  Re  Cline,  24  Or.  177,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
851.  33  Pac.  542,  holding  erroneous  belief  as  to  feelings  of  children  toward  testa- 
tor, having  basis  in  fact,  not  insane  delusion;  McClary  v.  Stull,  44  Neb.  189,  62 
N.  W.  501,  holding  belief  in  spiritualism,  not  engendering  delusion  respecting 
facts  connected  with  will,  no  evidence  of  want  of  testamentary  capacity;  Re 
Scott,  128  Cal.  63,  60  Pac.  527,  holding  wife's  unjust  suspicion  that  husband 
wished  to  poison  her  not  insane  delusion;  Layer  v.  Layer,  110  Ky.  552,  62  S.  W. 
15,  holding  that  instruction  that  testator's  unfounded  belief  that  contestant  was 
not  his  son,  affecting  disposition  of  property,  invalidates  will,  should  have  been 
given. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  262)  on  what- are  insane  delusions. 
Testamentary  capacity. 

Cited  in  Re  Gorkow,  20  Wash.  570,  56  Pac.  385,  holding  clear  comprehension  of 
property  and  intended  disposition  sufficiently  shows  testamentary  capacity. 
Validity  of  will;  now  determined. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Green,  9  C.  C.  A.  569,  15  l\  S.  App.  488,  61  Fed.  426, 
holding,  under  Oregon  laws,  validity  of  will  must  be  determined  upon  formal  suit. 

Absolute   rla-ht  as  to  disposition  of  property. 

Cited  in  Holman's  Will,  42  Or.  357,  70  Pac.  908,  holding  unnatural  disposition 
of  property  does  not  invalidate  will. 

12  L.  R.  A.  168,  WOOD  v.  CORRY  WATERWORKS  CO.  44  Fed.  146. 
Acquiescence    of    stockholders    In    action    irregularly    taken. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  67  Fed.  58. 
holding  stockholders  acquiescing  in  increase  of  indebtedness  cannot  deny  validity 
on  ground  of  failure  to  give  statutory  notice  of  meeting;  Nelson  v.  Hubbard,  96 
Ala.  253,  17  L.  R.  A.  381,  11  So.  428,  holding  bond  issue  authorized  at  meeting 
not  called  as  required  by  statute,  ratified  by  all  stockholders,  valid;  Riesterer  v. 
Horton  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  160  Mo.  152,  61  S.  W.  238,  holding  valid,  bonds  issued 
upon  resolution  signed  by  all  stockholders,  waiving  statutory  notiqe  of  meeting; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  G.  V.  B.  Min.  Co.  89  Fed.  447,  upholding  validity  of  corpora- 
tion mortgage  absented  to  by  stockholders,  although  not  in  statutory  manner; 
Bishop  v.  Kent  &  S.  Co.  20  R.  I.  688,  41  Atl.  255,  upholding  validity  of  mortgage 
acquiesced  in  by  stockholders,  although  authorized  by  less  number  than  required 
by  charter;  Bridgeport  Electric  &  Ice  Co.  v.  Meader,  18  C.  C.  A.  456,  30  U.  S. 
App.  580,  72  Fed.  115,  upholding  equitable  lien  created  by  promoter's  agreement 
to  give  mortgage,  acquiesced  in  by  stockholders. 
Estoppel  to  set  up  defense  of  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  Beach  v.  Wakefield,  107  Iowa,  586,  76  N.  W.  688,  holding  railway  cor- 
poration exceeding  statutory  limit  of  indebtedness  liable  for  loan  of  which  it 
received  benefit :  G.  V.  B.  Min.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  36  C.  C.  A.  640,  95  Fed.  30, 
holding  corporation  receiving  proceeds  cannot  deny  validity  of  mortgage. 
Who  may  set  np  defense  of  nltra  vires. 

Cited  in  G.  B.  V.  Min.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  36  C.  C.  A.  644,  95  Fed.  34,  hold- 
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ing  plea  of  ultra  vires  not  available  where  stockholders  and  directors  are  same 
persons;  Steger  v.  Davis,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  29,  27  S.  W.  1068,  holding  purchase 
acquiesced  in  by  stockholders  cannot  be  repudiated;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Colum- 
bus, H.  V.  &  T.  R.  Co.  87  Fed.  828,  holding  indebtedness  in  excess  of  statutory 
limit  valid  as  to  subsequent  mortgagee  with  notice;  Campbell  v.  Argenta  Gold  & 
Silver  Min.  Co.  51  Fed,  6,  holding  junior  lienors  cannot  assert  invalidity  of  mort- 
gage authorized  by  all  stockholders  at  meeting  convened  without  observing  stat- 
utory requirements;  Galbraith  v.  Shasta  Iron  Co.  143  Cal.  99,  76  Pac.  901,  holding 
that  none  but  stockholders  can  attack  corporate  deed  unratified  by  stockholders. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bath  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Claffy,  36  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  denies 
right  of  lessee  of  corporation  to  escape  payment  of  rent  on  ground  that  law 
ultra  tnre*. 

12  L.  R.  A.  171.  LEE  v.  FLETCHER,  46  Minn.  49,  48  N.  W.  456. 
Deed*  |  ■ofllclency  of  delivery. 

Cited  in  Barnard  v.  Thurston,  86  Minn.  347,  90  X.  VV.  574,  and  Cummings  v. 
Newell,  86  Minn.  133,  90  N.  W.  311,  holding  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person  for 
grantee  sufficient. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Martin  v.  Flaharty,  19  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  manual 
delivery  of  deed  not  essential;  Robbing  v.  Rascoe,  38  L.  R.  A.  238,  which  holds 
delivery  of  deed  to  natural  child  to  deputy  clerk  of  court,  with  instructions  for 
proving  it,  passes  title;  Parrot  v.  Avery,  22  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  holds  execution 
of  deed  in  presence  of  witness  not  sufficient  delivery. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  886)  on  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person  or  delivery 
for  record  by  grantor. 

Denerlblngr  condition  of  Indebtednena  In  mortgranre. 

Cited  in  Cable  v.  Minneapolis  Stock-Yards  &  Packing  Co.  47  Minn.  420,  50  N. 
W.  528,  holding  sheriff's  certificate  of  sale  on  foreclosure  not  invalidated  by  error, 
in  stating  amount  secured. 

Right    to  enter  Judgment  a  gal  nut   part  of  defendants. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Foulks,  191  111.  70,  60  X.  E.  890,  holding  court  may 
enter  judgment  against  part  of  defendants  in  tort  action,  upon  verdict  against  all. 


12  L.  R.  A.  178,  WETZLER  v.  DUFFY,  78  Wis.  170,  47  N.  W.  184. 
Who  mnnt  bear  1om  by   Are  on   premliei  aold. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Phinizy  v.  Guernsey,  50  L.  R.  A.  680,  which  holds  vendor 
entitled  to  insurance  on  buildings  destroyed  while  in  his  possession  during  investi- 
gation of  title. 

Failure  to  And)  when  available  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Darling  v.  Neumeister,  99  Wis.  428,  75  X.  W.  175,  holding  neglect  of 
court  to  make  unrequested  finding,  not  required  by  law,  not  available  on  appeal. 

Distinguished  in  Grunert  v.  Speich,  114  Wis.  367,  89  X.  W.  496,  holding  failure 
to  except  to  omissions  to  find  does  not  preclude  consideration  on  appeal,  to  pre- 
vent injustice. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  180,  STATE  ex  rel.  GRADY  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  k  N.  R.  CO.  79  Wis 

259,  48  N.  W.  243. 
Mandamus   to  compel   performance  of  corporate  duty. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Elmendorf  v.  San  Antonio  Street  R.  Co.  10  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
14,  30  S.  W.  266,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  compel  operation  of  street  railway; 
State  ex  rel.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Janes  vi  lie  Street  R.  Co.  87  Wis.  80,  22  L. 
R.  A.  763,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  23,  57  N.  W.  970,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  compel 
electric  railway  company  to  place  wires  guarding  contact  with  telephone  wires, 
required  by  ordinance;  Evans  v.  Chicago,  St  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  86  Wis.  604,  39 
Am.  St.  Rep.  908,  57  X.  W.  354,  holding  statutory  duty  to  restore  highway  by 
railroad  using  it  enforceable  by  courts;  Swinney  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  123 
Iowa,  221,  98  X.  W.  635,  holding  mandamus  lies  to  compel  construction  of  farm 
crossing,  without  recourse  to  railroad  commissioners. 
To  whom  man  damn  a  directed. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Lamar  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  41  Fla.  397,  27  So. 
225,  holding  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  performance  of  corporate  duty  properly 
directed  to  corporation. 
Duty  to  fence  railroad  tracks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Reesman,  23  L.  R.  A.  768, 
which  holds  company  liable  to  brakeman  for  failure  to  maintain  fences,  causing 
derailment;  Gould  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  590,  which  requires  rail- 
road fences  to  be  on  outside  margin  of  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  163)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making  rail- 
road companies  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fires  set  out  by  them,  or  for  stock 
killed  by  them,  irrespective  of  negligence. 

12  L.  R.  A.  184,  PATTON  v.  EAST  TENNESSEE,  V.  &  G.  R.  CO.  89  Tenn.  370, 

15   S.   W.   919. 
Proximate  cao*e. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schreiner  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  76,  which 
holds  failure  to  build  fence  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  pushed  on  track 
by  cow. 
Duty  to  station  lookout  on  train. 

Cited  in  Katzenberger  v.  La  wo,  90  Tenn.  237,  13  L.  R.  A.  185,  25  Am.  St.  Rep. 
681,  16  S.  W.  611,  holding  railroad  must  observe  statutory  precautions  while 
running  trains  on  streets;  Knoxville,  C.  G.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Acuff,  92  Tenn.  34, 
20  S.  W.  348,  sustaining  charge  that  railroad  must  have  person  on  lookout  on 
moving  train;  Felton  v.  Newport,  34  C.  C.  A.  473,  92  Fed.  473,  holding  railroad 
liable  to  trespasser  for  failure  to  keep  lookout  on  engine  as  required  by  stat- 
ute; Towjes  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  103  Fed.  409,  holding  common-law,  not  statutory, 
duty  to  keep  lookout  on  trains,  prevails  where  cars  precede  engine. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  292)  on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad  train. 

Distinguished  in  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  House,  96  Tenn.  555,  35  S.  W.  561, 
holding  railroad  required  to  observe  statutory  precautions  within  station  grounds. 
Dntr  of  railroad  to  trespassers. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Norfolk  &  S.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  747,  25  L.  R.  A.  295,  19  S. 
E.  863,  holding  (obiter)  it  railroad's  duty  to  keep  reasonable  lookout  for  tres- 
passers. • 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tartt,  49  L.  R.  A. 
"98,  which  denies  duty  towards  trespassers  on  track  before  discovery;  Becker  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  requires  stopping  to  enable  tres- 
passer discovered  on  railroad  bridge  to  escape. 

Contributory  nea*lla*enoe  of  person  on  truck* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neal  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  684,  which  denies 
liability  for  death  of  person  on  track  by  train  running  at  excessive  speed  with- 
out  ringing  bell. 

Distinguished  in  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  28  L.  R.  A.  186, 
13  C.  C.  A.  371,  31  U.  S.  App.  277,  66  Fed.  123,  holding  failure  of  licensee 
passing  through  railroad  yard,  to  keep  watch  to  rear,  contributory  negligence. 
Doctrine  of  "last  clear  chance." 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Hellenthal,  31  C.  C.  A.  418,  60  U.  S.  App. 
156,  88  Fed.  120,  holding  contributory  negligence  no  bar  to  recovery  where  injury 
avoidable  by  defendant's  exercise  of  reasonable  care;  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Foxworth,  41  Fla.  66,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  25  So.  338,  holding  contributory 
negligence  of  person  crossing  track  not  bar  to  recovery  for  injury  avoidable  by 
railroad's  exercise  of  reasonable  care. 

Question   of   contributory  negligence   for  Jury* 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  105  Tenn.  84,  58  S.  W.  334,  holding 
contributory  negligence  of  person  injured  in  darkness  at  unfamiliar  crossing, 
in  failing  to  look  and  listen,  question  for  jury. 

Mltlgratlon  of  da  ma  urea  In  case  of  contributory  negrllg-ence. 

Cited  in  Artenberry  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  103  Tenn.  269,  52  S.  W.  878;  Byrne  v.. 
Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  700,  9  C.  C.  A.  675,  22  U.  S.  App. 
220,  61  Fed.  605;  Knoxville,  C.  G.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Acuff,  92  Tenn.  33,  20  S.  W. 
348;  Cincinnati,  N.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  62  C.  C.  A.  568,  127  Fed.  936,  hold- 
ing contributory  negligence  mitigates  damages  in  action  against  railroad  for 
failure  to  observe  statutory  precautions;  Saunders  v.  City  &  Suburban  R.  Co. 
99  Tenn.  136,  41  S.  W.  1031,  holding  rule  that  contributory  negligence  only 
mitigates  damages  not  apply  in  common-law  action  against  electric  road. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  573)  on  how  far  statutes  will  be  regarded  as  having 
abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong. 

Liability  as  to  detached  moving  cam. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  61  L.  R.  A.  574, 
which  holds  company  liable  for  injury  to  bystander  by  car  broken  loose  from  train 
and  thrown  from  track  by  collision  with  other  car  at  foot  of  decline. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  64,  66)  on  negligence  of  railroad  company  as  to 
flying  switches  or  detached  cars  moving  by  their  own  momentum. 

12  L.  R.  A.  187,  ROZELLE  v.  HARMON,  103  Mo.  339,  15  S.  W.  432. 
Liability  of  person  receiving;  assets  of  estate. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Dreyfus,  64  Mo.  App.  603,  holding  one  collecting  debt 
due  decedent,  applying  it  on  decedent's  indebtedness,  liable  to  administrator. 
Statutory  construction. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Bland,  144  Mo.  535,  41  L.  R.  A.  303,  46  S.  W. 
440,  holding  "corrupt  practices  act"  must  be  strictly  construed;   Heman  v.  Mc- 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 35. 
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Namara,  77  Mo.  App.  11,  holding  statute  regulating  practice  should  be  liber- 
ally construed;  State  ex  rel.  Wheeler  v.  Adams,  101  Mo.  App.  476,  74  S.  W. 
497,  holding  statutory  penalty  of  double  damages  imposed  on  county  treasurer 
refusing  in  good  faith,  to  pay  warrant. 

12  L.  R.  A.  189,  ST.  LOUIS,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  CO.  v.  HOPKINS,  54  Ark.  209,  15- 

S.  W.  610. 
Accident  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  nea*lls;ence. 

Cited  in  Arkansas  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Ratteree,  57  Ark.  436,  21  S.  W.  1059,  holding 
proof  of  fall  of  telephone  wire,  frightening  horse,  raises  presumption  of  negli- 
gence; St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  57  Ark.  421,  21  S.  W.  883,  hold- 
ing proof  of  derailment  of  car  raises  presumption  of  negligence;  Fordyce  v„ 
Jackson,  56  Ark.  598,  20  S.  W.  528,  holding  prima  facie  case  made  by  proof  of 
accident  due  to  train  running  into  bull. 
Liability  for  fall  of  object. 

Cited  in  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Beatty,  63  Ark.  80,  37  S.  W. 
570,  denying  liability,  in  absence  of  negligence  of  telephone  company,  for  fall 
of  brick  to  which  wire  fastened. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wolf  v.  Downey,  51  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  denies  liability 
of  contractor  for  either  carpenter  or  mason  work  for  injury  from  fall  of  brick 
from  unknown  cause;  Detzur  v.  B.  Stroh  Brewing  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  500,  which 
holds  it  negligent  to  leave  broken  pane  in  window  above  sidewalk;  Cork  v. 
Blossom,  26  L.  R.  A.  256,  which  holds  one  maintaining  high  chimney  liable 
for  fall  on  adjoining  building. 
Act  of  God. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Libby  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds 
unprecedented  flood,  causing  washout  of  railroad  culvert,  act  of  God;  Lang  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  360,  which  holds  theft  or  destruction  of  whis- 
key after  train  wrecked  by  flood  not  due  to  inevitable  accident. 

12  L.  R.  A.  192,  RYMER  v.  LUZERNE  COUNTY,  142  Pa.  108,  21  Atl.  794. 
Repeal  of  statute  by  Implication. 

Cited  in  Re  Reynolds  Street,  6  Kulp,  481,  9  Lane.  L.  Rev.  335,  2  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
66,  holding  general  law,  applying  in  terms  to  all  municipalities,  not  repeal  law 
applying  to  boroughs  only;  Com.  use  of  Cambria  County  v.  Lloyd,  2  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  17,  38  W.  N.  C.  295,  holding  general  statute  without  negative  words  does 
not  repeal  previous  local  statute;  Moore  v.  Lancaster  County,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
187,  holding  local  act  fixing  jailer's  salary  not  repealed  upon  increase  of  popu- 
lation bringing  county  within  provisions  of  general  act;  Com.  v.  Vetterlein,  21 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  591,  holding  act  limiting  time  to  appeal  in  certain  cases  not  re- 
pealed by  act  affirming  right  without  limiting  time. 

Distinguished  in  Jadwin  v.  Hurley,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  110,  holding  special 
statute  repealed  by  general  where  legislature  discloses  purpose  to  bring  about 
uniformity. 

12  L.  R.  A.  193,  CASEY  v.  CINCINNATI  TYPOGRAPHICAL  UNION,  NO.  3, 

45   Fed.   135. 
Illearal  conspiracies. 
Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Cincinnati,  N,  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
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797,  62  Fed.  821,  holding  combination  of  railway  employees  to  compel  railroads 
to  cease  usingaPullmsn  cars  unlawful  conspiracy;  Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Coopers' 
International  Union,  72  Fed.  699,  holding  boycott  by  members  of  trade  unions  of 
articles  manufactured  by  certain  party  unlawful;  National  Protective  Asso.  v. 
Cumming,  170  N.  Y.  348,  58  L.  R.  A.  148,  footnote  p.  135,  88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
648,  63  N.  E.  369  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  liability  of  members  of 
labor  union  for  causing  discharge  of  nonmembers  by  threatening  to  strike  unless 
latter   discharged. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lucke  v.  Clothing  Cutters'  &  T.  Assembly  No.  7507,  K. 
of  L.  19  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  holds  incorporated  labor  union  liable  for  causing 
discharge  of  nonunion  man;  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co. 
19  L.  R.  A.  395,  which  holds  criminal,  combination  of  railroad  employees  to  quit 
employment;  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lumbermen's  Asso.  21  L.  R.  A. 
337,  which  holds  valid,  voluntary  agreement  to  refrain  from  dealing  with  certain 
persons;  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful,  combination 
of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages;  Waterhouse  v.  Comer,  19  L.  R.  A. 
403,  which  holds  illegal,  rule  against  handling  property  of  railroad  against  which 
labor  organization  has  grievance;  United  States  v.  Workingmen's  Amalgamated 
Council,  26  L.  R.  A.  158,  which  holds  stopping  of  transportation  between  states 
by  strike  in  certain  city  unlawful  restraint  of  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  Master  Builders'  Asso.  v.  Domascio,  16  Colo.  App.  33,  63 
Pac.  782,  holding  members  of  builders'  association  may  lawfully  decline  to  bid 
in  competition  with  certain  other  person;  Mtna.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.  106  Ky.  889, 
45  L.  R.  A.  361,  51  S.  W.  624,  holding  combination  to  maintain  insurance  rates 
not  indictable;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Fire  Underwriters,  67  Fed.  320, 
holding  combination  of  fire  underwriters  to  prevent  representation  by  agents  of 
companies  not  members  lawful. 

Injunctions  agralnat  boycott*,  strikes,  etc. 

Cited  in  Coeur  D'Alene  Consol.  Min.  Co.  v.  Miners'  Union,  19  L.  R.  A.  386, 
footnote  p.  382,  51  Fed.  266,  refusing  to  dissolve  injunction  against  workmen  in- 
terfering with  employer's  property  on  ground  of  his  duplicity;  Matthews  v. 
Shankland,  25  Misc.  612,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  123,  holding  circulation  of  placards  and 
circulars  for  carrying  out  conspiracy  to  boycott  enjoinable;  Barr  v.  Essex  Trades 
Council,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  128,  30  Atl.  881,  granting  injunction  against  boycott  of 
newspaper;  Beck  v.  Railway  Teamsters'  Protective  Union,  118  Mich.  524,  42 
L.  R.  A.  418,  footnote  p.  407,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  77  N.  W.  13,  sustaining  in- 
junction against  boycott  by  picketing  of  premises  and  distribution  of  circulars; 
Hopkins  v.  Oxley  Stave  Co.  28  C.  C.  A.  106,  49  U.  S.  App.  709,  83  Fed.  919,  sus- 
taining injunction  against  boycott  of  machine-made  barrels  by  inducing  persons 
not  to  purchase  goods  packed  therein;  Blindell  v.  Hagan,  54  Fed.  42,  granting 
injunction  against  interference  with,  and  preventing  ship  owners  from  shipping, 
crew;  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  392,  foot- 
note p.  387,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  534,  54  Fed.  738,  which  grants  injunction 
against  labor  organization  putting  into  operation  rule  against  handling  cars  of 
certain  company. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R  A.  465)  on  injunction  against  strikes;  (20  L.  R.  A. 
342)    on  injunctions  against  blacklisting. 

Distinguished  in  Longshore  Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26  Or.  548,  28  L.  R.  A. 
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474,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  38  Pac.  547,  denying  injunction  to  restrain  continuance 
of  strike  and  boycott  in  absence  of  evidence  of  impending  Irreparable  injury. 

—  Affminet   violence   and   Intimidation. 

Cited  in  Arthur  v.  Oakes,  25  L.  R.  A.  428,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  758,  11  C.  C. 
A.  220,  24  U.  S.  App.  239,  63  Fed.  321,  sustaining  injunction  against  combina- 
tion of  railroad  employees  to  quit,  with  object  of  interfering  with  operation  of  road 
by  violence  and  intimidation;  Davis  v.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  492,  36  N.  Y.  Sup  p. 
303,  granting  injunction  against  execution  of  conspiracy  by  union,  to  injure 
property  and  intimidate  employees;  Consolidated  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Murray,  80 
Fed.  825,  sustaining  injunction  against  gatherings'  of  union  men  near  works, 
for  purpose  of  intimidating  workmen;  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire 
Drawers'  &  D.  M.  Unions  Nob.  1  &  3,  90  Fed.  615,  enjoining  patrol  of  strikers 
in  front  of  mill;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruef,  120  Fed.  105,  granting  injunction 
against  picketing,  accompanied  by  violence  and  intimidation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,  35  L.  R.  A.  722,  which  holds  patrol 
of  strikers  in  front  of  factory  unlawful;  Plant  v.  Woods,  51  L.  R.  A.  339,  which 
sustains  injunction  against  threats  by  labor  union  to  make  employers  induce 
employees  to  leave  other  union  and  rejoin  former;  O'Neil  v.  Behanna,  38  L.  R. 
A.  382,  which  holds  actual  use  of  force  unnecessary  to  constitute  intimidation 
by  strikers  making  display  of  force. 

—  Of  publication*. 

Cited  in  A.  B.  Farquhar  Co.  v.  National  Harrow  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  756,  42  C. 
C.  A.  601,  102  Fed.  715,  sustaining  right  to  injunction  against  sending  out  no- 
tices, in  bad  faith,  threatening  agents  and  customers  with  suits  for  infringing 
patent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Marx  &  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  56  L.  R.  A.  951, 
which  denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation  of 
merchants  not  to   deal   with   boycotted   firm. 

Distinguished  in  Marlin  Fire  Arms  Co.  v.  Shields,  171  N.  Y.  395,  59  L.  R. 
A.  314,  64  N.  E.  163,  Reversing  68  App.  Div.  91,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  84,  holding 
publication  of  unjust  and  malicious  criticism  of  manufactured  article  not  en- 
joinable;  Everett  Piano  Co.  v.  Bent,  60  111.  App.  378,  denying  injunction  against 
publication  of  claim  that  certain  article  infringes  patent. 

—  To  protect  property  rlg-bta. 

Cited  in  Grand  Rapids  School  Furniture  Co.  v.  Uaney  School  Furniture  Co. 
92  Mich.  562,  16  L.  R.  A.  722,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  52  N.  W.  1009,  granting  in- 
junction against  use  of  decree  collusively  obtained  in  patent  case,  to  influence 
any  person  from  purchasing  from  complainant;  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light 
Co.  v.  Bradley,  108  Wis.  489,  84  N.  W.  870,  sustaining  injunction  against  prose- 
cution of  criminal  actions  pending  appeal  of  civil  case  involving  same  questions. 

Distinguished  in  Computing  Scale  Co.  v.  National  Computing  Scale  Co.  79  Fed. 
963,  denying  injunction,  pending  suit  to  determine  validity  of  patent,  against 
suing  or  warning  users  of  alleged  infringing  machine. 

12  L.  R.  A.  202,  STATE  ex  rel.  VAN  AMRINGE  v.  TAYLOR,  108  N.  C.  196,  23 

Am.  St.  Rep.  51,  12  S.  E.  1005. 
Effect  of  failure  to  comply  with  election  law. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  McMillan,  108  Mo.  161  18  S.  W.  784,  holding 
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failure  to  comply  with  provisions  of  election  law  invalidates  election;  Atty.  Gen. 
v.  McQuade,  94  Mich.  443,  53  N.  W.  944,  holding  failure  to  comply  with  manda- 
tory provisions  of  election  law  as  to  rejection  of  votes  of  unregistered  persons 
and  of  persons  whose  marked  ballots  are  exposed  to  view  vitiates  vote  of  entire 
election  district;  Dial  v.  Hollandsworth,  39  W.  Va.  9,  19  S.  E.  557  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  appointment  by  commissioners  of  election  of  addi- 
tional ballot  clerks  does  not  invalidate  poll. 

Distinguished  in  Deaver  v.  State,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  455,  66  S.  W.  256,  holding 
election  conducted  by  persons  without  legal  authority  in  absence  of  proper  offi- 
cers, without  objection  from  voters,  valid. 

Public  officers  de  facto. 

Cited  in  Waite  v.  Santa  Crux,  184  U.  S.  323,  46  L.  ed.  566,  22  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
327,  Affirming  89  Fed.  627,  holding  whether  person  is  de  facto  officer  when  as- 
suming to  perform  duties  of  public  office,  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact. 

12  L.  R.  A.  205,  DEVEREUX  v.  MoMAHON,  108  N.  C.  134,  12  S.  E.  902. 
Competency  of  copy  of  record  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Ratlin"  v.  Ratliff,  131  N.  C.  427,  63  L.  R.  A.  966,  42  S.  E.  887,  hold- 
ing copy  of  record  of  deed  competent  evidence,  where  no  rule  obtained  for  pro- 
duction of  original. 

-What  sin-nature  sufficient. 

Cited  in  note   (22  L.  R.  A.  372)   on  signature  by  mark. 
Evidence  of  delivery  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Whitman  v.  Shingleton,  108  N.  C.  194,  12  S.  E.  1027,  holding  signing 
of  deed  by  grantor  and  possession  by  grantee  prima  facie  evidence  of  delivery; 
Herndon  v.  Imperial  F.  Ins.  Co.  110  N.  C.  284,  14  S.  E.  742,  holding  {obiter) 
registration   of   deed   creates   rebuttable   presumption   of  actual   delivery. 

12  L.  R.  A.  209,  BRACE  v.  CHARTRAND,  16  Colo.  19,  26  Am.  St,  Rep.  235,  26 

Pac.  152. 
Legal  status  of  mutual  benefit  associations. 

Cited  in  National  Council,  K.  &  L.  of  S.  v.  Phillips,  63  Kan.  807,  66  Pac  1011, 
holding  mutual  benefit  association  not  exempt  from  taxation  as  benevolent  asso- 
ciation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  ret  Covenant  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Root,  19  L.  R. 
A.  271,  which  holds  foreign  assessment  insurance  company  entitled  to  license 
to  do  business. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.  R.  A.  34,  55)  on  whether  benefit  association  is  an  insur- 
ance company;  (24  L.  R.  A.  303)  on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  insurance 
companies. 

Rights  under  mutual  benefit  certificates. 

Cited  in  Overhiser  v.  Overhiser,  14  Colo.  App.  6,  59  Pac.  75,  and  Brown  v. 
Iowa  L.  of  H.  107  Iowa,  442,  78  N.  W.  73,  holding  mutual  benefit  association 
certificate  construable  as  written  contract  fixing  rights  of  parties;  Fischer  v. 
Fischer,  99  Tenn.  635,  42  S.  W.  448,  holding  rights  of  beneficiary  of  mutual  bene- 
fit certificate  determinable  by  laws,  charter,  and  membership  certificates  of  order. 
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Testamentary  nature  of  life  Insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  Knights  Templars  &  M.'Mut.  Aid  %Asso.  v.  Greene,  79  Fed.  465,  and 
McNally  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  116,  holding  life  insurance 
policy  construable  in  analogy  to  will;  Masonic  Benev.  Asso.  v.  Bunch,  109  Mo. 
580,  19  S.  W.  25,  sustaining  right  of  holder  of  mutual  benefit  certificate  to  change 
beneficiary  without  tatter's  consent. 

12  L.  R.  A.  216,  RODGERS  v.  LEES,  140  Pa.  475,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  250,  21  Atl. 

399. 
Liability  for  Injury  to  trespassers. 

Cited  in  Newark  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Garden,  37  L.  R.  A.  728,  23  C.  C. 
A.  653,  39  U.  S.  App.  416,  78  Fed.  78,  denying  liability  of  electric  light  company 
for  defective  insulation  of  wire  touched  by  trespasser. 
—  To  trespass! ng  children. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bradford,  20  Ind.  App.  355,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  252,  49  N.  E.  388,  holding  child  two  years  old  a  trespasser  on  railroad, 
subject  to  consequences;  Feehan  v.  Dobson,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  9,  44  W.  N.  C.  67, 
denying  right  of  child  burned  by  hot  ashes  while  trespassing  on  inclosed  lot, 
to  recover;  Buch  v.  Amory  Mfg.  Co.  69  N.  H.  262,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  44  Atl. 
809,  denying  obligation  of  owner  of  dangerous  machinery  in  operation,  to  ac- 
tively intervene  to  protect  infant  trespasser;  Catlett  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  57  Ark.  465,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  254,  21  S.  W.  1062,  denying  liability  of  railroad 
to  boy  stealing  ride;  Jefferson  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  116  Ala.  301, 
38  L.  R.  A.  459,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  22  So.  546,  denying  liability  for  injuries  to 
child  trespassing  upon  dummy  train  in  street;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Beavers,  113  Ga.  413,  54  L.  R.  A.  321,  39  S.  E.  82,  denying  liability  of  owner  of 
premises  for  injury  to  children  attracted  by  unguarded  excavation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brinkley  Car  Works  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  57  L.  R.  A.  724, 
which  denies  liability  for  injury  to  six-year-old  boy  from  carelessly  walking  into 
pool  of  hot  water;  Paolino  v.  McKendall,  60  L.  R.  A.  133,  which  denies  duty  of 
occupier  of  land  burning  rubbish,  to  guard  young  children  accustomed  to  play 
there  from  fire;  Kopplekom  v.  Colorado  Cement  Pipe  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  284,  which 
holds  owner  of  uninclosed  city  lot  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  by  toppling 
over  of  large  cement  pipe  used  by  children  as  plaything;  Ryan  v.  Towar,  55  L. 
R.  A.  310,  which  denies  landowner's  duty  to  make  premises  safe  for  attempt- 
ing to  rescue  trespassing  child  caught  in  waterwheel  in  unused  building;  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  32  L.  R.  A.  825,  which  denies  liability  of  rail- 
Toad  company  for  injuries  to  child  playing  on  bridge  ties  in  fenced  railroad  yard; 
TJttermohlen  v.  Bog^s  Run  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  mine  owner  for  injury  to  trespassing  child  by  cable  and  pulleys  hauling 
coal  cars. 
Contributory  negflln-ence  of  children. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gleason  v.  Smith,  55  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity for  injury  by  collision  with  team,  to  twelve-year-old  boy  using  street  as 
playground;  Graney  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  633,  which  denies 
negligence  per  se  of  twelve-year-old  boy  in  standing  so  near  passing  train  as  to 
be  drawn  under  by  current  of  air. 

12  L.  R.  A.  219,  JOHNSON  v.  ASH,  142  Pa.  45,  21  Atl.  754. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  220,  WILLIAMSPORT  &  N.  B.  R.  CO.  v.  PHILADELPHIA  &  E.  R. 

CO.  141  Pa.  407,  21  Atl.  645. 
Location  in  talcing?  by  eminent   domain. 

Cited  in  Peiffer  v.  Harrisburg,  P.  M.  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  274,  hold- 
ing act  of  location  of  railroad  also  act  of  appropriation;  Kanawha,  G.  J.  &  E. 
R.  Co.  v.  Glen  Jean,  L.  L.  &  D.  W.  R.  Co.  45  W.  Va.  125,  30  S.  E.  86,  holding 
priority  of  location  of  railroad  gives  priority  of  title;  Biddle  v.  Wayne  Water- 
works Co.  190  Pa.  96,  42  Atl.  380,  holding  equity  will  not  undertake  to  control 
discretion  of  waterworks  corporation  in  locating  right  of  way. 

—  How  effected. 

Cited  in  Utah,  N.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Utah,  &  C.  R.  Co.  110  Fed.  892,  holding  prior- 
ity of  corporate  adoption  of  route  determines  right  of  railroad  to  contested 
location;  Schaadt  v.  Ironton  R.  Co.  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  336,  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
104,  holding  land  cannot  be  appropriated  by  railroad  by  act  of  president  alone; 
Weidenfeld  v.  Sugar  Run  R.  Co.  48  Fed.  617,  holding  location  of  railroad  made 
by  executive  committee  void ;  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States,  48  C.  C.  A.  720, 
109  Fed.  921,  holding  survey  for  railroad  does  not  effect  location  giving  title; 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  116  Iowa,  690,  88 
N.  W.  1082,  holding  preliminary  survey  does  not  give  prior  right  as  against 
another  railroad;  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  United  States  Pipe-Line  Co.  7  Kulp, 
82,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  74,  holding  preliminary  survey  for  pipe  line,  in  absence  of  cor- 
porate action,  not  a  location;  Kanawha,  G.  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Glen  Jean,  L.  L.  & 
D.  W.  R.  Co.  45  W.  Va.  128,  30  S.  E.  86  (dissenting  opinion  by  Brannon,  Pres.), 
who  holds  survey  alone  cannot  effect  location  of  railroad;  Delabole  Slate  Co.  v. 
Bangor  &  P.  R.  Co.  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  343,  raising,  without  deciding, 
question  whether  corporate  action  of  location,  incident  to  appropriation,  must 
be  by  formal  resolution. 

Distinguished  in  Standard  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Butler.  Water  Co.  5  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  578,  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  167,  41  W.  N.  C.  197,  holding  taking  by  water 
company  of  part  of  stream  without  formal  appropriation  does  not  devest  rights 
of  lower  riparian  owner;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  149  111.  286,  37  N.  E.  91,  holding  petition  for  condemnation  for  switch  need 
not  contain  averment  of  corporate  direction  of  location. 

Adoption  of  anrvey. 

Cited  in  Johnston  v.  Callery,  184  Pa.  151,  39  Atl.  73,  S.  C.  on  prior  appeal,  173 
Pa.  137,  33  Atl.  1036,  holding  servitude  fastened  upon  land  by  railroad's  survey 
and  adoption  of  line  by  directors. 

Effect  of  fllinur  bond  or  making:  compensation   to  devest  title. 

Cited  in  Mack  v.  Easton  &  N.  R.  Co.  7  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  320,  holding 
purchaser  on  foreclosure  cannot  recover  possession  of  premises  taken  by  rail- 
road compensating  mortgagor;  Fischer  v.  Catawissa  R.  Co.  175  Pa.  558,  38  W. 
N.  C.  559,  34  Atl.  860,  holding  owner's  title  to  land  appropriated  by  railroad  de- 
vested by  filing  of  bond  for  damages;  Shevalier  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Co.  22  Pa,  Su- 
per. Ct.  511,  holding  damages  for  previously  constructed  telegraph  line  belong 
to  owner  at,  and  are  assessable  as  of,  date  of  filing  petition  for  condemnation; 
Re  Franklin  Street  14  Pa,  Super.  Ct.  417  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
that  filing  of  bond  by  city  for  damages  on  taking  property  for  street  does  not 
devest  title. 
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©ramt  of  riffht  to  construct  street  railway  before  Incorporation. 

Cited  in  Homestead  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Pittsburg  k  EL  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  166 
Pa.  174,  27  L.  R.  A.  387,  30  Atl.  950,  holding  municipal  consent  obtained  prior 
to  incorporation  of  street  railway  company  ineffective  to  exclude  company  ob- 
taining consent  after  incorporation. 

12  L.  R.  A.  223,  THIRD  NAT.  BANK'S  APPEAL,  141  Pa.  214,  21  Atl.  598,  773V 

12  L.  R.  A.  227,  Re  VANCE,  141  Pa.  201,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  21  Atl.  643. 
Widow's  election  to  take  a*alnst  will. 

Cited  in  Beebe's  Estate,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  272,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  296;  Griffin's  Estate, 

11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  446,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  317;  Mcintosh's  Estate,  158  Pa.  534,  27  Atl. 
1044,  holding  widow's  election  to  take  against  husband's  will  renders  legacies 
payable  to  her  distributable  as  though  she  were  dead;  Sawyer  v.  Freeman,  161 
Mass.  547,  37  N.  E.  942,  holding  widow's  election  not  to  take  under  will  devis- 
ing income  to  her  for  life  does  not  entitle  legatee  of  principal  sum  if  living  at 
widow's  death  to  such  principal  during  widow's  lifetime. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  295)  on  effect  on  third  persons  of  widow's  election 
to  take  against  will. 

Distinguished  in  Portuondo's  Estate,  185  Pa.  473,  39  Atl.  1105,  Affirming  7 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  92,  holding  widow's  election  does  not  affect  bequest  to  another  of 
one  third  of  income  of  residuary  estate  during  widow's  life;  Re  Ballantine,  25 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  416,  holding  widow's  election  does  not  affect  bequest  of  main- 
tenance of  another  out  of  income  during  her  life. 

Compensation  of  devisees  disappointed  by  election  against  will. 

Cited  in  Lyon's  Estate,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  353,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  740,  holding  legacy 
to  husband  electing  to  take  against  will  sequestered  in  favor  of  devisee  of  realty 
to  extent  of  loss  resulting  from  election;  Re  McCombs,  32  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  219, 
holding,  where  widow  elects  against  will,  testamentary  provision  for  her  will 
be  sequestered  to  compensate  disappointed  legatees;  Re  Borland,  34  Pittsb.  L.  J. 
N.  S.  228,  holding  administrator's  expenses  payable  out  of  residuary  estate. 

Distinguished  in  Latta  v.  Brown,  96  Tenn.  352,  31  L.  R.  A.  843,  34  S.  W.  417, 
holding  other  devisees  must  contribute  toward  deficit  in  devise  occasioned  by 
widow's  election  against  will;  Re  Kerr,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  122,  holding  spe- 
cific legacy  payable  out  of  fund  given  widow  for  life  not  payable  out  of  specific 
devise  of  residue  upon  widow's  election  against  will. 

12  L.  R.  A.  232,  HOLLAND  v.  TENNESSEE  COAL,  IRON  &  R.  CO.  91  Ala.  444, 

8  So.  524. 
Master's  dnty  as  to  employment  of  servants. 

Cited  in  Weeks  v.  Scharer,  49  C.  C.  A.  374,  111  Fed.  332,  holding  it  master's 
duty  to  use  reasonable  care  in  selecting  competent  and  careful  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  372,  377,  381)  on  master's  duty  as  to  employment  of 
servants;  (25  L.  R.  A.  711)  on  master's  liability  for  injuries  caused  to  one  serv- 
ant, by  incompetency  of  fellow  servant;  (41  L.  R.  A.  91)  on  knowledge  as  element 
of  employer's  liability  to  injured  servant. 

Master's  dnty  to  furnish  safe  appliances. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  97  Ala.  152,  12  So.  574,  denying  lia- 
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bility  of  railroad  to  brakeman  for  defect  in  brake-rod  not  discoverable  by  most 
careful  inspection. 

Evidence  of  custom  aa  bearing;  on  Beflifesee. 

Limited  in  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Go.  v.  Burton,  97  Ala.  251,  12  So.  88, 
holding  similar  usage  by  other  railroads  not  justify  leaving  car  on  switch  in  dan- 
gerous proximity  to  track. 

Construction    of   contract   according   to   common    usage. 

Cited  in  Gaines  v.  Virginia  &  A.  Coal  Co.  124  Ala.  400,  27  So.  477,  construing 
contract  to  mine  such  coal  "as  can  be  reasonably  mined  out"  as  requiring  opera- 
tion customary  with  persons  performing  same  kind  of  work. 

Matter'!  duty  to  warn  servants  as  to  perils  of  employment. 

Cited  in  Worthington  v.  Goforth,  124  Ala.  661,  26  So.  531,  holding  employer  not 
bound  to  warn  employee  of  obvious  danger  incident  to  climbing  upon  moving  cars ; 
Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Banks,  104  Ala.  516,  16  So.  547,  holding  railroad  not 
bound  to  advise  employee  how  to  avoid  danger  from  low  bridge;  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  v.  Stutts,  105  Ala.  376,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  127,  17  So.  29,  denying  railroad's 
liability  to  engineer  for  obvious  defects  in  trestle  and  engine;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  v.  Boland,  96  Ala.  632,  18  L.  R.  A.  263,  11  So.  667,  holding  brakeman  suffi- 
ciently warned  of  increased  danger  in  coupling  cars  of  different  patterns  by  gen- 
eral caution;  Robinson  Min.  Co.  v.  Tolbert,  132  Ala.  466,  31  So.  519,  holding  em- 
ployer liable  for  failure  to  warn  inexperienced  employee  of  presence  of  dangerous 
explosive;  Alabama  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wrenn,  136  Ala.  493,  34  So.  970,  sustain- 
ing instruction  imposing  on  master  duty  of  warning  inexperienced  employee  of 
dangers  of  service. 

Cited  in  notes  (44  L.  R.  A.  38,  76)  on  master's  duty  to  instruct  and  warn 
servants  as  to  perils  of  employment. 

Explosive  nature  of  molten  iron  aa  latent  danger. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  United  States  Radiator  Co.  52  App.  Div.  94,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1002,  holding  employer  liable  for  failure  to  instruct  inexperienced  molder  that 
contact  of  molten  iron  with  rust  causes  explosion. 

Degree  of  care  required  in  face  of  danger. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  128  Ala.  331,  29  So.  562,  and  Rich- 
mond &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Farmer,  97  Ala.  145,  12  So.  86,  holding  one  brought  into 
sudden  danger  by  another's  wrong  bound  only  to  exercise  prudence  of  reasonable 
person  in  like  circumstances. 

Limited  in  Bessemer  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  121  Ala.  61,  77  Am. 
St.  Rep.  17,  25  So.  793,  holding  excitability  of  defendant's  superintendent  docs 
not  excuse  failure  to  act  with  ordinary  care  and  prudence. 

Correctness  of  charge,  how  determined. 

Cited  in  McDonald  v.  Montgomery  Street  R.  Co.  110  Ala.  178,  20  So.  317,  and 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Frazier,  93  Ala.  51,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  28,  9  So.  303, 
holding  correctness  of  charge  tested  by  evidence  with  respect  to  which  given. 

Master's  liability  for  coemployee's  negligence. 

Cited  in  Sheffield  v.  Harris,  101  Ala.  570,  14  So.  357,  holding  charge  that  de- 
fendant is  liable  for  negligence  of  coemployee  not  exercising  superintendence 
erroneous;  Northern  Alabama  R.  Co.  v.  Mansell,  138  Ala.  560,  36  So.  459,  hold- 
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ing  complaint  in  administrator's  action  against  intestate's  employer,  not  imput- 
ing negligence  to  fellow  servants,  not  demurrable. 

12  L.  R.  A.  235,  JOHNSTON  v.  STATE,  128  Ind.  16,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  27 

N.  E.  422. 
Mandamus  to  election  board. 

Followed  in  State  ex  rel.  Hadfield  v.  Grace,  83  Wis.  298,  53  N.  W.  444;  Kimerer 
v.  State,  129  Ind.  590,  29  N.  E.  178;  Wills  v.  State,  128  Ind.  359,  27  N.  E.  423, 
holding  that  mandamus  lies  to  compel  determination  of  tie  vote  by  lot;  Smith  v. 
Lawrence,  2  S.  D.  197,  49  S.  W.  7,  holding  mandamus  issuable  to  compel  ad- 
journed board  of  canvassers  to  canvass  omitted  returns;  State  ex  rel.  Bennett  v. 
Barber,  4  Wyo.  73,  32  Pac.  14,  holding  mandamus  issuable  to  compel  state  board 
to  canvass  entire  vote. 

Cons  tr  net  ton  of  Constitution  or  statute. 

Cited  in  Van  Walters  v.  Children's  Guardians,  132  Ind.  569,  18  L.  R.  A.  432, 
32  N.  E.  568,  holding  constitutional  provisions  construable  in  lfght  of  established 
principle  of  state's  right  to  guardianship  of  children;  Townsend  v.  State,  147 
Ind.  634,  37  L.  R.  A.  299,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  47  N.  E.  19,  holding  courts  cannot 
overthrow  statute  as  encroaching  upon  citizen's  natural  rights. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  providing  for  decision  of  tie  vote. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel  Crow  v.  Kramer,  150  Mo.  93,  47  L.  R.  A.  553,  51  S.  W.  716, 
holding  statute  authorizing  determination  of  tie  vote,  in  absence  of  constitutional 
provision,  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  555,  560)  on  decision  of  tie  vote  at  election; 
(17  L.  R.  A.  842)  on  implied  restrictions  on  power  of  legislatures. 

12  L.  R.  A.  237,  HOPPER  v.  HOPPER,  125  N.  Y.  400,  26  N.  E.  457. 
Powers  of  ancillary  administrator. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,   169  N.  Y.  472,  62  N.  E.  577,  holding 
ancillary  administrator  may  pledge  estate  assets  for  estate  purposes. 
Status  of  foreign  personal  representative. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Harrison,  27  Misc.  381,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  850,  holding 
foreign  administrator  cannot  be  sued  in  state  courts;  Flandrow  v.  Hammond,  13 
App.  Div.  326,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  143,  holding  foreign  executor  not  entitled  to  be 
substituted  as  defendant. 

Foreign   judgments  against   executor. 

Cited  in  Jefferson  v.  Beall,  117  Ala.  439,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  23  So.  44,  hold- 
ing foreign  judgment  against  executor  void. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.  R.  A.  102)  on  judgments  of  another  state  or  country  ren- 
dered against  executor  or  administrator. 

12  L.  R.  A.  239,  FRINK  v.  THOMAS,  20  .Or.  265,  25  Pac.  717. 
When  time  of  essence  of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Garrison  v.  Cooke,  61  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  holds  time  of 
essence  of  subscription  for  cost  of  railroad,  in  consideration  of  running  of  trains 
by  specified  date;   Glock  v.  Howard  &  W.  Colony  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  199,  which 
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denies  right  of  vendee  making  default  in  contract  of  which  time  is  of  the  essence, 
to  recover  money  paid  without  excusing  default. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.  R.  A.  737)  on  making  time  of  essence  of  contract  by  de- 
mand or  notice. 

Readiness  to  perform  concurrent  act  as  working*  default. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Craft,  39  Or.  310,  64  Pac.  809,  holding  offer  to  deliver  goods 
on  payment  therefor  puts  other  party  in  default;  Sayre  v.  Mohney,  30  Or.  246, 
47  Pac.  197,  holding  failure  to  make  title  defense  to  action  on  note  for  purchase 
price. 

Rescission  of  contract  for  default. 

Cited  in  Holbrook  v.  Investment  Co.  30  Or.  265,  47  Pac.  920,  holding  in  action 
at  law  vendor  may  enforce  contract  provisions  for  forfeiture  against  defaulting 
purchaser;  Graham  v.  Merchant,  43  Or.  304,  72  Pac.  1088,  sustaining  provision 
in  land  contract  giving  vendor  right  of  forfeiture  upon  default  in  payment. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  44)  on  right  to  rescind  or  abandon  contract  because 
of  other  party's  default. 

Restoration  of  status  quo  on  rescission  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Dundee  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Goodman,  36  Or.  456,  60  Pac.  3;  Vaughn  v. 
Smith,  34  Or.  57,  55  Pac.  99;  Crossen  v.  Murphy,  31  Or.  118,  49  Pac.  858, — 
holding  defrauded  party  rescinding  sale  must  account  for  consideration;  State 
v.  Blize,  37  Or.  408,  61  Pac.  735,  holding  party  cannot  rescind  land  contract 
while  retaining  consideration;  Sievers  v.  Brown,  36  Or.  221,  56  Pac.  170,  holding 
vendee  under  land  contract  cannot  rescind  and  sue  for  payments  before  returning 
possession. 

Effect   of  pending:  controversy  In   Land   Department. 

Reaffirmed  on  second  appeal  in  Frink  v.  Hoke,  35  Or.  22,  56  Pac.  1093,  hold- 
ing statute  of  limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against  right  to  recover  lands 
until  termination  of  controversy  in  United  States  Land  Department. 

Cited  in  Robertson  v.  State  Land  Board,  42  Or.  189,  70  Pac.  614,  holding  courts 
cannot  control  decision  of  state  land  board. 

Purchase  of  superior  title  by  vendee  under  land  contract. 

Reaffirmed  on  second  appeal  in  Frink  v.  Hoke,  35  Or.  17,  56  Pac.  1093,  holding 
purchaser  rescinding  land  contract  cannot  assert  outstanding  superior  title 
against  vendor. 

Specific   performance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co. 
35  L.  R.  A.  167,  which  refuses  to  require  payment  of  interest  not  provided  for  as 
condition  of  specific  performance  of  contract;  Prospect  Park  &  C.  I.  R.  Co.  v. 
Coney  Island  &  B.  R.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  610,  which  authorizes  specific  enforcement  of 
contract  to  run  street  cars  over  other  company's  track  to  depot. 

12  L.  R.  A.  247,  CONSOLIDATED  COAL  CO.  v.  BAKER,  135  111.  545,  26  N.  E. 

651. 
Tax)  burden  of  proof  as  to  validity. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Funk  v.  Keener,  194  111.  18,  61  N.  E.  1069,  holding  party 
objecting  to  tax  has  burden  of  showing  invalidity. 
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Waat  taxable  as  real  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.  R.  A.  297)  on  what  constitutes  real  estate  for  process  of 
taxation. 

12  L.  R.  A.  240,  HAYES  v.  HYDE  PARK,  158  Mass.  514,  27  K.  E.  522. 
Injuries  from  eleetrle  wires. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haynes  v.  Raleigh  Gas  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  holds 
negligence  shown  by  guy  wire  charged  with  deadly  current  hanging  to  ground  from 
tree;  Jackson  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  101,  which  holds  connection 
of  barn  with  flag-staff  on  other  building  by  telephone  wire  renders  company  liable 
for  loss  of  barn  by  lightning  striking  flag-staff;  Ahern  v.  Oregon  Teleph.  &,  Teleg. 
Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  635,  which  holds  telephone  company  liable  for  injury  from  electric 
wire  left  hanging  on  electric  light  company's  pole;  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  552,  which  holds  reasonable  care  required  to  keep  elec- 
tric wires  safe  towards  persons  licensed  to  approach  them. 

Distinguished  in  Frauenthal  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  67  Mo.  App.  8,  holding  boy 
of  seventeen  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  touching  electric  wire. 

Effect  ef  co-operatlns;  cause  on  liability  for  nes;lfs;ence. 

Cited  in  Pomeroy  v.  Westfield,  154  Mass.  464,  28  N.  E.  899,  holding  endeavor 
to  avoid  mudhole  does  not  prevent  recovery  for  injuries  received  in  consequence; 
McCauley  v.  Norcross,  155  Mass.  587,  30  X.  E.  464,  holding  employer  liable  for 
fall  of  beams  left  near  hole  in  floor  above,  carelessly  toppled  over  by  third  person; 
Denver  v.  Johnson,  8  Colo.  App.  391,  46  Pac.  621,  holding  city  liable  for  defect 
in  highway  co-operating  with  fright  of  horse  and  collision  with  street  car  to  pro- 
duce injury;  Glynn  v.  Central  R.  Co.  175  Mass.  511,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  56  N. 
E.  698,  holding  railroad's  liability  for  defect  in  car  ceases  after  opportunity  for 
inspection  by  connecting  road  on  which  accident  occurs. 

Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  540,  41  L.  R.  A.  797,  51  X.  E. 
1,  holding  railroad  negligently  storing  oil  not  liable  for  fire  started  by  match 
carelessly  dropped. 
Cbara-lns;  remote  effect  to  orla-lnal  wrongdoer. 

Cited  in  Graves  v.  Johnson,  156  Mass.  213,  15  L.  R.  A.  838,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
446,  30  N.  E.  818,  holding  sale  of  liquor  with  view  to  illegal  resale  by  purchaser 
in  another  state  illegal;  Burt  v.  Advertiser  Newspaper  Co.  154  Mass.  247,  13  L. 
R.  A.  102,  28  N.  E.  1,  holding  publisher  of  libel  not  liable  for  republication  by 
others;  Zinn  v.  Rice,  161  Mass.  574,  37  N.  E.  747,  raising,  without  deciding 
question  whether  one  levying  excessive  attachment  liable  for  injury  to  trade 
from  wrongful  acts  of  others  resulting  therefrom;  May  v.  Wood,  172  Mass.  15, 
51  N.  E.  191,  dissenting  opinion  by  Holmes,  J.,  who  holds  action  lies  for  inducing 
master  to  break  contract  with  servant.  ' 

Duty  to  anticipate  another's  wrongful  act. 

Cited  in  Chenery  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  213,  22  L.  R.  A.  577,  35  N.  E. 
554,  holding  railroad  not  bound  to  anticipate  presence  of  trespassers ;  Davis  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  159  Mass.  536,  34  N.  E.  1070,  holding  failure  to 
anticipate  foreman's  failure  to  give  warning  of  approaching  train  not  contribu- 
tory negligence. 
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Liability  tor  defect*  In  hlffhwav* 

Cited  in  Griffin  v.  Boston,  182  Mass.  411,  65  N.  E.  811,  holding  city  may  be  lia- 
ble to  traveler  injured  by  falling  of  handle  of  gravel  heater  standing  unused  in 
street. 

12  L.  R.  A.  261,  PEOPLE  em  rel.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  DOLAN,  126  N. 

Y.  166,  27  N.  E.  269. 
AMeMment  of  railroads. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  165  N.  Y.  325,  59  N.  E.  151, 
dissenting  opinion  by  O'Brien,  J.,  who  holds  railroad's  real  estate  must  be  as- 
sessed at  not  to  exceed  cost  to  produce  it  in  condition  at  date  of  assessment. 

Distinguished  in  Newark  v.  State  Bd.  of  Taxation,  66  N.  J.  L.  469,  49  Atl.  525, 
holding  street  railway's  interest  in  highways  taxable  as  real  estate. 

Effect  on  certiorari  proceedings  of  failure  to  appear  before  aMenmn. 
Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Duguid,  68  Hun,  244, 
22  N.  Y.  Supp.  988,  holding  omission  to  appear  before  assessors  on  grievance  day 
not  essential  to  entitle  person  to  certiorari  to  review;  Re  Cathedral  of  Incarna- 
tion, 91  App.  Div.  546,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  900,  refusing  to  quash  writ  of  certiorari, 
where  petitioner  appeared  before  assessors  on  day  following  designated  "first  day" 
for  hearing  objections. 

Rla-ht  to  eosta. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Oak  Hill  Cemetery  Asso  v.  Pratt,  66  Hun,  579,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  853,  holding  costs  in  certiorari  to  review  assessments  governed  by  act,  and 
not  by  Code. 
Construction    of   telegraph    and    telephone    lines   along    highway. 

Cited  in  Utica  v.  Utica  Teleph.  Co.  24  App.  Div.  373,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  916  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  act  authorizing  construction  of  telephone  line 
upon  public  streets  or  other  lands,  subject  to  owner's  right  to  compensation,  does 
not  authorize  erection  of  poles  in  street  without  city's  consent. 

Power   of   state   over  Interstate   telephone   or   telegraph    com  pan  lea. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  162)  on  power  of  states  to  control  or  impose  burdens 
on  interstate  telegraph  or  telephone  companies;  (60  L.  R.  A.  669)  on  corporate 
taxation  and  the  commerce  clause. 

12  L.  R.  A.  254,  HUNDLEY  v.  FARRIS,  103  Mo.  78,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  15  S. 

W.  312. 
Relative    right*   of    Individual    and    firm    creditor*. 

Cited  in  Freedman  v.  Holberg,  89  Mo.  App.  346,  sustaining  preference  of  firm 
to  individual  creditors  in  distribution  of  partnership  assets;  Re  Edwards,  122 
Mo.  431,  29  L.  R.  A.  686,  25  S.  W.  904,  Reversing  47  Mo.  App.  307,  holding  owners 
of  firm  notes  given  in  satisfaction  of  individual  debts,  in  absence  of  fraud,  enti- 
tled to  participate  in  distribution  of  partnership  assets;  Talbott  v.  Great  Western 
Plaster  Co.  86  Mo.  App.  367,  holding  partner  cannot  without  firm's  consent  ap- 
ply firm  assets  to  individual  debt;  Mansur-Tebbetts  Implement  Co.  v.  Ritchie, 
159  Mo.  225,  60  S.  W.  87,  holding  partner  may,  with  consent  of  others,  mortgage 
partnership  property  to  secure  individual  debt;  Re  Wilcox,  94  Fed.  102,  holding 
firm  creditors  postponed  to  individual  in  distributing  assets  of  bankrupt  partner, 
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though  no  partnership  assets;  Funk  v.  Seehorn,  99  Mo.  App.  598,  74  S.  W.  445, 
holding  lien  of  one  tenant  in  common  against  another  for  contribution  to  purchase 
price  superior  to  judgments  of  individual  creditors. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kincaid  v.  National  Wall  Paper  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  412,  which 
sustains  right  of  partners  to  appropriate,  with  other  partners'  consent,  interest 
in  firm  to  pay  individual  in  preference  to  firm  debts;  Re  Baldwin,  58  L.  R.  A. 
122,  which  sustains  individual  liability  of  member  of  banking  firm,  signing  name 
to  certificate  of  deposit,  enforceable  against  estate  in  preference  to  claims  against 
firm. 

Limited  in  McDonald  v.  Cash,  57  Mo.  App.  543,  holding  partnership  creditor's 
priority  over  individual  does  not  prevail  in  case  of  bona  fide  sale  of  firm  assets  to 
one  partner. 

12  L.  R.  A.  257,  SCHUMAKER  v.  ST.  PAUL  &  D.  R.  CO.  46  Minn.  39,  48  N.  W- 

559. 
Proximate   cause. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  58  L.  R.  A.  399,  which 
holds  placing  on  platform  of  heavy  doors  blown  on  track  by  severe  gale,  not 
proximate  cause  of  derailment  of  engine. 
Duty  to  transport  employee. 

Distinguished  in  King  v.  Interstate  Consol.  R.  Co.  23  R.  I.  590,  51  Atl.  301, 
holding  declaration  alleging  railroad's  refusal  to  carry  snow  shoveller  home, 
not  showing  express  or  implied  promise,  demurrable. 

12  L.  R.  A.  259,  LOSTUTTER  v.  AURORA,  126  Ind.  436,  26  N.  E.  184. 
Nuisance. 

Cited  in  Savage  v.  Salem,  23  Or.  385,  24  L.  R.  A.  7^9,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  688,  31 
Pac.  832,  holding  street  tanks  to  supply  contractor's  street  sprinklers  not  nui- 
sances per  se. 
Ownership  of  fee  In  hlg-hvraya. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  County  v.  Indianapolis  Natural  Gas.  Co.  134  Ind.  213,  33  N. 
E.  972,  holding  abutting  owners  presumptively  entitled  to  all  rights  in  highway 
not  inconsistent  with  public  easement;  Egbert  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  6  Ind. 
App.  354,  33  N.  E.  659,  holding  railroad  liable  to  abutting  owner  for  changing: 
grade  of  street  under  statutory  authority;  Haslett  v.  New  Albany  Belt  &  Ter- 
minal R.  Co.  7  Ind.  App.  607,  34  N.  E.  845,  holding  abutting  owner  entitled  to 
damages  for  additional  burden  of  railroad  constructed  in  street  by  municipal 
permission;  Consumers'  Gas  Trust  Co.  v.  Huntsinger,  14  Ind.  App.  162,  39  N.  E. 
423,  holding  abutting  owner  entitled  to  compensation  for  pipe  line  in  highway. 

12  L.  R.  A.  261,  WALLER  v.  BOWLING,  108  N.  C.  289,  12  S.  E.  990. 
Trial   practice)   inbmlMlon  of  lwmes. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Norfolk  &  S.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  763,  19  S.  E.  923,  holding  trial 
judge  may  submit  all  or  portion  of  issues  raised  by  pleadings,  if  sufficient  basis 
for  court  to  proceed  to  judgment. 
Liability  of  cotenant  for  u»e  of  common  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gage  v.  Gage,  28  L.  R.  A.  829,  holding  cotenant  accountable 
for  use  of  common  lands  occupied  without  attempt  to  exclude  other. 
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Cited  in  note  (32L.  R.  A.  422)  on  title  by  accession  to  crops,  fruit,  and  timber 
wrongfully  severed. 

Sale  of  property  by  cotenant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Nevels  v.  Kentucky  Lumber  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  416,  holding 
cotenant  cannot  without  authority  convey  good  title  to  timber  standing  on  com- 
mon land. 


12  L.  R.  A.  268,  BUNTING  v.  HOGSETT,  139  Pa.  363,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  21 

Atl.  31,  33,  34. 
Proximate  cause  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Quigley  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  142  Pa.  397,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  504, 
21  Atl.  827,  holding  engineer's  failure  to  signal  approach  proximate  cause  of  in- 
jury to  horse  resulting  from  entanglement  in  wheel  of  lines  dropped  by  driver; 
Williams  v.  Woodward  Iron  Co.  106  Ala.  258,  17  So.  517,  holding  closing  of 
switch  proximate  cause  of  collision  between  runaway  car  and  train  on  main  line; 
Gudfelder  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  207  Pa.  634,  57  Atl.  70,  sustaining 
jury's  finding  that  negligence  in  moving  leaking  car  of  naphtha  near  switch-light 
was  proximate  cause  of  injury  by  explosion  of  naphtha  at  sewer  outlet. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  58  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds 
placing  on  platform  of  heavy  doors  blown  on  track  by  severe  gale  not  proximate 
cause  of  derailment  of  engine. 

Iinputlns;   driver's   negligence    to   pauenger. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Lehigh  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  202  Pa.  83,  51  Atl.  590,  holding  negli- 
gence of  omnibus  driver  not  imputable  to  passengers;  Duval  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  134  N.  C.  345,  65  L.  R.  A.  728,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  46  S.  E.  750, 
and  Farley  v.  Wilmington  &  N.  C.  Electric  R.  Co.  3  Penn.  (Del.)  586,  52  Atl.  543, 
holding  negligence  of  driver  not  imputable  to  gratuitous  passengers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Markens,  14  L.  R.  A.  281, 
which  holds  hack  driver's  negligence  in  colliding  with  train  not  imputable  to 
passenger. 

Proximate   cause  %    when   question   for   Jury. 

Cited  in  Van  Houten  v.  Fleischman,  1  Misc.  135,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  643,  holding 
proximate  cause  question  for  jury  where  accident  attributable  to  either  cause. 

Liability  for  concurrent  neg-lla;ence. 

Cited  in  Washington  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Hickey,  5  App.  D.  C.  470,  holding  railroad 
and  street  car  companies  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  concurrent  negligence; 
Downey  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  252,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  82,  holding 
railroad  and  street  car  companies  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  collision  caused 
by  negligence  of  both;  Brown  v.  Coxe  Bros,  k  Co.  75  Fed.  691,  holding  steamboat 
and  coal  companies  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  falling  of  bucket  on  steamboat 
employee  during  delivery  of  coal ;  Pugh  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  101  Ky.  83,  72 
Am.  St.  Rep.  392,  39  S.  W.  695,  holding  railroad  company  and'  its  employees 
jointly  and  severally  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  defective  equipment  and 
negligent  management  of  train. 

12  L.  R.  A.  270,  LEMMON  v.  STRONG,  59  Conn.  448,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  22  Atl. 
293. 
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Guaranty  follows  assigned  Instrument. 

Cited  in  Wooley  v.  Moore,  61  N.  J.  L.  18,  38  AtL  758,  holding  alignment  of 
bond  carries  with  it  collateral  guaranty. 
Rift-hta  of  aulgiee  of  vuaranty. 

Cited  in  Weir  v.  Anthony,  35  Neb.  399,  53  N.  W.  206,  upholding  right  of  as- 
signee of  contract  of  guaranty  to  maintain  action  in  own  name. 

12  L.  R.  A.  273,  BUTLER  v.  BARNES,  60  Conn.  170,  21  AtL  419. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  61  Conn.  399,  24  Atl.  328. 
Mutual  mistake  a*  ground  for  equitable  relief* 

Cited  in  Ezell  v.  Peyton,  134  Mo.  490,  36  S.  W.  35,  reforming  deed  so  as  to 
embrace  all  land  pointed  out  by  grantor.    * 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bigham  v.  Madison,  47  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  authorizes  re- 
scission for  mutual  mistake  as  to  location  of  boundary  lines  pointed  out  by 
vendor;  Decker  v.  Schulze,  27  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  holds  mere  breach  of  covenant 
as  to  title  not  ground  for  rescinding  executed  sale  of  land. 

Joinder  of  causes  of  action. 

Cited  in  Thresher  v.  Stonington  Sav.  Bank,  68  Conn.  205,  36  Atl.  38,  holding 
legal  and  equitable  relief  demandable  in  one  complaint;  West  v.  Suda,  69  Conn. 
63,  36  Atl.  1015,  holding  reformation  of  contract  and  damages  for  breach  as  re- 
formed may  be  demanded  in  same  action. 

Covenants  running  wltn  land. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  All  is,  73  Conn.  245,  47  Atl.  362,  holding  covenant  to  save 
grantee  harmless  from  all  encumbrances  runs  with  land. 

Effect  of  grant  of  new  trial. 

Distinguished  in  Fritts  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  63  Conn.  458,  28  Atl.  529, 
holding  unqualified  grant  by  supreme  court  of  new  trial  means  new  trial  of  entire 
cause. 

12  L.  R.  A.  279,  SMITHWICK  v.  HALL  &  U.  CO.  59  Conn.  261,  21  Am.  St  Rep. 
104,  21  Atl.  924. 

Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Nugent  v.  New  Haven  Street  R.  Co.  73  Conn.  141,  46  Atl.  875,  holding 
standing  on  footboard  of  car  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  passenger  struck 
by  pole;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Craig,  19  C.  C.  A.  635,  37  U.  S.  App.  654,  73 
Fed.  645,  holding  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  switchman  negligently  going  be- 
tween moving  cars,  catching  foot  in  unblocked  frog,  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  ex- 
cessive speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train; 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A.  582,  as  to  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  shipper  while  stepping  from  stock  car  to  caboose;  McKenna  v.  Baess- 
ler,  17  L.  R.  A.  310,  which  holds  original  fire  cause  of  destruction  of  property  by 
back  fire;  Herr  v.  Lebanon,  16' L.  R.  A.  106,  which  holds  want  of  barrier  not 
proximate  cause  of  omnibus  going  over  wall  while  horse  attempting  to  rise;  Vallo 
v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  14  L.  R.  A.  743,  which  holds  throwing  trunk  from  de- 
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livery  wagon  in  highway  proximate  cause  of  traveler  falling  over  another  trunk; 
Bunting  v.  Hogsett,  12  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  holds  negligence  of  engineer  of  donkey 
engine  on  circular  track,  in  causing  collision  with  passenger  train  at  one  crossing, 
proximate  cause  of  injury  by  second  collision  on  other  crossing;  Schumaker  v.  St. 
Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  12  L.  R.  A.  257,  which  holds  master's  neglect  to  furnish  trans- 
portation proximate  cause  of  injury  received  while  walking  to  find  shelter;  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  58  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds  placing  on  platform  of 
heavy  doors,  blown  on  track  by  severe  gale,  not  proximate  cause  of  derailment  of 
engine. 

Cited  in  note   (43  L.  R.  A.  354)   on  duties  of  master  and  servant  as  to  rules 
promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 
Intervening  of  co-operating1  cbumi. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Webb,  59  L.  R.  A.  109,  which  holds 
negligent  jolting  of  train,  hurling  passenger  through  door  on  track  insensible, 
cause  of  death  by  train  of  other  company;  Hayes  v.  Hyde  Park,  12  L.  R.  A.  249, 
which  holds  town  guilty  of  negligence  not  relieved  from  liability  by  third  person's 
co-operation;  Daniels  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  751,  denying 
liability  of  one  causing  negligent  injury,  for  suicide  of  one  rendered  insane  there- 
by; Cole  v.  German  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  63  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  denies  liability  of  owner 
of  building  to  visitor  falling  down  elevator  shaft,  unfastened  door  of  which  was 
thrown  open  by  stranger.   • 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  38)  on  effect  of  concurring  negligence  of  third  person 
on  liability  of  one  sued  for  negligently  causing  injury. 
Effect  of  omlulon  Increasing  Iojm  from  another's  negligence. 

Cited  in  Belcher  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  92  Tex.  597,  50  S.  W.  559,  holding 
neglect  to  procure  other  feed  for  cattle  does  not  defeat,  but  reduces,  recovery  in 
action  against  railroad  for  delay  in  transporting  feed. 
Contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  McElligott  v.  Randolph,  61  Conn.  165,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  22  Atl. 
1094,  holding  employee's  remaining  late  at  work,  although  requested  by  superin- 
tendent to  go  home  early,  not  contributory  negligence;  Julian  v.  Stony  Creek  Red 
Granite  Co.  71  Conn.  638,  42  Atl.  994,  holding  employee  not  knowing  derrick  likely 
to  fall  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  working  beneath  it. 

12  L.  R.  A.  285,  MANSFIELD  v.  LYNCH,  59  Conn.  320,  22  Atl.  313. 
Right  to  recover  payment  made  under  mistake. 

Cited  in  Tarplee  v.  Capp,  25  Ind.  App.  61,  56  N.  E.  270,  holding  overpayment  to 
creditor  by  executor  in  mistaken  belief  of  solvency  of  estate  recoverable;  Bristol 
v.  New  Britain,  71  Conn.  206,  41  Atl.  548,  upholding  town's  right  to  recover  from 
another  town  payment  mistakenly  made  for  support  of  paupers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Behring  v.  Somerville,  49  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  denies  right 
of  mortgagor,  compelled  to  pay  first  assignee,  to  recover  amount  previously  paid 
second  assignee  who  surrendered  mortgage. 

Distinguished  in.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alton,  60  Conn.  409,  22  Atl.  1010,  denying 
right  of  bank  discounting  supposed  negotiable  note  to  recover  amount  advanced 
from  accommodation  indorser. 
Right  of  administrator  de  bonis  non   to  recover  administered  assets. 

Cited  in  Mills  v.  Britton,  64  Conn.  25,  24  L.  R.  A.  542,  29  Atl.  231,  upholding 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 36. 
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right  of  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  recover  stock  erroneously  transferred  by 
executor  in  payment  of  debt;  Chamberlin's  Appeal,  70  Conn.  376,  41  L.  R.  A.  207, 
39  Atl.  734,  sustaining  right  of  administrator  de  bonis  non  to  recover  property 
placed  by  executor  in  hands  of  trustee  of  invalid  trust. 

12  L.  R.  A.  288,  ZINN  v.  RICE,  154  Mass.  1,  27  N.  E.  772. 
Malicious   prosecution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Luby  v.  Bennett,  56  L.  R.  A.  261,  which  holds  suit  for 
malicious  prosecution  maintainable  if  material  issues  of  prosecution  decided  in 
defendant's  favor  before  suit  commenced. 
Excesilve  attachment. 

Cited  in  Tamblyn  v.  Johnston,  62  C.  C.  A.  605,  126  Fed.  271,  holding  malicious 
excessive  attachment  actionable. 

12  L.  R.  A.  290,  RAY  v.  WESTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  NATURAL  GAS  CO.  138 

Pa.  576,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  20  Atl.  1065. 
Occupancy  of  lessor  as  re-entry. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Goldstein,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  338,  holding  occupancy  of  lessor 
at  and  after  breach  of  covenant  in  gas  lease  will  not  work  forfeiture  against  his 
will. 

Re-entry  as  essential  to  forfeiture. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Traction  Co.  130  Fed.  942,  holding  forfeiture 
of  lease  for  default  in  payment,  lessor  not  resuming  possession,  will  not  be  en- 
forced where  payment  was  subsequently  accepted. 

Default  creating-  forfeiture  as  defense. 

Cited  in  Verdolite  Co.  v.  Richards,  7.  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  119,  holding  provi- 
sion for  forfeiture  of  lease  for  nonperformance  by  lessee,  for  benefit  of  lessor 
alone;  Chambers  v.  Anderson,  51  Kan.  392,  32  Pac.  1098,  holding  provision  avoid- 
ing land  contract  on  default  in  payments  available  to  vendor  only. 

—  Oil  and  gas  leases. 

Followed  in  Edmonds  v.  Mounsey,  15  Ind.  App.  404,  44  N.  E.  196;  Diamond 
Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Echelbarger,  24  Ind.  App.  128,  55  N.  E.  233;  Diamond  Plate 
Glass  Co.  v.  Curless,  22  Ind.  App.  353,  52  N.  E.  182;  Woodland  Oil  Co.  v.  Craw- 
ford, 55  Ohio  St.  178,  34  L.  R.  A.  67,  44  N.  E.  1093;  Wheeling  v.  Phillips,  10  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  637;  Miller  v.  Logan,  31  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  217;  Cochran  v.  Pew,  159 
Pa.  187,  33  W.  N.  C.  548,  28  Atl.  219;  Gibson  v.  Oliver,  158  Pa.  280,  27  Atl.  961; 
Jones  v.  Western  Pennsylvania  Natural  Gas  Co.  146  Pa.  211,  29  W.  N.  C.  268, 
23  Atl.  386;  Ogden  v.  Hatry,  145  Pa.  641,  23  Atl.  334;  Springer  v.  Citizens' 
Natural  Gas  Co.  145  Pa.  435,  22  Atl.  986, —  holding  forfeiture  clause  in  oil  lease 
inures  to  benefit  of  lessor  only. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  675)   on  forfeiture  of  oil  and  gas  lease. 

Distinguished  in  Glasgow  v.  Chartiers  Oil  Co.  152  Pa.  52,  31  W.  N.  C.  209,  25 
Atl.   232,   denying   liability  of   lessee  after   forfeiture  where. lease   provides   for 
forfeiture  unless  well  is  completed  within  certain  time,  or  payment  is  made  for 
each  additional  month. 
— -  Leases  by  married  women, 

Followed  in  Agerter  v.  Vandergrift,  133  Pa.  593,  21  Atl.  202,  holding  foot  that 
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gas  lease  by  married  woman  was  not  acknowledged  so  as  to  bind  her,  no  defense 
to  action  for  rentals  after  performance  on  her  part. 

Provision  ending  leasees'  liability  on  wrrender. 

Cited  in  Bettman  v.  Shadle,  22  Ind.  App.  548,  53  N.  E.  662,  and  Aderhold  v. 
Oil  Well  Supply  Co.  33  W.  N.  C.  338,  holding  lessee  liable  on  oil  lease  providing 
that  surrender  terminates  liability,  for  rent  previously  accruing;  Douthett  v. 
Gibson,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  546,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  of  liability  of 
lessee  surrendering  lease  providing  that  surrender  releases  him  from  moneys  due, 
after  rent  accrued. 

— —  Implied  covenant  to  develop. 

Cited  in  Foster  v.  Elk  Fork  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  32  C.  C.  A.  563,  61  U.  S.  App.  576, 
90  Fed.  181,  and  Aye  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  193  Pa.  455,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  696,  44 
Atl.  555,  holding  lessee  under  oil  lease  providing  for  test  well,  which  proves  dry, 
impliedly  bound  to  proceed  with  exploration  with  reasonable  diligence;  Parish 
Fork  Oil  Co.  v  Bridgewater  Gas  Co.  51  W.  Va.  593,  59  L.  R.  A.  570,  40  S.  E. 
655,  holding  oil  lease  forfeited  by  failure  to  proceed  with  development,  though 
lessor  completed  well  agreed  upon;  Gadbury  v.  Ohio  &  I.  Consol.  Natural  & 
Illuminating  Gas  Co.  (Ind.)  62  L.  R.  A.  899,  67  N.  E.  259,  holding  condition 
subsequent  to  develop  property  implied  in  oil  lease  providing  penalty  for  delay 
in  completing  test  well;  Barnsdall  v.  Boley,  119  Fed.  201,  holding  lessee  com- 
pleting only  one  well  cannot  enforce  agreement  for  extension  for  "so  long  as  oil 
or  gas  is  found  in  paying  quantities;"  Sharp  v.  Behr,  117  Fed.  872,  8  Del.  Co. 
Rep.  474,  holding  lessee  on  royalty  impliedly  bound  to  operate  mine  with  reason- 
able diligence. 

Effect  of  change  in  lair  on  existing  contracts  or  vested  ria*hts. 

Cited  in  Harlow  v.  Beaver  Falls,  188  Pa.  266,  41  Atl.  533,  holding  subsequent 
decision  altering  construction  of  statute  granting  municipal  powers  does  not 
affect  validity  of  contract  made  in  reliance  on  former  construction;  Weston  v. 
Ralston,  48  W.  Va.  190,  36  S.  E.  446  (concurring  opinion),  as  to  change  in  course 
of  judicial  decisions  relating  to  real  property  not  impairment  of  vested  rights; 
Middletown  Drainage  Co.  v.  Middletown,  1  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  113,  holding  con- 
tract between  borough  and  drainage  company  not  alterable  by  amendment  of 
ordinance  without  latter's  consent;  Falconer  v.  Simmons,  51  W.  Va.  175,  41  S. 
E.  193,  holding  change  in  judicial  construction  of  statute  not  affect  existing 
contract  rights. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.  R.  A.  647)  on  change  of  decision  of  state  court  as  uncon- 
stitutional impairment  of  contract. 

Adoption  of  Judicial  construction. 

Cited  in  St.  Nicholas  Bank  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  128  N.  Y.  33,  13  L.  R.  A. 
244,  27  N.  E.  849,  holding  judicial  exposition  in  another  state  of  common  law 
applicable  to  commercial  transactions  not  binding  on  courts;  Shaw  v.  Postal 
Teleg.  &  Cable  Co.  79  Miss.  694,  56  L.  R.  A.  493,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  31  So.  222 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  contract  will  be  interpreted  by  stat- 
utes of  state  where  made,  as  construed  by  its  courts,  although  conflicting  with 
construction  in  forum. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  293,  GRAHAM  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  139  Pa.  149,  21  Atl.  151. 
Admissibility  of  witness'*  opinion. 

Cited  in  McNerney  v.  Reading  City,  150  Pa.  616,  30  W.  N.  C.  535,  25  Atl.  57, 
holding  witness's  opinion  that  unguarded  areaway  in  sidewalk  is  dangerous  admis- 
sible; Ryan  v.  Bristol,  63  Conn.  38,  27  Atl.  309,  holding  opinions  as  to  dangerous 
condition  of  bridge  admissible;  Edwards  v.  Worcester,  172  Mass.  105,  51  N.  E. 
447,  holding  opinion  as  to  safety  of  described  highway  inadmissible;  Beardslee 
v.  Columbia  Twp.  5  Lack.  Legal  News,  293,  holding  opinion  as  to  safety  of  clearly 
described  road  inadmissible;  Siegler  v.  Mellinger,  203  Pa,  259,  93  Am.  St.  Rep. 
768,  52  Atl.  175,  holding  opinions  as  to  safety  of  footpath  inadmissible;  Closser 
v.  Washington  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  124,  holding  opinion  as  to  safety  of  road 
described  by  plans  and  photographs  inadmissible;  Salsberg  v.  Dallas,  10  Kulp, 
48,  holding  opinion  of  witnesses  not  testifying  to  actual  condition,  as  to  safety 
of  highway,  improperly  admitted;  Platz  v.  McKean  Twp.  178  Pa.  611,  39  W. 
N.  C.  481,  36  Atl.  136,  holding  opinion  evidence  as  to  condition  of  sluice  in  high- 
way inadmissible;  Auberle  v.  McKeesport,  179  Pa.  324,  39  W.  N.  C.  424,  36  Atl. 
212,  holding  opinions  as  to  whether  absence  of  guard  rail  rendered  bridge  danger- 
ous inadmissible;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Tegner,  125  Ala.  600,  28  So.  510, 
holding  opinion  as  to  dangerous  condition  of  worn  track  inadmissible.  (Re- 
versed on  rehearing  in  125  Ala.  602,  28  So.  513)  ;  Dooner  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal 
Co.  164  Pa.  33,  30  Atl.  269,  holding  opinion  evidence  that  freight  car  without 
handles,  grab-irons,  or  ladders,  dangerous,  inadmissible;  Woeckner  v.  Erie  Elec- 
tric Motor  Co.  187  Pa.  208,  43  W.  N.  C.  52,  41  Atl.  28,  holding  opinion  that 
motorman  exercised  good  judgment  in  releasing  brake  inadmissible;  Reese  v. 
Clark,  198  Pa.  320,  47  Atl.  994,  holding  opinion  as  to  whether  watchman  could 
give  sufficient  notice  to  permit  person  to  escape  from  falling  plate  inadmissible; 
Beardslee  v.  Columbia  Twp.  188  Pa.  503,  44  W.  N.  C.  338,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  883, 
41  Atl.  617,  holding  opinion  of  nonexpert  as  to  contributory  negligence  in  high- 
way, based  on  hypothetical  case,  as  to  horses,  harness,  wagon  and  load,  inadmis- 
sible; Com.  v.  Hufnal,  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  327,  40  W.  N.  C.  367,  holding  opinion 
evidence  as  to  meaning  of  term  "skimmed  milk"  inadmissible;  Motey  v.  Pickle 
Marble  &  Granite  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  371,  36  U.  S.  App.  682,  74  Fed.  159,  holding 
opinion  as  to  safety  of  drawing  marble  slabs  vertically  placed,  with  man  standing 
between,  inadmissible;  Bruce  v.  Beall,  99  Tenn.  313,  41  S.  W.  445,  holding 
opinion  of  expert  that  keeping  elevator  cable  running  for  more  than  six  or  seven 
years  would  be  imprudent,  inadmissible;  Easier  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  59  S.  C. 
314,  37  S.  E.  938,  holding  opinion  of  passenger  whether  fellow  passenger  had 
time  to  get  off  train  at  station*  admissible ;  State  v.  Barrett,  33  Or.  196,  54  Pac. 
807,  holding  witness's  opinion  that  body  of  person  shot  was  not,  when  he  saw  it. 
in  original  position,  admissible;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fire  Asso.  33  Or.  181,  53 
Pac.  8,  holding  evidence  of  skilled  firemen  as  to  whether  fire  burned  naturally, 
or  as  if  accelerated  by  inflammable  substance,  admissible;  Com.  v.  Gibbons,  3 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  411,  39  W.  N.  C.  567,  holding  opinion  of  witness  in  abortion  case 
as  to  cause  of  soiled  bedclothing  admissible;  Whitaker  v.  Campbell,  187  Pa. 
117,  41  Atl.  38,  holding  opinion  evidence  as  to  safety  of  cleaning  machine  in 
motion  admissible;  Cookson  v.  Pittsburg  &  W.  R.  Co.  179  Pa.  193,  40  W.  N.  C. 
106,  36  Atl.  194,  holding  opinions  as  to  relative  advantages  of  places  to  look  and 
listen  for  approaching  train  admissible;  Shapter  v.  Pillar,  28  Colo.  215,  63  Pac. 
302,  holding  opinions  as  to  incapacity  of  alleged  insane  person  to  manage  business 
inadmissible.  - 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Tullis  v.  Rankin,  35  L.  R.  A.  449,  which  holds  opinion  of 
surgeon  as  to  cause  of  fully  described  condition  of  limb  admissible. 

12  L.  R.  A.  297,  WILLIAMSON  v.  NEWPORT  NEWS  &  M.  VALLEY  CO.  34 

W\  Va.  657,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  927,  12  S.  E.  824. 
Servant's  assumption  of  risk. 

Cited  in  Woodell  v.  West  Virginia  Improv.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  44,  17  S.  E.  386, 
holding  employee  on  construction  train  continuing  in  employment  with  knowledge 
of  dangerous  overhanging  limb  assumes  risk. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McKee  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R-  Co.  13  L.  R.  A.  817, 
which  holds  risk  from  wing  fences  at  cattle  guards  assumed  by  brakemen;  Coyle 
v.  Griffing  Iron  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  147,  which  holds  servant  assumes  obvious  risk 
from  using  machine  from  which  bolt  missing. 

Demurring  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Hopkins  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  96  Tenn.  431,  32  L.  R.  A. 
361,  34  S.  W.  1029,  holding  practice  of  demurring  to  evidence  prevails  in  Ten- 
nessee. 

12  L.  R.  A.  301,  SMITH  v.  CARROLL,  17  R.  I.  125,  20  Atl.  227,  21  Atl.  343. 
Sufficiency  of  amended  plea,  how  raised. 

Cited  in  Griswold  v.  Hazard,  141  U.  S.  289,  35  L.  ed.  690,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
972,  holding  demurrer  appropriate  to  raise  questions  arising  upon  amended  pleas, 
filed  after  demurrer  to  original  pleas. 

12  L.  R.  A.  302,  BERNARD  v.  WHITNEY  NAT.  BANK,  43  La.  Ann.  50,  8  So.  702. 
Liability  of  bank  on  nnpresented  check. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  St.  Amand  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  49  La.  Ann.  1079,  22 
So.  207,  denying  bank's  liability  on  unpresented  check. 

Effect  of  drawer's  death  on  payment  of  cheek. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Raesser  v.  National  Exch.  Bank,  56  L.  R.  A.  174,  which 
holds  bank's  authority  to  pay  check  working  assignment  pro  tanto  of  fund  not 
revoked  by  depositor's  death. 

12  L.  R.  A.  307,  ELYTON  LAND  CO.  v.  BIRMINGHAM  WAREHOUSE  &  ELE- 
VATOR CO.  92  Ala.  407,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  65,  9  So.  129. 
Liability  on  stock  issued  for  overvalued   property. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Montgomery  Iron  Works  v.  Capital  City 
Ins.  Co.  137  Ala.  146,  34  So.  210. 

Cited  in  Van  Cleve  v.  Berkey,  143  Mo.  126,  42  L.  R.  A.  601,  44  S.  W.  743; 
Gilkie  &  A.  Co.  v.  Dawson  Town  &  Gas  Co.  46  Neb.  349,  64  N.  W.  978;  Roman 
v.  Dimmick,  123  Ala.  374,  26  So.  214  (obiter)  ;  Pickering  v.  Townsend,  118  Ala. 
359,  23  So.  703;  Roman  v.  Dimmick,  115  Ala.  238,  22  So.  109,— holding  stock- 
holder liable  to  corporate  creditors  for  difference  between  amount  of  stock  and  fair 
value  of  consideration,  irrespective  of  fraud:  Manhattan  Trust  Co.  v.  Seattle 
Coal  &  I.  Co.  16  Wash.  520,  48  Pac.  333,  holding  issue  of  stock  for  grossly  over- 
valued prope/ty  fraudulent  as  matter  of  law;  Kelly  v.  Clark,  21  Mont.  325, 
42  L.  K.  A.  62fi,  09  Am.  St.  Rep.  668,  53  Pac.  959,  and  McClure  v.  Paducah  Iron 
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Co.  90  Mo.  App.  578,  holding  owners  of  shares  issued  for  property  knowingly 
overvalued  liable  to  creditors  for  difference  between  fictitious  and  real  value; 
State  Trust  Co.  v.  Turner,  111  Iowa,  669,  53  L.  R.  A.  138,  82  X.  W.  1029,  hold- 
ing owner  of  stock  issued  for  patent  at  speculation  value  liable  to  creditors  for 
difference  between  fictitious  and  real  value;  Kelley  Bros.  v.  Fletcher,  94  Tenn. 
14,  28  S.  W.  1099,  and  Jones  v.  Whitworth,  94  Tenn.  608,  30  S.  W.  736,  holding 
creditors  must  show  fraud  in  issue  of  stock  for  overvalued  property;  Jones  v. 
Whitworth,  94  Tenn.  614,  30  S.  W.  736,  raising,  without  deciding,  question 
whether,  in  creditor's  action  against  owners  of  stock  issued  for  fraudulently  over- 
valued property,  recovery  of  difference  or  rescission  of  contract  proper  remedy; 
Shields  v.  Clifton  Hill  Land  Co.  94  Tenn.  172,  26  L.  R.  A.  523,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
700,  28  S.  W.  668  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  corporate  creditors  in 
action  against  owners  of  stock  issued  for  property  or  .services  must  prove  fraud. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  600,  618)  on  how  far  payment  of  stock  in  corpora- 
tion by  transfer  of  property  will  protect  shareholder  against  corporate  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Nicrosi  v.  Irvine,  102  Ala.  654,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  92, 
15  So.  429,  holding  owner  of  stock  issued  for  overvalued  property  not  liable  as 
garnishees  to  judgment  creditor. 

Pleading  in  action  against  bolder  of  fictitious  stock. 

Cited  in  Lea  v.  Iron  Belt  Mercantile  Co.  119  Ala.  276,  24  So.  28,  holding  aver- 
ment in  corporation  creditor's  bill  that  stock  issued  for  grossly  overvalued  prop- 
erty sufficiently  charges  fraud. 

Fraudulent   representation. 

Distinguished  in  Griel  v.  Lomax,  94  Ala.  645,  10  So.  232,  holding  expression  of 
opinion  as  to  legal  effect  of  contract  not  fraudulent  representation. 

Corporate  capital  as  trust  fund. 

Cited  in  Corey  v.  Wadsworth,  99  Ala.  75,  23  L.  R.  A.  620,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  29, 
11  So.  350,  holding  director  of  insolvent  corporation  cannot  be  made  preferred 
creditor. 

Limitation  on  issue  of  stock  and  bonds. 

Cited  in  Coe  v.  East  &  West  R.  Co.  52  Fed.  538,  holding  stock  and  bonds 
issued  for  construction  of  railroad  at  fair  valuation  valid ;  Grant  v.  East  &  West 
R.  Co.  4  C.  C.  A.  518,  13  U.  S.  App.  1,  54  Fed.  576,  holding  stock  and  bonds 
issued  for  railroad  property  at  fair  valuation  valid;  Williams  v.  Searcy,  94  Ala. 
363,  10  So.  632,  excluding  parol  evidence  to  show  contract  to  issue  stock  to  certain 
amount  for  property  purchased  meant  double  amount:  Kolsky  v.  Enslen,  103 
Ala.  102,  15  So.  558,  holding  (obiter)  only  stock  issued  for  money,  labor,  or 
property  at  reasonable  value,  valid. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Nelson  v.  Hubbard,  96  Ala.  250,  17  L.  R.  A.  379,  11 
So.  428,  holding  limitation  on  issue  of  corporate  bonds,  except  for  full  value  in 
money  or  property,  does  not  prevent  pledge  in  excess  of  indebtedness. 

Ris;ht  of  stockholders  in  Insolvent  corporation. 

Cited  in  Birmingham  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mutual  Loan  &  T.  Co.  96  Ala.  368. 
11  So.  368,  sustaining  right  of  stockholders  of  insolvent  corporation  to  enjoin 
suits  brought  by  collusion  with  directors. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  315,  FOLLETT  v.  UNITED  STATES  MUT.  ACCI.  ASSO.  107  N.  C. 

240,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  878,  12  S.  E.  370. 
False  itatementi  in  application   known  to  Insurer's  agent. 

Reaffirmed  on  second  appeal  in  110  N.  C.  377,  15  L.  R.  A.  668,  28  Am.  St. 
Rep.  693,  14  S.  E.  023,  holding  false  statement  in  insurance  application,  known 
to  local  agent,  will  not  avoid  policy. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Russell,  23  C.  C.  A.  52,  40  U.  S.  App.  530, 
77  Fed.  104,  holding  information  communicated  to  agent  writing  answers  in 
insurance  application  attributable  to  company. 

Cited  in  note  ( 16  L.  R.  A.  34 )  on  effect  °*  knowledge  by  insurer's  agent  of 
falsity  of  statements  in  application. 

Waiver  of  conditions  In   policy  by  agent. 

Cited  in  Dibbrell  v.  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  110  N.  C.  209,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  678, 
14  S.  E.  783,  holding  insurance  adjuster  may  waive  stipulation  in  policy  limiting 
time  to  sue;  Bergeron  v.  Pamlico  Ins.  &  Bkg.  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  47,  15  S.  E.  883, 
holding  insurance  company  bound  by  waiver  of  condition  in  policy  by  agent's 
clerk;  Hbrton  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  122  N.  C.  504,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  29  S.  E. 
944,  holding  failure  of  agent  knowing  of  pending  foreclosure,  to  cancel  policy, 
waives  condition  avoiding  it  if  foreclosure  commenced. 

Insurance  company  bound  by  agent's  agreement. 

Cited  in  Bresee  v.  Crumpton,  121  N.  C.  125,  28  S.  E.  351,  holding  premium 
note  assigned  by  local  to  general  agent  of  insurance  company  subject  to  equities. 

12  L.  R.  A.  318,  OAKES  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  20  Or.  392,  23  Am.  St.  Rep. 
126,  26  Pac.  230. 

Carrier's  duty  as  to  baggage. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Steear,  53  Neb.  99,  73  N.  W.  466,  holding 
check  prima  facie  evidence  of  receipt  and  nondelivery  of  baggage;  Cleveland, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  690,  35  N.  E.  523,  holding  carrier's 
duty  as  to  baggage  arises  from  contract  to  carry  passenger;  hence,  presentation 
of  check  unnecessary;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  114  Ky.  978,  60  L.  R.  A. 
847,  72  S.  W.  302,  holding  statute  requiring  carrier  to  check  baggage  applies  only 
to  articles  carried  for  personal  use  and  convenience;  Saunders  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
62  C.  C.  A.  529,  128  Fed.  21,  holding  carrier's  implied  contract  to  carry  passenger's 
baggage  without  additional  compensation  does  not  cover  theatrical  paraphernalia. 

Carrier's  liability  for  articles  transported  as  baggage. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  McGahey,  63  Ark.  348,  36  L.  R.  A. 
784,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  Ill,  38  S.  W.  659,  holding  carrier  knowingly  receiving  as 
baggage  packages  containing  more  than  ordinary  baggage  liable  therefor;  Armory 
v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  130  Mich.  406,  90  N.  W.  22,  holding  railroad  company  with 
knowledge  or  notice  of  contents  of  trunks  liable  for  merchandise  carried  as 
baggage. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  516)  on  liability  of  oassenger  carrier  in  trans- 
porting merchandise  intrusted  to  it  by  passenger. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  321,  GLENNON  v.  LEBANON  MFG.  CO.  140  Pa.  594,  21  Ati.  429. 
Set-off  for  damage  by  nes;lln;ence  In   performing  service*. 

Cited  in  The  Tom  Lysle,  48  Fed.  692,  holding  loss  sustained  through  pilot's 
negligence  defense  to  action  for  wages. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Clark  v.  Cook,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  321,  denying  set-off 
for  damage  caused  by  strikers  against  sheriff's  claim  for  expense  of  special 
deputies;  Jenkins  v.  Rushbrook  Coal  Co.  8  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  336,  8  Lack. 
Legal  News,  277,  holding  claim  for  secret  profit  made  in  transacting  corporation 
business  cannot  be  set  off  against  officer's  claim  for  salary. 

Rlffht   to  olfaet  damagei  for  tort*  growing;  ont  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Cornelius  v.  Lincoln  Nat.  Bank,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  86,  holding  bank 
discounting  note  with  forged  indorsement  may  set  off  amount  advanced  in  action 
to  recover  bank  balance. 

12  L.  R.  A.  322,  CURT1N  v.  SOMERSET,  140  Pa.  70,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  220,  21  AU. 

244. 
Liability  tor  negligent  Injury. 

Cited  in  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.  v.  Kehoe,  83  Md.  450,  35  Atl.  90,  denying 
liability  of  railroad  for  failure  to  anticipate  presence  of  person  wrongfully  on 
track;  Glynn  v.  Central  R.  Co.  175  Mass.  512,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  56  N.  E.  698, 
denying  liability  of  railroad  company  to  brakeman  of  other  company  for  injury 
by  defective  car  delivered  to  latter  company. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  44,  108)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages 
from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of  his 
duties. 

Distinguished  in  Glenn  v.  Winters,  17  Misc.  600,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  659,  holding 
lessor  of  unsafe  coach  liable  to  lessee's  guest. 
— —  Of  contractors. 

Cited  in  Daugherty  v.  Herzog,  145  Ind.  259,  32  L.  R.  A.  838,  44  N.  E.  457, 
denying  liability  of  contractor  negligently  remodeling  building,  to  third  person 
subsequently  injured  by  falling  wall;  Fitzmaurice  v.  Fabian,  147  Pa.  201,  29 
W.  N.  C.  339,  23  Atl.  444,  holding  contractor  not  liable  for  board  falling  on 
tenant's  child,  after  property  delivered  to  owner;  Anderson  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
L.  E.  R.  Co.  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  402,  26  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  471,  holding  contractor 
not  liable  to  third  person  for  negligence  in  placing  cars  with  defective  brakes 
on  gravity  switch ;  First  Presby.  Congregation  v.  Smith,  163  Pa.  576,  26  L.  R,  A. 
508,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  808,  30  Atl.  279,  holding  contractor  negligently  constructing 
city  sewer  not  liable  to  property  owner  for  injury  after  acceptance;  Field  v. 
French,  80  111.  App.  88,  denying  liability  of  builder  of  elevator  to  passengers; 
Dawson  v.  St.  Louis  Expanded  Metal  Fireproofing  Co.  94  Tex.  427,  61  S.  W.  118, 
denying  liability  of  subcontractor  to  contractor's  employee  for  defective  floor; 
Salliotte  v.  King  Bridge  Co.  65  L.  R.  A.  632,  58  C.  C.  A.  469,  122  Fed.  381,  deny- 
ing contractor's  liability  for  injury  resulting  from  defective  construction  of 
bridge,  after  town's  acceptance. 

Cited  in  note   (26  L.  R.  A.  504)   on  liability  of  contractor  to  third  persons  for 
defects  in  his  work  after  completion  and  acceptance. 
—  Of  manufacturer. 

Cited  in  Bragdon  v.  Perkins  Campbell  Co.  30  C.  C.  A.  570.  58  U.  S.  App.  91, 
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87  Fed.  Ill,  Affirming  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  388,  denying  right  of  nonoontracting 
party  to  recover  from  maker  and  seller  for  injury  resulting  from  defective  saddle; 
Heizer  v.  Kingsland  &  D.  Mfg.  Co.  110  Mo.  611,  15  L.  R.  A.  823,  33  Am.  St. 
Rep.  482,  19  S.  W.  630,  denying  liability  of  manufacturer,  not  knowing  of  de- 
fect, to  vendee's  employee  injured  by  explosion  of  threshing-machine  cylinder; 
McCaffrey  v.  Mossberg  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  23  R.  I.  387.  55  L.  R.  A.  825,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  637,  50  Atl.  651,  denying  liability  of  manufacturer  to  purchaser's  employee 
for  defect  in  press;  Moriarty  v.  Porter,  22  Misc.  538,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  1107,  holding 
{obiter)   manufacturer  of  bicycle  not  liable  to  lessee  from  third  person. 

Distinguished  in  Empire  Laundry  Machinery  Co.  v.  Brady,  164  111.  62,  45  N.  E. 
486,  holding  manufacturer  repairing  customer's  machine  liable  to  customer's 
employee  injured  through  improper  construction;  Huset  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing 
Mach.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  306,  57  C.  C.  A.  240,  120  Fed.  868,  holding  manufacturer 
of  threshing  machine  liable  to  purchaser's  employee  for  giving  way  of  insufficient 
cylinder  cover,  intended  to  be  walked  on. 

Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  540,  41  L.  R.  A.  797,  51  N.  E.  1, 
holding  negligence  in  storing  oil  not  proximate  cause  of  fire  started  by  match 
dropped  by  third  person ;  Goodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  586, 
11  C.  C.  A.  257,  24  U.  S.  App.  7,  63  Fed.  404,  holding  negligence  in  not  having 
proper  valve  not  proximate  cause  of  fire  from  oil  escaping  from  tank  car,  flowing 
into  furnace  room  of  mill;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  11  Ind.  App. 
501,  38  N.  E.  343  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  open  switch,  not  en- 
gineer's violation  of  rule  requiring  stop  on  failing  to  observe  signal,  proximate 
cause  of  collision. 


12  L.  R.  A.  324,  GUEST  v.  LOWER  MERION  WATER  CO.  142  Pa.  610,  21  Atl. 

1001. 
Validity  of  liens  on  property  of  public  or  quasi-public  corporations. 

Cited  in  Atascosa  County  v.  Angus,  83  Tex.  203,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  18  S.  W. 
563,  holding  builder's  lien  not  enforceable  against  public  buildings  unless  ex- 
pressly provided  by  statute;  Pittsburg  Testing  Laboratory  v.  Milwaukee  Electric 
R.  &  Light  Co.  110  Wis.  642,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  86  N.  W.  592,  upholding 
mechanic's  lien  against  street  railway  power-house,  not  essential  to  operation  of 
road;  Phoenix  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Lancaster  City  Street  R.  Co.  10  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
73,  holding  mechanic's  lien  may  be  filed  against  street  railway  power-house; 
Oberholtzer  v.  Norristown  Pass.  R.  Co.  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  14,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  60, 
holding  street  railway  power-house  not  subject  to  mechanic's  lien. 

Distinguished  in  Badger  Lumber  Co.  v.  Marion  Water  Supply  Electric  Light  & 
P.  Co.  48  Kan.  189,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  306,  30  Pac.  117,  holding  property  of  electric 
light  company  subject  to  mechanic's  lien;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v. 
Oconto  Water  Co.  52  Fed.  53,  holding  water  company's  plant  subject  to  material 
man's  lien ;  Philadelphia  use  of  Pugh  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
248,  38  W.  N.  C.  20,  holding  railroad  lands,  not  essential  to  exercise  of  franchise, 
salable  under  lien  for  municipal  assessment. 
Sale  of  corporate  property  on  n.  fa. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Altoona  &  P.  Connecting  R.  Co.  182  Pa.  147,  41  W.  N.  C. 
5,  37  Atl.  930,  holding  sheriff  must  make  demand  at  company's  principal  office 
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before  selling  property  on  fi.  fa.;  Bell  v.  Wood,  181  Pa.  178,  37  Atl.  201,  holding 
land  forming  part  of  water  company's  plant  salable  on  fl.  fa. 

Distinguished  in  East  Side  Bank  v.  Columbus  Tanning  Co.  170  Pa.  6.  32  Atl. 
539,  Affirming  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  361,  and  Reynolds  v.  Reynolds  Lumber  Co.  169  Pa. 
629,  36  W.  N.  C.  539,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  935,  32  Atl.  537,  holding  property  of 
private  corporation  may  be  sold  under  writ  of  fi.  fa. 

12  L.  R.  A.  326,  UNION  COAL  CO.  v.  LA  SALLE,  130  111.  119,  26  N.  E.  606. 
Title  to  minerals  under  streets. 

Distinguished  in  Snoddy  v.  Bolen,  122  Mo.  490,  24  L.  R.  A.  512,  footnote  p.  507, 
24  S.  W.  142,  which  holds  minerals  reserved  on  dedicating  street  pass  by  con- 
veyance of  abutting  lots. 

Necessity  of  recording:  plat. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Kochersperger  v.  Clifford,  166  111.  170,  46  N.  E.  770, 
holding  acknowledging  and  recording  of  plat  necessary  to  vest  fee  of  streets  in 
municipality. 

12  L.  R.  A.  328,  REPUBLIC  L.  INS.  CO.  v.  SWIGERT,  135  HI.  150,  25  N.  E.  680. 
Prayer  of  creditors  to  be  substituted  as  parties  complainant  denied  in  Fair- 
banks v.  Farwell,  141  111.  363,  30  N.  E.  1056. 

Stockholders'   liability   to  creditors. 

Cited  in  Pullman  v.  Railway  Equipment  Co.  73  111.  App.  319,  denying  liability 
of  purchaser  from  corporation  below  par  of  stock  once  fully  paid  for;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Peoria  Watch  Co.  191  111.  134,  60  N.  E.  859,  denying  liability  to  corpora- 
tion creditors  of  stockholder  surrendering  unpaid  stock  in  good  faith;  Chrisman- 
Sawyer  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Independence  Wool  Mfg.  Co.  168  Mo.  641,  68  S.  W.  1026, 
holding  shareholder  not  relieved  of  liability  to  creditors,  existing  or  subsequent, 
by  surrender  of  unpaid  stock  to  company. 

Rigrht  of  corporation  to  purchase  its  own  stock. 

Cited  in  note   (18  L.  R.  A.  254)   on  power  of  corporation  to  deal  in  stock  of 
other  corporation  or  in  its  own. 
Rla-hts  of  receivers  and  assignees. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Stevenson,  180  111.  614,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  236,  54  N.  E.  562, 
Affirming  81  111.  App.  47,  denying  right  of  receiver  of  loan  association  to  compel 
member  to  refund  withdrawal;  Gottlieb  v.  Miller,  154  111.  56,  39  N.  E.  992, 
holding  receiver  of  insolvent  firm  estopped  to  assert  fraudulent  transfer  of  goocU 
by  principals;  Weill  v.  Zacher,  92  111.  App.  299,  holding  receiver  cannot  set  aside 
fraudulent  transfer  by  insolvent;  Colin  v.  Waters,  83  111.  App.  390,  holding  re- 
ceiver winding  up  insolvent  corporation  cannot  have  fraudulent  conveyance  set 
aside;  Ross  v.  Sayler,  104  111.  App.  24,  holding  assignee  of  insolvent  corporation 
cannot  set  aside  fraudulent  executed  contract;  Peabody  v.  United  Waterworks  Co. 
184  111.  629,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  195,  56  N.  E.  957,  Reversing  80  111.  App.  461,  hold- 
ing receiver  to  wind  up  corporation  may  have  collusive  judgment  opened;  Christie 
v.  Burns,  83  111.  App.  510,  holding  receiver  in  foreclosure  powerless  as  to  per- 
sons not  parties  or  privies;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Baker,  62  111.  App.  163  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  defectively  acknowledged  chattel  mortgage 
invalid  against  receiver. 
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—  To  enforce  stockholders9  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Colton  v.  Mayer,  47  L.  R.  A.  617,  which  denies  receiver's 
right  to  enforce  stockholders'  liability;  Howarth  v.  Lombard,  49  L.  R.  A.  301, 
which  authorizes  suit  to  enforce  stockholders'  liability  in  foreign  jurisdiction. 

Distinguished  in  Cole  v.  Satsop  R.  Co.  9  Wash.  494,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  37 
Pac.  700,  holding  receiver  appointed  in  creditor's  proceeding  may  maintain  action 
on  stock  subscription;  Smith  v.  Johnson,  57  Ohio  St.  489,  49  N.  E.  693,  holding 
receiver  succeeds  to  corporation's  right  to  enforce  unpaid  stock  subscriptions; 
Wyman  v.  Bowman,  62  C.  C.  A.  197,  127  Fed.  265,  holding  receiver  may  enforce 
stockholders'  liability  for  debts  to  amount  of  unpaid  subscriptions. 

12  L.  R.  A.  337,  LAFITTE  v.  NEW  ORLEANS  CITY  &  LAKE  R.  CO.  43  La. 

Ann.  34,  8  So.  701. 
Master's  liability   for  insults  or   violence   of  servants. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  102  Ga.  477,  31  S.  E.  107,  holding 
railroad  liable  for  conductor's  unprovoked  use  of  abusive  language  to  passengers ; 
Knoxville  Traction  Co.  v.  Lane,  103  Tenn.  383,  46  L.  R.  A.  551,  53  S.  W.  557, 
holding  street  car  company  liable  for  motorman's  insulting  and  indecent  lan- 
guage to  passengers;  Davis  v.  Houghtellin,  33  Neb.  585,  14  L.  R.  A.  740.  50 
N.  W.  765,  denying  master's  liability  for  shooting  of  trespasser  by  servant  em- 
ployed to  guard  property;  McDermott  v.  American  Brewing  Co.  105  La.  127,  52 
L.  R.  A.  686,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  29  So.  498,  denying  employer's  liability  for 
violence  of  servant  collecting  account  for  which  personally  liable,  through  failure 
to  deliver  for  cash. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Farber  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  holds 
driving  of  trespasser  from  freight  train  by  brakeman  not  to  be  within  scope  of 
employment. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  796)  on  master's  liability  for  false  arrest,  im- 
prisonment, or  malicious  prosecution  by  servant;  (14  L.  R.  A.  739)  on  master's 
liability  for  assaults  by  servant. 

Measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Graham  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  109  La.  1075,  34  So.  91,  holding 
mental  anguish,  without  material  injury,  resulting  from  negligence  in  trans- 
mitting telegram,  ground  for  damages. 

12  L.  R.  A.  340,  FOXSECA  v.  CUNARD  S.  S.  CO.  153  Mass.  553,  25  Am.  St. 

Rep.  660,  27  N.  E.  665. 
Acceptance  of  terms  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Reinstein  v.  Watts,  84  Me.  142,  24  Atl.  719,  holding  reception  of 
merchandise  by  bailee  under  invoice  deemed  acceptance  of  its  terms;  Cox  v. 
Central  Vermont  R.  Co.  170  Mass.  137,  49  N.  E.  97,  holding  receipt  of  bill  of 
lading  without  objection  equivalent  to  assent,  so  far  as  provisions  are  lawful; 
Wood  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  174  Mass.  221,  54  N.  E.  641,  holding 
signer  presumed  to  have  read  and  understood  release  of  liability. 

—  Railway  and  steamship  tickets. 

Cited  in  Crary  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  203  Pa.  528,  59  L.  R.  A.  815,  93  Am. 
St.  Rep.  778,  53  Atl.  363;  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  1  C.  C.  A. 
549,  6  U.  S.  App.  95,  50  Fed.  501;  Walker  v.  Price,  62  Kan.  331,  84  Am.  St.  Rep 
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392,  62  Pac.  1001, —  holding  passenger  accepting  ticket  bound  by  contract  printed 
on  face;  Jacobs  v.  Central  R.  Co.  208  Pa.  539,  57  Atl.  982,  and  Aiken  v.  Wabash 
R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  15,  holding  passenger  bound  by  limitation  of  liability  as  to 
baggage,  printed  on  face  and  as  part  of  ticket;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Xicholai,  4  Ind.  App.  123,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  30  N.  E.  424,  holding  acceptance 
of  ticket  containing  limitation  of  liability  as  to  baggage  binding  on  passenger, 
though  not  read;  Ketcheson  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  291,  46  S.  W. 
907,  holding  purchaser  of  ticket  bound  by  condition  that  he  would  sign  name 
when  requested  by  conductor;  Wheeler  v.  Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Co.  72  Hun,  8- 
25  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  holding  acceptance  of  steamship  passenger's  contract  ticket, 
not  read  by  passenger,  equivalent  to  assent  thereto;  Rogers  v.  Kennebec  S.  B.  Co, 
86  Me.  269,  25  L.  R.  A.  496,  29  Atl.  1069,  holding  person  traveling  on  invitation 
of  friend  having  pass,  not  knowing  contents,  bound  by  conditions  thereon; 
Holden  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  73  Vt.  320,  50  Atl.  1096,  holding  purchaser  of  mileage 
book  bound  by  signed  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry,  16  L.  R.  A.  318,  which 
holds  ticket  good  for  continuous  passage  only  not  give  right  to  carriage  after 
leaving  train  at  intermediate  point. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  746)  on  notice  to  passenger  of  conditions  on  ticket. 

Limited  in  Kvuepr-r  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  68  Minn.  449,  64  Am. 
St.  Rep.  487,  71  V.  W.  683,  holding  passenger  not  bound  by  erroneous  limitation 
of  mileage  book  to  day  of  issue. 

When  law  of  place  of  contract  governi. 

Cited  in  Baxter  Nat,  Bank  v.  Talbot,  154  Mass.  216,  13  L.  R  A.  55,  28  N.  E. 
163,  holding  liability  of  indorser  of  note  depends  on  lex  loci  contractus;  Mitten- 
thal  v.  Mascagni,  183  Mass.  22,  60  L.  R.  A.  813,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  66  N.  E.  425, 
sustaining  provision  in  foreign  contract  that  suits  thereon  may  be  brought  only 
in  country  where  executed. 

— —  Contracts  o*  carriaa-e. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  101  Cal.  195,  35  Pac.  630,  and 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  119  Ala.  545,  43  L.  R.  A.  387,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  936, 
24  So.  552,  holding  contract  of  shipment  from  one  state  to  another  governed  by 
law  of  place  where  made,  unless  otherwise  agreed;  Brockway  v.  American  Exp. 
Co.  168  Mass.  258,  47  N.  E.  87,  same  casein  second  appeal,  171  Mass.  160,  50 
N.  E.  626,  holding  contract  for  transportation  of  animals  through  several  states 
governed  by  law  of  state  where  made;  Potter  v.  The  Majestic,  23  L.  R.  A.  750, 
9  C.  C.  A.  164,  20  U.  S.  App.  503,  60  Fed.  627,  holding  contract  for  transportation 
from  Liverpool  to  New  York  governed  by  law  of  place  of  making,  in  absence  of 
contrary  intention;  O'Regan  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co.  160  Mass.  361,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
484,  35  N.  E.  1070,  and  Pittman  v.  Pacific  Exp.  Co.  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  598,  59 
S.  W.  949,  holding  validity  of  provision  in  contract  limiting  carrier's  liability 
determined  by  law  of  place  of  making;  Chicago  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gardiner,  51 
Neb.  78,  70  N.  W.  508,  holding  limitation  of  carrier's  liability,  valid  where  made, 
not  enforceable  in  state  where  illegal  and  against  public  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  557, 
which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers  limiting  liability  inapplicable  to  contract 
in  other  state  by  domestic  corporation  for  transportation  entirely  outside  of  state, 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.  R.  A.  527,  528)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  carrier's  contracts. 
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Rlffht  of  carrier  to  limit  liability. 

Cited  in  Doyle  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  166  Mass.  496,  33  L.  R.  A.  846,  65  Am.  St. 
Rep.  417,  44  N.  E.  611,  holding  railroad  cannot  contract  to  exempt  itself  from 
liability  to  passenger  for  negligence. 

12  L.  R.  A.  342,  GEORGIA  P.  R.  CO.  v.  DOOLY,  86  da.  294,  12  S.  E.  923. 
Rules  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ford  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  12  L.  R.  A.  454,  which 
holds  general  rule  that  freight  shall  be  safely  loaded  insufficient  as  to  timber 
piled  above  sides  of  car  without  stakes. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  361)  on  duties  of  master  and  servant  as  to  rules 
promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 

Master's  duty  to  secure  servant's  safety. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McKee  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  13  L.  R.  A.  817,  which 
holds  placing  wing  fences  at  cattle  guard  almost  4  feet  from  track  not  negligence. 

Servant's  assumption  of  risk. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mensch  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  450,  which  holds 
danger  from  projection  of  bolt  from  end  of  car  assumed  by  brakeman;  Stager  v. 
Troy  Laundry  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  459,  which  holds  risk  of  hand  passing  under  guard 
rails  into  rollers  not  assumed,  as  matter  of  law,  by  servant  operating  mangle 
in  laundry. 

Allowing:  Jury  to  see  former  verdict. 

Cited  in  Fulton  County  v.  Phillips,  91  Ga.  65,  16  S.  E.  260,  holding  court's 
refusal  to  conceal  former  verdict  from  jury,  not  affecting  verdict,  not  reversible 
error;  Smalls  v.  State,  105  Ga.  675,  31  S.  E.  571,  holding,  in  absence  of  request, 
failure  to  conceal  previous  verdict  from  jury  no  error. 

12  L.  R.  A.  346,  FARMERS'  CO-OP.  TRUST  CO.  v.  FLOYD,  47  Ohio  St.  525,  21 

Am.  St.  Rep.  846,  26  N.  E.  110. 
Liability  of  person  misrepresenting*  authority  to  act. 

Distinguished  in  Raudabaugh  v.  Hart,  61  Ohio  St.  85,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  361, 
55   N.   E.   214,   holding  one   contracting  in   own   name,   with   representations  of 
authority  to  sell  joint  property,  not  regarded  as  agent  of  co-owners. 
Agent's  responsibility  on  contracts. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Adams,  43  Or.  626,  74  Pac.  215,  and  Conant  v.  Alvord, 
166  Mass.  315,  44  N.  E.  250,  holding  agent  misrepresenting  authority  liable  for 
damages,  irrespective  of  fraud;  Campbell  v.  Muller,  19  Misc.  192,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  233,  holding  one  acting  as  agent  without  authority  liabie  for  all  resulting 
damages;  Dexter  Sav.  Bank  v.  Friend,  90  Fed.  705,  holding  officer  executing  cor- 
poration notes  without  authority  liable  to  bona  fide  holder  for  damages;  Kent 
v.  Addicks,  60  C.  C.  A.  662,  126  Fed.  114,  holding  officer  executing  contract  in 
name  of  corporation  liable  on  implied  warranty  of  authority. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Millett,  44  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds 
drawer  personally  liable  on  draft  drawn  to  payee's  knowledge  for  payment  of 
drawee's  debt;  Reeve  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  16  L.  R.  A.  143,  which  holds  note 
signed  by  corporate  name  with  officer's  name  following,  corporate  obligation. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  353,  GALLUP  v.  SMITH,  59  Conn.  354,  22  Atl.  334. 
Decrees  of  probate  court,  how  assailable. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Blake,  69  Conn.  78,  36  Atl.  1019,  holding  that  decrees  of 
probate  court  can  be  attacked  only  by  appeal;  Plant  v»  Harrison,  36  Misc.  690, 
74  N.  Y.  Supp.  411,  holding  Connecticut  decree  probating  will  may  be  collaterally 
attacked  as  to  testator's  residence. 

Statutes  conferring:  remedies  mandatory. 

Cited  in  Casey  &  H.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Weatherly,  101  Tenn.  321,  47  S.  W.  432,  hold- 
ing failure  to  make  demand  required  by  statute  defense  to  enforcement  of  lien 
against  steamboat. 

12  L.  R.  A.  359,  PRICE  v.  PRICE,  124  N.  Y.  589,  27  N.  E.  383. 

Rights  on  annulment  of  marriage  because  former  marriage  in  force. 

Cited  in  Safford  v.  Safford,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  74,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  641,  holding, 
upon  annulment  of  marriage  in  good  faith  because  woman's  former  marriage  in 
force,  neither  party  entitled  of  right  to  custody  of  children. 

Effect  of  divorce  on  dower. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Wood,  59  Ark.  451,  28  L.  R.  A.  160,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  42,  27 
S.  W.  641,  holding  statute  denying  dower  to  wife  divorced  for  misconduct  does 
not  impliedly  reserve  dower  to  innocent  wife. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Land  v.  Shipp,  50  L.  R.  A.  560,  which  holds  wife's  right  of 
dower  not  affected  by  release  made  directly  to  husband  in  deed  of  separation. 

12  L.  R.  A.  362,  RUCKS  v.  RENFROW,  54  Ark.  409,  16  S.  W.  6. 
Declarations  of  voters  as  evidence  of  disqualification. 

Cited  in  Sharp  v.  Mclntire,  23  Colo.  103,  46  Pac.  115,  holding  unsworn  declar- 
ations of  elector  at  time  of  voting  admissible  to  show  disqualification. 

12  L.  R.  A.  364,  STEUSOFF  v.  STATE,  80  Tex.  428,  15  S.  W.  1100. 
Residence   or   Inability   to   vote  as   affecting   eligibility   to   office. 

Cited  in  Harkreader  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  252,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  409 
33  S.  W.  117,  holding,  in  absence  of  statute  prescribing  qualifications,  minor 
eligible  to  office  of  deputy  county  clerk. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gibson  v.  Wood,  43  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds  residence  in 
suburb  before  annexation,  residence  within  city  for  purpose  of  determining 
eligibility  to  city  office. 

12  L.  R.  A.  366,  EMPIRE  MILLS  v.  ALSTON  GROCERY  CO.  (Tex.  App.)   15  S. 

W.  505. 
Recognition  of  foreign  corporation. 

Cited  in  Cleaton  v.  Emery,  49  Mo.  App.  353,  holding  comity  does  not  require 
recognition  of  corporation  chartered  in  one  state  for  sole  purpose  of  doing  busi- 
ness in  another;  Demarest  v.  Flack,  128  N.  Y.  220,  13  L.  R.  A.  858,  footnote 
p.  854,  28  N.  E.  645,  which  holds  foreign  corporation  void  as  evasion  of  laws  of 
state  in  which  all  corporators  reside  and  where  principal  place  of  business  is. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Oakdale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Garst,  23  L.  R.  A.  639,  which  holds 
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that  recognition  will  not  be  denied  foreign  corporation  by  courts  of  state  because 
it  is  composed  exclusively  of  its  own  citizens. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  292,  293,  297)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign 
corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Wright  v.  Lee,  4  S.  D.  249,  55  N.  W.  931,  holding  foreign 
corporation  failing  to  comply  witn  domestic  statutory  requirements,  corporation 
de  facto. 

Prohibition  by  Implication  from  arrant  of  powers. 

Cited  in  Van  Steuben  v.  Central  R.  Co.  178  Pa.  373,  34  L.  R.  A.  579,  35  Atl. 
992,  holding  that  statute  conferring  leasing  powers  on  railroads  does  not  author- 
ize domestic  corporation  to  lease  railroad  held  by  it  in  other  state,  contrary  to 
policy  of  that  state. 

Estoppel  by  dealing-  to  deny  legal  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.,  Loan*&  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley, 
58  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  borrower  from  foreign  loan  association  estopped  to 
defeat  foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  ground  that  corporate  articles  not  properly 
acknowledged. 

Stockholders   of  defective  corporation  as   copartners. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Aspen  Hardware  Co.  21  Colo.  271,  29  L.  R.  A.  145,  52  Am. 
St.  Rep.  220,  40  Pac.  457,  holding  members  of  company  failing  in  attempt  to 
acquire  corporate  existence  may  sue  as  copartners. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  550)  on  partnership  liability  of  stockholders  in 
case  of  defective  or  illegal  incorporation. 

12  L.  R.  A.  370,  MAINE  TRUST  &  BKG.  CO.  v.  BUTLER,  45  Minn.  506,  48  N. 

W.  333. 
Assignor  of  note  as  Indorser. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Nat.  Bank  v.  Walton,  96  Va.  438,  31  S.  E.  890,  holding  signed 
assignment  on  back  of  note  equivalent  to  blank  indorsement. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  De  Hass  v.  Dibert,  30  L.  R.  A.  189,  which  holds  liability 
as  indorser  not  prevented  by  preceding  assignment  without  recourse. 

Cited  in  note  (36L.  R.  A.  117)  on  assignor  of  promissory  note  as  indorser. 

12  L.  R.  A.  373,  BROWN  v.  BALFOUR,  46  Minn.  68,  48  N.  W.  604. 
Exemption   of  Insurance  money. 

Cited  in  Re  How,  59  Minn.  418,  61  N.  W.  456,  holding  statute  exempting 
mutual  insurance  money  from  seizure  for  debts  of  insured  or  beneficiary,  without 
limiting  amount,  void  for  unreasonableness;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  How,  65  Minn. 
189,  67  N.  W.  994,  holding  proceeds  of  cooperative  life  insurance  exempt  from 
execution  while  in  beneficiary's  hands. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Heilbron,  35  L.  R.  A.  602,  which  holds  act  exempting 
proceeds  of  life  policies  from  debts  not  retroactive;  Williams  v.  Donough,  56  L. 
R.  A.  766,  which  holds  void,  statute  exempting  proceeds  of  fraternal  benefit  cer- 
tificate from  liability  for  debts. 
Creditor's  rights  In  proceeds  of  life  Insurance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morris  v.  Georgia  Loan,  Sav.  &  Bkg.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  506, 
which  holds  creditor  taking  assignment  of  policy  entitled  to  retain  from  proceeds 
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sufficient  to  pay  debt  and  advances  only;  Boisseau  v.  Penn,  57  L.  R.  A.  380,  whic\: 
holds  execution  not  lien  on  interest  of  debtor  in  twenty-year  distribution  policv 
on  his  life,  which  ceases  on  failure  to  pay  premiums. 

What  is  an  insurance  company. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  ex  rel.  Hensel  v.  Provident  Bicycle  Asso.  36  L.  R.  A 
589,  which  holds  association  guaranteeing  to  clean  and  repair  bicycles  and  replace 
when  stolen  not  an  insurance  company. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  49,  55)  on  whether  benefit  association  is  insurance 
company. 

12  L.  R.  A.  375,  CRAWFORD  v.  OMAN  &  S.  STONE  CO.  34  S.  C.  90,  12  S.  E.  929. 

12  L.  R.  A.  379,  SCOTT  v.-ELDRIDGE,  154  Mass.  25,  27  N.  E.  677. 
Rlfrht  to  arrest  without  warrant. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  92  Me.  409,  44  L.  R.  A.  675,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  513,  42  Atl.  800,  denying  authority  of  constable  to  arrest  without  warrant 
on  information  of  misdemeanor;  Com.  v.  Wright,  158  Mass.  159,  19  L.  R.  A. 
210,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  475,  33  N.  E.  82,  denying  authority  of  officer  to  arrest  with- 
out warrant  for  statutory  misdemeanor  not  amounting  to  breach  of  peace;  Jack- 
son v.  Knowlton,  173  Mass.  97,  53  N.  E.  134,  holding  (obiter)  peace  officer 
may  arrest  without  warrant  on  reasonable  suspicion  of  felony. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McCullough  v.  Greenfield,  62  L.  R.  A.  906,  which  holds 
arrest  under  telephonic  direction  from  officer  holding  warrant  illegal. 

Cited  in  note   (51  L.  R.  A.  211)   on  liability  of  officer  for  making  arrest. 

12  L.  R.  A.  382,  GLENN  v.  JACKSON,  93  Ala.  342,  9  So.  259. 
Innkeepers'  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cunningham  v.  Buckey,  35  L.  R.  A.  850,  which  holds 
innkeeper  liable  for  theft  of  servants  from  guests  while  asleep;  Cohen  v.  Manuel, 
40  L.  R.  A.  491,  which  sustains  innkeeper's  liability  for  goods  stolen  from  un- 
licensed peddler's  cart;  Amey  v.  Winchester,  39  L.  R.  A.  760,  which  denies  hotel- 
keeper's  liability  for  loss  of  hats  left  on  racks  by  persons  attending  club  ban- 
quet at  hotel;  Bradley  Livery  Co.  v.  Snook,  55  L.  R.  A.  208,  which  denies  inn- 
keeper's liability  for  team  tied  under  shed  without  his  attention  being  called  to 
fact. 

Who  is  a-nest. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fay  v.  Pacific  Improv.  Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  holds 
character  as  guest  at  hotel  not  lost  by  merely  inquiring  as  to  price  of  room  and 
board. 

12  L.  R.  A.  384,  RITCHIE  v.  GRIFFITHS,  1  Wash.  429,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  155, 
25  Pac.  341. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Andressen  v.  Griffiths,  1  Wash.  445,  25  Pac. 
346;  Derrickson  v.  Griffiths,  1  Wash.  446,  25  Pac.  346. 
Protection  of  bona   fide  purchaser  from   holder  of  record  title. 

Cited  in  Sadler  v.   Niesz,  5  Wash.   192,  31   Pac.  630,  holding  wife  living  in 
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distant  part  of  country  cannot  assert  community  rights  against  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser from  husband. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  238)  on  recording  acts. 

Indexing:  of  records. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  395,  396)   on  index  as  part  of  record  of  title. 

Limited  in  McPherson  v.  Smith,  14  Wash.  229,  44  Pac.  255,  holding  affirmative 
proof  of  proper  indexing  of  notice  of  logging  lien  not  essential  to  recovery; 
Malbon  v.  Grow,  15  Wash.  303,  46  Pac.  330,  holding  index  to  mortgage  records, 
giving  names  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  and  general  description  of  land,  suffi- 
cient. 

12  L.  R.  A.  393,  PERRY  v.  JENSEN,  142  Pa.  125,  21  Atl.  866. 

12  L.  R.  A.  395,  CANNELL  v.  SMITH,  142  Pa.  25,  21  Atl.  793. 

Breach  of  fiduciary  relation  affecting  agrent's  rlgrht  to  compensation. 

Cited  in  Wilkinson  v.  McCullough,  196  Pa.  209,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  702,  46  Atl. 
357,  holding  real  estate  broker  concealing  material  facts  from  principal  to  pre- 
vent raising  price  cannot  recover  commissions;  Borie  v.  Satterthwaite,  12  Montg. 
Co.  L.  Rep.  207,  holding  {obiter)  commissions  paid  broker  before  discovering 
failure  to  reveal  material  facts  recoverable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Strong  v.  Brennan,  47  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  denies  right  of 
attorney  to  recover  for  services  to  association  employing  him,  when  also  engaged 
and  paid  by  adverse  party. 

Brokers  acting;  for  both  parties. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Baxter,  41  Neb.  736,  60  N.  W.  90,  upholding  vendor's 
Tight  to  recover  commissions  ignorantly  paid  broker  in  vendee's  employ;  Addison 
v.  Wanamaker,  185  Pa.  543,  42  W.  X.  C.  129,  39  Atl.  1111,  holding  real  estate 
broker  cannot  act  for  vendor  and  vendee  unless  with  knowledge  of  both;  Maxwell 
v.  West,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  303,  30  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  340,  holding  commissions 
recoverable  from  vendor  and  vendee  knowing  agent  represented  both. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  R.  A.  47,  49)  on  fraud  and  secret  dealings  or  interest  of 
Teal  estate  brokers  as  affecting  their  commissions. 

Purchase  by  agrent  of  subject  of  agency. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kimball  v.  Ranney,  46  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies  right  of 
agent  employed  to  sell  mortgaged  property  for  owner,  to  purchase  at  sale. 
Contracts  agrainst  public  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Kauffman  v.  Keiper,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  184,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  622, 
holding  note  given  to  effect  withdrawal  of  director's  opposition  to  proposed  pur- 
chase by  corporation  invalid. 

12  L.  R.  A.  397,  FARKAS  v.  POWELL,  86  Ga.  800,  13  S.  E.  200. 
Liability  for  one  driving:  horse  beyond  place  fixed  in  hiring:. 

Cited  in  Spencer  v.  Shelburne,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  522,  33  S.  W.  260,  holding 
hirer  using  horse  on  longer  journey  not  liable  for  loss,  if  extra  journey  did  not 
materially  contribute  to  injury;  Doolittle  v.  Shaw,  92  Iowa,  352,  26  L.  R.  A. 
369,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  562,  60  N.  W.  621,  holding  mere  going  beyond  point  fixed  in 
hiring  horse  not  conversion. 

L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 37. 
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Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  367)  on  liability  of  hirer  for  driving  team  to  place* 
where  it  was  not  hired  to  go. 

12  L.  R.  A.  399,  JONES  v.  McEWAN,  91  Ky.  373,  16  S.  W.  81. 
Effect  of  acceptance  of  good*  sold  under  contract. 

Cited  in  Florida  Athletic  Club  v.  Hope  Lumber  Co.  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  168,  44 
S.  W.'IO,  holding  acceptance  after  opportunity  to  examine  lumber  waives  visible 
defects. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morse  v.  Moore,  13  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  holds  vendor's 
obligation  not  terminated  by  acceptance  of  goods;  Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit 
Growers'  Asso.  v.  Cutting  Fruit  Packing  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  681,  which  requires 
buyer  to  pay  for  fruit  received  under  contract,  knowing  full  amount  cannot  be 
delivered. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  209)  on  promise  to  give  full  satisfaction,  subject  to 
judgment  of  promisee. 

Distinguished  in  Munford  v.  Kevil,  109  Ky.  250,  58  S.  W.  703,  holding  buyer 
taking  bill  of  lading  does  not  waive  right  to  damages  for  nonconformity  to 
description  by  receiving  wheat  on  arrival. 

12  L.  R.  A.  401,  Re  ROMAINE;  127  N.  Y.  80,  27  N.  E.  759. 
What  subject  to  succession  tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Burr,  16  Misc.  90,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  811,  holding  nonresident  de- 
cedent's savings  bank  deposit,  money  in  hands  of  attorney,  and  bonds  secured  by 
mortgage  in  state,  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Blackstone,  69  App.  Div.  129,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  508,  and  Re  Houdayer,  150  N.  Y.  40,  34  L.  R.  A.  237,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  642,  44  N.  E.  718,  Reversing  3  App.  Div.  479,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  323,  holding 
nonresident  decedent's  bank  deposit  in  state  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Blackstone 
v.  Miller,  188  U.  S.  204,  47  L.  ed.  444,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277,  sustaining  state's 
right  to  subject  to  collateral  inheritance  tax  debts  due  nonresident  decedent; 
Re  Whiting,  150  N.  Y.  29,  34  L.  R.  A.  233,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  44  N.  E.  715. 
Modifying  2  App.  Div.  590,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  131,  holding  foreign  and  domestic 
bonds,  and  stock  of  domestic  corporations,  owned  by  iionresident  decedent,  de- 
posited within  state,  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Crerar,  31  Misc.  482,  65  N.  Y. 
Supp.  573,  holding  nonresident  decedent's  stock  in  domestic  corporations  and 
interest  in  firm  doing  business  in  state  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  King.  30 
Misc.  577,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  1100,  holding  nonresident  decedent's  interest  in  firm 
doing  business  in  state  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Eidman  v.  Martinez,  184  U.  S. 
587,  46  L.  ed.  703,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  515,  holding  bonds  of  nonresident  alien  pars- 
ing to  nonresident  alien  son  by  will  and  intestate  laws  of  foreign  country  not 
subject  to  Federal  transfer  tax;  Moore  v.  Ruckgaber,  184  U.  E.  597,  46  L.  ed. 
707,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  521,  holding  intangible  personalty  of  nonresident  alien  pass- 
ing to  nonresident  alien  under  will  executed  in  United  States  not  sub  jet  to  trans- 
fer tax;  Lewis's  Estate,  203  Pa.  218,  52  Atl.  205,  Affirming  10  Kulp,  448,  hold- 
ing intangible  property  on  nonresident  decedent  in  state  subject  to  collateral 
inheritance  tax;  Re  Phipps,  77  Hun,  327,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  330,  holding  nonresi- 
dent decedent's  right  to  legacy  under  will  of  resident  not  subject  to  collateral 
inheritance  tax;  Re  Swift,  137  N.  Y.  83,  18  L.  R.  A.  711,  32  N.  E.  1096,  Same 
Case  in  Surrogate's  Court,  2  Connoly,  051,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  193,  holding  person- 
alty of  resident  decedent  without  state  subject  to  collateral  inheritance  tax:  R* 
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Sutton,  15  Misc.  659,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  102,  holding  equitable  conversion  under  will 
does  not  subject  real  estate  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Bronson,  150  N.  Y.  11,  34  L.  R. 
A.  243,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  632,  44  N.  E.  707,  Modifying  1  App.  Div.  548,  37  N.  Y. 
Supp.  476  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  bonds  of  domestic  corporations 
held  by  nonresident  decedent  at  domicil  not  subject,  and  stocks. subject,  to  trans- 
fer tax. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Swift,  18  L.  R.  A.  709,  as  to  what  is  subject  to 
succession  tax;  Howe  v.  Howe,  55  L.  R.  A.  626,  which  authorizes  transfer  tax  on 
contingent  interests  although  they  do  not  vest  within  fixed  time  for  paying  tax; 
Re  Stewart,  14  L.  R.  A.  836,  which  authorizes  succession  tax  on  contingent 
interests  under  power  of  appointment  after  vesting  of  same;  Re  Pell,  57  L.  R. 
A.  540,  which  holds  void,  tax  on  all  remainders  vesting  prior  to  certain  date,  but 
not  coming  into  possession  till  after  passage  of  act;  Re  Roosevelt,  25  L.  R.  A. 
695,  which  holds  life  annuities  contingent  on  survivorship  not  subject  to  suc- 
cession tax  until  they  vest;  People  v.  McCormick,  64  L.  R.  A.  775,  which  holds 
present  succession  tax  not  imposable  upon  property  to  be  divided  at  termination 
of  trust  among  persons  not  at  present  ascertainable;  Re  Dows,  52  L.  R.  A.  433, 
which  holds  real  property  subject  to  power  of  appointment  converted  into  per- 
sonalty, subject  to  transfer  tax  on  personalty. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Leopold,  35  Misc.  370,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032,  holding  tem- 
porary deposit  of  nonresident  decedent  not  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Preston, 
37  Misc.  236,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  251,  holding  bonds  held  by  nonresident  decedent  at 
domicil,  secured  by  mortgage  on  lands  in  state,  not  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re 
James,  144  X.  Y.  12,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  725,  38  N.  E.  961,  Affirming  77  Hun,  213, 
28  X.  Y.  Supp.  351,  Which  Reverses  6  Misc.  207,  1  Power,  604,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
288,  holding  nonresident  decedent's  certificates  of  stock  of  foreign  corporation 
not  subject  to  collateral  inheritance  tax;  Re  Gibbes,  84  App.  Div.  512,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  53,  Reversing  40  Misc.  582,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  holding  nonresident's  for- 
eign bonds,  on  deposit  in  state,  which  pass  to  nonresidents,  not  subject  to  in- 
heritance tax. 
Validity  of  MncceMlon  and  collateral  Inheritance  taxea. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  682,  28  L.  R.  A.  180,  30  S.  W.  750,  and  Cal- 
lahan v.  Woodbridge,  171  Mass.  597,  51  N.  E.  176,  holding  collateral  inheritance 
tax  law  constitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Hamlin,  25  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  holds  succession 
tax  valid;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  30  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds  void, 
for  lack  of  uniformity,  statute  exempting  estates  less  than  $20,000  in  value; 
State  ex  rel.  Gelsthorpe  v.  Furnell,  39  L.  R.  A.  170,  which  sustains  exemption 
from  succession  tax  of  estate  less  than  $7,500. 
Collateral  Inheritance  taxj  Jurisdiction  of  •nrroa-ate,»  court. 

Cited  in  Re  Embury,  19  App.  Div.  215,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  882,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  881, 
holding  surrogate's  court  without  jurisdiction  to  enforce  collateral  inheritance 
tax  where  nonresident  decedent  had  no  realty  in  state;  Re  Ullmann,  137  N.  Y. 
408,  33  N.  E.  480,  holding  surrogate  may  determine  validity  of  devise  in  assessing 
collateral  inheritance  tax. 

12  L.  R.  A.  409,  BURBAGE  v.  WINDLEY,  108  N.  C.  357,  12  S.  E.  839. 
Waa-er  policies. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Dewey,  123  N.  C.  106,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  31  S.  E.  381, 
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holding  life  insurance  void  on  which  premium  paid  by  beneficiary  who  has  no 
insurable  interest;  Cisna  v.  Sheibley,  88  111.  App.  389,  holding  life  insurance 
obtained  by  parties  without  insurable  interest,  as  speculation,  void;  Hinton  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  135  N.  C.  321,  65  L.  R.  A.  165,  47  S.  E.  474, 
holding  life  insurance  taken  under  agreement  that  one  without  insurable  interest 
should  pay  premiums  and  have  benefits  void;  Maynard  v.  Life  Ins.  Co.  132  N. 
C.  713,  44  S.  E.  405,  holding  debtor's  administrator  cannot  contest  validity  of 
creditor's  insurance  on  decedent's  life. 

Distinguished  in  Albert  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  122  N.  C.  94,  65  Am.  St.  Rep. 
693,  30  S.  E.  327,  sustaining  validity  of  policy  payable  to  one  without  insurable 
interest  in  insured's  life,  where  insured  paid  premiums. 
Rls;hts  of  party  to  Illegal  contract. 

Cited  in  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C.  733,  47  S.  E.  765  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  passenger  on  pass  illegally  issued  may  recover 
for  railroad's  negligence. 

12  L.  R.  A.  412,  STATE  v.  NEIS,  108  N.  C.  787,  13  S.  E.  225. 
Sale  of  liquors  by  social  club. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Shumate,  44  W.  Va.  491,  29  S.  E.  1001',  holding  unlicensed 
sale  of  liquors  by  social  club  illegal;  People  ex  rel.  Stevenson  v.  Law  &  Order 
Club,  203  111.  132,  62  L.  R.  A.  887,  67  N.  E.  855,  holding  unlicensed  furnishing  of 
liquors  at  cost,  out  of  common  stock,  to  members  of  social  club,  illegal;  Mohrman 
v.  State,  105  Ga.  715,  43  L.  R.  A.  401,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  74,  32  S.  E.  143,  holding 
social  clubhouse  where  liquor  dispensed  to  members,  within  statute  prohibiting 
open  tippling  house  on  Sabbath ;  People  v.  Adelphi  Club,  149  N.  Y.  13,  31  L.  R.  A 
513,  footnote  p.  510,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  43  N.  E.  410,  which  holds  distribution 
of  liquor  by  social  club  to  members  not  illegal  sale;  State  v.  Boston  Club,  45  La, 
Ann.  592,  20  L.  R.  A.  187,  footnote  p.  185,  12  So.  895,  which  holds  incorporated 
clubs  selling  liquor  to  members  owe  license;  State  ex  rel.  Bell  v.  St.  Louis  Club, 
125  Mo.  328,  26  L.  R.  A.  580,  footnote  p.  573,  28  S.  W.  604,  which  holds  valid, 
distribution  of  liquor  among  members  by  social  club. 

12  L.  R.  A.  414,  ALMY  v.  JONES,  17  R.  I.  265,  21  Atl.  616. 
Charitable  bequests. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Union  Bank,  17  R.  I.  631,  24  Atl.  109,  holding  bequest  in 
trust,  income  to  be  used  as  prizes  for  medical  essays,  valid;  Wood  v.  Paine,  66 
Fed.  809,  holding  devise  to  town  council  in  trust  for  support  of  town  poor  valid; 
Kelly  v.  Nichols,  18  R.  I.  83,  19  L.  R.  A.  432,  25  Atl.  840  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  devise  for  hospitable  entertainment  of  ministers  and  others 
invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  22  L.  R.  A.  179,  which  holds  devise 
to  trustees  for  some  charitable  purpose,  with  preference  for  something  of  educa- 
tional nature,  bad  for  indefiniteness ;  Oambel  v.  Trippe,  15  L.  R.  A.  235,  which 
holds  bequest  to  trustees,  to  be  paid  over  "to  some  Presbyterian  institution"  in 
specified  city,  void  for  indefiniteness;  Thompson  v.  Brown,  62  L.  R.  A.  398,  which 
sustains  devise  of  fund  to  be  distributed  "to  the  poor"  in  executor's  discretion; 
Crerar  v.  Williams,  21  L.  R.  A.  454,  which  holds  arbitrary  powers  invalidating 
gift  not  given  trustees  of  charity  by  authority  to  set  aside  amount  of  income  to 
pay  expenses. 
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Distinction  between  useful*  and  nne  arts. 

Cited  in  Bleistein  v.  Donaldson  Lithographing  Co.  98  Fed.  611,  denying  copy- 
right to  engravings  designed  for  use  as  circus  show  bills. 

Application  of  statnte  giving;  snare  of  deceased  devisee  to  descendants. 

Cited  in  Nicholson  v.  Nicholson,  115  Iowa,  497,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  88  N.  W. 
1064,  holding  child  of  niepe  dying  before  will  executed  does  not  share  in  devise 
to  nephews  and  nieces;  Murphy  v.  McKeon,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  409,  32  Atl.  374,  holding 
statute  vesting  devise  to  brother  dying  before  testator,  in  children,  does  -not 
apply  where  devisee  dies  before  enactment. 

12  L.  R.  A.  417,  Re  KINGMAN,  153  Mass.  566,  27  N.  E.  778. 

Appeal  from  commissioners'  award  in  156  Mass.  365,  30  N.  E.  820. 
Legislative  control  of  municipal  property. 

Cited  in  South  Portland  v.  Cape  Elizabeth,  92  Me.  334,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  502, 
42  Atl.  503,  holding  legislature  dividing  town  may  apportion  town  property; 
Re  De  Las  Casas,  178  Mass.  218,  59  N.  E.  664,  same  case  on  appeal  from  supple- 
mental award,  ISO  Mass.  472,  62  N.  E.  738,  holding  legislature  may  impose  ex- 
pense of  metropolitan  parks  upon  towns  and  cities  in  district;  Prince  v.  Crocker, 
166  Mass.  359,  32  L.  R.  A.  611,  44  N.  E.  446,  holding  legislature  may  authorize 
construction  and  impose  on  city  expense  of  subway  without  consent  of  city  coun- 
cil; Browne  v.  Turner,  176  Mass.  14,  56  N.  E.  969,  sustaining  act  requiring  leasing 
of  subway  constructed  at  city's  expense  to  certain  company  at  specified  rental; 
Gooch  v.  Exeter,  70  N.  H.  416,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  48  Atl.  1100,  sustaining 
statute  creating  board  of  commissioners,  with  authority  to  control  and  fix  pay  of 
police;  Reynolds  v.  Waterville,  92  Me.  32C,  42  Atl.  553,  dissenting  opinion  by 
Savage,  J.,  who  holds  legislature  can  control  use  and  disposition  of  municipal 
property  applied  to  public  municipal  uses;  Williams  v.  Parker,  188  U.  S.  504, 
47  L.  ed.  563,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  440,  Affirming  174  Mass.  481,  47  L.  R.  A.  317,  55 
N.  E.  77,  sustaining  statute  imposing  on  city  liability  for  damages  sustained  by 
persons  constructing  buildings,  through  enactment  limiting  height. 

Distinguished  in  eflfect  in  Mt.  Hope  Cemetery  v.  Boston,   158  Mass.  511,  35 
Am.  St.  Rep.  515.  33  N.  E.  695,  holding  legislature  cannot  require  transfer  of 
municipal  property  to  private  corporation  without  compensation. 
Purposes  for  which  taxes  assessable. 

Cited  in  Re  Adams,  165  Mass.  499,  43  N.  E.  682,  holding  taxes  leviable  for 
specific  object  yet  to  be  accomplished ;  State  ex  rel.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams,  68  Conn. 
151,  48  L.  R.  A.  494,  35  Atl.  24,  holding  legislature  may  require  town  tax  for 
moneys  to  be  paid  to  treasurer  of  bridge  or  highway  district  including  town. 

Cited  in  note   (14  L.  R.  A.  474)   on  public  purposes  for  which  money  may  be 
appropriated  or  raised  by  taxation. 
Delegation  of  power  as  to  local  improvement. 

Cited  in  Re  Northampton,  158  Mass.  301,  33  N.  E.  568,  and  Boston  &  L.  R. 
Corp.  v.  Winchester,  156  Mass.  219,  30  N.  E.  439,  holding  legislature  may,  without 
prescribing  definite  rule,  delegate  apportionment  between  town  and  railroad  of 
expense  of  grade  crossings;  Re  De  Las  Casas,  178  Mass.  219,  59  N.  E.  664,  holding 
legislature  may  delegate  to  commissioners  power  to  apportion  expense  of  metro- 
politan parks,  subject  to  sanction  of  court;  Masonic  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Brownell,  164 
Mass.  311,  41  N.  E.  306,  holding  legislature  may  delegate  to  board  appointed  by 
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courts  power  to  apportion  expense  of  public  impVoveraent;  Brodbine  v.  Revere, 
182  Mass.  602,  66  X.  £.  607,  sustaining  statute  empowering  park  commissioners 
to  make  regulations  breaches  of  which  punishable?  as  breaches  of  peace. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  L.  R.  A.  674)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with 
respect  to  drainage;  (60  L.  R.  A.  227)  on  procedure  for  the  establishment  of 
drains  and  sewers. 

Power  of  court  to  review  decision  of  commissioners. 

Cited  in  Re  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  163  Mass.  357,  40  N.  E.  198,  holding  provision 
that  decree  confirming  decision  of  grade-crossing  commissioners  shall  be  final 
empowers  court  to  confirm  or  reject  report;  Newburyport  Water  Co.  v.  Newbury- 
port,  168  Mass.  552,  47  N.  E.  533,  holding  commissioners'  interpretation  of 
statutory  rule  for  determining  fair  value  of  water  plant  to  city,  reviewable  by 
courts. 

Apportionment  by  commission   of  expense  of  local  improvemnt. 

Cited  in  Re  Kingman,  170  Mass.  112,  48  N.  E.  1075,  upholding  apportionment 
of  cost  of  constructing  metropolitan  sewerage  system  upon  basis  of  real  and  per- 
sonal valuation. 

Necessity  of  special  benefit  to  sustain  local  assessment. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Worcester,  182  Mass.  234,  59  L.  R.  A.  730,  65  N.  E.  40, 
upholding  power  of  legislature  to  impose  cost  of  sewers  on  particular  district, 
irrespective  of  benefits  to  individual  landowners;  Rolph  v.  Fargo,  7  N.  D.  662, 
42  L.  R.  A.  655,  76  N.  W.  242,  sustaining  front-foot  paving  assessment,  irrespec- 
tive of  increase  in  value;  Martin  v.  Tyler,  4  N.  D.  304,  25  L.  R.  A.  848,  60  N. 
W.  392,  raising,  without  passing  upon,  question  of  constitutionality  of  statute 
charging  property  with  special  assessments  for  improvements  in  excess  of  actual 
benefits. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  756,  757)  on  necessity  of  special  benefit  to  sustain 
assessments  for  local  improvements. 

Limited  in  Sears  v.  Boston,  173  Mass.  78,  43  L.  R.  A.  837,  53  N.  E.  138,  sus- 
taining front-foot  assessments  for  street-Bprinkling. 

• 

12  L.  R.  A.  425,  LONG  v.  STATE,  74  Md.  565,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  22  Atl.  4. 
What  eonstltntes  lottery. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Sisson,  178  Mass.  581,  60  N.  E.  385,  and  State  v.  Dalton,  22  R. 
I.  87,  48  L.  R.  A.  781,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  46  Atl.  234,  holding  distribution  of 
trading  stamps  not  lottery;  Horner  v.  United  States,  147  U.  S.  462,  37  L.  ed.  242, 

13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  409,  holding  Australian  bonds  giving  holders  opportunity  of  de- 
termining prize  by  lot,  lottery  scheme;  Winston  v.  Beeson,  135  N.  C.  285,  47  S.  E. 
457,  holding  trading-stamp  business  not  taxable  as  "gift  enterprise." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Sheets  v.  Interstate  Sav.  Invest.  Co.  52  L. 
R.  A.  530,  which  holds  unlawful,  investment  securities,  etc.,  incapable  of  accumu- 
lating reserve  fund  required  within  period  fixed,  without  aid  from  lapses  on  ap- 
propriations from  premiums  on  new  business;  State  ex  rel.  Prout  v.  Nebraska, 
Home  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  holds  scheme  by  which  common  fund  is  dis- 
tributed among  contributors  and  a  valuable  preference  in  distribution  is  made  to 
depend  on  chance,  a  lottery. 

Distinguished  in  Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Columbia,  11  App.  D.  C.  529,  hold- 
ing distribution  of  "trading  stamps"  within  statute  prohibiting  gift  enterprise; 
tory  negligence. 
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State  v.  Hawkins,  95  Md.  142,  93  Am.  St.  Hep.  328,  51  Atl.  850,  sustaining  statute 
prohibiting  giving  trading  stamps. 

Lea-ialative  power  to  prohibit  a-amblina*. 

Cited  in  Ford  v.  State,  85  Md.  475,  41  L.  R.  A.  552,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  337,  37 
Atl.  172,  sustaining  constitutionality  of  statute  prohibiting  possession  of  lottery 
or  policy  slips. 

12  L.  R.  A.  428,  CHAPLIN  v.  BROWN,  83  Iowa,  156,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  297,  48 

N.  W.  1074. 
Contracts  tending:  to  restrain  trade. 

Cited  in  Downing  v.  Lewis,  56  Neb.  388,  76  N.  W.  900,  holding  contract  by 
person  selling  business  not  to  engage  tnerein  in  city  for  limited  time,  valid; 
Tuscaloosa  Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Williams,  127  Ala.  119,  50  L.  R.  A.  178,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  125,  28  So.  669,  holding  contract,  without  sale  of  business  to  discontinue 
manufacture  of  ice  in  certain  town  for  fixed  period,  void;  Mallinckrodt  Chemical 
Works  v.  Nemnich,  83  Mo.  App.  14,  holding  employee's  contract  not  to  engage  in 
manufacture  or  sale  of  articles  manufactured  by  employer,  within  United  States, 
for  six  years  after  leaving  service,  invalid;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  A 
Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  135,  29  C.  C.  A.  158,  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  271,  hold- 
ing agreement  restricting  competition  between  iron-pipe  companies,  unlawful; 
State  ess  rel.  Crow  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  173  Mo.  388,  61  L.  R.  A.  473,  96  Am. 
St.  Rep.  515,  73  S.  W.  645,  holding  combination  to  control  price  of  meat  illegal; 
State  v.  Smiley,  65  Kan.  264,  69  Pac.  199,  holding  grain-buyers'  agreement  lim- 
iting competition  among  themselves,  contrary  to  public  policy;  Ferd  Heim  Brew- 
ing Co.  v.  Belinder,  97  Mo.  App.  70,  71  S.  W.  691,  holding  brewer's  agreement  not 
to  sell  to  persons  indebted  to  any  of  them,  illegal;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Fire- 
men's Fund  Ins.  Co.  152  Mo.  47,  45  L.  R.  A.  377,  52  S.  W.  595,  sustaining  consti- 
tutionality of  statute  prohibiting  insurance  companies  from  contracting  with 
each  other  for  maintenance  of  rates. 

Distinguished  in  Marshall  town  Stone  Co.  v.  Des  Moines  Brick  Mfg.  Co.  114 
Iowa,  576,  87  N.  W.  496,  upholding  validity  of  agreement  not  to  sell  paving  ma- 
terial to  city  for  certain  period;  Swigert  v.  Tilden,  121  Iowa,  658,  63  L.  R.  A. 
612,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  97  N.  W.  82,  holding  agreement  by  vendor  of  business 
not  to  engage  therein  within  certain  territory,  valid. 

12  L.  R.  A.  429,  HUNTER  v.  COOPERSTOWN  &  S.  VALLEY  R.  CO.  126  N.  Y.  18, 

26  N.  E.  958. 
Contributory  nea-lia-ence. 

Cited  in  Sias  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  92  Hun,  148,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  378  (by  Hardin, 
J.,  dissenting)  majority  holding  negligence  of  passenger  unnecessarily  standing 
on  platform  and  leaning  over  side  of  street  car,  question  for  jury. 

—  In  a-ettina*  on  or  oil  moving*  train. 

Followed  in  Myers  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  88  Hun,  620,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
807,  same  case  on  former  appeal,  82  Hun,  38,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  153,  holding  one 
attempting  to  board  train  moving  at  rate  of  2  miles  per  hour  negligent  per  se 
though  conductor  told  him  to  do  so. 

Cited  in  Heaton  v.  Kansas  City  P.  k  G.  R.  Co.  65  Mo.  App.  484,  holding  board- 
ing train  moving  at  6  miles  per  hour,  conductor  saying  "jump  on,"  negligence 
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per  Be;  Connaughton  v.  Brooklyn  &  B.  B.  R.  Co.  13  Misc.  403,  34  X.  Y.  Supp.  243, 
holding  person  attempting  to  board  moving  train  guilty  of  negligence;  Fahr  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  9  Misc.  60,  29  X.  Y.  Supp.  1,  and  Robinson  v.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  5  Misc.  211,  25  X.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding  boarding  moving  elevated  train  while 
gate  closing,  negligence  per  se ;  Mearns  v.  Central  R.  Co.  163  X.  Y.  114,  57  X.  E. 
292,  holding  person  alighting  from  moving  train  erroneously  supposing  it  had 
stopped,  guilty  of  negligence  per  sc :  Louisville,  X.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  44 
111.  App.  58,  and  Scully  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  80  Hun,  199,  30  X.  Y. 
Supp.  61,  holding  jumping  from  moving  train  negligence;  Googagn  v.  Xew  York, 
X.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  10  App.  Div.  455,  42  X.  Y.  Supp.  205,  holding  negligence  of 
passengers  jumping  from  slowly  moving  train,  question  for  jury;  Geiler  v.  Man- 
hattan R.  Co.  11  Misc.  416,  32  X.  Y.  Supp.  254,  holding  negligence  of  passenger 
directed  to  jump  from  moving  train,  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  356)  on  injuries  in  getting  on  and  off  railroad  trains. 

Limited  and  distinguished  in  Distler  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  151  X.  Y.  426.  35 
L.  R.  A.  764,  45  X.  E.  937,  Reversing  78  Hun,  253,  28  X.  Y.  Supp.  865,  holding 
boarding  slowly  moving  train  by  conductor's  direction,  where  no  unusual  or  pe- 
culiar danger  appears,  not  negligence  per  se. 

Distinguished  in  Lewis  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  145  X.  Y.  516,  40  X.  E.  248, 
Reversing  80  Hun,  195,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  28,  holding  negligence  of  person  getting 
off  slowly  moving  train  at  conductor's  suggestion,  question  for  jury;  Mahar  v. 
Xew  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  5  App.  Div.  29,  39  X.  Y.  Supp.  63,  holding  contribu- 
tory negligence  of  passenger  about  to  alight  when  train  starts  and  passenger 
attempts  to  return  to  car,  for  jury ;  Reid  v.  Xew  York,  68  Hun,  112,  22  X.  Y. 
Supp.  623,  holding  negligence  of  passenger  alighting  from  car  just  starting,  for 
jury. 
When   testimony  on  former  trial  may  be  considered   on   appeal. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  VV.  R.  Co.  92  Hun,  222,  36  X.  Y.  Supp.  274, 
following  former  decision  of  court  of  appeals  where  plaintiff  apparently  attempted 
to  change  testimony  to  avoid  former  decision. 

12  L.  R.  A.  433,  GILL  v.  STATE,  86  Ga.  751,  13  S.  E.  86. 
Sale  of  liquor  to  minor. 

Followed  in  Dixon  v.  State,  86  Ga.  755,  13  S.  E.  87,  holding  written  order 
from  parent  to  dealer  requesting  him  to  supply  liquors  to  minor  whenever  he 
wanted  them,  void. 

Cited  in  Hamer  v.  People,  104  111.  App.  556,  holding  parent's  order  to  liquor 
seller  to  let  son  "have  what  he  wants"  until  further  notice,  insufficient. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Xeelly,  27  L.  R.  A.  503,  which  holds  sale  of  liquor 
to  minor  claiming  to  buy  as  agent  illegal. 

Disapproved  in  Smith  v.  State,  132  Ala.  40,  31  So.  352,  sustaining  validity  of 
parent's  consent  to  sale  of  liquor  to  minor  "whenever  he  wants  it." 

12  L.  R.  A.  434,  HAMER  v.  BRAIXARD,  7  Utah,  245,  26  Pac.  299. 
Necessity  of  demand  on  negotiable  instrument. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Leonard  v.  Olson,  35  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  requires  notice 
to  indorser  of  inability  to  make  demand  because  of  maker's  removal  from  state. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  436,  BURLINGTON,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  CO.  v.  DEY,  82  Iowa,  312,  3  Inters. 

Com.  Rep.  584,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  48  N.  W.  98. 
State  regulation  ©f  carrier's  rates. 

Reaffirmed  on  second  appeal,  in  89  Iowa,  14,  56  N.  W.  267,  holding  statutes  in- 
volved constitutional. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  186  U.  S.  264,  46  L.  ed. 
1156,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900,  sustaining  act  providing  for  establishment  of  joint 
rates  over  lines  of  independent  connecting  railroads;  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  167  U.  S.  496,  42  L.  ed.  252,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  896,  denying  power  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  prescribe 
rates;  Jacobson  v.  Wisconsin,  M.  &  P.  R.  Co.  71  Minn.  532,  40  L.  R.  A.  392, 
footnote  p.  389,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  74  X.  \V.  893,  which  sustains  interchange  of 
loaded  cars  and  making  of  joint  rates  for  through  shipments  over  connecting 
railroads. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  24  L.  R.  A.  141,  which 
holds  interstate  commerce  not  affected  by  statute  as  to  transportation  within 
state. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.  R.  A.  179)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates  or 
prices;  (33  L.  R.  A.  209)  as  to  when  rates  fixed  by  penal  statute  are  sufficiently 
definite  and  certain. 

"Joint  rate"  defined. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  90  Iowa,  603,  58  N.  \V\  1060,  holding 
rate  for  shipment  over  more  than  one  road,  joint,  though  order  fixes  charge  for 
each  road. 

Railroad's  obligation   to  accept   shipment. 

Cited  in  Inman  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  52,  37  S.  W. 
37,  holding  railway  bound  to  accept  goods  consigned  to  point  on  connecting  line 
on  tender  of  through  joint  rate. 

Authority  ©f  railroad  commissioners. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Tompkins  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  47 
L.  R.  A.  569,  which  sustains  railroad  commissioner's  authority  to  require  building 
of  depot. 

Carrier's  liability  for  exacting*  unreasonable   charges. 

Cited  in  Winsor  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  52  Fed.  722,  denying  liability 
of  carrier  for  exacting  unreasonable  charges  where  not  exceeding  maximum  per- 
mitted by  statute. 
Equal  rlarhts  of  connecting  carriers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  26 
L.  R.  A.  192,  which  holds  others  connecting  carriers  not  entitled  to  through  bill- 
ing, rating,  use  of  tracks,  and  terminals  conceded  to  one. 

Constitutionality   of   statute   prescribing   rules   of   evidence. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q,  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  149  111.  384,  24  L.  R.  A.  147,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  683,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  278,  37  N.  E.  247,  sustaining  statute  making 
rates  fixed  by  railroad  commissioners  prima  facie  reasonable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Simonson,  57  L.  R.  A.  765, 
which  holds  void,  statute  making  specifications  of  weights  in  bills  of  lading, 
conclusive;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  56  L.  R.  A.  468,  which  holds 
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void,  statute  preventing  railroad  company  from  setting  up  in  defense  of  suit  for 
injury  to  employee,  decisions  of  state  where  injury  occurred. 

Statutes   permitting   recovery   of  attorney's   fee. 

Cited  in  Gano  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  114  Iowa,  716,  55  L.  R.  A.  265, 
86  Am.  St.  Rep.  393,  87  N.  W.  714,  sustaining  statute  requiring  railroad  to  pay 
to  landowner  reasonable  attorney's  fees  in  condemnation  proceedings;  Farmers  & 
M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dobney,  62  Neb.  222,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  86  N.  W.  1070,  and 
Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bush,  60  Neb.  124,  82  N.  W.  313,  sustaining  statute  per- 
mitting recovery  of  attorney's  fee  from  insurance  company  in  action  on  real- 
estate  policy;  Liquidating  Comrs.  v.  Marrero,  106  La.  135,  30  So.  305,  sustaining 
statute  permit! i:ig  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  in  proceeding  to  collect  taxes;  Dell 
v.  Marvin,  41  Fla.  228,  45  L.  R.  A.  203,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  171,  26  So.  188,  sus- 
taining statute  permitting  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  in  enforcing  liens  on 
mechanics,  laborers,  and  materialmen;  Duckwall  v.  Jones,  156  Ind.  685,  58  N. 
E.  1055,  and  Wortman  v.- Kleinschmidt,  12  Mont.  332,  30  Pac.  280  (distinguished 
in  dissenting  opinion)  sustaining  statute  allowing  recovery  of  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee  on  foreclosure  of  machanic's  lien;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165 
U.  S.  168,  41  L.  ed.  672,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255  (dissenting  opinion)  majority  hold- 
ing statute  permitting  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  in  action  against  railroad,  un- 
constitutional. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  586)  on  constitutional  equality  of  privileges,  im- 
munities, and*  protection. 

Distinguished  in  Davidson  v.  Jennings,  27  Colo.  192,  48  L.  R.  A.  341,  83  Am. 
St.  Rep.  49,  60  Pac.  354,  holding  statute  permitting  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  on 
foreclosing  mechanic's  lien  unconstitutional. 

Penalties. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.  R.  A.  567)  on  cruel  and  unusual  punishments. 
When  statute  held  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  Page  v.  Millerton,  114  Iowa,  382,  86  N.  W.  440,  holding  unconstitu- 
tionality of  statute  must  clearly  appear. 


12  L.  R.  A.  446,  TUFTS  v.  D'ARCAMBAL,  85  Mich.  185,  24  Am.  St  Rep.  79, 

48  N.  W.  497. 
Conditional  sales. 

Cited  in  Lippincott  v.  Rich,  22  Utah,  202,  61  Pac.  526,  holding  return  of  un- 
paid notes  not  condition  precedent  to  replevin  of  property  conditionally  sold; 
Tufts  v.  Brace,  103  Wis.  345,  79  N.  W.  414,  upholding  vendor's  right  to  resume 
possession  under  contract  provision  for  retaking  on  default  in  payment  of  in- 
stalment; Wiggins  v.  Snow,  89  Mich.  478,  50  N.  W.  991,  holding  vendor  in  con- 
tract of  sale  reserving  tiile,  without  provision  for  retaking  possession  on  default, 
may  replevy  property;  Maxwell  v.  Tufts,  8  N.  M.  400,  33  L.  R.  A.  856,  45  Pac. 
979,  upholding  right  of  vendor  retaining  title  to  property  conditionally  sold  to 
maintain  replevin  against  vendee's  creditor,  though  instrument  unrecorded; 
Ryan  v.  Wayson,  108  Mich.  522,  66  N.  W.  370,  holding  in  replevin  by  vendor 
under  contract  of  conditional  sale,  judgment  in  vendee's  favor  for  excess  of  value 
over  unpaid  purchase  price,  error. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crompton  v.  Beach,  18  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  holds  that 
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conditional  vendor's  exercise  of  option  to  enforce  payment  pf  note  defeats  right 
to  retake  property. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  466)  on  rights  and  liabilities  of  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser by  conditional  sale  on  default  of  payment. 

12  L.  R.  A.  449,  BENNETT  v.  STATE,  86  Ga.  401,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  12  S. 

E.  806. 
Prosecutor's  comment  on  extraneous  facte  as  error. 

Cited  in  Ivey  v.  State,  113  Ga.  1064,  54  L.  R.  A.  960,  39  S.  E.  423,  holding  pros- 
ecutor's use  of  improper  language  not  authorized  by  evidence  or  any  fair  deduc- 
tion therefrom,  error;  Washington  v.  State,  87  Ga.  16,  13  S.  E.  131,  holding  pros- 
ecutor's urging  jury  to  strictly  enforce  law  in  arson  case  on  trial  because  of 
frequent  burnings,  error;  Western  k  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  102  Ga.  340,  40  L. 
R.  A.  91,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  173,  29  S.  E.  104,  by  Simmons,  Ch.  J.  dissenting,  who 
holds  improper  remarks  by  counsel  will  not  justify  improper  remarks  by  op- 
posing counsel. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R  A.  666,  672)  on  reversal  of  conviction  because  of  un- 
fair or  irrelevant  argument  or  statements  of  facts  by  prosecuting  attorney. 

Prosecutor's  comment!  on   absence   of  testimony. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  State,  92  Ga.  448,  17  S.  E.  265,  holding  prosecutor's  com- 
ment on  defendant's  failure  to  offer  proof  of  good  character,  error. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  609)  on  evidence  and  instructions  as  to  character 
of  accused. 

12  L.  R.  A.  452,  Re  BOOTH,  127  N.  Y.  109,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  429,  27  N.  E.  826. 
Sufficiency  of  signature  to  will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Andrews,  48  L.  R.  A.  662,  which  holds  signature  to 
will  on  second  page,  without  anything  to  connect  portions  contained  on  third 
page,  insufficient;  Shaw  v.  Camp,  36  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  holds  unsigned,  unat- 
tested sheet  attached  to  will  made  effective  by  subsequent  codicil. 

12  L.  R.  A.  454,  FORD  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  S.  R.  CO.  124  N.  Y.  493,  26 

N.  E.   1101. 
Master's  liability  for  fellow  servant's  nea*lla*ence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dewey  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  292, 
which  holds  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  brakeman  by  load  pro- 
jecting beyond  end  of  flat  car. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  827)  on  superior  employees;  (54  L.  R.  A.  44,  86, 
161)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act 
which  caused  injury. 

Distinguished  in  Corcoran  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  46  App.  Div.  203, 
61  N.  Y.  Supp.  672,  denying  railroad's  liability  for  brakeman's  failure  to  warn 
yardman  of  approaching  car;  Bailey  v.  Deleware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  27  App.  Div. 
307,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  87,  denying  railroad's  liability  to  employee  injured  by  pro- 
jecting timber  while  coupling  cars. 

Assumption  of  risk  by  employee. 

Cited  in  Felice  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  14  App.  Div.  350,  43  N.  Y. 
Supp.  922,  holding  employee  bound  only  to  look  out  for  dangers  not  avoidable  by 
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master's  exercise  of  reasonable  care;  Albert  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R-  Co.  80 
Hun,  155,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1126,  and  Witkowski  v.  George  W.  Carter  &  Sons  Co. 
60  App.  Div.  582,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  232,  holding  master's  duty  to  protect  servant 
from  incidental  risks  avoidable  by  reasonable  care;  McLeod  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  104  Iowa,  146,  73  N.  W.  614,  holding  brakeman  bound  only  to  exercise 
care  sufficient  to  protect  him  if  required  warning  given  of  approaching  engine; 
Phinney  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  122  Iowa,  491,  98  N.  W.  358,  holding  brakeman  does 
not  assume  risk  of  train-despatcher's  negligence;  Simmons  v.  Peters,  85  Hun, 
97,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  680,  holding  employee  does  not  assume  unknown  risks  occa- 
sioned by  defects  in  elevator;  Dowd  v.  New  York,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  170  N.  Y. 
471,  63  N.  E.  541,  holding  burden  of  proving  servant's  assumption  of  risk  rests 
on   employer. 

Duty  to  promulgate   rules. 

Cited  in  Mulvaney  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  1  Misc.  426,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  427, 
holding  failure  to  make  rules  as  to  trains  passing  on  dangerous  curve,  negligence; 
Rutledge  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  110  Mo.  319,  19  S.  W.  38,  holding  rules  adopted 
by  employees  will  not  excuse  railroad's  failure  to  promulgate  rules;  Rutledge 
v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  123  Mo.  139,  24  S.  W.  1053,  by  McFarlane,  J.,  dissent- 
ing, who  holds  to  same  effect;  Devoe  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  174  N.  Y. 
10,  66  N.  E.  568,  holding  sufficiency  and  proper  promulgation  of  verbal  rule 
for  protection  of  car  inspectors,  for  jury;  Van  Tassell  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  1  Misc.  303,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  769,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  708,  holding  {obiter) 
railroad  may  perform  duty  to  employees  by  adopting  rules  for  inspection  and 
repairing  of  appliances;  Shields  v.  Kansas  City  Suburban  Belt  R.  Co.  87  Mo.  App. 
645,  holding  {obiter,)  master  liable  for  failure  to  make  proper  rules  for  con- 
ducting business;  Gerrish  v.  New  Haven  Ice  Co.  63  Conn.  17,  27  Atl.  235,  hold- 
ing employer  liable  for  failure  of  superintendent  to  observe  rule. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  It.  A.  307,  308,  313,  331,  342)  on  duties  of  master  and 
servant  as  to  rules  promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 

Distinguished  in  Shepard  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  44  N.  Y.  S.  R.  819, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  665  and  Larow  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  61  Hun,   14,  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  384,  nolding  it  error  to  permit  jury  to  decide  whether  specific  rule 
should  have  been  promulgated. 
Duty  to  exercise  ordinary  care. 

Cited  in  Dutton  v.  Greenwood  Cemetery  Co.  80  App.  Div.  356,  80  N.  Y.  Supp. 
780,  holding  it  cemetery  association's  duty  to  persons  visiting  cemetery  to  ren- 
der premises  reasonably  safe. 

12  L.  R.  A.  456,  DRESLER  v.  HARD,  127  N.  Y.  235,  27  N.  E.  823. 
Comparison  of  handwriting:. 

Cited  in  Tucker  v.  Hyatt,  144  Ind.  644,  41  N.  E.  1047,  holding  comparison  of 
signature  in  record,  with  disputed  signature,  proper;  People  v.  Molineux,  168 
N.  Y.  325,  62  L.  R.  A.  284,  61  N.  E.  286,  holding  under  statute  any  writing 
sought  to  be  proved  genuine  may  be  compared  with  any  writing  proved  genuine; 
People  v.  Flechter,  44  App.  Div.  211,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  777,  holding  experts  may 
testify  from  comparison  that  two  instruments  are  in  same  handwriting. 

Cited  in  note  ( 62  L.  R.  A.  852 )  on  comparison  of  handwriting. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  463,  HAMER  v.  SIDWAY,  124  N.  Y.  538,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  27 

N.  E.  256. 
Sufficiency  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Melville  v.  Kmse,  174  N.  Y.  309,  66  N.  E.  965,  holding  surrender  of 
right  of  withdrawal  good  consideration  for  modification  of  copartnership  arti- 
cles; Gescheidt  v.  Drier,  44  N.  Y.  S.  R.  481,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  741,  upholding 
agreement  by  mortgagee  to  give  mortgage  to  mortgagor  or  mortgagee's  death,  in 
consideration  of  care  of  latter  in  sickness;  Scruggs  v.  Cotterill,  67  App.  Div. 
587,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  882,  sustaining  agreement  between  stockholders  giving  each 
first  right  to  purchase  other's  stock  in  event  of  desire  to  sell  or  of  death;  Harlan 
v.  Harlan,  102  Iowa,  705,  72  N.  W.  286,  holding  promise  to  board  third  per- 
son valid  consideration  for  promise  to  pay  for  board;  Stovall  v.  McCutchen, 
107  Ky.  580,  47  L.  R.  A.  288,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  373,  54  S.  W.  969,  sustaining 
contract  by  merchants  to  close  stores  during  evening  of  summer  months;  Babcock 
v.  Chase,  92  Hun,  267,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  879,  holding  change  of  name  sufficient 
consideration  for  promise  to  leave  legacy;  McKay  v.  Buffalo  Bill's  Wild  West  Co. 
17  Misc.  399,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1041,  holding  undertaking  to  look  after  trunk  if 
owner  would  continue  journey  based  on  good  consideration;  Sickles  v.  Herold, 
11  Misc.  584,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083,  holding  forbearance  of  banking  department  to 
close  insolvent  bank  good  consideration  for  shareholder's  promise  to  replace 
capital;  Burke  v.  Dillin,  92  Iowa,  564,  61  N.  W.  370,  holding  forbearance  of 
third  mortgagee  to  foreclose  valid  consideration  for  second  mortgagee's  promise 
to  pay  interest  on  first;  Honsinger  v.  Mulford,  90  Hun,  591,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
986,  upholding  president's  agreement  to  become  personally  liable  upon  corpora- 
tion notes,  if  time  extended;  Dempsey  v.  Horner,  17  Misc.  618,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
€68,  holding  agreement  to  pay  tenant's  rent  if  landlord  would  institute  sum- 
mary proceedings  enabling  tenant's  conditional  vendor  to  sell  property,  valid; 
Groff  v.  Bliss,  19  Misc.  18,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  843,  upholding  agreement  to  credit 
on  debt,  proceeds  of  notes  of  third  persons  owned  by  creditor  which  debtor  pro- 
cured to  be  discounted  for  him;  Grimm  v.  Taylor,  96  Mich.  7,  55  N.  W.  447, 
holding  minor  son's  remaining  at  home  to  aid  divorced  mother  sufficient  con- 
sideration for  uncle's  promise  to  pay;  Furber  v.  Fogler,  97  Me.  589,  55  Atl. 
514,  holding  inadequacy  of  consideration  no  defense  to  note;  Yarwood  v.  Trusts 
A  Guarantee  Co.  94  App.  Div.  52,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  sustaining  recovery  on 
note  payable  at  maker's  death,  given  to  payees  for  securing  his  admission  to  their 
house  when  nearly  frozen;  Kaufman  Advertising  Agency  v.  Snellenburgh,  43 
Misc.  324,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  by  Giegerich,  J.,  concurring,  who  holds  prestige  to 
be  secured  from  handling  advertising  sufficient  consideration  for  contract  to 
procure  "write-ups/* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wright  v.  Wright,  55  L.  R.  A.  261,  which  holds  marriage 
sufficient  to  support  promise  by  groom's  father  to  maintain  bride  and  child  if 
groom  fails  to;  Lanahan  v.  Heaver,  20  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  holds  reciprocal  prom- 
ise to  relinquish  right  to  jury  consideration  for  agreement  to  submit  case  to 
court;  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  v.  Hurst,  20  L.  R.  A.  761,  which 
holds  moral  obligation  sufficient  consideration  for  promise. 

Trust,  now  created. 

Cited  in  Lucas  v.  Coe,  86  Fed.  973,  holding  trust  may  be  created  without  formal 
action;  Neresheimer  v.  Smyth,  167  N.  Y.  207,  60  N.  E.  449,  sustaining  trust 
•created  by  oral  promise  to  apply  to  specified  debts  proceeds  of  pronerty  trans- 


590         L.  R  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [12  L.  R  A. 

ferred  by  bill  of  sale  in  consideration  of  payment  of  debts;  Butler  v.  Weeks. 
12  Misc.  195,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  1090,  holding  mortgage  acknowledged  by  nominal 
mortgagee  in  writing  to  belong  to  trust  estate  impressed  with  trust;  Central 
Trust  Co.  v.  Weeks,  15  App.  Div.  600,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  828,  holding  letter  stat- 
ing mortgages  of  trust  estate  held  in  own  name  impresses  mortgage  with  trust; 
Ransdcl  v.  Moore,  153  Ind.  401,  53  L.  R.  A.  756,  footnote  p.  753,  53  N.  E.  767, 
which  holds  letter  from  one  taking  title  to  land  under  parol  promise  to  carry 
out  trust  sufficient  to  authorize  carrying  it  out  after  his  death. 

Distinguished  in  Millard  v.  Clark,  7  Misc.  370,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  631,  holding  de- 
posit of  money   in  anothers  name  without   surrendering  control   does  not  cre- 
ate trust. 
— -  Necessity  of  subject. 

Cited  in  Hickok  v.  Bunting,  67  App.  Div.  562,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  967,  holding  no 
trust  created   by  written   statement  that  sum  held   "in   trust,"   where    no   re* 
exists. 
—  Statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Davis,  86  Hun,  402,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  477,  holding  statute  of 
limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against  beneficiary  until  open  repudiation  of 
trust. 
When  statute  of  frauds  ma  at  be  pleaded. 

Cited  in  Honsinger  v.  ^fulford,  90  Hun,  591,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  986;  Lupean  v. 
Brainard,  20  App.  Div.  214,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  1044;  Smith  v.  Slosson,  89  Hun, 
568,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  547;  Patterson  v.  Powell,  31  Misc.  252,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  43,  31 
Misc.  21,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1035  (obiter)  ;  Crane  v.  Powell,  139  X.  Y.  387,  34  N. 
E.  911,  Affirming  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  669,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  220,  — holding  defense  of 
statute  of  frauds  must  be  presented  by  demurrer  or  answer;  Post  v.  Butler 
Bros.  11  Misc.  106,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  995,  holding  defense  of  statute  of  frauds 
unavailable  unless  presented  by  averments  of  pleadings;  Dearing  v.  McKinnon 
Dash  &  Hardware  Co.  33  App.  Div.  41,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  513,  holding  that  statute 
need  not  be  pleaded  to  complaint  incorporating  instrument  not  complying  with 
statute  of  frauds;  Griffin  v.  Condon,  18  Misc.  238,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  380;  Pohl 
v.  Pontier,  2  Misc.  145,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  634;  Doyle  v.  Beaupre,  43  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
743,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  287,  —  holding  that  defense  of  statute  of  frauds  is  not 
available  unless  set  up  in  answer;  Bannatyne  v.  Florence  Mill.  &  Min.  Co.  77 
Hun,  295,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  334  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  statute 
of  frauds  as  defense  is  not  available  when  not  presented  by  averments  of  com- 
plaint or  answer. 

Distinguished  in  Traver  t.  Purdy,  30  Abb.  N.  C.  449,  55  N.  Y.  S.  R.  297,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  452,  holding  statute  of  frauds  need  not  be  pleaded  where  answer 
denies   existence   of  contract. 

12  L.  R.  A.  473,  RUDD  v.  ROBINSON,  126  N.  Y.  113,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  816,  26 

N.  E.  1046. 
Imputing;    knowledge    of   corporate   transactions. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Conover,  75  Hun,  13,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028,  holding  cor- 
poration trustee  not  chargeable  with  actual  knowledge  of  entries  on  its  books; 
Garden  City  Sand  Co.  v.  American  Refuse  Crematory  Co.  105  111.  App.  347, 
holding  purchaser  of  stock  which  certificate  states  is  fully  paid  not  chargeable 
with  knowledge  of  entries  in  corporation  books  showing  contrary. 


463^76.]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  591 

Books  of  account  a»  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Fulton,  35  L.  R.  A.  133,  which  holds  book  containing 
charges  against  one  person  only  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  note  ( 53  L.  R.  A.  537 )  on  use  of  person's  books  of  account  as  evidence 
upon  issues  of  other  parties. 

— -  Books  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Sigua  Iron  Co.  v.  Brown,  171  N.  Y.  496,  64  N.  E.  194,  holding  books 
of  corporation  admissible,  without  authentication,  to  prove  corporate  acts,  in 
action  against  transferee  of  stock  for  unpaid  calls;  St.  George  Vineyard  Co.  v. 
Fritz,  48  App.  Div.  236,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  775,  holding  corporation  books  admissible 
to  show  defendant  a  director  in  action  to  enforce  director's  liability;  Minor  v. 
Crosby,  76  App.  Div.  563,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  594,  and  Leonard  v.  Faber,  52  App. 
Div.  499,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  391,  holding  credits  on  corporation  books  for  goods  de- 
livered inadmissible  in  action  to  enforce  directors'  liability;  National  Exp.  & 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Morris,  15  App.  D.  C.  281,  holding,  in  action  on  stock  sub- 
scription, corporate  books  inadmissible  per  se  to  show  membership;  Carey  v. 
Williams,  25  C.  C.  A.  232,  51  U.  S.  App.  204,  79  Fed.  912,  holding  corporation 
books  inadmissible  to  establish  person's  liability  as  stockholder;  Hayden  v. 
Williams,  37  C.  C.  A.  482,  96  Fed.  282,  holding  books  of  bank  inadmissible  as 
to  dealings  between  bank  and  stockholder;  Trainor  v.  German- American  Sav. 
Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  204,  111.  623,  68  N.  E.  650,  holding  books  of  loan  associa- 
tion not  evidence  per  se  of  indebtedness  in  foreclosure  proceeding  against  mem- 
ber; Re  Dittman,  65  App.  Div.  345,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  886,  holding  corporate 
books  of  account  inadmissible  to  show  profits,  in  stockholder's  action  for  dissolu- 
tion; Stokes  v.  Stokes,  91  Hun,  609,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  350,  raising,  without  decid- 
ing, question  whether  knowledge  of  existence  of  accounts  makes  corporation  books 
competent  to  establish  officer's  liability. 

Distinguished  in  San  Pedro  Lumber  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  121  Cal.  83,  53  Pac.  410, 
holding  corporate  books  of  account  kept  under  his  supervision  admissible  against 
officer  to  show  incurrect  bookkeeping;  Bacon  v.  United  States,  38  C.  C.  A.  43, 
97  Fed.  41,  holding  unauthentieated  bank  books  admissible  in  criminal  suit 
against  bank  president  for  making  false  reports. 

12  L.  R.  A.  476,  CONSOLIDATED  TANK  LINE  CO.  v.  HUNT,  83  Iowa,  6,  32 

Am.  St.  Rep.  285,  48  N.  W.  1057. 
Exemption  from  execution. 

Cited  in  Re  Hindman,  43  C.  C.  A.  560,  104  Fed.  333,  holding  horse  and  wagon 
of  painter  and  paper-hanger  exempt;  Roberts  v.  Parker,  117  Iowa,  390,  57  L. 
R.  A.  764,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  316,  90  N.  W.  744,  holding  bicycle  of  painter,  paper- 
hanger,  and  bill-poster  used  in  business  exempt;  Krebs  v.  Nicholson,  118  Iowa, 
135,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  370,  91  N.  W.  923,  holding  harness  and  cart  used  as  means 
of  conveyance  by  owner  of  breeding  stallion  exempt;  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc. 
v.  Goode,  101  Iowa,  163,  35  L.  R.  A.  691,  footnote  p.  690,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  378,  70 
N.  W.  113,  which  holds  law  library  of  attorney  occupying  part  of  time  in  legal 
business  exempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Davidson  v.  Hannon,  34  L.  R.  A.  718,  which  holds  pho- 
tograph lens  used  by  photographer  exempt  from  attachment;  Re  Klemp,  39  L. 
R.  A.  340,  which  holds  combined  harvester  of  farmer  exempt  from  execution. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  477,  CASS  COUNTY  BANK  v.  WEBER,  83  Iowa,  63,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 

288,   48  N.  W.    1067. 
Extent  of  homestead  exemption. 

Cited  in  Groneweg  v.  Beck,  93  Iowa,  719,  62  N.  W.  31,  holding  homestead 
exemption  extends  to  whole  building,  though  ground  floor  used  for  grocery. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  De  Ford  v.  Painter,  30  L.  R.  A.  722,  which  holds,  as  home- 
stead, building  in  city  partly  rented  for  business  and  rest  occupied  as  residence; 
Ford  v.  Forsgard,  25  L.  R.  A.  155.  which  denies  removal  of  exemption,  on  ground 
of  abandonment,  of  rooms  in  house  on  homestead  lot. 

12  L.  R.  A.  482,  McCLAIN  v.  GARDEN  GROVE,  83  Iowa,  235,  48  N.  W.  1031. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Walrod  v.  Webster  County,  110  Iowa,  352,  47  L.  R.  A.  482,  81  N.  W. 
598,  holding  defect  in  railway  proximate  cause  of  accident  due  to  horse  break- 
ing through,  preventable  by  sufficient  railing;  Parmenter  v.  Marion,  113  Iowa, 
303,  85  N.  W.  90,  holding  negligence  of  person  dropping  bale  from  platform  over 
sidewalk  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  passer-by. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Boone  County,  95  Iowa,  12,  63  N.  W.  352,  holding 
county  liable  for  horse  backing  off  approach  to  bridge,  where  injury  preventable 
by  ordinary  railing;  Harvey  v.  Clarinda,  111  Iowa,  532,  82  N.  W.  994,  holding  city 
liable  for  accident  where  frightened  horse  backed  down  unrailed  embankment; 
Faulk  v.  Iowa  County,  103  Iowa,  446,  72  X.  W.  757,  holding  city  liable  for  horses 
backing  through  defective  railing  to  bridge. 

12  L.  R.  A.  483,  GORDON  v.  ANDERSON,  83  Iowa,  224,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  302, 

49  N.  W.  86. 
Negotiability  of  commercial   paper. 

Cited  in  Sawyer  v.  Campbell,  107  Iowa,  402,  78  N.  W.  56,  holding  negotiable 
note  must  be  certain  as  to  payor,  payee,  amount,  time,  and  place  of  payment; 
Culbertson  v.  Nelson,  93  Iowa,  197,  27  L.  R.  A.  228,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  61  X. 
W.  854,  holding  draft  for  stated  sum  "with  exchange"  not  negotiable. 

Distinguished  in  Central  State  Bank  v.  Spurlin,  111  Iowa,  189,  49  L.  R.  A.  661, 
82  Am.  St.  Rep.  511,  82  N.  W.  493,  holding  describing  payee  as  "trustee"  does  not 
destroy  negotiability  of  note. 

12  L.  R.  A.  484,  MUSCH  v.  BURKHART,  83  Iowa,  301,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  48 

N.  W.  1025. 
Trees  on  boundary  line. 

Cited  in  Kinney  v.  Kinney,  104  Iowa,  706,  40  L.  R.  A.  627,  74  N.  W.  688,  deny- 
ing liability  of  owner  for  failure  Xo  trim  hedge  on  boundary. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  729)  on  property  rights  in  trees  on  boundary  line. 
Injunction  where  lea-al  remedy  Inadequate. 

Cited  in  Lemmon  v.  Guthrie  Center,  113  Iowa,  41,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  361,  84  N. 
W.  986,  sustaining  injunction  against  removal  of  building  as  alleged  violation  of 
fire-limit  ordinance;  Camp  v.  Dixon,  112  Ga.  881,  52  L.  R.  A.  759,  38  S.  E.  71, 
sustaining  injunction  against  trespass  to  cut  timber. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  235)  on  injunction  against  trespass  to  cut  timber. 
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Distinguished  in  Ewing  v.  Webster  City,  103  Iowa,  230,  72  N.  W.  511,  denying 
injunction  against  enforcing  ordinance  pending  appeal  from  conviction. 

12  L.  R.  A.  487,  FT.  SMITH  &  V.  B.  BRIDGE  CO.  v.  HAWKINS,  54  Ark.  509, 

16  S.  W.  565. 
]Vavlgrable  stream  as  boundary. 

Cited  in  note    (23  L.  R.  A.  520)    on  boundary  of  municipality  on  navigable 
stream. 
Taxation  of  brldnre. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  70)  on  jurisdiction  as  to  taxation  of  bridge  over 
river  forming  boundary  of  state  or  its  divisions. 

12  L.  R.  A.  492,  METROPOLITAN  NAT.  BANK  v.  JONES,  137  111.  634,  31  Am. 

St.  Rep.  403,  27  N.  E.  533. 
Effect  of  certification  of  checks. 

Cited  in  Oyster  &  Fish  Co.  v.  National  Lafayette  Bank,  51  Ohio  St.  114,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  560,  36  N.  E.  833;  Voltz  v.  National  Bank,  158  111.  539,  30  L.  R.  A. 
157,  42  N.  E.  69,  Affirming  57  111.  App.  364,  holding  drawer  procuring  certifica- 
tion of  check  before  delivery  primarily  liable;  Minot  v.  Russ,  156  Mass.  461,  16 
L.  R.  A.  512,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  31  N.  E.  489,  holding  certification  of  check  on 
payee's  application  releases  drawer;  Jackson  Paper  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Commercial  Nat. 
Bank,  199  111.  161,  59  L.  R.  A.  662,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  65  N.  E.  136,  holding 
certification  of  check  renders  drawee  absolutely  liable. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.  R.  A.  511)  on  effect  of  certification  of  check  on  liability 
of  drawer. 

Distinguished  in  Dillaway  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  82  111.  App.  74,  uphold- 
ing right  of  bank  to  cancel  erroneous  certification,  where  no  rights  of  others  in- 
tervene and  holder's  situation  unchanged. 
Check  ai  assignment  of  deposit. 

Cited  in  Staninger  v.  Tabor,  103  111.  App.  336,  holding  delivery  of  check  assign- 
ment of  deposit,  as  between  parties;  Gage  Hotel  Co.  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  171  111. 
535f  39  L.  R.  A.  481,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  49  N.  E.  420,  Reversing  69  111.  App.  683, 
holding  bank  having  sufficient  funds  at  time  of  presentment  liable  to  bona- fide 
holder  of  stopped  check;  Wyman  v.  Ft.  Dearborn  Nat.  Bank,  181  111.  283,  48  L. 
R.  A.  566,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  2.39,  54  N.  E.  946;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Maple, 
€5  111.  App.  487;  Bank  of  Antigo  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  149  111.  352,  23  L.  R.  A. 
615,  36  N.  E.  1029,— holding  bank  not  chargeable  in  favor  of  payee  of  check*  un- 
til presentment. 

Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Selden,  62  L.  R.  A.  561,  56  C.  C.  A.  534, 
120  Fed.  214,  denying  right  of  payee  to  maintain  action  on  check  against  insol- 
vent national  bank. 

12  L.  R.  A.  496,  SLOAN  v.  WILLIAMS,  138  111.  43,  27  N.  E.  531. 

Specific  performance  of  contract  denied  in  Depuy  v.  Williams,  152  HI.  103,  37 
N.  E.  48. 
•Contracts,  when  assignable. 

Cited  in  Zetterlund  v.  Texas  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  55  Neb.  360,  75  N.  W.  860,  hold- 
ing contract  involving  personal  services  and  forbidding  transfer  of  interest,  not 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 38. 
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assignable;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  180  111.  354,  59  N.  E.  619, 
holding  contract  for  personal  services  assignable  by  consent  of  other  party; 
Edison  v.  Babka,  111  Mich.  238,  69  N.  W.  499,  holding  contract  to  plant  and  care 
for  fruit  trees  not  assignable  without  other  party's  consent;  American  Bonding  A 
T.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  \V.  R.  Co.  60  C.  C.  A.  59,  .124  Fed.  873,  holding  re- 
ceiver's contract  for  betterments  assignable  to  purchaser  of  railroad. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Erickson  v.  Brookings  County,  18  L.  R.  A.  347,  which  holds 
assignable  right  of  purchaser  as  unlawful"  tax  sale  to  have  money  refunded. 

12  L.  R.  A.  498,  CITIZENS  STREET  R.  CO.  v.  ROBB1XS,  128  Ind.  449,  25  Am. 
St.  Rep.  445,  26  N.  E.  116. 

Second  appeal  in  144  Ind.  672,  42  N.  E.  916,  43  N.  E.  649. 

Statute  rea*ulatlna*  administrator's  sales. 

Distinguished  in  Jones  v.  Mayne,  154  Ind.  409,  55  N.  E.  956,  holding  adminis- 
trator acting  for  distributees  in  compromising  litigation  need  not  strictly  follow 
statute. 

Duty  of  corporation   permitting*  transfer  of   decedent's  stock. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wooten  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  615,  which 
holds  corporation  permitting  transfer  of  stock  on  books  by  executor,  bound  to  see 
that  provisions  of  will  carried  out. 

Liability   of   decedent's   debtor  after   final   settlement. 

Cited  in  Barnett  v.  Vanmeter,  7  Ind.  App.  53,  33  X.  E.  666,  holding  final  settle- 
ment of  estate  does  not  extinguish  liability  of  debtor  of  decedent. 

Appellate  procedure  —  Partial  reversal. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  X.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Treadway,  142  Ind.  488,  143  Ind.  704, 
41  N.  E.  794,  holding  judgment  on  special  verdict  may  be  reversed  as  to  one  joint 
defendant  and  affirmed  as  to  another. 

12  L.  R.  A.  502,  GIBSON  COUNTY  v.  CINCINNATI  STEAM  HEATING  CO.  128 

Ind.  240,  27  N.  E.  612. 
Necessity  of  advertising*  for  proposals. 

Cited  in  Fulton  County  v.  Gibson,  158  Ind.  480,  63  N.  E.  982,  holding  contract 
for  extra  work  in  constructing  courthouse,  necessitated  by  unforseen  emergency, 
made  without  advertising  for  proposals,  valid. 

What  contracts  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Voris  v.  Star  City  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  20  Ind.  App.  640,  50  N.  E.  779, 
holding  guaranty  of  payment  of  warrants,  proceeds  of  which  went  to  guarantor, 
original  promise;  Spencer  v.  McLean,  20  Ind.  App.  629,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  271,  50 
N.  E.  769,  holding  stockholder's  bond  to  secure  directors  as  sureties  of  corpora- 
tion, original  promise;  Hyatt  v.  Bonham,  19  Ind.  App.  260,  49  N.  E.  361,  holding 
promise  to  pay  debt  of  another,  where  promisee  substituted  for  debtor,  not  within 
statute;  Carskaddon  v.  South  Bend,  141  Ind.  600,  39  N.  E.  667,  holding  contract 
created  by  oral  acceptance  of  terms  of  council  resolution  directing  purchase  of 
land,  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  note  ( 17  L.  R.  A.  274)  on  parol  evidence  to  add  to,  vary,  or  alter  writ* 
ten  contract. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  506,  GAMMON  THEOLOGICAL  SEMINARY  v.  BOBBINS,  128  Ind. 

85,  27  N.  E.  341. 
Delivery  as  essential  to  grift. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  McCollough,  136  Ind.  339,  34  N.  E.  819,  holding  delivery  or 
personal  property  to  one  beneficiary,  of  gift  to  be  distributed  among  donees,  valid 
gift;  Slade  v.  Mutrie,  156  Mass.  21,  30  N.  E.  168,  holding  delivery  of  note  to 
maker  with  intent  to  transfer  title,  valid  gift;  McCollough  v.  Martin,  12  Ind. 
App.  168,  39  N.  E.  905,  holding  note  executed  as  gift  revoked  by  maker's  death; 
Jacobs  v.  Jolley,  29  Ind.  App.  34,  62  N.  E.  1028,  holding  assignment  of  portion  of 
suving8-bank  deposit,  payable  at  donor's  death,  with  delivery  of  bank  book,  valid 
gift;  Waite  v.  Grubbe,  43  Or.  412,  73  Pac.  206,  holding  pointing  out  places  where 
nvoney  was  buried,  with  declaration  of  gift,  valid  gift. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  693-695)  on  undelivered  written  transfer  or  assign- 
ment of  property  as  gift;   (26  L.  R.  A.  307)  on  gift  by  promissory  note. 

Distinguished  in  Barnett  v.  Franklin  College,  10  Ind.  App.  108,  37  N.  E.  427, 
holding  delivery  of  instrument  promising  to  pay  money  after  death,  valid  gift. 

12  L.  R.  A.  508,  DUNSMOOR  v.  FURSTENFELDT,  £8  Cal.  522,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 

331,  26  Pac.  518. 
Garnishment  of  property  in  custody  of  conrt. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  People,  93  111.  App.  137,  holding  money  in  receiver's  hands 
subject  to  garnishment  after  final  order  for  disbursement. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Allen  v.  Gerard,  49  L.  R.  A.  351,  which  denies  liability  to 
garnishment  of  balance  in  hands  of  clerk  of  court  of  proceeds  of  sale  of  perishable 
property  attached;  Jones  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  35  L.  R.  A.  698,  which  holds 
money  paid  into  court,  exempt  from  process  of  litigant  unless  consent  of  court 
obtained;  McAlmond  v.  Bevington,  53  L.  R.  A.  597,  which  holds  money  deposited 
with  justice  by  third  person  as  bail,  not  subject  to  garnishment  for  prisoner's 
debt;  Holker  v.  Hennessey,  39  L.  R.  A.  165,  which  holds  property  unlawfully 
taken  from  prisoner  under  arrest  not  subject  to  garnishment. 

Limited  in  Swinnerton  v.  Oregon  P.  R.  Co.  123  Cal.  424,  56  Pac.  40,  holding 
funds  in  custody  of  Federal  court  not  subject  to  garnishment  out  of  state  courts. 

Disapproved  in  Corbitt  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  114  Fed.  604,  and  Dale  v.  Brumbly 
(Md.)  64  L.  R.  A.  114,  footnote  p.  112,  56  Atl.  807,  holding  money  in  court  not 
subject  to  attachment  after  final  decree  for  disbursement. 

—  Practice. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Harris,  21  Mont.  396,  54  Pac.  46,  holding  lien  not  acquired  by 
service  of  garnishment  on  transferee  of  personal  property  not  taken  into  custody. 

Debt,   vrhat  is. 

Cited  in  Melvin  v.  State,  121  Cal.  24,  53  Pac.  416,  holding  liability  for  negli- 
gence "debt"  within  act  exempting  state  from  debts  created  by  agricultural  so- 
ciety. 

Title  of  voluntary  aMiffnee  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  Colbert  v.  Baetjer,  4  App.  D.  C.  426,  holding  unrecorded  bill  of  sale 
good  as  against  voluntary  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  511,  CASHMAN  v.  ROOT,  80  Cal.  373,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  26  Pac 

883. 
Constitutional  provision  relative  to  sales  of  stock  on  margin. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Otis,  130  Cal.  320.  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  62  Pac.  571,  holding 
undisclosed  principal  may  recover  money  paid  by  agent  upon  contract  for  stock 
on  margin;  Wetraore  v.  Barrett,  103  Cal.  248,  37  Pac.  140,  holding  money  paid 
brokers  in  consideration  of  purchases  of  stock  on  margins  recoverable;  Parker  v. 
Otis,  130  Cal.  329,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  62  Pac.  571,  upholding  constitutional  pro- 
vision for  recovery  of  money  paid  for  purchase  and  sale  of  stocks  on  marjjin : 
Otis  v.  Parker,  187  U.  S.  610,47  L.  ed.  328,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  168,  holding  state  con- 
stitutional provision  invalidating  margin  sales,  not  in  conflict  with  Constitution. 

What  Is  margin  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Maurer  v.  King,  127  Cal.  118,  59  Pac.  290,  holding  guaranty 
of  cash  value  of,  and  agreement  to  take  back,  stock  on  request  after  certain  time, 
valid. 

Voting:  stock  Involved  In  margin  contracts. 

Cited  in  Fox  v.  Hale  &  N.  Silver  Min.  Co.  108  Cal.  385,  41  Pac.  308,  holding 
stock  held  by  broker  on  margin  should  be  voted  in  purchaser's  interest. 

12  L.  R.  A.  514,  SHELTON  v.  ORR,  89  Tenn.  82,  16  S.  W.  142. 
Homestead  exemption. 

Cited  in  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  92  Tenn.  713,  23  S.  W.  67,  holding  widow's 
homestead  not  assignable  out  of  lands  held  by  entireties ;  Loftis  v.  Loft  is,  94  Tenn. 
241,  28  S.  W.  1091,  holding  widow's  homestead  prevails  over  husband's  mortgage 
securing  loan  to  pay  purchase  price;  Howell  v.  Jones,  91  Tenn.  404,  19  S.  \V.  757, 
holding  homestead  does  not  attach  to  reversionary  interest;  J.  I.  Case  Co.  v. 
Joyce,  89  Tenn.  345,  12  L.  R.  A.  521,  16  S.  W.  147,  holding  tenant  in  common  has 
no  homestead  in  joint  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  240)  on  effect  of  divorce  on  homestead  rights. 

Exemption  of  life  insurance. 

Cited  in  Rose  v.  Wortham,  95  Tenn.  511  30  L.  R.  A.  611,  32  S.  W.  458,  holding 
life  insurance  taken  before  marriage,  payable  to  "legal  representatives,"  goes  to 
widow  and  children  to  exclusion  of  creditors. 

Tenancy  by  entirety. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  313)  on  tenancy  by  entireties. 

Distinguished  in  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Collier,  95  Tenn.  120,  30  L.  R,  A.  318,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  921,  31  S.  W.  1000,  holding  purchaser  on  execution  against  husband  can- 
not obtain  possession  of  estate  by  entirety  until  wife's  death  nor  unless  husband 
survives. 

12  L.  R.  A.  519,  JOYCE  v.  J.  I.  CASE  THRESHING  MACH.  CO.  89  Tenn.  337, 

16  S.  W.  147. 
Homestead  rin-hts. 

Cited  in  Adcock  v.  Adcock,  104  Tenn.  155,  56  S.  W.  844,  holding  widow  not  en- 
titled to  homestead  out  of  undivided  interest  in  land;  Meacham  v.  Meacham.  91 
Tenn.  534,  19  S.  W.  757,  holding  homestead  attaches  to  lands  partitioned  by  paiol; 
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McBroom  v.  Whitefield,  108  Tenn.  422,  67  S.  W.  794,  holding  deed  joined  in  by 
infant  wife  passes  title  to  vendee  subject  to  homestead  right. 

12  L.  R.  A.  524,  WILSON  v.  WILSON,  154  Mass.  194,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  237,  28  N. 

E.  167. 
Connivance  at  adultery. 

Cited  in  Lee  v.  Hammond,  114  Wis.  559,  90  N.  W.  1073,  holding  that  husband 
suspecting  wife's  infidelity  is  not  guilty  of  connivance  in  leaving  open  existing 
opportunities,  without  inviting  wrong. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  565)  on  how  far  statutes  will  be  regarded  as  having 
abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong. 

Distinguished  in  Torlotting  v.  Torlotting,  82  Mo.  App.  203,  holding  husband 
permitting  adultery  of  wife  with  detective  hired  to  furnish  proof  of  infidelity 
guilty  of  connivance. 

12  L  R.  A.  528,  KOSCIUSKO  v.  SLOMBERG,  68  Miss.  469,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  281, 

9  So.  297. 
Validity  of  health  regulation*. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  77  Miss.  718,  52  L.  R.  A.  358,  78  Am. 
St.  Rep.  543,  28  So.  567,  holding  order  prohibiting  all  persons  from  getting  off 
trains  anywhere  in  state,  because  fever  exists  at  certain  places,  void ;  State  ex  rel. 
Adams  v.  Burdge,  95  Wis.  405,  37  L.  R.  A.  162,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  70  N.  W. 
347,  holding  rule  of  health  board  excluding  unvaccinated  children  from  schools, 
in  absence  of  smallpox  epidemic,  void;  Pierce  v.  Dillingham,  203  111.  164,  62  L.  R. 
A.  894,  67  N.  E.  846,  holding  live  stock  commissioners'  rule  authorizing  testing 
and  slaughter  of  diseased  imported  "dairy  and  breeding  cattle,"  unreasonable; 
Re  Smith,  143  Cal.  373,  77  Pac.  180,  holding  conditions  and  circumstances  may  be 
considered  in  determining  reasonableness  of  ordinance. 

12  L.  R.  A.  529,  AMERICAN  MORTG.  CO.  v.  TENNILLE,  87  Ga.  28,  13  S.  E.  158. 
Rlg-ht  to  content  corporation's  rlarht  to  hold  property. 

Cited  in  Oregon  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Carstens,  16  Wash.  170,  35  L.  R.  A.  843, 
footnote  p.  841,  47  Pac.  421,  holding  state  only  may  question  title  to  land  ac- 
quired by  foreign  corporation  contrary  to  constitutional  provision;  Brown  v.  At- 
lanta R.  &  Power  Co.  113  Ga.  476,  39  S.  E.  71,  holding  state  only  can  question 
corporation's  title  to  property  acquired  in  unlawful  manner;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable 
Co.  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  23  Utah,  483,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  705,  65  Pac.  735, 
holding  legal  existence  of  de  facto  corporation  questionable  only  by  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  294)  on  right  of  private  persons  to  contest  power 
of  corporation  to  take  or  hold  property;  (24  L.  R.  A.  330)  on  right  of  foreign  cor- 
porations to  own  real  estate. 

Rlgrht   to  enforce   forfeiture  of  realty. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Oemler,  110  Ga.  213,  35  S.  E.  375,  holding  right  to  have  lease 
of  public  domain  forfeited  for  failure  to  comply  with  law  vests  in  state  alone. 
Allen's  Interest   In  real  estate. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wunderle  v.  Wunderle,  19  L.  R.  A.  84,  which  denies  right  of 
aliens  incapable  of  inheriting  to  hold  by  descent  until  title  assailed. 
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Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  177)  on  alien's  right  to  inherit;  (31  L.  R.  A.  85) 
on  effect  of  state  Constitutions  and  statutes  on  question  of  inheritance  by  or  from 
alien;  (31  L.  R.  A.  146)  on  effect  of  state  statutes  and  constitutions  on  inherit- 
ance through  alien;  (32  L.  R.  A.  177)  on  effect  of  treaties  on  alien's  right  to  in- 
herit. 

12  L.  R.  A.  534,  CINCINNATI  INCLINED  PLANE  R.  CO.  v.  CITY  &  SUBUR- 
BAN TELEG.  ASSO.  48  Ohio  St.  390,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  559,  27  N.  E.  890. 
Conflicting  rlg-ats  of  telephone  and  street  railway  companies. 

Cited  in  Cumberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  United  Electric  R.  Co.  93  Tenn. 
503,  27  L.  R.  A.  239,  footnote,  p.  236,  29  S.  W.  104,  which  holds  electric  street 
car  company  liable  to  telephone  company  by  charging  earth  so  as  to  destroy  use  of 
latter's  ground  circuit. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Watervliet  Tump.  &  R.  Co. 
17  L.  R.  A.  674,  which  denies  injunction  against  discharge  of  electricity  by  street 
railroad  interfering  with  operation  of  telephone;  Rutland  Electric  Light  Co.  v. 
Marble  City  Electric  Light  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company 
entitled  to  injunction  against  erection  of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 

Cited  in  note  ( 50  L.  R.  A.  147 )  on  privilege  of  using  streets  as  a  contract  within 
constitutional  provision  against  impairing  obligation  of  contracts. 
Rlg-nts  of  electric  companies  In  highways. 

Cited  in  Daily  v.  State,  51  Ohio  St.  358,  24  L.  R.  A.  728,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  578, 
37  N.  E.  710,  holding  telegraph  company  cannot  trim  trees  in  highway  to  make 
place  for  line  without  compensating  abutting  owner;  Callen  v.  Columbus  Edison 
Electric  Light  Co.  66  Ohio  St.  178,  58  L.  R.  A.  786,  64  N.  E.  141,  holding  electric 
light  poles  and  wires  cannot  be  placed  in  street  without  compensating  abutting 
owners;  State  ex  rel.  Spokane  &  B.  C.  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Spokane,  24  Wash.* 
59,  63  Pac.  1116,  holding  use  of  highways  for  lines  subordinate  to  primary  use  for 
travel. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  454)  on  telegraph  company  subject  to  police  powers 
of  municipalities. 
Riarhts  of  street  railroads  In  highways. 

Cited  in  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  v.  Higbee,  107  Wis.  402,  51  L.  R.  A.  929,  83  N. 
W.  701,  holding  electric  street  railways,  with  poles  and  wires,  not  additional  bur- 
den to  fee;  San  Antonio  Rapid  Transit  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Limburger,  88  Tex.  85,  53 
Am.  St.  Rqp.  730,  30  S.  W.  533,  holding  electric,  have  same  right  as  horse,  street 
cars  to  use  of  public  streets;  Sanfleet  v.  Toledo,  10  Ohio  C.  C.  471,  denying  right 
of  abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  interference  with  electrical  appliances  by 
■electric  railway  in  street;  Toledo  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Toledo  Electric  Street 
R.  Co.  6  Ohio  C.  C.  377,  sustaining  street  railway  company's  right  to  use  in  com- 
mon tracks  of  another  company,  but  not  to  appropriate  such  tracks  absolutely; 
State  v.  Dayton  Traction  Co.  18  Ohio  C.  C.  494,  sustaining  power  of  street  railroad 
to  transport  freight;  Hamilton  &  L.  Electric  Transit  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  1  Ohio  N. 
P.  369,  denying  street  railroad's  right  to  construct  transfer  house  in  street;  Diets 
v.  C.  &  M.  V.  Traction  Co.  4  Ohio  N.  P.  402,  upholding  law  authorizing  construc- 
tion of  electric  railways  on  country  roads. 

Distinguished  in  McMaken  v.  Cincinnati  &  H.  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  5  Ohio  N. 
P.  373,  denying  right  of  street  railroad  to  construct  track  not  conforming  to 
grade,  interfering  with  abutter's  access  to  highway. 
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Rigrht  of  street  railway  to  change  motive  power. 

Cited  in  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  22  C.  C.  A.  342,  47  U.  S.  App.  36,  76 
Fed.  314,  sustaining  right  of  Cincinnati  Inclined  Plane  Railroad  Company  to 
operate  road  with  electricity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Watervliet  Turnp.  Co.  17  L. 
R.  A.  674.  which  authorizes  substitution  of  electricity  for  horses  as  motive  power 
for  street  railway. 

Statutory  construction. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Sheets  v.  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  Ohio  St  325,  69  N.  E.  608, 
■construing  statute  authorizing  life  insurance  companies  to  insure  against  acci- 
dents as  permitting  employer's  liability  insurance,  unknown  at  its  enactment. 

12  L.  R.  A.  544,  CUMBERLAND  TELEPH.  &  TELEG.  CO.  v.  UNITED  ELEC- 
TRIC R.  00.  42  Fed.  273. 
Conflicting;  rights  of  electric  companies. 

Cited  in  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Watervliet  Turnp.  &  R.  Co.  135  N.  Y.  405, 
17  L.  R.  A.  678  footnote  p.  674,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  838,  32  N.  E.  148,  denying  injunc- 
tion against  discharge  of  electricity  by  street  railroad  interfering  with  operation 
of  telephone  company;  Birmingham  Traction  Co.  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  119  Ala.  151,  24  So.  731,  sustaining  injunction  against  placing  trolley  poles 
&nd  wires  touching  and  crossing  telephone  wires ;  Central  Pennsylvania  Teleph.  & 
Supply  Co.  v.  Wilkes  Barre  &  W.  S.  R.  Co.  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  634,  6  Kulp,  393,  11  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  425,  holding  prior  occupation  by  telephone  company  cannot  preclude  use  of 
highway  by  electric  railway;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Guernsey  &  S.  Electric 
Light  Co.  46  Mo.  App.  158  (dissenting  opinion)  majority  sustaining  injunction 
against  transmitting  electric  currents  within  certain  distance  of  telegraph  wires. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rutland  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light 
Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction 
against  erection  of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 

Disapproved  in  Cumberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  United  Electric  R.  Co.  93 
Tenn.  523,  27  L.  R.  A.  244,  footnote  p.  236,  29  S.  W.  104,  which  holds  electric 
street  car  company  liable  to  telephone  company  by  charging  earth  so  as  to  de- 
stroy use  of  latters  ground  circuit. 
Conflicting  rights  of  telephone  lines. 

Cited  in  Louisville  Home  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  49 
C.  C.  A.  529,  111  Fed.  668,  holding  telephone  company  not  entitled  to  exclusive 
right  in  street  by  prior  occupation;  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Teleph. 
Co.  199  111.  352,  65  N.  E.  329,  sustaining  right  of  new  telephone  company  to  par- 
allel and  overbuild  existing  lines. 

Application    to   telephone    eompanles    off   statutes   relating-    to    telegraph 
companies. 

Cited  in  Central  Pennsylvania  Teleph.  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Wilkes  Barre  &  W.  S. 
R.  Co.  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  418,  6  Kulp,  384,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  629,  holding  telephone  re- 
garded as  telegraph  company  within  meaning  of  corporation  statutes;  North- 
western Teleph.  Exchange  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  76  Mann.  345,  79  N. 
W.  315,  and  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  501,  45  S.  W.  151,  holding  statute  conferring  power  of  eminent  domain 
•  upon  telegraph  companies  available  to  telephone  companies ;   State  ex  rel.  Wis- 
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consin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheboygan,  111  Wis.  32,  86  N.  W.  657,  holding  statute 
authorizing  telegraph  companies  to  use  highways  applies  to  telephone  companies. 
Distinguished  in  Richmond  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  174  U.  S.  773, 
43  L.  ed.  1167,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  778,  Modifying  28  C.  C.  A.  664,  42  U.  S.  App. 
686,  85  Fed.  24,  Affirming  78  Fed.  860,  holding  act  authorizing  construction  of  tele- 
graph lines  on  post-roads  does  not  apply  to  telephone  lines. 

12  L.  R.  A.  551,  FIELDS  v.  OSBORNE,  60  Conn.  544,  21  Atl.  1070. 
Validity  off  ballots. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Law  v.  Saxton,  30  Fla.  686,  18  L.  R.  A.  725,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
46,  12  So.  218,  holding  ballots  containing  words  "National  Republican  Ticket" 
and  "Free  Suffrage  Ticket,"  legal;  State  ex  rel.  Phelan  v.  Walsh,  62  Conn.  293. 
17  L.  R.  A.  369,  25  Atl.  1,  holding  word  "for"  prefixed  to  name  of  office  does  not 
necessarily  invalidate  ballot;  Bowers  v.  Smith,  111  Mo.  82,  16  L.  R.  A.  766,  33 
Am.  St.  Rep.  491,  20  S.  W.  101  (dissenting  opinion)  majority  holding  erroneous 
printing  of  names  of  additional  candidates  on  official  ballots  will  not  nullify  elec- 
tion. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Phelan  v.  Walsh,  62  Conn.  295,  17  L.  R-  A.  369, 
52  Atl.  1,  holding  using  ballots  sent  to  wrong  towns  does  not  vitiate  ballot. 
—  Distinguishing;  marks. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  55  Kan.  9,  28  L.  R.  A.  686,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  39 
Pac.  1045,  holding  ballots  not  marked  with  cross  within  designated  circle  or 
square,  void;  People  ex  rel.  Nichols  v.  County  Canvassers,  129  N.  Y.  414,  14  L. 
R.  A.  631,  29  N.  E.  327,  holding  ballots  indorsed  for  polling  place  other  than  where 
cast  cannot  be  counted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Mize  v.  McElroy,  16  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds 
name  written  on  ballot  in  place  of  printed  name  erased  cannot  be  counted ;  State 
ex  rel.  Phelan  v.  Walsh,  17  L.  R.  A.  364,  in  which  various  decisions  as  to  validity 
of  ballots  are  made. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  762)  on  marks  or  devices  to  distinguish  ballots. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Waggoner  v.  Russell,  34  Neb.  122,  15  L.  R.  A.  742, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  625,  51  N.  W.  465,  holding  election  law  provision  for  marking  bal- 
lots with  ink  directory. 

12  L.  R,  A.  554,  SH1NNERS  v.  LOCKS  &  CANALS,  154  Mass.  168,  26  Am.  St. 

Rep.  226,  28  N.  E.  10. 
Exceptions  to  exclusion  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Bingham,  158  Mass.  171,  33  N.  E.  341,  holding  exception  to 
exclusion  of  question  not  maintainable  where  evidence  expected  does  not  appear; 
Gunn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  36  W.  Va.  179,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  842,  14  S.  E.  465,  hold- 
ing where  form  of  question  indicates  intention  to  elicit  statement  part  of  res 
yestce,  refusal  without  hearing  answer,  error. 

Distinguished  in  Daley  v.  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  172  Mass.  534.  52 
N.  E.  1090,  holding  formal  tender  of  proof  unnecessary  to  make  exception  to  ex- 
clusion of  evidence  available  where  questions  show  expectation. 

Objection,  when  not  available. 

Cited  in  Cassidy  v.  Com.  173  Mass.  535,  54  N.  E.  249,  holding  objection  to  ques- 
tion unavailable  where  answer  does  not  appear. 


544-561.]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  601 

Admissibility  of  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Stevens  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  184  Mass.  478,  69  N.  E.  338, 
holding  evidence  of  violation  of  rule  as  to  sounding  gong  admissible  in  negligence 
action  against  street  railway. 

—  Of  precautions  subsequent  to  accident. 

Cited  in  Anson  v.  Evans,  19  Colo.  279,  35  Pac.  47,  holding  subsequent  precau- 
tions cannot  be  shown  to  establish  antecedent  negligence;  Columbia  &  P.  S.  R.  Co. 
v.  Hawthorne,  144  U.  S.  207,  36  L.  ed.  406,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  691;  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Parker,  5  C.  C.  A.  222,  12  U.  S.  App.  132,  55  Fed.  597 ;  Bell  v. 
Washington  Cedar  Shingle  Co.  8  Wash.  29,  35  Pac.  405, — holding  evidence  of 
charges  in  machinery  incompetent;  McGuerty  v.  Hale,  161  Mass.  53,  36  N.  E.  682, 
holding  evidence  of  covering  gearing  subsequent  to  accident  inadmissible ;  Downey 
v.  Sawyer,  157  Mass.  421,  32  N.  E.  654,  holding  changes  in  apparatus  subsequent 
to  accident  not  evidence  of  negligence;  Dacey  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  168 
Mass.  481,  47  N.  E.  418,  and  Aldrich  v.  Concord  &  M.  R.  Co.  67  N.  H.  253,  29  Atl. 
408,  holding  evidence  of  substitution  of  different  kind  of  switch  inadmissible; 
Alcorn  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  108  Mo.  108,  18  S.  W.  188,  holding  evidence  of  re- 
placing worn  switch-block  incompetent;  Anderson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R. 
Co.  87  Wis.  202,  23  L.  R.  A.  205,  58  X.  W.  79,  holding  evidence  that  trains  ran  at 
reduced  speed  after  accident  inadmissible;  Wabash  County  v.  Pearson,  129  Ind. 
457,  28  N.  E.  1120,  holding  evidence  of  subsequent  repairs  to  bridge  inadmissible; 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wyatt,  104  Tenn.  434.  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  926,  58  S.  W.  308, 
holding  evidence  of  subsequent  repairs  to  depot  platform  inadmissible;  Hewitt  v. 
Taunton  Street  R.  Co.  167  Mass.  486,  46  N.  E.  106,  holding  evidence  of  virtual 
discharge  of  motorman  after  accident  inadmissible;  Motey  v,  Pickle  Marble  & 
Granite  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  371,  36  U.  S.  App.  682,  74  Fed.  159,  holding  evidence  of 
change  in  conduct  of  business  subsequent  to  accident,  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Georgia  Southern  &  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cartledge,  59  L.  R.  A.  118, 
which  holds  incompetent,  evidence  of  additional  precautions  after  injury. 

12  L.  R.  A.  561,  FREELAND  v.  R1TZ,  154  Mass.  257,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  28  K.# 

E.  226. 
Sufficiency  of  memorandum   within  statute  of   frands. 

Cited  in  Hibbard  v.  Hatch  Storage  Battery  Co.  174  Mass.  298,  54  N.  E.  658, 
holding  written  offer  and  acceptance  and  agreement  referring  to  deed  describing 
lands,  sufficient  memorandum;  White  v.  Bigelow,  154  Mass.  595,  28  N.  E.  904, 
holding  memorandum  of  contract  within  statute  of  frauds  not  expressing  in  terms 
or  by  reference  to  other  writing  essential  elements,  insufficient;  John  Fowkes  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Metcnlt,  169  Mass.  599,  48  X.  E.  848,  holding  series  of  writings  showing 
contract  to  loan  money  on  land  not  definitely  described,  insufficient  memorandum ; 
Hayes  v.  Jackson,  159  Mass.  457,  34  N.  E.  683  (dissenting  opinion)  majority  hold- 
ing memorandum  showing  receipt  on  account  of  sale  of  certain  property  sufficient, 
though  consideration  inaccurately  stated. 

Parol  evidence  to  Identify  writings. 

Cited  in  Lee  v.  Butler,  167  Mass.  429,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  466,  46  N.  E.  52,  holding 
parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  connection  of  different  writings  constituting 
contract. 
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Actions  on  incomplete  contracts. 

Cited  in  Callanan  v.  Chapin,  158  Mass.  117,  32  N.  E.  941,  holding  action  not 
maintainable  upon  preliminary  agreement  showing  essential  terms  still  to  be 
agreed  upon;  Sibley  v.  Felton,  156  Mas?.  277,  31  N.  E.  10,  holding  action  not 
maintainable  on  preliminary  agreement  looking  to  adoption  of  complete  plan; 
Speirs  v.  Union  Drop  Forge  Co.  180  Mass.  94,  61  N.  E.  825,  by  Knowlton,  J.,  dis- 
senting, who  holds  contract  to  manufacture  forgings  at  price  thereafter  to  be 
agreed  upon,  unenforceable. 

Necessity   of   pleading;    waiver   off    performance. 

Cited  in  Rasmussen  v.  Levin,  28  Colo.  452,  65  Pac.  94,  holding  waiver  of  default 
in  mortgage  not  appearing  in  complaint  must  be  pleaded. 

12  L.  R.  A.  563,  GLOUCESTER  ISINGLASS  &  GLUE  CO.  v.  RUSSIA  CEMENT 

CO.  154  Mass.  92,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  214,  27  N.  E.  1005. 
Validity    of   contracts    restricting;   competition. 

Cited  in  Ellerman  v.  Chicago  Junction  R.  &  Union  Stockyards  Co.  49  N.  J. 
Eq.  254,  23  Atl.  287,  holding  agreement  by  vendor  not  to  engage  in  business  for 
certain  time,  nor  in  certain  territory,  valid. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clark  v.  Needham,  51  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  void,  lease 
of  manufacturing  machinery  with  agreement  against  lessor  engaging  in  business 
for  five  years. 

Distinguished  in  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crane,  )6£  Mass.  53,  22  L. 
R.  A.  675,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  458,  35  N.  E.  98,  holding  agreement  by  vendor  of  busi- 
ness and  patents  not  to  manufacture  fire-alarms  for  ten  years,  void. 

Validity  of  combinations  to  control  prices. 

Cited  in  Garst  v.  Harris,  177  Mass.  74,  58  N.  E.  174,  holding  agreement  not  to 
sell  proprietary  medicine  below  stipulated  price,  valid;  United  States  v.  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Asso.  24  L.  R.  A.  84,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  454,  7  C.  C.  A.  76,  19 
U.  S.  App.  36,  58  Fed.  72,  Affirming  53  Fed.  450,  holding  association  of  railroads 
to  maintain  just  and  reasonable  rates,  legal ;  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  State,  86  Tex.  270, 
•22  L.  R.  A.  494,  24  S.  W.  397,  holding  combination  of  insurance  companies  to  es- 
tablish uniform  rates  and  agent's    commissions,  legal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  262,  which 
holds  void,  agreement  by  persons  controlling  90  per  cent  of  sale  of  blue  stone  to 
sell  through  common  agent  and  maintain  agreed  prices ;  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co. 
v.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  holds  arrangement 
for  rebates  by  manufacturers  of  medicines  to  dealers  maintaining  selling  price, 
not  unlawful  combination.  • 

Disapproved  in  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  133, 
29  C.  C.  A.  156,*  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  286,  holding  combination  of  cast-iron 
pipe  manufacturers  to  restrict  competition  and  maintain  prices,  illegal. 

12  L.  R.  A.  566,  JAQUES  v.  SWASEY,  153  Mass.  596,  27  N.  E.  771, 
Payment  to  lesra-tee  as  advancement. 

Distinguished  in  Robbins  v.  Swain,  7  Ind.  <App.  491,  34  N.  E.  670,  holding  ad- 
vancements  to  expectant  legatee  converted  into  absolute  gifts  where  testator's  in- 
tention clearly  appeared. 


561-574.]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  603 

12  L.  R.  A.  571,  BUTTERFIELD  v.  BYRON,  153  Mass.  517,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  654, 

27  N.  E.  667. 
Nonperformance  of  contract   excused  by   Intervening-   impossibility. 

Cited  in  Marvel  v.  Phillips,  162  Mass.  401,  26  L.  R.  A.  417,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 
370,  38  N.  E.  1117,  holding  undertaking  involving  personal  skill  as  well  as  advance 
of  funds,  discharged  by  death. 

Cited  in  note  ( 14  L.  R.  A.  217)  on  effect  of  intervening  impossibility  to  perform 
contract  as  relief  from  obligation. 

Distinguished  in  Chapman  v.  J.  W.  Beltz  &  Sons  Co.  48  W.  Va.  16,  35  S.  E.  1013, 
holding  destruction  of  building  does  not  excuse  performance  of  contract  to  re- 
model where  owner  restores  to  original  condition;  Darlington  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  99  Mo.  App.  19,  72  S.  W.  122,  holding  consignee  not  excused  by  severity  of 
weather  from  unloading  freight  within  time  stipulated  in  bill  of  lading. 
Recovery  for  services  when  complete  performance  becomes  Impossible. 

Cited  in  Dolan  v.  Rodgers,  149  N.  Y.  494,  44  N.  E.  167,  holding  contractor  may 
recover  for  work  done  under  contract  rendered  impossible  of  performance;  Rhodes 
v.  Hinds,  79  App.  Div.  383,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  437,  holding  one  contracting  to  saw  and 
deliver  lumber  may  recover  for  services  in  sawing  lumber  destroyed  before  deliv- 
ery; Angus  v.  Scully,  176  Mass.  358,  49  L.  R.  A.  563,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  57  N. 
E.  674,  permitting  recovery  for  work  done  under  contract  to  move  building  rendered 
impossible  to  perform  by  its  destruction;  Wolf  v.  Altmeyer,  8  Pa.  Dist.  409,  30 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  28,  holding  architect  employed  to  remodel  may  recover  value 
of  services  rendered  prior  to  burning  of  building;  Hayes  v.  Gross,  9  App.  Div.  17, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098,  sustaining  recovery  for  work  and  materials  on  contract  to 
do  inside  carpenter  work  on  building  destroyed  before  completion;  Charleston  Ice 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Joyce,  11  C.  C.  A.  502,  25  U.  S.  App.  89,  63  Fed.  921,  sustaining  right 
of  conductor  to  recover  for  work  performed  upon  rescission  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Vogt  v.  Hecker,  118  Wis.  309,  95  N.  W.  90,  holding  contractor 
cannot  recover  for  work  on  building  destroyed  when  partially  erected;  Teakle  v. 
Moore,  131  Mich.  436,  91  N.  W.  636,  holding  contractor  for  carpenter  work  may 
recover  for  injury  caused  by  fall  of  roof  through  negligence  of  owner's  agent. 
Effect  of  advances  to  contractor. 

Cited  in  Bartlett  v.  Bisbey,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  409,  66  S.  W.  70,  holding  payments 
as  stipulated  at  different  stages  of  work  do  not  affect  acceptance  pro  tanto. 
Recovery    of    advance    where   performance    of    contract    becomes    Impos- 
sible. 

Distinguished  in  Pinkham  v.  Libbey,  93  Me.  578,  49  L.  R.  A.  695,  45  Atl.  823, 
holding  money  paid  for  service  of  stallion  not  recoverable,  though  death  precludes 
exercise  of  privilege  of  return. 
"When   set-off  may  be   interposed. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Rosenfeld,  177  Mass.  398,  59  N.  E.  68,  holding  set-off  may  be 
filed  as  amendment  to  answer. 

12  L.  R.  A.  574,  RAND  v.  HANSON,  154  Mass.  87,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  210,  28 

N.  E.  6. 
Conclusiveness  of  Judgments. 

Cited  in  Bishop  v.  Donnell,  171  Mass.  565,  50  N.  E.  170,  holding  judgment 
conclusive  on  defendant  not  misled  by  mistake  in  date  of  original  summons: 
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Belcher  v.  Sheehan,  171  Mass.  514,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  445,  51  N.  E.  19,  holding  judg- 
ment against  nonresident  without  attachment,  service  of  process,  or  appearance, 
void. 

What  reviewable  on  appeal  of  cn«e  submitted. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Harrington,  160  Mass.  279,  35  N.  E.  771,  and  Ingalls  v.  Hobbs, 
156  Mass.  349,  16  L.  R.  A.  52,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  460,  31  N.  E.  286,  holding  only 
whether  judgment  warranted  by  evidence  can  be  considered  on  appeal  of  case  sub- 
mitted on  agreed  facts;  Jaquith  v.  Winnisimmet  Nat.  Bank,  182  Mass.  59,  64  X. 
E.  723,  holding  appellate  court  cannot  draw  inferences  of  fact  from  agreed  facts, 
unless  necessarily  inferable  as  matter  of  law. 


12  L.  R.  A.  577,  COLUMBUS  &  H.  COAL  &  I.  CO.  v.  TUCKER,  48  Ohio  St.  41, 
29  Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  26  N.  E.  630. 

Pollution  off  waters. 

Cited  in  Grey  ex  rel.  Simmons  v.  Paterson,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  10,  42  Atl.  749,  holding 
discharge  of  city  sewage  into  river  not  natural  and  reasonable  use;  People  v.  Hul- 
bert,  131  Mich.  165,  64  L.  R.  A.  271,  91  N.  W.  211,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  588,  sus- 
taining riparian  owner's  right  to  bathe  in  source  of  city's  water  supply;  Strobel 
v.  Kerr  Salt  Co.  164  N.  Y.  321,  51  L.  R.  A.  694,  footnote  p.  687,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
643,  58  N.  E.  142,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  diversion  of  stream  for 
use  in  salt  works  and  pollution  of  stream  by  return  of  part. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Price  v.  Oakfield  Highland  Creamery  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  333. 
which  authorizes  injunction  against  allowing  filth  to  flow  from  creamery  to  ad- 
joining premises;  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  56  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  sustains  lia- 
bility for  pollution  of  stream  by  discharge  from  strawboard  works  though  business 
skilfully  conducted. 

Cited  in  note  { 13  L.  R.  A.  117)  on  pollution  of  waters. 
—  By  mining  operations. 

Cited  in  Carson  v.  Hayes,  39  Or.  106,  65  *Pac.  814,  denying  right  of  miner  to 
dump  debris  into  stream;  Suffolk  Gold  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  San  Miguel  Consol. 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  9  Colo.  App.  419,  48  Pac.  828,  holding  custom  does  not  justify 
discharge  of  tailings  from  stamp  mill  into  stream  to  prejudice  of  lower  propri- 
etors; Fitzpatrick  v.  Montgomery,  20  Mont.  188,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  622,  50  Pac. 
416,  holding  necessity  does  not  justify  discharge  of  tailings  into  stream  to  injury 
of  lower  proprietors;  Beach  v.  Sterling  Iron  &  Zinc  Co.  54  N.  J.  Eq.  73,  33  Atl. 
286,  denying  right  to  pollute  stream  as  natural  and  necessary  result  of  mining 
operations. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  64)  on  how  far  stream  may  be  polluted  for  mining 
purposes. 

Riparian  rights. 

Cited  in  Canton  v.  Shock,  66  Ohio  St.  33,  58  L.  R.  A.  641,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  557, 
63  N.  E.  600,  sustaining  right  of  municipality  situated  on  stream  to  take  water 
for  domestic  use  of  inhabitants. 

Rlgrhts  off  adjoining:  owners  off  oil  lands. 

Distinguished  in  Kelley  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  57  Ohio  St.  329,  39  L.  R.  A.  768,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  49  N.  E.  399,  denying  injunction  against  drilling  oil  wells 
near  adjoining  owner's  line. 
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Liability  for  dangerous  object. 

Distinguislied  in  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  63  Ohio  St. 
249,  52  L.  R.  A.  147,  58  N.  E.  821,  denying  liability  of  railroad  to  boy  exploding 
torpedo  found  on  track. 

Usage  or  custom. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive  (Tenn.)  64  L.  R.  A.  447,  79  S.  W.  124, 
sustaining  custom  to  suspend  business  on  4th  of  July  as  applied  to  carrier's  de- 
livery of  perishable  freight. 

12  L.  R.  A.  583,  BROWN  v.  CUNNINGHAM,  82  Iowa,  512,  48  N.  W.  1042. 
Power  of  court  to  disregard  prior  ruling. 

Cited  in  Littleton  v.  People's  Bank,  95  Iowa,  324,  63  N.  W.  666,  holding  court 
overruling  demurrer  may  reverse  decision  by  directing  verdict;  Van  Werden  v. 
Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  99  Iowa,  623,  68  N.  W.  892,  holding  court  may  rule  on 
demurrer  to  amended  petition  regardless  of  holdings  on  demurrer  to  original. 

Right  to  cat  Ice. 

Cited  in  Gehlen  Bros.  v.  Knorr,  101  Iowa,  710,  36  L.  R.  A.  700,  63  Am.  St. 
Rep.  416,  70  N.  W.  757,  sustaining  right  of  riparian  owner  on  non-navigable  stream 
to  build  pond  and  harvest  ice;  Marsh  v.  McNider,  88  Iowa,  395,  20  L.  R.  A.  335, 
footnote  p.  333,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  55  N.  W.  469,  which  authorizes  sale  by  ten- 
ant of  right  to  cut  ice  on  running  stream. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wright  v.  Woodcock,  25  L.  R.  A.  499,  which  holds  ice  on 
water  flowing  land  condemned  by  water  company  belongs  to  such  company;  Ei de- 
miller  Ice  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  28  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  holds  owner  of  land  under  pond 
in  non-navigable  stream  entitled  to  ice  as  against  owner  of  pond;  Mansfield  v. 
Place,  18  L.  R.  A.  39,  which  holds  prescriptive  right  to  entire  ice  on  pond  acquired 
by  cutting  from  any  points  desired;  Allen  v.  Weber,  14  L.  R.  A.  361,  which  holds 
boundary  by  low-water  mark  not  extended  because  land  purchased  for  building 
ice-houses. 
— —  On  public  waters. 

Cited  in  Rossmiller  v.  State,  114  Wis.  184,  58  L.  R.  A.  98,  footnote  p.  93,  91  Am. 
St.  Rep.  910,  89  N.  W.  839,  which  holds  void,  exacting  money  as  consideration  for 
right  to  take  ice  from  public  waters  of  state;  Becker  v.  Hall,  110  Iowa,  590,  56  L. 
R.  A.  574,  footnote  p.  573,  88  N.  W.  324,  which  holds  marking,  staking,  or  clean- 
ing ice  not  thick  enough  for  harvesting,  insufficient  appropriation;  Sanborn  v. 
People's  Ice  Co.  82  Minn.  59,  51  L.  R.  A.  835,  footnote  p.  829,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  401, 
84  N.  W.  641  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  taking  of  ice  in  large  quanti- 
ties from  public  lake  not  exercise  of  common  right  in  its  waters;  Barrett  v.  Rock- 
port  Ice  Co.  84  Me.  158,  16  L.  R.  A.  775,  footnote  p.  774,  26  Atl.  802,  which  holds 
ice  on  great  pond  not  appropriated  by  digging  ditch  for  floating,  staking  out  part 
of  pond,  and  serving  notice  of  claim. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Concord  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robertson,  18  L.  R.  A.  679,  which  holds 
littoral  proprietor's  right  to  cut  ice  on  great  pond  not  exclusive. 

Riparian    rights. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  117)  on  pollution  of  waters. 

Title  to  submerged  land. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  174)  on  title  to  land  under  water. 


606         L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [12  L.  E.  A. 

12  L  R.  A.  586,  FISHER  v.  DUDLEY,  74  Md.  242,  22  Atl.  2. 
Right  to  have  name  on  official  ballot  more  than  once. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Crawford  v.  Xorris,  37  Neb.  311,  55  N.  W.  1086,  sus- 
taining right  to  have  name  on  ballot  as  candidate  of  each  party  nominating. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Blydenburgh  v.  Burdick,  34  L.  R.  A.  845, 
which  denies  right  to  have  name  of  candidate  for  elector  of  president  appear  on 
ballot  more  than  once. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Bateman  v.  Bode,  55  Ohio  St.  232,  34  L.  R.  A. 
500,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  696,  45  N.  E.  195,  holding  act  prohibiting  placing  candidate's 
name  on  ballot  more  than  once,  valid;  State  ex  rel.  Sturdevant  v.  Allen,  43  Neb. 
057,  62  X.  \V.  35  and  State,  ex  rel.  Runge  v.  Anderson,  100  Wis.  531,  42  L.  R.  A. 
242,  76  X.  W.  482,  denying  right  to  have  name  of  nominee  of  two  parties  ap- 
pear on  ballot  bore  than  once. 
Obligation  to  nse  official  ballot. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Mize  v.  McElroy,  16  L.  R.  A.  279,  which 
holds  name  written  on  ballot  in  place  of  printed  name  erased  cannot  be  counted. 

12  L.  R.  A.  588,  HOPPER  v.  LOVEJOY,  47  X.  J.  Eq.  573,  21  Atl.  298. 
Sufficiency  of  corporate  acknowledgment. 

Cited  in  General  Electric  Co.  v  Transit  Equipment  Co.  57  N.  J.  Eq.  466,  42 
Atl.  101,  holding  affidavit  proving  signature  of  corporation's  president  and  affix- 
ing of  seal,  sufficient  acknowledgment. 
Right  of  receiver  to  avoid  defective  chattel  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Graham  Button  Co  v.  Spielmann,  50  X.  J.  Eq.  130,  24  Atl.  571,  sus- 
taining right  of  receiver  of  insolvent  corporation  to  maintain  action  to  set  aside 
defective  chattel  mortgage;  Franklin  Xat.  Bank  v.  Whitehead,  149  Ind.  584, 
39  L.  R.  A.  733,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  49  X.  E.  592,  sustaining  right  of  receiver 
to  avoid  chattel  mortgage  not  recorded  in  time  limited  by  law. 
Title  of  assignee  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Bowen,  51  X.  J.  Eq.  459,  26  Atl.  823,  holding  transfer  of 
title  deed  to  creditor  as  security  creates  equitable  lien  enforceable  against  as- 
signee for  creditors. 
Equity  Jurisdiction  over  suits  involving  validity  of  chattel  mortgages. 

Distinguished  in  Jersey  City  Mill.  Co.  v.  Blackwell,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  124,  44  Atl. 
153,  holding  creditor  acquiring  title  to  mortgaged  chattels  cannot  enjoin  fore- 
closure of  defective  mortgage. 

12  L.  R.  A.  589,  Ex  parte  McCABE,  46  Fed.  363. 

12  L.  R.  A.  600,  WHEELER  v.  SELDEN,  63  Vt.  429,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  771,  21 

Atl.   615. 
Transactions  between  husband  and  wife. 

Cited  in  Caswell  v.  Jones,  65  Vt.  462,  20  L.  R.  A.  508,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  879, 
26  Atl.  529,  holding  husband's  cow  purchased  by  wife  at  invalid  sheriff's  sale,  re- 
maining in  his  possession,  attachable  for  his  debts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dempster  Mill  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bundy,  56  L.  R.  A.  739,  which 
holds  void,  contract  that  product  of  joint  labor  of  husband  and  wife  shall  belong 
to  wife. 
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Necessity  of  change  of  possession. 

Cited  in  Baldwin  v.  Thayer,  71  N.  H.  259,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  510,  52  Atl.  852, 
holding  sale  of  lumber  loaded  upon  car  by  vendor  directing  issuance  of  ship- 
ping receipt  to  vendee,  invalid  as  to  attaching  creditor. 

12  L.  R.  A.  601,  HARVEY  v.  CRANE,  85  Mich.  316,  48  N.  W.  582. 

12  L.  R.  A.  605,  FINNEY  v.  HARDING,  136  111.  573,  27  N.  E.  289. 
Liability    of    purchaser    from    tenant    to    landlord    having    lien. 

Cited  in  Bowers  v.  Dnvis,  79  111.  App.  349,  and  Faith  v.  Taylor,  69  111.  App. 
419,  holding  purchaser  not  liable  to  landlord  authorizing  tenant  to  sell  crop. 

Distinguished  in  Carter  v.  Andrews,  56  111.  App.  648,  holding  purchaser  of 
grain  with  constructive  notice  of  lien  liable  to  landlord. 

Disapproved  in  Shelby  v.  Moore,  22  Ind.  App.  373,  53  N.  E.  842,  holding  pur- 
chaser of  grain  without  notice  of  landlord's  lien,  liable  for  value. 

Nature  of  landlord's  lien. 

Cited  in  Travers  v.  Cook,  42  111.  App.  582,  holding  landlord  having  mere  lien, 
without  levy  of  distress  warrant,  cannot  replevy  crop. 

12  L.  R.  A.  609,  SPRINGER  v.  CHICAGO,  135  111.  552,  20  N.  E.  514. 

Offer  to  sell  as  admission  of  value. 

Cited  in  Sanitary  District  v.  Pearce,  110  111.  App.  595,  holding  consideration 
in  deed  after  overflowing  of  land  prima  facie  evidence  of  price  paid. 

Distinguished  in  Danville  v.  Mabin,  57  111.  App.  26,  holding  exclusion  of  evi- 
dence of  agent  to  sell,  as  to  asking  price,  in  action  lor  damage  to  abutting  prop- 
erty, proper. 

Measure  of  damages. 

Distinguished  in  Dady  v.  Condit,  209  111.  500,  70  N.  E.  1088,  holding  measure 
of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey,  increase  of  market  value  on  day 
of  breach,  over  contract  price. 

—  To  land  by  public  improvement  or  In  condemnation. 

Cited  in  Osgood  v.  Chicago,  44  111  App.  534,  denying  recovery  where  benefits 
to  property  by  construction  of  public  improvements  equal  damage;  Stewart  v. 
Ohio  River  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  449,  18  S.  E.  604,  denying  recovery  where  fair 
market  value  of  abutting  property  is  as  much  immediately  after  as  before  con- 
struction of  railroad;  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  v.  Stickney,  150  111. 
380,  26  L.  R.  A.  778,  37  N.  E.  1098,  denying  damages  for  injury  to  property  not 
taken  in  condemnation  proceedings  where  value  not  depreciated;  Chicago,  P. 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Leah,  41  111.  App.  590,  holding  measure  of  damages  by  con- 
struction of  railroad  difference  between  market  value  of  property  before  and. 
after;  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Leah,  152  111.  252,  38  N.  E.  556,  holding 
proof  of  annoyances  from  passing  trains  proper  in  action  for  damages  from  con- 
struction of  railroad;  Rockford  v.  Doughty,  103  111.  App.  49;  North  Alton  v. 
Dorsett,  59  111.  613;  Springfield  v.  Griffith,  46  111.  App.  249,  —  holding  measure 
of  damages  depreciation  in  value  occasioned  by  change  of  street  grade;  Chicago 
v.  Webb,  102  111.  App  237,  holding  entire  improvement  must  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  determining  damage  to  abutting  property. 
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Limited  in  Herrmann  v.  East  St.  Louis.  58  111.  App.  173,  holding  general  bene- 
fit received  by  property  in  common  with  neighboring  lands  by  erection  of  pub- 
lic  work  cannot   be  offset  against  damages. 

Distinguished  in  Bloomington  v.  Pollock,  141  111.  353,  31  X.  E.  146,  holding 
measure  of  damages  to  abutting  property  by  construction  of  street  improvement 
depreciation  in  value  plus  special  tax. 

Value  of  land  taken  by  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Philadelphia  Ball  Club  v.  Philadelphia.  46  L.  R.  A.  724, 
which  requires  damages  from  taking  of  property  in  eminent  domain  estimated 
as  of  the  time  when  injury  done,  without  considering  future  profits  of  bui^hess 
or  subsequent  charge  of  circumstances. 

When   view  by  Jury  allowable. 

Cited  in  Osgood  v.  Chicago,  154  111.  197,  41  X.  E.  40,  holding  jury  may  view 
premises  in  action  for  damages  to  abutting  property  by  constructing  viaduct; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  53  111.  App.  206,  and  Savanna  v.  Loop,  47 
111.  App.  215,  holding  view  proper  in  action  for  damages  to  abutting  property 
by  street  improvement;  Sanitary  District  v.  MeGuirl.  86  111.  App.  399,  holding 
view  in  action  for  damages  to  property  by  public  improvement  within  court's 
discretion;  Pike  v.  Chicago,  155  111.  663,  40  X.  E.  567,  and  Vane  v.  Evanston, 
150  111.  621,  37  X.  E.  901,  holding  view  by  jury  in  proceeding  to  confirm  special 
assessment  for  local  improvement,  within  court's  discretion;  Petzel  v.  Chi- 
cago &  X.  W.  R.  Co.  103  111.  App.  210,  and  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Leah, 
41  111.  App.  587,  holding  view  of  premises  in  action  for  damages  by  construction 
of  railroad,  proper;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Purcell,  75  111.  App.  578,  holding 
view  by  jury  in  action  for  damages  occasioned  by  nuisance,  within  court's  discre- 
tion; Dady  v.  Condit,  87  111.  App.  253,  holding  location  and  surroundings  of 
premises  viewed  may  be  considered  by  jury  in  determining  value;  Chicago  v. 
Le  Moyne,  56  C.  C.  A.  284,  119  Fed.  668,  holding  exclusion  of  sketch  showing 
building  which  might  be  constructed  conforming  to  change  grade,  within  court's 
discretion;  Springfield  v.  McCarthy,  79  111.  App.  390,  holding  view  by  jury  of  locus 
in  quo  in  action  for  injury  from  falling  on  sidewalk,  discretionary  with  court; 
Lanark  v.  Dougherty,  153  111.  165,  38  X.  E.  892,  holding  in  negligence  case  ex- 
amination of  injured  limb  by  physician  in  jury's  presence  within  court's  dis- 
cretion; Swift  &  Co.  v.  O'Xeill,  88  111.  App.  168,  and  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Clausen,  70  111.  App.  556,  holding  exhibition  of  injured  person  to  jury  within 
discretion  of  trial  court;  Painter  v.  People,  147  111.  467,  35  X.  E.  64,  holding  ex- 
hibition to  jury  of  clothing  in  murder  case,  proper;  Keating  v.  People,  160  111. 
487,  43  X.  E.  724,  holding  roll  of  paper  substituted  by  thief  for  money  may  be 
exhibited  to  jury. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R.  A.  368,  371,  374,  375)   on  view  by  jury. 

View,  by  jury  an  bants  for  fliidlnjf. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Trimmell,  75  111.  App.  589,  and 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Farwell,  60  Xeb.  325,  83  X.  W.  71,  holding  verdict 
may  be  based  on  view,  in  connection  with  other  evidence;  Metropolitan  West 
Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  v.  Goll,  100  III.  App.  327,  holding  view  unsupported  by  evi- 
dence will  not  sustain  verdict;  Gauggel  v.  Ainley,  83  111.  App.  587,  Holding  find- 
ing as  to  character  of  fixture  sustained  by  jury's  view. 
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When  party  cannot  complain  of  erroneous  instruction. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Creighton,  63  111.  App.  167;  Keeler  v.  Herr,  54 
111.  App.  469,  holding  party  cannot  complain  of  instruction  on  adversary's  be- 
half like  one  given  at  his  request. 

12  L.  R.  A.  617,  HASTINGS  v.  GRIMSHAW,  153  Mass.  497,  27  N.  E.  521. 
Riparian  rlffhts  respecting;  water  fronts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sage  v.  New  York,  38  L.  R.  A.  606,  which  denies  riparian 
owner's  right  to  compensation  for  cutting  off  access  to  water  by  municipal  im- 
provement of  water  front;  Slingerland  v.  International  Contracting  Co.  56  L. 
R.  A.  494,  which  denies  riparian  owner's  right  to  damages  for  injuries  to  right 
of  access  by  one  dredging  under  government  authority;  Lewis  v.  Portland,  22 
L.  R.  A.  736,  which  upholds  riparian  owner's  right  to  build  wharves. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.  R.  A.  639)  on  right  to  erect  wharves;  (45  L.  R.  A.  240) 
on  title  to  land  between  high  and  low  water  mark;  (40  L.  R.  A.  393)  on  separa- 
tion of  riparian  rights  from  upland. 

12  L.  R.  A.  618,  CLAPP  v.  PINEGROVE  TWP.  138  Pa,  35,  20  Atl.  836. 
'When  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  ran. 

Cited  in  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Spates,  41  W.  Va.  33,  56  Am.  St.  Rep. 
828,  23  S.  E.  681,  holding  in  action  for  breach  of  implied  warranty  arising  from 
assignment  of  county  warrant,  statute  runs  from  date  of  assignment. 

Recovery  of  voluntary   payment   of  municipal  assessment. 

Cited  in  Murtland  v.  Pittsburg,  189  Pa.  378,  43  W.  N.  C.  441,  41  Atl.  1113, 
sustaining  right  to  recover  amount  of  liens  deposited  to  clear  title  pending  appeal 
from   special   assessment. 

12  L.  R.  A.  620,  Re  HUSS,  126  N.  Y.  537,  27  N.  E.  784. 
Presumption  of  continuance. 

Cited  in  Sowles  v.  Carr,  69  Vt.  417,  38  Atl.  77,  holding  proof  of  possession 
at  prior  date  raises  presumption  of  continuance;  Bonham  v.  Citizens  Street  R. 
Co.  158  Ind.  110,  62  N.  E.  996,  holding  continued  existence  of  proved  municipal 
ordinance  presumed. 
Validity  of  bequests  to  foreign  legatees,  how  determined. 

Cited  in  Hope  v.  Brewer,  136  N.  Y.  142,  18  L.  R.  A.  464,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  842, 
32  N.  E.  558,  Affirming  40  N.  Y.  S.  R.  298,  15  N.  Y.  Supp  849,  holding  bequest 
to  trustees  of  foreign  charity  valid  under  laws  of  that  country,  valid,  though 
contravening  state  laws  relating  to  trusts  and  perpetuities;  Re  Lang,  9  Misc. 
529,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  388,  sustaining  bequest  to  legatee  entitled  to  take  under  law 
of  domicil,  though  illegal  where  made;  Re  Leo- Wolf,  25  Misc.  470,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
650,  sustaining  bequest  to  religious  society  able  to  administer  trust  under  laws 
of  state  where  domiciled;  Kurzman  v.  Lowy,  23  Misc.  383,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  83, 
sustaining  legacy  in  trust  to  establish  stipendium  in  school  in  foreign  country; 
Re  Sturges,  28  Misc.  Ill,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  holding  bequest  good  under  law 
of  other  state  void  where  no  one  presently  able  to  receive  fund. 

Cited   in   footnote  to  Meunier's   Succession,  48  L.  R.  A.   77,  which  sustains 
legacy  to  commune  in  foreign  country. 
L.  R.  A.  Ai\— Vol.  II.— 39. 
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Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  70)  on  municipal  corporation  as  trustee  of  a 
charity;  (24  L.  R.  A.  325)  on  right  of  foreign  corporations  to  own  real  es- 
tate. 

12  L.  R.  A.  624,  Re  WILSON,  8  Mackey,  341. 
Who  Is  peddler. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Wells,  48  L.  R.  A.  99,  which  holds  one  solicit- 
ing orders  for  goods  and  carrying  goods  to  fill  previous  sales,  not  a  peddler; 
Hewson  v.  Englewood,  21  L.  R.  A.  736.  which  holds  agent  delivering  from  wagon 
goods  previously  ordered  and  taking  other  orders  not  a  peddler;  Stuart  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 20  L.  R.  A.  430,  which  holds  one  delivering  goods  previously  sold 
not  a  peddler. 
Peddlers'    tax   as   regulation   of   Interstate   commerce, 

Cited  in  People  v.  Sawyer,  106  Mich.  431,  64  N.  W.  333,  holding  license  tax 
on  •  peddler  not  invalid  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  in  case  of  resident 
selling  from  general   stock   within  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  98)  on  peddlers  and  drummers  as  related  to  in- 
terstate commerce;  (60  L.  R.  A.  692)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce 
clause. 

12  L.  R.  A.  632,  EISENBACH  v.  HATFIELD,  2  Wash.  236,  26  Pac  539. 
Riparian  rights. 

Cited  in  New  Whatcom  v.  Fairhaven  Land  Co.  24  Wash.  501,  54  L.  R.  A.  195, 
64  Pac.  735,  denying  right  of  municipality  to  appropriate  waters  of  navigable 
lake  to  injury  of  riparian  owner  on  outlet,  whose  rights  vested  before  adoption  of 
constitution;  Sage  v.  New  York,  154  N.  Y.  78,  38  L.  R.  A.  613,  footnote  p.  606, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  592,  47  N.  E.  1096,  which  denies  riparian  owner's  right  to  com- 
pensation for  cutting  off  access  to  water  by  municipal  improvement  of  water 
front. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Slingerland  v.  International  Contracting  Co.  56  L.  It 
A.  494,  which  denies  riparian  owner's  right  to  damages  for  injuries  to  right  of 
access  by  one  dredging  under  government  authority;  Lewis  v.  Portland,  22  L. 
R.  A.  736,  which  upholds  riparian  owner's  right  to  build  wharves;  Prior  v. 
Swartz,  18  L.  R.  A.  668,  which  holds  riparian  right  to  build  wharves  not  de- 
stroyed by  designating  land  for  planting  oysters;  Farist  Steel  Co.  v.  Bridgeport, 

13  L.  R.  A.  590,  which  requires  compensation  to  riparian  owner  on  appropria- 
tion of  land  by  city  in  establishing  harbor  lines;  Carr  v.  Carpenter,  53  L.  R. 
A.  333,  which  sustains  upland  owner's  right  to  take  seaweed  stranded  on 
beach;  Allen  v.  Allen,  30  L.  R.  A.  497,  which  holds  public  right  of  fishery  para- 
mount to  riparian  right  to  cut  grass  or  sedge. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.  R.  A.  498)  on  establishment  of  dock  lines;    (40  L.  R.  A. 
602 >  on  right  of  owner  of  upland  to  access  to  navigable  water;    (40  L.  R.  A. 
643)   on  right  to  erect  wharves;    (58  L.  R.  A.  210)   on  law  of  accretion  to  shore 
lands. 
Ownership  of  lands  below  hl|rh-water  mark. 

Followed  in  Pierce  v.  Kennedy,  2  Wash.  325,  26  Pac.  554,  and  Harbor  Line  v. 
State,  2  Wash.  533,  27  Pac.  550,  holding  soil  under  navigable  waters  up  to  high- 
water  mark  owned  by  state;  State  ex  rcl.  McKenzie  v.  Forrest,  11  Wash.  233,  39 
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Pac.  684,  construing  tide  lands  subject  to  sale  as  lands  between  inner  harbor 
areas  and  high-tide  mark;  Allen  v.  Forrest,  8  Wash.  703,  24  L.  R.  A.  608,  36 
Pac.  971,  and  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  56,  38  L.  ed.  351,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
548,  Affirming  22  Or.  421,  30  Pac.  154,  holding  title  to  tide  lands 
vested  in  state;  McCue  v.  Bellingham  Bay  Water  Co.  5  Wash.  159,  31  Pac.  461, 
holding  land  below  ordinary  high-water  mark  of  lake  belongs  to  state;  Sulli- 
van v.  Callvert,  27  Wash.  605,  68  Pac.  363,  holding  improver  of  tide  lands  ac- 
quires no  title. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McBurney  v.  Young,  29  L.  R.  A.  539,  which  defines 
low- water  mark  as  ordinary  low-water  mark;  Webb  v.  Demopolis,  21  L.  R.  A. 
62,  which  holds  riparian  owner's  title  extends  to  low-water  mark  on  navigable 
river. 

Cited  in  notes  (45  L.  R.  A.  239)  on  title  to  land  between  high  and  low  water 
mark;    (16  L.  R.  A.  354)  on  ownership  of  flats  or  land  below  high-water  mark. 

Rlffhtft  of  upland  owner  to  tide   lands. 

Cited  in  West  Coast  Improv.  Co.  v.  W7insor,  8  Wash.  492,  36  Pac.  441,  holding 
uplands  owner  with  preference  right  to  purchase  tide  lands  may  enjoin  interfer- 
ence with  possession;  Morse  v.  O'Connell,  7  Wash.  119,  34  Pac.  426,  denying  right 
of  occupying  claimant  to  enjoin  occupation  of  tide  lands  in  front  not  materially 
interfering  with  access  to  water;  Dearborn  v.  Moran,  2  Wash.  406,  27  Pac.  230 
(dissenting  opinion),  and  Kenyon  v.  Knipe,  2  Wash.  399,  13  L.  R.  A.  145,  27 
Pac.  227  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  purchaser  of  lots  according 
to  plat  showing  other  lots  in  rear  under  tide  water  acquires  no  riparian  rights. 
Distinguished  in  Seattle  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Carraher,  21  Wash.  494,  58  Pac  570, 
holding  purchaser  of  upland  "with  appurtenances"  has  preference  right  to  pur- 
chase as  against  subsequent  grantee  of  tide  lands. 

12  L.  R.  A.  652,  JAMIESON  v.  INDIANA  NATURAL  GAS  &  (KL  CO.  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  613,  128  Ind.  555,  28  N.  E.  76. 

Minority  stockholder's  action  to  enjoin  proceeding  with  contract  in  Benedict  v. 
Columbus  Constr.  Co.  49  N.  J.  Eq.  31,  23  Atl.  485. 

Action  for  breach  of  warranty  of  gas  pipe  in  Crane  Co.  v.  Columbus  Constr.  Co. 
20  C.  C.  A.  240,  46  U.  S.  App.  52,  73  Fed.  990. 

Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Jones,  14  Ind.  App.»  57,  42  N.  E. 
487,  and  Lewisville  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  State.  135  Ind.  52,  21  L.  R.  A.  735,  34 
N.  E.  702,  holding  courts  judicially  notice  dangerous  nature  of  natural  gas;  Poor 
v.  Watson,  92  Mo.  App.  99,  holding  courts  will  judicially  notice  that  coal  mines 
generate  gas;  Racer  v.  State,  131  Ind.  402,  31  N.  E.  81,  holding  averment  con- 
tradicting matter  of  which  judicial  notice  taken,  unavailing. 
Pumping  gnm. 

Cited  in  Manufacturers  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  156 
Ind.  680,  59  N.  E.  165,  and  Manufacturers  Gas  &  Oil.  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas 
&  Oil  Co.  155  Ind.  568,  58  N.  E.  851,  holding  plaintiff  not  suffering  special  in- 
jury cannot  enjoin  pumping  gas  at  unlawful  pressure;  Manufacturers  Gas  &  Oil 
Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  155  Ind.  475,  50  L.  R.  A.  774,  57  X.  E. 
912,  upholding  right  of  landowners  to  enjon  increase  of  natural  flow  of  gas  by 
pumping;   Richmond  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Enterprise  Natural  Gas  Co.  31   Ind 
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App.  230,  66  N.  E.  782,  sustaining  right  to  use  pumps   in   transporting  na* 

ural  gas. 

Natural  g-a*  as  dangeroai  agency. 

Cited  in  Mississinewa  Min.  Co.  v.  Patton,  129  Ind.  474,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  203, 
28  N.  E.  1113,  holdiug  gas  company  liable  for  failure  to  use  reasonable  care  to 
prevent  escape  of  gas  from  main;  Richmond  Gas  Co.  v.  Baker,  146  Ind.  606,  36 
L.  R.  A.  688,  45  N.  E.  1049,  holding  company  liable  for  explosion  of  gas  from 
defective  pipe. 

Police  power. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  State,  147  Ind.  628,  37  L.  R.  A.  298,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
477,  47  N.  E.  19,  sustaining  statute  forbidding  wasteful  use  of  natural  gas  in 
flambeau  lights;  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana,  177  U.  S.  206,  44  L.  ed.  738,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  576,  sustaining  statute  forbidding  escape  of  gas  or  oil  from  well 
into  open  air  longer  than  two  days  after  striking;  State  ex  rel.  Duensing  v. 
Roby,  142  Ind.  192,  33  L.  R.  A.  221,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  174,  41  N.  E.  145,  sustain- 
ing statute  regulating  horse  racing;  State  v.  Lewis.  134  Ind.  254,  20  L.  R.  A. 
54,  33  N.  E.  1024,  sustaining  statute  making  possession  of  gill  net  or  seine  mis- 
demeanor; Williams  v.  Citizens'  R.  Co.  130  Ind.  73,  15  L.  R.  A.  67,  30  Am.  St 
Rep.  201,  29  N.  E.  408,  holding  contract  rights  subordinate  to  police  power; 
Noblesville  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  130  Ind.  4,  29  N.  E.  484,  holding,  obiter, 
condition  attached  to  dedication  of  street  impairing  police  power,  void;  Manufac- 
turers' Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  155  Ind.  546,  53  L.  R. 
A.  135,  footnote  p.  134,  58  N.  E.  706,  which  holds  void,  prohibition  of  transpor- 
tation of  natural  gas  out  of  state. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.  R.  A.  444)    on  natural  gas. 

Impossibility  off  performance  as  affecting:  validity  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  215)  on  effect  of  intervening  impossibility  to  per- 
form contracts  as  relief  from  obligation. 

Special  legislation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Loom  is.  opinion  not  given  in  115  Mo.  307,  21  L.  R.  A.  795, 
22  S.  W.  350,  holding  unconstitutional  law  regulating  mode  of  paying  employees 
by  mining  and  manufacturing  concerns. 

Borden  of  showing-  statute  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  McClelland,  138  Ind.  401,  37  N.  E.  799,  and 
State  ex  rel.  Harrison  v.  Menaugh,  151  Ind.  267,  43  L.  R.  A.  411,  51  N.  E.  117, 
holding  burden  of  showing  unconstitutionality  rests  on  party  asserting  in- 
validity of  statute. 

Scope  of  legislative  functions. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  State,  147  Ind.  634,  37  L.  R.  A.  299,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  477, 
47  N.  E.  19,  holding  courts  cannot  pronounce  statute  invalid  because  encroaching 
upon  natural  rights;  Townsend  v.  State,  147  Ind.  635,  37  L.  R.  A.  300,  62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  477,  47  N.  E.  19,  holding  legislative  determination  of  what  constitutes 
waste  of  gas  not  usurpation  of  judicial  power;  State  ex  rel.  Geake  v.  Fox,  1.18 
Ind.  129,  56  L.  R.  A.  895,  63  N.  E.  19,  holding  policy,  expediency,  necessity,  or 
wisdom,  question  for  legislature. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  664,  DOWNING  v.  INDIANA  STATE  BD.  OP  AGRICULTURE,  129 

Ind.  443,  28  N.  E.   123,  614. 
What  corporations  private. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel  White  v.  Neff,  52  Ohio  St.  404,  28  L.  R.  A.  413,  40  N. 
E.  720,  holding  eleemosynary  corporation  charged  with  maintenance  of  college, 
private. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  381)  on  nature  of  incorporated  institutions  belong- 
ing to  state. 

12  L.  R.  A.  667,  McARTHUR  v.  GORDON,  126  N.  Y.  597,  27  N.  E.  1033. 
Trust  unaffected  by  trustee's  acts. 

Cited  in  Nelson  v.  Ratliff,  72  Miss.  664,   18  So.  407,  holding  trustee  cannot 
by  act  or  default  determine  trust. 
Trusts,  how  established. 

Cited  in  Hutchins  v.  Van  Vechten,  140  N.  Y.  119,  35  N.  E.  446,  holding  letters 
and  informal  memoranda  sufficient  to  prove  trust;  Locke  v.  Rings,  66  Hun,  440, 
50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  296,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  524  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
no  trust  created  by  testamentary  direction  to  carry  out  provisions  of  unauthen- 
ticated  trust  deed. 
Place  of  support  of  beneficiary  of  trust  or  contract. 

Cited  in  Sherman  v.  Skuse,  166  N.  Y.  351,  59  N.  E.  990,  Affirming  45  App.  Div. 
338,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1030,  sustaining  right  of  beneficiary  of  trust  to  claim  sup- 
port at  any  reasonable  place;  Empie  v.  Empie,  35  App.  Div.  55,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
402,  holding  grantor  of  farm  in  consideration  of  agreement  to  support  may 
choose  place  of  residence;  Tuttle  v.  Burgett,  53  Ohio  St.  503,  30  L.  R.  A.  216, 
footnote  p.  214,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  649,  42  N.  E.  427,  which  upholds  mortgagee's 
right  to  claim  support  under  mortgage  at  any  reasonable  place. 

12  L.  R.  A.  673,  MILLS  v.  UNITED  STATES,  46  Fed.  738. 

Riparian    owner's    rls;ht    to    compensation    for    damaget    resulting-    from 
public  improvement. 

Cited  in  Salliotte  v.  King  Bridge  Co.  65  L.  R.  A.  636,  58  C.  C.  A.  470,  122 
Fed.  382,  holding  riparian  owner  cannot  recover  damages  resulting  from  law- 
fully erected  bridge  turning  current  against  his  land. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  827)  on  liability  for  damming  back  water  of  stream. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  v.  Lynah,  188  U.  S.  473,  47  L.  ed.  550,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  349,  holding  flooding  lands  so  as  to  totally  destroy  value,  by  improve- 
ments in  navigable  river,  a  taking  requiring  compensation. 
Low-water  mark  denned. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McBurney  v.  Young,  29  L.  R.  A.  539,  which  defines  low- 
water  mark  as  ordinary  low-water  mark. 

12  L.  R.  A.  681,  AMERICAN  FREEHOLD  LAND  &  MORTG.  00.  ▼.  THOMAS,  47 
Fed.  550. 

Denial  of  motion  to  set  aside  decree  against  mortgage  company  held  erroneous 
in  18  C.  C.  A.  327,  30  U.  S.  App.  690,  71  Fed.  782. 
Powers  of  conrt  derived   from  statute. 

Cited  in  Long  v.  Superior  Court,  102  Cal.  453,  36  Pac.  807,  holding  court's 
powers  in  statutory  proceeding  limited  by  statute. 
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Cited  in  note   (18  L.  R.  A.  269)    on  adoption  by  Federal  courts  of  remedies 
created  by  state  statutes. 
When  jndnrment  collaterally  assailable. 

Cited  in  Alexander  v.  Mortgage  Co.  47  Fed.  134,  holding  judgment  beyond 
court's  powers  subject  to  collateral  attack  at  any  time. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  County,  45  L.  R.  A.  386,  which 
sustains  suit  in  state  court  to  set  aside  Federal  judgment  obtained  by  fraudu- 
lent pretense  of  diverse  citizenship. 
Trusts,  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Henderson,  149  Ind.  463,  49  N.  £.  443,  holding  continuing 
trust  not  within  statute  of  limitations. 

12  L.  R.  A.  690,  SALENTINE  v.  MUTUAL  BEN.  L.  INS.  CO.  79  Wis.  580,  48 
N.  W.  855. 

12  L.  R.  A.  693,  HOBART  v.  YOUNG,  63  Vt.  363,  21  Atl.  61* 
Restrictions  on  cross-examination. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kolb  v.  Union  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  646,  which  denies  right 
to  cross-examine  plaintiff  in  suit  for  husband's  death  as  to  birth  of   illegiti- 
mate child  since  his  death. 
Prior  agreement  as  part  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Beverwick  Brewing  Co.  v.  Oliver,  69  Vt.  324,  37  Atl.  1110,  holding 
orders  given  pursuant  to  previous  understanding  governed  thereby. 

Oral    warranty   accompanying    written    contract. 

Cited  in  Worland  v.  Secrest,  106  Ky.  715,  51  S.  W.  445,  holding  oral  war- 
ranty cannot  be  grafted  on  written  transfer  of  territorial  right  to  handle  ar- 
ticle. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Diebold   Safe  &  Lock  Co.  v.   Huston,  28   L.  R.    A.  53, 
which  holds  inadmissible  oral  evidence  of  warranty  at  time  of  written  order  for 
a  No.  4  fire-proof  safe. 
'Warranty. 

Cited  in  Reese  v.  Bates,  94  Va.  331,  26  S.  E.  865,  holding  affirmation- of  quality 
by  seller  relied  on  by  buyer,  warranty;  Crossman  v.  Johnson,  63  Vt.  335,  13  L. 
R.  A.  679,  22  Atl.  608,  holding  private  representations  prior  to  public  sale  of 
horse,  warranty;  Norris  v.  Parker,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  121,  38  S.  W.  259,  holding 
special  warranty  of  animal  covers  obvious  defects,  where  purchaser  relies  thereon. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Holmes  v.  Tyson,  15  L.  R.  A.  209,  which  holds  state- 
ment, horse  kind,  sound,  and  gentle  not  a  warranty;  Olson  v.  Port  Huron  Live- 
stock Asso.  33  L.  R.  A.  557,  which  holds  pregnancy  of  ewes  in  October  not  breach 
of  contract  to  deliver  in  "healthy  condition." 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.  R.  A.  678)  on  warranty  before  or  after  sale;  (15  L.  K 
A.  796)   on  effect  of  representing  things  sold  to  be  "good." 

12  L.  R.  A.  698,  SPAULDING  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  142  Pa.  503,  21  Atl.  979. 
Mensnre  of  damages  for  pain  and  suffering-. 

Followed  in  Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  14,  38  W.  N.  C.  548,  55 
Am.  St.  Rep.  705,  35  Atl.  191,  and  Schenkel  v.  Pittsburg  &  B.  Traction  Co.  194  Pa. 
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185,  44  Atl.  1072;  holding  price  for  which  one  would  voluntarily  submit  to  similar 
personal  injury,  not  proper  measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  Dooner  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  164  Pa.  34,  30  Atl.  269,  holding 
judge's  charge  that  no  sane  man  would  lose  leg  for  any  compensation,  "but  you 
are  not  to  be  guided  by  such  consideration  in  fixing  damages,"  improper;  Closser 
v.  Washington  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  122,  holding  statement  of  injured  person 
that  he  "would  not  take  any  money  to  go  through  it  again/'  improper. 
Measure  of  recovery  for  death. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  72)  on  measure  of  recovery  for  death  caused  by 
negligence. 

12  L.  R.  A.  700,  WEINSTEIN  v.  FREYER,  93  Ala.  257,  9  So.  285. 
Extra-territorial    application    of    statu  tea    regulating    conditional    sales. 

Cited  in  Public  Parks  Amusement  Co.  v.  Embree-McLean  Carriage  Co.  64  Ark. 
33,  40  S.  W.  582,  holding  statute  requiring  record  of  conditional  sale  as  against 
bona  fide  purchasers  has  no  application,  where  property  resold  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.  R.  A.  741)  on  lien  of  chattel  mortgage;  removal  of  prop- 
erty to  another  state;  (64  L.  R.  A.  836)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  sales  of  personal 
property. 
Conditional  sales,  vendor's  rights. 

Cited  in  Adams  Mach.  Co.  v.  Interstate  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  119  Ala.  98,  24  So. 
857,  holding  conditional  vendor  of  chattels  to  be  annexed  to  freehold  can  assert 
title  against  subsequent  bona  fide  mortgagee;  Ensley  Lumber  Co.  v.  Lewis,  121 
Ala.  97,  25  So.  729,  and  Warren  v.  Liddell,  110  Ala.  245,  20  So.  89,  holding  bona 
fide  purchaser  from  conditional  vendee  cannot  defeat  recovery  by  original  vendor; 
Thomason  v.  Lewis,  103  Ala.  429,  15  So.  830,  holding  trover  maintainable  by  con- 
ditional vendor  against  purchaser  under  vendee's  mortgage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chafey  v.  Mathews,  27  L.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  vendee's 
interest  in  goods  by  conditional  sale  passes  under"  mortgage  of  all  his  stock. 
—  Election  of  remedies. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  Iron  Works  v.  Sniith,  98  Ala.  645,  13  So.  525,  holding 
foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  other  property  securing  purchase  price  of  article  con- 
ditionally sold  does  not  estop  vendor  asserting  title. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crompton  v.  Beach,  18  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  holds  condi- 
tional vendor's  exercise  of  option  to  enforce  payment  of  note  defeats  right  to 
retake  property. 

12  L.  R.  A.    705,  BOWLER  v.  EISENHOOD,  1  S.  D.  577,  48  N.  W.  136. 
Election  contests. 

Cited  in  Batterton  v.  Fuller,  6  S.  D.  267,  60  N.  W.  1071,  holding  amendment 
changing  grounds  of  contest  not  allowable  after  time  limited  by  statute  for  filing 
notice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gillespie  v.  Dion,  33  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds  failure  to 
allege  election  contestant's  qualification  to  maintain  proceeding,   fatal. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  2  S.  D.  198,  49  N.  W.  7,  holding  mandamus 
proper  to  compel  recanvass  of  votes  where  notice  of  contest  not  served  within 
twenty  days  after  canvass. 
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Assumption  of  office  before  declaration  of  result. 

Cited  in  Re  Moore,  4  Wyo.  114,  31  Pac.  980,  holding  assumption  of  duties  of 
office  prior  to  canvass  of  vote,  invalid. 
Decision  of  tie  vote. 

Cited  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  560)  on  decision  of  tie  vote  at  election. 

12  L.  R.  A.  712,  BLAKE  v.  SAWYER,  83  Me.  129,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  762,  21  Atl.  834. 
Revival  of  anrred  debt  by  general  payment. 

Cited  in  Wilden  v.  McAllister,  91  Mo.  App.  453,  holding  part  payment  not  ap- 
propriated by  debtor  will  not  remove  bar  of  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  208)  on  revival  of  barred  debt  by  application  of  gen- 
eral payment. 

12  L.  R.  A.  714,  SPARKS  v.  DESPATCH  TRANSFER  CO.  104  Mo.  531,  24  Am. 
St.  Rep.  351,  15  S.  W.  417. 

When  corporation  bonnd  by  officer's  acts* 

Cited  in  Roe  v.  Bank  of  Versailles,  167  Mo.  424,  67  S.  W.  303,  holding  bank 
president  may  agree  to  loan  its  money;  Jones  v.  Williams,  139  Mo.  26,  37  L.  R- 
A.  688,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  39  S.  W.  486,  holding  management  of  corporation 
business  may  be  intrusted  to  president;  G.  V.  B.  Min.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
36  C.  C.  A.  640,  95  Fed.  30,  holding  corporation  bound  by  contract  of  president 
managing  its  business;  Meating  v.  Tigerton  Lumber  Co.  113  Wis.  387,  89  N.  W. 
152,  holding  president  may  bind  corporation  by  contract  when  expressly  author- 
ized or  when  impliedly  authorized  by  usage;  Smith  v.  Richardson,  77  Mo.  App. 
432,  holding  president's  contract  unauthorized  by  directors  voidable  only;  Fer- 
guson v.  Venice  Transp.  Co.  79  Mo.  App.  358,  denying  inherent  authority  of 
president  to  assign  corporate  asset  in  payment  of  debt;  Degnan  v.  Thorough- 
man,  88  Mo.  App.  65,  denying  power  of  president  without  authority  from  di- 
rectors to  make  assignment  for  creditors;  Cox  v.  Robinson,  27  C.  C.  A.  127,  48 
U.  S.  App.  388,  82  Fed.  284,  holding  bank  bound  by  assignment  of  judgment  by 
vice  president  in  general  control ;  State  v.  Silva,  130  Mo.  460,  32  S.  W.  1007, 
holding  evidence  of  custom  admissible  to  show  corporation  secretary's  duties; 
Moore  v.  H.  Gaus  &  Sons  Mfg.  Co.  113  Mo.  107,  20  S.  W.  975,  sustaining  assign- 
ment of  claim  by  managing  officer  of  corporation  without  formal  action  of  di- 
rectors; Kaes  v.  St.  Louis  Lime  Co.  71  Mo.  App.  109,  holding  manager  of  company 
presumptively  authorized  to  buy  wood  required  in  business;  Hill  v.  Bank  of 
Seneca,  87  Mo.  App.  601,  holding  cashier's  contract  warranted  by  usage  to  effect 
collection  of  notes,  binding  on  bank;  Parsons  v.  Guarantee  Invest.  Co.  64  Mo. 
App.  35,  holding  note  ratified  by  corporation  binding  though  executed  by  officer 
contrary  to  by-laws;  Jones  v.  Williams,  139  Mo.  23,  37  L.  R.  A.  688,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  436,  39  S.  W.  486,  holding  corporation  may  be  bound  by  agent  without 
reciting  authority,  signing  corporate  name,  or  adding  official  designation  to  sig- 
nature. 

Distinguished  in  Trent  v.  Sherlock,  24  Mont.  264,  61  Pac.  650,  denying  au- 
thority of  superintendent  to  pledge  company's  property  for  corporate  debt; 
Mathias  v.  White  Sulphur  Springs  Asso.  19  Mont.  362,  48  Pac.  624,  holding  con- 
tract of  president  not  in  active  control  of  business  and  without  actual  author- 
ity, not  binding  on  corporation. 
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When   principal  bound  by  acts  of  agent. 

Cited  in  Butler  County  v.  Boatmen's  Bank,  143  Mo.  30,  44  S.  W.  1047,  holding 
that  acts  of  financial  agent  of  county  within  apparent  scope  of  authority  bind 
county;  Meier  v.  Proctor  &  G.  Co.  81  Mo.  App.  418,  holding  salesman's  contract 
within  scope  of  apparent  authority  binding  on  principal;  Clack  v.  Southern 
Electrical  Supply  Co.  72  Mo.  App.  512,  holding  employer  liable  for  act  of  sales- 
man in  taking  customer  down  dangerous  stairway. 
Who  liable  on  note. 

Cited  in  Duncan  v.  Kirtley,  54  Mo.  App.  658,  holding  maker  of  note  cannot 
shift  liability  to  corporation  not  mentioned  therein;  Sharp  v.  Garnet,  54  Mo. 
App.  415,  holding  maker  of  note  not  discharged  from  liability  by  third  person's 
agreement  to  assume. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  707)  on  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  show 
who  is  liable  as  maker  of  note. 

Appeal,  reversal  In  part. 

Cited  in  Reichenbach  v.  United  Masonic  Ben.  Asso.  112  Mo.  24,  20  S.  W.  317, 
holding  findings  on  distinct  causes  of  action  severable  on  appeal. 

12  L.  R.  A.  721,  PROCTOR  v.  CLARK,  154  Mass.  45,  27  N.  E.  673. 
Construction  of  executory  devises* 

Cited  in  Bigelow  v.  Clap,  166  Mass.  91,  43  N.  E.  1037,  holding  executory  de- 
vise to  persons  "then  living"  refers  to  persons  living  at  time  of  distribution; 
Eager  v.  Whitney,  163  Mass.  466,  40  N.  E.  1046,  holding  will  providing  for  pay- 
ment at  future  date  to  testator's  then  legal  representatives  creates  contingent 
remainder;  Hale  v.  Hobson,  167  Mass.  401,  45  N.  E.  913,  holding  provision  for 
distribution  of  trust  fund  to  grandchildren  upon  termination  of  trust  creates 
contingent  interests;  Welch  v.  Brimmer,  169  Mass.  212,  47  N.  E.  699,  holding 
devise  if  son  die  without  issue  "then"  to  heirs  goes  to  heirs  living  at  son's 
death;  Codman  v.  Brooks,  167  Mass.  504,  46  N.  E.  102,  holding  "next  of  kin" 
to  be  determined  as  of  date  of  act  of  Congress  appropriating  money  for  French 
spoliation  claims;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  118  Iowa,  413,  92  N.  W.  71,  holding  under 
executory  devise  to  children  "or  their  heirs  as  the  law  directs,"  heirs  take  by 
substitution,  and  not  by  descent;  International  Trust  Co.  v.  WMUiams,  183  Mass. 
174,  66  N.  E.  798,  holding  husband  takes  statutory  proportion  under  devise  to 
heirs  of  wife. 
Who   are  heirs. 

Cited  in  Butrick  v.  Tilton,  155  Mass.  463,  29  N.  E.  1088,  and  Brownell  v.  Briggs, 
173  Mass.  531,  54  N.  E.  251,  holding  widow  of  intestate  leaving  no  issue  takes 
fee  of  realty  up  to  $5,000. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mullen  v.  Reed,  24  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds  widow  not 
an  heir  at  law;  Hindry  v.  Holt,  39  L.  R.  A.  351,  which  holds  right  of  action 
for  death  limited  to  lineal  descendants  by  words  "heir  or  heirs"  in  statute. 

—  Meaning  as  used  In  -wills  or  deeds  of  trust. 

Cited  in  Re  Smith,  156  Mass.  411,  31  X.  E.  387,  holding  husband  of  woman 
leaving  no  issue  entitled  to  $5,000  in  trust  property  divisible  among  her  heirs; 
Olney  v.  Lovering,  167  Mass.  448,  45  N.  E.  766,  holding  widow  of  intestate  takes 
$5,000  out  of  devise  to  heirs;  Holmes  v.  Hancock,  158  Mass,  399,  33  N.  E.  608, 
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holding  widow  entitled  to  remainder  of  trust  fund  devised  to  beneficiary's  heirs; 
Lawrence  v.  Crane,  158  Mass.  393,  33  N.  E.  605,  holding  wife  entitled  to  share  in 
residue  of  estate  directed  to  be  turned  into  personalty  and  divided  among  heirs. 
Cited  in  footnotes  to  Grainger  v.  Grainger,  36  L.  R.  A.  186,  which  holds  rule 
in  Shelley's  Case  not  applicable  to  devise  to  one  for  life  and  after  his  death  to 
heirs  of  his  body,  if  any  survive  him,  with  devise  over  otherwise;  MacLean  v. 
Williams,  59  L.  R.  A.  125,  which  requires  distribution  per  stirpes  under  will  giv- 
ing two  thirds  of  estate  in  equal  shares  to  heirs  at  law  of  deceased  husband  liv- 
ing at  testatrix's  death  and  the  other  third  to  her  heirs  at  law  then  living. 

12  L.  R.  A.  725,  COPP  v.  LOUISVILLE  &  N.  R.  CO.  43  La.  Ann.  511,  26  Am. 

St.  Rep.  198,  9  So.  441. 
Administration  of  Federal  law*  In  state  courts. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  37)  on  administration  of  Federal  laws  in  state  courts. 

Restriction   of  remedy   for   violation   of   Interstate   Commerce    Law. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  176  Mo.  715,  63  L. 
R.  A.  777,  75  S.  W.  776,  holding  state  cannot  deprive  railroad  of  franchise  for 
making  unlawful  charges  upon  interstate  traffic. 

12  L.  R.  A.  727,  ROSSON  v.  CARROL,  90  Tenn.  90,  16  S.  ,W.  66. 
Necessity  and  sufficiency  of  demand  on  negotiable   instruments. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hutchison  v.  Crutcher,  37  L.  R.  A.  89,  which  requires 
presentation  of  note  payable  at  insolvent  bank  to  bank  receiver  administering  at 
other  place  in  same  city;  Leonard  v.  Olson,  35  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  requires  no- 
tice to  indorser  of  inability  to  make  demand  because  of  maker's  removal  from 
state. 

Distinguished  in  Bank  of  Jamaica  v.  Jefferson,  92  Tenn.  539,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 
100,  22  S.  W.  211,  holding  accommodation  indorsers  of  note  before  delivery 
liable  without  demand,  protest,  or  notice. 

Sufficiency  of  notice  of  dishonor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Oakley  v.  Carr,  60  L.  R.  A.  431,  which  holds  notice  of 
dishonor  sufficient  if  sent  to  last  indorser,  who  is  agent  for  collection  only,  by 
first  mail  of  day  following  dishonor. 

Liability  for  failure  to  protest. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Williams  v.  Parks,  56  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  sustains  no- 
tary's liability  on  bond  for  neglecting  to  give  notice  of  dishonor. 

Waiver  of  failure  to  present  or  protest  note. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Greeley  v.  Whitehead,  28  L.  R.  A.  286,  which  holds  fail- 
ure to  properly  present  note  for  payment  waived  by  paying  interest  after  ma- 
turity. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  311)  on  necessity  of  new  consideration  to  support 
waiver  of  failure  to  give  notice  of  dishonor  or  subsequent  promise  by  indorser. 

Rig-hts  of  transferees  of  negotiable  paper  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  753,  760,  803-805)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable 
paper  transferred  after  maturity. 
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Notary's  certificate  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Douglas  v.  Bonk  of  Commerce,  97  Tenn.  149,  36  S.  W.  874,  holding 
certificate  of  foreign  notary  under  seal  prima  facie  evidence  of  facts  stated. 

12  L.  R.  A.  741,  ATWATER  v.  MANCHESTER  SAV.  BANK,  45  Minn.  341,  48 

N.  W.  187. 
Lien  of  judgment  on  equitable  estate. 

Cited  in  Fryberger  v.  Berven,  88  Minn.  318,  92  N.  W.  1125,  holding  judgment 
a  lien  on  interest  of  vendor  reserving  lien  for   payment  of  certain  sum  when 
stated  quantity  of  ore  should  be  mined. 
Who  are  creditors. 

Cited  in  Kalkhoff  v.  Nelson,  60  Minn.  290,  62  N.  W.  332,  holding  lessor  hav- 
ing cause  of  action  for  breach  of  lease  entitled  as  creditor  to  share  assets  of 
lessee  corporation. 
Sufficiency  of  statement   on   which   judgment  confessed. 

Cited  in  J.  H.  Teasdale  Commission  Co.  v.  Van  Hardenberg,  53  Mo.  App.  330, 
holding  statement  on  which  judgment  confessed  enabling  creditors  to  investi- 
gate transaction,  sufficient. 

12  L.  R.  A.  746,  RODDY  v.  MISSOURI  P.  R.  CO.  104  Mo.  234,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 

338,  15  S.  W.  1112. 
Liability   to    third    persons    for    negrligrence    In    performing   contract. 

Cited  in  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  71  N.  H.  532, 
60  L.  R.  A.  120,  53  Atl.  807,  holding  action  in  form  for  tort  not  maintainable 
on  breach  of  contract  between  defendant  and  third  person;  Buckley  v.  Gray,  110 
Cal.  343,  31  L.  R.  A.  862,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  88,  42  Pac.  900,  denying  liability,  to 
legatee,  of  attorney  negligently  drawing  will;  Heizer  v.  Kingsland  &  D.  Mfg.  Co. 
110  Mo.  611,  15  L.  R.  A.  823,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  19  S.  W.  630,  holding  manu- 
facturer not  liable  for  injury  to  vendee's  employee  from  defective  machine. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Huset  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A. 
308,  57  C.  C.  A.  243,  120  Fed.  865,  holding  vendor  supplying  machine  knowing 
it  imminently  dangerous,  liable  to  person  injured  while  using. 
Liability  for  breach  of  duty  assumed  In  contract  with  third  person. 

Cited  in  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  71  N.  H.  532, 
60  L.  R.  A.  120,  53  Atl.  807,  holding  action  maintainable  for  negligent  perform- 
ance of  contract  with  third  person  to  operate  heating  plant;  McCall  v.  Pacific 
Mail  S.  S.  Co.  123  Cal.  44,  55  Pac.  706,  holding  principal  agreeing  to  furnish 
appliances  liable  for  injury  to  contractor's  servant  for  negligent  performance; 
Green  v.  Sansom,  41  Fla.  103,  25  So.  332,  holding  principal  liable  to  contractor's 
servant  for  defective  appliance  furnished;  Sheltrawn  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  128 
Mich.  671,  87  N.  W.  -893;  Savannah  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Booth,  98  Ga.  24,  25  S.  E. 
928,  holding  railroad  furnishing  car  liable  to  shipper's  servant  injured  by  defect; 
Feeback  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  167  Mo.  215,  66  S.  W.  965,  denying  liability  of 
railroad  for  death  of  trespasser  on  train  wrecked  by  negligence  of  engineer  of 
another. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  35,  105,  118)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  dam- 
ages from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of 
his  duties. 
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Distinguished  in  Fowles  v.  Briggs,  116  Mich.  428,  40  L.  R.  A.  530,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  537,  74  N.  W.  1046,  denying  liability  of  shipper  for  injury  to  brakeman 
from   negligent   loading  of   lumber,   which   railroad   fails   to   inspect. 

Ria-hts  In  contract  of  person  not  party. 

Distinguished  in  Rothwell  v.  Skinker,  84  Mo.  App.  177,  sustaining  right  of 
subcontractor  to  sue  on  original  contract. 

Who  an  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  Carrico  v.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  93,  24  L.  R.  A. 
52,  19  S.  E.  571,  holding  right  to  control  conduct  of  person  negligently  perform- 
ing work  determines  whether  such  person  independent  contractor. 

Master's  duty  In  furnishing;  appliances. 

Cited  in  Watts  v.  Hart,  7  Wash.  185,  34  Pac.  423,  holding  employer  furnish- 
ing reasonably  safe  and  adequate  appliances,  not  liable  to  accident  to  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Sykes  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  88  Mo.  App.  201,  holding 
instruction  that  railroad  and  consignee  liable  to  consignee's  servant  injured  in 
unloading  defective  car,  erroneous. 

Joint   enterprises. 

Cited  in  Richard  v.  Detroit,  R.  R.  &  L.  0.  R.  Co.  129  Mich.  464,  89  N*.  W. 
52,  holding  street  railroad  company  operating  car  and  company  having  control 
thereof  while  on  its  track,  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Sykes  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  178  Mo.  698,  77  S.  W. 
723,  holding  instruction  in  action  against  railroad  by  consignee's  employee  in- 
jured while  unloading  car,  based  upon  theory  of  mutual  interest  of  railroad  and 
employer,   improper   where  railroad  was  an   intermediate  carrier. 

Imminently  dana*erons  objects. 

Cited  in  Goodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  586,  11  C.  C.  A. 
257,  24  U.  S.  App.  7,  63  Fed.  404,  holding  shipper  providing  suitable  vehicle 
not  liable  for  fire  resulting  from  leaving  car  of  petroleum  on  track;  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Merrill,  65  Kan.  450,  59  L.  R.  A.  716,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  287,  70 
Pac.  358,  holding  railroad  delivering  defective  car  to  connecting  line  liable  to 
latter's  employee  after  inspection. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  George  v.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  829,  which 
denies  company's  liability  to  boys  hurt  while  playing  with  trolley  car  left  in 
street  after  loosening  brake;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  32  L.  R.  A. 
825,  which  denies  liability  of  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  child  playing  on 
bridge  ties  in  fenced  railroad  yard;  Kopplekom  v.  Colorado  Cement  Pipe  Co.  54 
L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds  owner  of  uninclosed  city  lot  liable  for  injury  to  young 
child  by  toppling  over  of  large  cement  pipe  used  by  children  as  plaything. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.  R.  A.  765)  on  trespass  and  unwarrantable  interference 
in  its  relation  to  negligence. 

Assumption  that  duty  performed. 

Cited  in  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114  Mo.  65,  21  S.  W.  451,  holding  exclusion  of 
evidence   showing   plaintiff   knew   blasting  negligently    done,   error. 

When   jury  question  arises  on   facts. 

Cited  in  Huth  v.  Dohle,  76  Mo.  App.  675;  Berry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  124 
Mo.  245,  25  S.  W.  229,  holding  facts  admitting  of  different  constructions  and 
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inferences  present  question  for  jury;  Kreis  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  131  Mo.  545, 
30  S.  W.  310;  Church  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  214,  23  S.  W.  1056,  hold- 
ing contributory  negligence,  where  undisputed  facts  admit  of  different  infer- 
ences, question  for  jury;  Zellars  v.  Missouri  Water  &  Light  Co.  92  Mo.  App. 
120,  holding  negligence  question  for  jury  where  different  conclusions  deducible 
from  disputed  facts. 

12  L.  R.  A.  751,  PHILADELPHIA  v.  BAXTER,  142  Pa.  357,  21  Atl.  976. 
Tax  an  lien. 

Cited  in  Wetzel  v.  Goodyear,  2  Lack.  L.  News,  189,  13  Lane.  L.  Rev.  220,  310, 
5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  12,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Ill,  holding  taxes  against  occupied  lands  not 
lien  in  absence  of  statute. 

Mistake  of  tax  officers  as  affecting:  validity  of  sales. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  487)  on  validity  of  tax  sales  where  nonpayment  is 
due  to  mistake  or  negligence  of  tax  officers. 

12  L.  R.  A.  753,  UNITED  STATES  v.  JELLICO  MOUNTAIN  COKE  &  COAL 

CO.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  626,  46  Fed.  432. 
Combinations  In  restraint   of  Interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  Lowry  v.  Tile,  Mantel  &  Grate  Asso.  98  Fed.  825,  holding  complaint 
alleging  combination  with  intent  to  monopolize  commerce  in  regard  to  tiles,  etc., 
between  states,  and  arbitrarily  fix  prices,  sufficient;  United  States  v.  Coal  Deal- 
ers' Asso.  85  Fed.  267,  holding  combination  of  importers  of  coal  from  other  states 
with  local  dealer's  association,  regulating  price  arbitrarily,  illegal;  Whitwell  v. 
Continental  Tobacco  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  694,  60  C.  C.  A.  294,  125  Fed.  458,  holding 
refusal  to  sell  to  dealers  handling  competitors'  goods  except  at  unprofitably 
high  price,  no  violation  of  Federal  anti-trust  act;  United  States  v.  Addyston 
Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  141,  footnote  p.  122,  29  C.  C.  A.  170,  54  U.  S.  App. 
723.  85  Fed.  300,  which  holds  void,  combination  of  manufacturers  to  control 
sales  and  prices  in  large  number  of  states. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gibbs  v.  McNeeley,  60  L.  R.  A.  152,  which  holds  anti- 
trust act  violated  by  combination  of  manufacturers  of  product  of  state,  market 
for  four   fifths  of  which  in  other  states,  to   limit  production  and   raise  price. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  709)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modern  anti-trust  laws. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  60  Fed.  310,  holding  com- 
bination to  buy  up  competing  sugar  refineries  not  within  anti-trust  act  of  1890; 
Anderson  v.  United  States,  171  U.  S.  617,  43  L.  ed.  306,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  50, 
holding  association  of  live-stock  dealers  to  regulate  transaction  of  business,  not 
recognizing  nonmembers,  not  combination  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Combination  to  control  prices. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  294,  71  S.  W. 
455,  holding  agreement  between  plumbers'  association  and  manufacturers,  re- 
stricting sales  to  members  only,  unlawful;  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  National 
Wholesale  Druggists  Asso.  175  N.  Y.  36,  62  L.  R.  A.  647,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578, 
67  N.  E.  136  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  arrangement  for  rebates 
by  manufacturers  of  medicines  to  dealers  mantaining  selling  price,  not  unlawful 
combination. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Phipps,  18  L.  R.  A.  658,  which  holds  c  ^mbination 
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by  foreign  companies  to  increase  rates  of  insurance  unlawful;  Brown  v.  Jacobs 
Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  com- 
bination of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed 
prices;  Com.  v.  Grinstead,  56  L.  R.  A.  709,  which  holds  agreement  not  to  resell 
goods  at  less  than  specified  price,  not  within  statute  for  suppression  of  con- 
spiracies; State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  holds 
unlawful  combination  to  fix  prices,  shown  by  acts  of  competing  dealers;  Hawar- 
den  v.  Youghiogheny  &  L.  Coal  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  828,  which  sustains  retail  coal  deal- 
er's right  of  action  against  wholesalers  and  favored  retailers  combining  to  drive 
other  retailers  out  of  business. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso.  24  L.  R.  A. 
83,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  453,  7  C.  C.  A.  27,  19  U.  S.  App.  36,  58  Fed.  70,  holding 
association  of  railroad  companies  to  maintain  reasonable  rates  not  illegal  com- 
bination; Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Fire  Underwriters,  67  Fed.  319,  deny- 
ing injunction  against  association  of  insurance  companies  to  regulate  rates  and 
shut  out  nonmembers. 
Application  of  anti-trust  laws. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fuqua  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds 
beer  brought  from  other  state  under  invalid  trust  agreement  subject  to   anti- 
trust law  of  state  on  arrival. 
Injunction  aa*nlnst  unlawful  combination*. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  295,  71  S.  W. 
455,  holding  injunction  lies  to  dissolve  agreement  whereby  manufacturers  agree 
to  sell  to  members  only,  and  association  agrees  to  boycott  manufacturers  selling 
to  nonmembers. 
Injunction   agralnst  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pfingst  v.  Senn,  21  L.  R.  A.  569,  which  denies  right  to  en- 
join as  nuisance  prospective  use  of  premises  as  beer  garden. 

12  L.  R.  A.  760,  ROSS  v.  HIXON,  46  Kan.  550,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  26  Pac  955. 
Malicious   prosecution;    probable   cause. 

Cited  in  Bechel  v.  Pacific  Exp.  Co.  65  Neb.  828,  91  N.  W.  853;   Darnell  v. 
Sallee,  7  Ihd.  App.  583,  34  N.  E.  1020;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hendricks 

13  Ind.  App.  12,  40  N.  E.  82,  holding  finding  of  examining  court  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  probable  cause;  Root  v.  Rose,  6  N.  D.  581,  72  N.  W.  1022,  hold- 
ing decision  of  lower  court  though  reversed  on  appeal,  conclusive  on  question  of 
probable  cause;  Blackman  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  S.  R.  Co.  126  Fed.  253,  holding 
unimpeached  conviction  conclusive  as  to  probable  cause  for  prosecution;  Tavenner 
v.  Morehead,  41  W.  Va.  124,  23  S.  E.  673,  holding  dismissal  of  rule  for  contempt 
because  made  in  wrong  court  no  foundation  for  action  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion; Marks  v.  Hastings,  101  Ala.  178,  13  So.  297  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  advice  of  justice  issuing  warrant,  though  practising  attorney,  no  defense 
to  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

12  L.  R.  A.  762,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  UNION  TRUST  CO.  v.  COLEMAN,  126  N.  Y. 

433,  27  N.  E.  818. 
Taxation  of  "capital  stock." 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Railway  Advertising  Co.  v.  Roberta,  4  App.  Div.  289, 
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30  N.  Y.  Supp.  448,  holding  assessment  of  capital  stock  cannot  exceed  amount 
authorized  by  charter;  People  ex  rel.  German  Looking  Glass  Plate  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ker, 75  Hun,  8,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  971,  holding  statement  that  capital  worth  par 
justifies  assessment  equal  to  amount  paid  in;  People  ex  rel.  Consolidated  Teleg. 
&  Elec.  Sub.  Co.  v.  Barker,  16  Misc.  259,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  holding  assessed 
value  of  realty  not  conclusive  in  estimating  corporate  assets  taxable  as  person- 
alty; Allen  v.  Com.  98  Va.  84,  34  S.  E.  981;  Durham  County  v.  Blackwell  Dur- 
ham Tobacco  Co.  116  N.  C.  446,  21  S.  E.  423,  holding  simultaneous  tax  leviable  on 
capital  stock  and  on  shares. 

—  Baals  of  asiie«ament. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Clearing  House  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Barker,  31  App. 
Div.  317,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111,  Affirming  23  Misc.  194,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1102; 
People  ex  rel.  Wiebusch  &  H.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  19  App.  Div.  577,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
570;  People  ex  rel  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Feitner,  32  Misc.  34,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  91 ;  People  ex  rel.  Equitable  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Barker,  144  N.  Y.  100,  39 
N.  E.  13, — holding  basis  of  assessment  valuation  of  real  and  personal  property 
less  assessed  value  of  realty,  debts,  and  exemptions ;  People  ex  rel.  Brooklyn  Union 
Gas  Co.  v.  Feitner,  82  App.  Div.  372,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  898;  People  ex  rel.  Equi- 
table Gaslight  Co.  v.  Barker,  66  Hun,  23,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  797;  People  ex  rel. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  28  Misc.  17,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  926;  People  ex  rel. 
National  Surety  Co.  v.  Feitner,  31  Misc.  434,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  523,— holding  capi- 
tal, not  value  of  shares,  basis  of  taxation;  People  ex  rel.  Edison  Electric  Illu- 
minating Co.  v.  Barker,  139  N.  Y.  61,  34  N.  E.  722;  Re  L.  Adler  Bros.  &  Co.  76 
App.  Div.  576,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  690,  holding  actual  value  of  capital  and  surplus 
basis  of  corporate  taxation;  People  ex  rel.  Bleecker  Street  &  F.  Ferry  R.  Co.  v. 
Barker,  85  Hun,  212,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  990;  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Mut.  Gaslight 
Co.  v.  Wells,  42  Misc.  608,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  595;  People  ex  rel.  Twenty-Third 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Feitner,  92  App.  Div.  521,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  304;  People  ex  rel. 
Equitable  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Barker,  66  Hun,  23,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  797,— holding 
market  value  of  shares  erroneous  basis  for  assessing  capital  stock;  People  ex 
rel.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Feitner,  38  Misc.  180,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  745,  holding 
assessment  based  on  market  value  of  stock,  without  evidence,  erroneous;  People 
ex  rel.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  146  N.  Y.  312,  40  N.  E.  996,  holding  actual 
value  of  capital  not  market  value  of  share  stock,  assessable';  People  ex  rel.  Man- 
hattan R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  165  N.  Y.  324,  59  N.  E.  151,  by  O'Brien,  J.,  dissenting, 
holding  basis  of  assessment  valuation  of  real  and  personal  property,  less  assessed 
value  of  realty,  debts,  and  exemptions. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Colonial  Trust  Co.  v.  Morgan,  47  App.  Div. 
129,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  sustaining  assessment  of  capital  stock  on  basis  of 
average  selling  price  of  shares. 

—  Deduction   of  debt*. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  141  N.  Y.  197,  56  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  834,  36  N.  E.  184;  People  ex  rel.  Cornell  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Dederick,  161  N.  Y. 
204,  55  N.  E.  927 ;  People  ex  rel.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  72  Hun,  129,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  340;  People  ex  rel.  John  A.  Roebling's  Sons'  Co.  v.  Wemple,  138 
N.  Y.  588,  34  N.  E.  386;  People  ex  rel.  Rochester  R.  Co.  v.  Pond,  37  App.  Div. 
337,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  490, — holding  corporate  debts  should  be  deducted  from  assets 
in  assessing  capital  stock;   People  ex  rel.  Keppler  &  Schwarzmann  v.   Barker, 
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22  App.  Div.  123,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  958,  holding  domestic  corporation  entitled  to 
deduct  from  assessed  capital  debt  incurred  in  purchase  of  stock  of  taxable  cor- 
poration; People  ex  rel.  Cornell  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Dederick,  161  N.  Y.  210,  55  N.  E. 
927,  holding  debts  contracted  in  purchase  of  good  will  not  deductible  from  per- 
sonal property  in  assessing  local  tax;  People  ex  rel.  National  Surety  Co.  v.  Feit- 
ner,  166  N.  Y.  137,  59  N.  E.  731,  holding  in  assessing  surety  company  outstand- 
ing contingent  liabilities  on  contracts  of  suretyship  not  deductible  from  assets. 

—  Exclusion   of  foreign   real   estate. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Barker.  23  Misc.  191.  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1105,  holding  foreign  real  estate  must  be  excluded  in  assessing 
corporate  capital. 

—  Exclusion    of   franchise. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  v.  Neff,  19  App.  Div.  591,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  385;  People  ex  rel  Coney  Island  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Neff,   15  App.  Div.  587. 

44  N.  Y.  Supp.  810;  People  ex  rel.  Consolidated  Teleg.  &  Electrical  Subway  Co. 
v.  Barker,  16  Misc.  262,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  106, — holding  franchise  not  assessable 
as  capital  stock;  People  ex  rel.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  152  N.  Y.  439,  46 
N.  E.  875,  holding  cost  of  leases  of  railroads  operated  by  corporation  without 
deducting  value  of  franchises,  erroneous  basis  of  assessment. 

—  Taxation  of  capital  of  forelarn  corporations. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Seth  Thomas  Clock  Co.  v.  Wemple,  133  N.  Y.  328,  31  N. 
E.  238,  holding  basis  of  taxation  of  foreign  corporation  portion  of  capital  em- 
ployed within  state;  People  ex  rel.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wemple,  150  N.  Y.  50,  44 
N.  E.  787,  holding  surplus  invested  in  real  estate  not  used  in  business  not  tax- 
able as  capital  stock;  People  ex  rel.  North  American  Co.  v.  Miller,  90  App.  Div. 
562,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  386,  holding  franchise  tax  imposable  upon  foreign  invest- 
ment company  transacting  entire  business,  and  having  bank  balances  and  se- 
curities in  state;   People  ex  rel.  A.  J.  Johnson  Co.  v.   Roberts,   159  N.   Y.  76, 

45  L.  R.  A.  131,  53  N.  E.  685  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  good  will 
of  corporation  carrying  on  business  wholly  in  state,  taxable  as  capital;  People 
ex  rel.  Chicago  Junction  R.  &  Union  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Roberts,  154  N.  Y.  13,  47 
N.  E.  974  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  capital  of  foreign  corporation 
having  headquarters  in  state  wholly  invested  in  stock  of  corporation  doing  busi- 
ness outside  of  state  not  taxable. 

"Capital  stock"  defined. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Wiebusch  &  H.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  154  N.  Y.  105,  47  N.  E. 
980,  holding  capital  stock  of  corporation  value  of  assets,  less  liabilities;  People 
ex  rel.  Trust  &  D.  Co.  v.  Norton,  53  App.  Div.  559,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  992;  People 
ex  rel.  National  Surety  Co.  v.  Feitner,  31  Misc.  434,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  523,  hold- 
ing "capital  stock"  synonymous  with  "capital;"  Hamor  v.  Taylor- Rice  Engi- 
neering Co.  84  Fed.  396,  holding  capital  stock  distinguishable  from  aggregate 
shares;  Wells  v.  Green  Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co.  90  Wis.  452,  64  N.  W.  69,  defining 
capital  stock  as  interests  of  stockholders;  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v.  Com.  99  Ky. 
635,  29  L.  R.  A.  76,  31  S.  W.  486,  defining  "capital  stock"  as  used  in  franchise 
tax  law  as  including  assets  and  franchise. 

"Gross  assets"  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  New  York  v.  Barker,  179  U.  S.  280,  45  L.  ed.  192,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
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121,  defining  "gross  assets"  assessed  as  actual  value  of  corporate  capital  and  sur- 
plus, excluding  franchise. 

Taxation  of  franchises. 

Cited  in  Buffalo  Gas  Co.  v.  Volz,  31  Misc.  163,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  534,  holding 
f ranch isos  not  taxable  except  under  special  law. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  42,  100)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchise  in  the 
United  States. 

Franchise  as  corporate  property. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Knoxville  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  99  Tenn.  698,  53  L. 
R.  A.  927,  4&  S.  \V.  115,  holding  exemption  of  certain  corporate  property  does 
not  include  privilege  tax. 

Value  of  corporate  shares. 

Cited  in  Re  Jones,  172  N.  Y.  586,  60  L.  R.  A.  480,  65  N.  E.  570,  holding  value 
of  corporate  shares  ascertainable  from  assets  of  corporation;  Great  Western  Min. 
&  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Harris,  128  Fed.  326,  holding  stockholders  receiving  part  of  proceeds 
and  additional  stock  upon  contributing  pro  rata  to  stock  bonus  to  purchaser  of 
bonds,  not  liable  as  for  assets  withdrawn. 

Assessment  of  bank  stock. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Jenkins  v.  Neff,  29  Misc.  62,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  582,  holding 
in  assessing  bank  stock,  assessed,  not  actual,  value  deductible  from  total  value  of 
<»pital. 

Recovery-  of  taxes  erroneously  assessed. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  Trust  Co.  v.  New  York,  144  N.  Y.  491,  39  N.  E. 
383,  Affirming  77  Hun,  185,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  344,  holding  action  not  maintainable 
to  recover  taxes  erroneously  assessed  by  commissioners  with  jurisdiction  of  person 
and  subject-matter. 

Conclusiveness   of   information   furnished   assessors. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel:  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  v-  Barker,  139  N.  Y. 
62,  34  N.  E.  722,  holding  information  given  to  tax  commissioners  should  be  taken 
as  true,  unless  otherwise  established  by  competent  evidence;  People  v.  Consoli- 
dated Gas  Co.  v.  Feitner,  78  App.  Div.  315,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  975,  holding  assessors 
bound  to  accept  verified  statement  and  testimony  regarding  corporation's  finances 
in  absence  of  contrary  evidence;  People  ex  rel.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  146 
N.  Y.  314,  40  N.  E.  996,  holding  tax  commissioners  not  bound  by  contradicted 
statements  where  good  reasons  exist  for  disbelief. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Trowbridge  v.  McXamara,  18  App.  Div.  21,  79 
S.  R.  458,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  456,  holding  assessors  may  fix  value  of  realty  according 
to  own  judgment  against  owner's  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State,  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Heppenheimer,  32  h. 
R.  A.  643,  which  holds  company  exempt  from  taxation  under  exemption  of  its 
shares. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.  R.  A.  518,  528,  545,  565,  567,  574,  575,  589,  597)  on  taxa- 
tion of  capital  stock  of  corporations  in  the  United  States;   (13  L.  R.  A.  515)  on 
taxation  of  shares  of  capital  stock. 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  II.— 40. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  770,  GUARANTY  TRUST  &  S.  D.  CO.  v.  BUDDINGTON,  27  Fla.  215, 

9  So.  246. 
Calendar  month  defined. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McGinn  v.  State,  30  L.  R.  A.  450,  which  defines  calendar 
month  as  period  terminating  with  day  of  succeeding  month  corresponding  to  day 
of  beginning  less  one. 

12  L.  R.  A.  776,  BUMGARDNER  v.  LEAVITT,  35  W.  Va.  194,  13  S.  E.  67. 
Specific  performance. 

Cited  in  Manton  y.  Ray,  18  R.  I.  674,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  811,  29  Atl.  998,  holding 
equity  will  decree  specific  performance  of  contract  to  convey  stock  not  obtainable 
elsewhere;  McKay  v.  Ripley  &  M.  C.  Valley  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  27,  24  S.  E.  6Sor 
sustaining  right  of  vendor  of  right  of  way  to  railroad  company  to  specific  per- 
formance. m 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  503,  506)  on  specific  performance  of  contract  for  sale 
of  stock  in  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Gage  v.  Fisher,  5  N.  D.  304,  31  L.  R.  A.  562,  65  N.  W.  809. 
holding  contract  to  give  minority  stockholder  right  to  control  stock  not  specifi- 
cally enforceable. 

12  L.  R.  A.  781,  Re  ARGUS  PRINTING  CO.  1  N.  D.  434,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  4a 

N.  W.  347. 
Pleda-e  of  stock. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  May  v.  Cleland,  44  L.  R.  A.  163,  which  holds  purchaser  of 
stock  at  execution  sale  takes  subject  to  pledge  of  which  he  knows,  though  not 
entered  on  corporate  books:  Spreckels  v.  Nevada  Bank,  33  L.  R.  A.  459,  which 
sustains  pledgee's  right  to  have  entry  made  on  corporate  books  to  protect  his 
rights. 
Jtla-hts  of  transferees  of  stock. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Doty  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  17  L.  R.  A.  259,  which  holds  right 
of  transferee  of  national  bank  stock  under  unrecorded  transfer  superior  to  subse- 
quent attachment. 
Who  are  stockholders. 

Cited  in  McMullan  v.  Dickinson  Co.  63  Minn.  410.  65  N.  W.  661,  holding  pledgee 
of  stock  not  stockholder;  Smith  v.  San  Francisco  &  N.  P.  R.  Co.  115  Cal.  594.  35 
L.  R.  A.  312,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  47  Pac.  582,  holding  person  holding  stock  a* 
dummy  for  real  owner  not  bona  fide  stockholder. 
Election  of  directors. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Maynard  ex  rel.  Dusenbury  v.  Looker,  56  L.  R.  A.  947. 
which  denies  vested  right  of  majority  of  stockholders  to  elect  directors. 
Stockholders'  meeting?*. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  175)  on  what  constitutes  quorum  for  meeting  of 
stockholders;   (29  L.  R.  A.  849)  on  right  to  vote  by  proxy  in  private  corporations. 

12  L.  R.  A.  791,  SHIPMAN  v.  BANK  OF  THE  STATE,  120  N.  Y.  318,  22  Am.  St. 

Rep.  821,  27  N.  E.  371. 
Liability  of  drawee  pay  Ins;  on   forced   sla-nntnre. 

Cited  in  Janin  v.  London  &  S.  F.  Bank,  92  Cal.  23,  14  L.  R.  A.  322,  27  Am.  St. 
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Rep.  82,  27  Pac.  1100,  holding  bank  paying  forged  check  liable;  J.  M.  Houston 
Grocer  Co.  v.  Fanners  Bank,  71  Mo.  App.  139  (obiter) ;  Adler  v.  Broadway  Bank, 

30  Misc.  383,  62  X.  Y.  Supp.  402,  holding  bank  paying  check  with  indorsement 
forged  by  payee's  collector,  liable  to  drawer;  Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Central  Nat. 
Bank,  82  Hun,  561,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  541,  holding  bank  cashing  check  with  forged 
indorsement  liable  to  bank  of  deposit;  Harter  v.  Mechanics  Nat.  Bank.  63  X.  J. 
L.  580,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  44  Atl.  715,  holding  bank  liable  to  depositor  for  check 
paid  on  forged  indorsement;  Kress  v.  East  Side  Saw  Bank,  50  X.  Y.  S.  R.  274,  21 
X.  Y.  Supp.  652,  holding  savings  bank  liable  for  deposit  paid  out  upon  presenta- 
tion of  stolen  pass  book  and  forged  check;  Bloom ingdale  v.  National  Butchers  & 
Drovers'  Bank,  33  Misc.  595,  68  X.  Y.  Supp.  35,  holding  bank  cashing  stolen 
checks,  payee's  indorsement  being  forged,  not  protected ;  Rossi  v.  National  Bank  of 
Commerce,  71  Mo.  App.  161,  holding  drawee  bank  liable  for  draft  paid  on  forged1 
indorsement;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Bi-Metallic  Bank,  17  Colo.  App.  233,  65 
Pac.  115,  holding  bank  liable  for  check  payable  to  W.  H.  Daily,  erroneously  deliv- 
ered by  drawer's  agent  to  \Y.  H.  Daley;  Chism  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  96  Tenn.  644, 
32  L.  R.  A.  780,  footnote  p.  778,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  36  S.  W.  387,  which  hold* 
drawee  bank  liable  to  payee  notwithstanding  forged  indorsement  of  fictitious  per- 
son's name. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  26  L.  R.  A. 
289,  which  holds  genuineness  of  indorsement  not  admitted  by  drawee  accepting  or 
paying  check;  Ramsey  County  v.  Nelson,  51  Minn.  85.  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  52  N. 
\V.  991,  holding  county  treasurer  paying  warrants  with  forged  indorsement  not 
protected;  Iron  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ft.  Pitt  Nat.  Bank,  23  L.  R.  A.  615,  which 
denies  right  of  recovery  by  payer  of  forged  check. 

Distinguished  in  Phillips  v.  Mercantile  Xat.  Bank,  140  X.  Y.  561,  23  L.  R.  A. 
587,  footnote  p.  584,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  596.  35  X.  E.  892,  Affirming  67  Hun,  382,  22 
X.  Y.  Supp.  254,  holding  payment  by  drawee  of  cashier's  checks  on  forged  in- 
dorsements by  cashier  of  payees'  names  good  as  against  his  bank. 

Negotiable  paper  Innocently  made  payable   to  net  It  ions  payee. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Dundee  State  Bank,  47  X.  Y.  S.  R.  450,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  511, 
denying  liability  of  drawer  of  draft  not  knowing  payee  fictitious  person  to  bona 
tide  holder  for  value. 

Liability  for  payment  to  wrong  person. 

Cited  in  Egner  v.  Corn  Exchange  Bank,  42  Misc.  554,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  107,  deny- 
ing liability  of  drawer  of  check  obtained  by  one  fraudulently  representing  named 
payee's  right  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  570)  on  negotiability  of  check;  (39  L.  R.  A.  426)  on 
use  of  fictitious  name  as  affecting  validity  of  instrument;  (50  L.  R.  A.  83)  on  who 
must  bear  loss  on  check  or  bill  issued  or  indorsed  to  impostor. 

Depositor's  duty  as  to  checks  returned. 

Cited  in  Harlem  Co-op.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  10  Misc.  682, 

31  N.  Y.  Supp.  790.  holding  depositor  may  assume  genuineness  of  indorsements 
of  returned  checks  ascertained  by  bank;  Critten  v.  Chemical  Xat.  Bank,  171  N. 
Y.  228,  57  L.  R.  A.  533,  03  N.  E.  969,  Modifying  00  App.  Div.  245,  70  N.  Y.  Supp. 
246,  holding  it  depositor's  duty  to  compare  returned  vouchers  with  record  of  checks 
issued,  lo  detect  forgeries  or  alterations;  Clark  v.  National  Shoe  &  Leather  Bank, 

32  App.  Div.  319.  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1064,  holding  depositor  not  negligent  in  intrust- 
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ing  examination  of  paid  checks  and  bank  statements  to  employee;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Allen,  100  Ala.  481,  27  L.  R.  A.  430,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  80,  14  So.  335,  deny- 
ing right  of  depositor  intrusting  duty  of  examining  vouchers  to  clerk  who  forged 
checks  to  recover  from  bank. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.  R.  A.  429)  on  duty  of  depositor  as  to  forged  checks  charged 
to  him  by  bank. 

When  a  rent's  knowledge  Imputable  to  principal. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  Allen,  151  X.  Y.  11,  36  L.  R.  A.  662,  footnote  p.  658,  45  N. 
E.  355,  which  holds  notice  of  agreement  by  bank  with  person  depositing  another's 
money,  that  cashier's  checks  given  shall  be  returned  without  delivery,  not  imput- 
able to  principal. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Birmingham  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Nat.  Bank,  20 
L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  cashier's  notice  imputable  to  savings  company. 

Account  stated. 

Cited  in  Wachsmann  v.  Columbia  Bank,  6  Misc.  63,  26  X.  Y.  Supp.  885,  holding 
account  stated  impeachable  by 'evidence  of  fraud  or  mistake;  National  Bd.  Marine 
Underwriters  v.  National  Bank,  9  Misc.  365,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  698,  holding  posses- 
sion of  vouchers  and  accounts  from  bank  by  clerk  committing  forgeries  overcomes 
presumption  of  acquiescence;  Kenneth  Invest.  Co.  v.  National  Bank,  96  Mo.  App. 
135,  70  £.  W.  173,  holding  depositor's  acquiescence  for  unreasonable  time  after 
return  of  balanced  bank  book  and  canceled  checks  has  effect  of  account  stated. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.  R.  A.  820)  on  what  constitutes  an  account  stated;  North- 
western Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  15  L.  R.  A.  102,  which  holds  bank  credit- 
ing forged  draft  to  payee  and  forwarding  for  collection  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Comer  v.  Mackey,  73  Hun,  242,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1023,  holding 
party  acquiescing  in  account  stated  by  old  firm  cannot  charge  new  firm  with 
subsequently  discovered  error. 

Estoppel   by  acquiescence   In   mistake. 

Cited  in  Devine  v.  Bank  of  Baldwin,  91  Wis.  73,  64  N.  W.  589,  holding  reten- 
tion of  certificate  by  illiterate  depositor  for  less  amount  than  due  does  not  pre- 
clude recovery  of  payment  made  on  forged  indorsement ;  Todd  v.  Med  ing,  56  N.  J. 
Eq.  101,  38  Atl.  349,  holding  receiver  not  protected  in  paying  dividend  on  whole 
claim  to  owner  of  half,  by  failure  of  other  owner  to  inquire  on  receiving  dividend 
on  individual  claim. 

Payment  benefiting-  depositor  as  equitable  defense. 

Cited  in  La  Montagne  v.  Bank  of  New  York,  Nat.  Bkg.  Asso.  94  App.  Dir.  233, 
S8  N.  Y.  Supp.  21,  holding  bank  not  liable  to  special  partnership,  succeeding  to 
assets  of  general  partnership  for  funds  checked  out  by  general  partner  to  pay  old 
firm's  debts. 

12  L.  R.  A.  799,  PACIFIC  EXP.  CO.  v.  FOLEY,  46  Kan.  457,  26  Am.  St.  Rep, 

107,  26  Pac.  665. 
Limitation   of  carrier's   liability  by  contract. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Sherlock,  59  Kan.  28,  51  Pac.  899,  holding 
contract  limiting  railroad's  common-law  liability  without  permission  of  railroad 
commissioners,  invalid;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mason.  4  Kan.  App.  402,  46 
Pac.  24,  and  Atchison.  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Dill,  48  Kan.  213,  29  Pac.  148,  holding 
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railroad  may  limit  common-law  liability  by  special  contract  with  shipper,  if  freely 
made;  Ft.  Scott,  W.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Sparks,  55  Kan.  295,  39  Pac.  1032,  holding 
contract  providing  that  person  traveling  with  stock  shall  remain  in  caboose,  valid. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  529)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  carrier's  contracts. 

Distinguished  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Beals,  56  Xeb.  418,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
082,  70  N.  W.  903,  holding  telegraph  company  liable  for  failure  to  correctly  trans- 
mit message,  notwithstanding  agreement  on  blanks. 

Bill  of  la  dinar  as  contract. 

Cited  in  Snrith  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  108  Mich.  577,  66  N.  W.  479,  holding 
carrier's  receipt  taken  by  shipper  without  objection,  valid  contract. 

12  L.  R.  A.  808,  BERBER  v.  VARRELMAXX,  127  N.  Y.  281,  27  X.  E.  1065. 
When  conclusions  of  law  regarded  as  finding:*  of  fact. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Loud.  39  App.  Div.  275,  56  X.  Y.  Supp.  959;  Christopher  k 
T.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Twenty-third  Street  R.  Co.  149  X.  Y.  58.  43  X.  E.  538,  holding 
findings  improperly  designated  concl unions  of  law  regarded  as  findings  of  fact. 

Absence  of  finding  to  support  jadgment. 

Cited  in  Haffey  v.  Lynch.  68  Hun,  509,  23  X.  Y.  Supp.  59,  holding  in  absence 
of  finding  court  may  examine  evidence  to  support  judgment. 

General   assignments  — —  Preferences. 

Cited  in  Re  Dauchy,  59  App.  Div.  388,  69  X.  Y.  Supp.  827.  holding  assignor  cre- 
ating preferences  to  statutory  limit  may  provide  for  pro  rata  payment  of  individ- 
ual and  firm  debts  out  of  residue;  Spelman  v.  Freedman,  130  X.  Y.  429,  29  X.  E. 
765,  holding  complaint  in  action  to  set  aside  preferential  judgments  alleging  exe- 
cutions and  levies  in  contemplation  of  assignment,  sufficient. 

Distinguished  in  Central  Xat.  Bank  v.  Seligman,  138  X.  Y.  442,  34  X.  E.  196, 
Reversing  64  Hun,  620,  19  X.  Y.  Supp.  362,  holding  assignment  invalidated  by 
excessive  preferences  in  instruments  forming  part  of  same  transaction. 

What    constitutes    unlawful    preference. 

Cited#in  Mack  v.  Prince,  40  W.  Va.  330,  21  S.  E.  1012,  holding  judgment  con- 
fessed by  insolent  void  as  preference. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Fixen,  50  L.  R.  A.  605,  which  holds  payment  of  money  by 
insolvent  to  unsecured  creditor  in  ordinary  course  of  business,  an  unlawful 
preference. 

Transfer  prior  to  are n era  1  anlgnment  as  preference. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Benjamin.  3  Misc.  499,  23  X.  Y.  Supp.  981,  holding  judgment 
Buffered  immediately  prior  to  general  assignment,  one  transaction;  Thalheimer 
v.  Klapetsky,  36  X.  Y.  S.  R.  118,  12  X.  Y.  Supp.  941,  holding  general  assignment 
not  invalidated  by  judgments  previously  confessed  without  intent  to  unlawfully 
prefer:  Clapp  v.  Clark,  49  Fed.  124,  holding  {obiter),  judgment  creating  excessive 
preference  void  as  part  of  general  assignment;  Ottenberg  v.  Corner,  34  L.  R.  A. 
I»23.  22  C.  C.  A.  168.  40  l\  S.  App.  320.  76  Fed.  269  (dissenting  opinion),  major- 
ity upholding  validity  of  mortgage  immediately  preceding  general  assignment, 
where  mortgagee  acted  in  good  faith:  Johnson  v.  Rapalyea,  1  App.  Div.  476,  37 
N.  Y.  Supp.  540  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  mortgage  not  given  or 
taken  in  contemplation  of  assignment,  valid. 

Distinguished  in  Benham  v.  Ham,  5  Wash.   132,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  31  Pac. 
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459,  holding  mortgage  by  insolvent  shortly  before  assignment  valid,  where  mort- 
gagee acted  in  good  faith;  Abegg  v.  Bishop,  60  Hun,  9,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  810,  holding 
transfer  to  creditor  with  intent  to  give  unlawful  preference,  void,  irrespective  of 
transferee's  knowledge;  Shotwell  v.  Dixon,  163  N.  Y.  48,  57  N.  E.  178,  Affirming  22 
App.  Div.  261,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  984,  sustaining  transfer  to  creditor  without  knowl- 
edge that  assignment  .contemplated. 

Distinguished  and  limited  in  Manning  v.  Beck,  129  N.  Y.  7,  14  L.  R.  A.  200, 
footnote  p.  198,  29  N.  E.  90,  which  holds  bona  fide  transferee  not  affected  by 
debtor's  intention  to  make  general  assignment  for  creditors. 

Not  followed  in  Waggoner-Gates  Milling  Co.  v.  Ziegler-Zaiss  Commission  Co. 
128  Mo.  486,  31  S.  W.  28,  holding  mortgage  to  creditor  not  invalidated  by  general 
assignment  immediately  thereafter. 
Preferential   transfer  to  creditors   not   followed   by  aMia-nment. 

Cited  in  Maass  v.  Falk,  146  X.  Y.  44,  40  N.  E.  504,  Same  case  in  court  below, 
54  N.  Y.  S.  R.  163,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  448,  holding  transfer  of  property  to  creditor  un- 
connected with  subsequent  transfers  of  remaining  property  to  other  creditors,  not 
invalid  preference. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  R.  A.  354)  on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  sale  is 
an  assignment  for  creditors ;  ( 37  L.  R.  A.  482 )  on  effect  of  insolvency  statutes  on 
mortgage  or  sale  preferring  creditors. 

Limited  in  Tompkins  v.  Hunter,  149  X.  Y.  124,  43  X.  E.  532,  Same  case  in  court 
below,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  12,  upholding  insolvent's  sale  of  entire  assets  to  creditor  in 
payment  of  debt  without  making  general  assignment. 

Distinguished  in  Cutter  v.  Pollock,  4  X.  D.  214,  25  L.  R.  A.  381,  50  Am.  St.  Rep. 
644,  59  X.  \Y.  1062,  sustaining  transfer  of  entire  property  to  creditors,  where  no 
general  assignment  made. 

12  L.  R.  A.  815,  HALEY  v.  EUREKA  COUXTY  BAXK,  21  Xev.  127,  26  Pac.  64. 
Power  to  require  proof  after  default. 

Approved  in  Sibley  v.  Weinberg,  116  Wis.  6,  92  X.  W.  427,  sustaining  court's 
discretionary  power  to  require  evidence  of  unlawful  detention  upon  default  in  re- 
plevin action. 
Privileged  communication  to  attorney. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stone  v.  Minter,  50  L.  R.  A.  356,  which  holds  communica- 
tion by  client  to  attorney  in  presence  of  other  party  to  contract  not  privileged; 
Koeber  v.  Somers  52  L.  R.  A.  512.  which  holds  conversation  authorizing  attor- 
ney to  compromise  action  not  privileged :  Bruley  v.  Garvin,  48  L.  R.  A.  839,  which 
holds  conversation  with  attorney  receiving  no  fee,  regarding  contemplated  lawsuit, 
privileged. 
Collusive  litigation. 

Cited  in  Ward  v.  AIsup,  100  Tenn.  739,  46  S.  W.  573,  holding  suit  brought  solely 
to  affect  third  parties'  rights  collusive. 
Dismissal  of  collusive  litigation. 

Cited  in  Ward  v.  Alsup,  100  Tenn.  739,  46  X.  W.  573,  and  Judson  v.  Flushing 
Jockey  Club,  14  Misc.  563,  36  X.  Y.  Supp.  128,  holding  attorney,  as  amicus  curiae, 
may,  and  should,  move  to  dismiss  fictitious  action;  Fesler  v.  Brayton,  145"  Ind. 
73,  32  L.  R.  A.  579,  44  N.  E.  37,  holding  (obiter),  that  collusive  action  may  be 
dismissed  on  motion  of  amicus  curiae. 
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OlamlMsal  of  futile  litigation. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  117  Wis.  127,  94  N.  W.  25,  holding  court  may 
summarily  dismiss  action  upon  payment  into  court  of  amount  claimed;  Wede- 
kind  v.  Bell,  26  New  413,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  704,  69  Pac.  612,  dismissing  appeal 
where  conflicting  claims  had  been  transferred  to  one  person. 

12  L.  R.  A.  821,  LILIENTHAL  v.  SUFFOLK  BREWING  CO.  154  Mass.  185,  26 

Am.  St.  Rep.  234,  28  X.  E.  151. 
Parol  evidence  varying:  writing-. 

Cited  in  Will  M.  Kinnard  Co.  v.  Cutter  Tower  Co.  159  Mass.  393,  34  X.  E.  460, 
holding  evidence  of  agreement  that  written  contract  should  not  be  binding  if 
goods  unsuitable,  inadmissible;  Clapp  v.  Wilder,  176  Mass.  346,  50  L.  R.  A.  126, 
-57  N.  E.  692,  by  Morton,  J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  declarations  of  grantor  as  to 
purpose  in  inserting  condition  in  deed,  made  after  delivery,  inadmissible. 

•Fraudulent   Inducements  as  gr round   for   rescinding:  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  594)  on  right  to  rely  on  representations  made  to 
effect  contract  as  basis  for  charge  of  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Kilgore  v.  Bruce,  166  Mass.  138,  44  N.  E.  108,  holding 
misrepresentations  by  seller  of  stock  as  to  price  another  was  paying  entitle  pur- 
chaser to  recoup  difference. 

12  L.  R.  A.  823,  PEABODY  v.  OREGON  R.  &  NAV.  CO.  21  Or.  121,  26  Pac.  1053. 
Ejection  of  passenger  without  required  ticket. 

Cited  in  Hot  Springs  R.  Co.  v.  Deloney,  65  Ark.  181,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  45 
S.  W.  351,  holding  carrier  liable  for  ejecting  passenger  presenting  ticket  improp- 
erly made  out;  Kiley  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  189  HI.  390,  52  L.  R.  A.  628,  82  Am. 
St.  Rep.  460,  59  X.  E.  794,  denying  liability  of  carrier  for  ejecting  passenger  to 
whom  wrong  transfer  given;  Callaway  v.  Mellett,  15  Ind.  App.  369,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  238,  44  N.  E.  198,  holding  as  between  passenger  and  conductor,  face  of  ticket 
conclusive  as  to  passenger's  rights;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  161 
Ind.  182,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  66  X.  E.  950  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  hold- 
ing street  railway  liable  for  expulsion  of  passenger  to  whom  wrong  transfer 
given;  Mahoney  v.  Detroit  Street  R.  Co.  93  Mich.  616,  18  L.  R.  A.  337,  footnote, 
p.  335,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  53  N.  W.  793,  which  authorizes  ejection  of  one 
refusing  to  pay  fare  without  having  previously  obtained  transfer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Poulin  v.  Canadian  P.  R."  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  800,  which  holda 
face  of  ticket  conclusive  evidence  to  conductor  as  to  terms  of  contract;  Trezona  v. 
Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  136,  which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  ejecting 
one  attempting  to  ride  on  ticket  which  he  knows  does  not  on  its  face  entitle  him 
to  a  ride;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Harper,  64  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  holds  carrier  liable 
for  ejection  of  passenger  whose  ticket,  apparently  correct,  does  not  entitle  holder 
to  transportation  by  desired  route;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  55  L.  R.  A.  536, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  ejection  of  passenger  whose  round  trip  ticket  un- 
stamped from  inability  to  find  agf»nt;  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Riley,  13  L. 
R.  A.  38,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  conductor's  refusal  to  accept  return 
coupon:  Ellsworth  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  173,  which  holds  failure, 
from  haste,  to  pay  for  ticket,  does  not  defeat  recovery  for  ejection  because  ticket 
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bears  prior  date;  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Hardest?,  57  L.  R.  A.  275,  which 
denies  carrier's  duty  to  accept  coupon  detached  from  commutation  book. 

Disapproved  in  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cates,  14  Ind.  App.  174,  41  N.  E. 
712,  holding  railroad  liable  for  ejecting  passenger  given  ticket  to  wrong  station 
where  mistake  explained  to  conductor. 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  fact  within  party's  peculiar  knowledge. 

Cited  in  Shmit  v.  Day,  27  Or.  115,  39  Pac.  870,  holding  burden  of  proof  on  de- 
fendant alleging  assignment  of  contract  as  defense  to  negligence  action  by 
employee. 

12  L.  R.  A.  830,  BIRMINGHAM  MINERAL  R.  CO.  v.  JACOBS,  92  Ala.  187.  9  So. 

320. 
What  are  "railroads"  within  meaning*  of  law. 

Cited  in  Ensley  R.  Co.  v.  Chewning,  93  Ala.  29,  9  So.  458,  holding  dummy  rail- 
road subject  to  railroad  law  requiring  signals  at  stopping  places;  Birmingham  R. 
&  Electric  Co.  v.  Baylor,  101  Ala.  498,  13  So.  793,  holding  dummy  railroads  bound 
to  adopt  same  safeguards  and  appliances  as  ordinary  railroads;  Louisville  &  X.  R. 
Co.  v.  Anchors,  114  Ala.  501,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  22  So.  279,  holding  electric  line 
running  beyond  corporate  limits  railroad  within  statute  requiring  stop  of  inter- 
section; Savannah,  T.  &  I.  of  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams  (Ga.)  61  L.  R.  A.  251,  43  S. 
E.  751,  holding  act  imposing  on  railroads  liability  to  employees  for  fellow-serv- 
ant 's  negligence  applicable  to  street  railways. 

'  Presumption  of  compliance  with  statute   requiring-  stop  at  crossing*. 

Cited  in  second  appeal  in  Birmingham  Mineral  R.  Co.  v.  Jacobs,  101  Ala.  156, 

13  So.  408,  holding  engineer  approaching  crossing  may  presume  compliance  by 
employees  of  intersecting  road  with  statute  requiring  stop;  Richmond  &  D.  R- 
Co.  v.  Greenwood,  99  Ala.  515,  14  So.  495,  holding  trainmen  complying  with  stat- 
ute on  approaching  crossing  may  assume  compliance  by  employees  of  intersecting 
road:  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Bryan,  125  Ala.  306,  28  So.  445,  holding  presumption 
of  observance  of  statute  by  employees  of  other  road  will  not  excuse  negligence  of 
engineer  having  right  of  way. 

Sufficiency  of  averment  of  wilful  Injury. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Anchors  114  Ala.  501,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  116, 
22  So.  279,  holding  allegation  that  defendant  "wilfully  caused"  collision  avers 
wilful  injury;  Georgia  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  100  Ala.  492.  1  «  So.  282,  holding  wanton 
and  wilful  negligence  sufficiently  averred  by  charge  that  injury  resulted  from 
"wanton  and  reckless  negligence.,, 

Variance    between    pleading-    and    proof. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City,  M.  <*  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Crocker,  95  Ala.  432,  11  So.  262,  Harold 
Btos.  v.  Jones  Bros.  97  Ala.  638,  98  Ala.  349,  11  So.  747;  Stringer  v.  Alabama 
Mineral  R.  Co,  99  Ala.  407,  13  So.  75;  Lee  v.  DeBardeleben  Coal  &  I.  Co.  102 
Ala.  630,  15  So.  270;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Markec,  103  Ala.  169,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  21,  15  So.  511;  Levin  v.  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  109  Ala.  334,  19  So.  395: 
Highland  Ave.  &  Belt  R.  Co.  v.  Winn,  93  Ala.  308,  9  So.  509,— holding  proof  of 
negligence  will  not  sustain  allegation  of  wilful  misconduct. 
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12  L.  R.  A.  836,  EISEXLORD  v.  CLUM,  126  N.  Y.  552,  27  X.  E.  1024. 
direct  of  death  on  competency  of  witness. 

Cited  in  Chace  v.  Lamphere,  148  X.  Y.  213,  42  X.  E.  580,  holding  wife  of  plain- 
tiff in  ejectment  against  decedent's  devisees  competent  to  testify  to  transactions 
with  decedent;  Albany  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  McCarty,  149  N.  Y.  84,  43  N.  E.  427, 
holding  tenant  by  curtesy  initiate  competent  to  testify  for  wife's  heirs  in  mortgage 
foreclosure,  though  joining  in  bond  and  mortgage;  Bouton  v.  Welch,  59  App.  Div. 
290,  69  X.  Y.  Supp.  407,  holding  mortgagor  in  default  on  foreclosure  may  testify 
to  deceased  mortgagee's  agreement  to  bequeath  mortgage  to  wife;  Healy  v.  Healy, 
55  App.  Div.  320,  66  X.  Y.  Supp.  927,  holding  mother  competent  to  testify  to  de- 
cedent's agreement  to  make  testamentary  provision  for  child;  Kosseau  v.  Kouss> 
91  App.  Div.  237,  86  X.  Y.  Supp.  497,  holding  that  wife  may  testify  in  action 
against  husband's  executors  to  enforce  promise  to  settle  certain  sum  on  illegiti- 
mate child;  Baxter  v.  Baxter,  13  App.  Div.  67,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  94,  holding  heir 
joined  as  defendant  in  action  by  other  heirs  to  set  aside  fraudulent  deed  may  tes- 
tify to  conversations  with  decedent  in  codefendant's  behalf;  Adams  v.  Internal 
lmprov.  Fund,  37  Fla.  289, '20  So.  266,  holding  in  action  involving  ownership  of 
coupons,  that  treasurer  may  testify  to  delivery  to  decedent  as  committee  to  settle 
accounts;  Hixson  v.  Rodbourn,  36  Misc.  22,  72  X.  Y.  Supp.  42,  holding  survivor 
of  firm  in  action  against  deceased  member's  estate  may  testify  to  decedent's  ac- 
quiescence in  payment  on  firm  note:  Lecour  v.  Importers  &  T.  Nat.  Bank,  61  App. 
Div.  166,  70  X.  Y.  Supp.  419,  holding  in  action  by  decedent's  administrator  to 
recover  proceeds  of  check,  decedent's  attorney  may  testify  to  personal  transac- 
tions showing  authority  to  indorse;  Putnam  v.  Lincoln  Safe  Deposit  Co.  87  App. 
Div.  18,  83  X.  Y.  Supp.  1091,  Affirming  39  Misc.  745,  80  X.  Y.  Supp.  961,  holding 
evidence  of  executors  as  to  funds  turned  over  to  deceased  testamentary  trustee 
admissible  to  show  ownership  of  securities;  Crampton  v.  Foster,  29  App.  Div. 
223,  51  X.  Y.  Supp.  883,  holding  maker  of  note  competent  to  testify  in  payees 
behalf  as  to  transaction  with  deceased  indorsee;  Tecumseh  Xat.  Bank  v.  McGee, 
61  Xeb.  721,  85  X.  W.  949,  holding  that  one  cannot  testify  to  transactions  with 
decedent  tending  to  disprove  loan  to  firm  of  which  former  is  a  member;  Sorensen 
v.  Sorensen.  56  Xeb.  735,  77  X.  W.  68,  holding  alleged  widow  incompetent  to 
testify  to  conversation  with  decedent  constituting  common-law  marriage,  in  con- 
testing administrator's  appointment. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Cochrane.  91  Hun,  168,  36  X.  Y.  Supp.  283,  holding 
wife,  who  is  party  to  action,  cannot  testify  to  conversation  with  testator,  to 
mi* tain  devise  of  realty  to  husband. 

Judgment*  or  pleading*   In  other  action*   as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Millard  v.  Adams,  1  Misc.  432,  21  X.  Y.  Supp.  424,  holding  judgment 
by  default  in  third  person's  action  against  firm  admissible  to  prove  partnership. 

Distinguished  in  Roscoe  Lumber  Co.  v.  Standard  Silica  Cement  Co.  62  App.  Div. 
424,  70  X.  Y.  Supp.  1130,  Holding  defendant's  counsel  asking  on  cross-examination 
if  bill  of  particulars  true  doeB  not  render  it  admissible  against  defendant. 

Evidence  as  to  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Re  Seabury,  1  App.  Div.  233,  37  X.  Y.  Supp.  308,  holding  declarations 
of  deceased  relations  as  to  person's  birth  and  parentage  admissible;  Alston  v. 
Alston,  114  Iowa,  38,  86  X.  W.  55,  holding  declarations  of  foster  parents  as  to 
child's  paternity  admissible;  Arents  v.  hong  Island  R.  Co.  156  X.  Y.  7,  50  X.  E. 


634         L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [12  L.  R.  A. 

422,  holding  testimony  as  to  death  of  children  on  information  derived  from  de- 
ceased mother  and  general  report,  competent;  Washington  v.  Bank  for  Savings, 
171  X.  Y.  175,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  800,  63  X.  E.  831,  Affirming  65  App.  Div.  341,  72 
X.  Y.  Supp.  752,  holding  decedent's  declarations  that  she  never  had  children,  ad- 
missible; Re  Rawson,  29  Misc.  542.  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078,  holding  evidence  of  dec- 
larations of  deceased. members  of  family  admissible  to  prove  marriage;  Young  v. 
Shulenberg,  165  X.  Y.  388,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  59  X.  E.  135,  holding  on  proof 
that  deceased  grantor  member  of  family,  recitals  in  deed  admissible  on  question 
of  pedigree;  State  v.  Marshall,  137  Mo.  478,  36  S.  W.  619  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  prosecution  in  seduction  action  may  testify  as  to  age. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Young  v.  State',  47  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds  man's  dec- 
larations as  to  own  history  and  pedigree  provable  after  his  death  for  purpose  of 
identification;  Re  Pickens,  25  L.  R.  A.  477,  which  holds  admissible  common 
reputation  in  family  as  to  who  are  members  of  same;  Re  Hurlburt,  35  L.  R.  A. 
794,  which  holds  general  reputation  in  family  as  to  death  of  member  not  derived 
from  deceased  members  of  family  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  note   (41  L.  R.  A.  449)   on  entries  in  family  Bible  or  other  religious 
book  as  evidence. 
When   Inadmissible. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Mayne,  118  Cal.  520,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  256,  50  Pac.  654,  hold- 
ing entry  in  Bible  not  admissible  to  show  age  of  prosecutrix  in  rape  case:  Bo  wen 
v.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  68  App.  Div.  344,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  101,  holding  letter 
written  to  insured  by  deceased  brother  inadmissible  to  prove  age,  in  action  on  ac- 
cident policy;  People  v.  Miller,  30  Misc.  358,  63  X.  Y.  Supp.  949,  holding  hearsay 
evidence  as  to  death  of  first  husband  inadmissible  on  issue  of  validity  of  second 
marriage;  Wallace  v.  Syracuse  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  42  App.  Div.  538,  59  X.  Y. 
Supp.  651,  holding  evidence  of  mare's  reputed  pedigree  inadmissible  in  action  for 
negligent  killing. 

Distinguished  in  Flora  v.  Anderson,  75  Fed.  223,  holding  declarations  of  serv- 
ant inadmissible  on  question  of  pedigree. 
Hearsay    evidence  —  Declarations   against    Interest. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  McCord,  160  X.  Y.  341,  54  X.  E.  737,  holding  defendant's  state- 
ments of  facts  attending  accident,  not  based  on  personal  knowledge,  admissible 
against  him;  Putnam  v.  Lincoln  Safe  Deposit  Co.  87  App.  Div.  18,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1091,  holding  written  declaration  of  trustee  that  securities  in  individual 
name  of  beneficiary  belonged  to  trust  estate,  inadmissible  against  beneficiary's 
executor. 

12  L.  R.  A.  843,  PEIL  v.  REIXHART,  127  X.  Y.  381,  27  X.  E.  1077. 
Landlord's  liability  for  defective  premises. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fellows  v.  Gilliuber,  17  L.  R.  A.  577,  which  holds  lessor  of 
hotel  not  liable  for  injury  to  guest  by  defective  awning. 

Distinguished  in  O'Dwyer  v.  O'Brien,  13  App.  Div.  573,  43  X.  Y.  Supp.  815, 
holding  landlord  of  tenement  not  liable  for  defect  in  alley  used  by  only  one  ten- 
ant: Reissman  v.  Jacobowit/.  22  Misc.  553,  49  X.  Y.  Supp.  1006,  and  Miller  v. 
Rinaldo,  21  Misc.  471,  47  X.  Y.  Supp.  636,  denying  liability  of  landlord  for  fall  of 
ceiling  in  tenant's  apartment  upon  child;  Sanders  v.  Smith.  5  Misc.  4,  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  125,  holding  landlord  not  liable  to  tenant  for  personal  injuries  resulting 


£36-843.]  L.  E.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  635 

from  failure  to  repair;  Leonard  v.  Gunther.  47  App.  Div.  195,  62  X.  Y.  Supp.  99, 
•denying  landlord's  liability  where  one  tenant  lets  water  pipes  freeze,  flooding 
premises  of  another. 

-—  Portion*   under   landlord'*   control. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Boardman,  68  App.  Div.  440,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  963,  holding 
landlord  liable  for  injury  to  tenant's  goods  from  overflow  of  closet  under  his  con- 
trol; Barman  v.  Spencer  (lnd.)  44  L.  R.  A.  819,  49  N.  E.  9,  holding  landlord 
negligently  leaving  well  uncovered  liable  to  tenant's  guest;  Indianapolis  Abattoir 
-Co.  v.  Temperly  159  lnd.  654,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  64  N.  K.  906,  holding  land- 
lord, with  knowledge  of  leak,  liable  for  injury  to  tenant  from  explosion  of  gas 
piped  to  landlord's  office. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  239)  on  responsibility  of  landlord  for  injuries  re- 
sulting from  defects  in  portions  of  building  remaining  in  his  possession. 

—  Portion*  aaed  In  common  by  aevertl  tenant*. 

Cited  in  Dollard  v.  Roberts,  130  X.  Y.  273,  14  L.  R.  A.  242,  29  X.  E.  104,  holding 
landlord  liable  for  'injuries  to  occupant  by  plaster  falling  in  tenement  hallway ; 
Mahon  v.  Burns,  13  Misc.  19,  68  X.  Y.  S.  R.  162,  34  X.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding 
landlord's  duty  to  keep  hallway  of  tenement  in  condition  for  safe  passage;  Wilber 
v.  Follansbee,  97  Wis.  581,  72  N.  W.  741,  holding  landlord  liable  to  tenant  in 
•apartment  house  for  defect  in  hallway;  Wessel  v.  Gerken,  36  Misc.  222,  73  N.  Y. 
Supp.  192,  holding  landlord  liable  for  fall  of  child  caused  by  projecting  screws  in 
tenement  stairway;  Lew  in  v.  Pauli,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  450,  holding  landlord  liable 
for  failure  to  keep  tenants'  common  stairway  in  repair;  Flood  v.  Huff,  29  Misc. 
-353,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  517,  denying  liability  of  landlord  of  tenement  using  reason- 
able care  to  keep  staircase  safe;  Brady  v.  Valentine,  3  Misc.  21,  21  X.  Y.  Supp. 
776,  holding  landlord  liable  to  visitor  for  defective  tenement  stairs;  Blake  v. 
Fox,  43  N.  Y.  S.  R.  528,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  508,  holding  landlord's  duty  to  keep 
•dumb-waiter  in  common  use  of  tenants  in  repair;  Gallagher  v.  Button,  73  Conn. 
177,  46  Atl.  819,  holding  (obiter),  landlord  liable  for  defective  fire-escape  in  com- 
mon use  of  tenants;  Collier  v.  Collins,  58  App.  Div.  553,  69  X.  Y.  Supp.  94,  hold- 
ing landlord's  liability  to  tenant  for  tilting  of  grating  under  entrance  to  common 
yard,  for  jury;  Canavan  v.  Stuyvesant,  7  Misc.  118,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  413,  holding 
landlord  liable  for  fall  of  child  down  uncovered  airshaft  in  tenement  yard; 
Schmidt  v.  Cook,  4  Misc.  85,  23  X.  Y.  Supp.  799,  holding  landlord  liable  for  fall 
of  rock  in  tenement  back  yard. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  156)  on  landlord's  liability  as  to  condition  of  part 
of  premises  not  controlled  by  tenant. 

Distinguished  in  Muller  v.  Minken,  5  Misc.  445,  26  X.  Y.  Supp.  801,  denying 
liability  of  landlord  of  tenement  for  failure  to  light  hallway ;  Harkin  v.  Crumbie, 
20  Misc.  571,  40  X.  Y.  Supp.  453,  denying  landlord's  liability  to  tenant's  visitor 
falling  on  ice  in  courtyard  of  apartment  house. 

Contributory  n  eft-Hare  nee,  when   qnentlon   for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Walton  v.  Kane,  4  Misc.  297,  23  X.  Y.  Supp.  1029,  holding  contributory 
negligence  of  tenant 'falling  on  tenement  stairway,  for  jury;  Karlson  v.  Healy, 
38  App.  Div.  487,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  361,  holding  contributory  negligence  of  tenant 
of  apartment  house  going  upon  roof  to  hang  out  clothes,  for  jury;  Schwartz  v. 
Apple,  21  Misc.  515,  48  X.  Y.  Supp.  253,  holding  tenant,  knowing  ceiling  of 
room  unsafe,  negligent  in  continuing  to  occupy :  Goff  v.  Little  Falls,  47  X.  Y.  8.  R. 
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73i,  20  N:  Y.  Supp.  175,  holding  contributory  negligence  of  person  falling  on 
icy  sidewalk,  for  jury;  Richardson  v.  Syracuse,  41  App.  Div.  122,  58  X.  Y.  Supp. 
487.  holding  contributory  negligence  of  person  stepping  through  hole  in  walk, 
for  jury;  Simmons  v.  Peters,  83  Hun,  07,  32  X.  Y.  Supp.  080,  holding  contributory 
negligence  of  employee  walking  into  elevator  shaft,  for  jury;  Wesener  v.  Smith, 
89  App.  Div.  213,  85  X.  Y.  Supp.  837,  holding  negligence  of  one  not  looking  out 
though  knowing  yard  littered  with  rubbish,  for  jury. 
Evidence  of  condition   of  locality   subsequent   to  accident. 

Cited  in  Tompert  v.  Hastings  Pavement  Co.  35  App.  Div.  581.  55  X.  Y.  Supp. 
177,  holding  evidence  of  condition  of  street  on  morning  after  accident,  competent. 

Distinguished  in  Roe  v.  Crimmins,  10  Misc.  717,  31  X.  Y.  Supp.  807,  holding 
evidence  of  condition  of  trench  in  street  on  morning  after  accident,  inadmissible. 
When  facta  reviewable  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Boyle  v.  Williams,  1  Misc.  113,  48  X.  Y.  S.  R.  652,  20  X.  Y.  Supp. 
727;  Chaimson  v.  Mensliing,  12  Misc.  051,  33  X.  Y.  Supp.  271 ;  Bishop  v.  Hendrick- 
son,  42  X.  Y.  S.  R.  37,  16  X.  Y.  Supp.  799, — holding  facts  not  reviewable  on  appeal 
from  judgment  only. 
Order  grranttngr  new  trial,  when  reviewable  by  conrt  of  appeals. 

Cited  in  Caponigri  v.  Altieri,  164  X.  Y.  479,  58  X.  E.  667;  Bank  of  China  v. 
Morse,  168  X.  Y.  471,  56  L.  R.  A.  144,  85  Am.  St.  R*p.  676,  61  X.  E.  774; 
Chapman  v.  Comstock,  134  X.  Y.  512,  31  X.  E.  876, —  holding  general-term  order 
granting  new  trial  not  reviewable  by  court  of  appeals  unless  order  affirmed  as  to 
facts  or  appeal  therefrom  dismissed. 

12  L.  R.  A.  845,  CARXWRIUHT  v.  GRAY,  127  N.  Y.  92,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  424, 

27  X.  E.  835. 
Agreements  to  pay  money  after  promisor**  death. 

Cited  in  Hegeman  v.  Moon,  131  X.  Y.  466,  30  X.  E.  487,  sustaining  promissory 
note  payable  after  maker's  death;  Beatty  v.  Western  College,  177  111.  291,  42 
L.  R.  A.  802,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  32  X.  E.  432,  sustaining  validity  of  note  to 
become  due  in  event  of  maker's  death  before  maturity:  Hopkins  v.  Marlette,  47 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  916,  20  X.  Y.  Supp.  576,  holding  instrument  promising  to  pay  cer- 
tain person  or  bearer,  certain  sum  at  death,  valid  note;  Hatch  v.  Gillette.  8  App. 
Div.  607,  40  X.  Y.  Supp.  1016,  sustaining  claim  founded  on  instrument  requesting 
payment  of  sum  at  death  to  person  named;  Durland  v.  Durland,  83  Hun,  176, 
31  N.  Y.  Supp.  596,  holding  assignment  by  husband  to  wife  of  bonds  to  be  de- 
livered after  his  decease,  not  testamentary  disposition:  Edic  v.  Horn.  42  Mi*e. 
30,  85  X.  Y.  Supp.  535,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  whether  agreement  to 
pay  wife  weekly  sum  for  support  during  her  life  is  effective  after  promisor's  death. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.  R.  A.  860)  on  agreement  to  pay  money  or  give  property 
after  death  of  promisor. 

What  InHtramentH  deemed  promissory  notes. 

Cited  in  Hickok  v.  Bunting.  67  App.  Div.  562,  73  X.  Y.  Supp.  967,  same  case 
of  subsequent  appeal,  92  App.  Div.  169,  86  X.  Y.  Supp.  1059,  holding  instrument 
promising  to  pay  cer  ain  sum  with  interest  on  or  after  certain  date  to  order 
of  payee,  valid  note;  Rice  v.  Rice,  43  App.  Div.  463,  60  X.  Y.  Supp.  97,  holding 
instrument  promising  to  pay  certain  sum  when  payee  is  twenty-one,  not  prom- 
issory note. 
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Distinguished  in  Bradt  v.  Krank,  164  N.  Y.  520,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  662,  58  N.  E. 
657,  holding  written  agreement  to  pay  third  party's  debt  on  or  before  day  named, 
not  promissory  note  importing  consideration. 

When  consideration  presumed. 

Cited  in  Root  v.  Strang,  77  Hun,  16,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  273,  and  Sprague  v. 
Sprague,  80  Hun,  286,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  162,  holding  burden  on  defendant  to  prove 
want  of  consideration  for  promissory  note;  Wells  v.  Monihan,  35  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
496,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  156,  holding  consideration  of  promissory  note  need  not  be 
expressed  or  proved:  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  26  Or.  319,  38  Pac.  189,  holding  considera- 
tion for  promissory  note  presumed  though  none  expressed;  Yarwood  v.  Trusts  & 
Guarantee  Co.  94  App.  Div.  51,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  raising,  without  deciding, 
question  whether  burden  on  defendant  to  show  want  of  consideration  for  note 
promising  to  pay  certain  sum  at  death. 

Distinguished  in  Deyo  v.  Thompson,  53  App.  Div.  12,  65  X.  Y.  Supp.  459,  hold- 
ing non-negotiable  note  does  not  import  consideration;  Johannessen  v.  Munroe, 
84  Hun,  599,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  863,  holding  in  action  on  special  letter  of  credit 
consideration  must  be  proved;  Barondess  v.  Kaminsky,  38  Misc.  763,  78  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1108,  holding  words  "value  received"  in  note  sufficiently  prove  considera- 
tion. 

What   instruments  negotiable. 

Cited  in  D'Esterre  v.  Brooklyn,  90  Fed.  589,  holding  municipal  bonds  payable 
in  blank  negotiable. 

12  L.  R.  A.  848,  COLVILLE  v.  MILES,  127  N.  Y.  159,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  27 

N.  E.  809. 
Lessor's  rlft-hts  as  against  lessee's  creditors. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Luiz,  115  Cal.  625,  47  Pac.  597,  holding  lease  containing 
stipulation  against  removal  of  hay,  quantity  remaining  to  be  purchased  by  les- 
sor, creates  no  lien  against  bona  tide  mortgagee. 

Distinguished  in  Osmun  v.  Barker,  92  Hun,  609,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  43,  by  Ward, 
J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  landlord  entitled  to  wheat  straw  uhder  farm  lease  may 
replevy  from  tenant's  mortgagee;  Neubauer  v.  Gabriel,  86  Wis.  206,  56  N.  W. 
733,  holdjng  chattel  mortgage  by  lessee  of  property  leased,  invalid. 

12  L.  R.  A.  852,  ATLANTA  v.  FIRST  PRESBY.  CHURCH,  86  Ga.  730,  13  S.  E. 

252. 
Exemption  from  assessment  for  local  Improvements. 

Cited  in  Erie  v.  School  District,  17  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  39,  holding  school  district 
not  liable  for  paving  assessment;  Board  of  Improvement  v.  Little  Rock  School 
District,  56  Ark.  357,  16  L.  R.  A.  420,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  19  S.  W.  969,  hold- 
ing public  school  houses  not  liable  to  assessment  for  local  improvements;  Edwards 
&  W.  Constr.  Co.  v.  Jasper  County,  117  Iowa,  379,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  90  N.  W. 
1006,  holding  public  square  containing  county  buildings  liable  to  special  paving 
assessment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Zabel  v.  Louisville  Baptist  Orphans'  Home,  13  L.  R.  A. 
668,  which  holds  street  assessment  not  within  exemption  of  charitable  institu- 
tion from  "all  taxation." 
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Cited  in  note  (35  L.  R.  A.  34,  36)  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefits 
of  property  exempt  from  general  taxation. 
Church   property,   private   property. 

Cited  in  Macon  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Riggs,  87  Ga.  159,  13  S.  E.  312,  holding  churcb 
property  subject  to  condemnation  for  railway. 

12  L.  R.  A.  856,  FARRIOR  v.  NEW  ENGLAND  MORTG.  SECUR.  CO.  92  Ala, 

176,  9  So.  532. 
Effect  of  change  In  Judicial  construction  of  statute. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  95  Ala.  563,  10  So.  635,  holding  proceed- 
ings to  acquire  legal  title  governed  by  former  decision  under  which  instituted^ 
since  overruled;  St.  Louis,  O.  H.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler,  142  Mo.  687,  44  S.  W. 
771,  holding  change  in  judicial  construction  does  not  affect  rights  acquired  under 
former  decision. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.  R.  A.  647)  on  change  of  decision  of  state  court  as  un- 
constitutional impairment  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  81  Miss.  120,  32  So.  937,. 
holding  erroneous  decisions  as  to  constitutionality  of  exemption,  rendered  after 
purchase  of  railroad,  do  not  prevent  assertion  of  claim  for  back  taxes;  Gross  v. 
Whitley  County,  158  Ind.  536,  58  L.  R.  A.  396,  64  N.  E.  25,  holding  public  officer 
oannot  collect  salary  under  earlier  act  for  time  during  which  later  act  held  un- 
constitutional. 

Disapproved  in  Storrie  v.  Cortes,  90  Tex.  289,  35  L.  R.  A.  669,  38  S.  W.  154,. 
holding  rights  acquired  on  faith  of  earlier,  may  be  invalidated  by  later,  decision. 

12  L.  R.  A.  859,  K1LGORE  v.  RICH,  83  Me.  305,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  780/  22  Atl. 

176. 
What  are  necessaries. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fisher  v.  Shea,  61  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  holds  defense  of 
suit  against  policeman  for  assault  while  acting  in  line  of  duty,  within  excep- 
tion of  claims  for  necessaries  in  statute  prohibiting  garnishment  of  wages;  Pea- 
cock v.  Linton,  53  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  denies  liability  for  tutoring  minor  soft 
during  vacation;  Crafts  v.  Carr,  60  L.  R.  A.  128,  which  holds  services  of  attorney 
in  prosecuting  for  infant  action  for  damages  for  indecent  assault  on  her,  neces- 
saries. 
Infant'*  liability  for  necessaries. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gregory  v.  Lee,  25  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  minor  leas- 
ing rooms  while  attending  college  bound  to  pay  for  same  as  necessary  only  while 
occupying  same;  Goodman  v.  Alexander,  55  L.  R.  A.  781,  which  authorizes  re- 
covery against  infant  for  food  and  lodging  without  alleging  that  defendant  an 
orphan. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.  R.  A.  211)  on  infant's  right  to  repudiate  contract  for 
services  and  sue  on  quantum  meruit, 

12  L.  R.  A.  862,  PHILLIPS  v.  MADRID,  83  Me.  205,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  770,  22: 

Atl.  114. 
Extraterritorial    effect    of    prohibition    against    remarriage    of    divorce* 
persons. 

Cited  in  Frame  v.  Thormann,  102  Wis.  673,  79  N.  W.  39,  holding  state  stat- 
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ute   prohibiting  marriage  of  guilty  party  divorced  does  not  affect  validity  of 
marriage  elsewhere. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  831,  832)  on  effect  of  statutes  forbidding  remar- 
riage of  guilty  party  after  divorce;  (57  L.  R.  A.  170)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to 
validity  of  marriage;  (19  L.  R.  A.  816)  on  validity  of  decree  of  divorce  obtained 
on  publication  or  service  out  of  state,  where  defendant  did  not  appear. 

Conflict   of  law*. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  85)  on  supremacy  of  state  or  nation  over  devolution. 

12  L.  R.  A.  864,  STOWERS  v.  POSTAL  TELEG.  CABLE  CO.  68  Miss.  559,  24 

Am.  St.  Rep.  290,  9  So.  356. 
Additional   burdens   on   highway  entitling?  abutter   to   compensation. 

Cited  in  East  Tennessee  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Russellville,  106  Ky.  670,  51  S.  W. 
308;  Bronson  v.  Albion  Teleph.  Co.  (Neb.)  60  L.  R.  A.  428,  93  N.  W.  201; 
Donovan  v.  Allert  (N.  D.)  58  L.  R.  A.  780,  91  N.  W.  441;  Krueger  v.  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co.  106  Wis.  108,  50  L.  R.  A.  304,  81  N.  W.  1041,— holding  telephone  line 
in  street  additional  servitude;  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Bloom,  71  Miss.  252,  15 
So.  72,  upholding  abutting  owner's  right  to  compensation  for  construction  of 
railroad  in  street,  though  fee  in  public;  Hazlehurst  v.  Mayes,  (Miss.)  64  L.  R.  A. 
806,  36  So.  33,  denying  abutter's  right  of  action  for  necessary  trimming  of  trees 
in  highway  in  instaling  municipal  electric  lighting  system;  Cater  v.  Northwest- 
ern Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  60  Minn.  550,  28  L.  R.  A.  315,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  543.  63 
N.  W.  HI  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  telephone  line  on  rural' high- 
way not  additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.  R.  A.  480)  on  what  use  of  street  or  highway  constitutes 
an  additional  burden;  (24  L.  R.  A.  721)  on  telegraph  or  telephone  poles  as  ad- 
ditional burden  on  highway.  • 

Not  followed  in  Magee  v.  Overshiner,  150  Ind.  138,  40  L.  R.  A.  374,  65  Am. 
St.  Rep.  358,  49  N.  E.  951,  denying  abutting  owner's  right  to  compensation 
for  telephone  line  in  street. 

Rla-ht  to  flow  of  stream  as  easement. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Mississippi  Levee  Conors.  77  Miss.  536,  26  So.  963,  rais- 
ing, without  deciding,  question  whether  right  to  have  waters  of  stream  flow  in 
accustomed  channel  easement  for  taking  which  compensation  must  be  made. 

Injunction  aarainst  obstruction  of  bia-bway. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Mobile  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  124  Ala.  166,  26 
So.  895,  holding  unauthorized  construction  oi  railroad  in  street  may  be  en- 
joined. 
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